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Executive Summary 
 
Surface material extraction is necessary to build our infrastructure and will 
continue to play an essential role in Alberta’s future. Pit operations are regulated 
by Alberta Environment and Parks (AEP) and produce surface materials such as 
sand and gravel with a small number producing marl and clay. These surface 
materials are important non-renewable resources for Alberta’s economy and are 
found on public and private land. Decisions about the extraction of these 
materials must balance the economic and public benefits for Albertans, while 
upholding high environmental standards to maintain biodiversity and healthy 
aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems. 
 
Alberta’s provincial pits regulatory programs are currently under review. In 2014, 
the Department established the internal Sand and Gravel Working Group and 
task groups to examine key issues and develop options and recommendations 
for improvement, including:  

 establish priorities to improve and integrate the pits program(s);  

 develop recommendations and revisions for the pits program;  

 develop an implementation plan for the renewed pits program; and 

 implement and monitor improvements.  
 
After this internal review, department staff brought four topics to two stakeholder 
workshops in January and February 2017. The topics were: 

 Implementation guidance for the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy; 

 Fish and wildlife considerations; 

 Reporting; and  

 Reclamation requirements. 
 
Stakeholders were encouraged to provide feedback the environmental, social, 
and economic implications of the recommended program changes at the 
workshops and afterwards in written form. Representatives from the following 
stakeholder groups participated: 

 Government of Alberta departments; 

 Municipalities, through the Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and 
Counties (AAMDC) and the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association 
(AUMA); 

 Industry;  

 Environmental non-government organizations (ENGOs);  

 Watershed planning advisory councils (WPACs); and 

 Individual members from the Fisheries Round Table.  
 
Written comments and workshop feedback were organized into the four topics 
brought forward for review. The top stakeholder recommendations for each topic 
are summarized below. 
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Topic 1: Implementation Guidance for the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy 

 Stakeholders consistently agreed that decisions regarding extraction in the 
1 in 100 year flood plain from rivers need to involve science-based 
decisions.  

 Stakeholders were polarized on whether it is appropriate to extract from 
the 1 in 100 year floodplain.  

 Some WPACs, individual members from the Fisheries Round Tables, and 
some ENGOs recommend a moratorium on aggregate extraction in 
floodplains at this time.   
 

Topic 2: Fish and Wildlife Considerations 

 Industry is concerned that proposed program enhancements will 
unnecessarily exclude them from accessing surface materials and 
increase the price of aggregate (i.e., sand and gravel). 

 Other stakeholders expressed concerns from both environmental and 
social perspectives. They are looking for a regulatory system that 
addresses cumulative effects, prevents fish capture, and provides greater 
protection of fish and wildlife on private lands.  

 
Topic 3: Reporting Requirements 

 Operators that must report to the department support more efficient 
reporting, including moving to an online system, and want assurance key 
business information remains confidential.  

 Operators are concerned a move to annual reporting for pits on private 
land will result in much higher operating costs.  

 Other stakeholders supported more transparency in reporting so surface 
material extraction information would be publically accessible and easy to 
obtain. 

 All stakeholders are looking for confirmation that the department has 
capacity to manage the information collected and include it in the decision 
making process.  

 
Topic 4: Reclamation Requirements 

 All stakeholders are supportive of the proposed end-land use hierarchy 
but want more explanation on how it will be used in decision-making 
processes.  

 All stakeholders requested clarity on the reclamation assessment required 
to meet equivalent land capability.  

 Industry expressed concerns that application requirements and costs were 
becoming unnecessarily onerous.  

 
The following were common themes expressed by stakeholders throughout these 
discussions: 

 Want to have a transparent, scientifically defensible decision-making 
process; 
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 Are looking for more clarity on what applies to public land versus what 
applies to private land; 

 Want the province to support comprehensive provincial floodplain 
mapping; 

 Want to continue conversations and work with AEP to improve program; 
and 

 Would like to discuss broader topics than those presented at the 
engagement sessions. 

 
Stakeholders remain sharply divided on extraction in the 1 in 100 year floodplain, 
and this point permeated through all discussions and written feedback. Some 
ENGOs commented that using the 1 in 100 year floodplain is inapprorpriate, as 
the floodplain is part of a dynamic system and can change with flood events.  
 
Many stakeholders, especially ENGOs and WPACs, felt the scope of the 
stakeholder engagement sessions was too narrow and the facilitation stifled the 
conversations they wished to have about surface material extraction in Alberta. It 
should be noted that these groups were not included in conversations regarding 
the development of the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy (2011) and the Pits 
Environmental Assessment and Reclamation Security (2011) Review Committee 
recommendation report while industry and municipalities were included. 
Stakeholders provided points for improvement on how future conversations could 
be organized and written submissions that covered issues well beyond the topics 
covered during facilitated discussions.  
 
This information is divided under the section “Other Stakeholder 
Recommendations and Comments”. Key recommendations included: 

 The government should encourage alternative sources of aggregate, such 
as recycling waste concrete and supporting innovative construction 
practices that decrease aggregate use. 

 ENGOs and WPACs strongly requested a scientific and public review of 
the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy (2010). They feel that will 
confirm no pits should be in the floodplain.  

 The WPACs, AAMDC, and AUMA recommended the government support 
more regional planning and a province-wide, strategic approach for 
surface material extraction operations. This must address cumulative 
effects and off-site impacts from pits.   

 The department must have the right staff supported by an efficient and 
protective regulatory system, with more time spent on inspections and 
compliance.  

 All stakeholders strongly urged the department to continue conversations 
on surface material extraction in Alberta. 

 
Separate conversations occurred with First Nations and Metis. These 
conversations will be outlined in a separate report. 
  



 

Oct 2017   
What We Heard: 

Stakeholder Feedback on the  
Sand and Gravel Program Review 

© 2017 Government of Alberta 

Page v of vi 

 

 

Table of Contents 

Executive Summary .............................................................................................. ii 

Purpose ................................................................................................................ 1 

Sand and Gravel Program Review Process .......................................................... 1 

Topic 1: Implementation Guidance for SWBAP .................................................... 3 

1.1 Risk Based Approach .................................................................................. 5 

1.2 Considering Climate Change....................................................................... 5 

1.3 Extraction in the Floodplain ......................................................................... 6 

1.4 Riparian Health/Watershed Resilience ........................................................ 7 

1.5 Economic Considerations ............................................................................ 9 

1.6 Fisheries Considerations (Topic 2c) .......................................................... 10 

1.7 Implementation Considerations ................................................................. 11 

Topic 2: Fish and Wildlife Considerations ........................................................... 13 

Topic 2a: Clarity on Operating within Designated Wildlife Zones .................... 13 

   2a.1 Science Informed Policy ....................................................................... 14 

   2a.2 Clearly Defined Requirements .............................................................. 15 

   2a.3 Data Collection and Monitoring ............................................................ 16 

   2a.4 Level Playing Field for Industry ............................................................ 16 

   2a.5 Stranded Resources ............................................................................. 16 

   2a.6 Implementation Considerations ............................................................ 17 

Topic 2b: Fish and wildlife survey work to ensure due diligence ..................... 17 

   2b.1 Better Baseline Data and Pre-planning ................................................ 18 

   2b.2 Clarification of Requirements ............................................................... 19 

   2b.3 Protection on Private Land ................................................................... 20 

   2b.4 Economic Considerations ..................................................................... 20 

   2b.5 Implementation Considerations ............................................................ 20 

Topic 2c: Considerations of fisheries in approvals decisions (see 1.6 above) . 20 

Topic 3: Reporting ............................................................................................... 21 

3.1 Type of Data Collected .............................................................................. 23 

3.2 Transparency and Compliance .................................................................. 23 

3.3 Definition of Active ..................................................................................... 24 

3.4 Economic Considerations .......................................................................... 25 



 

Oct 2017   
What We Heard: 

Stakeholder Feedback on the  
Sand and Gravel Program Review 

© 2017 Government of Alberta 

Page vi of vi 

 

3.5 Implementation Considerations ................................................................. 25 

Topic 4: Reclamation Requirements ................................................................... 26 

4.1 Pre-site Data Collected ............................................................................. 28 

4.2 Land Use Hierarchy ................................................................................... 28 

4.3 Clarity of Requirements ............................................................................. 29 

4.4 Progressive Reclamation........................................................................... 30 

4.5 Economic Considerations .......................................................................... 30 

4.6 Implementation Considerations ................................................................. 30 

5. Other Stakeholder Recommendations and Comments ................................... 32 

5.1 Market Demand for New Aggregate .......................................................... 33 

5.2 Comments on the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy ......................... 34 

5.3 Regional Planning, Cumulative Effects, and Off Site Impacts ................... 34 

5.4 Clear, Consistent Government Process .................................................... 37 

5.5 Department Capacity to Regulate Surface Material Activities ................... 37 

5.6 Need to Continue Conversations ............................................................... 39 

Appendix A – Program Review Topics for Stakeholder Engagement Sessions .. 41 

Appendix B – Workshop Participants .................................................................. 45 



 

   

Oct 2017   
What We Heard: 

Stakeholder Feedback on the  
Sand and Gravel Program Review 

© 2017 Government of Alberta 

Page 1 of 47 

 

Purpose 
 
This document provides a summary from the Sand and Gravel Program Review 
stakeholder engagement sessions held in January and February 2017. This summary 
was compiled from the session discussions plus written submissions that stakeholders 
provided afterwards. The feedback addresses the four main topics presented by 
department staff and other issues stakeholders identified as priorities.  

Sand and Gravel Program Review Process 
 
Surface material extraction operations are regulated by Alberta Environment and Parks 
(AEP) and produce surface materials such as sand and gravel with a small number 
producing marl and clay. These surface materials are important non-renewable 
resources for Alberta’s economy and are found on public and private land. Decisions 
about the extraction of these materials must balance the economic and public benefits 
for Albertans while upholding high environmental standards to maintain biodiversity and 
healthy aquatic/terrestrial ecosystems.  
 
The Government of Alberta’s sand and gravel program requires updating.  
Shortcomings have been outlined by the Office of the Auditor General reports (2008, 
2012 and 2014), including: 

 inadequate inspections and security programs; and,  

 lack of data and tracking for public and private pits. 
Additional need for updates comes from the amalgamation of the former departments of 
Environment and Sustainable Resource Development, as inconsistencies existed 
between the programs. Shortfalls were also identified by the Alberta Association of 
Municipal Districts & Counties, and the Alberta Sand and Gravel Association in the Pits 
Environmental Assessment and Reclamation Security (PEARS) Review Committee 
recommendations report (2011).  
 
The sand and gravel program review encompasses marl and clay extraction operations 
in addition to sand and gravel. The department is committed to updating surface 
material extraction programs to reflect improvements in scientific knowledge as well as 
Albertans’ changing regulatory expectations. The department has conducted a review 
and developed draft recommendations to improve oversight and efficiencies in Alberta’s 
surface material extraction program. 
The recommendations include: 

 clarifications of current policies;  

 clear risk assessment processes for proposed sites in sensitive areas; and  

 better oversight through pre-planning and improved reporting.  
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In regards to fish and wildlife, the program review also includes ways to increase 
transparency as to areas of higher fish and wildlife sensitivity where restrictions to 
surface material operations may apply. 
 
The four topics brought forward for stakeholder feedback include:  

 Implementation Guidance for the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy; 

 Fish and Wildlife Considerations; 

 Reporting Requirements; and  

 Reclamation Requirements. 
 
Topic summaries are included in Appendix A.  
A Stakeholder List is included in Appendix B. 
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Topic 1: Implementation Guidance for SWBAP 
 

Discussions on this topic focused on the proposed risk assessment for operations that 
would be located within the 1 in 100 year floodplain of a water body. The details of the 
risk assessment are outlined in the draft Implementation Guidance for the Surface 
Water Body Aggregate Policy (SWBAP). The themes that arose from stakeholder 
discussions and written feedback are listed below in Table 1, with details provided 
following the table.  
 
Stakeholder feedback from both the workshops and written submissions included strong 
concerns regarding the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy. Those comments are 
compiled in a later section of this document under Other Stakeholder Comments and 
Recommendations.  
 
Table 1: Feedback Summary on Proposed Risk Assessment (Implementation Guidance for the Surface 
Water Body Aggregate Policy). 

Theme Feedback Respondent Group 

1.1 Risk based 
approach 

A risk based approach is generally supported, but must 
be scientifically defensible. 
 

All 
 
 

1.2 Considering 
climate change 

Climate change modelling is leading to forecasts of 
more intense storm and flooding events. This must be 
incorporated into the approval process for pits. 
 
Policies that push industry to remote locations will 
increase GHG emissions from increased 
transportation. 
 

ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 
 
 
Industry  

1.3 Extraction in 
the 1:100 year 
floodplain 

Must not extract within the 1:100 year floodplain due to 
risk of adverse effects.  
 
Have a moratorium on gravel activities in the 1 in 100 
year floodplain until research on risk to water security 
and aquatic health is complete.  
 
Extraction in 1:100 year floodplain must be allowed, 
subject to appropriate mitigation. 
 

ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 
 
WPACs, Fisheries 
Round Table 
 
 
Industry 

1.4 Riparian health/ 
watershed 
resilience 
considerations 

Floodplains provide key ecological functions that are of 
societal value and must be maintained for flood control.  
 
Groundwater/surface water interactions must be 
considered in the application process.  
 
Steps must be taken to identify and protect rare plant 
communities  
 
Must address cumulative effects* of multiple pits in a 
watershed. 
 
 
 

ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 
 
ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 
 
ENGOs 
 
 
ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 
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1.5 Economic 
considerations 

Concern over the additional costs for applications and 
time required for reviewing them.  
 
 
Increased cost for sand and gravel from the changes 
will increase infrastructure building costs.  
 
Industry should bear costs for fish rescue and other 
mitigation if their pit floods.  
 
Industry should be fined if fish get stranded in their pits, 
even after a reclamation certificate has been issued. 
 
Government should implement different Community 
Aggregate Payment levy rates for floodplain pits to 
financially incent upland locations.  
 

Industry, various 
municipalities, and the 
AAMDC 
 
Industry 
 
 
ENGOs, Fisheries 
Round Table 
 
Fisheries Round Table 
 
 
ENGOs 

1.6 Fisheries 
Considerations 

(Note: this 
information is from 
the Fish and 
Wildlife 
discussions) 
 

The department needs to clarify requirements for 
fisheries assessment in sites deemed moderate versus 
high risk.  
 
The department needs to define what are acceptable 
mitigation strategies and acceptable losses. 
 
The department needs to decrease incidents of fish 
getting stranded in pits through monitoring, compliance, 
enforcement, and fines.  
 

Industry 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
 
ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 

1.7 Implementation 
considerations 

 

The department should grandfather applications that 
have already been submitted and not subject them to a 
risk assessment. 
 
Need to confirm availability of consultants and capacity 
to conduct and review risk assessment.  
 
Training will be required to successfully implement the 
risk assessment process. 
 
The department needs to clarify policy implications for 
pits on public land.  
 
The department needs to clarify how this document 
relates to other water bodies and public versus private 
lands. 
 
Support third-party assessments rather than self-
assessment by project proponents. 
 
The Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy must first be 
scientifically reviewed and updated prior to adopting 
the risk assessment process. 
 
GOA needs to support provincial flood plain mapping if 
the 1:100 year floodplain is used as a decision making 
tool for approvals.  
 

Industry 
 
 
 
Industry 
 
 
All 
 
 
AAMDC 
 
 
All 
 
 
 
ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 
 
ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 
 
 
AAMDC, industry 
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Need to provide information on how risk assessment 
guide is used in decision making process and shared 
with stakeholders. 
 

All 

* More detailed information regarding cumulative effects is found in Section 5: Other Stakeholder 
Recommendations and Comments.  

1.1 Risk Based Approach 
 
From an environmental perspective, stakeholders provided cautious support for the risk 
assessment. The challenge for the ENGOs and WPACs is their lack of support for the 
Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy (SWBAP). As the risk assessment is an 
extension of the SWBAP, these stakeholders felt uncomfortable supporting the process. 
Their feedback about the risk assessment was generally positive as long as it was clear 
it used science-based decisions and was consistently applied for all operations, and 
kept operations out of the floodplain. 
  
Industry requested clarification whether an application ranked as a moderate or high 
risk operation in a floodplain could immediately translate into having the application 
refused.  
 
Industry provided cautious support for the risk assessment tool, with the caveat the risk 
assessment criteria must include “a balanced and fair process for determining risk while 
minimizing sterilization.” Industry also requested confirmation that the aggregate 
industry was being held to similar standards as other industries operating in similar 
locations. Further, industry suggested appropriate “mitigation implementation and 
operations strategies for working within floodplains” be included in the implementation 
guidance document.  
 
The Alberta Urban Municipalities Association (AUMA) felt that the risk assessment will 
help clarify standards and create a consistent approach for assessing proposed sites.  
 

1.2 Considering Climate Change 
 

Two different perspectives were provided on climate change. One perspective is that 
the variability resulting from climate change should lead to the department being more 
restrictive about extraction in flood plains. The other is that driving industry to more 
inland sites will lead to increased greenhouse gas emissions due to the larger 
transportation distances.  
 
The ENGOs provided research to illustrate climate change will lead to more variability 
so what is currently considered a 1 in 100 year flood may occur more frequently than 
anticipated. The 1 in 100 year floodplain boundary is not static; it changes with new 
statistics so a site considered outside of the floodplain one year could be in the 
floodplain the next year. Specific examples of climate change modeling were submitted 
as part of the review to illustrate the potential changes. 
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From stakeholders:  
From climate change, anticipated changes are linked to higher temperatures, more 
extreme precipitation events, and earlier snowmelt. This will affect both water bodies, 
such as rivers, and the associated riparian areas. Stakeholders strongly encouraged 
AEP to consider what the future may hold for river flow conditions and the risk to 
floodplains and associated riparian areas. 
 
According to Sauchyn et al1, an increase in water flow during the winter/spring months 
is due to earlier snowmelt and decreased summer flows. The changes anticipated 
include:  

 the anticipated increases in winter flows (up to more than 300 per cent in  
extreme cases),  

 decreases in summer flows (as much as 50 per cent), and  

 changing risk of flood frequency.   
 
Industry recommends that short transportation distances be prioritized to decrease 
emissions from transporting material. Implementing policies that push industry farther 
away from floodplains will lead to significantly increasing greenhouse gas emissions for 
transportation.  
 

1.3 Extraction in the Floodplain 
 

A clear and consistent message ENGOs, WPACs, and individual members from the 
Fisheries Round Table was that no extraction should occur in the floodplain or riparian 
areas of water bodies. Also, new aggregate extraction approvals should be suspended 
until further research on risks to water security and aquatic ecosystem health is 
completed. Many ENGOs pointed out extraction in the 1 in 100 year floodplain 
“…conflicts with provincial and regional biodiversity objectives and strategies to 
maintain terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity, to maintain long-term ecosystem health and 
resiliency and to recover species at risk (South Saskatchewan Regional Plan 2014).”  
 
Individuals from the Fisheries Round Table commented that the proposed risk 
assessment is interpreted as “business as usual with the promise of being a little more 
careful”. 
 
One stakeholder estimated 80 per cent of gravel deposits is available on upland sites 
and outside of sensitive areas, and recommended upland extraction be prioritized. 
Another stakeholder submitted a new version of SWBAP as a recommended alternative 
to replace the department’s current one. 
 
ENGOs and WPACs provided the following recommendations for Implementation 
Guidance for the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy: 

                                                 
1
 Variability and Trend in Alberta Climate and Streamflow with a Focus on the North Saskatchewan River Basin. 

(2012). Prairie Adaptation Research Collaborative (PARC), University of Regina. 
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 Ban new sand and gravel mining next to natural water bodies, including 
floodplains or pits near alluvial aquifers.  

 If the risk of a flood must be used to delineate the floodplain, then use 1 in 500 
year floodplain rather than 1 in 100.  

 Prioritize upland gravel extraction over extraction next to water bodies.  

 Include climate change in policy by addressing the potential for more extreme 
storm events, leading to more flooding.  

 If the extraction is to occur, the decision to allow an operation in that location 
must clearly outline the risk and tradeoffs, a thorough environmental investigation 
that covers cumulative effects, groundwater and surface water, a clear mitigation 
plan for any potential disasters, and enough financial security to cover any costs 
associated with the disasters.  

 

1.4 Riparian Health/Watershed Resilience 
 
Stakeholders pointed to several policies that support the protection of watersheds and 
riparian areas and recommended tools for measuring watershed resilience. 

 Floodplains provide key ecological functions, including the ability to store flood 
water and energy.  

 Riparian health assessment tools have been developed for rivers, streams, and 
other water bodies. A commonly used and accepted process in Alberta is 
available through the Cows and Fish program2. These can be used in the 
decision-making process for approving surface material extractions. 

 Applications and approval processes should address the Framework for Water 
Management Planning3 and address cumulative effects and “watershed 
resilience”.  

o Framework for Water Management Planning 
 
ENGOs and WPACs pointed to work being done on resilience and mitigation for 
flooding4 in Alberta that includes watershed planning work and recommended the 
department tie in with these initiatives, including using common language. These 
mitigation efforts are intended to maintain and manage healthy river systems and 
minimize manmade impacts.  
 

 “The fundamental principle guiding resiliency and mitigation decisions is to work 
with the water, rather than against it. Healthy river systems are to be maintained 
and managed in such a way as to avoid and minimize manmade impacts to 
rivers so that the rivers can sustain themselves.” 

 
Industry pointed to some of the same flood mitigation information and stated  

                                                 
2
 Riparian Land Conservation and Management Report and Recommendations. Alberta Water Council. (Nov 2013).  

http://www.awchome.ca/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=6oWLFZbhJQc%3D&tabid=150  
3
 http://aep.alberta.ca/water/programs-and-services/surface-water-quality-

program/documents/FrameworkWaterManagementPlanning.pdf 
4
 https://www.alberta.ca/AlbertaCode/images/Mitigation-Framework.pdf 

http://aep.alberta.ca/water/programs-and-services/surface-water-quality-program/documents/FrameworkWaterManagementPlanning.pdf
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leaving end pit lakes helped mitigate floods, as these depressions create wetlands and 
can store water.  
 
Groundwater/surface water interactions 
Groundwater must be considered in the application process. As the risk assessment 
does not clearly point to these interactions, stakeholders expressed concerns that these 
effects may be missed. The Risk Assessment process for SWBAP does not clarify how 
ground water concerns are addressed and linked to the management of surface water5. 
Concerns include dewatering at pits, leading to intercepting groundwater discharge and 
surface water capture, leading to a reduction in baseflow contribution.  
 
From stakeholders:  

 On private land, who owns the groundwater? If an operation affects the 
groundwater on private land, how is that managed? 

 In river valleys, how far does the bed and shore extend? Where does the private 
land start/end, and how close can pits go the river? 

 
Floodplain vegetation can contain rare plant communities. There are 46 ecological 
communities occurring on floodplains that are of conservation concern and on the 
tracking list of the Alberta Conservation Information Management System (see 
Attachment 1). These plant communities are flagged and tracked through the Alberta 
Conservation Information Management System Ecological Community Tracking 
List6.     
 

 Ecological Community Tracking List 
 
Also note, there are four legally listed plant Species at Risk that occur on upland 
sand or gravel ecosites: tiny cryptanthe, small-flowered sand verbena, slender 
mouse-ear-cress and hare-footed locoweed.  Some populations of these species 
have been impacted by sand and gravel operations. This needs to be avoided in 
future. 

 
Cumulative effects were a key concern flagged in both the engagement sessions and 
written submissions. More detailed feedback on cumulative effects is included in 
Section 5.3 regarding Regional Planning, Cumulative Effects and Off Site Impacts.  
 
 
 

                                                 
5
 GOA policies that address Groundwater/surface water interactions include: http://aep.alberta.ca/water/legislation-

guidelines/documents/DugoutsPitsExcavationGuide-Jun29-2015.pdf (May 2015) and 

http://aep.alberta.ca/water/legislation-guidelines/documents/ImplementationPlanFAQsWaterAct-Jun30-2016.pdf 

(Jun 30, 2016) For the Guide to Water Act Authorizations Required for Dugouts, Borrow Pits and other types of 

Pits/Excavations 
6
 Allen, L. 2014. Alberta Conservation Information Management System Ecological Community 

Tracking List. Alberta Tourism, Parks and Recreation. 

https://www.albertaparks.ca/media/3259838/tracked_watched_list_ecological_communities_full_report.pdf 

Accessed March 13, 2017. 

https://www.albertaparks.ca/media/3259838/tracked_watched_list_ecological_communities_full_report.pdf
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1.5 Economic Considerations 
 
Industry expressed concerns over the additional costs for applications and time required 
for reviewing them. To substantiate their concerns, industry provided several cost 
estimates and acknowledged region- and site-specific trends will affect the estimates 
(Illustration 1).  
 
The AAMDC questioned how pits currently located in floodplains will be managed, and if 
there will be financial supports to compensate impacted stakeholders that have 
resources invested in these operations.  
 
Illustration 1: Industry’s estimated costs for initial development studies/permitting. 
Exisiting Requirements Low Medium High

Vegetation Assessment 1,500.00$            3,000.00$            6,000.00$               

Wildlife Assessment 1,500.00$            3,000.00$            6,000.00$               

Wetlands Assessment 1,500.00$            10,000.00$          30,000.00$            

Historical Resource Impact Assessment 1,500.00$            10,000.00$          30,000.00$            

Groundwater Assessment 1,500.00$            20,000.00$          50,000.00$            

Report and Planning 1,500.00$            7,500.00$            20,000.00$            

9,000.00$            53,500.00$          142,000.00$          

New Requirements

Soil Assessment 1,500.00$            3,000.00$            6,000.00$               

SWB Assessment 5,000.00$            15,000.00$          50,000.00$            

6,500.00$            18,000.00$          56,000.00$            

Impacts

Per Pit Cost Increase (%) 72% 34% 39%

Per Pit Cost Increase ($) 6,500.00$            18,000.00$          56,000.00$            

 
 
 
Industry interprets the information as needing the following risk 
assessments/evaluations on private lands to meet SWBAP requirements facing the 
following costs: 

1. Risk assessment criteria, through the river engineering that was contracted and 
part of the submission to AEP ($15,000 - $20,000) 

2. Soil and vegetation assessments ($5,000 - $10,000) 
3. Historical Resources Impact Assessment ($7,000 - $10,000) 
4. Wildlife assessment, pending cursory findings ($5,000) 
5. Fisheries assessment (estimate $20,000) 
 
It is difficult to determine the increased percentage for costs as that is related to the 
reserves. Smaller sites have higher costs.  

 
Concerns were also raised about the limited availability of consultants to conduct 
reviews. 
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Industry also indicated if policies are adopted that push aggregate extraction out of the 
floodplain, operators will need to look inland and farther afield to meet market demand. 
These increased costs would be for transportation, and additional costs for building 
roads in green zone or paying road usage fees to oil and gas companies. One company 
provided a calculation of $1.43/tonne of gravel for road usage in the green zones7 for 
using 21 km of road. Another concern surface materials haulers have is when they can 
use roads in green zones. Surface material operators may also need to obtain different 
hauling equipment to operate in the green zone as some trucks may not be permitted 
on the roads unless roads are upgraded.  
 
Industry also anticipates there will be more wear on highways from transporting heavy 
loads longer distances. One industry stakeholder expressed concern for how business 
operations would need to change if operators are pushed to more remote areas of the 
province: they would need access to a minimum supply of tools, tires, and basic repairs 
on their sites because repair shops may not be nearby. Remote locations can be 
subject to theft and vandalism.  
 
One operator indicated the Alberta Carbon Tax resulted in a 6 per cent increase in fuel 
for their operation. The average fuel costs increased from $2.18/tonne of gravel to 
$2.31/tonne. Longer hauling distances would lead to higher increases in fuel costs.  
 
Stakeholders recommend both economic and social costs be considered in the 
decision-making process to approve a pit in a floodplain. ENGOs and WPACs feel 
extraction in riparian areas runs counter to scientific recommendations and current 
government policies, including Water for Life, and flood mitigation policies that 
recommend minimizing man made impacts for healthy river systems. They maintain 
keeping pits out of the floodplain will increase the resiliency of river systems to handle 
high water flows during flooding events, as alluvial aquifers can absorb some of the 
energy and water from a flood.   
 

1.6 Fisheries Considerations (Topic 2c) 
 

Note: The conversations regarding the “Consideration of Fisheries in Approvals 
Decisions” were included in this section, rather than Fish and Wildlife Considerations, 
due to the high overlap of comments from the risk assessment for SWBAP.  
 
The department proposed the following changes for fisheries.  
For activities proposed within the 1 in 100 year floodplain, proponents will need to follow 
the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy (SWBAP) risk assessment process that 
would entail: 

 All applications in the 1 in 100 year floodplain are deemed high risk to fish, 
requiring more detailed survey work by proponent; and 

                                                 
7
 “Green zone” or Green area refers to the part of the province that is primarily public land and forested. It 

comprises most of northern Alberta as well as the mountain and foothill areas along the province’s western 

boundary. The White area is the populated area, mostly private land, which makes up the rest of the province. 
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 Waters with species at risk fish would be deemed highest risk. 
 
 
On crown lands, during the Aggregate Land Request stage: 

 Setbacks may be identified to ensure protection of fisheries resources to align 
with fisheries management objectives; and 

 Areas of particular focus will be watersheds with fish of special concern, 
threatened or endangered. 

 
Industry commented that it’s not clear what the difference is in conducting a fish 
assessment in a moderate risk versus a high risk river.  
 
The Environmental Law Centre commented that the Fisheries Act is under review and 
the department should be aware of the proposed changes. The Standing Committee on 
Fisheries and Oceans made recommendations relevant to this discussion. These 
recommendations included: 

 Return to previous wording for Fisheries Act; 

 Address cumulative effects; 

 Reduce reliance on project proponent self assessment; and 

 Need to have clearly defined fisheries management objectives.  
 
Need Fisheries Management Objectives to apply to private lands. 

 Do not support aggregate extraction in the 1 in 100 year floodplain in areas that 
are deemed high risk to fish.  

 Prioritize extraction from upland sites. 
 
Who pays for river morphology damages and fish rescue if a flooding event does occur? 
 
ENGOs maintained fish capture in pits was not being adequately addressed and 
provided the following recommendations:  

 Government tracks how often fish get stranded for pits located in the floodplain 
and track the actions taken, including fish rescue, after flooding events; 

 Ensure the government inspects sites for stranded fish after flooding events; 

 An operating plan for a pit in the floodplain always includes a requirement to 
rescue fish so it is clear to the owner/operator that they are responsible for 
rescuing fish that become stranded in their pit, even after a reclamation 
certificate has been issued; and 

 Create fines for operators that strand fish in their pits. 
 
Key concerns from aggregate extraction include the following risks: 

 potential degradation of channel and bank integrity; and  

 pit capture and serious water quality issues for fish.  
 

1.7 Implementation Considerations  
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Industry made the following comments: 

 Increased government mapping of 1 in 100 year floodplain, and flexibility in 
criteria to dictate outside of 1 in 100 year designation; 

 Need additional government capacity to manage sand and gravel program, 
including additional requirements from applications;  

 Want to know whether the recommended mitigations are for sites that are 
deemed high risk to fish;  

 Need to understand invasive species; and 
 Want clarity on how this Implementation Document applies to pits approved in 

flood plains with approved reclamation plans. 
 
Environmental groups feel SWBAP needs to be publically reviewed and put through a 
scientific review process before any guidelines associated with it are supported and 
implemented.  
 
Our department will need to be clear on how current pits and current applications will be 
addressed when the risk assessment process is implemented. Industry is requesting the 
risk assessment process only be applicable to new applications. Industry is also 
concerned that the risk assessment is a tool to simply keep them out of the floodplain 
and they are being treated unfairly in comparison with other industries.  
 
All stakeholder requested clarification regarding which surface water bodies this refers 
to. Is it only for rivers, or for lakes and streams as well? Stakeholder feedback was 
divided on whether the risk assessment process should be extended to other water 
bodies.  
 
Industry commented if the Implementation Guidance for the Surface Water Body 
Aggregate Policy is enacted successfully, there needs to be enough professionals 
available to conduct the necessary review. There is concern the additional complexity of 
the risk assessment will increase the time AEP staff require to review individual 
applications.   
 
All stakeholders highlighted the need to train staff, consultants, and industry on how to 
implement the risk assessment.  
 
ENGOs, WPACs and individuals from the Fisheries Round Table do not support self-
assessment for SWBAP and implementation guide; must have third party sign off. They 
also recommend all gravel operators with existing operations in the floodplain need an 
emergency plan for pit capture, including removing all equipment.  
 
During workshop discussions, participants requested more information on how the risk 
assessment guide is used in the decision making process, and they want this 
information shared. 
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Topic 2: Fish and Wildlife Considerations 
 
Discussions related to this topic were focused on three ideas: 

 Clarity on operating within designated wildlife zones (Table 2a); 

 Fish and wildlife survey work to ensure due diligence (Table 2b); and 

 Considerations of fisheries in approvals decisions (included in Table 1). 
The themes that arose from stakeholder discussions and written feedback are listed in 
the Tables, with more details provided in the following text. 
 

Topic 2a: Clarity on Operating within Designated Wildlife Zones 
 
Under this program enhancement, operating standards and restrictions will be identified 
up front in accordance with the allocation process on crown lands. This information will 
be made available through an online tool that will create a report based on the activity 
type and proposed location. This is currently being done through the Landscape 
Analysis Tool (LAT) for the oil and gas industry. The department anticipates adding 
sand and gravel operating requirements to LAT. Proposed restrictions would apply in 
the following situations: 

 In areas that have species of risk or species of management priority; and 

 In Key Wildlife Biodiversity Zones, a 200 m setback of no aggregate extraction 
from the first break of a river valley and restrictions on timing and access control 
on roads. 
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Table 2a: Feedback Summary for Proposed 200 m Buffer in Designated Wildlife Zones and Operational 
Requirements for Surface Material Extraction Operations. 

Theme Feedback Respondent Group 

2a.1 Science- 
informed Policy 

Setbacks must be scientifically defensible. 
 
Request scientific rationale for the 200 m setback. 
 
A 200 m setback may not be enough, as some species 
require 1000 m to 1400 m from disturbance.  
 

All 
 
Industry 
 
 
ENGOs 

2a.2 Clearly 
defined 
requirements 

 

Need clear mapping and definitions to clarify policy and 
provide clarity on when and where it applies.  
 
Province should expand review of areas for wildlife 
protection. 
 
Need thresholds and requirements to address 
cumulative effects and regional planning. 
 

All 
 
 
ENGOs 
 
 
ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 
 

2a.3 Data collection 
and monitoring  

Appropriate data collection and field testing is needed to 
properly understand risks and benefits from aggregate 
extraction operations. 
 
Government needs to allow for a place based approach 
for decisions, supported by data collection rather than a 
blanket of setbacks.  
 

All 
 
 
 
Industry 

2a.4 Level playing 
field for 
industry 

 

Regulatory expectations for surface material extraction 
operations must be in line with requirements from other 
industries.  
 
Use valley break as setback point (consistent with 
Forestry) 
 

All 
 
 
 
ENGOs 

2a.5 Stranded 
resources 

 

Implementing these setbacks could lead to unnecessary 
“sterilizing” or stranding aggregate 

Industry 

2a.6 
Implementation 
considerations 

 

Grandfather existing operations and currently submitted 
applications to exempt from new requirements.  
 
Expand requirements to private lands. 
 

Industry 
 
 
ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 
 

 
 

2a.1 Science Informed Policy 
Stakeholders had mixed reactions to the recommended 200 m setback in key wildlife 
biodiversity zones.  
 
One stakeholder pointed out setbacks need to be larger, as some science points to 
species needing 1400 – 1500 m setbacks from disturbances. 
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Industry expressed strong concern that the recommended 200 m buffer in designated 
wildlife areas will lead to unnecessarily excluding them from gravel deposits. Industry 
also questions the science and rationale for 200 m, and feel the overall 4.3 per cent loss 
is misleading as some regions and sub-regions will be strongly impacted. Industry is 
also concerned they are being unfairly singled out compared to other industries. 
 
Industry recommends grandfather existing operations and currently submitted 
applications to exempt from any changes to the 200 m buffer.  
 
When industry was asked for their estimate of loss for different subregions, no counter 
estimate was provided. Industry commented that an estimate using the geological 
survey data could be misleading, as the true volume of aggregate in an area would not 
be known without further testing. They also indicated the region by the Athabasca River, 
north east of Edmonton, would be highly restricted with these buffers.  
 

2a.2 Clearly Defined Requirements 
Environmental stakeholders felt these requirements were some improvements for 
wildlife on public land but requirements on private land were lacking.   
 
Some stakeholders are concerned that defining the first break for river valleys could be 
ambiguous, and feel that flood mapping would be helpful to confirm setbacks. The 
policies need to clearly define what the setbacks pertain to, and how they will be 
implemented.  
 
From stakeholders: 

Need clear definitions, including for riparian corridor. 
 
Some areas of the province have not been assessed for wildlife protection. 
Province has to be fully responsible to ensure review is complete.  
 
Set criteria / thresholds / tipping points for cumulative impacts on animal habitats 
and their ecosystems. 
 
Need better understanding of how cumulative and downstream effects on fish are 
being evaluated.  

 
ENGOs comments included concerns that the setbacks are providing place specific 
requirements but not considering cumulative effects from development. Stakeholders 
recommend tying in with work from the Land Use Framework to have a regional 
perspective to address cumulative effects and help coordinate roles between the 
province and municipalities for those regions.  
 
One challenge many stakeholders highlighted is that these considerations only apply to 
public land and they felt more restrictions were needed on private lands.  
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From stakeholders:  
Aggregate (i.e., sand and gravel) extraction is not the only pressure on these 
areas and other users can impact these lands (e.g., Off Highway Vehicles). 
 
Municipalities need clarity on what they can do to manage risks in areas. Can 
they zone and govern using land use bylaws on public land? 

 

2a.3 Data Collection and Monitoring 
 

From stakeholders:  
The department needs to show the impacts of decisions through monitoring and 
data collection. 
 
Have monitoring, performance metrics, and baseline data to measure change 
through mapping and field verification. This needs to be developed in conjunction 
with a methodology for quantification of values of ecological services. The idea is 
to properly understand risks and associated tradeoffs and identify gaps in our 
knowledge. 

 

2a.4 Level Playing Field for Industry 
ENGOs feel there is a gap in fish protection policies and laws, and the department 
needs integration and alignment between federal and provincial ministries.  
 
Industry wants confirmation they are not being subjected to requirements that are above 
and beyond other industries.  
 
The AAMDC pointed out that some activities would not be subjected to the same 
requirements as those proposed for sand and gravel pits.  
 
ENGOs recommended during engagement sessions the policy should use valley break 
as setback point to avoid confusion with “first break” (consistent with Forestry). 
 

2a.5 Stranded Resources 
Industry feels reclaimed pits have ability to provide key habitat. Opportunities for 
reclaiming areas to support key wildlife habitat should be acknowledged. When industry 
was asked for data on how pits are beneficial to wildlife in river valleys (e.g., species 
richness), and provided some examples of reclaimed pits that provide community 
benefits. They also stated that, intuitively, water bodies increased species diversity. 
They also pointed to the department’s wetland policy and initiatives to produce more 
wetlands.  
 



 

   

Oct 2017   
What We Heard: 

Stakeholder Feedback on the  
Sand and Gravel Program Review 

© 2017 Government of Alberta 

Page 17 of 47 

 

2a.6 Implementation Considerations 
Industry is recommending grandfathering of current operations. Sand and gravel 
extractions should be treated as temporary land uses and low-intensity operations need 
to be considered. Setback should be relaxed through operational practices, e.g., timing 
of activities.   
 
 
ENGOs recommend the requirements are expanded to private lands.  
 
From stakeholders:  

Low intensity operations need to be considered 
 
The department needs to make the Landscape Analysis Tool (LAT) more user 
friendly.  

 

Topic 2b: Fish and wildlife survey work to ensure due diligence 
 
Program recommendations here are to provide more clarity on what fish and wildlife 
survey work is required as part of an application for a surface material extraction 
operation. If aggregate is available for allocation, as determined through the Allocation 
Directive and Aggregate Land Review Request, a proponent can submit an application. 
The application must include: 

 Wildlife surveys, if identified in the LAT condition; 

 Desktop evaluation that includes search of databases;  

 Site assessment, similar to an oil and gas “wildlife sweep”; and 

 Fisheries assessment when operating near a waterbody. 
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Table 2b: Feedback Summary Regarding Fish and Wildlife Survey Work. 

Theme Feedback Respondent Group 

2b.1 Better 
baseline data and 
pre-planning 
 

Use historical data. 
 
 
Using guiding principles to avoid sensitive areas and 
decrease impacts from extraction. 
 
Need to have baseline data, including data on water 
quality and flow before, during, and after extraction 
activity.  
 
Need to know where aggregate is available outside of the 
floodplain 
 

ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 
 
ENGOs, WPACs 
 
 
Mixed table 
 
 
 
Mixed table at 
engagement session 

2b.2 Clarification 
of requirements 

Need better coordination and clarification of the 
responsibilities of different levels of government. 
 
Need clarification on what a fisheries assessment entails. 
 

All  
 
 
Industry 
 

2b.3 Protection on 
private land 
 

Need to ensure landowners stop clearing vegetation prior 
to gaining approval to avoid wildlife survey.  

ENGOs 

2b.4 Economic 
considerations 

More detailed wildlife surveys could result in higher costs 
and delays. 
 

Industry 

2b.5 
Implementation 
considerations 
 

Provide clarification on what requirements apply to: 

 Public vs private 

 Current pits, current applications, and future 
applications 
 

Provide training for new requirements 
 

All 
 
 
 
 
All 

 
 

2b.1 Better Baseline Data and Pre-planning 
One stakeholder pointed to the recently released Principles for Minimizing Surface 
Disturbance in Native Grasslands8 (2016). These were developed by government with 
input from ENGOs and could help inform a conversation about pre-planning. This 
document includes a definition and measurable categories for cumulative effects. The 
principles in this document can be used to guide improvements to the aggregate 
industry. These include the following: 

 Avoidance of important habitats, using easy to access and current data; 

 Require pre-disturbance site assessments for site specific information, 
conducted by professionals; 

 Assess and plan for minimizing impacts during construction and operation; and 

 Reclamation planning for all stages of the project. 
 

                                                 
8
 http://aep.alberta.ca/lands-forests/land-management/native-grassland/documents/PrinciplesSurfaceDisturbance-

Sep01-2016.pdf 
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Stakeholders recommended fish and wildlife surveys include historical information for 
baseline data. The baseline data should include the following and be field verified: 

 Baseline water quality; 

 Plants, including rare plant communities and invasive species; 

 Benthic information; 

 Surface water and groundwater flows; 

 Habitat mapping for current and potential species at risk; and 

 Locations of aggregate outside of the floodplain. 
 
From stakeholders:  

GoA needs to establish baseline data, and could provide more support through 
the Alberta Biodiversity Monitoring Institute.   
 
Need to ensure wildlife surveys are at the right time to address temporal 
differences in wildlife use by having wildlife surveys at different times.  
Survey information needs to include background data: historical data and recent.  
Data sharing to allow for better assessments at cheaper cost would be helpful.  
 
A challenge is the lack of explicit requirement for surveying water quality and flow 
(before and after). 
 
Plants (rare plant communities and key/sensitive plant communities are missing 
from this) can be negatively impacted/lost because of changes in drainage 
patterns. 

 

 Request GoA to establish baseline data, monitor, determine change every about 
5 years 

 Request GoA to hire subject matter specialization professionals to do the surveys 

 Request GoA to provide more support to ABMI 
 

2b.2 Clarification of Requirements  
 
From stakeholders:  

Feel that it is basically status quo for fisheries habitat protection issues and 
concerns.  
Industry is looking for clarification as to whether or not this applies to all 
applications or only those on public land.  
 
Need clarity on when this applies to public lands versus private lands.  
Clarify when a wildlife survey is needed, rather than a “sweep”.  
 
Need to understand what a fisheries assessment entails.  
 
Need coordination between all levels of government to limit duplication in any of 
the requirements.  
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2b.3 Protection on Private Land 
From stakeholders:  

On private lands, proponents may clear off vegetation prior to approval of surface 
material extraction. This compromises the land and results in misleading data 
collected in the wildlife and vegetation assessment.  This can be addressed 
through municipal bylaws.  

 

2b.4 Economic Considerations 
Industry expressed concerns that the program changes could extend timelines for 
surveys, leading to increased costs and delayed access to needed resources.  
 

2b.5 Implementation Considerations 
 
From stakeholders:  

Training/education needed for public officials 
Comprehensive checklist  
Invest in developing local capacity 
Need to have boots on the ground for a proper assessment. 
Specialized professionals need to conduct the surveys. 
 
Apart from very negative effects on fish and wildlife, this armouring of riverbanks 
accelerates downstream flows in low to medium flood periods and cannot 
withstand higher flows. New provincial regulations against building in a “flood 
way”, but permitting building in a “flood fringe”, fundamentally misunderstand our 
rivers’ behaviour. 
 
Allowing more construction in flood plains is doubly dangerous. 

Topic 2c: Considerations of fisheries in approvals decisions 
 
Note: The conversations regarding the “Consideration of Fisheries in Approvals 
Decisions” were included in the “Topic 1: Implementation Guidance for SWBAP” section 
due to the high overlap of comments from the risk assessment for SWBAP.  
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Topic 3: Reporting 
 
Currently requirements for reporting differ for sand and gravel disposition and 
registration holders: 

 Public land disposition holders are required to submit Annual Operating Reports, 
on a common reporting date; 

 Parks land disposition holders are required to submit Annual Surface Material 
Operating Reports, on a common reporting date; 

 Private land registration holders submit a Five-Year Report every five years after 
the date of registration, and a Final Reclamation Report is required to be 
submitted three years after the entire pit has been revegetated; and 

 Alberta Transportation is not required to submit reports on Public and Parks land. 
 
Current variations in reporting do not support the goal of an integrated Sand and Gravel 
Program:  

 Does not provide the necessary and timely data and information required to 
appropriately monitor, report and manage activities on the landscape; and  

 Can result in inefficiencies related to review and inspections.  
 
A need to integrate reporting and update the information required was identified as a 
priority through the Sand and Gravel Program Review. 
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Table 3: Feedback Summary on Proposed Reporting Requirements 
Theme Feedback Respondent Group 

3.1 Type of data 
collected  

Must be useful for compliance and pertain to operating 
plan conditions. 
 
Updates on progressive reclamation must be a part of 
annual reporting.  
 
Exclude security review from annual reporting. 
 
Include reclamation material salvage in reporting 
requirements.  
 

All 
 
 
ENGO 
 
 
Industry 
 
Industry 
 

3.2 Transparency 
and compliance 

Want easy access to annual reports, including 
compliance reports and progressive reclamation. 
 
 
 
The department should share a comprehensive 
summary report of all data collected in these reports. 
 
Concern about the data that will be publically shared. 
 
Reports must be subject to timely review and feedback 
from AEP, with consequences for not reporting. 
 
 

ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table, 
AUMA 
 
 
ENGOs 
 
 
Industry  
 
ENGOs, WPACS, 
Fisheries Round Table 
 

3.3 Definition of 
active 

A pit should only be considered inactive if it has a 
reclamation certificate.  
 
The definition needs to be clarified to address site 
maintenance and liability for associated infrastructure. 
 
Clarify the scope of “all pits” that reporting 
requirements would apply to.  
 
 

ENGOs 
 
 
ENGOs, AAMDC 
 
 
All 
 

3.4 Economic 
considerations 

Switching to annual reporting for all is an expense and 
burden for small businesses.  
 

Industry 

3.5 Implementation 
considerations 
 

Training needed for those responsible for new 
reporting requirements.  
 
Commonly used business software must be sufficient 
for annual reporting.  
 
Deadline for annual reports should be on anniversary 
of the proponent receiving approval rather than the 
same date for all operations.  
 
Coordinate information required for various 
requirements and applications.  

All 
 
 
Industry 
 
 
Industry 
 
 
 
Industry 
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3.1 Type of Data Collected 
 
From stakeholders:  

Indefinitely active or inactive pits must be required to do progressive reclamation 
on an annual basis. This should be part of annual reporting. 
All operators should do baseline groundwater assessments, then report annually 
on volumes used and volumes remaining in aquifer.  
 
Operators should have to report on air quality and the steps they have taken to 
decrease particulate matter and other emissions.  
Require operators to submit photographs of their current pit conditions, including 
recent aerial photographs.  
 
Requiring proponents on both public and private land to complete annual 
operating reports will help ensure compliance throughout the province. 
 
The ASGA does not support annual reclamation security review as part of the 
annual reporting process. Our organization lack of support on possible annual 
reclamation security review emanates from existing capacity of the regulator not 
being able to generate consistent, timely reviews through the existing sand and 
gravel framework. There would also appear to be no basis for a review on this 
level of frequency. Current processes already require estimates of liability into 
the future to ensure adequate bonding.  An annual process will serve no one by 
drawing on limited resources for no additional protections. 
 
At the workshop discussions, there was a heavy focus on tree clearing. One 
would think that reclamation material salvage would be equally important for 
reporting. Is there a reason this was not included? 

 

3.2 Transparency and Compliance 
 

From stakeholders:  

Asking for clarity on how online reporting can “test compliance with legal 
obligations”, as an onsite inspection would likely be more effective.  

Reporting of both routine operations and emergency situations were negative 
impacts have occurred must be publically available. Accessibility of information 
must be prompt and through an easy to navigate process.  

Reporting should be used to inform staff for proactive compliance.  

Information from the integrated reporting system should be shared with industry 
and the public. There may be additional information that industry could volunteer 
that would be considered useful.  
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Annual reporting of progressive reclamation to show that they are meeting their 
approval conditions and annual reporting of complaints from adjacent landowners 
and how they were resolved.  

AEP must have capacity and technology to collect, store, analyze and use the 
data and ability to verify that reports are accurate. Reports need to tie to the 
approved operating conditions. 
Operators who voluntarily meet higher standards should be recognized for their 
efforts.  
 
Annual reports should be made publically available and posted online for easy 
access.  
 
The department should share a comprehensive summary report of all data 
collected in these reports.  
 
There should be a process for sharing with municipalities (while recognizing 
confidentiality). 
 
Whether reporting requirements for gravel mining operations are standardized or 
improved is a moot point when AEP admittedly does not have, and does not plan 
to have, adequate capacity to enforce requirements.  

 

3.3 Definition of Active 
 
The AAMDC is looking for clarification on the definition of “Active pits” in terms of liability 
for associated infrastructure. Stakeholders also questioned how the definition will 
address aggregate hauled from the pit and stockpiled. 
 
From stakeholders:  

A pit should be considered active until it has a reclamation certificate or is no 
longer has a disturbance footprint as part of a cumulative effects assessment for 
the region. 
 
Industry recommends allowing the authorization holder to declare two forms of 
inactivity: open or future operation inactive, and reclaimed and inactive (pending 
reclamation certification). 
 
The reporting requirement should be mandatory regardless of whether the pit 
was “active” that year or not. The requirement to complete annual reports should 
be terminated only when reclamation requirements have been completed and the 
area is no longer considered to contribute to cumulative effects disturbances. A 
separate report for “inactive” pits could require the proponent to indicate a 
window for when the proponent is intending to continue restoration or mining 
activities. This will aid in monitoring, compliance and ongoing restoration work. 
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The definition of active must be clarified to address maintenance at a site. 
 
Even if there has been no gravel extraction in a given year there needs to be 
monitoring and reporting of water drainage/retention, erosion and/or erosion 
control, condition of stockpiles (topsoil/subsoil/overburden), trend in revegetation, 
invasive non-native plant species distribution and control, reclamation activities 
(interim or at end or pit life), progress towards achieving end land use, and any 
environmental or safety risks (e.g. pit capture, stranded fish) and how they are 
dealt with. 

 
The department needs to clarify the scope of “all pits”, including:  

 AB Trans public and private; 

 MD public and private; 

 Under 5 ha; 

 Orphaned; and 

 Expired approvals. 
 
 

3.4 Economic Considerations 
 
Industry expressed concerns that the new reporting requirements would significantly 
increase costs, especially for small businesses.  
 

3.5 Implementation Considerations 
 
From stakeholders:  

Concern about having to submit shape files to meet reporting requirements, as 
that would require new software and recommends that reporting requirements 
can be met with commonly used business software.  
 
While some of the studies or requirements may be warranted, there should be an 
effort made to coordinate all the requirements/studies/applications for that the 
industry doesn’t have to incur an added cost of tailoring applications for the 
individual reviewer/approval.  
 
Recommend staggered reporting (not all due March 31st). 
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Topic 4: Reclamation Requirements  
 

The department proposes several updates related to reclamation requirements, 
including:  

 An integrated approach for surface material extraction on public and private 
lands; 

 Encouraging professional planning;  

 Clarifying equivalent land capability and acceptable end land uses through an 
end land use hierarchy; and 

 Clarifying pre-site assessment information for soils and vegetation. 
 
It is proposed the Conservation and Reclamation Business Plan (CRBP) required for 
public lands, and the Activities/ Operations Plan required for private lands, be integrated 
into one – a Conservation, Operation and Reclamation Plan (CORP).  Water Act 
requirements will be integrated into all phases.   
 
It is proposed all aspects of a CORP, including:  

 on-site data collection, analyses, and reporting; and  

 development of the CORP itself 
should be completed by qualified personnel in order to ensure information provided is 
consistent and high quality so review, rework and additional clarification is reduced.  
 
The CORP should be signed by professionals responsible for the report. 
 

• The following is a hierarchy of preferred end-land uses: 
– Return to pre-disturbance conditions (most desirable); 
– Change to match adjacent land use; and 
– An alternate land use, based on the capability of the land. 

 
It is proposed data collected through a pre-site assessment: 

 provides assurance that proposed end land uses can be achieved; 

 better aligns with the expectations required of other industries; and  

 meets requirements for reclamation and enables planning to achieve success. 
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Table 4: Feedback Summary on Proposed Reclamation Requirements 
Theme Feedback Respondent 

Group 

4.1 Pre-site data 
collected 

Support more pre-application data if it helps achieve 
successful reclamation.  
 
Data being requested is too detailed.  
 
Reclamation planning needs to be part of all stages of a 
project, including long term monitoring during the life of 
the pit. 
 
 

Industry 
 
 
Industry 
 
ENGOs 
 
 

4.2 Land use 
hierarchy 

Support for hierarchy, but need more detail on how it will 
be implemented.  
 
Acknowledge the opportunities and benefits of reclaimed 
sites. 
 

All 
 
 
Industry 

4.3 Clarity of 
requirements 

Need more clarity on reclamation assessment required for 
meeting equivalent land capability.  
 
Clarify terminology for new requirements. 
 
Clarify requirements for pre-1993 pits, or what 
grandfathering will apply. 
 
Have a soils expert review and provide feedback on the 
soils assessment.  
 

All 
 
 
Industry 
 
Industry 
 
 
Industry 
 

4.4 Progressive 
reclamation 

Clarify if progressive reclamation will be recognized 
through annual reviews by adjusting financial security 
annually. 
 
Must require progressive reclamation on an annual basis 
so indefinitely active or inactive pits do not remain on the 
landscape. 
 
 

Industry 
 
 
 
ENGOs 

4.5 Economic 
considerations 

Concern about the increased costs from the additional 
assessments.  
 
Industry should bear the cost of failed reclamation for 
gravel pits in flood plains.  
 

Industry 
 
 
WPACs, Fisheries 
Round Table 

4.6 Implementation 
considerations 
 

Have less stringent requirements for smaller pits.  
 
Guidance should be provided on the pre-site assessment 
for historic pits. 
 
Need clarification of how the adjacent area can be 
assessed for vegetation if not owned by the operator.  
 
Reclamation inquiry needs to be held in a timely fashion.  
 

Industry 
 
Industry 
 
 
Industry 
 
 
Industry 
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4.1 Pre-site Data Collected 
Industry expressed several concerns regarding the level of detail required by the 
proposed assessments and people that would be conducting them.  
 
Many representatives during the Nisku and Airdrie sessions felt the soil assessment 
criteria are far too detailed for the purposes of sand and gravel.  
 
Some industry stakeholders felt pre-site assessments were business as usual and 
needed: it was important to protect operators at the reclamation stage from landowners 
who might have misconceptions of what was there before the gravel pit. 
 
From stakeholders:  

The ASGA acknowledges the importance of soil thickness, texture, structure and 
types but do other components (i.e., root abundance, moisture content and 
mottling) truly need assessing? Other challenges and concerns include the timing 
for the vegetation assessment. 
 
Does the department require designated professionals for these assessments? 
 
It is important that as reclamation requirements/guidelines are established they 
mirror the requirements for pre-site assessments. This will provide assurance to 
the industry on expectations for pre- and post-operation assessments. 
 
Reclamation planning needs to be incorporated into all stages of a project.  
The pre-site information should include riparian health assessments if the project 
is located in a riparian area. Long-term monitoring of the pits should include 
erosion control, re-vegetation success, and invasive non-native plant 
management. This date can be shared to support continual improvement across 
the industry.  

 

4.2 Land Use Hierarchy 
 
From stakeholders:  

The proposed hierarchy requires an explanation of how it will be considered and 
applied during the approval process for new pits and reclamation process for 
existing pits.  
 
Need to recognize the natural subregion to understand limitations and 
opportunities for reclamation/restoration strategy.  
 
Industry would like the opportunities and landscape benefits be acknowledged for 
reclaimed sites.  
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Aggregate development and subsequent reclamation within floodplains provides 
landscape benefits including water bodies and wetlands for water retention, new 
or enhanced waterfowl and wildlife habitat, and alternative end-land uses. 
 
Would like to examine opportunities to reclaim existing disturbed areas into 
habitat for fish and wildlife that are threatened or at risk. 
 
Restore riparian land functions for watershed resilience and flood and drought 
mitigation.  

 

4.3 Clarity of Requirements 
Industry requested more detailed requirements, and felt the information provided failed 
to address any reclamation criteria and vaguely addressed equivalent land use.  
 
Many stakeholders recommended more clarity on how the pre-site information will be 
used to assess the site for the final reclamation and meet equivalent land capability.  
For example, soils can be thin in forested areas. What happens if the final soil layer is 
80 per cent of the original depth? Will topsoil need to be imported? One stakeholder 
recommended a soils expert provide feedback on the soils assessment. 
 
From stakeholders:  

The priority failed to address any reclamation assessment criteria and vaguely 
addressed equivalent end land use. One of the biggest issues facing the industry 
is the lack of clarity and requirements for reclamation certificate applications and 
supplemental assessment information provided with these packages. AEP needs 
to work with the ASGA in the development of an outcome-based reclamation 
process with a greater emphasis and focus upon functionality and less on 
specific soil conditions.   
 
What standards apply (i.e. 1995 Reclamation criteria for wellsites, 1998 Draft 
Guidelines, 2010 Wellsite Criteria)?  A sand and gravel criteria is required.  
 
-Grandfathering of existing - Confirm that pre-1993 disturbance of $250/acre will 
still apply 
 
Criteria need to be measurable and enforceable.  
 
While it is understood AEP is merging the private and public program and 
creating new terminology (i.e., CORP vs. CRBP vs. Activities Plan), in order for 
industry to understand how it is going to be applied until the new merged 
program is presented, language in presentation should be simple and concise 
and clear on how it impacts each program. It is hard to expect industry to 
understand how the new guidelines are going to be applied when using 
terminology that hasn’t been presented to industry. 
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4.4 Progressive Reclamation 
 
From stakeholders:  

Current five-year reporting on private pits requires full cost reclamation, but does 
not recognize progressive reclamation within that five-year window.  If move to 
annual reporting, will security be adjusted to reflect progressive reclamation of 
current and upcoming year, or will security still remain as total disturbances in the 
next five years? 
 
Can partial reclamation certificates be issued (along with progressive security 
return)? 
 
I wholeheartedly agree with security requirements for financial security. This is an 
incentive to complete reclamation (and progressive reclamation).  

Indefinitely active or inactive pits must do as part of progressive reclamation, 
landscaping such that these damaged landscapes are not eyesores. 

All operators should be required to report on progressive reclamation according 
to the terms of their approvals. 

4.5 Economic Considerations 
Some operators expressed concerns regarding the cost of completing the pre-site 
assessment and estimated the following costs: 

 Soils assessment:  $1,500 – $6,000; and 

 Vegetation assessment:  $1,500 – $6,000. 
 
The WPACs and individual members from the Fisheries Round Table expressed 
concerns that costs from failed reclamation would conceivably be downloaded on the 
public, as aggregate extraction in floodplains can lead to higher costs from flood 
damage and mitigation.   

4.6 Implementation Considerations 
 
From stakeholders:  

Industry recommends less stringent requirements for smaller operators, and that 
AEP allows discretion for smaller operators to complete these assessments in-
house where possible. 
 
The document does not provide clear expectations on previously disturbed sites 
(including Pre-78 pits or abandoned sites).  Guidance should be provided on the 
expectations of the pre-site assessment for historic pits.   
 
Industry recommends that the department allows for different requirements for 
older pits, as soil salvage and reclamation practices have changed significantly 
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over the years. A company should be assessed for a given area within a pit at a 
level consistent with practices at the time of extraction.  
 
The request to provide details on the vegetation community in areas adjacent to 
the property may be difficult on private land if adjacent lands are not owned by 
the applicant.   
 
AEP has to also complete a reclamation inquiry in a timely fashion (sometimes 
has been years between when an application has been submitted and an inquiry 
held).   
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5. Other Stakeholder Recommendations and Comments 
 
Stakeholders were encouraged to send in comments about issues that went beyond the 
four topics presented at the stakeholder engagement sessions. The comments in this 
section varied. Most of the ENGO stakeholders came to the engagement sessions 
looking to revamp the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy, as they view it the policy 
that opened floodplains to surface material extraction.  
 
Themes from stakeholder comments include: 

 Using recycled materials to address market demand for aggregate; 

 Lack of support regarding the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy; 

 Provincial leadership to address cumulative effects and long term planning for 
surface material extraction;  

 Better coordination needed between different levels of government; 

 Lack of trust in department’s capacity to regulate program; and 

 Stakeholder’s desire for further conversations and involvement in the Sand and 
Gravel Program Review. 

 
 
Table 5: Feedback Summary on Additional Themes from Stakeholders 
Theme Feedback Respondent Group 

5.1 Market 
demand for 
recycled 
aggregate 
 

Encourage the use of recycled aggregate and 
alternatives.  

AAMDC, AUMA, 
ENGOs, WPACs  
 

5.2 Lack of 
Support for the 
Surface Water 
Body Aggregate 
Policy 
 

SWBAP cannot be supported, as it allows extraction in 
the floodplain.  
 
Update SWBAP by requiring industry proponents to 
measure watershed resilience and address cumulative 
effects. 
 
 

ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 

5.3 Regional 
planning, 
cumulative 
effects, and  
off site impacts  
 

Develop a provincial strategy and/or regional planning 
for long term planning of aggregate extraction.  
 
 
Develop a system to address cumulative effects from 
multiple pits in watersheds and protect watershed 
resilience.  
 
Off-site dust and noise are not regulated, leading to 
poor quality of life and serious health concerns for 
those living by sand and gravel pits.  
 
The definition of public interest should be broader than 
gravel for roads and buildings. 
 
Prevent clear cutting on private land prior to approval of 
pit.   

AAMDC, ENGOs, 
WPACs, Fisheries 
Round Table 
 
ENGOs, WPACs, 
Fisheries Round Table 
 
 
ENGOs, individual 
submissions 
 
 
ENGOs 
 
 
ENGOs 
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5.4 Clear, 
consistent 
government 
process 
 

Better coordination is needed between province and 
municipalities.  

All 

5.5 Department 
lacks capacity to 
regulate  
 

Stakeholders do not trust that the department has 
enough staff to properly manage and enforce program 
requirements.  

All 

5.6 Need to 
continue 
conversations 
 

All stakeholders requested further conversations 
regarding program changes.  
 
Many stakeholders expressed some level of frustration 
with the lack of communication from the department 
prior to engagement sessions. 
 

All 
 
 
ENGOs, Fisheries 
Round Table, Industry 
 

 
 

5.1 Market Demand for New Aggregate 
Aggregate extraction is a non-renewable resource and its extractions can lead to 
tradeoffs between our economy and lifestyle versus environmental and social impacts.  
 
Stakeholder Recommendations:  
Decrease the market demand for new aggregate by finding alternative materials. 
Following the waste management hierarchy of reduce, reuse, recycle to decrease 
demand for aggregate in the province.  
Examples submitted include: 

 Explore new technology and techniques that can be used to build roads and 
other infrastructure with less aggregate. For example, there is emerging 
technology from the Netherlands on building roads out of plastic;  

 Recycle concrete, asphalt, and other sources of aggregate from construction 
and demolition waste; and  

 Cities such as the City of Edmonton and Calgary have Construction & 
Demolition recycling.  

From stakeholders:  
Aggregate is a finite resource – need to develop a provincial conservation 
strategy that includes substitute materials and recycling.  

GoA should promote recycling of sand and gravel from construction waste by 
providing incentives. The City of Edmonton is an excellent example; it recycles 
materials from demolished roads and infrastructures. 

Encourage opportunities to lever use of recycled aggregate (AAMDC). AAMDC is 
interested in assisting in communicating those opportunities.  
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5.2 Comments on the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy (SWBAP) 
Throughout the engagement sessions and written comments, ENGOs, WPACs and 
individual members from the Fisheries Round Table expressed deep frustration with the 
SWBAP. One stakeholder submitted a new Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy as a 
replacement to the current one. It includes requirements for qualified professionals and 
addressing cumulative effects for all applications. 
 
From stakeholders:  

SWBAP needs to acknowledge the ecological impacts of floodplain mining.  
 
SWBAP needs to be updated.  
 
If AEP intends to continue indicating that the SWBAP is a “science-based” 
approach to sustainable aggregate mining then please ensure that the proper 
amount of science is being applied to assess and manage any implications of 
this destructive activity.  By not doing so there is a real risk of disenfranchising 
the public and doing a disservice to the scientific community.  We are all working 
very hard to understand our natural environment, and the implications of human 
development, so that we can make the right decisions regarding resource 
development.  It would be better not to use the term “science-based” if there is 
not going to be sufficient rigour applied to current and future operations.  As 
noted earlier, the Risk-based approach is reasonable, but there is allot more that 
needs to be considered in this process when trading off the aquatic ecosystem 
for corporate profits and provincial royalties. 
 
I cannot support "SWBAP" as it is written. I believe the policy forgot about the 
importance of our rivers, their flood plains and their aquatic habitat. Your policy 
sets a very dire precedent certainly not a superior example for our future 
Albertans by raping our lands for the quick fix. Until the policy addresses all these 
issues it is a failure. 
 
I don’t want front line staff of Alberta Environment & Parks (AEP) to take this the 
wrong way because I believe their hands are tied but unless the Surface Water 
Body Aggregate Policy (SWBAP) is actually changed, based on application of 
science not politics and the economical implications of Alberta’s CAP levy 
(https://www.asga.ab.ca/initiatives-cap.asp) many of their good intentions are 
likely to be of lesser value because this policy has some serious flaws. 

 
 

5.3 Regional Planning, Cumulative Effects, and Off Site Impacts 
Non-industry stakeholders sent a strong message that applications cannot be 
addressed on an individual basis. Decisions need to consider the overall disturbance to 
a watershed. Some stakeholders also highlighted a 2005 predictive model analysis 
showing the aggregate extraction industry results in the second most extensive surface 
excavation in the province: oilsands were calculated to be 75,000 ha and gravel pits 
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24,000 ha9. This same study predicts the disturbance from sand and gravel extraction to 
double in size from 2005 to 2055.  
Industry is requesting clarity on where they can operate so they do not spend money 
applying for areas that will ultimately result in rejected applications.  
 
Stakeholder Comments on Regional Planning and Cumulative Effects 

AAMDC requested a provincial strategy for aggregate resources, including both 
public and private land. This was echoed by many workshop attendees that felt 
regional planning is needed to address cumulative effects and off-site impacts 
from surface material extraction.  

 
Sterilization of resources – stranded assets – can be addressed by municipal 
land use planning.  
 
Aggregate mapping and land use zoning with setback requirements.  
“All Albertans are affected if the government fails to properly regulate and control 
inappropriate land uses in the bed and shores and flood hazard areas of Alberta 
that affect watershed resilience in the face of climate change and the increase 
likelihood of extreme weather events leading to floods and drought conditions.” 
 
Some areas of the province have higher pressure than others. The Red Deer 
River Watershed Alliance pointed out that AEP’s Red Deer regional office has 
253 pits on file and only 1 in 13 pits has a reclamation certificate. Data from 2013 
indicates that 220 pits covered an area greater than 14 km2.  
 
Public interest pertains to more than having economically viable gravel extraction 
operations for roads and development.  
 
AAMDC requests a clear definition of cumulative impacts so all government 
ministries and stakeholders have a common interpretation, and clearly outlined 
roles and responsibilities for all levels of government in regards to managing 
cumulative effects. Alignment and harmonization between all levels of 
government needed to understand potential cumulative impacts of policy 
changes on development.  
 
In 2017, any regulator deliberately ignoring cumulative impacts, including climate 
impacts, is grossly negligent. 
 
The GOA needs to provide measures of policy success, including cumulative 
effects management and integrated resource management systems.  
 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
9
 An Estimation of Surface Excavations in Alberta. (2013). https://www.alces.ca/projects/91/ 
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Stakeholder Comments on Off Site Impacts 
Dust, noise, traffic, and property values are issues from sand and gravel 
operations. 
 
Monitoring of air pollution and noise pollution must be included, because these 
impacts seriously and negatively affect the health of people, livestock and 
wildlife.  
 
Noise and dust are under AEP legislation but AEP lacks monitoring and 
enforcement capacity.  The directly impacted community is at risk and helpless? 
 
My suggestion, is that Alberta Environment (AE) focus on one of the real 
problems with gravel - health. 
Attached is a note by a medic resident to Rocky View Council about the air 
quality effects of gravel dust (and silica) upon people. 
In short, breathing the stuff shortens your life.  The Alberta Sand and Gravel 
Association's own safety manual shows Alberta has the highest silica content in 
North America. 
It is a carcinogen!  It can kill you! 
 
'Mitigation' of noise and particulates is not very effective but does cost money - 
and adds absolutely nothing to the value of the product. 
Therefore any profit-maximizing enterprise will not be very interested in 
'mitigation' simply because it reduces profits - despite what they may say. 
 
The gravel pit representatives will do whatever they can to assure you that 
having a gravel pit in your backyard will not affect your quality of life and they will 
promise to do what it takes to minimize the noise and dust pollution, which they 
probably do, but it is not enough.  Once they are approved, the reality is 
residents in the area will see their quality of life decline significantly.  I believe the 
testing that is done regarding the dust and noise pollution is not a true reflection 
of reality and does not represent the real effects of being close to a gravel pit.   

 
Stakeholder Concerns on Clearing Vegetation on Private Land 

There is concern that private landowners will circumvent the recommended pre-
site vegetation assessment by pre-emptively removing vegetation prior to 
approval of a pit, thereby decreasing the environmental value of the land and 
making it more attractive for development.  
 
Example: People cut down trees on private land prior to having an aggregate 
extraction approved. The removal of the trees will change the biodiversity and 
hydrology of the area prior to the application, especially the pre-site information. 
Therefore, when the vegetation and biodiversity assessments are done, the 
information collected isn’t a true reflection of the landscape change required to 
establish a pit.  
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5.4 Clear, Consistent Government Process 
 
From stakeholders:  

Must be fair and clear...” to support “…development and ensure environmental 
considerations are addressed. 
 
The unaddressed issue remains the permitting relationship between AEP and 
municipalities. As per the PEARS report – a joint permitting process would 
benefit all. 
 
Who makes sure permits are in compliance with federal requirements and 
approvals? 
 
Disconnect between AEP jurisdiction and municipalities.  
 
Better communication and decision-making process between province and 
municipalities. 
 
Shared applications between municipalities and provincial staff? 
 
Need consistent review of applications, science-based decisions.  
 

We, as an industry, can either get on board or be left behind. Moreover, I think 
AEP is going to implement it regardless of whether we accept their changes or 
not. Therefore, we may as well be progressive and work with AEP to try and 
improve the process that they have presented than oppose it outright. After all, 
this is the way of the future and I think there are opportunities we should 
embrace. It will create a more “level playing field” and should punish the poorer 
operators. Many of the members are already at this stage and the additional cost 
of sophistication/reporting are not going to have as significant a cost implication 
as some of the poorer, less sophisticated operators.  
 
Where I think we need to emphasize our concerns is with the “consistency” in 
reviewing the information and the departmental HR problem as mentioned 
above.  

 

5.5 Department Capacity to Regulate Surface Material Activities 
Stakeholders expressed a strong theme of needing dedicated provincial government 
staff to approve, inspect, and enforce regulatory requirements for surface material 
extraction operations. Industry, environmental groups, and municipalities expressed 
concerns about the department’s current ability to run the sand and gravel program. The 
stated reasons for their concerns included: 

 the complexity of the program;  

 perceived inconsistencies in managing the program;  
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 lack of provincial staff, including inspectors and compliance, that have time 
dedicated to these operations; and 

 overlap and confusion of roles between municipal and provincial regulators. 
 
From stakeholders: 

The proposed changes to the Sand and Gravel Program will require dedicated 
government funding and staff resources and competencies to support 
implementation and continued policy guidance and enforcement. To assist all 
stakeholders, including municipalities, industry, and the Government of Alberta 
(GOA), having a clear and consistent process in place that outlines roles and 
responsibilities is essential for success. (AAMDC) 
 
GOA staff need to be accessible to those applying for approvals in order to 
support a timely and consistent approvals process across the province. (AAMDC) 
 
The industry assault on aquatic ecosystems is enabled through AEP’s lack of 
resources/inability to enforce Acts and aggregate industry compliance. 
 
Whether reporting requirements for gravel mining operations are standardized or 
improved is a moot point when AEP admittedly does not have, and does not plan 
to have, adequate capacity to enforce requirements. 

My feeling is that the current “update” to the provincial regulatory system is badly 
needed. The current system is straining to keep up with obligations due to a 
convoluted process, unclear policy, and lack of manpower sufficient to implement 
and enforce. As a result, the general public and many municipalities have come 
to lose trust in Alberta Environment and their ability to regulate gravel pits. They 
are therefore stepping in to fill what they see as a void. Too many poorly run 
operations exist, and I agree that policy and enforcement (in general) need to 
improve. 
 
It is AEP’s claim, with this additional information and the computerized mode in 
which it is provided, will allow them to address files more expediently. Regardless 
of how much information we provide the dissemination of the information by the 
different AEP personnel, particularly given the gap in the department between 
the knowledgeable and experienced versus the young and inexperienced and all 
the associated idiosyncrasies and ramifications of the generation gap, will not in 
my estimation, be improved by this process. 
 
AEP needs to put a rigorous training and mentoring program to address this 
issue. In addition, we need to get AEP to commit to some form of KPI (Key 
Performance Indicators – Benchmarking Performance) to demonstrate their 
assertion this additional information and cost, in fact, has benefit via increased 
file completions.  
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They need to be held accountable to a standard no different than the wait times 
at AHS hospitals and be in a position to provide the stats to confirm the 
improvement.  
 

5.6 Need to Continue Conversations 
ENGOs and WPACs expressed frustration that they were left out of previous 
conversations related to the program review. They felt the engagement sessions were a 
step forward and want continued involvement in developing the industry requirements. 
A couple of ENGOs stated that the engagement process was biased because it lacked 
the appropriate experts and impacted individuals, and the department should facilitate 
greater public participation in these conversations. 
 
Many stakeholders commented that the most productive conversations at the 
engagement sessions were from mixed groups at the same table.  
 
From stakeholders:  

Many stakeholders, especially those representing ENGOs and WPACs, felt there 
was inadequate time for discussion at the engagement sessions. These 
stakeholders came prepared with insights and concerns that often were deemed 
out of scope for the focused topics and facilitated conversations. They brought 
experience from their neighbourhoods and were looking for extensive 
conversations, collaboration, and dialogue to build common understanding 
between sand and gravel program stakeholders.  
 
The integrated sand and gravel program review and overhaul also involved nine 
additional priorities that appear not to be destined for stakeholder review. Many 
of the priorities are of utmost importance to the sand and gravel industry, 
including inspection protocols, reclamation criteria, municipal and provincial roles 
and registration of class one and two pits. What is the status of these reviews 
and will the ASGA be part of the review process? Dialogue has been sporadic 
and our organization and its members want to be part of the solution and not a 
recipient of change without input. 
 
Need further discussions on grandfathering of requirements for old pits and 
addressing issues from orphan pits.  
 
Want to stay in the loop on how input from the review will influence policy and 
regulations.  
 
Continued engagement with the AAMDC and other stakeholders is needed. 
The AAMDC has been actively involved with the review of the Sand and Gravel 
Program for a number of years and value the opportunity to be engaged with the 
Government of Alberta and industry partners through this process. The timeline 
for this review has been lengthy and the AAMDC would encourage the 
Government of Alberta to continue to move forward and engage with appropriate 
stakeholders to ensure momentum is maintained. The AAMDC respectfully 
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requests to be informed of policy development progress as this process 
continues. 
 
SAGE would like to be kept informed on progress towards other priority program 
issues including aggregate allocation policy, aggregate resource inventory, Water 
Act authorizations, provincial and municipal roles and financial security. 
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Appendix A – Program Review Topics for Stakeholder Engagement 
Sessions 
 

 

Topic 1: Implementation Guidance for the Surface Water Body Aggregate Policy 

In 2010, the Government of Alberta introduced a provincial Surface Waterbody Aggregate 
policy with intent to regulate aggregate operations in proximity to surface waterbodies to 
protect communities, reduce environmental degradation, and protect critical infrastructure. 
The policy prohibits aggregate extraction within the active channel, and applies a risk-based 
approach for mining outside the active channel and their floodplains.  

In 2014, an Alberta Environment and Parks Task Group was established to develop and 
complete the risk assessment approach referenced in the 2010 policy. Without detailed risk 
assessment guidance, expectations for supporting technical information varied across the 
province. As such a new process was developed by a Task Group, comprised of experts from a 
variety of policy and operational areas in Environment and Parks, including Water 
Administration Engineers, Land Management Specialists, Aquatic and Wildlife Habitat 
Specialists, Fisheries Biologists, Wetlands Specialists, River Hazard Specialists, Surface Materials 
Specialists, Hydrogeologists, Approvals Managers and Specialists, and regional representatives. 
The 2016 risk assessment approach defines consistent application requirements for additional 
information based on a defined risk categorization. The purpose of the workshop is to solicit 
stakeholders’ feedback on the draft risk assessment processes. 

 

  



 

   

Oct 2017   
What We Heard: 

Stakeholder Feedback on the  
Sand and Gravel Program Review 

© 2017 Government of Alberta 

Page 42 of 47 

 

Topic 2: Fish and Wildlife Standards 

With the present Sand and Gravel Program review, the Government of Alberta is looking at 
ways to: 

 increase transparency as to areas of higher fish and wildlife sensitivity where restrictions 
to sand/gravel operations may apply; and   

 ensure companies understand the requirements and conduct adequate surveys to 
comply with regulatory requirements and avoid destruction of important wildlife 
features. 

Alberta Environment and Parks has a series of “Wildlife Sensitivity Maps” and supporting 
standards and guidelines that allows users to plan industrial activities in Alberta and identify 
potential operational concerns.  Much of this information comes from provincial plans to 
recover species at risk (i.e., Greater Sage Grouse, Woodland Caribou) or aligned with wildlife 
and fisheries management objectives to proactively protect important habitats. Fisheries has 
also flagged several watersheds where fish species may require additional setbacks or 
management practices to protect of fish populations, particularly populations that may be at 
risk. The Landscape Analysis Tool (LAT) is an online tool that allows users to access the 
information and restrictions identified within Wildlife Sensitivity Maps.  Because conditions for 
the sand and gravel industry were not originally included in LAT, there has been some confusion 
about operational requirements and appropriate locations for sand and gravel operators 
applying for a disposition in Alberta.  

The intent is to update the LAT tool (or create an equivalent process to ensure easily available 
and clearly outlined information) to include sensitive species layers and conditions for the sand 
and gravel industry that are science based and recognise the wildlife/fisheries resource 
management objectives when conducting sand and gravel operations. Having clear industry 
standards will provide more certainty for stakeholders and more consistency with requirements 
for other industries. These changes are expected to have little to no impact on aggregate 
availability, except in caribou ranges which will be subject outcomes of caribou range planning 
discussions.  
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Topic 3: Reclamation Requirements  

Surface material extraction, such as a sand and gravel pit, is classified as a specified land use 
within the Environmental and Protection Enhancement Act (EPEA) and therefore requires a 
reclamation certificate at closure. The reclamation requirement under EPEA is to reclaim 
specified lands to “equivalent land capability”.  

“Equivalent land capability” is defined in the Conservation and Reclamation Regulation as: 
 “the ability of the land to support various land uses after conservation and reclamation 
is similar to the ability that existed prior to an activity being conducted on the land, but 
that the individual land uses will not necessarily be identical.”  

To support the goal of equivalent land capability, the following is a hierarchy of preferred end 
land uses: 
 

• return to pre-disturbance conditions (most desirable); 
• change to match adjacent land use; and, 
• an alternate land use, based on the capability of the land, e.g, a recreational area.  

The reclamation requirements for aggregate pits in Alberta need to be updated to support 
meeting equivalent land capability. Several draft documents and policies exist, including a draft 
1998 reclamation criteria document for pits.  These documents are subject to interpretation 
and are being inconsistently applied by industry and government. To continuously improve the 
industry, it is important to implement consistent and updated approaches to managing our 
land.  

Updated reclamation requirements are needed for poise the industry for better reclamation 
success. Proposed updates include:  
 

• an integrated approach for aggregate extraction on public and private lands; 
• more detailed sampling prior to surface material extraction for both soils and 

vegetation; and, 
• a Reclamation Material Placement Plan to better align with other industries. 

This information will facilitate better planning to support progressive reclamation, better 
alignment with other industries, and successful reclamation.  
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Topic 4: Reporting 

Alberta Environment and Parks are aligning Public, Private and Parks Pits programs to ensure 
surface material operations meet the same reporting standard on all lands in Alberta.  Currently 
surface material operations report as follows: 

• Public land, disposition holders are required to submit an Annual Operation Report 
(AOR). 

• Private lands, registration holders are required to submit a report every five years 
after the date of initial registration, which is referred to as a Five Year Report.  A 
Final Reclamation Report is required to be submitted three years after the entire pit 
has been revegetated. 

• Parks land, disposition holders are required to submit a Surface Material Operating 
Annual Report. 

The department is proposing to move towards an Annual Operating Report to improve 
reporting consistency and efficiency.  The Annual Operating Report will provide information on 
the operational status and current operation of pits.  For example, we will recommend the 
submission of spatial data for disturbed and reclaimed areas.  Recommendations for reporting 
separate the level of detail required for active and in-active pits and propose a common 
reporting date.  On Private lands, the Final Reclamation Report will no longer be required.  
Alberta Environment and Parks will use this information for: 
 

• State of the environment reporting; 
• Ensure accurate data capture and tracking for pits on all lands; and 
• Performance of authorizations including Compliance Assurance. 

Stakeholder input is needed to ensure the Annual Operating Report requirements are clear and 
can be successfully implemented.    
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Appendix B – Workshop Participants  
 

Below is a list of workshop participants. Participants were nominated by their representative 
organizations. 
 
Table B.1: Leduc Workshop Participants (January 26 – 27, 2017) 
Group Representative of: Contact Name 

   

AAMDC Mountain View County Al Kemmere 

AAMDC Red Deer County Denise Bedford 

AAMDC Clearwater County Earl Graham 

AAMDC Lac Ste. Anne County Lorne Olsvik  

AAMDC Camrose County Paul King 

AAMDC AAMDC Staff Tasha Blumenthal 

AAMDC Sturgeon County Wayne Bokenfohr 

AGSA Lafarge Bill Gowdy 

AGSA Border Paving Conor McClocklin 

AGSA Lehigh Dale Soetaert  

AGSA Stony Valley Dan Fouts  

AGSA Colas Ian Hancock 

AGSA Knelsen Joe Hustler 

AGSA Volker Stein Nick Ryan  

AGSA Burnco Ulrich Scheidigger 

Alberta Environmental Network Medicine River Watershed Society Dale Christian 

Alberta Environmental Network Central Athabasca Stewardship 
Society Donna Mendelsohn 

Alberta Environmental Network Trout Unlimited Duane Radford 

Alberta Environmental Network Environmental Law Centre Jason Unger 

Alberta Environmental Network AFGA - Edmonton Trout Fishing Club Keith Rae 

Alberta Environmental Network Mewassin Community Council Lynne Scheideman 

Alberta Environmental Network Onoway River Valley Conservation 
Association 

Mike Northcott 

Alberta Environmental Network Lac Ste Anne Community Group Patti Fish 

Alberta Watershed and Planning 
Councils 

Mighty Peace Watershed Alliance 
Bob Cameron 

Alberta Watershed and Planning 
Councils 

North Saskatchewan Watershed 
Alliance 

Gord Thompson 

Alberta Watershed and Planning 
Councils 

Beaver River Watershed Alliance 
Marsha Hayward  

Alberta Watershed and Planning 
Councils 

Battle River Watershed Alliance 
Sarah Skinner 

AUMA  Michelle Kane 

GOA - Culture and Tourism  Darryl Bereziuk 

Dept Fisheries and Oceans  Marek Janowicz 

GOA - Indigenous Relations  Donna Hovsepian 

Individual members from the 
Alberta Fisheries Round Table 

Alberta Fish and Game Association Andy Boyd 

Individual members from the 
Alberta Fisheries Round Table 

Edmonton Canoe Corinna Kuhnert  

Municipal Affairs  Njeri Mbajiorgu 
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Non- AGSA sand and gravel 
operators 

Drayton Sand & Gravel Ltd. 
Avalie Peck 

Alberta Transportation  Bruce Blue 

 
Table B.2: Alberta Environment and Parks Organizers and Presenters (Leduc) 
Role  Contact Name 

   

Assistant Deputy Minister Policy and Planning Ronda Goulden 

Chair, Sand and Gravel Working 
Group 

Policy and Planning Don Watson  

Organizer Policy and Planning  Natasha Page  

Project Manager Contractor Rhonda Tanton 

Facilitator Community Engagement Brenda Eeglon 

Facilitator Community Engagement Joanne Barwise 

Facilitator Community Engagement Rita Stagman 

Subject Matter Expert Operations Bruce van Os 

Subject Matter Expert Operations Danielle Siemens 

Subject Matter Expert Operations Dave Hobson 

Subject Matter Expert Operations Joanne Sweeney 

Subject Matter Expert Operations  Terrina Perley 

Subject Matter Expert Operations Todd Aasen 

Subject Matter Expert Policy and Planning Arshad Ali  

Subject Matter Expert Policy and Planning Dave Stepnisky 

Subject Matter Expert Policy and Planning Gerry Haekel 

 
 
 
Table B.3: Participants from Airdrie Workshop (February 2 – 3, 2017) 
Group Representative of Contact Name 

   

AAMDC AAMDC Policy Analyst Tasha Blumenthal 

AAMDC District 4 Director Tom Burton 

AAMDC District 5 Director Soren Odegard 

AAMDC MD of Peace Veronica Bliska 

AAMDC Mountain View County Angela Aalbers 

AAMDC County of Forty Mile Bryne Lengyel 

AGSA LeFarge Bruce Whale 

AGSA Lehigh Nicole Thomas 

AGSA Mixcor Brock Helm 

AGSA Aecon Ross Salvador 

AGSA Aspen Land Lesley Foy 

AGSA Melennium Ems Andy Etmanski 

AGSA Tollstrup Jonathon Hamilton 

AGSA Burnco Travis Coates 

Alberta Environmental Network Cochrane Environmental Action 
Centre 

Judy Stewart 

Alberta Environmental Network Alberta Wilderness Association Joanna Skrajny 

Alberta Environmental Network Southern Alberta Group for the 
Environment  

Cheryl Bradley (Day 2) 
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Alberta Environment Network South McDougal Flats Area 
Protection Society 

Robin Tudor (Day 1) 

Alberta Environmental Network Butte Action Committee for the 
Environment 

Jon Fennell 

Alberta Environmental Network AFGA – Dickson Fish and Game 
Association 

Ike Johannsen 

Alberta Environmental Network Red Deer River Naturalists Tony Blake 

Alberta Environmental Network Water Matters Kevin Van Tighem 

Alberta Environmental Network Trout Unlimited Jim Stelfox 

Individual members from the 
Alberta Fisheries Round Table 

Alberta Conservation Association Kevin Gardiner 

Individual members from the 
Alberta Fisheries Round Table 

Trout Unlimited Lesley Peterson 

Alberta Watershed and Planning 
Councils 

Oldman & Bow River Basin Shirley Pickering 

Alberta Watershed and Planning 
Councils 

Red Deer River Watershed Alliance Dale Christian 

Alberta Watershed and Planning 
Councils 

South East Alberta Watershed 
Alliance 

Marilou Montemayor 

Alberta Watershed and Planning 
Councils 

Red Deer River Watershed Alliance Josée Méthot 

GOA - Indigenous Relations  Linda Jabs 

GOA - Indigenous Relations  Kevin Morton 

GOA - Municipal Affairs  Clara Bartha  

GOA - Transportation  Paul Theoret 

GOA - Transportation  Glen Murray 

 

Table B.4: Alberta Environment and Parks Organizers and Presenters (Airdrie) 
Role  Contact Name 

   

Assistant Deputy Minister Policy and Planning Ronda Goulden 

Chair, Sand and Gravel Working 
Group 

Policy and Planning Don Watson  

Organizer Policy and Planning  Natasha Page  

Facilitator Community Engagement Joanne Barwise 

Facilitator Community Engagement Rita Stagman 

Subject Matter Expert Operations Bruce van Os 

Subject Matter Expert Operations Danielle Siemens 

Subject Matter Expert Operations Joanne Sweeney 

Subject Matter Expert Operations Meghan Nannt 

Subject Matter Expert Operations  Sandi Robertson 

Subject Matter Expert Operations Terrina Perley 

Subject Matter Expert Operations Todd Aasen 

Subject Matter Expert Policy and Planning Arshad Ali 

Subject Matter Expert Policy and Planning Dave Stepnisky 

Subject Matter Expert Policy and Planning Gerry Haekel 

Subject Matter Expert Policy and Planning Mary Metz 

 
 


