
 

Summer Village of Norglenwold Land Use Bylaw Update | January 2022 

On Thursday, September 2, 2021, Municipal Planning Services (MPS) hosted an in-person public engagement session for 

the Summer Village of Norglenwold’s Land Use Bylaw review and update project.  The purpose of the engagement session 

was to share (with community members) information about the intent of the project, the purpose of a land use bylaw, 

and MPS’ recommended changes that have been discussed with Council and Administration to date. 

Following the engagement session, a recording of the presentation/discussion was made available via YouTube and 

shared on the Summer Village’s website for community members to watch at their convenience. Prior to the engagement 

session, an online survey was prepared by MPS and shared on the Summer Village’s website. It was also mentioned during 

the engagement session presentation as an important information gathering tool to identify community values and 

concerns so that they may be addressed in the updated Land Use Bylaw. 

The survey had a high response rate, compared to other planning engagement projects MPS has been a part of for 

Summer Villages in Alberta. 

The survey was left opening until November 2022, to accommodate requests by residents who had required additional 

time to respond. 

The following is a summary of feedback from the survey and conversations with community members.  

Survey Responses: 52 

Email/Written Responses 4 

Phone Calls to MPS’ Office 4 (1 call was pre-open house) 

Referral Agency Responses 5 

 

The following pages of this report include a summary of survey responses and emails collected by MPS.  



 

Answered: 52 

Skipped: 0 

 

 

MPS Response: Survey responses indicate that most respondents are long-term residents of the community, and 
that subsequent answers to this survey likely reflect observations over many years. 

 

 



 

Answered: 52 

Skipped: 0 

 

 

MPS Response: Respondents are near equally permanent and season residents of the Summer Village.  Both 
perspectives will be provided in the subsequent survey questions and feedback. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

MPS Response: Nearly 2/3rds of permanent residents who responded to the survey have lived in the Summer 
Village for more than 6 years. 

 

 



 

Answered: 36 

Skipped: 16 

 

 

MPS Response: Of the respondents who indicated that they are not currently permanent residents of the 
Summer Village, 60% indicated that they are ‘somewhat likely’ or ‘certainly’ considering moving 
to Norglenwold permanently. 
 
With a high permanent resident population, this indicates that the Summer Village’s permanent 
resident population is likely to increase in the future. 

 



 

Answered: 52 

Skipped: 0 

 

 

 

MPS Response: Responses to this question covered each of the age categories presented.  Of the 68 unique 
answers to this multiple choice question, 79% reported homeowner ages of 50 or greater. 

 



 

Answered: 52 

Skipped: 0 

 

 

MPS Response: In the majority of responses, one or two adults were the provided answer.  Responses to this 
question (along with the low number of reported children occupants and responses to earlier 
questions) suggests that homes in the Summer Village are not commonly used by multiple 
families (e.g. shared among extended families). 

 



 

Answered: 52 

Skipped: 0 

 

 

MPS Response: As the majority of lots in the Summer Village are lakefront lots, the responses to this question are 
not unexpected for this survey. 

 

 



 

Answered: 51 

Skipped: 1 

 

 

MPS Response: 84% of responses indicate the lake and shoreline is under used or adequately used on average 
weekday. 

 

 



 

Answered: 51 

Skipped: 1 

 

 

MPS Response: 96% of responses indicate the lake and shoreline is over used or adequately used on average 
weekend. 

 

 



 

Answered: 43 

Skipped: 9 

 

 

MPS Response: Respondents reported participating in a wide range of winter activities in the Summer Village 
(and on Sylvan Lake). 

 

 



 

Answered: 51 

Skipped: 1 

 

 

MPS Response: Respondents appear to be (near) equally divided in how they perceive the level of 
redevelopment occurring in the Summer Village. A response rate of 41% for ‘too much 
redevelopment’ is high among other Summer Village surveys that MPS has prepared in recent 
years. 

 

 



 

Answered: 51 

Skipped: 1 

 

 

MPS Response: A slight majority (57%) of respondents indicated that they support limits on the amount of non-
permeable surfaces in the Summer Villages.  Among respondents that responded ‘yes’ or ‘no’, 
the share supporting this statement was 64% (29 out of 45). 
 
This topic was discussed specifically at the September open house. 

 

 



 

Answered: 51 

Skipped: 1 

 

 

MPS Response: More than 78% of respondents support including a minimum requirement for trees and shrubs in 
landscaping plans. 
 
This response indicates strong support for minimum landscaping requirements to prevent 
runoff/erosion. 

 

 



 

Answered: 51 

Skipped: 1 

 

 

MPS Response: Almost three-quarters of all respondents (74.5%) indicated that they do not experience flooding 
on their property.  However, nearly 1 in 5 (19%) have observed flooding in recent years (within 
the last 5 years).   
 
This may indicate issues with how particular developments (and adjacent developments) are 
slopped/landscaped or issues with topography of particular areas of the Summer Village. 

 



 

Answered: 51 

Skipped: 1 

 

 

 

MPS Response: The lack of responses to this question is perhaps due to landowners being unsure how surface 
water is managed on their lots.  This may imply that purposeful engineered/landscaped systems 
are not being utilized among those who responded to the survey, and that surface water is being 
managed through ‘natural’ methods related to absorption and topography. 

 



 

Answered: 51 

Skipped: 1 

 

 

MPS Response: Over 70% of respondents indicated that they do not experience ice damage on their property.  
However, 29% have experienced this occurring, including over 15% of respondents who have 
experienced it every 10 years or more frequently. 
 
This may perhaps be due to developments (homes, accessory buildings, decks, etc.) being located 
near the bed and shore of the lake. 

 

 



 

Answered: 3 

Skipped: 6 

 

 

MPS Response: The responses to this question are confirmed by MPS’ background research for this project and 
our discussions with Summer Village Administration. 

 



 

Of the 52 responses to this survey, 35 respondents provided additional feedback.  

The following is a list of feedback provided.  Please note that some comments have been lightly edited for clarity, 

spelling, grammar, formatting, and brevity. 

For each written response, MPS has identified the land use and development categories addressed in the feedback.  

MPS will review this feedback with Council and Administration and identify recommendations for the updated Land Use 

Bylaw. 

1.  

The questions regarding landscaping and permeable surfaces as yes or no 

didn't allow for qualification. There should be reasonable guidelines. 

Landscaping, permeable 

surfaces, reasonable 

regulations 

2.  

Not interested in having land development across from our property. This will 

increase traffic and crime in a peaceful area. 

Future growth and 

development, traffic 

concerns, safety 

3.  
Keep as much natural integrity to the land as possible. We support 
development that is considerate to the natural landscape and land needs. 

Natural environment, 
landscaping 

4.  

I am very concerned about lack of transparency with residents about land 
acquisition. Also need to protect Environmental Reserves more rigorously and 
be leery of conversion of ER to EOS. Many permanent homes on lake are 
transforming summer village to become a "dominance display" of who has 
most money....this has been facilitated by allowing over building on small lots. 
Lack of respect for "street character" in many cases (i.e. homes are turning 
their backs to the street). 

Future growth and 
development, 
environmental reserve 
use, building 
size/footprint, building 
orientation 

5.  
Environmental reserves poorly protected. Some overbuilding not adhering to 
bylaws. 

Environmental reserve 
use, enforcement 

6.  

The purchase of adjoining lands as a buffer to annexation is a terrible idea. 
There are so many issues that have not been addressed in the past 20 years. 
Sylvan lane and traffic are a serious danger to the lake. Unsupervised access, 
danger to the lake and people. Changing uses without a comprehensive plan, 
just makes the residents angry. There are development permits in place from 
the 90’s that allow development right to the lake 

Future growth and 
development, Traffic 
concerns, safety, lake 
access, development near 
the lake 

7.  
Where is the 10 acre piece of land the council had offered to purchase? What 
is the intention of purchasing this land? Is this piece of land going to be used 
for public use? 

Future growth and 
development 

8.  

We want to keep our summer village quiet and private. We do not to 
encourage the public to come our village or have more development to make 
things busier. If public wants to launch boats etc. they can go to other 
launches, if the non-lakefront want lake access they can pay for the higher 
priced lots or go to the beach like everyone else. 

Safety, public access to 
the lake 

9.  

If residential development continues as it has, Grand Avenue will become a 
long drive of luxury row houses. Because the lake lots are 50ft lots and the 
new houses are so large, they occupy the lots entirely from side to side. The 
size requirements established by the village (i think a minimum of about 1200 
sq ft not including a basement) for new construction forces this although the 
solution I think would be to restrict size not remove the minimum size. Light 
pollution particularly from large new homes is becoming a problem. Most of 

Building size/footprint, 
light pollution, 
recreational use of the 
lake, noise pollution 



 

the new houses i have seen have an abundance of outside lighting that are 
left on most of the time at night. This seems contrary to the messaging that 
we should be conserving energy. New LED lights also emit very bright white 
light that compounds the light pollution problem. Although i know it is not 
within the jurisdiction of the village, boats in the summer create so much 
noise (mostly music and lack of mufflers) that at time you cannot sit at the 
lake side and carry on a conversation. This level of noise would not be 
tolerated in town so why is it tolerated on the lake. Lastly I would like to 
acknowledge and thank all the folks who contribute to the functioning of the 
village. Being a councillor I think would be a thankless job so thank to all who 
contribute their time and energy. 

10.  

I am concerned about the quality of life of residents, quiet enjoyment of 
private property, conservation of natural habitat, especially lakeshore and 
lake beds. I am concerned that the draft LUB will foster greater development 
at the loss of enjoyment of current residents. I am deeply concerned with 
further pressure on EOS and CR spaces and the potential for development and 
the attraction on non-residents to use same. We have a shared responsibility 
to balance use of the lake with preservation of the shorelines, lake beds and 
habitat - especially with the continued pressure on the lake. The current 
description of EOS does little to create this balance, and risks further 
development and destruction of the shoreline and water quality. We need the 
input of environmental specialists and we need to consider the unintended 
consequences of any changes and any development. 

Use and enjoyment of 
property, use of reserves, 
environmental 
protection, watershed 
management 

11.  

Focusing on Drainage is definitely something needed in the Village. But the 
main issue is the open to the public "unofficial boat launch" that has not been 
properly constructed. Has often had glass on the bottom that has injured 
friends and pets. Now with no supervision and invasive species within our 
provincial borders, I don't see how this can go on not being addressed. If our 
lake gets ruined by mussels, algae, etc. Then it's the fault of the summer 
village and the title of cleanest lake in AB disappears and we can't get that 
back. 

Lot grading and drainage, 
public access to the lake, 
environmental protection 

12.  

I would like to know what the long term plans of the Village are for accessing 
the lake. Will there be more access points and where are they proposed to be. 
My lake house is on the lake and access to my property is only through a 
laneway. Therefore I am very interested in the access points to be used and 
their actual designated use especially the laneway used to access my place 

Public access to the lake, 
use of laneways 

13.  

Sylvan Lane continues to be overused and abused! This uncontrolled access 
will surely lead to the introduction of invasive mussels at some point in the 
near future. It was intended to be for non-motorized boats only but is one and 
all of the following: off leash dog park, commercial boat launch, party spot for 
many, construction of boat lift spot, Bratt motorboat testing site, Ice fishing 
shack launch site, snowmobile racing spot, Bathroom, and more. I have 
photos if you care. The continued allowance of the general public into the 
area is surely a nuisance and will continue to get worse. 

Public access to the lake, 
use of reserves 

14.  

Proportional builds for lot size. There needs to be a bylaw on building a house 
that takes up 90 percent of the lot and shadows every house around it - also a 
bloody eyesore and no more birds! Need more buoys and reminders that 
motorized vehicles are to go straight out past buoys and do not cruise at all 
10ft in front of piers - our kids were almost hit by jet skis and boat last year 
twice! 

Building size/footprint, 
recreation use of the lake 



 

15.  
I think the stairs that were built on common ground were detrimental to the 
health of the lake. The new bridge and pathway improvements in the wooded 
area is a great improvement. 

Public access to the lake, 
development in reserves 

16.  
It is unclear from the video whether new bylaws which govern development 
also cover redevelopment (such as building a new primary residence) in whole 
or in part 

Applicability of the LUB to 
re-development 

17.  
I am hoping that the summer village is able to keep the natural lands across 
and at the end of Grand avenue natural. 

Environmental protection 

18.  

The summer village seems to focus their attention on planning other than 
looking and dealing with issues that could make the village safer and protect 
the lake. The boat launch is a free for all with no supervision. There is a 
serious threat of invasive species and there is no checks of any kind that the 
boats that are launched are free from contamination 

Safety, public access to 
the lake, lake health 

19.  

Please leave the Environmental reserve between the lake and the homes on 
Rustic Cres as they currently are. They are well cared for. Would it be possible 
to add a play park for kids and Grandkids in the open space in the loop of 
Rustic Cres? 

Use of reserves, need for 
a park 

20.  

I am very concerned with the Draft Land Use Bylaw and the proposal to 
expand the current definition of Environmental Open Spaces and the 
proposed changes in discretionary uses. I have concerns also with the 
proposal to expand the definition of Community and Recreation District and 
the proposed changes in uses. Pressure on the lake and environment 
continues to increase and the proposals would only serve to increase the 
pressure, and would likely result in non-residents accessing the lake through 
the Summer Village. What's needed is action to preserve the lake and 
environment, while balancing Summer Village residents’ enjoyment and use. 
As a good steward of the Environment Open Space adjacent to my property, 
I'm deeply concerned with maintaining the balance and keeping development 
in our Summer Village at a level that recognizes both individual's desires to 
create their own "home", while at the same time, maintaining our community 
feel. Adding amenities, like walking paths, picnic tables, etc. are simply not 
needed, and not in the interest of the community. Changing existing 
discretionary use, is not in the greater interests of the community. I look at 
my neighbors, and the current lake access available to back lots, and I see that 
the balance has already been achieved. I am not in favour of the proposed 
changes to uses of the Environmental Open Space, or Community Recreation 
District. 

CR and EOS Districts 

21.  Very poor application process And very poor approval process. Application processes 

22.  

Would like better access to the lake for residents and limited access for non-
residents. Ongoing issue and don’t see it being resolved such as non-residents 
parking at the boat lunch both in summer and winter. Would like a 
community Marina / dock to use, would pay annually for such. 

Public access to the lake, 
parking, communal boat 
launch 

23.  

Are there provisions for residents of Norglenwold to complete this survey by 
mail considering the village has only 50 email addresses on file w no names 
attached to the emails for PRIVACY….I think the survey should be printed and 
mailed to every resident of Norglenwold w a date for completion and return 
in an enclosed envelope w postage 

Communication 

24.  
Amount of land covered in new development is not what should be in 
Summer village. Neighbour is closer than allowed in Calgary. Land by laws are 
not followed. We are becoming a gated, unwelcoming property with too 

Building size/footprint, 
enforcement, size of 
accessory buildings, 



 

many bedrooms allowed on property. Visited are expected but the over 
garage development it too tall & too much. No long feels or looks like a 
summer village. 

suites, community 
character 

25.  Don't make rules that are difficult to enforce. Use common sense. Enforcement 

26.  

When you are approving 2nd garage/living quarters, please consider requiring 
the parties developing same to match the new quarters to the existing house 
and limit the size of such additional quarters. Some of the new development 
of such quarters is outrageous in size and style! 

Size of suites, building 
appearance 

27.  Improve the boat dock and only have the residents use it Public access to the lake 

28.  

New builds need to fit in with the size/height of other housing…not look like 
apartment blocks! Lake access points need to be developed as housing 
increases. We need bicycle paths as traffic has increased exponentially and 
speeding become an issue passing pedestrians and cyclists. Roadside parking 
for temporary guests needs to be addressed and posted. Dog waste p/u sites 
would be welcome. 

Building size/footprint, 
public access to the lake, 
active transportation, on-
street parking, 
community standards 

29.  

Further development should embrace the concept of “life at the lake”, be it 
cottage use, permanent lakefront or back lot. The SV should not become a 
high density high traffic bedroom community but should have a pace 
respectful of the lake and the people who wish to live here 

Community character, 
density 

30.  
There needs to be some effort towards putting a trail system through 
Norglenwold. 

Active transportation 

31.  

Neighbour has developed over an easement, blocked off municipal culvert 
and redirected storm water onto my property and caused me much damage. 
To solve this (ditching) it was I who had to get a permit for using mechanical 
equipment - what a farce some of these bylaws are. 

Stormwater 
management, 
development permit 
process 

32.  

More trees and natural environment to be protected with new builds - where 
are we at with a 50ft protected area of trees as a barrier? Do NOT open the 
dead end to traffic. Continued updates on this project should be public and 
communicated. 

Environmental protection, 
future growth and 
development, traffic 

33.  

Haven’t been here long enough to answer accordingly but the survey answers 
didn’t have 'unknown'. If there are beaches in Norglenwold I do not know 
about them. I would like to see more clarity on use of the water access/docks 
for backlots. Backlot vegetation requirements may be unnecessary due to 
their distance from the lake. I haven’t seen any redevelopment to know if 
there is too much or too little. 

Public access to the lake, 
landscaping requirements 
for backlots 

34.  
Keep green spaces with no development other than a path Environmental protection, 

active transportation 

35.  We take part in all activities listed in question #11. Recreational activities 

   

 



 

The following are emails that have been sent to MPS by members of the Norglenwold community.  They have been edited 

lightly to redact personal information. 

 

 

 

 

  



1. Use of Land - Laneway Homes 

Currently, although secondary or guest suites are allowed in the LUB, most often over a garage, 

("Laneway Homes"), there is some resistance to allowing them to be used as rental units in 

Norglenwold. There are an increasing number of such units in the Village. I recommend that these units 

be allowed to be rented but controlled by reasonable LUB policies. 

My reasons for this position are: 

 Unequivocally, there is an affordable home crisis in Canada. Those most caught in this social 

condition are young people just commencing their careers and retired folks looking for a scaled 

down home and reduced housing costs. Both groups can have a problem finding affordable 

homes/units to live in. 

 All secondary suites including those suites over garages are, in most cases, of an ideal size for 

these folks. They are modest, offer less expensive rents and lower utility costs. 

o The LUB can require enough off-site parking to satisfy community goals. Two dedicated 

parking sites per unit could be a requirement. 

o The LUB can also ensure that the facilities are adequate. 

o The size of a lot hosting a laneway home can be contained in the LUB. 

o The LUB can accommodate most valid detrimental impacts. 

o There is nothing compulsory implied by being included in the LUB. It would only involve 

those residents that would prefer to rent/lease their secondary suite.  

 Many municipalities have adopted planning principles to encourage such developments and 

conversions. Many, including The Town of Sylvan Lake and Calgary have even approved Laneway 

Homes for certain lots in their approvals of proposed subdivisions. Why not Norglenwold? 

 Consideration should be given to accommodating the issue with either spot zoning or Direct 

Control (DC) 

 More of our ratepayers are retired and their variable costs of owning a home in Norglenwold 

are ever increasing including property taxes, insurance, utilities and maintenance. A Laneway 

Home can significantly reduce the costs of retiring at the lake. Also, the rental revenue allows 

the property owner to better maintain their Norglenwold property. It is a 

tenant/owner/resident win-win-win. 

2.  Development 

The second issue involves the definition and understand of what are "accessory buildings" and the 

approval process for such applications. 

 What is an accessory building to the main residence? 

 What is the maximum size of accessory buildings? 

 How many accessory buildings are allowed on a site?. 

 Should there be a limit to the number of garages allowed on one residential site?  

 What latitude exists or should exists for approvals of such applications? 

 How should they be processed through the planning process for approvals and appeals including 

notification to impacted residents? 

 Who decides who are impacted residents? 



Land-use bylaw comments 

First I would like to say that the draft document is both confusing, complicated and hard to 

understand.  There are sections that are repeated for 2 conditions, but the end result is both have 

to follow the same rules, this make it complicated when not needed.  There are many definitions 

that are given & never used in the document.  There are other cases when terms are used but not 

defined.  There is a section that is missing in the number system, when this are corrected all 

section reference must be checked.  I have noted any section referenced that where not correct. 

The document talks about not infringing on neighbours through noise, dust, privacy, but I have 

found these policies have not been followed in the past.  Just ask my neighbour who now have 

the new house bedroom windows looking into his patio. 

Second there are a number of areas covered that I strongly disagree with.  I will outline them 

here.  I don’t want to have micro Wind systems in Norglenwold.  They are a haze to birds & 

bats.  I don’t want to have there constant noise interfering with my enjoyment of my house & 

yard.  I already have to put up with the noise from the neighbour's air conditioner unit. (That at 

least does stop sometimes)  I don’t think the lots here are of a size that Apiary (bee hives) should 

be allowed.  I strongly disagree that the by-laws are requiring building to be built that will create 

light pollution and wasteful use of our natural resources.  Robbing me of the enjoyment of 

meteor, aurora borealis and star watching.  Homeowners can use light for security but it should 

not be by-law to have no dark spaces.STOP LIGHT POLUTION  The guest house have gone 

way out of reasonable size and our by-law should not be written to the maximum that exist but 

should be based on the summer village we want to live in.   The guest house should not case 

shadows on the neighbouring property and therefor change their enjoyment of their yard.  The 

by-laws for RV are too far past what is reasonable and should be reviewed.  Maybe Council, SV 

management & writer of this document should go out in Norglenwold & see what is happening.  

Having 1 permanent RV stored on site & couple who visit occasionally should not be a problem. 

 

One area I have not seen addressed is LOCKED GATES.  To me a summer Village is an area 

that people are friendly and often drop in to visit neighbours, whether you have meet before or 

not.  The use of locked gates does not give this impression.  It is caused by people who think 

locking and stopping visitors means that they are better off.(snobs)  Another of my concerns with 

LOCKED GATES is I wonder what happens if one of these buildings behind a locked gate is on 

fire.  What will happen, does the fire department break it down, do they stand and watch the 

build burn and what does this do to the rest of Norglenwold.   With a recent fire in Sylvan Lake 

destroyed many peoples homes, what will happen here when the new buildings are going closer 

than allow in Calgary and the gates been locked. 

 



I have provided information on each area I worked on.  The comments are always following the 

section information.  If you cannot understand anything please talk to me. 

Definitions 

#6 ADJACENT LANDOWNER means land owners in Jarvis Bay are adjacent land owners to 

the shoreline residents of Norglenwold, as only separated a waterbody 

#8 ANIMAL BOARDING AND LODGING defined never used 

#10-BASEMENT I believe the 50%  is wrong 

#15 BREEZEWAY is the breezeway included in the land-use percent ? 

#16 BUFFER exactly the same definition as #17 BUILDING 

# 23- # 27 question all the cannabis only used in the COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL USE which 

is not supposed to exist in our Summer Village 

#28 COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL USE & 32 COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL USE repeated 

definition. 

# 54 DWELLING DUPLEX defined never used 

# 56 DWELLING FOURPLEX defined never used 

# 57 DWELLING ROW HOUSING defined never used 

# 58 DWELLING, SEASONAL defined never used 

# 65 EXTERNAL WALL should include projections for either fireplaces or dining room 

cabinets that extend over the foundation 

# 67 FENCE , don’t talk about locking gates I have a large concern if a fire was too happened at 

one of these locations when no one is there what will happen to the surrounding properties and 

the fire 

# 81 LAND USE BYLAW  need to fill in whatever bylaw  XXXX as presently not acceptable 

# 133 REAL PROPERTY REPORT defined never used 

# 173 SUBSTANDARD LOT what is the minimum permitted lot size & what is a standard lot 

size? 

# 175 SUITE, GUEST HOUSE Define kitchen as I noticed that newest developments often 

contain a sink, dishwasher and refrigerator 

# 177 SUITE, SECURITY defined never used 

#179 TOP OF THE BANK The top of the bank is not automatically the high watermark but it is 

used interchangeably in section 4.4.2 the high watermark should be removed from there and top 

of the bank should be the only comment 

#180 TOURIST HOME  & # 186 VACATION RENTAL what is the difference between a 

TOURIST HOME  and a VACATION RENTAL  

#190 -  #192 WIND ENERGY  1 I believe that we should not allow any wind generation in our 

summer village as the noise would be a constant bother and many of US enjoy our peace and 

quiet at the lake.  We already have to listen to our neighbour air conditions running, but it does 

shut off.  Wind generation also kill birds and bats. 

mailto:quilter.brown@shaw.ca


4.2 DEVELOPMENT NOT REQUIRING A DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

4.2.1d  This means in Shoreline residential 1 m high fence , gate or wall on lake side & 2m on 

roadside.  Because of defining front yard & rear yard differently depending on whether in 

shoreline residential or not causes much confusion.   

4.21g  if maintenance of private sewer systems are restricted do you not risk sewage 

contamination to land and Sylvan Lake.  

4.2.1l  ii) why allow signs if commercial/industrial uses are not allowed in the summer village 

4.2.1p  lots not big enough for Apiaries, without adverse effect to neighbour that could be allergy 

4.2.1s  no micro wind energy conversion systems as are dangerous to birds and bats and they 

have a constant noise  This noise would not  allow neighbors who enjoy a their beauty and peace 

of the lake 

 

4.3 NONCONFORMING BUILDINGS AND USES 

4.3.1 How do you know whether your land is nonconforming?  Does that mean that some owners 

could need to rebuild house because they didn’t visit the cottage for six months?  

4.3.6  Disagrees with 4.3.1 time period of 6 months 

 

4.4  APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT 

4.4.1  Alphabetic sections are miss labeled 

4.4.1  a(second A) are plans not needed to be scaled 

Without scaled drawings,  how can you calculate the percent of site coverage 

Is it true that  no longer require a survey or RRP ? 

4.4.1 c  need to add section to ensure the integrity of the trees or shrubs adjacent to the proposed 

trees & scrubs to be removed are not compromised 

4.4.2  Remove high watermark term  should be top of bank 

4.4.4  f as consideration is being given for development permits for landscaping or excavation of 

the land it says that they need to identify potential outdoor noise therefore why would you ever 

allow micro wind systems? 

 

4.5 PROCESS OF DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATIONS  

is there no longer any personal contact  doing the applications? 

4.5.2 f  wrong section reference, unable to decide which section it should be. 

4.5.2 g  wrong sections reference, unable to decide which sections it should be. 

4.5.5 b & c taken together means can refuse the development permit for any reason can think of.  

Whether tried to follow the land use by-laws or not. So why not change to say can refuse for any 

reason.? 

4.5.6 a  what the point of survey certificate of footing if have no point scale drawings to check 

against? 

4.5..6  why remove security to ensure terms of agreement 

4.5.8 Repeats what is covered in 4.5.2 e & f Not needed. 

  



 

4.8 NOTICE OF DECISION 

Why is posting of decisions not posted on land for development permit.  How as neighbour to 

know what is happening?  No way to find a development permit on the website if don’t know the 

date of application or decision date. 

4.8.1  Why would not also include email notification? 

4.8.5   5 days likely not enough time for mail to be received by the home owners who do not 

have a mailing address in the summer village 

4.8.9  Where is the written decision found? 

 

6.1  DEVELOPMENT APPEALS 

6.1.1  appeals allowed by any person affected by the order. How do they find out about the 

decision? 

 

8.3  BUILDING ORIENTATION AND DESIGN 

8.3.1 a  These are not being followed, ask neighbour who now have a bedroom window looking 

into their patio. 

8.3.1 b  need to look at all dwellings not just the last one built..  This has led to change in 

character of the summer village of Norglenwold. 

8.3.1 d  By-law should not require light pollution as this is a waste of our resources and stops the 

neighbors from enjoying the night skies.  Lighting for security reasons should be up to the 

homeowner and should not be specified in the bylaws.  Remove Minimize dark spaces. 

8.3.1 h  should not be specified only site coverage should count 

8.3.1 j  does summer village have a drainage information of where the land drains and how?  Can 

I see the land drainage for the summer village? 

 

8.4  CONDOMINIUMS AN MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP 

should not be allowed at all & believe title is not correct 

 

8.5 CORNER & DOUBLE FRONTING LOTS 

Double fronting lots should have their front yard dependent on what the address of that lot is or 

should be allowed by the landowner to declare what is their address and therefore their front 

yard. 

Are there any corner & Double fronting lots in the Shoreline Residential, if so problem for 

shoreline residents as their front yard is the Lake 

  



 

8.11  LANDSCAPING, ENVIRONMENT, CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

8.11.  Is it legal for the summer village to landscape private land.  Since notice must be given to 

inspect site while development, unlikely that 2 years after landscaping, legal for summer village 

to go on the land. 

8.11.8 ii  Is the flood way known?  Can I find out the floodways? 

a bracket wants natural grass cover 

8.12  amount of light should not light pollute the neighbor’s night sky.  Many of us enjoy our 

night skies for meteor watching, aurora borealis watching and simply enjoying the stars. 

8.13.4  Not possible on most lots during building no point keeping if construction traffic destroy 

topsoil and under laying base. During construction the surface gets moved by heavy equipment, 

covered with building materials, dumping spot for contactors cleaning of equipment & garbage 

dump for workers. 

8.11.5  Are  finished ground elevation not needed otherwise?  

 

OBJECTS PROHIBITED OR RESTRICTED IN YARDS 

Missing in the number system, means all reference needs to be check after numbered. 

3 does this mean can land helicopter on a lot? 

 

8.14  NUMBER OF BUILDINGS ON A PARCEL 

8.14.3  Why use area measurement of Acres when 95% of document is in M
2 

 

8.16  PROJECTION INTO YARD 

8.16.1 b  Does  50% minimum yard not counted in site coverage? 

8.16.2.  Does this apply to the community & Recreations and the environmental open space as 

there is no other districts? 

 

9.1  ACCESSORY BUILDING IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS 

9..1.5 b  remove high watermark and replace the terminology as the top of the bank. see 

definition top of bank 

9.1.7  Leave Height at 7.62 M (25FT) 

9.1.10  Leave area as 92.9 m
2..

Do not use term acre as 95% of measurements are in m
2 

 

9.1.11  Leave area as 111.5 m
2.  

Do not use term acre as 95% of measurements are in m
2 

 

9.2  DETACHED GARAGE 

9.2.1  No need for 2 section as both are the same.  Check as refer to wrong section 1.1(1) or 

section 1(1), both are wrong.  Having 2 section when not need make document more complicated 

for not clear information 

 

9.3  DRIVEWAYS AND PARKING 

9.3.5  Don’t understand width information 

9.3.7  no definition of frontage 

  



 

9.4 FENCING 

9.41  no need for two sections as the same.  This means in shoreline residential the road side 

fence 2 m and Lakeside 1 m.  Because of the reversing front & rear yards in definitions. 

9.4.1 ii  no definition of flankage. 

 

 

9.6  PRIVATE POOLS AND DECORATIVE PONDS 

9.6 1C  Not possible to have lot abutting Sylvan Lake & be an interior lot. 

 

9.8  RECREATIONAL VEHICLES 

9.8.1  Permit Development permits should only be required on undeveloped lots, there is not 

permit development required of other person items stored on our land. 

9.8.3  as noted in 9.83 above is wrong reference, as refers to self 

9.8.6  Not realistic to have to meet same requirements as a buildings, as parking areas are where 

RV should park.  There is no reason need to regulate parking of RV if contained on the lot. 

9.8.10  wording should use abut Sylvan Lake (term used throughout this document) 

9.8.13 i  should be the only requirement 

9.8.14  wrong  section refer to,  not for shoreline residents would parking in front yard (lakeside) 

be acceptable). Distance required not realistic. 

8.9.18  not for shoreline residents 

 

9.9  SUITES 

9.9.3  secondary suites are allowed other places in the document 

9.9.5  have seen plans recently that include fridge in the guests Suite 

9.9 8  Maximum height should be 25 ft., even this height will affect a neighbour use of their 

property will shadow cast, looking into neighbour property.  There should be no minuim size.  

The maximum size should not be as large as,or larger than the largest building, forgetting that 

exceptions should not be the normal. Not reasonable to require 1 additional on-site parking when 

never had a count of the on-site parking. 

 

9.10  GUIDELINES FOR OTHER LAND USES 

9.10.1 b  I would like to know the prevailing density in each of the Land Use Districts. 

9.10.1 d  I would like to know the height that is prevailing in each of the Land Use Districts. 

 

10.1  ESTABLEISHMENT OF LAND USE DISTRICTS 

Districts: 

I would like to know why the ditch that runs along lakeshore drive is Considered a Community 

& recreation District,  This ditch is part of the filtration system for the storm water that run from 

upland into Sylvan Lake.  The bullrushes and native growth are the filtration system.  This 

should in no means be converted into any kind of recreation other than pedestrian traffic. 

 

We have been told repeatedly that we cannot control or change the access to the lake at the end 

of Range Road 20, so why is it shown as Environmental open space.  And this is not part of 

Norglenwold but under control of Red Deer County. 

 



I would like to know when Aspen Lane (end of Range Road 15 became a Community & 

recreation district.  And what is the part down Grand Avenue beside this Aspen Lane. 

 

I would like to know why the conservation area between Grand Avenue & Honeymoon Drive 

became a Community and recreation .  This area has a water course that runs from upland 

mashes in a creek that runs most of the year and drains into Sylvan Lake. 

 

 

Why is the road public access at Sylvan Lane an Environmental Open Space, makes no sense to 

have a road an environmental open space? 

 

Why would the land that channels the water collected in the ditch on Grand Avenue be 

considered a Community & Recreation Area.  You do not want to have people making picnic site 

in the water course. 

 

If you have any questions about my descriptions I can show you any area in person. 

 

R1 SHORELINE RESIDENTAL DISTRICT 

 As this area has been developed since at least 1939 &when each area was built there is not legal 

size of lots.  The depth of the lots very greatly and has no standard size. 

PARCEL SERVICING 

There is not piped water in this summer village, we all have wells.  There are no plans for piped 

water. 

MINIMUM FRONT YARD Have combined the information for both the front yard & rear yard 

into 1 wrong entry.  How can 6M to a garage attached to the principal building & 7.5 m from 

front property boundary. 

PARKING STALLS Do not agree with measurement given. 

 

R2  Estate Residential District 

Same comments as given for R1 

 

CR COMMUNITY AND RECREATION DISTINCT 

Maximum Building height should be the same as R1 & R2 

 

 



This is the issue of Rentals of property in the SV or Norglenwold. 

The concern is short term, weekend rentals resulting in noisy partying without regard for neighbours 

I would like to suggest adding this to the LUB 

Perhaps as a compromise, no short term Rentals less than 2 weeks?  This would get rid of the weekend 

party Rentals but still allow for some income for those who require it. 



Summer Village of Norglenwold – Draft Land Use Bylaw 

The following are comments / observations on the Draft Land Use Bylaw 

 General Comments as per the Questionnaire Sheet provided at the meeting: 

• Was the information about the project clear?  For the most part yes, but the information on specific

changes from our past LUB needs to be highlighted, such as, changes in height specifications,

changes in zoning, etc.

• Did you feel that you had an opportunity to share your thoughts and ideas?  Somewhat, although

more time would have been useful.  I would suggest that a reminder go out to residents requesting

feedback on the LUB and specify a deadline for comments.  As well, I feel that there would be a real

benefit in bringing the revised draft LUB back to the residents for a second review showing changes

that were made as a result of this initial consultation BEFORE it goes for First Reading.  I would NOT

recommend it going to a public hearing without this second consultation.

• What could we have done to make your experience better?  More time to read through the

information panels and to be able to chat/get clarification on a one-to-one basis.

• Are there land use and development topics that matter to you that we did not address?  I would like

more information on the rational as to how the green spaces (municipal reserves, environmental

reserves and road allowances) were zoned.  ALSO, with climate change and this past summer of

heatwaves, more people are installing air conditioners.  Some are extremely noisy.  Is there an

opportunity to include something in the LUB as to installing noise reducing barriers around air

conditioners?

Grandfathered – Could there be some clarification as to what is grandfathered?  I am assuming that

it must be everything developed before the passing of the amended Land Use Bylaw.

• Yes, I want to receive emails about the project.  red.deer.river@gmail.com

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED LUB 

Section 1.4 Definitions: 

Home Occupation – Interesting phenomena now with covid as many employees of many businesses are 

working out of the home, is this now considered minor home occupation?  It may or may not be 

temporary depending on the pandemic and the requirements of their business owners.    

Recommendation: I recommend that no develop permit is required for “minor home 

occupation”.  It is almost impossible to enforce.   

Obnoxious / Offensive – the definitions for these two issues leave it all up to the Development Officer 

and is very subjective pending the Development Officer’s point of view.  It would be preferable here to 

have some way to indicate levels by decibels, temperatures, particulate density, etc., if possible.  Or is 

this a standard definition even in large municipalities? 

Suite, Garage – in the past, I believe these developments were not allowed to have kitchen facilities 

similar to Suite, Guest House.  This (no kitchen facilities) should be included in the definition. 



MISSING: 

Accessory Buildings? Soft sided framed shelters used by many in the summer village to store items 

including cars, recreation vehicles, storage? Are these accessory buildings or garages? On some lots, 

there are multiple soft sided shelters that sit there for many years even though they are considered 

“temporary”.  These shelters need clarification.  There should be a separate definition for these items 

(like what is done for sea cans). 

 

Section 2  Agencies: 

2.3 Municipal Planning Commission – should the definition not include the makeup of the MPC which is 

2 councillors plus a member at large? 

2.4 Subdivision Authority – should this definition include the makeup of the Authority? 

 

Section 8  General Development Regulations 

8.11.8 Landscaping – in this age of horrific wildfires, there should be some mention of wildfire 

management as it pertains to landscaping.  A forest management plan was completed for Norglenwold 

and I believe approved by a former Norglenwold Council.  Some aspects of this plan would be 

appropriately included in landscaping.  E.g.  distance of trees from building structures, etc. 

8.12.1 Outdoor Lighting – Outdoor lighting should be better addressed.  Although residents want a safe 

environment, many chose to live here because of the country-like setting with no lighting.  Lighting can 

be a nuisance. I would like the LUB to stipulate that the municipality will not develop street lighting or if 

developed that it be of a low profile (short), low light.  If lighting is to be added by individuals it should 

consider ambient lighting.  I appreciate seeing that the bylaw stipulates that lighting does not adversely 

affect an adjacent site however this is rather subjective.  Lighting in Norglenwold is very inconsistent and 

everyone seems to be able to do there own thing. 

 

Section 9 Specific Development Regulations 

Section 9.2 Suites - “A maximum of one (1) guest house suite is allowed on a lot.”  Question: Is this 

considered in addition to the 2 accessory buildings?  This is not clear.   

ALSO  “5. A guest house (ADD: or garage) suite may not include a food preparation area, refrigerator, 

stove or provision of 220-volt wiring.”  My understanding is that no guest houses whether separate or 

above a garage allow for a kitchen and associated facilities.  It should stay that way as otherwise 

Norglenwold will no longer be a village of single-family homes.   

ALSO 8.  Maximum Height (of suites) should not be increased to 29’ in the Shoreline Residential Lots 

as it potentially blocks the view of resident who live behind.  However, this increased height could 

potentially be allowed in the Estate Residential with conditions. 

 



Section 9.3 Driveways and Parking - there should be different rules applied to the larger estate sites 

than to what is allowed for the smaller Shoreline Residential lots. 

Section 9.5 Home Occupation 

3.a.  In addition to a development permit application…”  I recommend that this be removed for “minor 

home occupation). 

Section 9.7  Public Properties 

2. The removal (ADD: or planting) of trees and/or shrubs, excavation, grading or drainage alteration on 

any municipal reserve, environmental reserve or other municipal owned land, without expressed 

written approval from the municipality, is prohibited.   

NOTE:  some adjacent neighbours to municipal lands are planting trees, shrubs, etc. to build up a better 

barrier between them and the municipal land and to limit access.  This, too, should be prohibited. 

Section 9.8  Recreational Vehicles 

1. States: The placement of a recreational vehicle on a lot requires a development permit 

12. States: A maximum of one (1) recreational vehicle may be stored permanently on a residential lot 

Unclear:  Does every recreational vehicle if parked properly, need a development permit??  I 

sure hope NOT! 

 

Section 10 

Day Homes R1 – Shoreline Residential Districts AND R2- Estate Residential 

Why are Day Homes allowed as a “permitted use”?  I would wonder why someone wanting 

peace and quiet at their home would want a “day home” with potentially noisy kids playing 

outside all day?  It also means increased traffic/parking for drop off and pick up.   

Recommendation:  I believe all Day Homes should be classified as major home occupations.  

(I’m not talking about people looking after their grandchildren or their kid’s friend.  I am talking 

about legitimate Day Homes.) 

 

LAND USE DISTRICT MAP AND DESIGNATIONS: 

I do not understand the rational of how some road allowances are designated as environmental open 

spaces and yet others are community & recreation?   

E.g.  RR 15 road allowance is designated a community and recreation zone, yet Sylvan Lane road 

allowance is environmental open space.  This of key importance and the long-term implications and uses 

of these properties need to be fully and properly explained.  I would like a response on this particular 

issue. Thank you. 



The following are responses from referral agencies that were provided a copy of the draft Land Use Bylaw for their 

review and comment. 

Alberta Culture and the Status 
of Women 

No Response 

Alberta Energy Regulator No Response 

Alberta Environment and Parks No Response 

Alberta Health Services 

Comments provided for the Summer Village’s consideration for improving 
community health.  MPS to share with Administration as these are topics 
commonly addressed through municipal programming, not Land Use Bylaw 
regulations. 

Alberta Transportation No Response 

ATCO Gas No Objections 

ATCO Pipelines No Objections 

Canada Post No Response 

Chinooks Edge School Division No Response 

Fortis Alberta No Response 

Lacombe County No Objections 

Red Deer County No Response 

Summer Villages on Sylvan Lake No Response 

Sylvan Lake Watershed Society No Response 

Telus Communications No Objections 

Town of Sylvan Lake No Response 


