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The Sylvan Lake marina development was stalled Tuesday night after a majority of
councillors balked at granting an extreme relaxation on parking, despite an impassioned plea
from Mayor Susan Samson to approve the proposal.
The crux of the matter was a proposal from staff that the town grant a relaxation of 66
parking stalls and require the developer to pay cash in lieu of creating another 25 parking
stalls (at $5,500 per stall) because the first phase of the project is deficient by 91 parking
stalls under current regulations.
Councillors voted 4-3 to approve a development permit for the project after amending a
condition requiring the developer to pay cash in lieu of 25 parking stalls (at $5,500 per stall).
The amendment “to revisit the relaxation of parking stalls” would have left town staff in the
position of reviewing the proposal and making a decision without having to consult with
council again on the relaxation.
Councillor Dale Plante, who made the motion, had suggested the cash in lieu should be for
something closer to 60 parking stalls and not 25. Councillors had also indicated they wanted
the decrease in the relaxation on parking stalls to come back to them for a final decision but
that’s not what their motion stated.
After a recess while staff discussed the ramifications of the motion passed by councillors,
changes were made.
The meeting was reconvened and the initial motion, which approved the development permit,
was withdrawn by a unanimous vote of council.
A subsequent motion was passed which read that administration revise development permit
conditions to decrease parking relaxation for phase 1 of the project “for council consideration
prior to further consideration and development permit approval”.
That was passed by the same 4-3 vote as the initial motion. Councillors Graham Parsons,
Rick Grimson, Dale Plante and Laverne Asselstine voted in favour while Samson and
councillors Sean McIntyre and Ken MacVicar voted against.
Phase 1 of the project is for a 40 unit residential condominium building, 94 underground and
42 surface parking stalls, landscaping and public access along the waterfront, as well as
marina redevelopment.
Addressing parking, the town’s current Land Use Bylaw requires one parking stall per boat
slip. The proposal is the current 180 slips would be reduced to 179 with the redevelopment.
That means 179 stalls would be required, however research done by town staff showed other
locations require only one parking stall for every two to four slips.
“The chance of all 180 boat slips being in use at any given time is highly unlikely” so a
reduction could be made. Staff recommended the current requirement be reduced to one stall
for every two slips. Through a series of calculations which gave credit for ‘shared parking’
they determined a relaxation of 66 parking stalls was reasonable which left the project
deficient by 25 parking stalls. It was those 25 stalls which they recommended council require
cash in lieu which could be invested in creating parking elsewhere in the downtown area.
During her review of the project and subsequent discussion, planner Kim Devlin gave some
insight into the behind-the-scenes negotiations which have taken place with the developer to
get the project to the stage it’s at.
She also pointed out that development requirements for properties on the south side of
Lakeshore Drive are different than for development on the marina site, particularly in the area
of required parking stalls.
Among conditions in the proposed resolution were that the developer enter into a
development agreement to address municipal improvements “including lighthouse
refurbishment”; and the developer enters into public access agreements with the town to
“ensure ongoing public access to the marina”; and “to ensure future public access to the
lighthouse and the trail system”.
On several occasions it was noted the property is private and the developer has the right to
develop it based on regulations in the town’s bylaw.
Devlin’s report stated “there are no specific requirements for the development to provide on-
site parking for day users of the marina. Truck and trailer parking will take up a considerable
amount of space and it is not necessarily appropriate to make the developer provide the
parking for other marina users. The developer has been working with the town to achieve a
solution to the day use parking issue. A collaborative solution where the town will provide the
parking area and the developer will provide a system for shuttling users, potentially a valet
service for vehicles is currently being explored.”
The height of the first building in the marina development is proposed at 18.78 metres (61’8”)
which is higher than the 15 metres specified in the Lakeshore Direct Control District.
However, the Waterfront Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) “specifies that height should be
determined on a site-by-site basis” and buildings in excess of four storeys or 15 metres
“should be required to demonstrate that the site design maintains view corridors to the lake,
increases publicly accessible open space, has no detrimental effect on adjoining properties in



terms of privacy or shadowing, and has a high standard of architectural treatment. 
“The proposed development is larger than the 15 metre (49.2 ft.) height, however the
application has been reviewed on the merits of the proposal as outlined in the requirements
of the ARP and the design has resulted in an increased public space along the lakeshore as
well as ensuring that the building design and placement enables views of both the marina
and lake from various vantage points along Lakeshore Drive and throughout the site,” stated
Devlin’s report to council. “The development has been designed to be sensitive to adjacent
properties with respect to shadowing and privacy and the architectural detailing is of a higher
standard.”
MacVicar was quick to question Devlin’s comments that town is working with the developer
on various issues and asked “how far down the road those discussions have gone?”
“Staff, administration at all levels have been in discussion to come up with solutions to the
day use issues,” she replied.
Devlin added the town consulted its legal counsel and was told that since their bylaw doesn’t
contain requirements for truck and trailer parking for day users, they couldn’t apply that kind
of restriction. “The developer initially stated they would like the development to be private.
They didn’t want to accommodate day users but we were able to work with them to keep
public access.”
On the height issue, Devlin said, “the developer worked closely with the town to create the
footprint” (for the building). Then she quoted from the ARP that indicates consideration could
be given on a site-by-site basis. 
“People who drive by on Lakeshore Drive will still be able to see the marina, a view of the
lake. Increased public access has been maintained. We prefer to see a smaller footprint and
them go higher than one storey over the whole site.”
Samson, indicating support for the project, said she felt it was the kind of thing envisioned
when the ARP was created in 2006 with considerable public consultation. 
“I think one of the big things for this council is we’ve been consistently standing by the fact
redevelopment of Lakeshore Drive is intended to be the catalyst for redevelopment. The
marina is exactly what we’ve been looking for. It represents a balance between development,
connectivity and access to the lakefront.”
“The owners have agreed to enter into a public access agreement to allow public access to
the marina. They didn’t have to do that. To ensure public access to the lighthouse and trail
system. They don’t have to do that. The marina development brings key views. You can’t
have development and the views you have now, quite frankly they aren’t much to look at.”
Samson spoke of the “opportunity” the project provides to “enhance the tourism offering”, the
increased tax base, and the “density to support the downtown services that are there and are
failing”. 
“To turn down this would be a huge disservice to the tourism industry in this town.”
“To turn it down would be tragic,” said Plante. “To turn it down in its current state is good
management. This project creates other issues for Sylvan Lake.”
He reminded councillors the developer said when people are walking down the street they
will see the masts of the boats in the marina and will see the lake in the distance but won’t
see what they do today because of the height of the parkade which will be above the current
street level. Then there’s above ground parking on top of it.
He compared the parking issue to trying to squeeze a size 11 foot into a size 10 shoe. “I
don’t think we should always cut the edges off to make it fit Sylvan Lake.” He added, “it does
bring down the value of property around that area when people can no longer see the lake.”
McIntyre voiced concern about the cash in lieu condition stating it’s a one time payment.
“The parking situation is not going to get better. We’re talking about a very small exchange
for a very big issue.”
Earlier he’d said, “my prediction is the 91 parking spaces will be made up, but will be made
up in front of residences and businesses. My number one concern here is the parking. It’s
something we need to consider because they’re asking for a relaxation or asking we let it
slide, yet there’s no benefit.”
McIntyre noted 80 per cent of the time in the summer parking is not an issue, but the other
times it’s not just an issue at the marina but throughout the whole town.
He was also concerned about the height. “I don’t see how we, in good conscience, can
approve this application.”
“When we go outside our bylaws that needs to be a warning,” said McIntyre. “So should the
ten or more letters we got against this. I’m sure there would have been more if this was
better advertised. This is a long term decision.” He indicated he wasn’t in favour “not at the
cost of flooding adjoining neighbourhoods with traffic”.
Parsons said he had confidence in town staff and the study they’d done in making their
recommendation. “As for the views, it’s always a concern,” he said pointing out reaction to
other projects such Chateau Suites and the waterslide.
“It’s a nice development … I feel it will be a benefit,” he said.
Grimson asked if there’s a deficit in parking because of the current bylaw, why not just
change the bylaw. “Personally I like the development, I think the parking problem could be
resolved.” He later suggested another avenue may be to request cash in lieu for the full
deficiency of 91 stalls or amending the bylaw.
Samson replied changing rules in midstream is not a good idea. Marina Bay, she said, has
100 slips for 100 homes but they lease 30 slips to the sailing club. “The development never
provided parking for any of that. One marina doesn’t have to provide any, now we’re asking 
the other marina 
to come to new 
rules? The parking spots required are defendable and the planning department has done
that.”
MacVicar agreed the development is attractive but reminded fellow councillors that this



council and previous councils “preached to Lacombe County about over development. I have
a real problem allowing this development to go forward given what we’ve told our
neighbours.”
As a result of the final motion passed, the project will be back before council at a later date
for a decision on the development permit.


