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One of the questions I have asked from the beginning and have not received an answer to is
this:
Why is there a different set back for individual dwellings ( 400 m) and multi lot subdivisions
(800 m)
What makes my life style, property, less valuable that someone in a subdivision?
Ray Soetaert
Member at Large
CVSG committee
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Firstly I would like to thank your Planning team for the excellent presentation made at the
January meeting and all the work they have put into this project including the extensive public
engagement.

I would like Council to take into consideration the following concerns I still have as a rural
resident of Division 6.

Setbacks:
I still do not agree or understand why farming residents v's sub division residents are being
treated differently. In the current bylaw and the proposed bylaw in my opinion farm houses are
being treated as second class citizens where a lower setback of 400 metres from the corner of
my home is acceptable. 

I do not see the logic for this. Treat all residents the same - 800 metres from any home.

Enforcement:
I do hope in your planning for this you have included extra enforcement staff instead of
spreading your current staff thiner?

As a resident in 2010 I endured over 20 oil wells and a battery site within a mile radius of my
house.

This increased noise, traffic, pollution and destroyed the gravel road and our quality of life.
This road subsequently had to be rebuilt at what cost as there was no road use agreement in
place.

My family farm has been in your County for close to 100 years. We love where we live. We
live here for a quiet rural life. Not to be living in an industrial area. When I built my new
house the rules were 100 metres from property line.  So I am expected to follow these rules
to build a home from my neighbour yet you believe a noisy, pollutant can be placed next to me
under 400 metres from the corner of my house, not from my property line, that makes
absolutely no sense to me.

Many of the fields surrounding my farm are owned by people who do not live here. Therefore,
why would they care if they have resources they can make money on. They will not have to
live next to their rural quiet life being destroyed.

Many of my neighbours have cattle and horses, having a resource extraction close to these
animals will also affect their wellbeing with noise, traffic and pollution.
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As a resident I am not in favour of reducing any setbacks from their current level. And I urge
Council to reconsider treating residents as first and second class citizens based on the 800 vs
400 setback and make all 800.

The DC district concerns me. While I understand the need for obtaining resources, it makes
me very uncomfortable as a resident that any current or future Council can determine this on a
case by case basis. I believe DC districts are to make rules more stingent not to make them
more flexible?  While you are making them more stringent for noise etc.  you are making it
potentially more flexible with reduced setbacks.

Regarding the CAP levy I am interested to see how this has been distributed within the County
for the past 3-5 years? I do not think many groups are aware of this funding so I am glad that
you are including a refreshed communicaton plan around this.

Unfortunately I will not be able to make the Public Hearing due to prior committments. I hope
you take my written submission concerns seriously.

Respectfully
Diane Pysmeny
Resident and Farmer in Division 6















March 9, 2023 

 
Bylaw 1607/22: Resource Extraction Regulatory Review 
Public Hearing – March 16, 2023 
 

Dear Sturgeon County Council and Administration, 

Sil Industrial Minerals is a member of Sureway Construction Group of Companies, and is western 

Canada’s largest proppant producer, maintaining numerous privately owned and leased land 

investments in Sturgeon County for the intended purpose of natural resource extraction. Yellowhead 

Aggregates is a related entity within the Sureway Group, with land holdings near Villeneuve for the 

purpose of gravel extraction.  

We thank-you for the opportunity to be heard in regards to the Resource Extraction Regulatory Review 

(RERR) in Sturgeon County, and the resulting proposed bylaw changes. 

We are pleased that the proposed bylaw changes recognize the significant variability in resource 

extraction operations throughout the County, whether they’re related to gravel extraction and/or 

processing, or silica sand extraction, by implementing a method in which impacts of an activity can be 

assessed on a case by case basis. We feel this is a critical recognition when implementing good 

governance, as there truly is no “one size fits all” approach to policies surrounding an industry such as 

resource extraction, and its development within the municipality. 

However, the proposed bylaw provides very little certainty for industry operators, landowners, and 

neighbors alike regarding expectations around what applications will be approved. While we recognize 

there are many different potential outcomes that were considered as part of this review, it seems that 

the proposed bylaw change may simply implement more stringent performance standards, leaving 

operators with additional red tape and permitting challenges, with no certainty or expectation around 

what may or may not be accepted and approved. Alternatively, this leaves residents wondering how 

close an operation may be developed adjacent to their house. Further, this begs the question how 

similar applications may be treated by different councils and administrations in the future. 

We understand that countless outcomes were considered over the course of the RERR, and again 

emphasize the importance of recognizing that each natural resource extraction activity is different and 

subject to varying environmental, social, and logistical conditions. However, in order to provide some 

certainty for operators and landowners, a system that provides defined setbacks under specific 

operating conditions could instead be considered. 

An example of this system might look like the following: 

- Implement a “Restricted Use Zone” defined as 300m from the outside wall of any dwelling 

(including multi-lot subdivisions), to ensure all residents are addressed equally. 

- Define operating conditions and performance standards for extraction and reclamation with the 

“Restricted Use Zone” 

o This would ensure residents have certainty that secondary processing such as crushing 

and screening would not occur within 300m from their residence. This would also allow 



crushing to occur on a site where currently, multiple adjacent residences each with 

400m setbacks could effectively sterilize a property. 

o Implement limited operating hours for activities within the “Restricted Use Zone” to 

provide clear and consistent expectations for operating hours adjacent to neighboring 

land uses. 

This outcome would provide understanding on what types of activities would be considered within 

certain distances from residences and would define expectations around operating hours within those 

setbacks. The outcome would also provide for flexibility of expectations pertaining to different types of 

natural resource extractions, with varying environmental, social, and logistical conditions.   

We appreciate the work that Sturgeon County has undertaken to prepare information and engage and 

consult with stakeholders, and further we appreciate the County’s recognition that reviewing the 

existing policies regarding natural resource extraction is imperative to ensuring a responsible economic 

future within Sturgeon County. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Laura Cline 
Land and Environment Manager 
Sil Industrial Minerals/Yellowhead Aggregates 

laura.cline
Pen
Lavalin
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