General
Comments

Overall, the document
is good.

No change required (and thank you for the comment).

N/A

Comment about it
being important for the
Summer Village to
engage with TransAlta
to ensure that future
redevelopment of
these lands does not
have a negative impact
on the Lake.

Council has not indicated that they wish to commit to consulting directly with TransAlta
about the redevelopment of TransAlta lands.

Part 4

Recommendation: Discuss with Council whether they would like to identify this as a
strategy that they wish to commit to over the next five (5) years. If yes, then include a
policy committing the Summer Village to consult with TransAlta about the
redevelopment of their lands.

Council is open to cooperating with all
stakeholders. To address this
comment the following revisions to the
document will be made:




Can referral comments
from the County and
AB Environment and

Add “stakeholders” after
“neighbouring municipalities”
to paragraph 4 in Part 4 –
Cooperation.
Insert “other stakeholders”
after First Nations in
Objective 1 in Part 4.

These comments were shared with the community in the “What We Heard Report
(WWHR)” which was posted on the Summer Village Website. We have appended the
WWHR to this document for reference.
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Parks be shared with
the community?

1.B - Principles

1.C – Vision and
Goals

MDP should provide
more direction
regarding the
framework that the
Summer Village will use
when dealing with
agencies external to
the Summer Village.

An MDP is a document than guides land development and land management within the
boundaries of the Summer Village. A municipality does not have the authority to make
decisions about land that is outside of its boundary. We do agree that there is value in
working collaboratively with regional partners to discuss land management and
development that may have an impact on the watershed and the waters of Lake
Wabamun; however, goals and strategies for this type of collaboration are outside of the
scope of the MDP and would be more appropriately addressed within an IDP.

Principle 5 should be
deleted. The Summer
Village is developed
and residents would
not support new
regional growth.

MPS agrees that that the Summer Village is predominately built out and respects the
comment that additional new development would not be considered desirable,
especially if the new development would have a negative impact on the water quality of
Lake Wabamun.

Objection to the Goal
in the Environment and
Recreation Area and
specifically the policies
that support the
Wapameg Avenue
Easement.

The Wapameg Avenue Easement and the pathway within are significant features within
the community. The validity of the Easement has been maintained by the Courts.

Recommendation Accepted – See
Council comment above.

Recommendation: No change recommended.
Recommendation Accepted – Delete
Principle 5 in Section 1.B and adjust
paragraph 1 to reflect the deletion.

Recommendation: That Principle 5 be deleted.
Recommendation Accepted

Recommendation: No change recommended.

Further, the Wapameg
Ave. issue is in front of
the Courts. Sections in
the MDP that reference
the easement may be
deemed by the Courts
to be invalid.
The Wapameg Avenue
Easement should be
extended to “burden”
all lots within the
Summer Village or
removed so none are
“burdened” by the
easement [and the trail
within it].
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2.C – Roles and
Responsibilities

3.A – History
and Geography

Disagrees that Summer
Village Residents have
the responsibility to be
engaged and would
prefer that the
Summer Village
Residents be
“encouraged” to be
involved.

In Section 2.C “Community Members and Development Proponents” there are two Roles
and Responsibilities identified. The first is to review the MDP and consult with
Administration prior to submitting an application for a subdivision or development
permit. The second is to provide ideas, concerns and feedback to Council and
Administration during engagement sessions. We respectfully disagree that these are
inappropriate expectations of community members.

Paragraph 1 - The
Summer Village was
incorporated as a
“Village” rather than a
“Summer Village” in
1913.

Recommendation: Make this correction.

Paragraph 5 –

Recommendation: That paragraph 5 be revised as follows:

The easement does not
“generally follow” the
former right-of-way,
rather it follows the
former right-of-way.

“An easement extends parallel to the shoreline across most residential lots within the
Summer Village. This easement follows the right-of-way of a former registered road
(Wapameg Avenue). There is a footpath within the Wapameg Avenue easement which is
identified on Map A1 – Development and Environmental Considerations.”

Recommendation Accepted

Recommendation: No change recommended.

Recommendation Accepted
The first sentence will be revised to
read "Kapasiwin was incorporated as
a Village on October 25, 1913.

Recommendation Accepted

The road was never
developed so it could
not have provided
“early access to the
area and the beach”.
In the last sentence of
this paragraph the
words “the footpath
within” should be
added before
Wapameg Avenue.

3.B – Population
and
Demographics

Demographic
information included in
this section should not
reflect the number of
people who are
involved in the
community seasonally.
Section should place a

The number of dwellings within the Summer Village is identified in this section. Further,
the section includes a statement that the number of full-time residents does not reflect
the seasonal population of the community with is much higher. This was deliberately
included to demonstrate the number of full-time residents does not accurately reflect
the seasonal population density within the community.

Recommendation Accepted

Recommendation: No change recommended.
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larger emphasis on the
number of dwellings.
More detailed information was not made available to the consultants. If we are provided
with a reference to a report or study with more detailed data about flora and fauna
within the community, we would be happy to update this section. If this information is
not provided prior to the finalization of the Bylaw, then this section could be expanded
upon when the MDP is next updated should additional reports become available.

Recommendation Accepted

3.C –
Environmental
Features

The CPP Environmental
report does not
provide detailed
enough information
about local flora and
fauna. More detailed
information should be
included.

Recommendation: No change recommended.

Recommendation Accepted

4 – Cooperation

Summer Village has
always cooperated well
with regional partners.
Sometimes regional
partners could be more
cooperative with the
Summer Village.
Concern that the goal
statement is too
restrictive.

Upon further review, this goal statement is structured more like a policy than a goal
statement.

Recommendation Accepted with the
following revision:

Recommendation: That the goal statement be revised as follows:
“Redevelopment on existing lots maintains the existing community character and is
designed to mitigate environmental risks and conserve significant environmental
features.”

“Redevelopment on existing lots is
consistent with the character of the
community and is designed to help
minimize environmental risks and
conserve significant environmental
features.”

Overall, policies in this
section are too flexible
and should be more
restrictive.

The use of “should” and “shall” language was discussed at length with Council. As
currently drafted “should” policies have been designed specifically to enable flexibility in
those areas that Council indicated flexibility was desirable.

Council reviewed “should” and “shall”
wording and determined that no
changes are required at this time.

Concern about being
able to provide a 6 m
development setback
from the bed and shore
of the lake.

Policy 5.B.1 does not specifically identify a setback distance. Instead, it states that
development and redevelopment must meet the required setbacks identified in the
Summer Village Land Use Bylaw (LUB).

Concern about not
being able to replace
boat houses that don’t

There is a demonstrated relationship between shoreline and riparian area disturbance
and lake water quality. In order to ensure that redevelopment and new development
does not have an adverse impact on the water quality of the lake, development should

5 – Future Land
Use

5.B Residential
Area

Note: Should additional or more
detailed information become available
in the future, this section can be
expanded upon when the MDP is next
reviewed. The MDP was prepared
with the information that was
available at the time of drafting.

Recommendation: Review “should” policies with Council to determine if any of these
policies should become “shall” policies.
Recommendation Accepted
Specific setbacks will be considered in
the review of the LUB in 2020/2021.

Recommendation: No change recommended.
Recommendation Accepted
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meet minimum LUB
setback requirements.

5.C –
Environment
and Recreation
Area

Recommendation: No change recommended.

Specific setbacks for different uses will
be considered during the review of the
LUB in 2020/2021.

Add a reference to
Figure 3.

Recommendation: Add a reference to Figure 3 in paragraph 1 of subsection 5.C.

Recommendation Accepted

The road was not
cancelled it was closed
by Bylaw.

Recommendation: The first two sentences in paragraph 1 be deleted and replaced with
the following:

Recommendation Accepted

Recommends that this
section be reviewed by
the Summer Village’s
legal Counsel and her
comments should be
shared with the
community. The Public
Hearing should not be
closed until these
comments have been
received.

The public hearing was closed by Council at the end of the meeting.

The road was not
cancelled it was closed
by Bylaw.

Recommended revisions below are provided by the Summer Village’s Legal Counsel.

Concern about
identifying any future
land use area on the
lands that are Crown
and Public Lands.
Recommends that the
Summer Village
request that legal
Counsel provide
comments on this as
well.

not be located within lake shorelands and should be setback from the legal bank to
reduce the potential for development to occur within the bed and shore of the lake.

“Wapameg Avenue began as a road registered by plan of survey on the original plan of
subdivision that created lots within the Summer Village. In 1935 the road was closed by
bylaw and Wapameg Avenue was registered as an easement.”

Recommendation: Discuss with Council if this section should be circulated to legal
Counsel for review.

Council directs administration to
provide those portions of the MDP
that address Wapameg Ave. to legal
Council for review.
MPS to provide administration with
the draft MDP revisions to share with
legal Counsel.

Note: Awaiting Council’s final direction

1. Replace paragraphs 1 and 2 in Part 5.C with the following:
“The Wapumeg Avenue lands have a long history in Kapasiwin. These lands were
transferred from the Federal Crown to the Provincial Government in 1934. The Province
of Alberta then transferred these lands to Kapasiwin in 1935. This transfer to Kapasiwin
was effected by an Order of the Board of Public Utility Commissioners. The effect of this
Order was twofold: (1) to cancel the title certificate for a portion of the Wapumeg
Avenue lands and issue a new title certificate in the name of Kapasiwin; and (2) to grant
an easement across all the affected Wapumeg Avenue lands in favour of the adjacent
lots, with a record of such easement to be registered on the resulting title.
In 1954, in conjunction with a re-plotting exercise, the Wapumeg Avenue lands were
transferred by Kapasiwin to the adjacent landowners. The transferred lands remained
subject to the easement. The validity and nature of the easement were confirmed by a
court decision in 2018. This easement grants to the owners of these lands a right of
passage over the Wapumeg Avenue lands owned by the other owners of land also
subject to the easement. The walking trail inside of the easement area continues to be
used by these residents.
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In 1990, a survey was completed to confirm the location of the actual walking trail inside
the easement area. An associated survey plan was registered at Land Titles as survey
plan 902-1906. This survey plan has been used to determine setback requirements for
development under Kapasiwin’s Land Use Bylaw.
The Wapumeg Avenue story is an important part of the Summer Village’s history. The
easement affecting the Wapumeg Avenue lands continues to enhance the local sense of
community and contributes to the shared enjoyment of the lake view among neighbours
and friends.”
2. Delete Objective 1 and replace with the following:
“Objective 1 – Support preservation of the Footpath Easement.”
3. Delete Policy 1 and replace with the following:
“Maintain development policies such as set-back requirements which preserve the
purpose and use of the Footpath Easement.”

5.D – General
Development

5.E – Agriculture
and Natural

Concern about
identifying any future
land use area on the
lands that are Crown
and Public Lands.
Recommends that the
Summer Village
request that legal
Counsel provide
comments on this as
well.

An MDP must address future land use. These lands are not identified or formally
recognized by the province as part of the IR.

Recommendations Accepted with the
following addition:

Recommendations:

The first sentence of the fourth
paragraph in part 5.C be revised as
follows:

Typographical error in
5.D.2.

Recommendation: That “develop permit” be deleted and replaced with “development
permit”.

Recommendation Accepted

Policies in this section
should not be
recommendations they
should be
requirements. In
particular Policy 5.D.3
should be a
requirement for all new
development.

In reviewing Policies 5.D.3 and 5.D.4, the policies appear to be quite similar. Erosion and
sediment control measures should be a requirement for all development that occurs on
a lot that involves stripping, grading, or the disturbance of soil. This is a requirement in
policy 5.D.4 and we believe that policy 5.D.4 addresses the concern raised by the
speaker. Upon further review, Policy 5.D.3 appears redundant and should be deleted.

Recommendations Accepted

5.E.5 -Oil and Gas
activity should be

Municipalities do not have the authority to regulate oil and gas developments. Approval
of these types of developments are within the authority of the provincial government

1.

2.

We strongly recommend against excluding a portion of the municipality from
the future land use map. It is our position that doing so may not be consistent
with the requirements for an MDP identified within the MGA.
Discuss with Council if this section should be circulated to legal Counsel for
review.

“In the southeastern portion of the
Summer Village there are lands that
largely remain, and are intended to
remain, in a natural state.”

Council reviewed "should" and "shall"
wording and determined no changes
are required at this time.

Recommendations:
1.
2.

Delete policy 5.D.3.
Review “should” policies with Council to determine if any of these policies
should become “shall” policies.
Recommendation Accepted

Page 6 of 9

Resource
Development

prohibited rather than
discouraged within the
Summer Village.

(AER). Writing this policy as a “shall” policy would be misleading and could be
interpreted as the Summer Village attempting to affect a decision on a development
matter that is outside of their jurisdiction.
Recommendation: No change recommended.

6.A – Land Use
Activities and
Site Suitability

Concern about the
inclusion of
“subdivision” in Policy
6.A.1. The Summer
Village does not allow
further subdivision.

The Summer Village does allow subdivisions to adjust the boundary of existing lots.
However, because this is the only subdivision that is allowed with the Summer Village,
we agree that including “subdivision” in this policy as a trigger for when a groundwater
study or hydrogeological assessment may be required may not serve value.
Recommendation: Delete policy 6.A.1 and replace it with the following:
“Applicants who wish to redevelop a lot within the Summer Village may be required to
provide engineering information at time of development permit application to
demonstrate that:
a.
b.

Request for
clarification between
the following terms:
“bed and shore” and
“riparian areas”.

Recommendations Accepted

The site is not subject to environmental hazards such as shallow groundwater
or unstable soils; and/or
Appropriate design mitigations will be provided to reduce risk from hazards
and prevent groundwater contamination.”

The bed and shore and riparian areas are related but different areas. Where they are
delineated on a particular lot on any given day may fluctuate depending on current
ground and surface water levels. It would be inaccurate (and potentially dangerous) for
the Summer Village to try to identify “the bed and shore”.

Recommendation Accepted with the
following additions:


Please refer to the definitions below and the image on the following page for
clarification:
Riparian Area Definition (From Stepping Back From the Water, 2012):

6.B – Riparian
Areas and
Natural
Vegetation

“Includes any land that adjoins or directly influences a water body and includes
floodplains and land that directly influences alluvial aquifers. Typical examples include:
green ribbons of lush vegetation that grow on floodplains and watercourse banks. They
usually are distinctly different from surrounding lands because of unique soil and
vegetation characteristics that are influenced by the presence of water above the
ground and below the surface. Water is present due to a water body or elevated water
table such as in a seep or spring.





Insert a new appendix for
definitions and include the
following definitions:
o Riparian Area,
o Bed and Shore, and
o Legal Bank
Insert the following diagram
into the “Riparian Area”
subsection in Section 3.C
Environmental Features
Revise the figure to insert the
word “Legal” in front of
“Bank”.

NOTE: Riparian area/upland boundaries in some regions of Alberta can be difficult to see,
such as in the Central Parkland or Boreal forest where the transitions can be quite subtle.
The presence of water may also be difficult to detect. For example, Silver
Sagebrush/Western Wheatgrass communities are the driest of the riparian types and
water may only be present for a few weeks during the year.”
Bed and Shore Definition:
As per Section 17 of the Surveys Act, “the bed and shore of a body of water shall be the
land covered so long by water as to wrest it from vegetation or as to mark a distinct
character on the vegetation where it extends into the water or on the soil itself.” The
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bed and shore ends at the legal bank, which is a natural boundary and may fluctuate
over time. The bed and shore of all permanent and naturally occurring water bodies and
all naturally occurring rivers, streams, and watercourses are owned by the Crown as per
Section 3 of the Public Lands Act.



For clarification, lands within the Bed and Shore are owned by the Crown. Lands within
riparian areas may by privately and/or publicly owned however, development or
disturbance to lands within riparian areas may require provincial and municipal approval.

MPS to review the MDP to
ensure the language used in
the document is consistent
with these definitions and
replace “riparian area” with
“legal bank” where
appropriate.

Recommendation:
MPS recommends that the MDP be amended to include the definitions above.

Map A.1

The yellow line on the
map does not reflect
the location of the
easement. Instead it
reflects “the location of
the footpath within the
Wapameg Avenue
Easement”. This should
be revised in the
document and on the
Map.

Recommendation:
The last paragraph in Section 3.A should be revised to correct this error and the legend
on Map A.1 should be updated to incorporate this revision.

Recommendations Accepted


Council directs
administration and MPS to
explore available data to
determine if it is possible to
display the easement area
correctly, and the footpath
with in it, on the various
maps. If the data is not
available the legend on the
maps should updated to
correctly identify the
footpath. If available the
easement area should be
added to Map A.1 –
Development &
Environmental
Considerations. Map.
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Request for additional information about how the MDP and
the LUB will work together.

The Summer Village is about to resume the review and update of the LUB. Changes to the LUB will be directly
influenced by the policy direction in the MDP. The LUB is a tool to implement and achieve the goals identified in
the MDP.

Request for information about how the policy direction in
the MDP will be implemented by the Summer Village.

One of the ways the MDP will be implemented will be by updating the LUB to ensure that development
regulations are consistent with the goals, objectives and policies in the new MDP.

Request for further information about ICFs

Additional and more detailed information about Intermunicipal Collaboration Frameworks can be found on the
Municipal Affairs website. Please see: https://www.alberta.ca/intermunicipal-collaboration-framework.aspx

Speakers requested to be provided with information about
when Council will be giving consideration to 2nd reading of
bylaw to adopt the MDP.

MPS recommends that information about the next meeting be posted on the Summer Village website and
communicated to the community in a manner that is consistent with the Summer Village Public Participation
Policy.

Community would like the opportunity to review any
recommended changes to the MDP.

MPS notes that now that the public hearing has been closed, further testimony on the Bylaw cannot be heard
unless Council holds an additional public hearing.
However, MPS recommends that the Planners Report on the Public Hearing be made available to the community
so that they can see how their comments were recorded and incorporated into the draft.
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