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AP P E N D I X  

Municipal Government Act 

ORDER ANNEXING LAND FROM THE 
MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF BIGHORN NO. 8 TO 

THE SUMMER VILLAGE OF GHOST LAKE 

1   In this Order, “annexed land” means the land described in 
Schedule 1 and shown on the sketch in Schedule 2. 

 
2   Effective January 1, 2026, the annexed land is separated from 
the Municipal District of Bighorn No. 8 and annexed to the 
Summer Village of Ghost Lake. 

 
3   Any taxes owing to the Municipal District of Bighorn No. 8 at 
the end of December 31, 2025 in respect of the annexed land and 
any assessable improvements to it are transferred to and become 
payable to the Summer Village of Ghost Lake together with any 
lawful penalties and costs levied in respect of those taxes, and the 
Summer Village of Ghost Lake on collecting those taxes, penalties 
and costs must pay them to the Municipal District of Bighorn 
No. 8. 

 
4   For the purpose of taxation in 2026 and subsequent years, the 
assessor for the Summer Village of Ghost Lake must assess the 
annexed land and the assessable improvements to it.  
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Schedule 1 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE LAND SEPARATED FROM 
THE MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF BIGHORN NO. 8 AND ANNEXED 

TO THE SUMMER VILLAGE OF GHOST LAKE 

COMMENCING AT A POINT ALONG THE WEST 
BOUNDARY OF LOT 6, PLAN 89B THAT IS 39.00 METRES 
SOUTH OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE GHOST 
RIVER RESERVOIR SITE SHOWN ON PLAN 9199EJ; 

THENCE NORTHWESTERLY FROM THE POINT OF 
COMMENCEMENT ALONG THE WEST BOUNDARY OF 
LOT 6, PLAN 89B 40.00 METRES TO THE SOUTHWEST 
CORNER OF THE GHOST RIVER RESERVOIR SITE SHOWN 
ON PLAN 9199EJ; 

THENCE EASTERLY FOLLOWING THE SOUTH 
BOUNDARY OF THE GHOST RIVER RESERVOIR SITE 
SHOWN ON PLAN 9199EJ UNTIL THE INTERSECTION 
WITH THE EAST BOUNDARY OF LOT 7, PLAN 89B; 

THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG THE EAST BOUNDARY OF 
LOT 7, PLAN 89B 45.00 METRES; 

THENCE WESTERLY TO THE POINT OF COMMENCEMENT. 
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Schedule 2 

SKETCH SHOWING THE GENERAL LOCATION OF 
THE LAND SEPARATED FROM THE MUNICIPAL 

DISTRICT OF BIGHORN NO. 8 AND ANNEXED TO 
THE SUMMER VILLAGE OF GHOST LAKE 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

  
 

DECISION NO. LPRT2025/MG0699 
FILE:  AN21/GHOS/SV-01 

 
IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act being Chapter M-26 of the Revised 
Statutes of Alberta 2000 (Act). 
 
AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by the Summer Village of Ghost Lake, in the 
Province of Alberta, to annex certain territory lying immediately adjacent thereto and thereby its 
separation from the Municipal District of Bighorn No. 8. 
 
BEFORE: 
 
Members: 
D. Thomas, Presiding Officer 
W. Johnston, Member  
T. Mann, Member 
D. Roberts, Member 
P. Yackulic, Member 
 
K. Lau, Case Manager 
 
SUMMARY 
 
After examining the submissions from the Summer Village of Ghost Lake, the Municipal District 
of Bighorn No. 8 and parties who filed objections, the Tribunal makes the following 
recommendation for the reasons set out in the report in Schedule 3. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the annexation be approved in accordance with the following: 
 
The Lieutenant Governor in Council orders that 
 

1 In this Order, “annexed land” means the land described in Schedule 1 and shown on 
the sketch in Schedule 2. 
 

2 Effective January 1, 2026, the annexed land is separated from the Municipal District 
of Bighorn No. 8 and annexed to the Summer Village of Ghost Lake. 
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3 Any taxes owing to the Municipal District of Bighorn No. 8 at the end of December 
31, 2025 in respect of the annexed land and any assessable improvements to it are 
transferred to and become payable to the Summer Village of Ghost Lake together 
with any lawful penalties and costs levied in respect of those taxes, and the Summer 
Village of Ghost Lake on collecting those taxes, penalties and costs must pay them to
the Municipal District of Bighorn No. 8.

4 For the purpose of taxation in 2026 and subsequent years, the assessor for the 
Summer Village of Ghost Lake must assess the annexed land and the assessable 
improvements to it.

DATED at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, this 23rd day of October, 2025.

LAND AND PROPERTY RIGHTS TRIBUNAL

__________________________________
P. Yackulic, Member
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Schedule 1 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE LAND SEPARATED FROM 
THE MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF BIGHORN NO. 8 AND ANNEXED 

TO THE SUMMER VILLAGE OF GHOST LAKE 
 

COMMENCING AT A POINT ALONG THE WEST BOUNDARY OF LOT 6, 
PLAN 89B THAT IS 39.00 METRES SOUTH OF THE SOUTHWEST 

CORNER OF THE GHOST RIVER RESERVOIR SITE SHOWN ON PLAN 
9199EJ;  

 
THENCE NORTHWESTERLY FROM THE POINT OF COMMENCEMENT 

ALONG THE WEST BOUNDARY OF LOT 6, PLAN 89B 40.00 METRES TO 
THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE GHOST RIVER RESERVOIR SITE 

SHOWN ON PLAN 9199EJ; 
 

THENCE EASTERLY FOLLOWING THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF THE 
GHOST RIVER RESERVOIR SITE SHOWN ON PLAN 9199EJ UNTIL THE 

INTERSECTION WITH THE EAST BOUNDARY OF LOT 7, PLAN 89B; 
 

THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG THE EAST BOUNDARY OF LOT 7, PLAN 
89B 45.00 METRES;  

 
THENCE WESTERLY TO THE POINT OF COMMENCEMENT. 
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Schedule 2

SKETCH SHOWING THE GENERAL LOCATION OF THE LAND
SEPARATED FROM THE MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF BIGHORN NO. 8 AND

ANNEXED TO THE SUMMER VILLAGE OF GHOST LAKE
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Schedule 3 
 

LAND AND PROPERTY RIGHTS TRIBUNAL REPORT TO THE  
MINISTER OF MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS 

RESPECTING THE SUMMER VILLAGE OF GHOST LAKE PROPOSED 
ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY FROM THE MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF  

BIGHORN NO. 8 

Table of Contents 
 
Acronyms/Abbreviations .................................................................................................................6 
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II      ROLE OF THE TRIBUNAL, THE MINISTER, AND THE 

LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR IN COUNCIL ................................................................9 
III      ANNEXATION PROCEEDINGS................................................................................10 
IV      TRIBUNAL RECOMMENDATION ...........................................................................15 
V      REASONS ....................................................................................................................16 
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Acronyms/Abbreviations 
 
The following table lists acronyms and abbreviations used in this recommendation. 
 

Acronym/Abbreviation Full Description 
Act  Municipal Government Act 
Annexation Landowner TransAlta Corporation, which owns the land in the proposed 

annexation area 
ATEC Alberta Transportation and Economic Corridors 
ICF Intermunicipal Collaboration Framework 
IDP Intermunicipal Development Plan  
LGC Lieutenant Governor in Council 
LPRT Land and Property Rights Tribunal 
Minister Minister of Municipal Affairs 
MD Municipal District of Bighorn No. 8 
MD LUB Municipal District of Bighorn No. 8 Land Use Bylaw  
MD MDP Municipal District of Bighorn No. 8 Municipal Development Plan 
MGB Municipal Government Board 
Notice Notice of Intent to Annex 
Ghost Lake Reservoir Reservoir  
ROW Highway 1A Right-of-Way 
Rules LPRT Annexation Procedure Rules 
Stoney Nakoda Nations SNN 
Summer Village Summer Village of Ghost Lake 
Summer Village LUB Summer Village Land Use Bylaw  
Summer Village MDP Summer Village Municipal Development Plan 
TransAlta TransAlta Corporation 
Tribunal  Land and Property Rights Tribunal 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
[1] The Summer Village of Ghost Lake (Summer Village) submitted an application to the Land and 
Property Rights Tribunal (LPRT) to annex approximately 42.4 hectares (104.7 acres) from the Municipal 
District of Bighorn No. 8 (MD). The land is owned by TransAlta Corporation (TransAlta) and currently 
leased by the Summer Village for recreational uses. It is also adjacent to or partially within the Ghost 
Lake Reservoir (Reservoir).  
 
[2]  The municipalities negotiated an agreement. However, two affected persons - the Stoney Nakoda 
Nations (SNN) and Woste Igic Nabi Ltd., a corporation wholly-owned by SNN, raised concerns with the 
effects of the proposed annexation on their ownership rights, management of the Reservoir, the potential 
impact of a proposed dam, and communication and consultation with SNN.  
 
[3] Given the lack of general agreement with the proposed annexation, the LPRT was required to 
hold a public hearing and submit a report to the Minister of Municipal Affairs with its recommendation 
and findings. The LPRT’s public hearing occurred on August 6, 2025. This report outlines its 
recommendation and findings. 
 
Recommendation 
 
[4] The Tribunal recommends annexation of the area requested by the Summer Village with an 
effective date of January 1, 2026. 
 
Major Issues and Considerations 
 
[5] The LPRT’s predecessor, the Municipal Government Board (MGB), summarized the annexation 
principles in Board Order MGB 123/06. These principles guide the LPRT in making its 
recommendations, in conjunction with issues identified by the parties. To reduce repetition, these 
principles and issues have been addressed under the following broad headings: consultation, land use 
planning, infrastructure, financial matters, and effective date. 
 
Consultation 
 
[6] Negotiations between the Summer Village and the MD were satisfactory as the MD supported the 
application. No outstanding issues between the municipalities were identified. 
 
[7] The Summer Village conducted a consultation process with the public, Annexation Landowner, 
TransAlta, adjacent landowners, and affected agencies. Consultation included open houses, 
correspondence, and direct discussions. The Summer Village also made conscientious efforts to contact 
SNN for the purposes of consultation.  

 
[8] The Tribunal is satisfied the process meets the Act’s requirements for public participation and 
open communications.  
 
Land Use Planning 
 
[9] The proposed annexation complies with relevant statutory plans, including the Summer Village’s 
recently amended MDP. The intent of the proposed annexation is to bring land occupied by the Summer 
Village into their boundaries and under their legislative authority. The Tribunal agrees that this intent is 
directed toward the improvement of efficiency in governance, which is a valid planning purpose. 
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Concerns raised by Affected Persons 
 
[10] SNN raised a concern that allowing the Summer Village to annex land within or adjacent to the 
Reservoir will add it as an organization whose decisions may impact Reservoir management and levels, 
thus complicating future management decisions, including a pending decision on a proposed new dam. 
Although the ability to manage the Reservoir efficiently is a legitimate planning concern, the Tribunal 
does not find the proposal presents a significant risk in this regard. TransAlta raised no concerns; further, 
the Summer Village already has a leasehold interest in TransAlta’s land adjacent to or within the 
Reservoir.  

 
[11] SNN also raised concerns as to potential effects of the annexation on their mineral rights and land 
claims; however, as noted by the Summer Village, adjustment of boundary between the Summer Village 
and the MD should have no significant impact on any of these issues. 
 
Infrastructure 
 
[12] The Summer Village currently controls the existing infrastructure (marina) and can continue to 
service the annexation area. No extension of infrastructure or services is required. 
 
Financial Matters 
 
[13] The financial impacts on both municipalities are negligible, and the MD has not requested 
compensation.  
 
Effective Date 
 
[14] The effective date of January 1, 2026, identified by the municipalities is appropriate. 
 
Conclusion 
 
[15] The Tribunal finds that the proposed annexation complies with the Act and addresses the 15 
annexation principles established by Board Order MGB 123/06. The municipalities demonstrated a 
significant level of intermunicipal collaboration and cooperation. The annexation area is logical, and the 
amount of land is reasonable. The conditions of annexation are certain, unambiguous, enforceable, and 
time specific. There will be no appreciable impact on SNN’s land claims or mineral rights, and the overall 
effect will be to improve efficient governance of the annexation area. Therefore, the Tribunal 
recommends the annexation proceed.  
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I       INTRODUCTION 
 
[16] The Summer Village is about 20 kilometres west of the Town of Cochrane, just south of Highway 
1A, and north of the Ghost Lake Reservoir. Lands of the SNN lie to the east and north, and private land 
within the MD lie to the west. As of 2021, the Summer Village’s year-round population was 82.  
 
[17] In 2021, the Summer Village initiated annexation of 42.4 hectares (104.7 acres) of titled land 
from the MD to bring recreational development controlled by the Summer Village within an area that is 
under its jurisdiction to regulate. The Summer Village has obtained the MD’s consent; however, SNN and 
Woste Igic Nabi Ltd. expressed concerns about the effects of annexation on their ownership rights, 
management of the Reservoir, the potential impact of a proposed dam, and communication and 
consultation with SNN.  Further, although the Annexation Landowner, TransAlta, did not object, it also 
did not provide unconditional written consent. The lack of general agreement required the LPRT to hold a 
public hearing and submit a report to the Minister with its recommendation and findings.   

 
[18] This report describes the role of the Tribunal and the Lieutenant Governor in Council, 
summarizes the public hearing process and submissions received by the Tribunal, and provides the 
Tribunal’s recommendations, findings and reasons. This report fulfills the Tribunal’s responsibility under 
the Act regarding this annexation. 

II      ROLE OF THE TRIBUNAL, THE MINISTER, AND THE LIEUTENANT 
GOVERNOR IN COUNCIL 
 
[19] The Tribunal is an independent and impartial quasi-judicial board established under the Act to 
make decisions about land use planning and assessment matters. Section 488(1)(f) of the Act gives the 
Tribunal the authority to “deal with annexations.” Section 6 of the Land and Property Rights Tribunal Act 
allows the Tribunal to “make rules respecting its practice and procedures.” The LPRT Annexation 
Procedure Rules (Rules) have been adopted to provide information about annexation hearings, ensure a 
fair, open and accessible process, and increase the efficiency and timeliness of annexation proceedings. 
The Rules recognize that municipalities and persons affected by a proposed annexation should have a fair 
opportunity to voice their concerns to the Tribunal before it makes its recommendation to the Minister of 
Municipal Affairs (Minister). 
 
[20] Pursuant to s. 116 of the Act, a municipality initiates the annexation process by sending a Notice 
of Intent to Annex (Notice) to the municipal authority from which the land is to be annexed, the Minister, 
the Tribunal, and all other local authorities having jurisdiction to operate or provide services in the 
initiating municipality or in the municipality from which the land is to be annexed. The Notice must 
describe the land proposed for annexation, identify the reasons for the proposed annexation, and include 
proposals for consulting with the public as well as meeting with the owners of the land to be annexed. 
Once the Notice has been filed, the municipalities involved with the proposed annexation are required to 
meet and negotiate in good faith. If the municipalities are unable to reach an agreement, they must 
attempt mediation to resolve any outstanding matters.  
 
[21] At the conclusion of the consultation process and the intermunicipal negotiations, the initiating 
municipality is required to prepare a negotiation report. In accordance with s. 118 of the Act, the report is 
required to include a description of the public and affected landowner consultation process, as well as 
provide a summary of the views expressed during this process. The report must also include a list of 
issues that have been agreed to by the municipalities and identify any matters the municipalities have not 
been able to agree upon. If the municipalities were unable to negotiate an annexation agreement, the 
report must state what mediation attempts were undertaken or, if there was no mediation, give reasons 
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why. The report is then signed by both municipalities. Should one of the municipalities not wish to sign 
the report, it has the option of including its rationale for not signing the report.  
 
[22] The negotiation report is then submitted to the Tribunal. If the initiating municipality requests the 
Tribunal to proceed, pursuant to s. 119 of the Act, the report becomes the annexation application. If the 
Tribunal is satisfied that the affected municipalities and public are generally in agreement, the Tribunal 
may notify the parties of its findings and state that unless objections are filed by a specific date, the 
Tribunal will make its recommendation to the Minister without holding a public hearing. If an objection is 
filed or if the Tribunal is not satisfied all parties are in agreement with the proposed annexation, the 
Tribunal must conduct one or more public hearings. If the Tribunal is required to conduct a hearing, s. 
122(1) of the Act specifies the Tribunal must publish a notice of hearing at least once a week for two 
consecutive weeks in a newspaper or other publication circulating in the affected area, the second notice 
being not less than six days before the hearing.  
 
[23] The Tribunal’s role is to investigate, analyze, and make findings of fact about the annexation, 
including the probable effect on local authorities and on the residents of an area. If a public hearing is 
held, the Tribunal must allow any affected person to appear and make a submission. After reviewing the 
evidence and submissions from the parties, the Tribunal is to prepare a written report of its findings and 
recommendations and send it to the Minister. The Minister has the authority to accept in whole or in part 
or completely reject the findings and recommendations made by the Tribunal. The Minister may bring a 
recommendation forward for consideration to the Lieutenant Governor in Council (LGC). After 
considering the recommendation, the LGC may order the annexation. 

III      ANNEXATION PROCEEDINGS 
 
[24] The following section provides an overview of the annexation process as well as a summary of 
the oral and written submissions received by the Tribunal during the proceedings.  
 
Process Overview 
 
[25] The Summer Village filed a Notice with the Tribunal dated October 27, 2021. The Notice stated 
the annexation proposal had recently been provided to the MD and that the Summer Village would be 
discussing it with the MD, affected landowners and the general public before submitting the application to 
the Tribunal. Comments were solicited as to the potential impacts of the change in municipal boundaries. 
 
[26] On February 28, 2025, the Summer Village submitted their annexation application to the LPRT. 
The proposed annexation consists of the area south of the Summer Village in and adjacent to the Ghost 
Lake Reservoir, which is subject to variable levels of inundation throughout the year. SNN raised 
concerns related to the effects of annexation on their ownership rights, the potential impact of a proposed 
dam, and consultation at the time of the Notice; therefore, pursuant to s. 121 of the Act, the Tribunal was 
required to hold a public hearing, which it scheduled for August 6, 2025.  
 
[27] In accordance with s. 122 of the Act, the Tribunal published notices of hearing in newspapers 
circulating in the Ghost Lake area, The Cochrane Eagle and Rocky Mountain Outlook, for the weeks of 
June 30, July 7, 14 and 21, 2025. Although not required by the Act, the Tribunal also mailed notices of 
hearing on July 15, 2025, to those persons who had filed objections with the Tribunal as well as those 
whom the Summer Village had identified as part of its consultation process. Both the letter and 
newspaper notices stated anyone wishing to attend and/or make an oral submission during the public 
hearing should register and provide any written submissions with the Tribunal by July 30, 2025. The 
notices stated the public hearing would begin at 9:00 am on August 6, 2025, and be conducted via 
videoconference.  
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Summary of Submissions Made to the Tribunal 
 
[28] During its proceedings, the Tribunal received written and oral submissions from SNN, Woste Igic 
Nabi Ltd., the Summer Village, and the MD.  
 
Affected Persons’ Joint Submission (SNN and Woste Igic Nabi Ltd.) 
 
[29] The SNN controls and occupies Indian Reserves 142, 143, and 144. Reserve lands abut the 
Summer Village on its east boundary. Woste Igic Nabi Ltd. is a corporation owned by SNN, and owns 
mineral rights in and adjacent to the annexation area.  

 
[30] SNN advised that since their original response at the time of the Notice, many of their 
concerns have either changed or been largely addressed; however, they remain affected by the 
proposal and wished to put their remaining concerns on the record before the Panel. They 
confirmed that they do not oppose the annexation outright, but wished to share their concerns. 
 
[31] One concern raised is that the Annexation Landowner has not confirmed consent to the 
annexation. They regard the lack of engagement by TransAlta as a concern, given that it controls 
the Reservoir level, which affects the character of the land to be annexed, and access to it. Further 
to this issue, the potential development of a new dam on the river and its effects on water level 
would impact the annexation area and SNN lands. The underlying concern is that these issues 
result in a lack of clarity and certainty with regard to the shoreline of the area. 
 
[32] Another concern raised by SNN and Woste Igic Nabi Ltd. is that the annexation would 
add the Summer Village to the list of authorities responsible for management of the foreshore of 
the Reservoir.  They questioned the practicality of the Summer Village undertaking that role and 
the impact of water and land management decisions on the interests of those who share the 
shoreline now and in the future. 
 
[33] They held that ongoing communication between the SNN and the Summer Village must 
remain a priority, particularly with land management decisions. 
 
The Annexation Landowner  
 
[34] TransAlta did not attend or provide a submission for the hearing. However, the Summer Village 
provided correspondence to confirm TransAlta has no objection to the annexation, subject to a new 
agreement being reached between the Summer Village and TransAlta with respect to the Summer 
Village’s use of TransAlta’s land. 
 
The Summer Village 
 
[35] The following section summarizes the Summer Village’s annexation application as well as the 
oral submissions received during the August 6, 2025, public hearing. An overview of the intermunicipal 
negotiations, public consultation, proposed annexation area, infrastructure and servicing are provided 
below. 
 
[36]  The Summer Village is a residential/recreation community without commercial development. 
The south boundary of the Summer Village is the Ghost Lake Reservoir, which at this location is within 
the MD. The Reservoir water level fluctuates during the season, depending on the storage and flow 
requirements of the Reservoir owner, TransAlta.  The amount of land adjacent to the Summer Village 
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within the Reservoir boundary varies with fluctuations in water levels. While this land is within the MD, 
the Summer Village leases it from TransAlta to accommodate recreational activities and development, 
including docks, marina, and moorage. The land to be annexed can only be accessed from the Summer 
Village. 
 
[37] The Summer Village identified that use of land in the annexation area is directly associated with 
uses on adjacent land within the Summer Village and contains improvements that benefit its residents. It 
is currently managed by the Summer Village through a lease from TransAlta, but governance and 
management are complicated by the municipal boundary and would be simplified through the proposed 
annexation. 
 
[38] The Summer Village noted that the boundary change does not affect ownership of the land, or the 
resolution of concerns raised by the SNN and Woste Igic Nabi Ltd.; these issues are not within municipal 
authority, be it the MD or the Summer Village. 
 
Intermunicipal Negotiations 
 
[39] The application is a result of extensive intermunicipal collaboration. During preparation of the 
Summer Village’s initial Municipal Development Plan (MDP), it became apparent that holding and 
managing land beyond its boundaries is problematic. The issue was brought forward during preparation of 
the Summer Village and MD’s Intermunicipal Collaboration Framework (ICF), at which point the 
municipalities determined that annexation of the land to the Summer Village is appropriate. 
 
[40] The Summer Village and the MD are not parties to an Intermunicipal Development Plan (IDP). 
During the ICF discussions the municipalities agreed that an IDP is unnecessary, because neither 
municipality wants any significant change to the current land uses in the Summer Village fringe. The 
municipalities obtained a Ministerial waiver of the Act’s requirement for an IDP, based on their extensive 
agreement through their ICF. 
 
[41] During subsequent discussions and intermunicipal collaboration meetings, the municipalities 
agreed annexation is the preferred method to address municipal governance and servicing issues arising 
from the Summer Village having leased land located in the MD. The proposed boundary adjustment 
would resolve municipal governance and service issues for the long term and would allow the land’s long 
standing recreational use and development to continue under the auspices of the Summer Village.  
 
[42] The Summer Village and MD agreed as follows: 

- The requested lands to be annexed to the Summer Village are as indicated in the 
application. 

- The effective date of the annexation is January 1, 2026. 
- The MD is not seeking any compensation for loss of municipal property tax revenue. 
- There are no capital improvements in the annexation area that are subject to 

compensation. 
 
[43] All matters related to the proposed annexation were agreed between the Summer Village and 
MD; mediation and dispute resolution efforts were not required. 
 
 
Consultation with the Annexation Landowner and Public  
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[44] Consultation with the Annexation Landowner began in 2021 with the Notice.  
 
[45] The Summer Village communicated regularly with TransAlta, sharing background documents, 
the proposed plan, and notification of public meetings. Correspondence from TransAlta noted they had no 
objection to the annexation, subject to revisions to their lease agreement with the Summer Village. 
TransAlta also identified the potential for subdivision to make parcel boundaries align with the new 
municipal boundary, but did not pursue this matter.  
 
[46] Consultation with the general public began with meetings hosted by the Summer Village during 
the creation of the MDP. Governance of the lease area was identified as an issue and addressed in the 
resulting plan as an item to be explored in the ICF.  
 
[47] Consultations with direct regard to the annexation proposal were formally undertaken through 
two public engagement sessions, beginning with an open house in November 2021. The open house and 
subsequent meeting were advertised on the Summer Village’s website, on a notice board near the 
community hall, and through email. This meeting attracted 35 people. The primary concern raised was 
that the lease for the TransAlta land be continued. 
 
[48] The second public engagement session was held in August 2023, in the form of a presentation 
followed by a question-and-answer period. The main focus was the desire to retain the ability to use the 
land leased from TransAlta. The marina and larger waterfront access is seen as a major benefit to Summer 
Village residents and landowners. In addition, concerns were raised about the First Nations’ objections. 
There was no suggestion that the annexation process be discontinued.  

 
[49] Three private adjacent landowners outside of the Summer Village were contacted in the summer 
and fall of 2021 and later invited to the public meetings. Clarification of the proposal was provided to 
these parties, and no objections were made. 
 
[50] SNN is the fourth adjacent landowner and land management authority. Attempts to consult with 
SNN were initiated in July 2021 through multiple contacts, including invitation to the November 2021 
Open House. The SNN did not respond to these contacts or the Notice. 
 
[51] Additional engagement efforts in January 2022 resulted in the Summer Village being directed to 
the SNN’s Consultation Office, whereby the Summer Village would be assessed fees for the process. The 
Summer Village considered that such quasi-inter-governmental discussions and referrals should not be 
subject to fees, and determined it would continue consultation with the SNN in the same manner used 
with governments, agencies and landowners, through telephone calls, emails and postal service or 
couriers. They advised the SNN of this position, without response. 
 
[52] In March 2022, SNN and Woste Igic Nabi Ltd. submitted letters of objection to the LPRT, which 
were copied to the Summer Village. The letters identified the concerns of the parties. As these letters 
were presented through the SNN’s agent, the Summer Village directed further communication to the 
SNN’s agent. Correspondence continued between the Summer Village and the SNN’s agent in May 2022, 
July 2023 and December 2024, but the SNN did not respond to the Summer Village’s request for 
consultation. 

 
[53] The fourth group contacted were the affected local authorities and government departments that 
might be interested in the application. No concerns were raised in the initial consultation with the list of 
affected local authorities, or in response to the mailed Notice of Intent. Consequently, there was no 
subsequent communication with those local authorities.  
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[54] An additional effort to communicate with Alberta Transportation and Economic Corridors 
(ATEC) was made regarding their possible interest as related to the proposed Highway 1A upgrade. An 
email advising of the Summer Village’s intent to file the annexation application was sent in December 
2024 and an effort made to contact the department representative by telephone, without response. 
 
Annexation Area and Planning Document Compliance 

 
[55] The proposed annexation is consistent with the overall direction of the Summer Village MDP, 
with the focus of this annexation proposal being the retention of existing recreational land, without 
growth or extension of development opportunities.  
 
[56] The Summer Village determined that it does not intend to grow in any substantial manner. Their 
MDP (p. 8) vision statement and goals illustrate this:  

 
Vision  
… 
In 10 to 15 years, the Summer Village of Ghost Lake will remain a small, cohesive and 
self-reliant municipality where commitment to the community is readily apparent, and 
where people take advantage of retained open spaces and direct access to the Ghost 
Reservoir for recreation and relaxation.  
 
Goals  
Based on the input obtained through public engagement, a set of goals has been 
developed to help the community achieve its future vision. Those goals are:  
• To enhance cohesiveness and volunteerism in order to build a strong, self supporting 

community with relatively low taxes.  
• To limit future growth, in terms of subdivision and development, to the privately owned 

properties that currently exist.  
• To preserve the undeveloped, municipally owned land in a natural state while being 

cognizant of the need for occasional fire hazard risk reduction activities.  
• To maintain direct access to the Ghost Reservoir from SVGL through the TransAlta 

Corporation lease and improve upon the recreational opportunities this access allows.  
• To limit commercial development to activities that are undertaken in private residences, 

are not readily apparent and do not adversely impact neighbouring property owners, 
and do not attract tourists or the travelling public to the community.  

• To maintain the current rural characteristics of SVGL, namely: reliance on private water 
and sewer systems; low density development and lot coverage; narrow, multi-purpose 
road surfaces; and self-reliance rather than extensive government service levels. 

 
[57] The Summer Village MDP established policies for the annexation area even though this land is 
outside its boundaries. The policies are intended to guide use and activity of the area by the Summer 
Village as lessee. The MDP provides for three land uses in the leased area: 

a. Recreational Activity Area (the marina and beach)  
b. Protected Area with Limited Development (native grasslands and shoreline wetlands)  
c. Preservation Area with Restricted Development (a natural spring with surrounding 

wet, marshy area).   
 
[58] The MD’s MDP considers the lease area’s future use to be Rural Conservation, with a broad 
range of potential uses.  However, the MD, was not aware that the TransAlta land and Summer Village 
marina were within its boundaries when its MDP was prepared. The uses within the annexation area are 
compatible with the MD’s MDP policies. 
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[59] The proposed annexation fulfills the policy objectives of the Summer Village MDP and does not 
conflict with the MD’s MDP. 
 
Infrastructure and Services 
 
[60] No municipal water or sanitary sewage services extend to the annexation area, nor is there any 
need or intention to provide such services. Temporary sanitary facilities (pump-out toilets) may be placed 
by the Summer Village for the convenience of marina users. The Summer Village maintains municipal 
garbage bins located nearby. Stormwater percolates into the substantial grass area existing in the lease 
area or flows into the Reservoir.  

[61] The major municipal service provided to the annexation area is emergency response. The 
municipalities have an agreement for the provision of emergency service (i.e. fire trucks and personnel 
from the MD) to the Summer Village; this agreement does not currently cover the annexation area, as it is 
within the MD. The MD is currently responsible for emergency services within the lease area, including 
the Summer Village’s marina, an anomaly resulting from the current municipal boundary location. 
Emergency services will continue to be provided by the MD after annexation through extension of the 
agreement. 

[62] There will be no discernable changes in infrastructure or services to the Summer Village, MD, or 
annexation area. 
 
Land Requirements and Growth Projection/Accommodation  
 
[63] The Summer Village does not intend to grow beyond the development of existing subdivided 
property and is not projecting development in the annexation area. The MD also has no plans to grow its 
population in any significant fashion near the Summer Village, having established growth nodes 
elsewhere instead. The annexation will not affect growth, and its sole purpose is to address governance 
and an anomaly in the location of the boundary. 
 
Financial Considerations  
 
[64] The Summer Village and MD have reviewed and considered the potential financial impact of 
annexation.  The assessed value of the area is $64,110. The tax reduction to the MD is $282.50 (2024 
taxation year). This small impact on the MD is considered inconsequential and the MD is not requesting 
tax compensation from the Summer Village.  
 
[65] The tax impact on the Summer Village will depend on the treatment of the land use (exemption) 
and the lease provisions but will be minor in any case. The value to the Summer Village will be found in 
their obtaining governance of the land.  
 
[66] The MD does not own infrastructure in the annexation area and is not requesting compensation 
for infrastructure from the Summer Village. 
 

IV      TRIBUNAL RECOMMENDATION 
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The Tribunal recommends approval of the annexation area as requested by the Summer Village. The 
recommended effective date is January 1, 2026. 

V      REASONS 
 
[67] When making an annexation recommendation, the Tribunal considers the annexation principles 
summarized by Board Order MGB 123/06 as well as the issues identified by the parties. To reduce 
repetition, these principles and issues have been addressed under the following broad headings: 
intermunicipal collaboration, land use planning, infrastructure, financial matters and effective date. 
 
Intermunicipal Collaboration 
 
[68] The Tribunal accepts that the Summer Village and the MD demonstrated a significant level of 
intermunicipal collaboration in crafting the ICF and reviewing the Summer Village MDP. It is clear from 
the submissions that MD Council supports the annexation application. 
 
Public Consultation 
 
[69] The Tribunal finds the municipalities’ consultation process met the requirements of the Act. The 
public engagement program ensured appropriate information about the intended application was available 
to affected persons and the public, as were suitable opportunities to express opinions, concerns and other 
input.  
 
Land Use Planning Matters 
 
[70] The area requested by the Summer Village is appropriate given that its intent is not to support 
future growth, but rather to incorporate land already used for recreational purposes and leased from 
TransAlta.  
 
[71] The proposed annexation complies with relevant statutory plans, including the Summer Village’s 
recently amended MDP. While no IDP was prepared to guide the annexation, the LPRT accepts the 
municipalities’ explanation that no IDP is required. There is no need to co-ordinate future growth in the 
fringe area between the municipalities and all relevant planning issues have been discussed through the 
ICF process.  

 
Affected Persons’ Concerns  
 
[72] SNN raised a concern that adding land within or adjacent to the Reservoir to the Summer 
Village’s jurisdiction increases the number of organizations whose decisions may impact Reservoir 
management and levels, which may complicate future management decisions, including a pending 
decision on a proposed new dam.  
 
[73] While the ability to manage the Reservoir efficiently is a legitimate planning concern, TransAlta 
raised no concerns in this regard; further, the Summer Village already has a leasehold interest in land 
adjacent to or within the Reservoir. The LPRT finds that annexation of the leased land will not unduly 
complicate Reservoir management decisions.  

 
[74] SNN also raised concerns as to potential effects of the annexation on their mineral rights and land 
claims; however, the LPRT finds that the adjustment of the boundary between the Summer Village and 
MD should have no significant impact on any of these issues. 
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Infrastructure and Services 
 
[75] The Tribunal finds that the Summer Village can readily provide necessary services to the 
annexation area either on its own or through its agreement with the MD. The issues in this respect are 
greatly simplified by the fact that no additional growth or infrastructure is intended or required. 

 
Financial matters 
 
[76] The financial impact of the annexation is minimal for both the Summer Village and the MD. The 
tax loss to the MD and tax gain to the Summer Village will be small. This annexation is not motivated by 
a need to diversify or increase the tax base of the Summer Village. The MD does not own infrastructure in 
the annexation area and since no additional development is required, there is no need to finance increased 
services or extend them from the Summer Village.  
 
Effective Date 
 
[77] The Tribunal recommends the effective date of January 1, 2026, identified by the municipalities, 
as it will be tied to the assessment period which starts at January 1. 

CONCLUSION 
 
[78] The Tribunal finds that the proposed annexation complies with the Act and addresses the 15 
annexation principles established by Board Order MGB 123/06, with specific regard to improving 
efficiency of municipal governance. The municipalities demonstrated a significant level of intermunicipal 
collaboration and cooperation. The Summer Village conducted activities to engage the affected 
landowner, the public and the adjacent First Nations as demonstrated by support of the area residents. The 
change in the municipal boundary will not impact the ownership, rights or claims of SNN, Woste Igic 
Nabi Ltd. or TransAlta. 
 
[79]  The annexation area is logical, and the amount of land is acceptable. The conditions of 
annexation are certain, unambiguous, enforceable, and time specific. Therefore, the Tribunal recommends 
the annexation. 


