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Conference 2022 

The Stage is Set!   

City of Camrose 

The agenda has been distributed, the events have been organized, get yourself registered, book 
yourself an hotel room.  We have waiting two long years to finally get together and now its time! 

 

The folks at the City of Camrose have planned a great conference and what a lovely city to be 
able to visit.   

 

The Wednesday afternoon activities and tours include a craft afternoon, a craft BEER afternoon,  
golf game or downtown shopping excursion.   I was in Camrose in June and already sampled 
the craft beer and took a tour of the downtown core and was very pleased with both.  In addi-
tion, they have lots of big box stores if you like to do some extra shopping when you're out of 
town. 

 

Thursday night a live performance from a Hanna, AB born star.  Hanna sure brings a lot of talent 
to the Alberta table!  Bring your dancing shoes! 

 

The Conference will be held at the Camrose Resort Casino so someone could be leaving the 
conference a very wealthy person.  This looks like a pretty fun time! 
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The City of Camrose has chose the Battle River Community Foundation as their charity of choice.   

Please ask your municipality to provide a donation for the silent auction or you can bring a dona-
tion on behalf of yourself as well.  Donations can be brought to the registration on September 20 
or 21 and the City of Camrose will add them to the table of goodies that we can buy through the 
few days.   Silent auction items can be purchased by cash or cheque. 

ADOA Conference 2022 Survey 

Please watch for a survey from the ADOA executive during the conference for some input from our 
members on what you would like to see on different topics discussed at the meetings.  One of them 
is the hosting location and dates of our conference celebrating the anniversary of the ADOA.  This 
will be in Fall of 2024.   
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•  

•  

•  

 

Why would you  go anywhere else when we already live in the most amazing place 

 ALBERTA! 

The Communicator will continue to showcase our lovely province in every issue.   

Please send me an email if you live in an area or have visited an area in Alberta 

that should be showcased.   

Camping or 

Glamping?   

Elk Island National Park 

and Two Jack Lakeside 

Campground.  They have 

structures called oTENTik 

which are tents already set 

up for you with beds in-

cluded, just bring your 

sleeping bag and enjoy yourself, it even has a heater!   

 

Pigeon Lake Provincial Park.  Camping Yurts, round insulated tent structures on a deck.   They 

include a fridge, lights and 

heater. 

 

Miquelon Lake Provincial 

Park.  Camping Yurts 

 

 

Wyndham-Carseland Provincial Park.  Wall 

tent, landscaped sites, 30 minutes from       

Calgary, beds included. 

 

Buffalo Rock Tipi Camp and Chief Crowfoot 

Tipi Village, First Nation Cultural Experience 

with demonstrations, performances. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 
 
 
 

Safety Codes Permits are required for various types of construction projects.  Included below, but not 
limited to, are some examples of types of work that require permits.  

 

BUILDING PERMITS  ELECTRICAL PERMITS  

• New construction, Additions, Relocation 

• Basement development  

• Basement suites 

• Manufactured or Modular Homes  

• Sheds greater than 107 sq. ft. 

• Hot tubs, swimming pools 

• Decks greater than 2’ above grade 

• Solid fuel burning appliances (wood stove or 
fireplace) 

• Solar PV array when mounted on a building 

• New installations 

• Temporary power for construction 

• Additions, Renovations if the wiring is being 
affected 

• Manufactured or Modular Homes 

• Basement suites (must be a Master Electrician) 

• Basement development  

• Hot tubs, swimming pools 

• Air conditioners 

• Solar PV array (single line drawing required) 

GAS PERMITS PLUMBING PERMITS 

• New installations  

• Additions, Renovations if the gas line is being 
affected 

• Manufactured or Modular Homes 

• Secondary gas lines 

• Replacement appliances if the piping or 
venting is being changed 

• Temporary heat (separate application from 
the permanent install) 

• Propane tanks sets and connections 

• New installations  

• Additions, Renovations if the plumbing is being 
affected 

• Manufactured or Modular Homes 

• Water/sewer connections 
 

PRIVATE SEWAGE PERMITS 

• New installations, alterations 
 

 

“ Remember to contact your safety codes provider to arrange for the required inspections prior to 
covering.  Catching potential infractions at an early stage will save time and money on your project.” 

 
Calgary 25, 2015 – 32 Avenue NE T2E 6Z3 Ph: 403.717.2344 Toll Free: 1.888.717.2344 Fax: 403.717.2340 Toll Free: 1.888.717.2340 
Edmonton 14613 – 134 Avenue T5L 4S9 Ph: 780.489.4777 Toll Free: 1.866.999.4777 Fax: 780.489.4711 Toll Free: 1.866.900.4711 
Lethbridge 422 North Mayor Magrath Dr. T1H 6H7 Ph: 403.320.0734 Toll Free: 1.877.320.0734 Fax: 403.320.9969  
Lloydminster Unit 2, 1724  – 50 Avenue T9V 0Y1 Ph: 780.870.9020  Fax: 780.870.9036  
Red Deer 3, 6264 – 67A Street T4P 3E8 Ph: 403.358.5545 Toll Free: 1.888.358.5545 Fax: 403.358.5085 Toll Free: 1.866.358.5085 

 

 

 
Safety Codes Tips…  
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The ADOA has accepted many new members 

 

Welcome to the ADOA members from: 

• Clearwater County 

• Woodlands County 

• MD of Lesser Slave River No.124 

• Town of Edson 

• Mountain View County 

• Town of Millet 

• Lethbridge County 

• Parkland County 

• Wheatland County  

• Strathcona County 

• Town of Edson 

• MD of Pincher Creek 

schipchase@sprucegrove.org or Diane 

Burtnick at admin@adoa,.net 

Winner of the  ALUP award is  

Sandra Schrempp 

Congratulations Sandra! 
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ADOA LEGAL CORNER with: 

  
 

Environmental Considerations  

and Potential Liability 
 

Article 4 of Brownlee LLP’s Processing Development Permit Applications Series 

  

Ensuring that authorized development will be located in an environmentally safe location is an 

essential element of the development permit application review process. This is the fourth of a 

series of articles Brownlee LLP will be providing on Processing Development Permit 

Applications.   

 

Ensuring safe and responsible development is the role of a municipality and its development 

authority. For example, the purpose of Part 17 of the Municipal Government Act, RSA 2000 c M-

26 (the “MGA”), and any regulation or land use bylaw created thereunder, is in part to maintain 

and improve the quality of the physical environment within which patterns of human settlement 

are situated in Alberta. With limited exceptions (see MGA ss. 618-620), a municipality or its 

development authority is responsible for ensuring this purpose is met.  

 

In the environmental context, often times the purpose of a municipality is associated with 

preserving ecosystems or conserving natural habitat. While accurate, this article will focus on the 

potential legal ramifications a municipality may face if it authorizes development on 

environmentally sensitive or defective lands, without taking proper precautions. In particular, it is 

important for a development authority to understand the following 3 points in order to 

appropriately recognize and limit circumstances in which liability may arise when assessing 

development permit applications:  

 

 Why Liability may Arise 

 Situations in Which Liability may Arise  

 Tools to Limit Liability  

 

We discuss each of these points in further detail below. 

 

  Why Liability may Arise 

 

A municipality may be held liable for damages caused by negligence in its operational decisions.  

In contrast, a core policy decision is shielded from liability in negligence, if not made in bad faith.  

Core policy decisions often involve weighing competing economic, social, and political factors, 

conducting contextualized analyses of information, and may require value judgments. 
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Issuing a development permit in Alberta has, in certain circumstances, been characterized as an 

operational decision. Therefore, the decision to issue a development permit can lead to liability in 

negligence.  To be found negligent for issuing a development permit, the following conditions 

must be established: (1) a duty of care exists between the municipality and the applicant; (2) the 

municipality breached its standard of care to the applicant; (3) harm was caused as a result of the 

breach in the standard of care; and (4) the harm caused was reasonably foreseeable.  

 

Put simply, a municipality typically owes a duty of care to the public to avoid causing harm through 

its actions. It has been held in a number of cases that a municipality owes a duty of care to an 

applicant when issuing a development permit.  The standard of care required by this duty will vary 

depending on the circumstances. However, the general standard of care essentially requires a 

municipality to use “reasonable care” when considering development applications.  As there is a 

risk that a municipality may be exposed to liability in negligence through its decision to issue a 

development permit, a municipality must conduct itself carefully when considering each 

development permit application. 

 

 

 Situations in Which Liability May Arise 

 

When reviewing a development permit application, liability can arise in a number of 

circumstances, including when approving development on contaminated lands, in a flood plain, or 

on an unstable bank. Contaminated lands can attract development because they often sit vacant or 

are underutilized. Furthermore, section 364.1 of the MGA provides municipalities with the power 

to offer tax incentives for development on brownfield properties. While this development can 

benefit the community, a municipality must be careful to ensure risk is minimized in these areas. 

Likewise, while section 693.1 of the MGA provides the Lieutenant Governor in Council with the 

ability to regulate development within a floodway, this power has yet to be utilized. As a result, 

municipal development authorities are responsible for assessing risks within flood plain areas. As 

observed in the case law discussed below, the top of banks is also a location in which liability risks 

are enhanced. Despite the increased risks, these areas tend to offer nice views and are often highly 

sought after locations for development.      

 

While each location will provide liability challenges and considerations, we provide the following 

two examples of situations in which liability may arise when processing a development permit 

application, and advice on how to avoid the same:   

 

1. Failure to Consider and Disclose Relevant Reports or Information: if a municipality has 

in its possession reports or information that demonstrates a potential risk to development in an 

area, the municipality must consider this information and disclose the same to the applicant. 

 

For example, in Bowes v. Edmonton (City), 2005 ABQB 791 (affirmed, 2007 ABCA 347) 

[Bowes] the municipality approved 3 homes on a bank above a river. Approximately 12 years 

after the homes were built, a section of the riverbank collapsed, rendering all 3 homes 

uninhabitable. At the time the homes were approved, the municipality was in possession of 

several reports that noted stability risks associated with the land, including a 1977 geotechnical 

report that recommended the subject lands be left in a natural state.  While the plaintiffs were 
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aware of a number of the technical reports and concerns with bank stability, the trial judge held 

that, but for a limitations defence, the City would have been found liable for failing to consider 

and disclose the development constraints referenced in the 1977 geotechnical report, which 

was not shared with the plaintiffs. This decision was upheld by the Alberta Court of Appeal.  

 

Likewise, in the cases of both Papadopoulos v Edmonton (City), 2000 ABQB 171 

[Papadopoulos] and Gibbs v Edmonton, 2001 ABQB 413 (affirmed,  2003 ABCA 138) 

[Gibbs], the Court of Queen’s Bench held that if a municipality has special information or 

knowledge about a danger in a particular area, the municipality is required to warn the 

applicant.  In Papadopoulos, the Court noted that the municipality was negligent in part, for 

failing to directly advise plaintiffs of the dangers of irrigating subject property when it had 

unique information in that regard not otherwise available to property owners. Similarly, in 

Gibbs, the Court held that the municipality, having constructed a sewer and destabilizing the 

land, had special knowledge of the existence of a hidden danger and was liable for approving 

the subdivision which facilitated development in an unstable area. In Gibbs, the municipality 

also failed to follow the legislated requirement to consider soil characteristics and whether the 

land was suitable for the purpose for which it was intended.  

 

2. Failing to Comply with a Municipal Standard – if the land use bylaw or other municipal 

planning document has specific requirements for the submission or content of a geotechnical, 

engineering, or other report, the development authority must ensure that the requirements set 

out in the planning document(s) are met. If a development authority is unsure whether a 

requirement or standard is applicable, further testing or analysis should be conducted to 

determine its relevance. 

 

In Papadopoulos the plaintiff built a large home on land near the top of a creek bank. The front 

yard eventually slid into the creek and the plaintiff sought damages from the municipality for 

its role in approving the development. The Court found the municipality liable in negligence 

in part, for its failure to comply with its own municipal standards. The development permit 

application proposed development within a 40 foot setback from the crest of the ravine, 

triggering a provision in the land use bylaw allowing the municipality to require a detailed 

engineering study of the soil conditions. Specifically the bylaw requirements included boring 

tests, slope indicators, and surface erosion analysis of the soil.  The proposed development 

foundations were also required to be certified by an engineer with full knowledge of the soil 

conditions. However, the municipality accepted and relied upon an engineering letter that: (1) 

did not assess the entire scale of the proposed development, including the proposed house 

extension and new foundations; and (2) did not include the engineering tests and certifications 

required by the land use bylaw.  

 

The Plaintiff negligently contributed to the damage caused by the landslide, in part through 

excessively watering the lands. However, the Court found that this did not waive the 

municipality’s duty of care in issuing a development permit, and that the municipality 

contributed to the cause of landslide by failing to properly use statutory and procedural controls 

it had in place.   
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Similarly, Tarjan v Rocky View (Municipal District No. 44), [1992] AJ No 500 [Tarjan] 

provides another example of how a Court may interpret a municipality’s inability to abide by 

its land use bylaw.  In Tarjan, the plaintiff constructed a house near a creek, after being issued 

a permit by the municipality. The land use bylaw required that no building be allowed adjacent 

to a river or creek where a bank slope was over 15%, unless the building was located 46m from 

the top of bank. The municipality did not believe this provision was applicable in the 

circumstances nor did it have records to indicate flooding was possible on the lands.  

Consequently, the house was approved without applying the required provision of the land use 

bylaw. Water levels in the creek subsequently rose, causing damage to the house. The Court 

held that the municipality owed the plaintiff a duty of care and that damages were reasonably 

foreseeable as a result of a breach in the standard of care. Specifically, even though the 

municipality considered the specified bylaw provision and concluded that it was not applicable, 

the Court held that the provision clearly should have been applied. As a result, the issuance of 

the permit was negligent and breached the duty of care owed. Notably, Court of Appeal ordered 

a new trial of the issues in Tarjan to determine the negligence of both parties in the action. 

However, the Court’s interpretation of how liability can arise from the inappropriate 

application of a land use bylaw is still relevant and a municipality should ensure to carefully 

consider the applicability of its land use bylaw provisions. 

 

 Tools to Limit Liability 

 

If development has been, or will be approved on environmentally sensitive or defective lands, a 

municipality may attempt to limit liability through the use of contracts, restrictive covenants or 

caveats. However, these tools are often not the best approach, as it is difficult to entirely eliminate 

potential liability to a municipality using these methods. For example, contracts may not be 

binding on future owners. Further, there are limited circumstances in which a restrictive covenant 

will be valid or a caveat can be registered on a certificate of title by a municipality.  

 

The best options for a municipality to limit potential liability from the approval of development 

on environmentally sensitive or defective lands is to use the planning tools contained within the 

MGA. Perhaps the most important of these tools is the passing of a robust and thorough land use 

bylaw, which addresses setbacks or other standards that will apply in certain areas and the specifics 

of what must be included within a development permit application for sensitive or defective lands. 

Likewise, a land use bylaw should ensure compatible and appropriate land uses and restrictions in 

areas where there are known risks. If an unknown risk (i.e.: contaminated lands) arises throughout 

the course of a development permit application, it should be tracked by the municipality (likely on 

a GIS system), and later appropriately addressed in the land use bylaw.    

 

Of course, decisions on the content of a land use bylaw come from Council and are separate from 

the processing of a development permit application. That said, these tools, in addition to how they 

are utilized during the application review process lay the foundation for ensuring the approval of 

safe and responsible development.   

 

Conclusion 
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Understanding why, and in what situations liability may arise is a critical tool to reducing 

municipal risk during the review of development permit applications. Likewise, advocating for 

and ensuring a land use bylaw has appropriate standards in place (and that these standards are 

followed), is important to ensuring development is authorized in safe locations and that a 

municipality’s liability risk is reduced.    

 

The Brownlee Municipal Law Team is pleased to offer our services in a number of planning and 

development areas, including processing development permit applications, addressing 

environmental or planning liability issues, and passing or amending land use bylaws.  For more 

information, please contact a member of the Brownlee LLP Municipal Team on our Municipal 

Helpline at 1-800-661-9069 (Edmonton) or 1-877-232-8303 (Calgary). 
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* Reminders * 

Contributions Wanted 

Would really like to hear from other municipalities! 

• Perfect snapshot? 

• Topics of concern?  

• Spotlight an interesting or unique development? 

• Have an original article you’d like to have published?  

• Nominate a Development Officer for the spotlight?   

 

Please make a submission at  

admin@adoa.net 

If you are leaving your job or Alberta, please let us know…  

This way we can keep our membership current. 

Thank you for your cooperation! 

• Remember your membership is to you the Individual if you leave your job for whatever reason your membership 

stays with you for the rest of the year.  

 

ADOA Fees & Education Subsidy 

Membership fees include a subsidy program for education to advance your 

knowledge. If you have any educational needs related to being a Development 

Officer please contact admin@adoa.net to apply.  
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2021-2022 Board of Directors 

 

Board Member Role   Municipality Contact 

Jordan Ruegg President                  Smoky Lake County 
jruegg@smokylakecounty.ab.ca                     

(780) 656-3730 

Cheryl Callihoo 
Past President                   

Bylaw and Policy Chair 
Town of Barrhead 

ccallihoo@barrhead.ca                                   

(780) 674-3301 

Natacha Entz Secretary City of Brooks 
nentz@brooks.ca 

(403) 794-2251   

Diane Cloutier 

Treasurer Chair                

Conference Committee    

Liaison 

Lac La Biche County 
diane.cloutier@laclabichecounty.com                

(780) 623-6732 

ShannaLee Simpson Communications Chair County of Newell 
simpsons@newellcounty.ca 

(403)-794-2312 

Roger Garnett Vice President 
County of Vermilion 

River 

rgarnett@county24.com 

(780) 846-2244 

Kristy Sidock Education chair Town of Three Hills 

ksidock@threehills.ca 

403-443-5822 

 

Steve Chipchase Membership chair City of Spruce Grove 
schipchase@sprucegrove.org 

780-962-7625 

Contact Us 
 

Send us an e-mail or give us a call for more information about our membership and our non-profit group. 
Phone: (780) 913-4214 
E-mail: admin@adoa.net 
 

ADOA Office 
 

Alberta Development Officers Association 
5551 Maddock Drive NE 
Calgary, AB T2A 3W2 
 

Visit us on the web at www.adoa.net 

Diane Burtnick Executive Assistant 
admin@adoa.ca  

(780) 913- 4214 


