
 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 

TO: Council 

DATE: June 11, 2019 DIVISION: All 

TIME: Afternoon Appointment 

FILE: 1013-135 

SUBJECT: Amendments to the Rocky View County Municipal Development Plan (The County Plan) 

1POLICY DIRECTION:  

The proposed amendments to the Municipal Development Plan (The County Plan) were evaluated in 
accordance with the Calgary Metropolitan Region Board Interim Growth Plan (IGP).  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

On March 12, 2019, Council directed Administration to prepare amendments to the Rocky View County 
Municipal Development Plan (The County Plan):  

Moved by Deputy Reeve Schule that Council direct Administration to amend the following 
sections of the County Plan for Council’s consideration: 

a) Amend Policy 5.5 and 9.5 to remove wording for hamlet population targets and any 
related references within the document; 

b) Amend Policy 14.19 with respect to business development adjacent to existing 
business areas; and 

c) Amend Map 1 of the County Plan to include Langdon business area as possibly a 
Regional Business Area. 

Administration prepared amendments to the County Plan, which are attached as Appendix B; the 
proposed amendments were circulated to internal and external agencies, including all adjacent 
municipalities, the responses from which are contained in Appendix A. The proposed amendments were 
posted on the County’s website for public review, and an open house was held at the County Hall on 
April 17, 2019. All public comments received during the process are included in Appendix C.  

The proposed amendments were evaluated in accordance with the Calgary Metropolitan Region Board’s  
(CMRB’s) Interim Growth Plan (IGP). The IGP provides guidance for the intensification or expansion of 
existing settlement areas and for the designation of employment areas in the Calgary Region. The IGP 
provides policy guidance to plan these types of developments through the preparation of statutory plans, 
such as an Area Structure Plan (ASP).  

Administration has prepared amendments to address parts a) and b) of the Council motion. No 
amendments are provided for part c) as administrative analysis determined there were no policy barriers 
to the consideration of additional business land uses within the hamlet of Langdon. 

The proposed County Plan amendments align with the overall intent of the IGP, and specific direction for 
development of the hamlet areas would be addressed through the subsequent ASP processes. 

  

                                            
1 Administration Resources 
Amy Zaluski & Xin Deng, Planning & Development  



 

DATE PROJECT INITIATED: March 12, 2019 

PROPOSAL: To amend the Municipal Development Plan (County Plan) to remove 
hamlet population targets and to allow flexibility when considering 
business development adjacent to the existing business areas. 

LOCATION: County wide 

APPLICANT: Rocky View County 

PUBLIC & AGENCY SUBMISSIONS: 

Sixteen (16) public responses were received and are included in Appendix C. Comments from internal 
and external agencies, including adjacent municipalities, are compiled in Appendix A. Additional letters 
received from Intermunicipal discussions after the responses were received are included in Appendix D. 

HISTORY: 

March 12, 2019 Council directed Administration to prepare several amendments to the 
County Plan to address hamlet population targets and business 
flexibility. 

October 4, 2018 The Calgary Metropolitan Region Board adopts the Interim Growth Plan 
and the Interim Regional Evaluation Framework. 

October 1, 2013 The new Municipal Development Plan (The County Plan) was adopted 
by Council. 

BACKGROUND: 

The County Plan was adopted in 2013 to guide overall land use, development, and service delivery in 
the County. Council’s motion directed amendments to the County Plan with respect to three areas: 

1. Remove wording related to hamlet population targets. 

The County Plan contains a policy statement that the upper limit of a hamlet should be 5,000-10,000 
people in order to retain the rural character of the community.  

Amendments #1 and #2 shown in Schedule A would address this direction by removing the upper 
hamlet population targets from the County Plan (Policy 5.5 and 9.5).  Hamlet size would be 
determined through the applicable ASP process, and addressed in the criteria outlined in Policy 5.5 
and Section 9 of the County Plan.   

2. Amend policy with respect to business development adjacent to existing business areas.  

The County Plan contains policy that states business development shall not be allowed immediately 
adjacent to an existing business area (existing ASP). Business ASPs are planned comprehensively 
with technical evaluations for transportation, water/wastewater, and stormwater, resulting in levies to 
fund the necessary infrastructure. Business development directly adjacent to planned areas is subject 
to different technical standards and does not contribute to the levies for the business area.  

Amendments #3 and # 4 would change this policy to provide more flexibility to consider business 
development adjacent to business areas on a case-by-case basis in accordance with the business 
criteria of the County Plan.  

Administration has also prepared for Council’s consideration additional amendments that would 
require any businesses adjacent to business area ASPs to ensure they have prepared the 
appropriate technical information and contributed to the applicable levies. Should Council wish to 
proceed with this suggestion, Schedule A can be amended accordingly. The bold text below for 
Policy 14.19 of the County Plan illustrates Administration’s suggested amendments: 



 

Policy 14.19  Applications to redesignate land for business uses adjacent to, or in the vicinity of, 
the boundaries of an identified business area should not be supported unless: 

a) A rationale has been provided that justifies why the proposed development 
cannot be located in a business area; 

b) Technical studies have been submitted that address and incorporate the 
relevant master technical studies associated with the adjacent Area 
Structure Plan; and 

c) The applicable levies of the adjacent Area Structure Plan are applied. 
 

3. Amend Map 1 to possibly change the Langdon Business designation to Regional Business Centre 

The County Plan identifies several categories of business areas including Regional Business Centre, 
Highway Business Area, and Hamlet Business Area. The main difference is the amount of land 
included in the business area.  Regional Business Centres, such as Conrich, contain a large area of 
land as compared to the other types of business areas.  There is often little difference in the types of 
businesses between the different categories. Item c) was examined further with respect to types of 
businesses currently allowed in Langdon.  The existing Langdon Area Structure Plan (ASP) allows for 
a wide variety of business and industrial uses within the hamlet. Changing the designation of 
Langdon’s business area from Hamlet Business Area to Regional Business Centre would not change 
the allowed business types within Langdon, as current policy does not impede business development 
within the Langdon ASP.  Therefore, Administration considers that this amendment may not be 
necessary and has not included it in Appendix B.  Should Council wish to proceed with the proposed 
amendment outlined in item c), Administration can be directed to prepare it. 

POLICY ANALYSIS: 

The Interim Growth Plan was prepared by the CMRB to guide land use, growth, and infrastructure 
planning on an interim basis, prior to the development and approval of the long-term Growth and 
Servicing Plan. Any amendments to statutory plans, prepared after January 1, 2018, must conform to the 
IGP. As the Municipal Development Plan (The County Plan) is a statutory document, the proposed 
amendments were evaluated in accordance with the applicable policies of the IGP.   

The IGP provides policies to guide planning and development based on the following development types:  

 intensification and infill development in existing settlement areas;   
 expansion of settlement areas;  
 new freestanding settlement areas;  
 country residential development; and  
 employment areas. 

The IGP requires statutory plans to be prepared for the above listed development types.  

1) Hamlet population targets 

With respect to removal of the hamlet population targets, proposed amendments #1 and #2 are  
consistent with the first two development types: intensification and infill, or expansion of settlement 
areas. The County Plan, Policy 5.5, requires the hamlet size to be determined through an area 
structure plan process.  During that process, it would be determined if the hamlet were intensifying or 
expanding.  The policies of the IGP, particularly 3.4.1.2 (Intensification and Infill in Hamlets) and 3.4.2 
(Expansion of Settlement Areas), would apply to the area structure plan. Administration’s assessment 
concludes that the criteria of Policy 5.5 of the County Plan as well as the County Plan Hamlet Policies 
(Section 9 of County Plan), would fulfill the policy requirements of the IGP. 

 

 



 

2) Adjacent Business Development 

The IGP states the importance of planning for employment and job growth and provides guidance for 
creation of employment areas, which includes: 

 planning employment areas through statutory plans (IGP Section 3.4); 
 planning in a manner that is efficient and cost-effective, using existing and planned 

infrastructure and services (IGP Policy 3.4.5.1). 

Proposed amendments #3 and #4 are also consistent with the IGP as it encourages business 
development, but still requires certain criteria to be met to ensure efficient and cost-effective use of 
services. As the County Plan is a statutory plan that provides guidance for businesses development, 
the IGP requirements would be fulfilled. 

It is Administration’s assessment that the proposed County Plan amendments align with the intent of 
the IGP direction for development types including intensification and infill, expansion of settlement 
areas, and employment areas. The specific direction of the IGP for development of the hamlet areas 
will be addressed through the ASP processes. 

INTERMUNICIPAL DISCUSSIONS 

The County received three letters of concern from adjacent municipalities: City of Airdrie, City of Calgary, 
and Town of Cochrane (responses in Appendix D). Administration had follow-up meetings with each of 
these municipalities to discuss the concern raised in the letters.  

NEXT STEPS: 

In accordance with the CMRB Regulation, the County must use the Interim Regional Evaluation 
Framework (IREF) to determine if the proposed amendments shall be submitted to the Board for 
approval. Administration examined the relevant IREF submission criteria, which are as follows: 

4.1  A municipality shall refer to the Board: 

c)  All amendments to MDPs, IDPs, ARPs and ASPs proposing employment areas and/or 50 
or more new dwelling units; and 

d)  Amendments and new statutory plans proposing less than 50 new dwelling units and 
located within 1.6 km of an adjacent municipality or a notification area, unless contained 
within an IDP. 

4.2  Notwithstanding Section 4.1, municipalities do not need to submit proposed statutory plans 
and/or amendments to existing statutory plans in the following circumstances: 

4.2.2   Amendments to existing statutory plans that are not substantive in effect, such as: 

d)  Amendments that the member municipality in their discretion has determined to 
not be regionally significant. 

It is Administration’s assessment that the proposed amendments meet criteria 4.1 c) because they allow 
for the possibility of creating employment areas and 50 or more new dwelling units in the hamlets. 4.2.2 
does not apply as the amendments would be regionally significant given that each hamlet could 
experience high population in the future. 

CONCLUSION: 

Administration has provided amendments regarding 1) Hamlet Population Targets and 2) Business 
Development next to Business Area. No amendments are proposed with respect to designating 
Langdon as a Regional Busienss Centre. Furthermore, Administration has concluded that the intent 
and policies of the Calgary Metropolitan Region Board’s Interim Growth Plan are met. Option #1 



 

provides Council with motions to give first and second reading, then to complete the CMRB Interim 
Regional Evaluation Framework process prior to third reading. Option #3 gives Council the option to 
provide different direction to Administration. 

OPTIONS: 

Option #1: Motion #1 THAT Bylaw C-7885-2019 be given first reading. 

Motion #2 THAT Bylaw C-7885-2019 be given second reading. 

Motion #3 THAT Bylaw C-7885-2019 be referred to the Calgary Metropolitan Region 
Board for approval. 

Option #2: THAT Bylaw C-7885-2019 be refused.  

Option #3:  THAT alternate direction be provided. 

Respectfully submitted, Concurrence, 

“Richard Barss”      “Al Hoggan” 
    
Acting Executive Director Chief Administrative Officer 
Community Development Services 
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APPENDICES: 
APPENDIX ‘A’: Application Referrals 
APPENDIX ‘B’: Bylaw C-7885-2019 and Schedule A 
APPENDIX ‘C’: Public Comments 
APPENDIX ‘D’: Additional Intermunicipal Comments 



 

APPENDIX A: APPLICATION REFERRALS 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

School Authority  

Rocky View Schools No objection. 

Calgary Catholic School District No response. 

Public Francophone Education No response. 

Catholic Francophone Education No response. 

Federal Government  

Department of Fisheries and 
Oceans 

No response. 

Revenue Canada No response. 

Canada Post  No response. 

Province of Alberta  

Alberta Environment Not response. 

Alberta Transportation Alberta Transportation has no concerns or requirements with 
respect to this proposal. 

Alberta Infrastructure Alberta Infrastructure has no concerns with the proposed 
changes, as they should not have any significant impact on our 
properties or facilities 

Alberta Sustainable Development 
(Public Lands) 

No response. 

Alberta Culture and Community 
Spirit (Historical Resources) 

No response. 

Alberta Energy Regulator No response. 

Alberta Health Services Alberta Health Services, Environmental Public Health has 
received the proposed County Plan amendments and does not 
have any concerns with the information as provided 

Public Utility  

ATCO Gas No objection to the proposal. 

ATCO Pipelines No comment. 
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AltaLink Management No response. 

FortisAlberta No response. 

Telus Communications No objection.  

Shaw Commuinications Shaw has no concerns with the proposed amendments to the 
Rocky View County Municipal Development Plan. 

TransAlta Utilities Ltd. No response. 

Other External Agencies  

Calgary Airport Authority  No response. 

Ducks Unlimited  No response. 

EnCana Corporation No response. 

TransCanada Corporation B&A Planning Group (B&A) is the land use planning consultant 
for TransCanada Corporation (TC) in Western Canada. 

As per the National Energy Board’s (NEB) requirements, 
additional development within 200m of TC’s pipelines with 
potential new residents, employees, structures, ground 
disturbance, and crossings could warrant pipeline remediation. 
Consultation between TC and the applicant prior to development 
assists both parties in determining the best course of action to 
proceed with potential remediation and development. This is to 
help prevent pipeline damage, unwarranted crossings, and 
identify development within proximity (200m) to the pipeline that 
may trigger a pipeline Class upgrade. 

The areas with increased potential for development are within 
proximity to TC’s pipelines and facilities. Please consider our 
recommendations for the County Plan as follows: 

1. Mapping pipeline data in the plan area: 

All long-range land use plans should identify a 200m referral 
zone/area around NEB regulated pipelines or around all 
pipelines. This will help support a referral and communication 
process between municipalities, developers, and pipeline 
operators. It ensures the pipeline operator is circulated on 
secondary plans, development permit applications, etc. 

Please consider adding policy to the Plan (and supportive 
mapping) regarding the circulation of any type of plan or proposal 
when located within the 200 metre referral zone/area of TC 
pipelines and infrastructure. This will allow for TC to provide 
comments and requirements to the municipality for an ASP, a 
Conceptual Scheme, an MSDP, a land use amendment, a 
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development permit, a subdivision or any other type of 
development approval when it is located within this notification 
zone. 

To support your County Plan and general referral process, TC 
can make GIS data available to you for pipeline and facility 
identification purposes. This data will also assist you as you 
proceed through your other policy planning processes such as 
the preparation of Area Structure Plans, etc. This data is subject 
to a confidentiality agreement between TC and the County. 

2. Policy Recommendations for Upper Tier Plans: 

The following represent some practices and suggested policy 
recommendations to assist in ensuring the circulation of future 
land development related referrals.  

Incorporate considerations for pipeline systems at all scales of 
land use planning: 

 The Municipality acknowledges the importance of 
incorporating consideration for pipeline systems as part of 
land use planning in the vicinity of pipeline systems 

 The proponent / developer shall educate themselves as 
to the restrictions regarding the use of land within ROWs 

 As part of plan preparation at all stages, applicants shall 
identify the location of all pipeline systems within the plan 
area and include contact information for the pipeline 
systems operator. 

Establish a communication process: 

 The Municipality should, as part of its standard referral 
process, refer development applications to the pipeline 
systems operator when a propose development is located 
in the referral zone 

The proponent / developers shall contact the pipeline systems 
operator prior to finalizing development plans and filing a 
community plan, neighborhood plan, land use, subdivision, or 
development application located in the referral zone. Early 
Engagement will ensure the pipeline systems operator is aware 
of new development along the pipeline system. Pipeline systems 
operators shall provide information to municipalities and 
proponents / developers as required to incorporate 
considerations for pipeline systems 

General guidelines for development on or near TC’s pipelines 
and infrastructure are included in Attachment 02 Development 
within Proximity to TC Infrastructure and in Attachment 03 Work 

Safely Booklet. Additionally, we recommend that you purchase 
and review the Canadian Standards Association’s Z663-18 
Standard regarding “Land use planning in the vicinity of pipeline 
systems” for information and recommended best practices and 
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policies related to planning and development in proximity to 
pipelines and related infrastructure (https://store.csagroup.org/). 

Please continue to keep us informed on this application and of 
any further land use and development related activities in 
proximity to TC’s pipeline and facilities. 

Eastlink Resources Inc.  No response. 

Enmax Energy  We have reviewed this plan and have the following comments 
regarding Enmax Power Corporation's service area. 

Enmax has existing 240 kV overhead Transmission lines and 
Substations installed within the subject County Area Structure 
Plan (as approximately shown on the attached plan). If the 
Developer requests the overhead Transmission lines to be 
relocated, then the Transmission lines may be relocated to an 
approved alternate overhead Transmission line route at the 
Developer's expense. If an alternate overhead Transmission line 
route is not available, then the Developer is responsible for all 
associated costs for converting the overhead Transmission line 
to underground and to provide a utility right-of-way required for 
the underground Transmission line newly installed within the 
subject area. Please contact Enmax Transmission Design 
department at 403-514-2741 for more details. 

Enmax Distribution Service area extends into the subject Area 
Structure Plan, thus there are presently existing 25 kV I 13 kV 
three-phase and 14.4 kV I 8 kV single phase overhead and 
underground power lines installed within the subject area. If the 
Developer requests any overhead power lines to be relocated, 
then the power lines may be relocated to an approved alternate 
overhead power line route at the Developer's expense. If an 
alternate overhead power line route is not available, then the 
Developer is responsible for all associated costs for converting 
the overhead power lines to underground and to provide utility 
right-of-way required for the underground power lines newly 
installed within the subject area. If the existing overhead or 
underground power lines are no longer required, then all 
associated costs for removal of the power lines shall be at the 
Developer's expense. 

Utility right-of-way may be required for electrical servicing 
referred to in Section 17.0 of the County Plan, as identified by 
Enmax planning groups at the time of development. Any 
relocation or removal of existing En max facilities will be done at 
Developer's expense. 

The Developer is responsible to maintain clearance of buildings 
from the above-mentioned 25 kV, 13 kV, 14.4 kV and 8 kV 
overhead power lines in accordance with the Enmax safety 
clearance criteria (i.e. no temporary or permanent structures to 



 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

be built within the noncompliance zone, see attached Table 9 of 
AEUC). 

Anyone working near the above-mentioned overhead 
Transmission and distribution power lines must maintain Safe 
Limits of Approach in accordance with the Alberta Electrical and 
Communication Utility Code, Table 2.1 (i.e. minimum 4.0 m and 
3.0 m, respectively). 

If the Developer requests underground power lines or where 
underground power lines are required in accordance with the 
Alberta Electrical and Communication Utility Code, Rule #1 0-
002(6)(1) (i.e. Park and Recreation areas), then all the 
associated costs for providing the underground power lines will 
be at the Developer's expense. 

Enmax Power Corporation will be providing overhead electrical 
power service to the proposed areas as requested. If the 
Developer requests underground power lines, then all associated 
costs for providing the underground power lines will be at the 
Developer's expense. 

The Developer is responsible to provide all necessary utility right-
of-way to cover any new installations with the subject Area 
Structure Plan. Specific utility right-of-way requirements shall be 
determined by the electrical design company in consultation with 
the Developer at the design stage of the projects. 

Any exposure of Enmax facilities will be subject to inspection 
prior to backfilling. 

Prior to construction, all underground utilities within the subject 
area must be located. Please contact Alberta One-Call at 1-800-
242-3447 to locate and identify the buried utilities. If the 
Developer crosses any existing Enmax underground 
installations, the Developer should notify Enmax for inspection 
prior to backfilling the crossing. 

If the Developer requests any change that could affect the 
existing Enmax structures in the vicinity (e.g. grade changes, 
relocation, or removal of lines, etc.), the Developer is responsible 
for all the associated costs for making the changes. 

The Developer would need approval from Enmax before 
proceeding with changes that could affect Enmax installations. 

There are existing Altalink overhead Transmission lines installed 
within the subject area. Contact Altatink Corporation at 403-267-
3400 if you have any questions regarding these lines. 

There are existing Fortis power lines installed within the subject 
area. Contact Fortis at (403) 514-4000 if you have any questions 
regarding these lines. 

Rocky View Gas Co-op No response. 
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Cochrane Gas Co-op  No response. 

Inter-Pipeline  No response. 

Canadian Pacific Railway  No response. 

CN Railway  CN Rail has no comments on the amendments. 

Western Irrigation District (WID)  No response. 

Rocky View Water Co-op  No response. 

Westridge Utilities Inc. No response. 

Langdon Waterworks  No response. 

Horse Creek Water Services  No response. 

North Springbank Water Co-op  No response. 

Bragg Creek Design Review 
Committee  

No response. 

Summer Vilalge of Ghost Lake  No response. 

Ajacent Municipalities  

City of Airdrie The City of Airdrie thanks you for the opportunity to provide 
comments on the proposed amendments to the County's 
Municipal Development Plan. The Planning & Development 
Department has completed its review of the proposed 
amendments, and offers the following: 

1. While we are supportive of the County's desire and need to 
manage the growth within its boundary, we are concerned that 
the cumulative impact of the proposed amendments has the 
potential to create unnecessary growth pressures within the 
region. 

2. The removal of the limits on population for the ultimate size of 
a hamlet opens the door for the creation of settlement areas 
similar in size to a town (minimum population of 1000) or even 
a city (minimum population 10,000), which may have a 
regional impact for the delivery of infrastructure and services. 
The removal of the population limits is also not in keeping with 
the scope and scale of a hamlet type of development. 

3. The proposed revisions to policy 14.19 have the potential to 
create new business areas by allowing for the proliferation of 
non-residential development outside the boundaries of the 
areas identified in the County Plan as 'Business Areas'. 
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4. The proposed amendments are a deviation from the  
direction taken by the County's Municipal Development Plan. 
Specifically, one of the growth principles articulated on page 7 
of the County Plan states that the County 'will encourage 
moderate level of residential growth'. The removal of the 
population limit does not support this vision for 'moderate 
growth'.  

Overall, we believe the proposed amendments may have 
significant regional impacts, and trust that the County will be able 
to speak to the rationale for the proposed amendments as well 
as the viability of development that would be permitted under 
these amendments within the regional context at the CMRB. 

City of Calgary The City of Calgary (The City) Administration has reviewed the 
draft plan and has the following comments for your consideration. 
The proposed amendments to the Rocky View County (County) 
Municipal Development Plan (County Plan) are significant. They 
mark a shift from supporting and retaining the character of rural 
communities to charting a path to establishing towns within the 
County. It is a new vision for the County. 

Though The City encourages efficient use of land and expansion 
of current settlements, Administration has significant concerns 
regarding the deletion of the allowable population range for 
hamlets, and the softening of policy directing the location of 
business development. The proposed deletion of the population 
limits would leave the County Plan with less direction on 
residential intensification than what currently exists. It is 
anticipated that deleting population limits and enabling business 
development on business area boundaries will have significant 
implications for The City of Calgary and must be accompanied by 
a robust policy framework. The proposed amendment defers 
unfettered expansion to the area structure plan stage with no 
guiding framework or policy. 

Linking the proposed amendments to the potential for the County 
to achieve Specialized Municipality status heightens the 
concerns that hamlets will grow appreciably without considering 
the impacts of intermunicipal population growth. This further 
detracts from the vision of the County Plan. As the proposed 
amendments stand, there is little understanding how the County 
will manage growth in the future. 

When considering the proposed amendments in the broader 
planning framework for the Calgary Metropolitan Region, it is 
difficult to provide comments because of the developing 
incongruence between the County Plan’s vision and the 
amendments. Areas that are difficult to understand include: 
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 Understanding the development types: does deleting 
the population limits of hamlets result in intensification of 
land or the expansion of lands? 

 Determining appropriate service levels and  
how they will be achieved 

 Conducting proper planning of employment areas 
 Transit provision 

Overall, The City does not support these amendments and 
suggests that the County incorporate these proposed 
amendments into the more fulsome County Plan update, as the 
amendments represent a significant change. 

In light of the recently approved Calgary Metropolitan Region 
Board Interim Growth Plan (IGP), The City was surprised 
twofold: to not have been consulted in a more collaborative 
manner on these proposed amendments, and that the County 
made little attempt to craft policy in consideration of the IGP. The 
City looks forward a more fulsome discussion with the County 
prior to the proposed amendments proceeding to Council. 

City of Chestermere City of Chestermere Administration has reviewed the draft and 
has the following comments: 

The City of Chestermere encourages that the proposed 
regionally significant County Plan amendments be considered 
in conjunction with the Calgary Metropolitan Region Board's 
(CMRB) Interim Growth Plan to ensure the proposed 
amendments are in alignment with the plan. 

The City of Chestermere does not have an intermunicipal 
development plan which speaks to planning matters of mutual 
interest with Rocky View County and the City of Chestermere. 
The CMRB's Interim Growth Plan is the relevant policy 
document which provides guidance for regional growth and 
planning. 

MD of Bighorn  No response. 

Foothills County We have reviewed the material provided, and Foothills has no 
concerns with the four proposed amendments outlined in the 
circulation package. Foothills County looks forward to continuing 
to work collaboratively with Rocky View County for the benefit of 
residents in both of our municipalities. 

Mountain View County  There were no comments on this circulation from the Planning 
and Development Services Department nor the Operational 
Services Department. 

Wheatland County No concerns at this time. 
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Kneehill County  No response. 

Town of Cochrane  Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments 
on the proposed amendments to the County Plan. Town of 
Cochrane Administration has reviewed the proposal and has 
concerns with the overall change from specific to general policy 
direction for both hamlet population growth and business 
development within the County. The Town appreciates the need 
for flexibility, however the proposed amendment would create 
uncertainty in ultimate hamlet size and the extent of business 
development outside of the planned areas. This change to more 
general, non-definitive policy makes it difficult to fully understand 
and anticipate the implications and impact to Cochrane. 

At this time, the Town does not support the amendments as 
proposed. The Town is committed to collaborate with the County 
and welcomes your offer to meet and discuss the proposed 
amendments at your earliest convenience. Thank you again for 
providing the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes 
and I look forward to meeting with you. 

Town of Crossfield  No response. 

Town of Irricana  No response. 

Village of Beiseker  No response. 

T’suu Tina Nation  No response. 

Rocky View County Boards 
and Committees 

 

Division Councilors 1-9 No response. 

ASB Farm Members and 
Agricultural Fieldmen 

No agricultural concerns. 

Rocky View Recreation Board No comments or concerns. 

Internal Departments  

Recreation, Parks and 
Community Support 

With respect to the proposed population threshold adjustments; 
provision should be given for the following considerations: 

Recreation 

A record of formally sanctioned community engagement results 
indicate recreation is a significant contributor to people’s quality 
of life and serves as a cornerstone for community enrichment 
and place making. 

•   Increased population growth results in a proportional increase 
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in demand for recreational and community amenities; 
therefore, consideration for how the County will meet future 
recreational and related community services is prudent.  

 •   It is recommended the County Plan takes into consideration 
the increased provision for recreational facilities, amenities and 
programs, and supports development of policy for long-term 
lifecycle planning backed by sufficient resourcing. 

Parks 

Increased population density and associated park dedication in 
expanding and new communities should be mindful of increased 
operational and capital costs associated with adding to the 
municipal park asset inventory. 

•   Consideration for directing proportional parks operational 
budgeting associated with an increased asset inventory should 
be formally declared via plan policy and prioritized during annual 
budget preparation. 

•   Consideration for directing a responsive parks asset 
management program inclusive of capital improvement and/or 
lifecycle capital replacement strategies should be formally 
declared via plan policy and accounted for during preparation of 
annual budgets. 

Community Support 

Communities that provide a variety of social, cultural and 
recreational opportunities, a range of housing choices, a mix of 
land uses and a diversity of transportation choices generally 
result in an enhanced quality of life.  

•   Provision for providing rate payers with access to healthy 
choices, social supports and accommodations for safe 
neighbourhoods should be formally declared via plan policy to 
ensure any consideration for increased community population 
receives proportional budgetary and resourcing support to meet 
future needs. 

Development Authority No response. 

Municipal Enforcement    No recommendations or concerns at this time. 

GIS Services No response. 

Building Services No concerns with the amendments. 

Economic Development  No comment. 

Fire Services & Emergency 
Management 

No comment at this time. 
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Planning & Development - 
Engineering  

No response. 

Transportation Services No response. 

Operational Services No response. 

Capital Project Management No response. 

Utility Services No concerns. 

Solid Waste & Recycling No response. 

Circulation Period: March 27 – April 26, 2019 
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BYLAW C-7885-2019 

A Bylaw of Rocky View County to amend the Municipal Development Plan 
(County Plan) Bylaw C-7280-2013   

 
The Council of Rocky View County enacts as follows: 

PART 1 – TITLE 

This Bylaw shall be known as Bylaw C-7885-2019. 

PART 2 – DEFINITIONS 

In this Bylaw, the definitions and terms shall have the meanings given to them in the County 
Plan and the Municipal Government Act. 

PART 3 – EFFECT OF BYLAW 

THAT Bylaw C-7280-2013 be amended as per Schedule “A” attached to and forming part of this 
Bylaw.  

PART 4 – TRANSITIONAL 

Bylaw C-7885-2019 is passed when it receives third reading, and is signed by the 
Reeve/Deputy Reeve and the CAO or Designate, as per the Municipal Government Act. 

 

Division: All 
File: 1013-135 

PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD IN COUNCIL this  day of  , 2019 

READ A FIRST TIME IN COUNCIL this  day of  , 2019 

READ A SECOND TIME IN COUNCIL this  day of  , 2019 

UNANIMOUS PERMISSION FOR THIRD READING  day of  , 2019 

READ A THIRD TIME IN COUNCIL this  day of  , 2019 

 
 
 

  
 Reeve 
 
   
 CAO or Designate 
 
   
 Date Bylaw Signed 
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SCHEDULE ‘A’ 

FORMING PART OF BYLAW C-7885-2019 
 

Amendment #1 

Revise Policy 5.5 to read:  

5.5 In order to retain rural character and a sense of community, consideration should be given to the 
ultimate size of a hamlet. Hamlet size shall be determined through the Area Structure Plan 
based on the following criteria: 

a. county residential population goals; 

b. existing hamlet population goals; 

c. community input; 

d. local commercial service requirements; 

e. fiscal impact; 

f. infrastructure capacity; and 

g. retaining rural character. 

Amendment #2 

Delete Policy 9.5, which reads: 

9.5 In order to retain their rural character, hamlets are not encouraged to grow beyond a population 
range of 5,000 - 10,000 residents 

Amendment #3 

Revise wording in Section 14.0 Business Development, Other Business Development, on page 63 to 
read: 

Substantive planning, time, and public and private investment have resulted in identifying and 
developing business areas. This Plan encourages new businesses to locate within the existing business 
areas as identified on Map 1 and discourages business development on business area boundaries. 
Proposals for small scale business development outside identified business areas must justify their 
need and location.  

Amendment #4 

Revise Policy 14.19 to read: 

14.19  Applications to redesignate land for business uses adjacent to, or in the vicinity of, the 
boundaries of an identified business area should not be supported.  
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 12:58 PM
To: Xin Deng
Subject: Fwd: County Plan Amendments - REMINDER: Open House: April 17th

 Hello Xin,  
 I am emailing in regards to the feedback to the below amendments.  
 
We are totally in support of removing the hamlet population targets. Let the market dictate an appropriate 
market base population, which will be economically sustainable for the Hamlet. Vision of the hamlet will not be 
lost with these amendments as Area Structure Plans will stay intact.  
 
Regards  
Asad and Saira Niazi  

 
 

 
 

From: "Rocky View Forward"  
To: "Rocky View Forward"  
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2019 7:52:15 PM 
Subject: County Plan Amendments - REMINDER: Open House: April 17th 

  

Greetings: 

We just wanted to send out a quick reminder that the County's open house for the County Plan amendments is 
this Wednesday, April 17th.  The details are in our earlier email, which we've pasted in below. 

  

all the best, 

Rocky View Forward 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Rocky View Forward <info@rockyviewforward.com> 
Date: Thu, Apr 4, 2019 at 6:00 PM 
Subject: County Plan Amendments - Open House: April 17th 
To: Rocky View Forward <info@rockyviewforward.com> 

  

Greetings everyone: 
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The County will be holding an open house on proposed amendments to the County Plan on Wednesday, April 
17th from 4:00 pm – 7:00 pm at the County Hall, 262075 Rocky View Point.  Comments can be submitted until 
Friday, April 26th to Xin Deng in Planning Services – xdeng@rockyview.ca.  A public hearing for the 
amendments will be held in May 2019.  Further details, including the draft amendments, are available on the 
County website at 
https://www.rockyview.ca/BuildingPlanning/PlansUnderReview/CountyPlanAmendments.aspx 
  
The amendments deal with two of the three motions made by Deputy Reeve Schule at the March 12th Council 
meeting: 

         Removing the population ceiling for hamlets; and 
         Permitting business development outside of approved business areas.   

  
It appears that Admin decided that it is not necessary to amend the County Plan to change the “dot” for 
Langdon’s business area on the County Plan maps from a local business area to a regional business area. 
  
From our perspective, neither of these amendments are appropriate.  There is also no apparent justification to 
bring them forward in advance of the complete review of the County’s municipal development plan that 
Council has also set in motion. 
  
The hamlet population target is part of the County Plan’s overall objective to support moderate 
growth.  Removing the population target weakens that objective.  As a result, it prejudges the upcoming public 
engagement on the entire municipal development plan.  Unless that process supports doing away with the 
moderate growth objective, removing the hamlet population targets make no sense. 
  
From a practical perspective, there is also no need to remove the population target since none of Rocky View’s 
hamlets are anywhere close to the population targets.  This raises the question of why bother?   
  
The County Plan supports business development in identified areas within Area Structure Plans.  This 
restriction is to provide for orderly growth – focusing new business development in identified areas rather than 
permitting it in random locations.  It also assists the County in providing transportation and other infrastructure 
in a more economically efficient manner.  There is still substantial undeveloped land within the County Plan’s 
identified business areas.  Again, this raises the question of why bother?   
  
In this case, there is an answer – land is cheaper outside of approved ASPs.  Not surprisingly, many businesses 
prefer cheaper land.  Is it really in the County’s best interest to accommodate those preferences by permitting 
development outside of the ASPs?  Randomly located development costs the County far more to service.  It is 
also very prejudicial to existing landowners within the ASP areas. 
  
We encourage everyone to attend the open house, if possible, and send in your comments and concerns 
regarding these amendments by the April 26th deadline. 
  
All the best, 
Rocky View Forward 
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From:
Sent: Friday, April 19, 2019 8:36 AM
To: Xin Deng
Cc: Gloria Wilkinson
Subject: County Plan Amendments

Good morning Xin, 
I have reviewed the handout from the open house in the context of the full County Plan. 
 
Here are my comments: 
 
Hamlet changes will be determined by the market ‐currently RVC does not even meet it’s 2.3% growth target, so I do not 
understand the need for this amendment.  Why is it there?  Is it developer‐driven persuasion? 
 
Business Development refers to map 1.  These changes cannot be based on a map that indicates ONLY symbols.  There 
must be a map with boundaries showing both regional business and highway business intended sizes.  If no such map 
then ALL the wording is meaningless.  Look at the following wording:  “‐‐‐business area boundaries.” 
Therefore the first step is to develop a clear map.  Second step would be to then clearly define how close to a boundary 
a proposal can come. 
 
Additionally, for most of the public, who do not understand that all parts of the County Plan have to be considered 
together; all amendment documents must state up‐front that that is the process e.g. not negatively impact agricultural 
operations, etc. 
 
Respectfully, 
Gloria Wilkinson 
Division 3 
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From:
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019 11:56 AM
To: Xin Deng
Subject: County Plan amendments

We feel that amending the County Plan that proposes removing the hamlet population ceilings and relaxing the 
restrictions on business development outside of approved business areas is ridiculous and unnecessary. They are in 
place in order to keep our areas rural, not create an extension of city living. Rockyview council continues to show that it 
is becoming less desirable to live out here because they are removing what makes it unique.  
 
Regards, 
Robert & Corii Williams 
Woodlands Estates 
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To:  Xin Deng, Planning Services, Rocky View County 
From:  Rocky View Forward 
Date:  April 26, 2019 
 
Subject: Proposed Amendments to the County Plan 
 
Rocky View Forward is a resident advocacy group that represents 300 – 400 families across the 
County.  Rocky View Forward does not support any of the proposed amendments to the County 
Plan scheduled to be considered at the public hearing on May 28, 2019.  Decisions on their 
appropriateness should be deferred until the comprehensive review of Rocky View’s entire 
municipal development plan.  The reasons for our position are outlined below. 
 
Amendments #1 & #2 – Revising Policy 5.5 and Deleting Policy 9.5 
 
As described in the County’s material, these amendments will remove the population targets 
for hamlets and have hamlet populations determined by the relevant Area Structure Plans. 
 
Rocky View Forward believes that these amendments are pointless and introduce potential bias 
into the overall review of the County Plan that is scheduled to begin very soon. 
 
None of Rocky View’s hamlets are close to the population ceilings specified in the County Plan.  
Since the County Plan’s provisions are not a binding constraint anywhere in the County, the 
amendments are unnecessary.   
 
Langdon is the only hamlet in Rocky View that is even close to the County Plan’s target of 5,000 
– 10,000.  At about 5,500 residents, Langdon is still well within the County Plan’s range.  In any 
case, Langdon’s population is set by its ASP at 13,000, a ceiling already higher than the County 
Plan guidelines.  Langdon’s population ceiling was set in exactly the way this amendment 
proposes – as part of its ASP.  So, why is the amendment needed? 
 
Given this reality, Rocky View Forward can see no rationale for rushing these amendments 
through.  They should be left to the full review of the County Plan.  To do otherwise biases that 
review.   
 
The hamlet population targets support the County Plan’s objectives to encourage moderate 
growth and to balance urban and rural demands in the County.  To remove one of the policies 
that support the current Plan’s objectives at this point signals that Council may have prejudged 
the relevance of these objectives.  The continuing appropriateness of these objectives will be a 
critical part of the County Plan review.  A review of population projections and anticipated 
growth rates is a key component of any review of the municipal development plan.   
 
If Council wants unbiased, objective input from residents and other stakeholders on what Rocky 
View’s future municipal development plan should look like, these amendments should be 
deferred until they can be reviewed in their proper context. 
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Amendments #3 & #4 – Revising wording for location of business development 
 
These amendments are described as providing flexibility to locate business development 
adjacent to, but outside of, existing business areas in approved Area Structure Plans. 
 
Rocky View Forward believes that these amendments should not be supported because they 
erode the core purpose of the County Plan.  The fundamental rationale for a municipal 
development plan is to identify how development should proceed in the municipality.  If that 
plan then allows business development outside of identified areas, what is the purpose of a 
municipal development plan? 
 
To enshrine the ability to override the County Plan’s land use policy disregards key 
requirements of the Municipal Government Act.  Section 632(3) clearly states that a municipal 
development plan “must address the future land use within the municipality.”   
 
These amendments would permit business development in any location for which Council felt 
an applicant made a justifiable argument.  This fails to meet the test of having the municipal 
development plan address and identify future land uses for assessing land use applications. 
 
These amendments also send an extremely negative message to landowners who “played by 
the rules” and own land within approved ASP business areas.  The County has identified their 
property as land that will be developed before land outside of the ASP areas.   
 
These amendments, if passed, will disadvantage these landowners.  The message will be that 
the County doesn’t value its commitments and that there is no benefit to following the rules.  
Rocky View Forward believes that this would be a very damaging message to overall business 
confidence in the County.  What business will want to invest in Rocky View if its competitors, 
who ignore the County’s rules, can gain advantages over them by locating on cheaper land 
outside of the approved business areas? 
 
If the existing business areas are no longer suitable, the comprehensive review of the County 
Plan is the appropriate time to re-examine this issue.  As with the hamlet amendments, there is 
no pressing need to fast-track these amendments when a thorough review is scheduled so 
soon.  
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From: Division 4, Al Schule
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 8:36 AM
To: Xin Deng
Subject: Fwd: Population cap

 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Tom Craig  
Date: April 29, 2019 at 8:33:02 AM MDT 
To: "aschule@rockyview.ca" <ASchule@rockyview.ca> 
Subject: Population cap 

Hello Al 
 
I am in favour of removing the population cap on hamlets with Rv. The onus should be placed on 
the county for responsible growth. We need to have a solid plan and stick with it.  
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From: Ena Spalding 
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019 4:39 PM
To: Xin Deng
Subject: Proposed Amendments to the County Plan

To: Xin Deng, Planning Services, Rocky View County  
Date: April 26, 2019  
Subject: Proposed Amendments to the County Plan 
 
I do not support any of the proposed amendments to the County Plan scheduled to be considered at the public hearing on 
May 28, 2019.  
Decisions on their appropriateness should be deferred until the comprehensive review of Rocky View’s entire municipal 
development plan.  
 
Amendments #1 & #2 – Revising Policy 5.5 and Deleting Policy 9.5: As described in the County’s material, these 
amendments will remove the population targets for hamlets and have hamlet populations determined by the relevant Area 
Structure Plans.  None of Rocky View’s hamlets are close to the population ceilings specified in the County Plan. Since 
the County Plan’s provisions are not a binding constraint anywhere in the County, the amendments are unnecessary. 
These amendments should be left to the full review of the County Plan.  
 
Amendments #3 & #4 – Revising wording for location of business development: These amendments are described as 
providing flexibility to locate business development adjacent to but outside existing business areas in approved Area 
Structure Plans. I don't support these amendments because they erode the core purpose of the County Plan. The 
fundamental rationale for a municipal development plan is to identify how development should proceed in the municipality. 
So that plan shouldn't allow business development outside identified areas. 
These amendments also send an extremely negative message to landowners who “played by the rules” and own land 
within approved ASP business areas. These amendments, if passed, will disadvantage these landowners.  
 
thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
Ena Spalding 
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From: Martin polach 
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019 2:50 PM
To: Xin Deng
Subject: proposed amendments to the County Plan

Good Afternoon Ms Deng, 
 
I am writing to express my position to amendments # 3 & #4. 
 
The County has a plan ...which indicates in which areas development can proceed and the scope of such 
proposed development. 
 
It makes little sense to construct an area plan and then allow developers to simply go outside the areas 
identified area..on an ad hoc basis. 
 
Enshrining the ability to 0verride the County's Plan...smacks of unfair influences? 
 
If there is indeed a need to modify the plan to suit ALL residents ..not just elite special interests, then modify 
the Plan....don't allow those with more money and resources to 'Jump the queue". 
 
I thank you for considering my opinion. 
 
Cheers 
 
Martin Polach 
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From: Keith Koebisch 
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019 2:19 PM
To: Xin Deng
Cc: Division 9, Crystal Kissel
Subject: Amendments to County Plan

Dear Xin; 
 
I understand the county is looking for public input to amending the County Plan.  “The Powers That Be” say you are 
looking for input but I question if you are being truthful about that.   The county received more public input on the 
proposed ARP than the County Plan itself and residents were not listened to whatsoever!  Are we engaged in another 
exercise of the same? 
 
Relaxing boundaries around Business Districts is a damn bad idea on several fronts.  If you personally owned property in 
a Business District and paid a premium dollar for that zoning, would you appreciate your neighbour being able to do the 
same, on their property that they paid a fraction for?  No way!  Right now there is an abundance of commercial real 
estate that is sitting empty.  How would you find tenants if they can just go next door to areas without the right zoning 
and open shop?  Tomorrow I need to write to you again about a similar situation with respect to the fake Cochrane Lake 
Gas Co‐op MSDP application. 
 
Second problem will be for those that do not want to live in a Business District.  How do you select and purchase a 
property/home in a nice quiet neighbourhood 
when zoning seems to be irrelevant? You buy an Ag zoned farm and next thing you know, you are living in clouds of dust 
from a gravel pit or next to a muffler shop. 
People are getting very, very upset with the lack of planning and your department dancing around, bending over 
backwards to support business at any expense.  This has got to stop ‘cause the public is ready to revolt. 
 
A possible solution could be to further relax discretional uses in residential and Ag properties to include more home 
business.  This should only be done with community support for these uses on an individual bases.  The way to do this is 
list these extra uses, but rather that applicants going to the county first and forcing the community to keep an eye on 
newspaper announcement and spring into a defence mode, it should be the other way around.  Applicant should be 
required to seek written neighbourhood support and if that exists, they can seek planning department and council 
support to approve the application.  Nobody gets hurt and everyone would be happy. 
 
At the moment there are fewer and fewer residents that have confidence that their county employees and elected 
officials are there to help.  More and more the county only listens to paid lobbyists, to forward hidden agendas.   
 
Residents need to resume control of who is driving the bus. 
 
Keith Koebisch 
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From: Division 4, Al Schule
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 10:59 AM
To: Xin Deng
Subject: Fwd: Upcoming County Plan Discussion

 

  
  
Al Schule 
Sent from I phone  
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Langdon ChamberOfCommerce  
Date: April 29, 2019 at 10:32:24 AM MDT 
To: aschule@rockyview.ca 
Subject: Upcoming County Plan Discussion 

Good Morning Councillor Schule, 
 
I want to begin by thanking you for the work you have been doing to secure a positive 
future for Langdon and all of Division 4. In the last while, discussions have re-emerged 
discussing the effects of a population cap on Hamlets within Rocky View County. It is 
with this in mind that I am writing to you today.  
 
Within the Hamlet of Langdon, since the introduction of the recommended population 
threshold in 2013 we have experienced significant growth, which does not include the 
approved developments of Bridges of Langdon, Painted Sky and Settlers Green which 
will again add many new residents to the community. Just with the added developments 
we anticipate over 2,000 new residents and based off of an approximate population 
currently of 5,600 (unsure the official number until the most recent census numbers are 
released), we are almost near capacity based on the current population threshold 
recommendations. 
 
A population threshold does not support future growth. Corporations coming in view it 
as not a threshold but a cap, and during their future planning they will see no room for 
future growth and development that will help their businesses grow. We have seen this 
happen often within Langdon where businesses are interested and in the end chose to 
go elsewhere where restrictions are not in place.  
 
As you are aware, business property taxes bring in a fair amount of income to the 
county, but more so they help keep residential property taxes low which encourages 
many to move into the area. With no commercial growth due to a perceived population 
cap, residential  taxes will inevitably increase, causing an exodus of current resident 
looking at decreasing their living expenses. And based on the current economic status 
of the Province and our try, more people are needing to refuse their expenditures.  
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To aid in the potential growth and sustainability of Langdon as well as all hamlets in the 
County, the Langdon & District Chamber of Commerce is fully in support of the 
proposed amendments to the current County Plan, especially seeing recommended 
population thresholds removed. We would also like to see these threshold removed in 
our current Area Structure Plan to maintain congruence amongst the Plans.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Alysha Bates 
President 
Langdon & District Chamber of Commerce 
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Al Schule 
Sent from I phone  
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Launa Austin  
Date: April 28, 2019 at 10:29:55 PM MDT 
To: aschule@rockyview.ca 
Subject: Keep the population cap! 

Dear Mr. Schule, 
 
Our family is against removing the population cap. We moved to Langdon to live in a small 
town.  
We have bought pre-owner to not be hypocritical about decreasing new residential growth.  
Please do not remove the population gap. Leave it as is.  
 
Thank you, 
Launa Austin  

APPENDIX 'C': Public Comments



1

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
 
 

From: Division 4, Al Schule  
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 6:52 AM 
To: Richard Barss <rbarss@rockyview.ca> 
Subject: Fwd: Population cap 

 
  
Al Schule 
Sent from I phone  
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Jennifer Cross  
Date: April 28, 2019 at 10:23:21 PM MDT 
To: aschule@rockyview.ca 
Subject: Population cap 

To whom it may concern. 
I support removing the population cap on the hamlet of Langdon Alberta if it helps to get a high 
school built in town. 
Thank you, 
Jennifer Cross 
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From: Shanta Harker 
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 10:09 AM
To: Xin Deng
Subject: Re: Hight School and Cap

Hello,   
 
Sorry to clarify I would like to remove the cap so we can possibly get our high school we so desperately need.  

Shanta 
 
On Apr 30, 2019, at 9:25 AM, "XDeng@rockyview.ca" <XDeng@rockyview.ca> wrote: 

Hello Shanta, 
  
I received your email sent to the division Councilor Al Schule.  You said “I would like to officially say I 
would the cap of 10,000 people living in Landon.”   Could you please clarify if you would like to keep the 
population cap, or remove the cap?   Could you please send  your comment to me ?  I will include your 
comment to the staff report package for council consideration.  Thank you.  
  
XIN DENG     MPlan, RPP, MCIP 

Municipal Planner | Planning Services 
  
ROCKY VIEW COUNTY  
262075 Rocky View Point | Rocky View County | AB | T4A 0X2 
Phone: 403‐520‐3911  
xdeng@rockyview.ca | www.rockyview.ca 
  
This e‐mail, including any attachments, may contain information that is privileged and confidential. If you are not the intended 
recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying of this information is prohibited and unlawful.  If you received this 
communication in error, please reply immediately to let me know and then delete this e‐mail.  Thank you. 
  

From: Division 4, Al Schule  
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 7:48 PM 
To: Xin Deng <XDeng@rockyview.ca> 
Subject: Fwd: Hight School and Cap 
  
  
Al Schule 
Sent from I phone  
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Shanta Harker  
Date: April 29, 2019 at 7:16:04 PM MDT 
To: "aschule@rockyview.ca" <aschule@rockyview.ca> 
Subject: Hight School and Cap 
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Hi Al, 
 
I would like to officially say I would the cap of 10,000 people living in Landon.  
 
Shanta  
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Al Schule 
Sent from I phone  
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Warren Cole  
Date: April 28, 2019 at 10:22:16 PM MDT 
To: "aschule@rockyview.ca" <aschule@rockyview.ca> 
Cc: Honeybee  
Subject: Langdon population cap removal 

Good evening Al. Please ad our family of 4 to the list of those that want that cap 
removed.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Warren Cole 
General Manager 
Calgary Liftboss Materials Handling 
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From: Bradford Chorley 
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 1:14 PM
To: Xin Deng; Division 4, Al Schule
Subject: Proposed Amendments to County Plan

We are writing to you on behalf of the Fulton Industrial JV which owns +/‐ 525 acres in Rocky View County that is 
currently being developed under the Fulton Industrial Conceptual Scheme (Bylaw C‐6919‐2010). 
 
We write to you as landowners and rate payers in support of the Proposed County Plan Amendments as published on 
the County website.  We are in support of ALL FOUR amendments as written. 
 
We do note with regard to Amendment #3 that the original language in Policy 14.19 provides some protections for those 
parties that invest significant amounts of time, effort and capital to advance planning and development initiatives within 
the County.  The amended language slightly softens this protection, however we acknowledge that the County requires 
flexibility in some cases and we support the amendment as written. 
 
PROPOSED ADDITIONAL AMENDMENT : 
 
We respectfully submit for your consideration a request to revisit the status of the Indus area and the Fulton Conceptual 
Scheme area in the County Plan – specifically as it relates to its designation on ‘Map 1 – Managing Growth’ on page 26 
of the County Plan. 
 
At 525 acres directly fronting both Highway 22x and the CP Rail main line, the Fulton Industrial area and by extension 
Indus itself represent a significant growth opportunity as a Regional Business Center in Rocky View County – and one 
that is distinctly outside of the Regional Planning area and the near term boundary for potential annexation by the 
City.  In the 5 years since we began developing in 2014, we have attracted 15 businesses to locate in the Fulton Industrial 
area and we are just getting started. 
 
In our view – the Fulton/Indus area are a highly strategic growth corridor that are a compliment to the growing 
populations in the Hamlet of Langdon and the City of Chestermere. 
 
We will appreciate your consideration in this regard. 
 
Respectfully, 
Brad Chorley 
 

BRAD CHORLEY 
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TOWN OF COCHRANE 

101 RancheHouse Rd. 
Cochrane, AB T4C 2K8 
P: 403-851-2500 F: 403-932-6032 
www.cochrane.ca H□W THE WEST IS NOW 

May 31, 2019 

Your File: 1013-135 

Rocky View County 
Planning Services 
Attn: Amy Zaluski 
262075 Rocky View Point 
Rocky View County, AB T4A 0X2 

Dear Ms. Zaluski, 

RE: Proposed County Plan Amendment 1013-135 - Changes to Hamlet and 
Business Developments 

Thank you for meeting to discuss and clarify the proposed amendments to the County Plan. 
Town of Cochrane Administration has completed its review and offers the following comments: 

1. General: 

The Town is concerned with the overall change from specific to general policy direction for 
both hamlet population growth and business development within the County. The Town 
appreciates the need for flexibility, however the proposed amendment would create 
uncertainty in ultimate hamlet size and the extent and scope of business development 
outside of the planned areas. This change to more general, non-definitive policy direction 
makes it difficult to fully understand and anticipate the implications and impacts to the 
Town of Cochrane and the Calgary region. 

2. Proposed Amendment #1 and #2: 

These amendments propose to remove the upper population limit of 10,000 people for all 
hamlets within the County. The County Plan identifies three scales of hamlets: Hamlet 
Full Service; Hamlet-Growth, as per adopted plan; and Small Hamlet. The removal of the 
existing population limit for all hamlets is not consistent with the hamlet types identified 
in The County Plan. The County may want to consider utilizing these hamlet types to 
clearly identify which hamlets within the county would grow beyond the 10,000 population 
limit. Identifying the hamlets that are intended to grow beyond the existing 10,000 
population in the County's MDP, rather than at the area structure plan level, would help 
the Town and the CRMB understand, anticipate and plan for the long-term impacts and 
implications that arise with communities of this size and scale. 

3. Proposed Amendment #3 and #4: 
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These amendments propose to remove language related to not supporting business 
development on identified business area boundaries. Without supporting information, such 
as current land supply and absorption rates in the business areas, it is difficult to 
understand the justification for the amendments at this time. 

4. Intermunicipal Committee and CMRB: 

The RancheHouse Accord between the Town and County suggests that amendments such 
as these are reviewed and discussed by the Intermunicipal Committee prior to formal 
adoption. As a result, we request the proposed amendments be added as an agenda item 
to the next IMC meeting taking place on June 12, 2019. 

The proposed amendments have regionally significant implications. As such, can you 
please confirm the amendments will be brought forward to the CMRB for its review and 
consideration. 

The Town understands the County is initiating a review and re-write of its Municipal 
Development Plan this summer. Given this, and the potential significance of the proposed 
amendments on the Town of Cochrane and Calgary region, these amendments seem 
premature and should be included as part of the scope of the larger MDP review. 

Thank you again for providing the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes. Please 
contact me if you have any questions or require any clarification on the comments provided. 

Riley Welden 
anager, Planning Services 

Town of Cochrane 
403-851-2577 
Riley.Welden@cochrane.ca 

Cc: Drew Hyndman, Senior Manager, Development Services 
Suzanne Gaida, Deputy CAO 
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Friday, April 26, 2019            City File: RV19-04  

     RVC Application #: 1013-135 
     
Attention: Xin Deng 
 
Planning and Development Services 
Rocky View County 
262075 Rocky View Point 
Rocky View County, AB, T4A 0X2 
XDeng@rockyview.ca 
 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed Amendments to Rocky View County’s Municipal Development Plan  
 
Dear Mr. Deng, 
 
The City of Calgary (The City) Administration has reviewed the draft plan and has the following 
comments for your consideration. The proposed amendments to the Rocky View County (County) 
Municipal Development Plan (County Plan) are significant. They mark a shift from supporting and 
retaining the character of rural communities to charting a path to establishing towns within the County. 
It is a new vision for the County.  
 
Though The City encourages efficient use of land and expansion of current settlements, Administration 
has significant concerns regarding the deletion of the allowable population range for hamlets, and the 
softening of policy directing the location of business development. The proposed deletion of the 
population limits would leave the County Plan with less direction on residential intensification than what 
currently exists. It is anticipated that deleting population limits and enabling business development on 
business area boundaries will have significant implications for The City of Calgary and must be 
accompanied by a robust policy framework. The proposed amendment defers unfettered expansion to 
the area structure plan stage with no guiding framework or policy.  
 
Linking the proposed amendments to the potential for the County to achieve Specialized Municipality 
status heightens the concerns that hamlets will grow appreciably without considering the impacts of 
intermunicipal population growth. This further detracts from the vision of the County Plan. As the 
proposed amendments stand, there is little understanding how the County will manage growth in the 
future.  
 
When considering the proposed amendments in the broader planning framework for the Calgary 
Metropolitan Region, it is difficult to provide comments because of the developing incongruence 
between the County Plan’s vision and the amendments. Areas that are difficult to understand include: 

 Understanding the development types: does deleting the population limits of hamlets result in 
intensification of land or the expansion of lands? 

 Determining appropriate service levels and how they will be achieved 

 Conducting proper planning of employment areas 

 Transit provision 
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Overall, The City does not support these amendments and suggests that the County incorporate these 
proposed amendments into the more fulsome County Plan update, as the amendments represent a 
significant change.  
 
In light of the recently approved Calgary Metropolitan Region Board Interim Growth Plan (IGP), The City 
was surprised twofold: to not have been consulted in a more collaborative manner on these proposed 
amendments, and that the County made little attempt to craft policy in consideration of the IGP. The 
City looks forward a more fulsome discussion with the County prior to the proposed amendments 
proceeding to Council.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this draft plan. Please feel free to contact me 
at the number below if you have any questions or concerns regarding the above comments.  
 
Sincerely, 

 

 
 
Natasha Kuzmak, MEDes, RPP, MCIP 
Strategist 
Intergovernmental & Corporate Strategy 
The City of Calgary | Mail code: #8003 
T 403.268.5694 | C 403.801.3658 | E Natasha.Kuzmak@calgary.ca |calgary.ca 
Municipal Building, 800 Macleod Trail S.E. 
P.O. Box 2100, Station M, Calgary, AB T2P 2M5 
 
 
Cc: Diane Shearer, A/Manager, Intergovernmental & Corporate Strategy 

APPENDIX 'D': Additional Intermunicipal Comments

mailto:George.Roman@calgary.ca
http://www.calgary.ca/


APPENDIX 'D': Additional Intermunicipal Comments



APPENDIX 'D': Additional Intermunicipal Comments



ROCKY VIEW COUNTY 
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A regular meeting of Rocky View County Council was held in the Council Chambers of the County Hall, 262075 
Rocky View Point, Rocky View County, Alberta on June 11, 2019 commencing at 9:00 a.m. 
 
Present:   Division 6  Reeve G. Boehlke 

Division 4  Deputy Reeve A. Schule 
Division 1  Councillor M. Kamachi 
Division 2  Councillor K. McKylor 
Division 3  Councillor K. Hanson 
Division 5  Councillor J. Gautreau 

    Division 7  Councillor D. Henn 
Division 8  Councillor S. Wright 
Division 9  Councillor C. Kissel 

 
Also Present:   A. Hoggan, Chief Administrative Officer 

K. Robinson, Executive Director, Corporate Services 
B. Riemann, Executive Director, Operations 
G. Kaiser, Executive Director, Community and Business 
R. Barss, A/Executive Director, Community Development Services 

    C. Satink, Municipal Clerk, Municipal Clerk’s Office 
    S. Hulsman, Manager, Transportation Services 
    B. Woods, Manager, Financial Services 
    M. Wilson, Manager, Planning and Development 
    A. Zaluski, Associate Manager, Intergovernmental Affairs 
    T. Andreasen, Deputy Municipal Clerk, Municipal Clerk’s Office 
    G. Nijjar, A/Engineering Supervisor, Planning and Development 
    J. Anderson, Planner, Planning and Development 
    J. Kwan, Planner, Planning and Development 
    J. Kirychuk, Planner, Planning and Development 
    S. Kunz, Planner, Planning and Development 
    N. Ali, Intergovernmental Affairs Analyst, Intergovernmental Affairs 
 
Call to Order 
 
The Chair and called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. with all members present with the exception of 
Councillor Hanson. 
 
1-19-06-11-01 
Updates/Acceptance of Agenda 
 
MOVED by Councillor Kamachi that the June 11, 2019 Council meeting agenda be amended as follows: 
 

 Remove item D-2 – Expropriation of Lands for Bragg Creek Flood Mitigation Project 
Carried 

Absent: Councillor Hanson 
 

MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that the June 11, 2019 Council meeting agenda be approved as amended. 
Carried 

Absent: Councillor Hanson 
 



ROCKY VIEW COUNTY 
COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 

June 11, 2019 
Page 2 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

1-19-06-11-02 
Confirmation of Minutes 
 
MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that the May 28, 2019 Council meeting minutes be approved as presented. 

Carried 
Absent: Councillor Hanson 

 
Councillor Wright left the meeting at 9:02 a.m.  
 
Councillor Hanson arrived at the meeting at 9:04 a.m. 
 
Councillor Wright returned to the meeting at 9:05 a.m. 
 
1-19-06-11-03 (C-1) 
All Divisions – Todd Hirsch Economic Overview Presentation 
File: N/A 
 
MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that Council receive the presentation, Todd Hirsch Economic Overview, for 
information. 

Carried 
 

The Chair called for a recess at 9:44 a.m. and called the meeting back to order at 9:51 a.m. with all previously 
mentioned members present. 
 
1-19-06-11-09 (D-1) 
All Divisions – Boundary Roads Update 
File: 4050-100 
 
MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that the boundary roads update report be received as information. 

Carried 
 
1-19-06-11-16 (I-1) 
All Divisions – Notice of Motion – Deputy Reeve Schule and Councillor Gautreau – Joint Highway 1 Corridor 
Area Structure Plan 
File: N/A 
 
Notice of Motion: To be read in at the June 11, 2019 Council Meeting 

 To be debated at the June 25, 2019 Council Meeting 

Title: Joint Highway 1 Corridor Area Structure Plan 

Presented By: Deputy Reeve Al Schule, Division 4 

  Councillor Gautreau, Division 5 

WHEREAS Rocky View County and Wheatland County share a common municipal border and 
share a common interest in development along the Highway 1 Corridor; 

AND WHEREAS development along the Highway 1 Corridor requires long-term planning and 
intermunicipal collaboration between Rocky View County and Wheatland County; 
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AND WHEREAS Rocky View County and Wheatland County would benefit from a joint Area Structure 
Plan along the Highway 1 Corridor as outlined on the map titled “Highway 1 
Corridor ASP”; 

AND WHEREAS servicing of the Area Structure Plan would be developer-funded and Rocky View 
County and Wheatland County would share the benefits of development within the 
Area Structure Plan; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT Administration be directed to explore a joint developer-funded Area 
Structure Plan for the Highway 1 Corridor between Rocky View County and Wheatland County; 

AND THAT Administration be directed to return to Council with a report on the feasibility of the Area Structure 
Plan and potential expense and revenue sharing models between the two municipalities. 
 
1-19-06-11-10 (D-3) 
Division 6 – Tax Relief Due to Fire Loss – Roll #06313002 
File: 2020-250 
 
MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that the 2018 municipal and emergency tax cancellation request for roll 
06313002 due to fire damage in the amount of $1,418.48 be approved. 

Carried 
 
1-19-06-11-04 (C-2) 
Division 4 – Bylaw C-7883-2019 – Redesignation Item – Ranch and Farm District to Agricultural Holdings District 
File: PL20190019 (03208009) 
 
MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that the public hearing for item C-2 be opened at 9:59 a.m. 

Carried 
 

The Chair called for a recess at 10:02 a.m. and called the meeting back to order at 10:07 a.m. with all 
previously mentioned members present. 
 
Person(s) who presented:  Jay Morris (Applicant/Owner) 
 
Person(s) who spoke in favour:  None 
       
Person(s) who spoke in opposition: None 
 
Person(s) who spoke in rebuttal: None 
 
MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that the public hearing for item C-2 be closed at 10:09 a.m. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that Bylaw C-7883-2019 be given first reading. 
Carried 

 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that Bylaw C-7883-2019 be given second reading. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Henn that Bylaw C-7883-2019 be considered for third reading. 
Carried 
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MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that Bylaw C-7883-2019 be given third and final reading. 
Carried 

 
1-19-06-11-05 (C-3) 
Division 5 – Bylaw C-7891-2019 – Redesignation Item – Fairways at Delacour Redesignation 
File: PL20190009 (05219002/03/04/05/10/11/12/13/14) 
 
MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that the public hearing for item C-3 be opened at 10:10 a.m. 

Carried 
 

Person(s) who presented:  Bob Wescott, Westcott Consulting Group (Applicant) 
 
Person(s) who spoke in favour:  Clinton Cornelius 
       
Person(s) who spoke in opposition: Detlef Feicht  
 
Person(s) who spoke in rebuttal: Bob Wescott, Westcott Consulting Group (Applicant) 
 
MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that the public hearing for item C-3 be closed at 10:33 a.m. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that Bylaw C-7891-2019 be given first reading. 
Carried 

 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that Bylaw C-7891-2019 be given second reading. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Henn that Bylaw C-7891-2019 be considered for third reading. 
Carried 

 
MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that Bylaw C-7891-2019 be given third and final reading. 

Carried 
 

1-19-06-11-11 (D-4) 
Divisions 1, 6, 7, and 9 – Draft Intermunicipal Collaboration Frameworks and Intermunicipal Development 
Plans for the M.D. of Bighorn and Rocky View County, and for Mountain View County and Rocky View County 
File: 1011-100 
 
MOVED by Councillor Henn that the draft Intermunicipal Collaboration Framework and intermunicipal 
Development Plan for the M.D. of Bighorn and Rocky View County be accepted for information. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Kissel that the draft Intermunicipal Collaboration Framework and Intermunicipal 
Development Plan for Mountain View County and Rocky View County be accepted for information. 

Carried 
 

1-19-06-11-12 (D-5) 
Division 7 – Development Permit – Compost Facility, Type II & Manure Storage Facility 
File: PRDP20190505 (07320007) 
 
The Chair called for a recess at 10:50 a.m. and called the meeting back to order at 10:55 a.m. with all 
previously mentioned members present. 
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MOVED by Councillor Hanson that until such time as a complete development permit application has been 
received and is approved with all conditions satisfied that Administration be directed to take the appropriate 
measures within the jurisdiction of Rocky View County to stop Thorlakson Nature’s Call from accepting any new 
tipping receipts, and to continue operations until the current compost inventory has been processed 
sufficiently to meet Alberta Environment regulations and may be removed from the pads. 

Lost 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Hanson  Councillor Kamachi 
Councillor Wright  Councillor McKylor 
Councillor Kissel  Councillor Gautreau 
    Reeve Boehlke  

Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 

 
MOVED by Councillor Henn that the applicants be allowed to address Council. 

Lost 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Hanson  Councillor Kamachi 
Councillor Henn  Councillor McKylor 
Councillor Wright  Councillor Gautreau 
Councillor Kissel  Reeve Boehlke  

Deputy Reeve Schule 
 

MOVED by Councillor Henn that Development Permit Application PRDP20190505 be refused. 
Carried 

 
MOTION ARISING: 
MOVED by Councillor Henn that all of the offsite feedstock compost material entering TNC immediately cease 
and that a full site cleanup of all onsite compost material be completed within 90 days of today’s date. 

Carried 
 
1-19-06-11-13 (D-6) 
Division 7 – Response to Notice of Motion – Road Renaming 
File: N/A 
 
MOVED by Councillor Henn that Rocky View County change the name approximately 1 km of Range Road 291 
immediately north of Highway 566 to John Church Lane, and waive the $500 renaming application fee. 

Carried 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Councillor Hanson 
Councillor McKylor  Councillor Wright 
Councillor Gautreau  Councillor Kissel 
Reeve Boehlke 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn  
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1-19-06-11-14 (D-7) 
All Divisions – Request for Time Extension: Notice of Motion Response – Springbank Dry Dam 
File: N/A 
 
MAIN MOTION: 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that Administration be directed to engage a lobbyist or lobby firm to advocate for 
Rocky View County’s position on the SR1 project to the new provincial government. 
 

AMENDING MOTION: 
MOVED by Councillor Hanson that the main motion be amended as follows: 
 

THAT Administration be directed to engage a lobbyist or lobby firm to advocate for Rocky View 
County’s position on the SR1 project to the new provincial government higher levels of 
government. 

Lost 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Hanson  Councillor Kamachi 
Councillor Wright  Councillor McKylor 
Councillor Kissel  Councillor Gautreau 

     Reeve Boehlke  
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 

 
The Chair called for a vote on the main motion. 
  
MAIN MOTION: 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that Administration be directed to engage a lobbyist or lobby firm to advocate for 
Rocky View County’s position on the SR1 project to the new provincial government. 

Carried 
  
1-19-06-11-15 (E-1) 
All Divisions – Borrowing Bylaws C-7877-2019 to Bylaw C-7882-2019 – 2019 Special Initiatives 
File: 2025-350 
 
MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that the preamble in Borrowing Bylaw C-7877-2019 related to the Fire 
Water Tender be adjusted as shown in Attachment ‘A’ (adjusting the life of the asset from 15-20 years). 

Carried 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Reeve Boehlke 
Councillor McKylor   
Councillor Hanson 
Councillor Gautreau 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 
Councillor Wright 
Councillor Kissel 
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MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that Borrowing Bylaw C-7877-2019, as amended, be given second reading. 
Carried 

In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Reeve Boehlke 
Councillor McKylor   
Councillor Hanson 
Councillor Gautreau 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 
Councillor Wright 
Councillor Kissel 

 
MOVED by Councillor Kamachi that Borrowing Bylaw C-7877-2019, as amended, be given third and final reading. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Hanson that Borrowing Bylaw C-7878-2019 be given second reading. 
Carried 

 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that Borrowing Bylaw C-7878-2019 be given third and final reading. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Wright that the preamble in borrowing Bylaw C-7879-2019 related to 
Township Road 252 bridge rehabilitation be adjusted as shown in Attachment ‘A’ (adjusting the life of the 
asset from 20-10 years). 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that Borrowing Bylaw C-7879-2019, as amended, be given second 
reading. 

Carried 
 
MOVED by Councillor Hanson that Borrowing Bylaw C-7879-2019, as amended, be given third and final 
reading. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Kamachi that Borrowing Bylaw C-7880-2019 be given second reading. 
Carried 

 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that Borrowing Bylaw C-7880-2019 be given third and final reading. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Hanson that Borrowing Bylaw C-7881-2019 be given second reading. 
Carried 

 
MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that Borrowing Bylaw C-7881-2019 be given third and final reading. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Wright that Borrowing Bylaw C-7882-2019 be given second reading. 
Carried 

 
MOVED by Councillor Henn that Borrowing Bylaw C-7882-2019 be given third and final reading. 

Carried 
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1-19-06-11-17 (J-1) 
Division 2 – Subdivision Item – Harmony Stage 1, Phase 5 Re-Subdivision 
File: PL20190001 (05707001) 
 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that the applicant be allowed to address Council. 

Carried 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Councillor Hanson 
Councillor McKylor  Reeve Boehlke 
Councillor Gautreau   
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 
Councillor Wright 
Councillor Kissel 
 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that Subdivision Application PL20190001 be approved with the conditions 
noted in Appendix ‘A’. 

Carried 
 
1-19-06-11-18 (J-2) 
Division 2 – Subdivision Item – Harmony Stage 2, Phase 10 Re-Subdivision 
File: PL20190005 (05708082) 
 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that Subdivision Application PL20190005 be approved with the conditions 
noted in Appendix ‘A’. 

Carried 
 

1-19-06-11-20 (J-4) 
Division 5 – Subdivision Item – Heatherglen Industrial Business Park – Direct Control District 
File: PL20180147 (03329002) 
 
MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that condition 12 in Appendix ‘A’ be amended to read as follows: 
 

The Owner shall prepare and register a Utility Right-of-Way, satisfactory to the County, on the title of 
Lot: 2 Block: 11 Plan: 1812235: 
 

i. identifying that the purpose and intent of the lands is for utility service, for the disposal 
stormwater by irrigation, until such time as an amendment to the Direct Control Bylaw and/or a 
regional servicing solution is available; and 

ii. securing all rights on, over, under, or through the lands to carry out the above-noted utility 
service and disposal. 

 
AND THAT condition 20 in Appendix ‘A’ be amended to read as follows: 
 

The provision of Reserve in the amount of 10 percent of the area of Lots 1 to 15, as determined by the 
Plan of Survey, is to be provided by payment of cash-in-lieu in accordance with the per acre value as 
listed in the land appraisal prepared by (Colliers International / CGY-18-0563/151724 / December 6, 
2018), pursuant to Section 666(3) of the Municipal Government Act. 

Carried 
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MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that Subdivision Application PL20190005 be approved with the conditions 
noted in Appendix ‘A’ as amended. 

Carried 
 

1-19-06-11-21 (K-1) 
All Divisions – Confidential In Camera Item – Municipal Development Plan Proposal Recommendation 
File: RVC2019-13 
 
1-19-06-11-19 (J-3) 
Division 3 – Subdivision Item – Elbow Valley West Multi-Lot Subdivision 
File: PL20180104 (04702183) 
 
MOVED by Councillor Hanson that Council move in camera at 11:59 a.m. to consider the following confidential 
items pursuant to the following sections of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act: 
 

K-1 (Municipal Development Plan Proposal Recommendation) 
 Section 16 – Disclosure harmful to business interests of a third party 
 Section 24 – Advice from officials 

 
J-3 (Subdivision Item - Elbow Valley West Multi-lot Subdivision) 

 Section 24 – Advice from officials 
 Section 27 – Privileged information 

Carried 
 

Council held the in camera session for confidential item K-1 with the following people in attendance to provide 
a report and advice to Council: 
 

Rocky View County:  A. Hoggan, Chief Administrative Officer 
K. Robinson, Executive Director, Corporate Services 
B. Riemann, Executive Director, Operations 
G. Kaiser, Executive Director, Community and Business Connections 
R. Barss, A/Executive Director, Community Development Services 
M. Wilson, Manager, Planning and Development 

 
Council held the in camera session for confidential item J-3 with the following people in attendance to provide 
a report and advice to Council: 
 

Rocky View County:  A. Hoggan, Chief Administrative Officer 
K. Robinson, Executive Director, Corporate Services 
B. Riemann, Executive Director, Operations 
G. Kaiser, Executive Director, Community and Business Connections 
R. Barss, A/Executive Director, Community Development Services 
M. Wilson, Manager, Planning and Development 
J. Kwan, Planner, Planning and Development 

 
MOVED by Councillor Kamachi that Council move out of in camera at 1:30 p.m. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that Administration be directed to award the RFP 19-005 Municipal 
Development Plan to O2 Planning & Design Inc. 

Carried 
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1-19-06-11-06 (C-4) 
Division 2 – Bylaw C-7889-2019 – Conceptual Scheme Item – Devonian Ridge Conceptual Scheme 
File: PL20180120 (05711004) 
 
1-19-06-11-07 (C-5) 
Division 2 – Bylaw C-7890-2019 – Redesignation Item – Agricultural Holdings District to Residential One District 
File: PL20180121 (05711004) 
 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that the public hearing for items C-4 and C-5 be opened concurrently at 1:32 p.m. 

Carried 
 

Person(s) who presented:  Paul McCormick (Owner) 
     Stu Bradley 
 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that the late letter of support be accepted. 

Carried 
 
Person(s) who spoke in favour:  None 
       
Person(s) who spoke in opposition: None 
 
Person(s) who spoke in rebuttal: None 
 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that the public hearing for items C-4 and C-5 be closed at 2:06 p.m. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor McKylor that the use of water wells for the proposed Devonian Ridge Estates Conceptual 
Scheme be accepted, subject to further studies and confirmation at the subdivision stage. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Kamachi that Bylaw C-7891-2019 be given first reading. 
Carried 

 
MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that Bylaw C-7891-2019 be given second reading. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that Bylaw C-7891-2019 be considered for third reading. 
Carried 

 
MOVED by Councillor McKylor that Bylaw C-7891-2019 be given third and final reading. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor McKylor that Bylaw C-7890-2019 be given first reading. 
Carried 

 
MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that Bylaw C-7890-2019 be given second reading. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Kamachi that Bylaw C-7890-2019 be considered for third reading. 
Carried 
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MOVED by Councillor McKylor that Bylaw C-7890-2019 be given third and final reading. 
Carried 

 
1-19-06-11-08 (C-6) 
All Divisions – Bylaw C-7885-2019 – Amendments to the Rocky View County Municipal Development Plan (The 
County Plan) 
File: 1013-135 
 
MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that the public hearing for item C-6 be opened at 2:11 p.m. 

Carried 
 
Person(s) who spoke in favour:  Guy Buchanan 
     Lowell Harder 
     Bruce McAllister 
     Alysha Bates 
     Rolly Ashdown 
     Bob Orysiuk  
     Ken Venner 
     Steve Grande 
     Peter Loats 
     Stuart Longhair 
     Bruce Kendall 
     Louise Locke 
       
Person(s) who spoke in opposition: Janet Ballantyne 
 
MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that the public hearing for item C-6 be closed at 3:10 p.m. 

Carried 
 

The Chair called for a recess at 3:10 p.m. and called the meeting back to order at 3:23 p.m. with all previously 
mentioned members present. 
 
The Chair called for a recess at 3:24 p.m. and called the meeting back to order at 3:37 p.m. with all previously 
mentioned members present. 
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MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that Amendment #4 in Schedule ‘A’ of Bylaw C-7885-2019 be amended to 
read as follows: 
 

Revise Policy 14.19 to read: 
 

Applications to redesignate land for business uses adjacent to, or in the vicinity of, the boundaries 
of an identified business area may be supported if: 

 
a) Technical studies have been submitted that address and incorporate the relevant master 

technical studies associated with the adjacent Area Structure Plan; and 

b) The applicable levies of the adjacent Area Structure Plan are applied. 
Carried 

In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Reeve Boehlke 
Councillor McKylor   
Councillor Hanson 
Councillor Gautreau 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 
Councillor Wright 
Councillor Kissel 
 
MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that Bylaw C-7885-2019 be given first reading as amended. 

Carried 
 

MOVED by Councillor Gautreau that Bylaw C-7885-2019 be given second reading as amended. 
Carried 

 
MOVED by Councillor Hanson that Bylaw C-7885-2019 as amended be referred to the Calgary Metropolitan 
Region Board for approval. 

Carried 
 

1-19-06-11-19 (J-3) 
Division 3 – Subdivision Item – Elbow Valley West Multi-Lot Subdivision 
File: PL20180104 (04702183) 
 
MOVED by Councillor Hanson that condition 4 in Appendix ‘A’ be amended as follows: 
 

The Developer shall, prior to registration of the plan of subdivision, directly or indirectly ensure the 
decommissioning and removal of the interim wastewater facilities (including all wastewater tanks 
storage tanks, and related facilities) from the adjacent Unit 98, Condominium Plan 0714897, and 
reclaim the impacted lands to the satisfaction of Alberta Environment and Parks and the County. 

Carried 
 
MOVED by Councillor Hanson that Subdivision Application PL20180104 be approved with the conditions noted 
in Appendix ‘A’ as amended as per the County’s legal counsel’s recommendation. 

Carried 
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1-19-06-11-22 (K-2) 
All Divisions – Confidential In Camera Item – Personnel Matter 
File: RVC2019-14 
 
1-19-06-11-23 (K-3) 
All Divisions – Confidential In Camera Item – Advice to Government Officials 
File: RVC2019-15 
 
MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that Council move in camera at 3:53 p.m. to consider the following 
confidential items pursuant to the following sections of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy 
Act: 
 

K-2 (Personnel Matter) 
 Section 17 – Disclosure harmful to personal privacy 
 Section 24 – Advice from officials 

 
K-3 (Advice to Government Officials) 

 Section 24 – Advice from officials 
 Section 27 – Privileged Information 

Carried 
 

Council held the in camera session for confidential items K-2 and K-3 without any additional persons in 
attendance. 

 
MOVED by Councillor Henn that Council move out of in camera at 4:46 p.m. 

Carried 
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MOVED by Councillor Henn that regarding a Formal Complaint filed under Section 57 of the Rocky View County 
Code of Conduct Bylaw C-7768-2018 and acted on as per the provisions of the same Bylaw, Rocky View 
County Council finds that Councillor Kevin Hanson has breached the Code of Conduct Section 29(a), by 
releasing privileged legal information to an outside party not authorized by Rocky View County Council to 
receive such information. 
 
Rocky View County Council hereby censures and places the following sanctions on Councillor Hanson in 
regards to the found breach: 

1) Councillor Hanson shall publicly apologize for the breach of the Code of Conduct as stated above and 
shall issue a letter of apology to Council. 

2) Councillor Hanson shall be removed from all Council Committees and bodies to which Council has the 
right to appoint members, until the Organizational Meeting of October, 2020, or at Council’s discretion. 

3) Councillor Hanson shall have a reduction in remuneration as defined by Section 275.1 of the ACT 
corresponding to a reduction in duties, excluding allowances for attendance at Council meetings, this 
reduction shall equal 30% of the gross remuneration that is being currently received by Councillor 
Hanson. This sanction to apply until Organizational meeting of 2020, or at Council’s discretion. 

Carried 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Councillor Hanson 
Councillor McKylor  Councillor Wright 
Councillor Gautreau  Councillor Kissel 
Reeve Boehlke 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 
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MOVED by Councillor Henn that regarding a Formal Complaint filed under Section 57 of the Rocky View County 
Code of Conduct Bylaw C-7768-2018 and acted on as per the provisions of the same Bylaw, Rocky View 
County Council finds that Councillor Kevin Hanson has breached the Code of Conduct Section 21 and 22, by 
being a signatory to a Letter to the Editor in which Councillor Hanson used language that was without courtesy 
and respect as required by Section 21/22 of the Bylaw. 
 
Rocky View County Council hereby censures and places the following sanctions on Councillor Hanson in 
regards to the found breach: 
 

1) Councillor Hanson shall publicly apologize for the breach of the Code of Conduct as stated above and 
shall issue a letter of apology to both Council and the media. 

2) Rocky View County Council may authorize representation or travel on behalf of, or expensed to Rocky 
View County, upon receiving a request for representation or travel by Councillor Hanson. Such request 
will be presented at a Regular Council meeting and authorization must be received from Rocky View 
County Council through a Council resolution. This sanction to apply until June 11, 2020. 

3) That Councillor Hanson is to have no contact with Rocky View County staff, including the Chief 
Administrative Officer, with the sole exception of appropriate Councillor and administrative 
communications at regular Council meetings or as otherwise approved by Rocky View Council. Rocky 
View Council will direct by resolution, the actions of Administration regarding any request made by 
Councillor Hanson. 

Carried 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Councillor Hanson 
Councillor McKylor  Councillor Wright 
Councillor Gautreau  Councillor Kissel 
Reeve Boehlke 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 
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MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that regarding a Formal Complaint filed under Section 57 of the Rocky View 
County Code of Conduct Bylaw C-7768-2018 and acted on as per the provisions of the same Bylaw, Rocky 
View County Council finds that Councillor Samanntha Wright has breached the Code of Conduct Section 29(a), 
by releasing privileged legal information to an outside party not authorized by Rocky View County Council to 
receive such information. 
 
Rocky View County Council hereby censures and places the following sanctions on Councillor Wright in regards 
to the found breach: 
 

1) Councillor Wright shall publicly apologize for the breach of the Code of Conduct as stated above and 
shall issue a letter of apology to Council. 

2) Councillor Wright shall be removed from all Council Committees and bodies to which Council has the 
right to appoint members, until the Organizational Meeting of October, 2020, or at Council’s discretion. 

3) Councillor Wright shall have a reduction in remuneration as defined by Section 275.1 of the ACT 
corresponding to a reduction in duties, excluding allowances for attendance at Council meetings, this 
reduction shall equal 30% of the gross remuneration that is being currently received by Councillor 
Wright. This sanction to apply until Organizational meeting of 2020, or at Council’s discretion. 

Carried 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Councillor Hanson 
Councillor McKylor  Councillor Wright 
Councillor Gautreau  Councillor Kissel 
Reeve Boehlke 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 
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MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that regarding a Formal Complaint filed under Section 57 of the Rocky View 
County Code of Conduct Bylaw C-7768-2018 and acted on as per the provisions of the same Bylaw, Rocky 
View County Council finds that Councillor Samanntha Wright has breached the Code of Conduct Section 21 
and 22, by being a signatory to a Letter to the Editor in which Councillor Wright used language that was 
without courtesy and respect as required by Section 21/22 of the Bylaw. 
 
Rocky View County Council hereby censures and places the following sanctions on Councillor Wright in regards 
to the found breach: 
 

1) Councillor Wright shall publicly apologize for the breach of the Code of Conduct as stated above and 
shall issue a letter of apology to both Council and the media. 

2) Rocky View County Council may authorize representation or travel on behalf of, or expensed to Rocky 
View County, upon receiving a request for representation or travel by Councillor Wright. Such request 
will be presented at a Regular Council meeting and authorization must be received from Rocky View 
County Council through a Council resolution. This sanction to apply until June 11, 2020. 

3) That Councillor Wright is to have no contact with Rocky View County staff, including the Chief 
Administrative Officer, with the sole exception of appropriate Councillor and administrative 
communications at regular Council meetings or as otherwise approved by Rocky View Council. Rocky 
View Council will direct by resolution, the actions of Administration regarding any request made by 
Councillor Wright. 

Carried 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Councillor Hanson 
Councillor McKylor  Councillor Wright 
Councillor Gautreau  Councillor Kissel 
Reeve Boehlke 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 
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MOVED by Councillor McKylor that regarding a Formal Complaint filed under Section 57 of the Rocky View 
County Code of Conduct Bylaw C-7768-2018 and acted on as per the provisions of the same Bylaw, Rocky 
View County Council finds that Councillor Crystal Kissel has breached the Code of Conduct Section 29(a), by 
releasing privileged legal information to an outside party not authorized by Rocky View County Council to 
receive such information. 
 
Rocky View County Council hereby censures and places the following sanctions on Councillor Kissel in regards 
to the found breach: 
 

1) Councillor Kissel shall publicly apologize for the breach of the Code of Conduct as stated above and 
shall issue a letter of apology to Council. 

2) Councillor Kissel shall be removed from all Council Committees and bodies to which Council has the 
right to appoint members, until the Organizational Meeting of October, 2020, or at Council’s discretion. 

3) Councillor Kissel shall have a reduction in remuneration as defined by Section 275.1 of the ACT 
corresponding to a reduction in duties, excluding allowances for attendance at Council meetings, this 
reduction shall equal 30% of the gross remuneration that is being currently received by Councillor 
Kissel. This sanction to apply until Organizational meeting of 2020, or at Council’s discretion. 

Carried 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Councillor Hanson 
Councillor McKylor  Councillor Wright 
Councillor Gautreau  Councillor Kissel 
Reeve Boehlke 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 
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MOVED by Councillor McKylor that regarding a Formal Complaint filed under Section 57 of the Rocky View 
County Code of Conduct Bylaw C-7768-2018 and acted on as per the provisions of the same Bylaw, Rocky 
View County Council finds that Councillor Crystal Kissel has breached the Code of Conduct Section 21 and 22, 
by being a signatory to a Letter to the Editor in which Councillor Kissel used language that was without 
courtesy and respect as required by Section 21/22 of the Bylaw. 
 
Rocky View County Council hereby censures and places the following sanctions on Councillor Kissel in regards 
to the found breach: 
 

1) Councillor Kissel shall publicly apologize for the breach of the Code of Conduct as stated above and 
shall issue a letter of apology to both Council and the media. 

2) Rocky View County Council may authorize representation or travel on behalf of, or expensed to Rocky 
View County, upon receiving a request for representation or travel by Councillor Kissel. Such request 
will be presented at a Regular Council meeting and authorization must be received from Rocky View 
County Council through a Council resolution. This sanction to apply until June 11, 2020. 

Carried 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Councillor Hanson 
Councillor McKylor  Councillor Wright 
Councillor Gautreau  Councillor Kissel 
Reeve Boehlke 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 
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MOVED by Councillor Kamachi that Regarding a Formal Complaint filed under Section 57 of the Rocky View 
County Code of Conduct Bylaw C-7768-2018 and acted on as per the provisions of the same Bylaw, Rocky 
View County Council finds that Councillor Crystal Kissel has breached the Code of Conduct Section 24, by 
using derogatory language in a voicemail sent to another Councillor, regarding the Chief Administrative Officer. 
 
Rocky View County Council hereby censures and places the following sanctions on Councillor Kissel in regards 
to the found breach: 
 

1) Councillor Kissel shall publicly apologize for the breach of the Code of Conduct as stated above and 
shall issue a letter of apology to both Council and to the Chief Administrative Officer. 

2) That Councillor Kissel is to have no contact with Rocky View County staff, including the Chief 
Administrative Officer, with the sole exception of appropriate Councillor and administrative 
communications at regular Council meetings or as otherwise approved by Rocky View Council. Rocky 
View Council will direct by resolution, the actions of Administration regarding any request made by 
Councillor Kissel. 

Carried 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Councillor Hanson 
Councillor McKylor  Councillor Wright 
Councillor Gautreau  Councillor Kissel 
Reeve Boehlke 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 

 
MOTION ARISING: 
MOVED by Councillor Kissel that Administration be directed to contact the Minister of Municipal Affairs to 
request a mediator to intervene and work with all of Council to help Council move forward in a cohesive and 
positive manner. 

Lost 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Hanson  Councillor Kamachi 
Councillor Wright  Councillor McKylor 
Councillor Kissel  Councillor Gautreau 
    Reeve Boehlke  

Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 

 



ROCKY VIEW COUNTY 
COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 

June 11, 2019 
Page 21 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

MOVED by Councillor McKylor that the following portion of the following previous motion be rescinded: 
 

MOVED by Councillor Kamachi that Regarding a Formal Complaint filed under Section 57 of 
the Rocky View County Code of Conduct Bylaw C-7768-2018 and acted on as per the 
provisions of the same Bylaw, Rocky View County Council finds that Councillor Crystal Kissel 
has breached the Code of Conduct Section 24, by using derogatory language in a voicemail 
sent to another Councillor, regarding the Chief Administrative Officer. 
 
Rocky View County Council hereby censures and places the following sanctions on Councillor 
Kissel in regards to the found breach: 
 

1) Councillor Kissel shall publicly apologize for the breach of the Code of Conduct as 
stated above and shall issue a letter of apology to both Council and to the Chief 
Administrative Officer. 

2) That Councillor Kissel is to have no contact with Rocky View County staff, including the 
Chief Administrative Officer, with the sole exception of appropriate Councillor and 
administrative communications at regular Council meetings or as otherwise approved 
by Rocky View Council. Rocky View Council will direct by resolution, the actions of 
Administration regarding any request made by Councillor Kissel. 

Carried 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Councillor Hanson 
Councillor McKylor  Councillor Wright 
Councillor Gautreau  Councillor Kissel 
Reeve Boehlke 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 

Carried 
In Favour:   Opposed: 
Councillor Kamachi  Councillor Hanson 
Councillor McKylor  Councillor Wright 
Councillor Gautreau  Councillor Kissel 
Reeve Boehlke 
Deputy Reeve Schule 
Councillor Henn 
 
Adjournment 
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MOVED by Deputy Reeve Schule that the June 11, 2019 Council meeting be adjourned at 5:24 p.m. 

Carried  
 
 

   
 
 

         _________________________________ 
         Reeve or Deputy Reeve 
 
 
 
         _________________________________ 
         Chief Administrative Officer or Designate 
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