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January 28th, 2025 
 
Planning Services Department 
Rocky View County 
262075 Rocky View Point 
Rocky View, Alberta 
T4A-0X2 
 
Attn: Bernice Leyeza (county contact) 
RVC Council Members 
 
RE: File #06822005/06822006/0682202/06822020/06822011/06822007 
Application # PL20240205 
Division 3 
 
Dear Bernice Leyeza, and Rocky View Council 
 
We are against this subdivision proposal as it is being presented. 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on your Notice of Application dated December 
23rd, 2024. For several years now, ourselves and our neighbors have been through a lot 
regarding this proposed development, the lack of clear, open, and transparent 
communication from the developer and more importantly from RVC Administration has 
been palatable. 
 
 This latest onslaught of notices started in November 2024 dealing with By-Law changes 
and now, this latest notice dated December 23, 2024, is perhaps the clearest example yet 
of how poorly this process has been handled and highlights how information has been 
restricted to limit the amount that is shared with the public to supress feedback from 
residents. Stepping back and looking at all this one can only conclude that this is 
deliberate. 
 
When we first received this notice, we discussed it with other people in the area and 
realized, not everyone received it.  We asked ourselves, what exactly is this? Confused by 
the steps and process I contacted you requesting more information and clarification to 
what this application is. I was shocked to read in your reply that this was a Subdivision 
Application. How is it even possible that RVC Administration can send out this notice of 
application that has three pages with text and pictures and no where on any page or title 
does it say the word Subdivision! Not once! It is not possible that this is an oversight. 
 
There are several other concerns I mentioned to you in my e-mails.  
 
The print on the drawing as it relates to the lots or lot size is so small it is very difficult to 
read, and blurry when enlarged. The drawing is misleading as it just shows only the first 
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phases and as a minimum should be overlayed on the entire proposed development, and 
location of surrounding homes to ensure the affects are understood by residences and 
Council. To give you an example on how the information you mailed out is misleading, one 
of our neighbor’s contacted us and said that this notice was great news because now the 
development is only 264 houses instead of 600 plus houses! It took us a half hour to 
explain the situation to them and get them to partially understand what was going on. 
 
I have also requested more information on what other items this proposed subdivision 
application triggers regarding commitments made about transportation (Highway 22 and 
Cochrane Lake Road traffic lights) and the eastern interface showing the placement of 
buffering, berming, fencing and landscaping. ie your policy 3.7.1, 3.7.2, and 3.7.3 
Cochrane Lake Hamlet Neighborhood C Approved Concept Plan. This does not seem to be 
in the design. Lots are shown to go directly to the property line on Eastern Edge. 
 
As it pertains to the actual drawing and what we can decipher from it, it appears to have 
changed from the ASP that was approved earlier with fewer roads and longer runs of row 
housing. Also, in all previous information it spoke of how density would be lower on all the 
edges and slowly increase as you move towards the center of the community, this is 
obviously not the case now as the high-density row housing starts immediately as you 
enter the community on the north entrance. Now that the “log Cabin” community gathering 
place has been removed from the property, is there any detail on how this area will be 
developed? Perhaps the design of the square stormwater pond could be reviewed to make 
it a more aesthetically pleasing feature of a development; it looks very industrial. 
 
I don’t know if at this stage the issue of phasing and staging (order of development) can be 
readdressed, I am personally still very upset at the concessions that were made for the 
developer over this. The “Eastern Edge” was to be developed last, as set out in the 
community meetings when the ASP was proposed. This is such an important issue and was 
even recognized in your planning document as an important issue and was unfortunately 
changed. This issue to say the least has caused a great deal of tension around the dinner 
table. 
 
All and all the application information and what we can figure out is just more 
disappointment piled on the previous disappointment about how the planning and process 
has been handled from the beginning. In its entirety what is being presented is black and 
white entirely different from the original concept and could only be describes as a colossal 
disappointment that will add no value in any way to our rural community. 
 
 
Gwen Jacques 
42143 Cochrane Lake Road West 
Rocky View County, Alberta 
T4C-2B4 
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Dear Bernice Leyeza,  

We are writing to express my concerns regarding the proposed development application 
number  PL20240205 located southeast of the junction of Cochrane Lake West and Range 
Road 43. We understand the need to accommodate growth, however, this project raises 
several concerns that could significantly impact the safety, infrastructure of the area.  

1. Road Safety and Traffic Concerns  

The existing rural road infrastructure is not designed to support the increased traffic volume that  
252 additional lots would bring. Using traffic engineering estimates, single-family dwellings  
typically generate about 9–10 vehicle trips per day per unit. For a development of this size, this  
equates to approximately 2,500 additional vehicle trips per day on Cochrane Lakes Rd. In  
addition, the impact to the turning lanes off of Highway 22 onto the Cochrane Lakes Rd would  
need to be investigated.   

During peak commuting hours, this would result in approximately 250 vehicles per hour—a  
significant increase for a rural road not designed for such high volumes. The narrowness, lack of  
shoulders, and absence of traffic-calming measures further compound the safety risks for  
agricultural vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians. A comprehensive traffic impact assessment and  
necessary road upgrades are critical before moving forward. This information is based on data  
from The Institute of Transportation Engineers. https://www.ite.org/technical 
resources/topics/trip-and-parking-generation/resources/  

2. Access to Water  

The proposed development in the Bow River Basin raises significant concerns about water  
access and sustainability, given Alberta's stringent water conservation regulations and the  
County's policies on sustainable development. With the area's aquifers already under pressure  
and a moratorium on new water licenses in the Basin, there is no clear plan for a sustainable  
water supply. If the development relies on groundwater, a detailed hydrogeological study must  
be conducted to assess the long-term viability of water resources without harming existing users.  
Any water management plan must align with provincial policies and address the long-term  
impacts of increased demand on this already stressed system.   

3. Incompatibility with Area Character  

The area surrounding this development is predominantly composed of single-family detached  
homes on larger lots. The introduction of high-density housing in the form of 252 lots would  
disrupt the rural character that residents value and expect. A reconsideration of lot sizes and  
housing types is essential to ensure the development aligns with the community's existing  
character and needs. This is in alignment with the Municipal Development Plan (MDP):  
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The MDP outlines guiding principles for future development, emphasizing the need to: 
• "Facilitate growth opportunities for agricultural uses in the Municipality by encouraging  

the development of a wide range of agricultural land uses, uses which service or are  related 
to the agricultural industry, and are compatible with the character of the area."  

Rocky View County  

This policy underscores the County's commitment to maintaining the character of existing  
communities, particularly in rural and agricultural areas. By approving such a dense  
development in a rural area, you will be contravening the county’s guiding principles.   

Recommendations  

To address these concerns, We respectfully recommend:  

1. Conducting a thorough traffic impact assessment and road improvement plan. 2. 
Ensuring a sustainable and reliable water supply plan is in place, backed by detailed  
hydrogeological studies.  
3. Revisiting the proposed lot sizes and housing types to better reflect the character of the  

area and County’s planning goals. Maintaining the current development density of the  
area would more closely align to the Municipal Development Plan.  

We trust that the County values public input and will carefully consider these issues before 
moving  forward with this development. Development is not an issue but density and the impact 
of the  density is. Please let me know how I can participate further in discussions or public 
hearings  regarding this matter.  

Thank you for your attention to these critical concerns. I look forward to your response. 

Sincerely,   

L & L Simpson 

15 Diamond Ridge Place 

Diamond Ridge Estates  
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224 Montclair Place, 
Cochrane 

Alberta 
T4C 0A8 

 
8th January 2025 

Rocky View County 
Planning Services Department 
262075 Rocky View Point 
Rocky View County, 
Alberta 
T4A 0X2 
 
Your File Number:  06822005 / 06822006 / 06822002 / 06822020 / 06822011 / 06822007  
ApplicaOon Number:  PL20240205 and PL20240181 
Division:  3 
 
Via Email: Bernice Leyeza bleyeza@rockyview.ca and Logan Cox lcox@rockyview.ca 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Thank you for your recent correspondence dated 23rd December regarding the above applicaOon, my 
wife and I have had the opportunity to review the referenced materials and would like to place on record 
the following comments and concerns. 
 

1. The proposed housing unit density is excessive, and not within the rural agricultural keeping of 
the area of Monterra and/or the exisOng Cochrane Lake Hamlet. There are higher density units 
within the Sunset developments, and further to the south within the environs of the town of 
Cochrane. Higher densificaOon should not be bought to the more rural areas. Certainly not 
consistent with ‘rural’ Rocky View. Whilst there may be a case for a small quanOty of high density 
within the mix, there appears a bias to an increasing amount of densificaOon, which we find 
unacceptable. 

2. We cannot support the revision or waiver of Bylaw C-8604-2025  - PL20240181 as this again 
drives densificaOon, reducing lot sizes and setbacks. 

3. We perceive that the traffic along the 22 and generally within the area is growing and escalaOng 
in volume, and is subject to numerous current changes. We could not find any evidence of a 
traffic management study within the proposed applicaOon/plan, either benchmarked, or 
modeled for the current and proposed changes. We believe that the plan as proposed would not 
provide adequate safety at the juncOon with the 22. Again, this risk would be further 
exacerbated with the density component of the applicaOon. 

4. The applicaOon may be based on using the exisOng freshwater infrastructure housed within the 
Monterra development. There is concern that this current infrastructure is both stressed and 
inadequate in its current condiOon, with aromaOc (smelly water) issues each summer season. 
Furthermore, the arid nature of Alberta, is unlikely to support the current system, and the 
containment reservoir within the Monterra development may be hydraulically under sized to 
support addiOonal developments. The applicaOon appears short of a detailed or an engineered 
water management plan, with any expansion proposals to support the applicaOon, clearly this 
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water system is now the responsibility of Rocky View, and it would be prudent that the system 
be reviewed, for any expansion impacts (for this and any other applicaOons) etc.. Needing to 
consider both the supply of fresh water and the treatment and disposal of sewage. 

5. Phasing of development and hence construcOon is not desirable, but probably an inevitability. 
There should be a plan within the applicaOon to recognize and manage any phasing impacts. A 
traffic management plan should consider this, considering safety and segregaOon of construcOon 
and residenOal traffic. Furthermore there would need to be a consideraOon for extraneous 
events, considering that the Cochrane Lake Road is the principal access point from the highway 
for the Interpipeine ExtracOon Plant, that has signifianct maintence turnaround access needs for 
both personnel and equipment and safety needs across the proposed phasing of the applicaOon. 
So, both a Ome based and risk based analysis should be conducted to establish miOgaOons. 

6. Similarly to point #5, a construcOon phasing plan should also consider the impacts and risks on 
infrastructure and uOliOes. Again both Ome based, and risk based to set-up a plan with adequate 
miOgaOons. 

 
 
In summary it would be difficult for us to support this development applicaOon, as in our opinion further 
consideraOons and analysis would be needed.  
 
Kind Regards 
 
 
 
Mr and Mrs Ingrouille 
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