
MUNICIPAL PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
SUMMER VILLAGE OF NORGLENWOLD 

SUMMER VILLAGES ADMINISTRATION OFFICE 
JULY 9, 2021 @ 9:00 A.M. 

A. CALL TO ORDER

B. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

C. DEVELOPMENT ITEMS

1. 205 Grand Avenue

D. ADJOURNMENT



June 30, 2021 

Summer Village of Norglenwold – Municipal Planning Commission 

July 9, 2021 

Agenda Item  

205 Grand Avenue (Lot 13, Block 2, Plan 2203KS) 

Development Permit Application 

Background: 
The registered homeowner submitted an application for escarpment work, boathouse 
repairs and tree removal to take place at 205 Grand Avenue (Lot 13, Block 2, Plan 
2203KS) in the Summer Village of Norglenwold. This property is in the R-S District 
(Shoreline Residential). 

The proposed work on the escarpment is to remove the vegetation and reduce the 
slope of the bank, reshaping it and replanting vegetation with a meandering path to the 
shore as well as constructing a new set of stairs to provide access to the boathouse. 
Essentially everything will be removed from the escarpment area that is currently there, 
including the boathouse. The boathouse is proposed to be retuned and repaired once 
the bank work is completed. The foundation of the boathouse is damaged and rotten so 
in order to do the repairs the roof and walls are to be removed. A new foundation will 
would extend 3ft. to the back with an integrated retaining wall to prevent further erosion 
to the bank.  

The proposed tree removal is to be completed during the time of work on the 
escarpment for the development of the future dwelling. The trees proposed to be 
removed will be replaced during dwelling completion.  

Discussion: 
This application is before MPC for the following reasons: 

• Mechanized Excavation, Stripping and Grading is listed as a discretionary use;
therefore, the decision must come from the Municipal Planning Commission.

• Land located below the top of bank/top of escarpment should be in a natural
state, a variance is required.

Recommendation: 

In regards to the boathouse and based on the Based on the Municipal Government Act 
section 643 (1), “a non-conforming building may continue to be used but the building 
may not be enlarged, added to, rebuilt or structurally altered to except: to make it a 
conforming building, and for routine maintenance of the building; if the development 
authority considers it necessary. If a non-conforming building is damaged or destroyed 
to the extent of more than 75% of the value of the building above its foundation, the 
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building may not be repaired or rebuilt except in accordance with the land use bylaw. 
The boathouse is considered to be a non-conforming building meaning it was lawfully 
constructed or lawfully under construction at the date a land use bylaw affecting the 
building or the land on which the building is situated becomes effective. In our current 
Land Use Bylaw, an accessory building on a parcel abutting Sylvan Lake shall be 
situated so that it is not closer to the front parcel boundary and the top of any 
escarpment area or high-water mark than the front wall of the main building or 15m 
whichever is least. 
 
The Municipal Development Plan 6.3.6. states Norglenwold shall not allow development 
adjacent to or near the shores of the Lake, 
including reserves, and other open spaces, unless the proponent can demonstrate to 
the satisfaction of the Summer Village the development will not: 
(a) reduce lake water quality; 
(b) degrade fish or wildlife habitat; 
(c) adversely impact the area’s visual or natural quality through inappropriate or 
excessive removal of vegetation, and 
(d) lead to soil erosion or instability or damage to the bank or shore. 
 
It is recognized that remedial actions to banks may be necessary from time to time, the 
village strongly desired that the banks and shoreline remain as natural as possible to 
retain the natural ecosystems. It does not state in the geotechnical report that there are 
signs of erosion and that the work is necessary.  
 
After reviewing all relevant planning and other statutory documents, it is the 
recommendation of administration to deny the application. The boat house repairs are 
significant and in administration’s opinion are not considered to be routine maintenance 
of the building and the bank work does not appear to be necessary.  
 
Conditions: 

 
If approved, Administration would recommend the following conditions:  

• Completions Deposit of $4,000.00 
• At minimum, the same number of trees removed from the escarpment to be 

replaced.  
• Minimum 1m no mow zone required adjacent to lake, including native grassy 

areas. 
• Areas around meandering path to contain native plantings and to be left natural.  
• Provincial approval is required for any work on the shoreline.  
• Development to be followed according to the recommendations in the 

geotechnical report.  
• The boathouse will remain a non-conforming building and can’t be enlarged in 

the future. 
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Authorities: 
 
The MPC may: 

• Grant a variance to reduce the requirements of any use of the LUB and that use 
will be deemed to comply with LUB. 

• Approve application even though the proposed development does not comply or 
is a non-conforming building if: 

o It would not unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighborhood, or 
o Materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment, or value of 

neighboring parcels of land, And 
o It conforms with the use prescribed for that land or building in the bylaw. 

 
• Consider a Variance only where warranted by the merits or the proposed 

development and in response to irregular lot lines, parcel shapes or site 
characteristics which create difficulties in siting structures within the required 
setback or in meeting the usual bylaw requirements, except there shall be no 
variance for Parcel Coverage or Building Height. 

 
For a discretionary use in any district: 
 

• The Municipal Planning Commission may approve an application for a 
Development Permit: 

o With or without conditions; 
o Based on the merits of the proposed development, including it’s 

relationship to any approved statutory plan, non-statutory plan, or 
approved policy, affecting the site; 

o Where the proposed development conforms in every respect to this Land 
Use Bylaw; or 

• May refuse an application for a development permit based on the merits of the 
proposed development, even though it meets the requirements of the Land Use 
Bylaw; or 

• Subject to provisions of section 2.4 (2), the Municipal Planning Commission shall 
refuse an application for a development permit if the proposed development does 
not conform in every respect to the Land Use Bylaw.  

 
As per the MGA, a non-conforming building: 
 

• means a building: (i) that is lawfully constructed or lawfully under construction at 
the date a land use bylaw affecting the building or the land on which the building 
is situated becomes effective, and (ii) that on the date the land use bylaw 
becomes effective does not, or when constructed will not, comply with the land 
use bylaw. 

• May continue to be used but the building may not be enlarged, added to, rebuilt 
or structurally altered except: to make it a conforming building; for routine 
maintenance of the building; if the development authority considers it necessary; 
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or in accordance with a land use bylaw that provides minor variance powers to 
the development authority for the purposes of this section. 

• Is damaged or destroyed to the extent of more than 75% of the value of the 
building above its foundation, the building may not be repaired or rebuilt except in 
accordance with the land use bylaw. 
 

Decision: 
 
In order to retain transparency of the Commission, Administration recommends one of 
the following: 
 

1. Approve the application with or without conditions (Section 642 of the MGA), or 
2. Deny the application stating reasons why (Section 642(4) of the MGA).  
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205 Grand Avenue : 
Lot 13, Block 2, Plan 2203KS

Proposals for :

Bank Revitalization

Boat House Repair

Tree Removal
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Development Officer Kasuba and Norglenwold MPC: 

 

Please find below our adjustments or comments to Development Officer Kashuba comments in 

an email dated June 8, 2021: 

 

• Looking at the plan for the escarpment area and along with our statutory documents 

generally we wouldn’t want to see both a meandering path and stairs. The idea of having 

a meandering path is to keep the area as natural as possible with a natural like 

meandering path, the additional stairs wouldn’t be seen as necessary when there is both. 

The stairwell will be for access to the boat house and a safe access with a handrail for 

elderly users. The meandering path follows the recommendation of the geo-tech report 

that we keep the slope at 1:4 while maintaining bank stabilization vegetation. As there 
isn’t a clear and safe access point to the lake from the top of the escarpment at this time, we 
designed a meandering path down as the primary access to the lake. The stairs that are already 
there would be refurbished and provide access to the boat house and for the physically 
compromised users to the water 

 

• The seating area in the escarpment would not be considered a natural area, the 

escarpment is to remain natural as much as possible. I am thinking that area would be 

maintained?  

If you consider the proposed very small size of the seating area which is already 

there; it gives a small flat safe access point for all users (children, adults and seniors) 

to access the gabions and then the water w/o compromising the natural area.. As the 
family has young grandchildren, the sitting area is also designed to be an area for adults to 
sit and supervise the children when they are in the lake. As you can see, the proposed 
fireplace area is at the top of the bank and therefore the seating area at the water is 
primarily for safety and parental supervision. 

• I see there is sand in the plans, we like to see at least a 1m no mow zone adjacent to the 

lake as man-made beaches/sand can easily erode.   

This will now be a natural area, no sand. The area surrounding the seating area as well as 
the embankment will be planted with native plant material once the embankment is 
reshaped. The native plantings will help stabilize the bank and prevent erosion. Remember 
this area is behind the gabions, which are 1 metre high and 1 meter wide. 

 

• It is clear that the intent is to fully remove this boathouse and put it back, I would not call 

this repairs. I understand that you want to do work to the bank and want to keep the 

boathouse but I would not classify it as routine maintenance which is something that 

could be allowed depending on the type of maintenance and how much. If a non-

conforming building (boathouse) is damaged or destroyed to the extent of more than 

75% of the value of the building above its foundation, the building may not be repaired 

or rebuilt except in accordance with the land use bylaw, again, these repairs would be 

considered very significant especially since the boathouse would have to be removed. As 

boathouses aren’t allowed to be newly constructed generally if it has to be completely 

removed, we wouldn’t recommend for MPC to approve it to go back. 
Removing the walls  
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For the tree removal plan part of things, my understanding is that you will be 

applying for a dwelling as well. I also understand it would make sense to have those 

trees removed at the same time while other work is getting done and don’t have the 

re-planting plans yet but I do think the Municipal Planning Commission would want 

to see some sort of re-planting plan, if you are able to provide something showing 

even where you plan to have the house and where you plan to replace trees/shrubs 

for the new building plans that will come in. Just so they have an idea and 

understand your intent to replace them. 

•  The attached plot plan is the first draft which shows proposed landscaping with the 
minimum trees and shrub beds. It is our desire to keep as much of the natural trees we 
can and not remove but sometimes once you get into a deeper inspection, age, disease 
and individual tree damages can change these plans. 

• As I have explained on our site visit , since this is a very narrow lot, we only have 

one opportunity to get the repairs done right and to last for a very long time. The 

trees are past their prime and many are damaged, and a big infestation of 

Caragana has over run the bank area. The large trees are also dangerous to our 

neighbors on both sides.  

• Further the bank has collapsed behind the boathouse and creates a very 

dangerous place for children with a slot about 10 inches wide and 3 to 4 feet 

deep. The front of the boathouse has been undermined by the waves and needs 

to be shored up with Gabions to stop the erosion of dirt and wood into the lake.  

If you look at the pictures included you will also see that  it would be difficult to 

properly grade and reinforce the bank with the boathouse in place. I can and will 

do it that way if you insist as we are committed to making this a safe place to the 

betterment of the lake and this community.  For that reason, I have requested to 

lift the major parts, walls , floor of the boathouse to the upper bank and then 

repair and replace it once the bank work is completed.  There is less than 20 % 

damage to the boathouse and your guidelines state 75% damaged above the 

foundation so it is well within your guidelines. 
 

After reviewing this application as it stands, it does not appear that the bank revitalization 

(escarpment work) and boat house repairs are necessary and needed. (Maybe the geotechnical 

report will tell me otherwise) My comments above don’t mean that the application has to 

change, this is just my opinion based on what is in our statutory documents and if you choose 

to keep what you have applied for to MPC that is fine, it is my position to review the documents 

and give a recommendation to MPC based on what was submitted and what is stated in our 

documents.  

We feel that we have stated supporting evidence as well have adjusted some areas to 

accommodate a reasonable, safe and accessible approval for this development. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
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