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February 07th, 2025 

To: Councillor Crystal Kissel Reve, Rock View County via Email Ckissel@rockyview.ca et al. 

 cc Editor Cochrane Eagle, RV Weekly, AB Premier, Minister of Infrastructure, Public Safety, & Education. 

Regarding Opposition Change Bylaw C-8604-2025 – Application #: PL20240205 & New Subdivision App. 
Files (06822002 / 06822005 /06822006 / 06822007 /06822011 / 06822020) 

Good Day Ms. Kissel et al, 

I am a resident of RVC impacted by this proposal & vigorously OPPOSE the change in Bylaw and what now 
appears to be a proposal for a NEW  Subdivision Proposal as it is clearly designed to negatively impact existing 
residents in the near & long-term and increase tax payer numbers and taxes payable to the RVC. 

What is this application for? A reduction of setback distances, or a Subdivision Proposal? Please clarify! How 
it one proposal morphs into something completely diƯerent?  Please explain? 

Please confirm  why the intent of the RVC Council Application cannot be confirmed?? How is this transparent?? 

This Subdivision Proposal dramatically increases density to existing poorly conceived, planned and developed 
Cochrane Lake neighbourhoods, which of course, there are many. This new Subdivision Proposal is 
INCOMPATABLE with existing communities on numerous conditions including: access, current road 
transportation system, water & wastewater systems, schools, emergency service infrastructure & the 
Cochrane Emergency Care Facility.  How is it possible the Councillor’s can support an already INCOMPATALBE 
proposed development, whatever it is that is being proposed? 

The 14-year-old Cochrane Lake Structure Plan (2011), REQUIRES RE-OPENING and update. Who and what 
is standing in the way of this update at RVC??  In the last public meeting at least two councillors including 
the Reve asked this question?? How it possible the RVC Council can ignore this question again x 2? 

Increased densities are not compatible without update and implementation of regional planning to provide 
integrated infrastructure planning between urban/rural residents of Cochrane & RVC.  

The rationale of the RVC is clear, increase density and property tax to RVC while ignoring concerns of RVC 
taxpayers, planning and infrastructure development of safe infrastructure or the will of the current resident 
taxpayers.  

The process which the RVC has utilized for Public Consultation Process (PCP) emphasizes how the RVC and 
Council has design/implemented PCPs to produce the illusion/delusion of public consultation with no 
meaningful transparency or community engagement. The Town of Cochrane was not even notified!! 

This letter is also being sent to the Premier, Ministers of Municipal AƯairs, Public Engagement, Transportation, 
Public Safety and Emergency Services & the current and pending Leader of the NDP, the Cochrane Eagle & 
Rocky View Weekly.  Maybe, the GoA will read, and act to mitigate the incompetence of the RVC Council and 
Administration??  After all, an election is pending in fall 2025.  Residents of RVC need to clean house and start 
again with Councillors committed to taxpayers, not focused on diversifying the tax base proposed by 
developers. 

Regards, 

Ken Baker 

11 Cochrane Lake Place, Cochrane AB T4C 2A8 
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February 11th, 2025 

To:  Rocky View County 

Attention: Ms. Bernice Leyeza, bleyeza@rockyview.ca 

Regarding Opposition to Application Number PL20240205 (Division 3) 

File numbers 06822005, 06822006, 06822002, 06822020, 06822011, 06822007  

Ms.  Leyeza, 

I grew up in RVC and have been a resident for over 30 years and am writing to express my concern and 
opposition to the development Southeast of the junction of Cochrane Lake West and Range Road 43.  

If you have driven this area, you will notice that there is already an abundance of new family homes built, 
specifically but not limited to Monterra and Range Rd. 43. Each of these homes has a requirement for water, 
sewer and electricity plus the increase in traffic is mind boggling. Especially now there is only 1 single road for 
access and egress and all traffic (residential, commercial, construction etc) from Horse Creek Road (Range 
Road 44A) to Hwy 22 and from Township Road 262 (which is not paved and cannot be considered a viable 
access/egress route) and as there isn’t a road to mark as a delineation point, includes several existing 
communities that feed into Cochrane Lake West. In my opinion, in the event of an emergency, this is a single 
point of failure, is dangerous and is NOT acceptable. 

Area infrastructure in my opinion has already been outgrown and simply cannot support an additional increase  
in population, especially to the extent that this development is proposing. 

Water is the key to life and every year the Town of Cochrane mandates not only times, but days that residents 
are allowed to water and monitors (aka bills for) the amount of water families use. This proposal to add an 
additional 264 LOTS (which equates to how many people, pets and their vehicles!) into a rural setting (which on 
paper has now been reclassified as Urban!?!) is not only ridiculous but irresponsible. This needs to be revisited 
and scaled back to what the area can sustain.  

To allow this type of density increase is Totally Irresponsible and must not be approved! 

Respectfully 

 

 

Cam MacDonald 

15 Cochrane Lake Place 
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February 14th,2025 

Planning Services Department 
Rocky View County 
262075 Rocky View Point 
Rocky View, Alberta 
T4A-0X2 
 
Attn: Bernice Leyeza 
cc: Mr. Logan Cox 
cc: Councillor Crystal Kissel 
 
Re: Circulation and Notification Standards 
Division 3, Application PL20240205 
 
Dear Bernice, 
 
As you are aware there are and have been many concerns related to the process of 
circulation and notification dating back to at least 2022 as it relates to this proposed 
development. Amongst residents in the area a lot of information has been shared about 
circulation and notification area’s changing, folks getting circulated for one application and 
not another, some folks in the current circulation area not getting circulated at all and the 
incomplete or misleading information in the circulations. I can appreciate that it is a 
complicated process, but it has gotten to the point that it is getting difficult to believe that 
this is not intentional. I have read articles in the Cochrane Eagle and been circulated in 
local resident’s emails describing what appears to be an intentional program of limiting the 
public consultation process and skipping some steps of the required notification 
standards. You can write this all off as hearsay but unfortunately there are just too many 
situations that have taken place to not be concerned a couple which we have experienced 
ourselves. 
 
The latest situation relates to “Public Notice Sign Requirements” and lack there of. During 
this most recent circulation that we will call the Subdivision Application that was originally 
dated Monday December 23,2024 there were no “Public Notice Sign’s posted or installed 
on the subject land. During the entire period from the mailing on December 23, 2024, until 
the reply to closing date of January 30, 2025, no “Public Notice Signs” were installed. Then 
for several confusing reasons (lack of information, misleading information, missed 
residents and Canada Post) this application was Re-Circulated again with a date of 
Wednesday January 29, 2025, with a reply to date of Wednesday, February 19, 2025. Once 
again during this latest period no “Public Notification Signs” have been posted or installed 
on the subject land. Currently the signs installed or posted on the land relate to the 
questionable Bylaw Text Amendment that took place from November 1, 2024 (mailed 
notice) until January 21, 2025 (public Hearing). 
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According to Rocky View County “Circulation and Notification Standards” Council Policy C-
327 that establishes standards for public notice signs at Rocky View County you must post 
or install information signs for this Subdivision Application starting five business days after 
the planning application is sent to landowners and must remain in place and be 
maintained for twenty-one days. 
According to your own Policy Statement, “The County commits to ensuring equitable 
circulation and notification process that inform affected landowners and provide the 
opportunity for landowners to participate in the development of the county.”  It goes on to 
further state “The County commits to transparency and providing a high standard of 
customer service.”  Unfortunately, with everything that has transpired over the last few 
years with this proposed development (circulation issues, notification issues, mis-leading 
or missing information issues) the County has let itself down and more importantly the 
residents down as it relates to transparency and providing a high level of customer service. 
 
I think a lot of work needs to take place to resolve the overall issues and regain some trust, 
but I am requesting that this current issue be resolved as soon as possible with the posting 
of signs as required on the property and an extension of the response period for twenty-one 
days after the signs have been installed. It would also probably be a good idea to send a 
letter to the landowners in the circulation area acknowledging this situation and informing 
them that the response period will be extended. 
 
 
Going back to the creation of the Cochrane Lake Hamlet ASP in 2011, that process up until 
this latest subdivision application there has been a lot of question raised about how this 
specific proposed development has been managed. Residents are frustrated and mad and 
looking for answers. I hope one day there will be some transparency on how this entire 
process has been handled. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Mitch & Gwen Jacques 
Residents on Cochrane Lake Road 
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Ken Baker 

1 Cochrane Lake Place 

Cochrane, AB 

T4C 2A 8 

February 17th, 2025 

To Bernice Leyeze and Counselor District 3 and Reeve of RVC Crystal Kissel 

bleyeze@rockyview.ca & Ckissel@rockyview.ca 

Regarding Opposition to Application Number: PL20240205 

File Number: 06822005 / 06822006 / 06822002 / 06822020 / 06822011 / 06822007 

Will the Responsible RVC Counselor & Reeve and other Counselors Step Up to Represent the Taxpayers 
of the Division 3 and other RVC Divisions? 

Good afternoon Ms.  Leyeza & Reeve C Kissel RVC Counsel, 

As a resident of Rock View County (RVC) I and many other residents of RVC vigorously oppose this change in 
Bylaw/Subdivision as it will clearly impact existing residents in the near future with dramatically increased 
densities and existing poorly conceived, planned and developed road, water, wastewater, school and 
emergency service infrastructure. 

The Reeve of RVC and Counselor of Division 3, our RVC Representative, needs to unanimously vote down this 
Subdivision Proposal and re-open the Cochrane Lake Area Structure Plan for a MAJOR re-assessment for local 
tax-payers and proposed developers! 

These types of poorly planned SUBDIVISIONS are not suitable without implementation of regional planning to 
provide integrated infrastructure planning between urban development and the Town of Cochrane (TOC) and 
RVC.  This proposed Bylaw/Subdivision change applies to a single quarter section, but notification of this 
change was sent to residents of 8 other quarter sections clearly indicating that RVC will subsequently extend 
this Bylaw to impact hundreds if not thousands of residents. None of the existing residents have requested this 
change to broaden its impact.   

The rationale of the RVC is quite clear, which is to increase density and property tax while ignoring planning and 
infrastructure development to adequately provide safe infrastructure for residents and school age children. 
The current infrastructure in and around Cochrane is dangerous with temporary roads not able to cope with 
light, heavy and industrial traffic with endless band aid transportation downgrades (theoretical upgrades) 
which don’t address the problem, just move it down the road where the problem is even worse. 

The fact that RVC is dealing with three proposed increases in density or newly announced subdivision 
proposals within the RVC, all of which use the same process to produce the Illusion of Public Consultation not 
transparency and community involvement the RVC claims to support. This repeatedly demonstrates the RVC 
is not genuine with its commitment to the public consultation processes.  This communication distribution 
was a debacle of RVC administration and has repeatedly missed residents within the notification area.  My 
partner received the latest notification, I did not.  How is this possible? 

It is clear that the RVC is not committed to the existing residents of RVC or Public Consultation and that this 
situation requires direct involvement from other departments of the Government of Alberta to bring attention 
to this RVC process and public commitment to produce meaningful change. This letter is also being sent to the 
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Premier, Minister of Municipal Affairs, Ministry of Public Engagement, Minister of Transportation, Ministry of 
Public Safety and Emergency Services and the current and pending Leader of the NDP as well as the Cochrane 
Eagle and Rocky View Weekly. 

Regards, 

Ken Baker 

11 Cochrane Lake Place 

Cochrane, AB T4C 2A8 

Cc  

RVC Counciler & Reve, Ms. Crystal Kissel Via CKissel@rockyciew.ca  

Premier of Alberta, Ms. Danielle Smith Via Premier@gov.ab.ca  

Minister of Municipal Affairs, Mr. Rick McIver Via minister.municpalaffairs@gov.ab.ca  

Minister of Communication and Public Engagement, Mr. Nate Horner Via CPE@gov.ab.ca  

Minister of Infrastructure, Mr. Pete Guthrie via Benji.smith@gov.ab.ca  

Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Services, Mr. Mike Ellis via psesminister@gov.ab.ca  

Leader of the Alberta Opposition, Mr. Nahed Nenshi via http://nenshi.ca  

Cochrane Eagle via www.cochraneeagle.ca  

Rocky View Weekly via rockyviewweekly.com  
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February 15th, 2025 

To Ms. Bernice Leyeza 

Rocky View County 

bleyeza@rockyview.ca 

Regarding Opposition to Application Number PL20240205 ( Division 3) 

File numbers 06822005, 06822006, 06822002, 06822020, 06822011, 06822007  

Ms.  Leyeza, 

As a resident of Rock View County (RVC) I and many other residents of RVC vigorously oppose the density of 
that proposed development located Southeast of the junction of Cochrane Lake West and Range Road 43. 

This proposed development in no way reflects the description of Rural life as indicated on the Rocky View 
County’s own website as quoted below 

“Rural living is rich and rewarding, yet it is important that new residents know that rural life in Rocky View 
County is very different from life in the city. 

Agriculture greatly shapes the economic, cultural and social fabric of the County. You have chosen to live 
in a rural setting among ranch and farm families. You can expect to share many of the benefits and 
challenges they enjoy, like open space and tranquility, wildlife sightings, variable weather and road 
conditions.” 

Having lived here in the original Hamlet of Cochrane Lake for over 30 years I have seen many changes including 
the development of Monterra on Cochrane Lakes which in itself, is a stretch when envisioning rural life.  

The area around Cochrane Lake already has significant development under way, yet there has been virtually no 
upgrade to local infrastructure to accommodate this existing growth.  

• No Schools 
• No local Fire services 
• No EMS 
• Reduced transportation access 
• Limited Water and Sewer services 

All of these services are provided by the Town of Cochrane where School capacity is currently at or above 100% 
while new schools take 2 to 4 years to plan and build once finally approved.  

To allow this type of density increase is Totally Irresponsible and must not be approved! 

Respectfully 

 
Barry MacDonald 

15 Cochrane Lake Place 
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February 18th, 2025 

To Ms. Bernice Leyeza 

Rocky View County 

bleyeza@rockyview.ca 

Regarding Opposition to Application Number PL20240205 (Division 3) 

File numbers 06822005, 06822006, 06822002, 06822020, 06822011, 06822007  

Dear Ms. Leyeza, 

I have been a resident of Rockyview County for over 30 years and am writing to express my concern and opposition 
to the development Southeast of the junction of Cochrane Lake West and Range Road 43. The proposal appears 
to be a “Town” above the actual Town of Cochrane, but the proposal is lacking everything that makes up a Town 
people are proud to call home and looks more like yet another, bedroom community.  

This proposed development should not be considered because: 
1. Incompatible with existing uses:  

o This IS a RURAL area. When was it changed to a Mid Density URBAN and how did that happen 
without impacted neighbours being notified? There should be a process in place to at least make 
us aware that someone is asking for a change in usage. 

o This area is currently made up of approximately 120 homes (excluding Monterra and Range Road 
43). This development is proposing to add 264 “lots” which is an increase of 136% over what is 
already existing. By the looks of it, this is probably just the start; if this is rubber stamped and 
allowed to proceed, they will be building more and more as the precedent will have been set. 

2. Access and Egress 
o This area currently has 1 road for all traffic. This traffic is not only for residences along Cochrane 

Lake trail, Monterra (which will have an estimated 875 units), Pleasant View, Diamond Ridge, the 
old Hamlet of Cochrane Lake, Lakeview Estates, Mountview Estates and Mountview Bay, but The 
Interpipeline Gas Plant and the Canadian Baptist Seminary College plus an RV Storage facility. 

o The Area Structure Plan was completed/approved in 2011. At that time the Town of Cochrane had 
a population of 17,5801 AND there were 2 major roads in and out (Cochrane Lake West and Range 
Road 43); now the population of Cochrane is over 37,000 but our access and egress has been 
downgraded to only one road because of the new HWY 1A and 22 interchange. 

o Also of interest, that the Rockyview County population in 2011 was 36,4612 and is now 46,350. 
3. Water provisioning 

o I’m assuming that water will be diverted from the Bow as many small communities are dependent 
on this water supply. Interesting that Cochrane has had to enforce water restrictions for many 
years now, yet somehow, developers are allowed to increasingly gain access to what one must 
think is an infinite supply. How many is enough, and when does it become no longer sustainable?  

4. Disposal of sewage 
o It is doubtful that the existing infrastructure will support this additional growth as it was not 

designed to support the development of the proposed site 

 
1 https://www.cochrane.ca/news/cochrane-census-demonstrates-continued-strong-growth 
2 https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-csd-
eng.cfm?LANG=Eng&GK=CSD&GC=4806014 
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5. Emergency vehicle access and response times 
o There appears to be a disconnect between District of Rockyview and the developers promises. In 

the summer of 2023, there was a fire on the Northwest side of Cochrane Lake West and Cochrane 
Lake Trail which threatened the old Hamlet of Cochrane Lake. It took over 45 minutes for a firetruck 
to arrive (FROM Springbank…NOT Cochrane!)! They even sent a pumper truck. Guess what! This 
area is RURAL and doesn’t have a fire hydrant. It is absurdly irresponsible (and should be illegal) 
for a development to proceed thereby placing the lives of the existing and future residents in 
danger. Should we need to evacuate, how safe is it with a single lane paved road (not even a true 
highway) with ditches agricultural fencing preventing people a safe egress. 

o When will a fire department be built in this town above the town to protect its taxpaying residents?  
o When and if a fire station is built, are there enough people to support it? Currently that is NOT the 

case in Cochrane. They have a fire station, but not enough manpower to support the facility, which 
is why a team had to be dispatched from Springbank. 

o Winds here are ferocious and can whip a few embers into a dangerous grass fire in no time.   
6. Decreasing the setback creates an even more dangerous living condition  wind + fire x proximity, as per 

above is a formula a responsible committee would never agree to.  
7. Current amenities and no future amenities even promised 

o Cochrane has an urgent care that is already taxed to the max with wait times that are truly 
unacceptable. The thought of an additional 264 lots added to an already overburdened care 
system is irresponsible and not responsible planning. 

o Same with the school system. Is there even a thought for a school? The original Hamlet plan had 
set land aside, but the developer was made aware that it was not sufficient space for a school. 
Developers should not be allowed to create neighbourhoods without supporting the people it 
wants to attract. 

o Rockyview needs to stop thinking about the increase in tax dollars and start enforcing a minimum 
criterion to developers so this district remains special, sustainable and accountable to our future 
Albertans. 

I need to add that communication(s) regarding this have been very poor. We understand the disruption a postal 
strike brings, especially at Christmas Time, yet the developer moved forward and (somehow) Rockyview 
accommodated sending an original message out on December 23, 2024… during a mail strike! That in and of itself 
is ridiculous. I never did get that communication, perhaps some did, but seriously!? I have no idea when the 
rezoning was supposedly approved as our household/Hamlet never received a notification and if we had, I’m sure 
the Hamlet would have been talking about it and letting their thoughts be known. 

Area infrastructure in my opinion is already outgrown and simply cannot support an additional increase in 
population, especially to the extent that this development is proposing. 

To allow this type of density increase is Completely Irresponsible, is unsustainable and must not be approved! 

Respectfully 

 

Deb MacDonald 
15 Cochrane Lake Place 
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• Residential, Mid-Density Urban 

(R-MID) District, total of 223 
lots:

o 95 lots intended to be a 
rowhouse, ranging from 
±0.020 hectares (±0.049 
acres) to ±0.050 hectares 
(±0.130 acres)

o 78 lots intended to be a 
semi-detached, ranging from 
±0.029 hectares (±0.072 
acres) to ±0.069 hectares 
(±0.171 acres)

o 50 lots intended to be single-
detached, ranging from 
±0.031 hectares (±0.077 
acres) to ±0.051 hectares 
(±0.127 acres)

• Residential, Small Lot Urban 

(R-SML) District, total of 31 lots 
ranging from ±0.060 hectares 
(±0.148 acres) to ±0.120 
hectares (±0.297 acres)

• Special, Parks and Recreation 

(S-PRK) District, total of seven 

(7) lots ranging from ±0.0.037 
hectares (±0.091 acres) to 
±2.882 hectares (±7.123 acres)

• Special, Public Service (S-PUB) 
District, total of three (3) lots 
ranging from ±0.014 hectares 
(±0.036 acres) to ±0.951 
hectares (±2.350 acres).
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• Residential, Mid-Density Urban 

(R-MID) District, total of 223 
lots:

o 95 lots intended to be a 
rowhouse, ranging from 
±0.020 hectares (±0.049 
acres) to ±0.050 hectares 
(±0.130 acres)

o 78 lots intended to be a 
semi-detached, ranging from 
±0.029 hectares (±0.072 
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detached, ranging from 
±0.031 hectares (±0.077 
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(R-SML) District, total of 31 lots 
ranging from ±0.060 hectares 
(±0.148 acres) to ±0.120 
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• Special, Parks and Recreation 

(S-PRK) District, total of seven 

(7) lots ranging from ±0.0.037 
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• Special, Public Service (S-PUB) 
District, total of three (3) lots 
ranging from ±0.014 hectares 
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Single-Detached Dwelling, R-SML

Single-Detached Dwelling, R-MID

Semi-Detached Dwelling, R-MID

Rowhouse, R-MID

S-PRK

S-PUB

LEGEND
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6 C O C H R A N E  L A K E  H A M L E T  P L A N  -  N E I G H B O U R H O O D  C   |   C O N C E P T U A L  S C H E M E

2.1	 LOCATION

The Cochrane Lake Hamlet is located in the northwest 
quadrant of Rocky View County, approximately one 
(1) mile north of the Town of Cochrane, nestled in 
rolling grasslands overlooking the foothills and Rocky 
Mountains. The Hamlet covers 512 hectares (1265 acres) 
and surrounds two (2) lakes. 

As illustrated by Figure 2: Local Context, The Plan area 
is defined by Range Road 43 to the west, and Cochrane 
Lake West to the north. A rural residential (R-RUR) 
development known as Diamond Ridge Estates is located 
to the east, and existing rural residential to the south.

The landscape, mountain views, proximity to regional 
transportation corridors, and convenient access to 
amenities in the Town of Cochrane and northwest City 
of Calgary make the site an ideal location for Hamlet 
residential development 
 

2.0 	 PLAN AREA DESCRIPTION

H-1 Attachment D - Part 2 
Page 48 of 122

Attachment D - Public Submissions - Part 2



H-1 Attachment D - Part 2 
Page 49 of 122

Attachment D - Public Submissions - Part 2



 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Bernice Leyeza <BLeyeza@rockyview.ca> 
Date: Mon, Jan 27, 2025, 9:06 a.m. 
Subject: Re: Application no PL20240205 Cochrane Lake Hamlet c 
To: Gwen Jacques  
 
 
Good morning, Gwen: 
 
As per the provided tentative plan, see the greyed out area below. The 20ac lot includes: 

• 26 single-detached dwelling lots within the red border 
• 25 single-detached dwelling lots (highlighted in orange) 
• 9 semi-detached dwelling lots (highlighted in yellow) 

 

Total lots within the 20ac is 60 lots, therefore the UPA is ~3.0.  

 
 
The eastern interface area is comprised of the lots bounded by red. See Figure 14 of the Conceptual 
Scheme for more information. Hope that answers your questions! Let me know if you have further 
questions. 
 
 
Thanks,  
Bernice Leyeza 
Planner 2 | Planning and Development Services 
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February 17th, 2025 
 
Planning Services Department 
Rocky View County 
262075 Rocky View Point 
Rocky View, Alberta 
T4A-0X2 
 
Attn:Bernice Leyeza 
Rocky View County Council 
 
Re: Re-Circulation, Application Number PL20240205, Division 3 
File Number, 06822005/0682206/0682202/06822020/06822011/06822007 
 
Dear Bernice and Rocky View County Council, 
 
I would like to go on record as being opposed to this sub-division application. My 
opposition is because what is currently being proposed does not adhere to the principles 
and intent of the Cochrane Lake Hamlet Plan / ASP as it relates to Neighborhood “C.” 
(Cochrane Lake Hamlet Plan BYLAW C-7037-2011 Approved May 31, 2011.) 
At past public hearings related to this proposed development I have heard in 
administrations presentation how this proposal “Generally Conforms” to the ASP, but I 
would like to point out how this proposal Does Not Conform to the ASP. 
 
This development is the first proposed for the Hamlet Plan Area and as such will set the 
standard and precedent for those that follow. This proposed development could 
hypothetically be the only proposal brought forward in the next ten to twenty years and as 
such the developer should not be able to push critical items such as public services and 
amenities to other stages (Neighborhoods) of the Cochrane Lake Hamlet Plan area. 
 
It is my understanding that the purpose of the Cochrane Lake Hamlet Plan / ASP, dated May 
31,2011, Bylaw C-7037-2011 is to provide a “Framework”, a structure of ideas, rules, and 
beliefs. It is a potential plan and non-statutory. 
 
Comparing the limited information given to us in this recent circulation (Wednesday 
January 29, 2025) to the Cochrane Lake Hamlet Plan / ASP, I would like to highlight the 
following, 
 
“The Cochrane Lake Plan envisions a pedestrian friendly community inspired by the 
character of the classic rural town with bustling main streets and intimate treed 
residential neighborhoods” (Pg 1, Community Vision) 
The only thing close to the description of “classic rural town” we have seen is the original 
concept drawing, figure 3.7 on page 51 of the CLH Plan/ASP and even it is a stretch. This 
developer and especially this current application have shown that there is no intention of 
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building a community that adheres to the first and most important statement of the 
“Community Vision” in the ASP. 
 
“Neighborhoods that allow residents the choice to live, work, shop and recreate 
within their community” (Pg 1, A community of neighborhoods) 
The developer has made no attempt to adhere to this fundamental vision set out in the CLH 
Plan/ASP. Every element of the “work, shop” and most of the “recreate” have been removed 
and passed on to other areas and other developers. 
 
“Will allow opportunities for local shopping, enjoyment, civic and institutional uses, 
residences and public spaces for community gatherings and recreation” (Pg 1, A 
Community of Neighborhoods) 
Once again, the developer has intentionally removed critical parts of the Community Vision 
that was sold to the public back in 2011 for this community. What is being presented in this 
application is strictly a high-density housing project as evident by 173 of the 223  (77%) 
houses being “Row Housing” and “Semidetached Housing.” 
 
“County’s mandate for triple-bottom-line sustainability”, “a complete community that 
allows residents the choice to live, work, shop and recreate within the community” (Pg 
1, A sustainable settlement, a complete community) 
The fact that this proposed development has gotten this far defies logic. I am not sure if the 
deviation from the original “Community Vision” could be any more blatant. 
 
“A focus on the lake as a central community amenity” (Pg2 Plan Highlights) 
This entire Cochrane Lake Hamlet Plan / ASP concept has been built around Cochrane 
Lake and it having some recreational qualities. To date the future of the Cochrane Lake, 
plans to rehabilitate it, funding and whether it will ever be able to be used for actual 
recreation is still up in the air. How can we possibly move forward with development when 
the central feature that this entire community was based on still has so many questions 
unresolved. Lake issues fully resolved first and then development proposals. 
 
“Enhancement of natural areas for environmental integration and resident 
enjoyment.” (Pg 2, Plan Highlights) 
There will be nothing for the residents to enjoy, not a single natural area has been planned 
or will remain within this proposal. I can recall at one time these features were an 
important issue in planning and for RVC, not anymore. 
 
“Appropriate transitions to neighboring agriculture uses and residential infill area.” (Pg 
2, Plan highlights). 
There have been a few things mentioned about this, but no commitments made, the 
“Should” and “Shall” wording give the developer lots of leeway and they will use every inch 
of it. I have always been told this will be addressed in the “detailed design stage” but at that 
point it is to late and puts the residents at a disadvantage to get anything meaningful done.  
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“The structure of the neighborhoods allows for the choice to live, work, shop and 
recreate within the neighborhood.” (Pg 2, Plan Highlights) 
We are only into page two of the Cochrane Lake Hamlet Plan / ASP and this statement has 
already been mentioned three times. With out a doubt it is one of the most important if not 
the most important part of the Community Vision. The developer has not and never had any 
intention of including any of the “work, shop” in their proposal, instead putting their effort 
into passing it off to other communities and developers and presenting excuses because 
they didn’t include it. At a minimum if the developer does not feel the public amenities 
associated with the “work, shop” are economically viable at this time they should be 
required to dedicate land/lots that would be undeveloped but be able to be developed in 
the future for a store, seniors housing and community centers. They can put a big sign up 
saying “Future Home of a Seniors Center” or “Future Corner Store” to help market their 
development if it goes through. 
 
“A diverse network of open spaces including larger natural areas” (Pg 3 A Diverse 
network of Open Spaces” 
All natural areas removed, none planned setting a very poor example for the other 
developers moving forward to do the same thing. This plan is all about maximum houses 
and dollars not the vision of a rural community. 
 
 
“Hamlets maintain this status as service centers with potential to offer a wide range 
of community facilities for surrounding residents. (Pg 4, Development Plan) 
Community facilities must be important to the vision, this is the fourth mention. The 
highest profile community facility in this subdivision proposal is a stormwater pond. 
 
“The plan provides policy guidance and direction for subsequent land use subdivision 
and development decisions” (Pg 4, Authority of Plan) 
RVC council has the ability and every right to go back to the developer at this stage and 
request that they re do their plans to conform to the original vision and intent of the 
Cochrane Lake Hamlet Plan / ASP. 
 
“Existing Cochrane Lake hamlet, 54 HR 1, single family homes on .5 – 1.0 acre lots.” (Pg 
6, The historic Hamlet of Cochrane Lake) 
I am not sure why this information was so difficult to find in the last Public Hearing, it is 
right here in the ASP. This works out to 1-2 UPA in the existing historic hamlet. 
 
“There were two primary issues, servicing of existing residents, and density and 
development density,” “the plan focuses on describing the character of density, so 
that officials can make sound decisions that balance future development 
submissions with the needs and concerns of existing residents. Other community 
issues include environment, integration, open space. Edge interface and buffering, 
traffic, and pathways.” (Pg 11, Key Findings) 
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This current subdivision proposal does not address any of these concerns and they still 
remain a concern for the existing community. Density to high, no natural areas, no actual 
written concrete plans in place for buffering, edge interface or traffic. 
 
“Policies that encourage densities appropriate in the rural character of the county 
such as limiting multi family development” (Pg 11, How issues were addressed) 
Once again, in this current subdivision proposal 173 of the 223 homes (77%) are row 
housing or semi-detached housing. How can this be in keeping with rural character? 
 
“Strategies for appropriate buffers and interface solutions with existing residential R-2 
lots” (Pg 11, How community issues were resolved) 
No concrete plans presented yet, no design or details. Always kicked down the road until it 
is to late, this critical issue should be included earlier in the process and mandatory. 
 
What is the difference between the “Hamlet Expansion area” and the “Cochrane Lake 
Conceptual Scheme.”  How can you refer to this subdivision area being part of the 
Hamlet Expansion Area when the density is going from 1-2 UPA in the existing 
historical hamlet up to 6.25 UPA in this neighborhood C subdivision proposal? 
(Pg 12, Hamlet Policies Overview) 
 
 
“Guiding Community Goals and Principles.” 

1) Maintain rural character (spacious)  
2) Create a complete community (live, work, shop, recreate) 
3) Respect environment (natural areas, wildlife habitat) 
4) The requirement of certainty (clear vision, policy and servicing strategy) 

(Pg 13, 2.2 Goals) 
This one statement alone should prevent this subdivision proposal as it is currently being 
presented from moving forward or being approved. Not one of the Guiding Community 
Goals and Principles are being adhered to or addressed in this subdivision application and 
would create a horrible precedent moving forward. 
 
“The open space system plays a strong role in the Hamlet Plan” (Pg 17, Open space 
Plan) 
There are no natural areas or greenways in this plan, they have all been removed. 
 
There is no dog off leash area planned in this subdivision. (Pg 18, General Open Space 
Policies” 
like community gardens this was taken out or never considered. 
 
“Where hamlet development is proposed adjacent to any residential infill policy area, 
strategic placement of landscaping, buffering, edge treatment, greenspace or passive 
recreation areas SHALL be required to mitigate potential land use conflicts.” (Pg 18, 
General open space Policies) 
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Once again, nothing indicated on subdivision plan, not details, nothing in writing that 
Council can enforce, and concerns that administration will not enforce it like they did not 
enforce the staging of development policy. 
 
“A primary pathway system provides connections within the Hamlet and to regional 
pathway networks”. (Pg 20, Pedestrian Network Connections) 
There are no regional pathway network connections shown on this current subdivision 
plan. 
 
The natural area has been totally removed from this concept plan that form an 
important component of the open space system. (Pg 21 Natural Areas Plan and 
Greenway Corridors) 
As expected, so more housing could be put into this proposal. 
 
“A number of potential civic building sites are identified, these are suitable for picnic 
use such as libraries, community centers, recreational facilities, theaters and 
institutional uses such as churches.” (Pg 24, public Spaces and public Buildings) 
One of these facilities presented in the concept plan was the “Log Cabin Structure” this 
was presented at the public hearing as a community gathering space, community centre, 
historical interpretive center. After the concept plan was approved this structure was lifted 
and removed from the site and no longer shows up on this subdivision proposal. Classic 
bait and switch with no one holding the developer accountable. 
 
“Any lighting in public areas should use low voltage, down casting lighting to minimize 
electricity consumption and light pollution in accordance with county policies.” (Pg 
25, Public space development general policies) 
This is currently not taking place in the Monterra development. If this proposal goes 
through, we hope it will be enforced there. 
 
“Open space at entrance ways to the Hamlet and individual neighborhoods should be 
included at subsequent stages of development. Monuments and or special 
landscapes reflecting history and natural character of the area are viewed as 
important elements in design of these spaces.” (Pg 25, Public space development 
general policies” 
The current subdivision plan does not indicate this and shows row housing starting 
immediately upon entering the site to the north. There is a public utility site proposed in 
this location, but it will be occupied by the water system booster pump. 
 
“In order to preserve and maintain opportunities for wildlife movement through the 
area, MR or ER shall be dedicated to preserve natural habitat and natural connectivity 
between riparian areas and the plains.” (Pg 28, Environmental policy) 
Somehow neighborhood C and this subdivision proposal got a pass on all of this. No MR, 
No ER and not a single consideration included with respect to wildlife in the area. Just 
because there is not a recognized wildlife corridor through the proposed development does 
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not mean there is no wildlife in the area. Very disappointing that this policy is not being 
enforced, and that no thought was put into this considering how much wildlife we do get in 
this rural area. 
 
“The most desirable places in the world are remembered for the image of their 
streets”, “Complete neighborhoods establish the street as a place that balances the 
need for transportation with the character of the place” (Pg 30, Transportation) 
Since this subdivision plan proposes row housing immediately upon entering the site to the 
north, the character of this community will be remembered as long streets of row housing 
with parked cars filling every open space along the road. Some “Classic Rural Town” 
feeling. 
 
Previously during the development of the ASP and when the ASP was approved RR # 43 
was still a viable access road to and from Cochrane, That Road no longer connects to 
Highway # 22 so there is just one paved way in and out via Cochrane Lake Road. 
(Pg 31, Vehicle Network) 
 
“A designated cycling lane SHALL be provided within the road right-of-way of RR # 43 
as per the Cochrane North ASP Hamlet Transportation Study.” (Pg 33 Transportation 
policies) 
Will the developer be providing some information on the timing of this project? Currently, 
even after the work that was done on these roads last year there is still not a wide enough 
shoulder to walk on or cycle safely. 
 
 
“The policies in the plan place an emphasis on achieving densities of 4-6 UPA for two 
reasons”, “Firstly appropriate densities are needed to support growth of services so 
residents can fulfill their daily needs within the Hamlet”, “The presence of local 
services and special design features are expected to encourage walking and cycling 
and reduce need to use vehicles. Examples of local services include a medium size 
grocery store, a library and other personal services” (Pg 41, District Allocation 
Density” 
So, to put this into perspective, the developer maximized the density to 6.25 UPA that is 
needed to support the services so residents can fulfill their daily needs within the Hamlet 
but then removed all those services from this subdivision plan! The density issue needs to 
be reviewed, if there are now no services to support, the density for this subdivision 
proposal should be lowered to 4 UPA or less so that it would be keeping in line with the 
Community Vision of a Classic Rural Town. The developer should not be able to have it both 
ways. 
 
“Net Densities,” “Edge 4 units/acre” 
After the first circulation of this subdivision application, I contacted Bernice Leyza 
mentioning that the drawings were too small to read the numbers, were very misleading as 
they did not show this subdivision application in context to the entire Neighborhood C 
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proposal and asked for clarity on the UPA of the eastern interface. Bernice provided me 
with another drawing showing the eastern interface highlighted in a grey area, provided me 
the number of houses in that area (60 of them) and calculated that the UPA was 3. 
Unfortunately, Bernice got confused by their own drawing (the same one we complained 
about that was misleading) and calculated the number of houses based on a 20-acre 
eastern interface when the area she highlighted in grey was less than 10 acres putting the 
UPA at or over 6 UPA along the eastern interface. (Email and drawing attached) confused 
yet? This reinforces our concern that the information that was sent out to the public was 
confusing and misleading, a member of your own Planning Department was confused by it. 
I still believe sending out that misleading document was intentional as I have heard from 
many neighbors confused about it. I still believe that the drawing circulated should at a 
minimum have shown the current subdivision application laid over the entire 
Neighborhood C proposal and should have included the location of the eastern edge RUR 
properties as they are part of that quarter section. 
 
“This plan is used to illustrate the neighborhood principles because it has an ideal 
structure which is a full quarter” (Pg 51, Neighborhood C south) 
This incorrect information was presented in the ASP, was mentioned to us one time by the 
developer and was mentioned in a recent Council Meeting and is still in the ASP. It is 
incorrect, Neighborhood C was never a full Quarter Section. It is only 140 acres if you 
include the shadow plan area and is only 120 acres with out that area. The four properties 
(RUR) along the eastern interface are part of that quarter section and make up the final 20 
acres. 
 
“Illustrative Plan” (Figure 3.7, Pg 51, 3.3.3 Neighborhood C South”) 
What happened to this concept? the current Conceptual Scheme and subdivision proposal 
in no way shape or form resemble the original intent for this area. How can you say the 
current Cochrane Lake Hamlet Plan / ASP is the guide or roadmap or more importantly the 
framework for development when this subdivision proposal totally ignores the original 
intent, 

1) In figure 3.7 there are approximately 400 houses on what was thought to be 160 
acres but is actually 400 houses on 140 acres. Still, that is a gross density between 
2.5 UPA – 2.85 UPA. 

2) Small mixed use commercial area, removed! 
3) Center Civic building, removed! 
4) Seniors Housing, removed! 
5) Huge lots on transition area, removed! 
6) Corner store, community center, library, removed! 

In figure 3.7 concept there are 6 large lots along our property on the eastern interface with a 
landscaped buffer area, now in this subdivision proposal there are approximately 11 lots 
and no buffer area. 
  
 
(Pg 60, General Policies) 
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Another mistake in the ASP, the Town of Cochrane only has one fire station not two, 
and from what I understand there is no service agreement with the Town of Cochrane. 
This area currently requires a Fire Station especially before more development takes 
place. 
Here is a great example, on July 11, 2024, a car driving west on Cochrane Lake Road 
exploded and caught fire. The car came to a stop directly at the end of our driveway, 
my husband in his shorts and sandals ran into the house and got two fire extinguishers 
and ran to the end of our driveway and started trying to put it out. After emptying two 
fire extinguishers the car was still on fire and getting worse, he ran back to our house 
got the keys from the shop for our tractor, started it went over hooked up a water 
wagon and drove out to the car. He spent 15 to 20 minutes more and was able to finally 
extinguish the blaze. It was not until about 15 – 20 minutes after the fire was out that a 
RVC fire truck showed up, coincidently a fire truck from Redwood Meadows showed 
up around the same time. This was a total failure of our current system, had that been 
a house or that car fire got into the long grass only a few steps away we would have had 
a disaster on our hands. With the predominate west wind, the RUR properties along 
the eastern edge will be at a higher risk.  
Oh, and for his efforts not a single wave or Thank You from the RVC fire crew and the 
cost to us to get two big extinguishers refilled. 
 
 
To summarize, under no circumstances should this subdivision application move forward 
at this time. This proposed development and the way it has been managed has completely 
come off the rails. Allowing this to move forward would be a travesty and set a horrible 
example for other developers in the future. It is such a mess and gotten so far away from 
the original intent of a “Classic Rural Town” that it is difficult to figure out how we got here. 
The community, RVC Administration, RVC council and the developer need to get this one 
right.  
Anything less is not an option. 
 
 
 
Gwen Jacques 
42143 Cochrane Lake Road 
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Dear Members of Council,


Re: PL20240205


We write to express our strong objection to the continued overdevelopment of our area 
and to raise serious concerns regarding both the substance of the proposed 
development and the manner in which public input has been solicited.


First and foremost, we must address the wholly inadequate consultation timeline. 
Notification requesting public feedback for inclusion in the May 20th agenda package 
was issued at 4:00 PM on Friday, May 9, with a deadline of 12:00 PM on Monday, May 
12. 


This allowed less than one full business day to  prepare a thoughtful, fulsome response. 
Such a timeline is unacceptable and cannot reasonably be regarded as meaningful 
engagement. We urge Council to reconsider its approach to public consultation and 
ensure all residents are given a fair and reasonable opportunity to participate.


Substantively, these proposed developments are not in alignment with the principles of 
rural living that Rocky View County promotes and values, as outlined on the County’s 
official website. The only responsible course of action is to defer approval of any further 
development in this area until the Cochrane Lake Area Structure Plan (ASP) is 
comprehensively updated to reflect current realities.


Since the Cochrane Lake ASP was approved in 2011, the Town of Cochrane’s 
population has grown by 107%, as confirmed by census data. This rapid and largely 
uncoordinated expansion has severely strained essential services—including schools, 
fire protection, healthcare, and critical infrastructure. The current ASP does not account 
for these major shifts, and continuing to base development decisions on an outdated 
plan is both inappropriate and irresponsible.


Moreover, the area continues to lack adequate fire protection and other essential 
support services, raising serious concerns about the safety and long-term sustainability 
of development at the proposed scale and density. Until these foundational issues are 
addressed through a properly updated ASP, any approval of further development would 
be premature and reckless.


We therefore formally request that Rocky View County Council halt any further 
approvals  until the Cochrane Lake ASP has been thoroughly reviewed and revised to 
meet present-day needs. Council has a duty to make decisions that protect the long-
term well-being of both current and future residents. To do otherwise—particularly under 
pressure to proceed based on outdated planning—risks undermining public trust and 
the integrity of the County’s governance.
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Thank you for your attention to these urgent and important matters. We trust you will 
give these concerns your full consideration as you deliberate the future of surrounding 
developments.


Sincerely,

Natalie Germann

Sheldon Karbonik

88 Pleasant View Heights
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