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A plan for redevelopment of the marina which includes the first phase construction of a 40
unit condominium building passed another hurdle Monday night.
Members of the Municipal Planning Commission (MPC) voted 5-1 in favour of recommending
Sylvan Lake councillors grant a development permit for the first phase of the project.
Sean McIntyre voted against the permit stating concerns about parking, the height of the four
storey building and reduction of lake views.
He noted the staff report indicates the plan “adheres” to the Lakeshore Direct Control district
and Waterfront Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) which both talk about “preservation of views
of the lake” but said, “this doesn’t allow lake views. The height is 61 feet.” He also stated the
grade they’re starting at to measure that 61 feet is above the grade of Lakeshore Drive
whereas other nearby developments started below that grade.
A letter from Marina Place (5135 Lakeshore Dr.) condominium board members complained
the 12 unit building will lose 99 per cent of its lake view.
Planner Kim Devlin, who presented the staff report to MPC members, said the building has
been moved towards Lakeshore Drive so there’s a 33 metre setback from the water’s edge.
This will result in those condo owners having more view of the lake than when the initial plan
was sent for comment.
She also said, “staff hasn’t seen height as an issue. It will be consistent in nature with future
development”. Any new development in the area would be “build at grade”. At grade means
the level of the road or slightly above due to drainage considerations.
Devlin also commented on concerns about the parkade. It will not be located under ground
but will be built above the high water level of the lake which means about 1-1.5 feet of it
would be visible from the road level because of the slope of the land.
Conditions approved by MPC members indicated a relaxation of 66 parking stalls as well as
the developer paying cash in lieu of providing another 25 parking stalls (at $5,500 each)
which were deficient from town regulations.
Devlin explained the rationale for the relaxation which was also detailed in her written report.
Under the town’s Land Use Bylaw, phase one of the development requires 249 parking stalls
which includes 70 residential parking stalls and 179 parking stalls for the proposed boat slips.
That’s one stall for each boat slip.
The developer has met the residential requirement of 70 stalls and has provided 42 surface
parking stalls of the required 179 stalls for the marina.
Then, she explained, “the Waterfront ARP recommends, where appropriate, shared parking
be considered”. Because each of the 40 condo units will be provided with one boat slip, she
considered the parking stalls provided for the residential portion as sufficient and reduced the
179 stalls needed for the marina by 40.
Further, the report stated “it is reasonable that these 6 (mooring) boat slips (for temporary
boat parking only) would not be required to provide parking stalls associated with them as
they are intended for day users or visitors from another part of the lake.” 
So subtracting 179-46 (shared stalls) = 133. That leaves 133 boat slips requiring one parking
spot per slip.
Town staff then looked at requirements from other municipalities and found “the chance of all
180 boat lips being used at any given time is highly unlikely”. “Based on the requirements for
other waterfront municipalities, a requirement of one parking stall for every two boat slips
seems to be a common standard.”
This provides a relaxation of 66 parking stalls and a deficiency of only 25 parking stalls for
which cash in lieu was recommended.
Devlin’s report added, “Once phase 2 is applied for, parking requirements will be reviewed
again.
Developer Al Laplante said they’ve been going back and forth with the town on the parking
required for the boat slips. On their busiest day during the August long weekend last year
only 40 boat slip renters were parked at the marina out of the 180 slips in the facility. That’s
more than a 4-1 ratio he stated. He also provided comparisons to the Cold Lake marina
which is municipally owned where for 250 slips only 93 parking stalls were required. 
And, he said, the other marina in Sylvan Lake (Marina Bay) didn’t require parking for any of
its non-resident slips.
Considering the parking credits, offsets and relaxations, McIntyre said, “I think this is a
serious planning faux pas that needs to be addressed.”
Commission member Megan Chernoff also indicated concern about parking.



There’s no location on site for parking of trucks and trailers for day users using the boat
launch. 
Devlin said it’s up to the town to find a solution for that. “It needs more working out. Should
this development be approved and go ahead we will be looking for solutions.”
“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,”
her report states. “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 of shuttling users, potentially a valet service for
vehicles is currently being explored.”
Questioned about these statements by Laverne Asselstine, Devlin indicated the marina could
very easily become a private development but the town wants to maintain it for public use so
it will be up to the town to find a solution.
Queuing of trucks and trailers seeking access to the launch was a concern voiced by Chris
Lust. “Potentially on a long weekend you could have 10 or 15 people waiting to launch boats
… I think that’s going to be an issue. 
In answer to that, Devlin said there’s no parking on the north side of Lakeshore Drive so
there will be space there for queuing and still a lane of traffic.
Later in the discussion Lust said the development is on a private piece of property. “Quite
often we see these resources as ours, to me we have to keep that in mind. “There’s been a
concerted effort by the developer to address those issues, we’ve got aging infrastructure and
having someone come in and fix it up, I think there’s some value in that. They will clean that
area up. I think weighing the whole thing, with the development we’ve got some balancing
there.”
A number of other letters of concern were attached to the package from neighbouring
landowners. Besides the views and parking, there were concerns about increased parking on
residential streets, protection of the lighthouse, relocation of the boat launch, shoreline
erosion and additional noise and pollution to area residents.
With regard to the lighthouse, Devlin’s report stated, “With future increased access and
desirability for the public to use the break wall, the town and the developer will work together
to develop a new plan for the lighthouse. This would be subject to adequately addressing the
safety and structural integrity of the lighthouse and ensuring that the end result puts the
public’s safety first.”
The development permit will now be forwarded to town council for a decision at its meeting
Tuesday night (Apr. 10)..


