Land Use Bylaw Rewrite
Yellowhead County

Public Survey #2
Results

November 20, 2020

Our file: 20-10
Public Survey #2 Results

Table of Contents
Introduction ............................................................................................................................................................................................................3
Demographic Information...................................................................................................................................................................................3
Direction Statements ............................................................................................................................................................................................4
Home-Based Businesses ................................................................................................................................................................................4
Visitor Accommodation..................................................................................................................................................................................5
Sea Cans and Storage Containers ...............................................................................................................................................................6
Residential and Accessory Buildings ............................................................................................................................................................7
Landscaping and Parking...............................................................................................................................................................................8
Trailer Advertising Signs .................................................................................................................................................................................9
Notification of Development .........................................................................................................................................................................9
Level of Impact ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 10
Residential Uses ............................................................................................................................................................................................ 11
Commercial Uses .......................................................................................................................................................................................... 12
Industrial Uses ............................................................................................................................................................................................... 13
Enforcement of Nuisance Properties........................................................................................................................................................ 13
Themes of Engagement ................................................................................................................................................................................... 15
Conclusions ......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 16
Direction from the Consultation ................................................................................................................................................................ 16
Appendix 1 – Impact Data ............................................................................................................................................................................... 18

Our file: 20-10
Public Survey #2 Results

Introduction
In October 2020, an online public targeting residents,
landowners and business operators in Yellowhead
County was released. The survey received approximately
580 responses in its six-week run.
The survey asked for preliminary demographic data
related to where participants lived, what type of
residential area (rural, subdivision, hamlet etc.) and how
long they had lived in the area.
Participants were also asked to identify their level of
support or disagreement with a series of direction
statements to help the project team identify the level of
support for specific options being considered.
Finally, participants were asked to identify the levels of
impact for specific land uses in different use classes.

Q2. What kind of residential area do you
live in? (n= 574)

Hamlet
13%

Subdivision
(more than
5 lots per
quarter
section)
19%

Other
5%
Rural
Property (5
or less lots
per quarter
section)
39%

Rural
Property Agriculture
24%

Demographic Information
Of the nearly 600 responses received over half of them identified that they lived in either the Edson or Hinton
area which are the most heavily populated parts of the County. In addition, the survey results largely reflect the
views of residents living outside of the hamlets with 77% of respondents living in rural subdivisions, farm
properties or other rural properties.

Q1. Where do you live in Yellowhead County? (n= 580)
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Direction Statements
The following sections outline participants responses to a wide range of potential directions that are being
considered by the project team for different parts of the Land Use Bylaw. Where possible, we have identified
what the preferred direction is for these topics based on the survey results. The final bylaw regulations will also
be written based on input from focus groups, precedent review, feasibility considerations and Steering
Committee input in addition to this and other surveys.

Home-Based Businesses
Q5. Home Based Businesses Directions
Please identify your level of agreement/disagreement with the following
direction statements. (n= 498)
Home business operations that cause some minor
external impacts (noise, vehicles, outdoor storage)
should not require a development permit if they are
far away from other residential property.

Home business operations that do not generate any
external impacts (noise, sound, traffic, storage)
should not require a development permit.

Opportunities for the establishment of home-based
businesses should be increased.

0
Do Not Know

Strongly Disagree

50

Somewhat Disagree

100

150

200

Somewhat Agree

250

300

350

Strongly Agree

Participants were in clear agreement that opportunities for home-based businesses should be expanded and
that home business operations that DO NOT create external impacts like noise, traffic or have outdoor storage
should be allowed without a permit. Responses were more mixed but still generally supportive of home business
operations with SOME external impacts as long as the use is further away from other residenital properties.
Potential Direction:
•

Allow certain kinds of home-based businesses to be alllowed without a permit in the County
depending on their location and impact to neighbours.
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Visitor Accommodation
Q6. Visitor Accommodations Directions
Please identify your level of agreement/disagreement with the following
direction statements. (n= 497)

Various commercial accommodation like hotels,
motels, hostels and recreation resorts should be
subject to the same rules.

Small-scale visitor accommodation uses that do not
have on-site resident staff, like AirBnBs, or VRBOs,
should be regulated to minimize the impact on
residential neighbourhoods.

Visitor accommodation uses, that have resident
operators (like BnBs), should be allowed in existing
neighbourhoods.

0
Do Not Know

Strongly Disagree

50

Somewhat Disagree

100

150

Somewhat Agree

200

250

Strongly Agree

In general, continuing to locate small-scale visitor accommodation like BnBs and VRBOs in hamlets and other
residential areas was supported by County residents to a high degree. It should be noted that some openended responses in this and other surveys and comments have raised issues with irresponsible vacation
accommodation operators whose properties are seen as a nuisance in some of the hamlets, Cadomin especially.
Responses were also generally supportive of having the same consistent rules apply to different kinds of
commercial accommodations like hotels, motels and resorts.
Potential Direction:
•
•
•

Continue to allow small-scale visitor accommodations in hamlets and residential areas.
Explore opportunities to manage bad operators and negative impacts of small-scale accommodations
in residential areas.
Apply more consistent regulations for motels, hotels and resorts opportunities and other commercial
visitor accommodation types.
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Sea Cans and Storage Containers
Q7. Sea Cans and Storage Containers Directions
Please identify your level of agreement/disagreement with the following
direction statements. (n= 498)
Sea-cans or storage containers on parcels of land
over 5 acres should not require a development
permit if appropriately screened from adjacent
roads and properties.
Sea-cans or storage containers should not be
allowed in hamlets or subdivisions, unless the
exterior and roof is finished to match the residential
structure or similar quality.
0
Do Not Know

Strongly Disagree

50

100

Somewhat Disagree

150

200

250

Somewhat Agree

300

350

400

Strongly Agree

Responses were mixed when it came to whether or not sea cans should be allowed in hamlets as long as they
have their finished to match the main structure. There were slightly more respondents who DID NOT agree with
that statement.
In contrast, there was a clear preference to not require a development permit for sea-cans and storage
containers on larger parcels of land (over 5 acres) as long as they are appropriately screened from adjacent
properties.
Potential Direction:
•
•

Seek additional feedback from the Steering Committee on how sea cans should be managed within
hamlets.
Allow sea-cans on larger rural properties without a development permit.
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Residential and Accessory Buildings
Q8. Residential and Accessory Buildings Directions
Please identify your level of agreement/disagreement with the following
direction statements. (n= 497)
RVs should not be allowed in rural areas as
permanent residential accommodations in the
County.
RVs should not be allowed in hamlets and
subdivisions as permanent accommodations in the
County.

Opportunities for landowners to build basement
and garage suites should be increased.

Opportunities for owners of larger lots to build
additional residences should be increased.

In rural areas, a garage or a shop should be allowed
to be built on a parcel of land before a residence is
constructed.
In hamlets, manufactured (mobile) homes and
single detached houses should be allowed in all the
same areas.
0
Do Not Know

Somewhat Disagree

50

Strongly Disagree

100

150

200

250

Somewhat Agree

300

350

400

Strongly Agree

In general, responses were mixed when it came to allowing or not allowing RVs to be used as permanent
accommodations in rural areas. In contrast, participants tended to agree that RVs should NOT be allowed as
permanent residences in hamlets.
Overall, participants were also supportive of allowing additional opportunities for landowners to build accessory
units and even additional residences in certain areas. Participants also generally felt that manufactured homes
should be allowed in the same areas as other single detached buildings in hamlets.
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Potential Direction:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Seek additional feedback from the project Steering Committee about whether or not RVs should
continue to be allowed as primary residences in rural areas.
Limit new permits for the use of RVs as permanent residences in hamlets.
Loosen restrictions on the development of additional residences on larger rural properties.
Loosen restrictions on the development of secondary suites like garage and basement suites.
Allow opportunities for a garage or shop to be constructed on a site ahead of the principal dwelling.
Loosen restrictions on where manufactured homes should be allowed in different hamlets.

Landscaping and Parking
Q9. Landscaping and Parking Directions
Please identify your level of agreement/disagreement with the following
direction statements. (n= 498)

Parking is difficult to find when visiting businesses in
the County.

Commercial and industrial development in the
County should have more landscaping or other
visual improvements.
0
Do Not Know

Strongly Disagree

50

Somewhat Disagree

100

150

Somewhat Agree

200

250

Strongly Agree

Participants generally felt that parking was not hard to find when visiting businesses in the County. They also
generally felt that commercial and industrial developments should have more landscaping and aesthetic
improvements. These responses are in line with open ended responses from earlier surveys and anecdotal
stories about parking and landscaping in the County.
Potential Direction
•
•

Identify appropriate opportunities to relax parking requirements for commercial and industrial
developments in the County.
Balance opportunities to enhance landscaping and design of new industrial developments without
posing undue burden on businesses.
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Trailer Advertising Signs
Q10. Signs Directions
Please identify your level of agreement/disagreement with the following
direction statements. (n= 498)

Semi-trailer advertisements close to the highway
should be discouraged to protect the natural
appearance of the County.

0
Do Not Know

Strongly Disagree

20

40

Somewhat Disagree

60

80

Somewhat Agree

100

120

140

Strongly Agree

Responses were mixed about whether or not semi-trailer advertisements should be allowed along the highway
corridors in the County. Responses are likely a result of differing perspectives on the value of highway
advertisements. In some cases, residents may want to reduce highway advertisement for safety or aesthetic
reasons. In contrast, we heard from tourism business owners that they felt that highway signage was important
to generating awareness of their businesses.
Potential Direction:
•

Balance the pros and cons of informal advertising along the highway corridors in the County.

Notification of Development
Q11. Notification of Development Directions
Please identify your level of agreement/disagreement with the following
direction statements. (n= 498)

The County already advertises
development on its website and in the
Weekly Anchor. The County should
also use its Facebook Page and other
channels to inform residents of
approved development permits.

Do Not Know
Strongly Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Strongly Agree

0
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Participants were clear that the County should explore additional opportunities to notify residents and
neighbours when new developments are approved or proposed. This aligns with earlier responses from
participants who felt that the current process that the County uses should be improved by providing more
notice of developments or simply sending mail outs to adjacent landowners when major developments are
proposed.
Potential Direction:
•

Identify additional opportunities for notification during the development process while maintaining a
business friendly process.

Level of Impact
Participants were asked to rank the
perceived level of impact for different
types of common land uses classes from
1 – Very Little Impact to 5 – Significant
Impact.
These use classes were broken into three
categories: residential, commercial and
industrial uses. Individual use classes
included operations like garage suites,
home day cares, grocery stores and
home accountants, natural resource
extraction and warehouses.
Average Impact: The average level of
impact was calculated to help rank the
relative impact of different use classes.
This ranking was one of the tools used to
determine whether the uses would be
permitted, discretionary or not allowed in
specific land use districts in the new
bylaw.
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Average Land Use Impact (n=455)
1.0
Oilfield Waste Facility
Pulp Mill
Industrial Park
Bar/Nightclub
Work Camp
Vehicle Salvage Establishment
Hotel
Gravel Pit
Industrial Storage
Cannabis/Liquor Store
Vehicle Sales/Rental
Warehouse
Portable Sawmill
Kennel
Low-rise Apartment
Commercial Storage
Restaurant
Car Repairs
RV Storage
Grocery Store
Abbattoir
Town Houses
Neighbourhood Shop
Greenhouse
Duplex
Day Care
Personal Service Retail…
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Manufactured Home
Garage Suite
Home Care
Basement Suite
Addition to Home
Home Accountant
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Residential Uses
Overall, residential uses were identified as having the lowest
average impact compared to commercial and industrial uses
(average impact = 3.0 and 3.6 respectively).
Across all residential uses in the survey, ranking of impact
increased based on intensity of development. Generally, uses
that were found within a residence like home care, additions
or basements were seen as having a low overall impact. Uses
like low-rise apartments and town houses were seen as
having a higher impact. This may partially be a result of the
fact that 82% of responses to the survey came from areas
outside of existing hamlets (subdivisions, rural properties, or
agricultural properties) where uses like low-rises and town
houses are much less likely to be built.

Residential Uses
Low-rise Apartment
Town Houses
Duplex
Bed and Breakfast
Manufactured Home
Garage Suite
Home Care
Basement Suite
Addition to Home

Average Level
of Impact

3.2
2.7
2.2
2.1
1.7
1.7
1.5
1.4
1.4

It should also be noted that some uses had more variability in their answers than other uses. These included
both low-rise apartments and town houses that had a greater spread in their rankings. This meant that although
these uses were perceived as having a higher average impact, there was actually more disagreement within
respondents about their impact. This may be a result of differing opinions depending on where residents live
and should be explored as uses are identified as permitted/discretionary in the new land use districts.
This differed from uses that received much consistent rankings like manufactured homes, garage suites, home
care, and home additions where the vast majority of answers fell into one category as seen in the graph below.

Q14. Residential Use Impacts (n= 455)
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
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Commercial Uses
Commercial uses had an average impact rating of 3.0 which
falls roughly in the middle of residential and industrial uses
(average impact = 2.0 and 3.6 respectively).
Looking at the range of impacts from commercial uses, it
appears that services which are used more on a day-to-day
basis like neighbourhood shops, personal services and day
cares had lower perceived impacts. In contrast, uses that
generated noise like bars, night clubs and restaurants were
seen as having higher impacts. In addition, uses that
generated more significant traffic or attracted non-local
visitors like grocery stores, bars, hotels and cannabis/liquor
stores are perceived to have more impacts.

Commercial Uses
Bar/Nightclub
Hotel
Cannabis/Liquor Store
Vehicle Sales/Rental
Kennel
Restaurant
Grocery Store
Car Repairs
Neighbourhood Shop
Day Care
Personal Service Retail
(Barber, nail salon)
Home Accountant

Average Level
of Impact
4.1
3.9
3.7
3.5
3.3
3.1
2.8
2.9
2.5
2.2
2.2

Uses that were seen as having a moderate impact like
1.3
restaurants, grocery stores and car repairs were more likely
to have mixed responses from participants. Again, this could be a result of different locations where
respondents live and it should be considered where they are most appropriate as opposed to being allowed
anywhere in the County.

Q15. Commercial Uses Impacts (n= 455)
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
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Industrial Uses
As expected, industrial uses were generally ranked (average = 3.6)
as having a higher level of impact compared to residential and
commercial uses (average = 2.0 and 3.0 respectively). The
industrial uses ranked as having the highest impact included
oilfield waste facilities, pulp mills, industrial parks, work camps,
salvage establishments and gravel pits. Generally, these uses have
tangible impacts outside of their site including noise, risk of
contamination, smell or additional traffic. While generally still
considered to have ‘some impact’ uses like greenhouses, abattoirs
(slaughter houses) and RV storage were not seen as having as
significant impacts. This may be because those uses are partially
agricultural and more typical of rural areas in the county
compared to other more strictly industrial operations like pulp
mills and work camps.

Industrial Uses
Oilfield Waste
Facility
Pulp Mill
Industrial Park
Work Camp
Vehicle Salvage
Establishment
Gravel Pit
Industrial Storage
Warehouse
Portable Sawmill
Commercial
Storage
RV Storage
Abattoir
Greenhouse

Average Level
of Impact
4.5
4.5
4.1
4.0
4.0
3.9
3.8
3.4
3.3
3.1

In general, there was also a split in the responses that had
2.9
consistent responses and those that had a more split set of
2.7
rankings. The high impacts uses were consistently ranked as
2.4
having ‘significant’. For instance, oilfield waste facilities were
ranked as having significant impacts by 77% of respondents. In contrast, lower impact uses including
commercial storage, RV storage, abattoirs and greenhouses had more variety in their ranking. This is opposite
of the trend with residential uses that had more consistency in the lower impact uses.

Q16. Industrial Uses Impacts (n= 454)
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Very Little Impact
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Enforcement of Nuisance Properties
Nuisance properties are dealt with under a separate
bylaw by the County. That bylaw is being updated by
the County Administration at the same time as the
Land Use Bylaw.
Overall, there was a preference for having the
County increase enforcement actions against
unsightly or unkept properties in the hamlets and
subdivisions. This echoes earlier responses to surveys
and other discussions that highlighted nuisance
properties as an issue that the County should be
doing more to address.
Participants were also asked to provide any
additional input that they felt was relevant to the
topic, major themes of which are identified below:

Q13. In your opinion, should County
staff increase the enforcement of
unsightly or unkept properties in
hamlets and subdivisions (n= 499)

Unsure
20%
No
16%

Yes
64%

Mixed feelings about enforcement and
regulation: Similar to the topic of the Land Use Bylaw in general, participants did not have a single view of
enforcement of unsightly properties. Many participants felt that additional enforcement was necessary in the
hamlets but also in rural areas and along the highway. Others, felt that landowners should be allowed to do as
they like regardless of what their neighbours think.
Define unsightly: Participants were clear that the County should have a clear definition of unsightly. Other felt
that it would be challenging as the definition would be very subjective. Some participants felt that it should
include issues from unmowed grass, garbage, extra vehicles to more impactful issues like garbage on the road
and burnt out buildings. “I feel like it's important to first identify what the definition of an unsightly property is.

For example, someone who does not maintain their lawn and let's nature reclaim it I think of as being just fine
and well within their right. However, others would disagree and define that as unsightly.”
Different expectations: Participants also noted that the regulations should be different depending on where
in the County the site is. Some explicitly noted that there should be enforcement in the hamlets but not in the
rural areas. “If you don’t like it, move to town”
When is enforcement warranted: Responses provided different examples when they felt that enforcement is
warranted. For instance this included when garbage is leaving the site or when it negatively impacts
neighbouring property values. “Unsightly is a varying opinion but as long as it doesn’t affect neighboring

property values it’s not an issue with me”
Differing enforcement: Some participants raised that the County should also consider the means of
landowners when enforcing this bylaw. In some cases, it was felt that poorer landowners might not be able to
deal with the issue as well or as quickly as those with more money. “Always lead with compassion as not every

home owner has financial means to upkeep”
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Themes of Engagement
In response to the open-ended questions, the following topics and direction was provided. These topics, along
with the detailed written responses will be used to guide the project team as the final regulations are written.
Theme
Regulation of
private property

Less Regulation

Home Business
Licenses
Noise

More consistent
regulations/More
flexible regulations

Notification

Sea Cans

Considerations for
permits
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Comments
Multiple responses reiterated that they felt that individual land owners should have the
right to make decisions about their land. Some responses felt that in some cases these
landowner rights should not negatively impact adjacent properties. Some other responses
sometimes did not mind impacting other properties.
There was more support for reducing the amount of regulations applied by the County.
Some participants felt that the County was stifling business investment and pointed to
examples of other municipalities where this had happened.
In general, there was support for more small businesses but participants sometimes
indicated that home businesses should be licensed for safety reasons or to address
impacts to neighbours.
Many responses felt that the County should have more explicit regulations about noise
from industrial operations. They indicated that there should be clear decibel limits set at
the fence line that could be legally enforced.
Some participants were very concerned about the noise impacts of quads and dirt bikes.
Some participants felt that the County regulations were inconsistently applied to different
people. In some cases, this was seen as a difference between different scale of applicants,
or different industries.
In contrast, other respondents felt that it was important that decisions not be bound to
black and white regulations and that individual cases should be reviewed based on their
merits.
Participants who raised the topic of notification felt that the County should do more to
notify neighbours and communities of new developments. This included using social
media, improving the County website, providing a email newsletter and directly contacting
nearby neighbours.
Most participants felt that the county should relax restrictions and regulation of sea cans
especially in rural areas where lots were larger.
Some participants felt that they should not be allowed in certain areas.
Some participants felt that it is more important to make decisions based on the amount of
impacts as opposed to the specific type of use.
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Conclusions
The results were generally consistent with the existing bylaw as well as the project team’s expectations about
how the different uses would be ranked relative to each other. Overall, industrial uses , especially oilfield waste
facilities, and pulp mills were deemed to have significant impacts to neighbouring properties. In contrast,
residential uses were not as likely to be seen as having more significant impacts. Commercial uses were firmly in
the middle of these two sets of uses with bars, hotels and liquor/cannabis stores being ranked as the most
impactful uses.
In addition, it became clear from our review that certain uses were ranked more consistently than others. Uses
that were not consistently ranked may need to be applied more carefully where they are appropriate as
opposed to allowed as of right throughout the County.

Direction from the Consultation
The following are some of the directions drawn from the survey date and may require additional precedent
review or discussion among the project team.
Topic
1. Home Businesses

2. Visitor
Accommodation

3. Sea Cans and
Storage Containers
4. Residential and
Accessory
Buildings

5. Landscaping and
Parking

Potential direction based on the survey
• Allow certain kinds of home-based businesses to be allowed without a
permit in the County depending on their location and impact to
neighbours.
• Continue to allow small-scale visitor accommodations in hamlets and
residential areas.
• Explore opportunities to manage bad operators and negative impacts of
small-scale accommodations in residential areas.
• Apply more consistent regulations for motels, hotels and resorts
opportunities and other commercial visitor accommodation types.
• Seek additional feedback from the Steering Committee on how sea cans
should be managed within hamlets.
• Allow sea-cans on larger rural properties without a development permit.
• Seek additional feedback from the project Steering Committee about
whether or not RVs should continue to be allowed as primary residences
in rural areas.
• Limit new permits for the use of RVs as permanent residences in hamlets.
• Loosen restrictions on the development of additional residences on larger
rural properties.
• Loosen restrictions on the development of secondary suites like garage
and basement suites.
• Continue to allow a garage or shop to be constructed on a site ahead of
the principal dwelling.
• Loosen restrictions on where manufactured homes should be allowed in
different hamlets.
•
•
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Identify appropriate opportunities to relax parking requirements for
commercial and industrial developments in the County.
Balance opportunities to enhance landscaping and design of new
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6. Trailer Advertising
Signs
7. Notification of
Development
8.
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•
•
•

industrial developments without posing undue burden on businesses.
Balance the pros and cons of informal advertising along the highway
corridors in the County.
Identify additional opportunities for notification during the development
process while maintaining a business friendly process.
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Appendix 1 – Impact Data
Q14. Residential Use Impacts (n= 455)
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Average Impact of Residential Uses
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

Low-rise Apartment

3.2

Town Houses

2.7

Duplex

2.2

Bed and Breakfast

2.1

Manufactured Home

1.7

Garage Suite

1.7

Home Care
Basement Suite
Addition to Home
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Q15. Commercial Uses Directions
Please place individual land uses in what you feel is the
appropriate location along the ‘level of impact continuum’. (n=
455)
0.00

0.50

1.00

1.50

2.00

2.50

3.00

3.50

Bar/Nightclub

4.1

Hotel

3.9

Cannabis/Liquor Store

3.7

Vehicle Sales/Rental

3.5

Kennel

3.3

Restaurant

3.1

Grocery Store

2.8

Car Repairs

2.9

Neighbourhood Shop

2.5

Day Care

2.2

Personal Service Retail (Barber, nail salon)

2.2

Home Accountant

1.3

Q15. Commercial Uses Impacts (n= 455)
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Q16. Industrial Uses Directions
Please place individual land uses in what you feel is the
appropriate location along the ‘level of impact continuum’. (n=
454)
0.00
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3.50
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4.50

Oilfield Waste Facility

4.5

Pulp Mill
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Industrial Park

5.00

4.1

Work Camp

4.0

Vehicle Salvage Establishment

4.0

Gravel Pit

3.9

Industrial Storage

3.8

Warehouse

3.4

Portable Sawmill

3.3

Commercial Storage

3.1

RV Storage

2.9

Abbattoir

2.7

Greenhouse

2.4

Q16. Industrial Uses Impacts (n= 454)
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