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SDAB HEARING  
Agenda 

Appeal File No. SDAB 2026-005D 
Re: Against Approval of Permit for Motel Expansion with Variance 

Lot: 1; Block: 6; Plan: 7620880 
11301 100 Avenue, Grande Prairie, AB T8V 5M6 

Tuesday, September 8, 2026 

2:00 PM 

Council Chambers, City Hall 

ATTENDEES 
Chair: Linda Murphy 

Members:  Lynne Coulter, Elmer Spilchen 

 

1. SDAB Clerk Introduces the Appeal 

2. Open Hearing and Introduction 

a. Introduction of the Chair  

b. Introduction of the Members of the Panel 

c. Preliminary Matters 

d. Introduction of the Hearing Procedures 

3. Presentation: Development Authority 

4. Presentations: Applicant 

5. Presentations: Subject Property Owner 

6. Presentation: Appellant 

7. Those Speaking in Favour of the Appeal 

8. Those Speaking in Opposition of the Appeal 

9. Appellant’s Rebuttal 

10. Final Questions by the SDAB & Responses 

11. Closing Remarks: Development Authority 

12. Closing Remarks: Applicant 

13. Closing Remarks: Subject Property Owner 

14. Closing Remarks: Appellant  

15. Chair confirms all parties have had a fair opportunity to present 

16. Close Hearing & Enter Closed Deliberations 
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Appeal Information 

Appeal Against: Development Permit Approval 

Appellant Name: M.N. Bernhardt Holdings Ltd. 

I/We the: Person affected by an order, decision, or development permit 

Hereby give Notice of Appeal for the following reasons:   

1. Material interference with my property. My business is a drive-up automotive service facility

whose customers decide to enter from the roadway; frontage visibility is the operating asset,

not an amenity. Because both properties sit behind a service road, traffic on 100 Avenue views 

them across that corridor, and a building brought forward to 3.0 m from the service road

property line acts as a screen between 100 Avenue and everything east of it, including my site. 

Motorists lose sight of my building, bay doors and signage until they are past the entry that

would have let them turn in. Vehicles exiting my approach also lose westward sight distance

— the concern the Bylaw identifies in its "Exit Safety Triangle" definition at section 10. The

required landscaping compounds this: a 3.0 m front yard can hold the 3 m buffer section 64.4

requires, but the trees and shrubs required by section 95.6 will then sit at 3.0 m from the

property line instead of 6.1 m, placing growing vegetation in front of an already over-forward

building.

2. Parking (72 to 63 stalls), and why it has nowhere to go. A motel is a 24-hour overnight use and,

in this market, many guests arrive in work trucks and trailer-equipped vehicles occupying

more than one stall. Critically, the reduced front yard cannot absorb the shortfall: section 64.6

provides that areas used to fulfill the minimum required landscaped area "shall not be used

for other purposes including but not limited to parking, vehicular circulation, or loading

facilities," and section 64.3 requires those areas to be permeable. The nine displaced vehicles

must go off-site — onto the service road or onto adjoining private lots including mine,

reducing the customer stacking area my facility depends on. The existing Motel guests at

present day are already parking on the service road in front of our business, blocking site lines 

to our building.

3. I received no pre-decision notice. The appeals form dated Aug. 4th is the first I have seen of

this variance.

I ask that both variances be revoked and the development be required to comply with the 6.1 m front 

yard and 72 stalls. In the alternative I ask that the setback variance be substantially reduced to the 

minimum demonstrated to be necessary and that conditions be imposed protecting sight lines along 

the shared boundary, limiting front yard landscaping height and species, and prohibiting guest 
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parking on adjoining private property and the service road. I do not oppose the motel expansion in 

principle and I intend to appear at the hearing. 

The land affected by the Appeal is (if applicable): 

Lot, Block, Plan: 32, 6, 2421084 

Municipal Address or Location: 11251 100 Ave 

Development Application File Number: PL260245 

Date of decision of the Development Authority: 2026-08-25 

Scheduling Information 

Estimated Presentation Time: 10 mins 

Will you be using an agent/legal counsel? No 

Agent Name (if applicable): I am not local to Grande Prairie and will require to attend the hearing 

electronically. 

Agent Email (if applicable):   

Do you anticipate any preliminary issues with your appeal? Yes 

If yes, what are the issues?  

Do you anticipate bringing witnesses/experts to your hearing? No 

If yes, how many will you be bringing?  

I understand that a fee of $404.25 will be collected in order for the appeal process to proceed: ✔
True 

I consent to having correspondence and documentation conveyed electronically: 

I have read and understand the FOIP Act Policy: ✔ True

Contact Information  

Name: Nicholas Bernhardt 

Email: 

Phone: 

Address: ATIA Section 20(1)

ATIA Section 20(1)

ATIA Section 20(1)

Appeal Package Page 7 of 65



Appeal Package Page 8 of 65

This Page Intentionally Left Blank



BACKGROUND 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

APPLICATION 

PL260245 
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BACKGROUND 

VARIANCE APPLICATION 

PL260245 

SDAB 2026-005D 
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BACKGROUND 

INPUT REQUEST LETTER 

PL260245 

SDAB 2026-005D 
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BACKGROUND 

FLOOR PLANS 

PL260245 

SDAB 2026-005D 
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BACKGROUND 

SITE PLANS 

PL260245 

SDAB 2026-005D 
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BACKGROUND 

ELEVATION PLANS 

PL260245 

SDAB 2026-005D 
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BACKGROUND 

DECISION LETTER - VARIANCE 

ADJACENT PROPERTIES 

PL260245 

SDAB 2026-005D 
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BACKGROUND 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT - MAJOR 

PL260245 

SDAB 2026-005D 
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IN OPPOSITION OF THE APPEAL 

SUBMISSION FROM THE  

DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

SDAB 2026-005D 

Appeal Package Page 49 of 65



SUBJECT: Appeal of Approval of PL260245 MEETING: SDAB 2026-005D 
DATE: September 8, 2026  REPORT WRITER:  Kimberly Brock 

Page 1 of 9 

SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL 

BOARD HEARING # 2026-005D 

Tuesday, September 8th, 2026, 2:00 P.M. 

APPELLANT   :  M.N. Bernhardt Holdings Ltd. 

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION : PL260245 

  Motel Expansion, Building Addition and New Building 

DEVELOPMENT ADDRESS : 11301 100 Avenue 

LAND USE DESIGNATION : Arterial Commercial (CA) District 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board deny the appeal and uphold the 

decision of the Development Authority to approve Development Permit PL260245 for the following reasons: 

1. The proposed motel expansion is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Arterial Commercial (CA)

District, where Motel is a Permitted Use.

2. The reduced front yard setback is considered appropriate given the physical context of the site. Although

the proposed setback from the property line is reduced from 6.1 metres to 3.0 metres, the property is

separated from the primary travelled lanes of 100 Avenue by a service road and substantial boulevard,

providing additional physical separation between the proposed building and the arterial roadway.

3. The Development Authority considered the applicable variance criteria under Section 19 of Land Use

Bylaw C-1260 and Section 687(3)(d) of the Municipal Government Act, including potential impacts on

neighbourhood amenities and the use, enjoyment, or value of neighbouring properties.

4. Administration considers that the proposed variances would not alter the commercial character of the

area, interfere with the use and enjoyment of surrounding properties, restrict safe pedestrian or vehicle

movement, or create an unreasonable impact on neighbourhood amenities.

5. Adjacent landowners were notified of the proposed variances in accordance with the Land Use Bylaw. No

comments or concerns were received during the circulation period.

BACKGROUND: 

Development Permit Application PL260245 was submitted on June 30, 2026, for the expansion of an existing 

motel development at 11301 100 Avenue, including a building addition and a new building. 

The property is located along 100 Avenue and is surrounded by commercial uses. See Attachment 1 – Site 

Location Map. The subject property is zoned Arterial Commercial (CA) under the Land Use Bylaw. The 

purpose of the CA District is to accommodate a diversity of commercial uses located adjacent to or easily 

accessible from High Visibility Corridors. Motel is listed as a Permitted Use within the district. 

As part of the application review, Administration identified two development regulations with which the 

proposed development does not comply.  

The first relates to the required front yard setback. The Land Use Bylaw requires a setback of 6.1 metres, 

while the proposed development provides a setback of 3.0 metres. This represents a reduction of 3.1 metres, 

or approximately 51%. 
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DATE: September 8, 2026  REPORT WRITER:  Kimberly Brock 

Page 2 of 9 

The second relates to on-site parking. Based on the applicable parking requirements, the development 

requires 72 parking stalls. The applicant proposes 63 stalls, resulting in a deficiency of nine stalls, or 

approximately 13%. Section 72 of the Land Use Bylaw establishes a minimum parking requirement of 0.9 

stalls per unit for motel/hotel development. 

The applicant explored an alternative parking arrangement that included eight parallel parking stalls along the 

east portion of the site. However, the arrangement did not provide sufficient manoeuvring space for vehicles 

to safely access and exit the stalls. As a result, the alternative arrangement was not incorporated into the 

proposed site plan. 

As both variances exceed 10%, the application was circulated to adjacent landowners in accordance with the 

Land Use Bylaw. No comments were received during the circulation period. 

Following review of the application, site context, proposed site plan and potential impacts on surrounding 

properties, the Development Authority approved Development Permit PL260245 on August 4, 2026, subject to 

conditions. 

An appeal of the Development Authority's approval was subsequently filed within the legislated appeal period, 

resulting in this hearing before the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board. 

ANALYSIS: 

Administration's review considered whether the proposed variances are appropriate for the site and whether 

they would negatively affect neighbouring properties, the surrounding commercial area, neighbourhood 

amenities, or the safe and functional operation of the site. Administration also considered the purpose and 

intent of the CA District and the applicable variance provisions of the Land Use Bylaw. 

Front Yard Setback 

The proposed development requires a reduction in the front yard setback from 6.1 metres to 3.0 metres. 

While the percentage variance is significant, the percentage alone does not fully reflect the physical 

relationship between the proposed building and 100 Avenue. 

The subject property does not directly front onto the primary travelled lanes of 100 Avenue. A service road 

and substantial boulevard are located between the property and the main roadway, creating additional 

physical separation beyond the 3.0 metre setback provided within the property itself. 

Although the required setback from the property line is reduced, the proposed building will continue to 

maintain substantial physical separation from the primary arterial roadway because of the intervening service 

road and boulevard. 

The applicant has also identified the fixed depth of the parcel and the established footprint of the existing 

motel as constraints on the location of the proposed expansion. The proposed building location allows the 

existing internal courtyard and required emergency access through the site to be maintained. 

The Development Authority also considered whether the reduced setback would affect pedestrian or vehicle 

safety, access, sightlines, landscaping, or surrounding properties. The application was circulated to the 

relevant internal departments, including Traffic and Development Engineering, and no concerns were 

identified regarding the proposed setback variance. 

Parking Variance 

The Land Use Bylaw requires 72 parking stalls for the proposed development. The applicant proposes 63 

stalls, resulting in a deficiency of nine stalls or approximately 13%. 

Section 72 of the Land Use Bylaw establishes the minimum parking requirements applicable to development. 

For Motel/Hotel uses, the minimum requirement is 0.9 stalls per unit.  
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The Development Authority considered the magnitude of the parking reduction together with the existing 

development, overall site design, and safe and functional operation of the site. The ability to provide additional 

compliant parking is constrained by the fixed dimensions of the parcel, the established footprint of the existing 

motel, and the need to maintain other site requirements, including emergency vehicle access, landscaping, 

loading, and appropriate parking stall dimensions. 

The applicant considered alternative parking configurations in an effort to increase the available parking 

supply, including eight parallel parking stalls along the east portion of the site. However, the proposed 

arrangement did not provide sufficient manoeuvring space for vehicles to effectively access and exit the stalls. 

The Development Authority therefore did not consider these stalls to be compliant parking stalls, and they are 

not included in the parking calculation.  

Administration considers the proposed 63 compliant parking stalls to provide a reasonable parking supply 

given the physical constraints of the site. Requiring additional parking would further compete with other 

necessary site functions, including emergency access and site circulation. The nine-stall deficiency is not 

anticipated to result in parking demand being displaced onto adjacent properties or surrounding roadways or 

to interfere with the safe and functional operation of the site. 

Impact on Adjacent Properties 

Section 19 of the Land Use Bylaw establishes the City's variance authority. In considering a variance, the 

Development Authority must consider, among other matters, whether the variance will negatively affect 

surrounding properties, interfere with their use and enjoyment, restrict safe pedestrian or vehicle movement, 

and whether the variance is consistent with applicable planning documents. The Development Authority must 

also have regard to the purpose and intent of the district and the nature of development on adjacent 

properties. 

In this case, the subject property is located within an established commercial area, and the proposed motel 

use is consistent with the purpose of the CA District. 

The proposed development does not introduce a new or incompatible land use. Rather, it represents an 

expansion of a commercial accommodation use that is specifically contemplated as a Permitted Use within 

the district. 

The service road and boulevard provide additional physical separation between the proposed development 

and 100 Avenue.  The parking variance does not alter the commercial nature of the site and is not anticipated 

to result in parking demand being displaced onto adjacent properties or surrounding roadways. 

On this basis, the Development Authority concluded that the variances would not negatively affect adjacent 

properties, neighbourhood amenities, or the surrounding commercial area. 

APPLICABLE LEGISLATION REVIEW: 

Municipal Government Act (MGA) 

Sections 640 and 685 through 687 empower the Development Authority to make variance decisions and allow 

appeals to the SDAB. The SDAB may confirm, revoke, or vary the decision of the Development Authority. 

Section 687(3)(d) requires that any variance not unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood or 

materially affect the use, enjoyment, or value of adjacent properties.  

Administration's review did not identify evidence that either the reduced front yard setback or parking variance 

would result in an unreasonable or material impact on surrounding properties, neighbourhood amenities, or 

the overall character and function of the commercial area. 
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Municipal Development Plan (Bylaw C-1462) 

• Policy 8.6:  supports the intensification of commercial districts where infrastructure capacity can

accommodate development.

The Municipal Development Plan supports commercial development and the continued efficient use of 

existing commercial areas. The proposed development represents an expansion of an existing commercial 

accommodation use within an established commercial district. 

Land Use Bylaw C-1260 

• Section 95 – Arterial Commercial (CA) District: The purpose of the district is to provide for a

diversity of commercial uses located adjacent to or easily accessible from High Visibility Corridors.

Motel is a Permitted Use within the district.

• Section 19 – Variance Authority: The Development Authority may allow a variance of up to 100% to

any standard, with the exception of FAR and density provisions, provided the proposed development

would not unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood or materially interfere with or affect

the use, enjoyment, or value of neighbouring sites, subject to the applicable notification requirements.

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT: 

Land Use Bylaw C-1260 requires that adjacent property owners be notified when a variance is applied for. In 

compliance with this requirement, Administration provides two notifications: one before the decision, allowing 

adjacent landowners an opportunity to submit comments, and one after the decision, informing them of their 

right to appeal. A sign was posted on the subject property advising of the proposed variances. The variance 

decision was also posted on the City’s website. No comments were received in response to the adjacent 

notifications. 

SUMMARY / CONCLUSION: 

The appeal relates to the approval of Development Permit PL260245 for a Motel Expansion, Building Addition 

and New Building at 11301 100 Avenue. The Development Authority approved two variances: a reduction in 

the front yard setback from 6.1 metres to 3.0 metres and a reduction in the required parking supply from 72 

stalls to 63 stalls.  

Although the front yard setback variance is significant when expressed as a percentage, the physical context 

of the site provides substantial additional separation from 100 Avenue through the existing service road and 

boulevard. Administration does not anticipate that the reduced setback will negatively affect roadway safety, 

pedestrian movement, neighbouring properties, neighbourhood amenities, or the overall function of the 

commercial area. Similarly, while the parking variance results in a deficiency of nine stalls, Administration 

considers the proposed parking supply to be reasonable given the physical constraints of the site and does 

not anticipate that the deficiency will result in parking demand being displaced onto adjacent properties or 

surrounding roadways.  

Adjacent landowners were provided an opportunity to comment on the proposed variances prior to the 

Development Authority's decision, and no comments were received.  

Administration considers the proposed development and associated variances to be appropriate for the site 

and consistent with the purpose and intent of the Arterial Commercial (CA) District and the variance provisions 

of the Land Use Bylaw. The proposed variances are not anticipated to unduly interfere with the amenities of 

the neighbourhood or materially affect the use, enjoyment, or value of neighbouring properties. Accordingly, 

Administration recommends that the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board deny the appeal and uphold 

the Development Authority's decision to approve Development Permit PL260245. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 

Attachment 1: Site Location Map 

Attachement 2: Site Photos 

Attachment 3 Circulation Map 

Attachment 4: Building Plans 

Attachment 1: Site Location Map 
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Attachement 2: Site Photos 
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Main Floor Addition 

Second Floor Addition 
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Elevations 
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IN FAVOUR OF THE APPEAL 

SUBMISSION FROM THE APPELLANT 

SDAB 2026-005D 
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M.N. BERNHARDT HOLDINGS LTD.
11251 100 Avenue, Grande Prairie, Alberta  T8V 5M6 

  ·  

August 31th, 2026 

Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 
Attention: Jessica Sanderson, Clerk 
City of Grande Prairie  ·  appeals@cityofgp.com 

WRITTEN SUBMISSION OF THE APPELLANT 

Appeal No. SDAB 2026-005D  ·  Development Permit PL260245 

Subject site: 11301 100 Avenue (Lot 1, Block 6, Plan 7620880) 

Appellant: M.N. Bernhardt Holdings Ltd., owner of 11251 100 Avenue 

1. Introduction

M.N. Bernhardt Holdings Ltd. owns 11251 100 Avenue, immediately east of the subject site. The property is

operated by an affiliated company, Bernhardt Auto Ltd., as a Great Canadian Oil Change quick-lube facility. Both

properties front the service road serving this stretch of 100 Avenue.

We do not oppose the motel expanding. We oppose the two variances that came with it, because together they 

take away the thing our property depends on to function as a commercial site: the ability of passing drivers to 

see it. 

We ask the Board to revoke the front setback variance and the parking variance. If the Board is not prepared to 

do that, we ask that relief be limited and conditioned as set out in Part 6. 

2. What the Variance Actually Changes

The existing motel building sits approximately 6 metres back from the service road that is, at or about the 6.1 

metre front yard the Bylaw requires. The approved development brings a building forward to 3.0 metres. 

Two things follow from that, and we ask the Board to hold onto both. 

First, the change is real and visible. This is not a paper variance. A structure is moving roughly 3 metres closer to 

the road than the building line that exists on this block today. 

Second, the site has already demonstrated that it can comply. The building standing there now meets the 

standard. Whatever difficulty the applicant has in meeting a 6.1 metre setback therefore cannot come from the 

shape, size or condition of the land. The land has accommodated a compliant building for years. It comes from 

the size and placement of the building the applicant has chosen to put on it. 

ATIA Section 20(1)ATIA Section 20(1)
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Photo 1 — Existing building at 11301 100 Avenue, set back approximately 6 metres from the service road.

3. Why This Materially Affects Our Property

Under section 687(3)(d) of the Municipal Government Act, a variance should not be confirmed where it would 

materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value of neighbouring land. Sections 19.11(b) and (c) of 

Land Use Bylaw C-1260 ask the same question, requiring that a variance "will not negatively affect other 

properties" and "does not interfere with or affect the use and enjoyment of adjacent/surrounding properties." 

A quick-lube business is seen, not sought. Customers do not book appointments and they do not go looking for 

us. They are driving past, they register what the site is, and they turn in. The seconds between seeing the site 

and reaching the entrance are the whole opportunity. Three things do that work for us, and all three sit near the 

front of our property: 

• our freestanding pylon sign near the front of the site;

• the fascia signage on our building; and

• the open service bay doors themselves. A driver who sees a vehicle in the bay with the hood up

understands immediately what we do, without reading anything.

Visibility from 100 Avenue is the reason this site was chosen. 100 Avenue is a major arterial and one of the 

busiest roadways in Grande Prairie. The volume of traffic it carries, and the exposure that traffic gives a 

commercial site on this frontage, is why M.N. Bernhardt Holdings Ltd. acquired 11251 100 Avenue and why a 

Great Canadian Oil Change was built there rather than elsewhere in the city. We paid for that exposure. It is 

capitalised into the value of the land, which is precisely the interest section 687(3)(d) protects. 

The subject site lies immediately west of ours on the same frontage. Traffic travelling eastbound on 100 Avenue 

therefore reaches 11301 before it reaches 11251. Today, with the motel building set back approximately 6 

metres, an eastbound driver’s line of sight carries across the subject frontage and our site comes into view well 

before they reach it. Bringing a building forward to 3.0 metres places a structure directly into that line of sight, 

across the full length of the subject site’s frontage, at exactly the point in the approach where an eastbound 

driver would otherwise first see us. 

The consequence is that the eastbound driver on the busier of the two roadways, and the one this site was 

selected for, does not see our fascia signage or our open bays until level with or past the subject building. At 

arterial speeds that is not a marginal loss of exposure. It removes the approach altogether and leaves only the 

instant of passing, by which time our entrance is behind them. 
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Photo 2 — Eastbound approach on 100 Avenue. The subject site at 11301 is reached before 11251.

The service road approaches are affected in the same way. Our customers arrive from both directions on the 

service road in roughly equal numbers. A building at 3.0 metres sits at the very front edge of that frontage as 

well: it does not simply occupy its own lot, it forms a screen across the corridor, and everything behind and 

beside it is lost to the driver until they are level with it. 

Photo 3 — Approach from the west along the service road. 
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Photo 4 — Approach from the east along the service road.

The effect is not evenly shared. The motel is a destination business: guests book ahead and arrive knowing 

where they are going, so bringing its building forward costs it nothing. We are the opposite. The same 3.1 metres 

the applicant gains are taken directly out of our ability to be seen, and therefore out of the value of our land as a 

commercial site. 

Photo 5 — Frontage at 11251 100 Avenue: pylon sign, fascia signage and open service bays.

There is also a safety dimension. Drivers leaving our site need to see oncoming traffic. Bringing a structure 

forward to 3.0 metres on the adjoining parcel reduces that view. The Bylaw recognises the concern in its own 

definition of "Exit Safety Triangle" at section 10: "A triangle-shaped area of land abutting an arterial road that is 

required to be kept clear of obstructions that could impede the vision of the driver of a motor vehicle exiting the 

Appeal Package Page 63 of 65



Appeal Package Page 64 of 65



If the Board is minded to allow some relief rather than revoke, we ask that it be limited and conditioned as 

follows: 

• Setback. A front yard of no less than 5.0 metres, or the minimum the applicant demonstrates on evidence

to be necessary, whichever is greater.

• Sight lines at the shared boundary. No structure, fence, sign, tree or shrub exceeding 1.0 metre in height

within 1.0 metres of the shared east property line, mirroring the 1.0 metre limit the Bylaw applies in corner

visibility triangles under section 39.1.

• Landscaping height. Front yard planting is limited to low-growing material with a mature height under 1.0

metre, with the section 95.6 tree and shrub counts satisfied elsewhere on the site.

• Parking. The full 72 stalls, or failing that a parking management plan with signage prohibiting guest parking

on the service road and on adjoining private property, and a designated area for oversize and

trailer-equipped vehicles.

• Access. No new approach located so as to conflict with our existing access onto the service road.

7. Conclusion

The standard exists to keep this frontage open for visibility from 100 Avenue and the service road, for safe exit, 

and for the streetscape. The applicant is asking to halve it, on a site whose current building meets it, in order to 

accommodate a building of its own choosing, and the cost of that falls on the neighbouring property rather than 

on the applicant. 

We ask that both variances be revoked, or in the alternative substantially reduced and conditioned as set out 

above. We intend to appear at the hearing on September 8 and would welcome the opportunity to resolve this 

with the applicant beforehand. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Nick Bernhardt 
Owner / Director, M.N. Bernhardt Holdings Ltd. 

ATIA Section 20(1)
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