
 
Waskasoo Community Association  
Board of Directors  
 

Honourable Mayor and City Councilors 
 
We would like to thank the City, and par�cularly Mr. Girardin, for your work on the Land Use 
Bylaw and for crea�ng a “made in Red Deer” solu�on for the Residen�al, Commercial, and 
Industrial zones. It is a daun�ng and complex task. However, there is one change to the PS Zone, 
a zone that was not a part of this phase of the Bylaw review process, that is significant and can 
have immediate and las�ng impacts on Public Service land in general and Waskasoo in 
par�cular.  
 
At the end of the April 29 Bylaw Review Public Hearing, one of our Board members approached 
Councilor Barnstable with our concerns. He first suggested we wait un�l the proposed bylaws 
are passed and then request an amendment. Once the immediacy was explained, however, he 
suggested we write to Council before the May 13th Council Mee�ng. Therefore, we are wri�ng 
to demonstrate the following: 

- If the proposed Bylaws are passed, the Public Service zone will now include seniors 
independent living complexes as a Discre�onary Use, which is a significant Use 
change to the PS zoning 

- The change in use in the PS zone has not had full public consulta�on and will 
proceed without guiding regula�ons 

- This is urgent for Waskasoo because a second applica�on to build a seniors 
independent living facility at 4240 59 St is imminent, and the change to the PS Use 
will negate the need for a rezoning applica�on AND alter the intent of the 
Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan without community consulta�on 

- There may be solu�ons that can be implemented through an amendment at the 
May 13th Council Mee�ng that will address the situa�on without slowing the Bylaw 
Review process   
 

1. SIGNIFICANT CHANGE TO THE PS LAND USE 

The Public Service zone of the Land Use Bylaw is slated for public review in the next phase of 
the Bylaw update, yet in the zone as it is proposed, the Assisted Living Use has been replaced 
with the Suppor�ve Living Accommoda�on Use. Assisted Living is currently discre�onary in PS 
and is defined as:   
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Assisted Living means a building or a por�on of a building operated for the purpose of 
providing live in accommoda�on for six or more persons with chronic or declining 
condi�ons requiring professional care or supervision or ongoing medical care, nursing or 
homemaking services or for persons generally requiring specialized care but may include 
a secured facility as an accessory component of an assisted living facility. An assisted 
living facility does not include a temporary care facility. 
 

This has been replaced with suppor�ve living accommoda�on which is defined as: 
 

Suppor�ve Living Accommoda�on means a use that is intended for the (sic) 
 permanent Residen�al living where an operator also provides or arranges for on the 
 Site services to assist residents to live independently or to assist residents requiring 
 full-�me care.  
 
With the switch to this new definition, seniors independent living complexes will become a 
discretionary use on Public Service land. We argue below that this change is both significant and 
urgent to Waskasoo, that it has been made without full transparency, public review, and 
regula�ons to guide its use, and will alter the intent of the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan 
without community consulta�on.   
 
2. WHY THIS CHANGE IS SIGNIFICANT AND URGENT FOR WASKASOO 
 
As Council will recall, a few months ago, East Lincoln Proper�es proposed to build a 120+ unit 
55+ independent living complex on PS land at 4240 59 Street in Waskasoo. Because the City 
determined that this Use did not fit the PS zone, East Lincoln Proper�es had to apply to amend 
the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan and to have their lot rezoned to mul�-family R3. Those 
applica�ons resulted in over 175 leters of opposi�on from ci�zens, environmental bodies such 
as the Red Deer River Naturalists and Red Deer River Watershed Alliance, and experts including 
a Canadian Geographic Fellow. They also triggered an 8-hour public hearing atended by 
approximately 100 residents who raised concerns over the impacts of the rezoning on the 
Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan, trust in the municipal government, traffic on already over-
burdened school routes, wildlife corridors, the trail and park system, and on environmentally 
sensi�ve land along the outside curve of the river. It was also noted that East Lincoln Proper�es 
purchased the property knowing it was zoned PS and with the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment 
Plan and character statements already in place.  
 
In the end, Council voted unanimously against both the amendments to the Area 
Redevelopment Plan and the rezoning with Council members’ comments tending to focus on: 
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- the intent of the ARP,  
- the community consulta�on, nego�a�on, and resources that went into the ARP  
- the ARP’s statement that the lot shall remain PS,  
- that ci�zens should be able to trust government to uphold agreements, and  
- the Strategic Plan’s emphasis on trust in government and ci�zen engagement. 

 
Further, as Mayor Johnston summarized at the hearing: “The PS designa�on s�ll allowed for 
development, s�ll allowed for owner rights, and s�ll allowed for community consulta�on and 
comment.” (Transcrip�ons of por�ons of the comments can be found in Appendix B.)   

Since that application, a representative from East Lincoln Properties met with the past WCA 
President and made it clear that East Lincoln is not interested in developing the property within 
the uses of the current PS Zone, does not want to involve community members in its plans, and 
intends to bring back an application for a senior independent living complex at 4240 59 Street. 
 
If these revised Bylaws are passed with the definition changes incorporated into the PS zone, 
a Use that had triggered a rezoning application will become discretionary and will technically 
comply with the Waskasoo ARP’s statement that the lot shall remain PS. The imminent 
second application to build a 55+ independent living complex will sidestep the intention of 
both the Waskasoo ARP and Council’s May 2023 decision that the lot be developed in a way 
that is compatible with the current PS zoning. In other words, the PS zone in the Land Use 
Bylaw is being altered in a way that will have urgent and serious implications on the 
Waskasoo ARP and Environmental Character Area without public review and without any 
consultation with the Waskasoo community. 
 
As a Discretionary Use, it will side-step Council yet again because the application will be heard 
instead by the Municipal Planning Commission. Most alarmingly, it may even sidestep the 
Planning Commission since no one seems to know what the role of MPC will be or whether it will 
even exist in the very near future.    

In summary, in the few months since the Public Hearing for the rezoning from PS to R3, a Land 
Use (seniors independent living) that did not previously appear in the bylaws has been atached 
to the Assisted Living Use to create what is called Suppor�ve Living Accommoda�on. This new 
Use has then been inserted into the PS zone without review by simply swapping defini�ons. In 
our opinion, the fact that seniors independent living on PS land previously required a zoning 
change indicates that this shi� from Assisted Living to Suppor�ve Living Accommoda�on is a 
material and substan�ve change in the PS Zone. The fact that it previously required an 
amendment to the ARP indicates it has immediate material implica�ons for Waskasoo. As 
outlined below, this change has been made without community consulta�on or a full public 
review.      
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3. PS ZONE HAS NOT YET BEEN REVIEWED  
The PS Zone has not been fully and transparently reviewed because of the phased approach to 
the bylaw update and the lack of clarity around the impact of defini�on changes on zones slated 
for future phases. 

A. Phased Approach 
We respec�ully ask Council to think back to mid-March when the proposed bylaws were first 
presented in their en�rety. Did Council members carefully review the Parks, Environmental 
Control, Direct Control, and PS zones, or did members focus on the Residen�al, Commercial, 
and Industrial Uses and regula�ons? We are guessing that, like us, Council did the later. If 
Council had examined PS closely, we are confident members would have no�ced that primary 
schools were no longer listed as a use and yet gambling was. These were understandable 
mistakes, but the fact that no one caught them un�l one of our Board members pointed them 
out in a leter to Legisla�ve Services a�er First Reading demonstrates that no one has carefully 
reviewed the PS zone even though significant changes have been made.   
 
This absence of careful review has resulted from the phased approach being used for the Bylaw 
update. A phased approach makes sense in such a complex document; however, over the last 
few years, it has been clearly and repeatedly stated that changes to zones outside the 
Residen�al, Commercial, and Industrial districts being covered in phase 1 would be made and 
reviewed in phases 2 and 3. For example, the March 6, 2023, Council Mee�ng Packet lists what 
will be covered in phase one, which does not include PS, and states, “The remaining parts of the 
bylaw will con�nue to come forward as smaller amendment packages as �me and resources 
permit.” Then, the “What We Heard Report” from the March 4, 2024, Council Packet, states: 
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PS is one of the “other districts” clearly scheduled for phase 2 in the above screenshot.  
 
Finally, in the agenda packet for the Land Use Review Public Hearing, it states, “Phases 2 & 3 
will come forward to Council in subsequent years after a review, rewrite, and public 
engagement have occurred for the sections that have not yet had a comprehensive review.”  
That PS is one of those sections is made clear in the following chart: 
 

 
The point is yet again emphasized here: 

 
Because it was made clear that its review would happen later, it is not surprising that no one 
looked carefully at the PS district, including the W.C.A. While it is true that the proposed bylaw 
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has been given its legally required two weeks public notice, the public review of material 
changes to the PS Uses was neither transparent nor full.   
 
Adding to the urgency surrounding 4240 59 St is the fact that, if the bylaw is passed as it is 
proposed, a Use that includes independent living facilities will be added without any Land Use 
regulations to guide it on PS land. In the residential and commercial zones, which have been 
fully reviewed, there are regulations that have also been reviewed regarding number of 
dwellings, setbacks, coverage, height, landscaped area, and loading spaces. Until phase 2 of the 
review, which could take years, PS land will be left with nothing for regulations. (See Appendix 
A for copies of the current and proposed PS Bylaws.)  
 
If passed, the independent living portion of the Supportive Living Accommodation Use will also 
be added to PS without any discussion and agreement over what “independent living” means. 
Will a barber dropping by every 6 weeks or an onsite bistro be enough to qualify for this Use? 
Does it have to offer homemaking and health and medical services to some degree? Must there 
be staff onsite, or will an app where residents can order food and book appointments be 
enough? What criteria define who needs help to live independently?  
 

B. Use Definitions 
It could be said that there was ample time to review the Use definitions; however, the impact 
of the new definitions on the portions of the bylaw yet to be reviewed was never clearly 
stated in a way that the average citizen would understand.  

The changes to the defini�ons were sent to the public through a series of emailed updates. In 
the case of Assisted Living, the defini�on remains basically unchanged in the first three public 
updates. In update 4, “Residen�al District Use Review,” Suppor�ve Living and Care is added, and 
it is also stated that it was “previously assisted living facility.” It is defined as:  
 

buildings or units in buildings that are intended for the (sic) permanent residen�al living 
where an operator also provides or arranges for services in order to assist residents to 
live as independently as possible. This use also provides for respite and adult day care 
facili�es where users are not permanent residents.  
 

Described as one of the “non-residen�al uses proposed to be included in the residen�al 
districts” and containing nothing about chronic condi�ons and full-�me care, the defini�on 
appears to propose replacing assisted living with independent living in the residential districts 
not to combine the two uses in all districts. Further indica�ng that Suppor�ve Living and Care is 
relevant to residen�al only, in the following update, “Update 5: Permited and Discre�onary 
Uses in Industrial Districts,” the defini�ons atached include the term Assisted Living with its 
original defini�on.  
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In Update 6, “Residen�al Regula�ons,” Suppor�ve Living Care is replaced with Suppor�ve Living 
Accommoda�on, and it is now defined as: 
 

Buildings or units in buildings that are intended for the permanent residen�al living (sic) 
where an operator also provides to arrange for on-site services to assist residents to live 
as independently as possible or to assist residents requiring full time care. (emphasis 
added) 
 

With the addi�on of the final phrase, this defini�on now includes both independent and 
assisted living. However, the update emphasizes that Suppor�ve Living Accommoda�on is part 
of the residen�al regula�ons, discusses the Use only in rela�on to R-L, R-N, R-MH, R-D, and R-H, 
and states that the only key change to the Use is that it now includes hospices which currently 
fall under temporary care.  

Supportive Living Accommodation is then used throughout the rest of the updates but the 
updates always emphasize the definitons are focused on the zones addressed in Phase 1 only. 
For example, Update 8, “Developed Areas Regulations,” states that the discussion “contains a 
review of the residential land use districts” (emphasis in the original). The same can be said of 
the public open houses. 
   
Finally, a second edition of the Land Use Bylaw Defintions is presented with Update #10, 
“Industrial Land Use Regulations,” circulated the day before the rezoning public hearing in May 
2023. It includes Supportive Living Accommodation but is prefaced with: “Several new 
definitions have been created. These are proposed stemming from the review of the existing 
residential, commercial, and industrial districts and regulations.” Again, there is no mention of 
the impact to—and no allowance for review of—the other zones, nor was the proposed change 
to PS Uses brought up over the following two days at the Public Hearing to ammend the 
Waskasoo ARP and change the zoning of 4240 59 St.  

The defini�ons and other changes to the zones other than Residen�al, Commercial, and 
Industrial are finally addressed in the Council Agenda Packet for the Public Hearing. The changes 
that have been made to them are described as:  
 - Minor opera�onal changes in Phase 1, comprehensive review planned for Phase 2. 
 - Made like-for-like permited and discre�onary use adjustments. 

- Made various minor tweaks to terminology and forma�ng to be consistent with the 
update. (emphasis added) 

Terms such as “like-for-like,” “adjustments,” “minor tweaks,” and “minor opera�onal changes” 
underplay the gravity of how the new defini�ons impact Public Service lands, especially in 
Waskasoo. A�er following the discussion of the phases of the Land Use Review and the process 
undergone to alter the Use defini�ons, it is no wonder it was not no�ced that Gaming and 
Gambling Establishments were inadvertently allowed in the PS Zone. 
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The Proposed Land Use Bylaws is a large and complex document worked on by many people. 
We do not bring the above summary of updates to Council’s attention to point out fault but 
merely to show how the changes to the definition of Assisted Living could have been missed by 
any reasonable person. As important as the PS zone is to hundreds of residents in Waskasoo, 
even we did not catch the change until Mr. Girardin pointed out in his presentation at second 
and third reading that the change in definition from Assisted Living to Supportive Living had 
implications for 4240 59 St in Waskasoo. We are grateful that he did so, but the preamble at 
second and third reading was too late for Waskasoo residents to respond to the changes.  
 
4. POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS 
 
We reiterate that we do not want to hold up the Bylaw process. If Council agrees that there has 
been a significant and urgent change to the PS zone and that the change should be fully 
reviewed before the Bylaws are passed by Council, we sincerely hope that we can find a 
solution that can be made by an amendment at the May 13th Council Meeting without 
triggering a public hearing.  
 
We are by no means experts but offer the following possibilities as starting points: 
 
Possibility 1: 
Divide the Supportive Living Accommodation Use back into its two narrow uses: independent 
and assisted living. For example:   

Supportive Living Accommodation is a use that is intended for the permanent 
Residential living where an operator also provides or arranges for on the Site services to 
assist residents to live independently. 
Assisted Living Facility is a use that is intended for live in accommodation for persons 
with chronic or declining conditions requiring professional care or supervision or 
ongoing medical care, nursing or homemaking services or for persons generally 
requiring specialized care. 

Then, in the fully reviewed zones of the Bylaw, list both Uses, and in the Public Service zone, list 
only Assisted Living until a full review of the zone is complete and regulations are established.  

Possibility 2: 
Replace Suppor�ve Living Accommoda�on in the PS zone with Assisted Living Facility, and 
because this would be the only place in the Bylaws where Assisted Living appears, define it in 
context OR in the Use defini�ons in Sec�on 1.60 of the Bylaws. Again, this would be a 
temporary fix un�l a full review is completed.   
 
Possibility 3: 
As is done in many of the Direct Control zones, list the closest Use and then state parts of that 
use which are excluded in that zone. For example, Bylaw 11.60.2.8 for one of the Direct Control 
Zones states “Merchandise Sales and Rentals, excluding agricultural and Industrial vehicles or 
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machinery, food store, pharmacy or drug store.” This could be modified for the unreviewed PS 
zone to state: “Suppor�ve Living Accommoda�on excluding independent living.” 
 
Possibility 4: 
Add a site excep�on for the lot in Waskasoo in a way that is similar to Bylaw 13.20.6.16 in the 
proposed bylaws, which states: “Commercial Service Facility limited to massage therapy and 
Health and Medical Services limited to physical therapy, on Lot 23, Block 5, Plan 052 0190 (7575 
Edgar Industrial Drive).” Perhaps the wording could be something like “Suppor�ve Living Facility 
limited to a facility for residents requiring full �me care at 4240 59 Street.” This would be a 
targeted change to the specific lot in Waskasoo un�l a full review of the PS zone.  
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The shi� from Assisted Living to Suppor�ve Living is not a simple one-to-one, or like-to-like, 
shuffling of terminology. Depending on how the Use is defined, a highly profitable commercial 
use such as independent living facili�es could quickly take up all PS land that comes to market. 
Land set aside for educa�on, recrea�on, and some of our most vulnerable ci�zens could be 
eaten up by expensive rental apartments with private services. In our opinion, these types of 
facili�es belong exactly where they have so far been built: in high density residen�al or mixed 
use commercial areas. In these areas, they are also closer to transit, shopping, and professional 
services.  
 
What we are asking for is simply the opportunity to be a part of what is decided for PS zoning. 
A�er full review, we may very well end up back with the PS zone as it is being proposed here. 
However, we will have had the opportunity to be heard and to be present when that decision 
is made.  
 
Council’s Strategic Plan emphasizes public trust and public engagement. Knowing how 
important this issue is to Waskasoo and not giving ci�zens the opportunity to take part in these 
changes will result in an absolute loss of public trust. Also at risk is the importance of public 
engagement and the percep�on of transparent and accountable decision making where ci�zens 
have a posi�ve impact on decisions. Many ci�zens who had never done so before wrote leters 
and took part in the Public Hearing regarding the rezoning and amendments to the Waskasoo 
ARP. Even children atended the hearing and wrote leters to Council. If the proposed Bylaws are 
passed with the unreviewed changes made to PS, what does that say to those ci�zens about 
their voices, the importance of being engaged in their community, and about Council’s stated 
desire for an Engaged and Connected City?  
 
According to the Red Deer Advocate, Mr. Girardin stated that “most public land is owned by the 
city or other public bodies, which can use their discre�on regarding the type of projects that can 
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be developed there” and stressed “few Public Service parcels are in private hands.” We ask 
then, why rush into this? Why not wait for a full and transparent review before allowing 
unregulated independent living complexes on PS land? 
 
Our Board is available to answer ques�ons or to meet with Council members at your 
convenience and can be reached at 403 358 2646 or at secretary@waskasoo.info.  

Please note that we have not asked for leters of concern from the Waskasoo community. If, 
however, Council feels such leters would be helpful, please let us know.  

Thank you for your con�nued and careful considera�on. 
 
Sincerely,  
The WCA Board 
 
Brenda Garret – President 
John Bouw – Vice President 
Linda Cullen-Saik – Secretary 
Susan Jensen – Treasurer 
Joanne White 
Kris�n Steenbergen  
William Weiswasser 
Tiffany Priebe 
Darcy Garret 
Brock Priebe 
Alandra Aucoin 
Renea Sinclair 
Kris�ne Abramoff 
Jason Scheyen 
Kaisa Nadeau 
 
 
Below, please find:  
APPENDIX A: 
Current and Proposed PS Zone Bylaws 
 
APPENDIX B:  
May 4, 2023, Comments from Council Regarding Amendments to the Waskasoo ARP 
 
  



11 
 

APPENDIX A Current and Proposed PS Zone Bylaws 
CURRENT BYLAW 
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PROPOSED BYLAW 
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APPENDIX B:  
May 4, 2023, Comments from Council Regarding Amendments to the Waskasoo ARP 
  
Councilor Higham: “The ARP … is a significant planning document that has to mean something 
in terms of honoring the efforts, the resources, the community input, the visioning, and the 
expense of the ARP process.”   
 
Councilor Wyntjes: “It is about the Area Structure Plan and about the zoning to which council 
gave approval back in 2016 …. I personally have to look at the words of our Strategic Plan. We 
talk about public trust, and we talk about involving people in the community. Based upon what 
we heard from the community …. I believe we must stand firm with all the work and community 
consulta�on that went in with the Area Structure Plan …. We must also recognize there are 
opportuni�es for other building on the site.” 
  
Councilor Barnstable: “I too heard from what the community had to say in regards to the ARP 
that was built less than ten years ago and the faith they put in government, the faith that they 
put in our City, that this would be a document that they could trust ….. I think that the 
community saw that they wanted to keep it as PS and they voiced that concern ten years ago 
and they thought that was a victory and they expected that to be a victory today. Now, in saying 
that, the developer s�ll owns the land.…They have full right to develop what it is zoned for.”   
 
Councilor Doerksen: “In the end, I am impressed with the knowledge of the Waskasoo residents 
about the Area Redevelopment Plan … This community knows because they were there in 2016 
and built this and that’s what I respect.”   
 
Councilor Lee: “The challenge in this one is, though, that when you have a neighbourhood in a 
sta�s�cally significant number come and speak against something, who are we to argue around 
this table about the impact from a planning perspec�ve.” 
 
Councilor Dawe: “It [the ARP] is a rela�vely recent decision that was the result of an awful lot of 
discussion and compromise and community consulta�on…”     
 
Councilor Buruma: “It is regretable that this subdivision happened to begin with, and I think 
that has created some of the challenges, and here we are today … Given the Area Restructuring 
Plan and the sen�ments of our community … I appreciate that this is not compa�ble with the 
community. But I do say as well…we cannot forget that it is s�ll currently zoned as Public Service 
and there s�ll are opportuni�es.”    
 
Councilor Jeffries: “I too regret that this subdivision took place in the first place, so we find 
ourselves in kind of a unique situa�on…. With respect to the ARP several ci�zens talked about 
the trust that they put in that document … 2016 was not that many years ago … They entered 
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into the ARP process and finished that process with expecta�ons and understandings, and I 
think we need to honor and uphold the commitment that was made through the ARP. I also 
think it is important for ci�zens to believe that they can trust in government…”  
 
Mayor Johnston: “What was the intent of the Area Redevelopment Plan … what did it set out to 
design to do… This par�cular lot carries a zoning which allows development, and there has been 
development in Waskasoo since the ARP was introduced. …. I sa�sfied myself that there wasn’t 
a compa�bility between the intent of the ARP and the zoning that was proposed, realizing, of 
course, that the PS designa�on s�ll allowed for development, s�ll allowed for owner rights, and 
s�ll allowed for community consulta�on and comment.”   
 
 


