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Minister of Environment and Climate Change 
  
Manitoba Public Registry 

Director Agnes Wittmann  
Environmental Approval Branch,  
Environment and Climate Change

 
December 1, 2025 
 
Re: File No. 6275.00 - Sio Silica, Simba Sand Extraction Project 

These comments are on behalf of the Manitoba Eco-Network (MbEN), in response to the Environment 
Act Proposal (EAP) for the Sio Silica Corporation’s proposed Simba Sand Extraction Project (formerly 
known as the Vivian Sand Extraction Project), Public Registry File No. 6275.  

Over the past five years, MbEN has been working to support concerned community members from 
the RM of Springfield and the surrounding area who are concerned about the potentially irreversible 
impacts to the environment and human health that Sio Silica’s proposed silica sand extraction 
activities could cause in the area. This included a public Clean Environment Commission (CEC) hearing, 
with no participant funding, at which community members were still able to make their opposition to 
the potential impacts of this project clear. The CEC agreed that this project should not proceed.  

We are extremely troubled that in the twenty months since Sio Silica’s application for their sand 
extraction project was first rejected, the applicant has not made meaningful progress on any of the 
recommendations made by the CEC. As we detail in Appendix A, in MbEN’s view, all of the CEC 
recommendations for Sio Silica’s project remain incomplete or inadequately addressed.  

These failures to produce credible data and address the risks already identified through Manitoba’s 
impact assessment process is a major red flag and an indication that this project is not being 
developed with the best interests of Manitobans in mind. We agree with Premier Wab Kinew that 
Manitoba's resources should be developed "with higher environmental standards, higher respect for 
human rights, and higher labour standards than any other jurisdiction in the world."  

As a result, our primary recommendation is that the proposed Simba Silica Extraction Project be 
rejected now, without wasting more taxpayer time and money to re-review a project that remains 
substantially the same, including the potential for irreversible harm to the Winnipeg Sandstone and 
Red River Carbonate aquifers.   

However, if this project is allowed to continue through the impact assessment and licensing process 
under The Environment Act, the Minister/Director should take the following actions: 

1) Designate the Simba Silica Sand Project as a Class 3 development due to the potential 
significant and irreversible harm to the drinking water source of 100,000 Manitobans. A Class 3 
designation will also ensure the Minister is the decision-maker for the impact assessment and 
licensing process.  

2) Require Sio Silica to produce and publicly publish a cumulative effects assessment report 
before proceeding any further in the licensing process.  

3) Require Sio Silica to produce and publicly publish all missing management and mitigation 
plans, including their plans for post-approval practices (monitoring, follow-up and adaptive 

https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6275/index.html
https://www.cecmanitoba.ca/hearings/silica-sand-extraction-project/doc/cec_vivian_sands_extraction_project_report.pdf
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management) and emergencies in the public registry so they can be independently reviewed prior 
to the licensing decision.  

4) Request the Minister direct the Clean Environment Commission (CEC) to hold a public hearing 
to review Project Simba, with full participant funding.  

As noted by Premier Wab Kinew when the government said “No to Sio” the first time in February 
2024: "In order for Manitobans to be healthy now and for generations into the future, we have to 
protect a clean, safe and healthy environment."  

MbEN suggests that the best way to accomplish this high standard of protection is to reject Sio Silica’s 
application now. However, if the decision is made to allow this project to move forward through 
licensing process, it needs to be subject to a robust impact assessment process to ensure the full 
scope of concerns and potential impacts are properly understood before irreversible harm occurs to 
the Winnipeg Sandstone and Red River Carbonate aquifers.  

The two CEC recommendations for government action are also incomplete. The government will need 
to address these recommendations for a meaningful IA process to occur. 

Major Concerns with Project Simba 

MbEN and the community members it has been working alongside have identified many reasons for 
the Department of Environment and Climate Change to reject Sio Silica’s sand extraction project 
proposal for the second time. This section highlights the biggest concerns we have with the EAP for 
Project Simba.  

1) No Amount of Drilling is Safe  

The precautionary principle dictates that the licence for this project should be denied. This project 
poses irreversible risks to the only available fresh water source for the area, jeopardizing the health of 
Manitobans for generations to come. Therefore, it should not receive an Environment Act Licence. 
The risk is too great.  

Instead of producing credible data and meaningfully addressing the concerns of the CEC, Sio Silica’s 
response has been to limit the scope of the EAP to only the first four years of operations of a project 
that is intended to last for 24 years. This is an insult to the Manitobans who this project could 
detrimentally impact and fails to address the scientific reality that reducing the number of wells from 
a maximum of 467 per year, to a maximum of 167 wells per year, with 25 in the first year, does not 
eliminate the irreversible risks that this project poses. 

During the previous CEC hearings MbEN/OLS hired Louis-Charles Boutin, P. Eng. from Matrix Solutions 
Inc. as an independent expert in groundwater and numerical modelling.  During the hearing he 
illustrated that the 6,735 m³ of volume disturbance from a single well was comparable to an area that 
is three city buses long (35 metres) and just shy of two city buses high (21 metres). He highlighted 
that from a geotechnical perspective, the collapse of the shale and collapse of the seven feet or 
limestone are both irreversible project effects, this mixing of the two aquifers is irreversible, and each 
single bore hole created a pathway and created risk of this irreversible damage that cannot be 
mitigated.  

The findings of Matrix were supported by other experts hired as part of the CEC hearing, including the 
experts retained by the CEC. This undoubtedly impacted the Minister’s decision not to grant a licence 
the first time around. As we argued in MbEN/OLS Closing argument, supported by our experts, the 
importance of preserving the hydraulic isolation between aquifers is paramount in a precautionary 

https://www.cecmanitoba.ca/hearings/silica-sand-extraction-project/doc/23%2003%2015%20MBEN%20OLS%20Closing%20Slides_to%20file.pdf


3 
 

approach. Precaution is required for this untested and uncertain technology since the risks are 
irreversible and threaten the water source of nearly one in ten Manitobans. As the former Minister of 
Environment and Climate Change stated the proposed silica extraction process is “a completely novel 
way of mining silica sand. It has never been done anywhere in the world, drilling through [two] 
aquifers to extract that resource is simply too novel, too risky.” As a result, MbEN still thinks this 
project should not proceed.  

It is also very concerning that Sio Silica intends to deal with the expansion of activities in years 5 
through 24 through the Licence Alteration process under s 14 of The Environment Act. This reliance on 
future licence alterations likely means no public participation and no public accountability as the 
majority of licence alterations are deemed “minor” by the Department, so they are only required to 
provide public notice once a licence alteration and project changes have already been approved. 

The EAP and impact assessment (IA) process should analyze the entire lifecycle of the project, 
including future planned expansions. Splitting the project and limiting the scope of the EAP 
accordingly is an attempt by Sio Silica to manipulate the regulatory process. It is an attempt to defeat 
the purpose of The Environment Act and the core principles of Manitoba’s IA process. 

Drilling fewer wells does not change the novelty of the drilling process. Every well drilled threatens 
the drinking water of nearly one in ten Manitobans. Drilling less wells in the first few years, with the 
same plans to ramp up operations in the long-term, does not meaningfully alter the fact that it is 
simply too risky to gamble with Manitobans’ pristine drinking water.   

2) The Potential for Irreversible Harm Is Not Being Taken Seriously  

If Project Simba proceeds through the IA process, the Department needs to do something different 
this time, it cannot expect the same process to have a different outcome. MbEN and our partner 
organizations PILC and the University of Winnipeg recently completed a law reform project, 
Empowering Impact Assessment, that was focused on identifying community priorities for impact 
assessment reform and gathering public insights on Manitoba’s current IA process under The 
Environment Act. Overall, we found that Manitoba’s provincial IA process is outdated and in need of 
significant reform. We also heard clearly from Manitobans that they expect the protection of people 
and the environment through a robust provincial IA process, which incorporates meaningful public 
engagement and fosters trust. 

One pathway to strengthen Manitoba’s IA process could be to amend the Classes of Development 
Regulation to ensure projects with significant potential impacts, particularly when irreversible harm 
to public drinking water sources in involved, can trigger an appropriate level of scrutiny from 
government regulators and the public during the IA process. Under The Environment Act, it appears 
that Class 3 developments are supposed to include those with the most potential for significant 
impacts. Thus, Project Simba (and similar future projects) with potential to irreversibly harm a 
significant source of drinking water for local community members should be classified as a Class 3 
development.  

 

MbEN Recommendation: Reject the proposed Simba Silica Extraction Project now, without 
wasting more taxpayer time and money to re-review a project that remains substantially the 
same, including the potential for irreversible harm to the Winnipeg Sandstone and Red River 
Carbonate aquifers. 

https://mbeconetwork.org/what-we-do/impact-assessment/
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MbEN Recommendation: Designate the Simba Silica Sand Project as a Class 3 development 
due to the potential significant and irreversible harm to the drinking water source of 
100,000 Manitobans. A Class 3 designation will also ensure the Minister is the decision-
maker for the impact assessment and licensing process. 

 

 

 

 

3) Failure to Undertake a Cumulative Effects Assessment  

The CEC recommended Sio Silica undertake “[a] cumulative effects assessment for the full 24-year life 
of the project be carried out and its impact be considered in light of other existing and foreseeable 
projects in the area.” (CEC Report, 85). Sio Silica has disregarded this CEC recommendation, stating in 
the EAP that this is not a requirement under the current Environment Act Proposal Guidelines. Sio 
Silica advanced these same arguments during the CEC hearing for the previous version of this project. 
However, the CEC noted that “guidelines are just that – guidelines” and that “going beyond the 
minimum will provide the regulator with greater confidence.”  

During the CEC hearing, MbEN and Our Line in the Sand highlighted in a joint submission that the 
Department of Environment and Climate change has the authority under The Environment Act to 
require a proponent to undertake a cumulative effects assessment. We recommend the government 
exercise this power and require Sio Silica to undertake a CEA and publish the report in the public 
registry, before they are allowed to proceed any further in the IA process.  

4) Failure to Publish Proposed Management and Mitigation Plans  

The CEC’s recommendation #4 was that Sio Silica should complete and distribute ten individual 
management/mitigation plans for public review, but Sio Silica has only included three of these ten 
plans in its updated EAP, leaving 70% of its responsibilities unfulfilled in this regard. Sio Silica has 
indicated that the “others will be prepared prior to commencing project activities.” (EAP 2025)  

The CEC clearly recommended that all plans be available for public review. By not including seven of 
the ten plans identified by the CEC, the proponent is shielding these plans from meaningful public 
engagement and review by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), which tends to assess the EAP at 
the around the same time as the public comment period. 

 
Public Access to Information 

The concerns of local community members and the organizations who have dedicated much time and 
effort to highlighting the detrimental impacts that will be caused if this project is allowed to proceed, 
which include the high potential to incur devastating and irreversible harms to local 
groundwater sources, have not yet been alleviated in the new EAP. Thus, the previously shared 
insights and recommendations of the public associated with Sio Silica’s proposed silica sand activities 

MbEN Recommendation: Require Sio Silica to produce and publicly publish a cumulative 
effects assessment report before proceeding any further in the IA and licensing process. 

MbEN Recommendation: Require Sio Silica to produce and publicly publish all missing 
management and mitigation plans, including plans for post-approval practices (monitoring, 
follow-up and adaptive management) and emergencies, in the public registry so they can be 
independently reviewed by the public and the TAC prior to the licensing decision. 

https://www.cecmanitoba.ca/hearings/silica-sand-extraction-project/doc/23%2003%2015%20Legal%20Brief%20re%20Statutory%20Framework%20and%20Cumulative%20Effects_to%20file.pdf


5 
 

from the following public registry files should be directly linked within File No. 6275 and be 
considered by decision-makers during the current process:  

• File No. 6057.00 – Sio Silica Corporation, Vivian Sand Processing Facility 

• File No. 6119.00 – Sio Silica Corporation, Silica Sand Extraction Project 

The evidence and recommendations produced through the Clean Environment Commission hearing 
for the earlier version of this project Sio Silica tried to get licenced should also be a directly linked 
resource in the Registry File No. 6275. 

This is important information for the public to have access to and for the Department to consider.  
It also seems worth highlighting that Appendix B – Hydrogeological Assessment Report was not 
posted to the public registry file no. 6275 until November 21, 2025. This means the public has only 
had a little over one-week to review this part of the EAP. This is not acceptable. It once again points to 
the fact that the proponent is not submitting a complete or adequate EAP, and it provides a further 
rationale for once again refusing to grant this proposal a licence, or at the minimum it warrants a 
further extension to the comments deadline.  

Corporate Entitlement and Regulatory Capture 

Despite Sio Silica’s efforts to change their corporate name and the name of their silica sand project 
multiple times, and successful attempts to separate the directly connected project elements into 
multiple different impact assessment and licensing processes, their proposed long-term plans remain 
substantially the same in intent and potential impact as those originally proposed five years ago, and 
should not be allowed to proceed. 

For some reason, this Alberta-based corporation appears to feel entitled to Manitoba’s natural 
resources and thinks that the economic advancement of a few should outweigh the importance of 
environmental protection and human health for a significant portion of Manitoba’s population who 
relies on local groundwater sources for drinking water and other important uses. As noted by the 
former Minister of Environment and Climate Change when the project was initially rejected: “No one 
knows what the long-term effects of this proposal would be, and frankly the worst-case scenarios 
would be absolutely devastating as nearly 100,000 Manitobans source their drinking water from these 
aquifers.” 

The Simba Project EAP has done nothing to alleviate these concerns. As discussed above, there 
appears to have been no advances made in the corporation’s research, no new technological 
developments that will make the novel extraction process safer, and no guarantees or concrete plans 
for how Sio Silica will be held liable if irreparable harm to the Winnipeg Sandstone and Red River 
Carbonate aquifers occurs. Water is life, water is priceless. 

Instead, Sio Silica seems to be trying to gaslight the Government and the Public into thinking the 
reduction in initial well sites somehow changes the fact that the proposed extraction process remains 
the same and the expert evidence submitted at the CEC hearing showed this same drilling process had 
already caused damage. 

As Premier Kinew told The Narwhal when the project was rejected the first time: “The business case 
of this project does not outweigh the serious environmental risk this project poses and the impact it 
could have on the drinking water of this community and many others in the region.”  

As we have already stated, this licence should simply be refused. However, if Project Simba is allowed 
to proceed, it is necessary for the Department to require all missing information from the EAP and the 
Minister request a full public CEC hearing be held, with participant funding, since this is a project of 

https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6057canwhite/index.html
https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6057canwhite/index.html
https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6119/index.html
https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6119/index.html
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significant public interest. Given that this would be the second time Manitobans have been forced to 
take on the burden of a public hearing since Sio Silica is once again refusing to do more than the bare 
minimum, it should be the Proponent, not the people of Manitoba, that should foot the bill. 

Conclusion 

The Government of Manitoba and the Department of Environment and Climate Change have an 
opportunity to send a clear message to the increasing number of developers who want to exploit our 
precious natural resources. They can send the message that health and safety of many Manitobans 
should be prioritized over the economic benefit of a few. When it comes to clean drinking water – one 
of the most precious resources in the world – the focus should be on protecting people and the planet 
first.  

If the Government of Manitoba is truly “trying to make friendly Manitoba, environmentally friendly 
Manitoba”, as suggested by Premier Wab Kinew at the Pathway to Net Zero Press Conference in 
October 2025, there is a lot more work to be done. This includes utilizing the existing powers of 
decision-makers under The Environment Act to require a robust IA process and meaningful public 
engagement for all proposed developments, including Project Simba.   

MbEN appreciates your consideration of our comments about the environmental assessment and 
licensing of Sio Silica’s proposed silica sand extraction project. We welcome future opportunities to 
engage with the Government in the assessment of projects in Manitoba to ensure the highest level of 
environmental protection measures are required. Under The Environment Act, the Department of 
Environment and Climate Change is tasked with protecting the quality of the environment and 
environmental health of present and future generations and providing the opportunity for all citizens 
to exercise influence over the quality of their living environment. We are confident you will adhere to 
these principles and ensure an informed decision about the proposed development will be made. 

 

Sincerely, 
Heather Fast, J.D., LL.M., Policy Advocacy Director 

 
James Beddome, LL.B., Executive Director  

 

About Manitoba Eco-Network: 
The Manitoba Eco-Network is a non-profit registered charity which seeks to strengthen Manitoba’s 
environmental community with the goal of protecting our environment for the benefit of current and future 
generations. We serve as an umbrella for environmental non-governmental organizations across the province. 
Our mission is to promote good environmental governance, support and build capacity, advocate for 
environmental justice, and act as a bridge between environmental organizations, the public, and all levels of 
government.

MbEN Recommendation: If Project Simba is allowed to continue through the impact 
assessment and licensing process under The Environment Act, the Minister of Environment 
and Climate change should Request the Minister direct the Clean Environment Commission 
(CEC) to hold a public hearing to review Project Simba, with full participant funding. 
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Appendix A - Incomplete and Inadequately Addressed CEC Recommendations 

 

CEC Recommendation Proposed Project Revision(s) by Sio Silica (EAP 2025) MbEN Response Summary 

(#1) The government seek a legal 
opinion with respect to sections 2(e) 
and 3(1) of the Well Standards 
Regulation under The Groundwater 
and Water Well Act and section 6(1) 
of the Drilling Regulation under The 
Mines and Minerals Act, regarding 
the interconnection between the 
Winnipeg Formation and any 
overlying aquifer, including aquifers 
within the Stonewall, Stony 
Mountain or Red River Formations. 

N/A There is no indication that the government has sought or 
obtained this legal opinion.  
 
Without this legal opinion many of the questions that 
MbEN/OLS raised during the CEC hearing remain 
unanswered.  
 
The assessment cannot and should not proceed without 
this legal opinion being obtained and publicized. 
 
Although this is ultimately a government responsibility, we 
submit that most proponents would do more than the 
minimum, and would enquire with the government with 
respect to the status of this legal opinion before 
submitting their EAP, and would report on it in the EAP 
accordingly.   

Incomplete 

(#2) If work on this project 
continues, it should be done on a 
step-wise basis to improve the level 
of confidence that no significant 
adverse effects will occur to impair 
the quality and quantity of water 
available from the affected aquifers.  
 
While the commission defers to the 
expertise of qualified professionals 
to design a detailed step-wise 
program, the following 
considerations should be taken into 
account: [see 2.i-2.iv below] 

“Sio has heard the feedback from the public and the 
province on its original Environment Act Proposal 
(EAP) the previously proposed Vivian Sand Extraction 
Project (AECOM 2021). Sio is submitting this new EAP 
for review for a revised Project which describes a 
stepwise phased approach that substantially reduces 
the extracted sand volumes for the first five years of 
the Project.”   

The risks to groundwater still remain and the proponents 
plan fails to improve the level of confidence that no 
significant adverse effects will occur to impair the quality 
and quantity of water available from the affected aquifers. 
 
We acknowledge that Sio Silica’s updated application 
indicates they will be proceeding with a “step-wise phased 
approach” that involves drilling less wells and extracting 
less sand in the first-five years, but we submit the risks still 
remain, these risks are irreversible, and so simply reducing 
the number of wells drilled in the first few years does not 
adequate address the risks.  
 
Sio Silica still intends to use the same novel extraction 
method that was shown in the CEC hearings to risk 
destroying important barriers between separate aquifers, 
potentially creating sinkholes at the surface, and 
increasing the risk of contaminants entering the ground 

Inadequate 
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water. 
 
Drilling less holes does not eliminate these risks, as a 
single well could destroy the barriers between aquifers 
and/or contaminate groundwater. This could lead to 
irreversible damage that cannot be mitigated that would 
threaten the only freshwater source for the area. 

(#2.i) As a general principle, full-
scale production should only 
proceed if and when the body of 
scientific and engineering evidence 
confirms that the risks are 
adequately understood and 
manageable. 

“Sio will initiate the first year of operations at a 
location that allows for a reduced number of wells in a 
cluster, some as small as one or two wells, but with no 
more than five wells per cluster. Sio will start sand 
extraction activities using a stepwise phased approach 
that includes initiating a limited number of well 
clusters with a small number of wells. During the initial 
phase of Project operations, Project design 
assumptions and geotechnical and geological modeling 
(Appendix C) will be confirmed by monitoring. The 
number of well clusters and wells will gradually be 
increased if monitoring data and associated reporting 
results verify that this can be done without risk of 
significant adverse effects during the initial small-scale 
operations. Based on on-going monitoring results, 
minor adjustments to the Project design may be done 
during the initial phase of operations (e.g., number of 
wells and spacing of wells within each well cluster, and 
spacing of each well cluster). Should monitoring results 
yield requirements for Project operation parameter 
changes, Sio will advise the EAB of Project operation 
changes in accordance with provisions in an 
Environment Act Licence (EAL) for the Project.”  

As the CEC recommended the risks need to be adequately 
understood and manageable first.  
 
We submit that these risks are not understood or 
manageable and that a single well could potentially 
destroy the barriers between aquifers and/or contaminate 
groundwater.  
 
In accordance with the precautionary approach these risks 
should be understood before drilling any wells.  

Inadequate 

(#2.ii) The proponent must add to 
the body of evidence relating to the 
possible heterogeneity of the 
geological structures in the 
production area so that the risks of 
subsidence and propagation and 
impact of extraction voids over time 
are defined to a higher level of 

“Sio will conduct geotechnical, hydrogeological and 
geochemistry assessments/installations for monitoring 
and sampling in accordance with an EAL for the 
Project. Geotechnical investigations are proposed to 
include: - Angled bore-hole testing to verify presence 
of vertical fractures - Acoustic Televiewer/Optical 
Televiewer (ATV/OTV) surveys - Coring to confirm 
overburden, and competent caprock thickness - Side 

The geotechnical , hydrogeological and geochemistry 
assessments need to be done as part of the IA process and 
before, not after a licence is granted as the proponent is 
proposing.  
 
Promising to do the assessment later as part of a licence 
condition does not lead to a higher level of confidence.  
 

Inadequate 
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confidence. This must include 
inclined drilling in order to 
determine if vertical fractures exist 
in the limestone that could affect 
the stability of the layer. 

scan sonar to confirm cavity development and long-
term cavity shape”  

It is not acceptable to use an environmental licence to 
obtain baseline data. 
 

(#2.iii) The proponent must carry 
out full-scale well-cluster extraction 
tests in order to provide information 
on the potential effects of extracting 
the planned 21,000 tonnes of sand 
from a single cluster. This should be 
completed from several clusters in 
different parts of the project area. 
 During extraction tests, cavities 
must be monitored to determine 
their likely long­ term shape and size 
and establish whether they are likely 
to continue to grow over time. A 
representative number of cavities 
reflecting the potential variability of 
geological conditions should be 
monitored to indicate that the 
cavities have remained stable over 
time. 

“Sio will initiate the first year of operations at a 
location that allows for a reduced number of wells in a 
cluster, some as small as one or two wells, but with no 
more than five wells per cluster. Sio will start sand 
extraction activities using a stepwise phased approach 
that includes initiating a limited number of well 
clusters with a small number of wells. During the initial 
phase of Project operations, Project design 
assumptions and geotechnical and geological modeling 
(Appendix C) will be confirmed by monitoring. The 
number of well clusters and wells will gradually be 
increased if monitoring data and associated reporting 
results verify that this can be done without risk of 
significant adverse effects during the initial small-scale 
operations. Based on on-going monitoring results, 
minor adjustments to the Project design may be done 
during the initial phase of operations (e.g., number of 
wells and spacing of wells within each well cluster, and 
spacing of each well cluster). Should monitoring results 
yield requirements for Project operation parameter 
changes, Sio will advise the Environmental Approvals 
Branch (EAB) of Project operation changes in 
accordance with provisions in an EAL for the Project.”  

Again, the information should be available as part of the 
IA process. 
 
It is not acceptable to use an environmental licence to 
obtain baseline data. 
 
 

Inadequate 

(#2.iv) During extraction tests, 
cavities must be monitored to 
determine their likely long­ term 
shape and size and establish 
whether they are likely to continue 
to grow over time. A representative 
number of cavities reflecting the  
potential variability of geological 
conditions should be monitored to 
indicate that the cavities have 

“Sio will conduct geotechnical, hydrogeological and 
geochemistry assessments/installations for monitoring 
and sampling in accordance with an EAL for the 
Project. Geotechnical investigations are proposed to 
include: - Angled bore-hole testing to verify presence 
of vertical fractures - Acoustic Televiewer/Optical 
Televiewer (ATV/OTV) surveys - Coring to confirm 
overburden, and competent caprock thickness - Side 
scan sonar to confirm cavity development and long-
term cavity shape.”  

Again, the information should be available as part of the 
IA process. 
 
It is not acceptable to use an environmental licence to 
obtain baseline data. 
 

Inadequate 
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remained stable over time. 

(#3) The minister appoint a project 
monitoring committee with 
membership from municipal and 
provincial government departments 
to receive and assess relevant 
information as the proponent 
undertakes step-wise development. 
This should include member(s) of 
the affected municipal 
government(s), senior leadership 
from Environment and Climate, and 
technical experts from the 
government related to mining, 
groundwater and environmental 
licensing and enforcement. The 
committee should be provided with 
additional resources and technical 
expertise as required. The guiding 
principles for the monitoring process 
should include: i) sharing of 
scientific and engineering findings 
between the proponent and the 
monitoring committee; ii) regular, 
defined reporting requirements by 
the proponent to the monitoring 
committee, and; iii) regular, defined 
reporting jointly by the monitoring 
committee and the proponent to 
the public 

“Sio is receptive to working cooperatively with the 
province and a project monitoring committee 
appointed by the province.”  

The monitoring committee should be established, or at 
minimum the terms of reference of how the monitoring 
committee will operate, be populated, and what further 
opportunities will exist for the public to engage with the 
monitoring committee need to be clearly articulated in the 
EAP, or published as a separate document in the public 
registry file, so that it can be reviewed as part of the IA 
process.   
 
We acknowledge that the CEC aimed this recommendation 
at government, however, a proponent that was truly 
looking to build public trust would be more than receptive, 
they would be proactive in engaging with the Minister and 
other government officials, technical experts, municipal 
governments, etc. to ensure information about the 
committee was available for review during the IA process.  

Incomplete 

(#4) The proponent be required to 
complete the following detailed 
plans and distribute them for 
comment. In so doing, it is 
recognized that these plans may 
continually evolve on the basis of 
additional information, as it is 
available. i) Waste Characterization 

Sio has proposed these same plans in this EAP for 
review by the EAB prior to initiating Project activities. 
Some of these plans are included in draft form as 
appendices in the EAP (Waste Characterization and 
Management Plan; Groundwater Monitoring and 
Impact Mitigation Plan; Closure Plan). Others will be 
prepared prior to commencing Project activities. Draft 
plans will be updated to reflect any specific EAL 

The CEC recommended Sio Silica complete and distribute 
for public comments 10 individual management and 
mitigation plans, but Sio Silica has only included 3 of these 
plans in its updated application. Sio states that “others will 
be prepared prior to commencing project activities.”  
The CEC clearly recommended that all plans be available 
for the public to comment on. By not including 7 of the 10 
plans recommended by the CEC the proponent is 

Incomplete 
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and Management Plan ii) Water 
Management Plan iii) Progressive 
Well Abandonment Plan iv) 
Groundwater Monitoring and 
Impact Mitigation Plan v) Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan vi) 
Environmental Emergency Response 
Plan vii) Revegetation Monitoring 
Plan viii) Heritage Resource 
Protection Plan viii) Trigger Action 
Response Plan(s) ix) Closure Plan 

requirements information.  intentionally shielding these plans from public review. 

(#5) The proponent demonstrate the 
full-scale performance of water 
treatment processes for the re-
injection of the water that has been 
separated from the extracted sand. 

“Sio will start sand extraction activities using a 
stepwise phased approach that includes initiating a 
limited number of well clusters with a small number of 
wells. During the initial phase of Project operations, 
the water treatment processes and performance will 
be demonstrated” 

Again, it is not acceptable to use an environmental licence 
to obtain baseline data. 
 
Sio Silica should be able to demonstrate the safety of the 
water-treatment processes it is proposing as part of the IA 
process. This information needs to be included in the EAP. 

Incomplete 

(#6) Extraction be planned and 
operated in a manner that is 
compliant with the engineering 
limits suggested by the proponent's 
experts, required by the Manitoba 
government and/or as amended 
based on more data-gathering. 

“The Project design reflects recommendations in a 
geotechnical analysis report (Appendix C) based on a 
no subsidence scenario. Sio is committed to following 
the Project design as recommended in the 
geotechnical analysis report (Appendix C). 
Additionally, Sio will be implementing a geotechnical 
Trigger Action Response Plan (TARP) that will be 
developed during Phase 1 of the Project for extraction 
locations. The TARP will include criteria for 
determining thresholds of change that require action 
to be taken to respond. The TARP will include a risk 
assessment for the Project including ‘worst case 
scenarios’, and will describe response methods for 
specific scenarios, including an early warning system 
that will halt operations.” 

The assumption of “no subsidence” is problematic and 
unsubstantiated. A “worst case scenario” would presume 
the occurrence of subsidence.  
 
A TARP is not adequate in the light of irreversible risks. The 
so-called “early warning system” would be equivalent to 
“closing the barn door after the animals have already 
escaped.”  Inadequate 

(#7) The proponent be required to 
carry out a risk assessment that 
considers the probability of worst-
case scenarios (collapse of the 
limestone layer leading to sinkholes, 

“Monitoring of void space using sonar during and after 
extraction including long-term monitoring will occur as 
recommended in the geotechnical analysis report 
(Appendix C). Also see response above for 
recommendation #6 regarding implementation of a 

Yet again, the proponent is attempting to use an 
environmental licence to obtain baseline data. 
The purpose of IA is to assess “worst-case scenarios” 
before, not after, a licence is granted. 
 

Inadequate 
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failure of well-sealing) and the 
consequences of these scenarios 
and what the response would be to 
remediate such damage. 

TARP which will include surface, caprock and 
piezometric monitoring and review during and after 
extraction. The geotechnical analysis model will be 
updated as more data becomes available for the 
extraction boreholes, and will include any surface 
settlement data.”  

(#8) A cumulative effects 
assessment for the full 24-year life 
of the project be carried out and its 
impact be considered in light of 
other existing and foreseeable 
projects in the area. 

“A Cumulative Effects Assessment (CEA) is not an 
information requirement for Environment Act 
Proposals under the current Environment Act Proposal 
Guidelines (Manitoba Government 2023). Therefore, 
no CEA has been conducted at this time. This 
Environment Act Licence application fully addresses 
years 0 to 4 of extraction activities. Any change in 
potential environmental impact that could result from 
relocating operations in subsequent years will be 
addressed through the Notice of Alteration process set 
out in section 14 of The Environment Act . Each future 
Notice of Alteration for proposed extraction activities 
beyond year 4 will: - project a block of proposed 
annual extraction areas; - describe in detail the 
existing environment in that block; and - will include a 
thorough environmental assessment using monitoring 
data collected during extraction operations and the 
follow-up activities proposed in the EAP (Section 8). 
The conceptual hydrogeological model, numerical 
groundwater model and geochemical assessments 
presented in Appendix B were developed using 
previous regional studies, provincial water supply 
records and field data collected for this Project. 
Therefore this information, and the follow-up 
monitoring data collected during Project operation, 
can provide the basis for a future CEA for the regional 
area.”  

The proponent made the same arguments during the CEC 
hearing, which were rejected by the CEC when the CEC 
made the recommendation that CEA be done for the full 
24-year life of the project. As the CEC noted, it is 
incumbent on a proponent to do more than the bare 
minimum.  
 
Sio Silica’s flippant response to doing a CEA, and continued 
insistence on temporally staged licensing is reason enough 
to simply reject this application.  

Incomplete 
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From: Tyler Blashko <Tyler.Blashko@yourmanitoba.ca>  
Sent: November 27, 2025 11:39 AM 
To: Minister of Environment and Climate Change <minecc@manitoba.ca> 
Subject: Fw: Public registry 6275.00 -request for CEC hearing 

Hi there team, 

I think this is the right department to forward to, the request CEC hearing with participant funding. 

Thank you, 

 
Constituency Assistant 

For: Tyler Blashko 
Member of the Legislative Assembly 
Lagimodière 
(he/him/his) 

We recognize our office is located on Treaty 1 Territory on the original lands of Anishanaabe, Cree, Oji-
Cree, Dakota and Dene Peoples, and on the homeland of the Metis Nation 

From:   
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2025 1:46 PM 
To: +WPG1218 - Public Registry (CWS)  
Cc: +WPG569 - Environmental Approvals Branch Director ; Tyler Blashko 
Subject: Public registry 6275.00 -request for CEC hearing  
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi, 
I'm concerned about Sio Silica application to mine sand in drinking water and request CEC hearing with participant 
funding. 
Mining in drinking water aquifers supplying entire South East Manitoba should not be allowed. 
They are proposing un tested extraction method causing aquifer to collapse. 
Thanks 

 
R3X1K7 
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From:   
Sent: November 18, 2025 11:39 AM 
To: Minister of Environment and Climate Change <minecc@manitoba.ca> 
Subject: Silica drilling into our aquifer.  

Attention minister of environment, 
Mike, my name is , and I am very upset about Silica wanting to dry drilling into our aquifer. I 
live with  in Oak Bank Manitoba, and was very pleased when the NDP government 
shut down silica from drilling into our aquifer. 
I went to the meeting about concerns relating to this operation and was very disappointed because it 
was a half an hour of describing the process of manufacturing through drilling into our aquifer. 
What all the people at the meeting really wanted to know was how do we block this from happening? 
I am greatly concerned about harming our water supply, as my water supply comes from a well. 
I hope that you can understand how upsetting it is when a company could possibly destroy our water 
supply just to make their millions of dollars in profit. Adding insult to injury, if they do contaminate our 
water supply, they can’t fix it! 
In closing, as the world clean water supply diminishes, why would we allow a profit driven company to 
harm our precious water supply? 
I hope that the NDP and you will support the blocking of this enterprise. One of the reasons I voted 
NDP was the governments overturning the conservative’s backing this ridiculous endeavour that 
could result in catastrophic effects on our water system. 
Respectfully submitted by, 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From:   
Sent: December 1, 2025 4:09 PM 
To: Premier of Manitoba  
Cc: david.pankratz@yourmanitoba.ca; Minister of Natural Resources and Indigenous Futures ; Minister of Business, 
Mining, Trade and Job Creation  
Subject: Sio Silica - Please Do Not Approve 
ZjQcmQR YFpfptBanner End 

I am writing to express my extreme opposition to the Sia Silica proposal. I am not going to repeat 
information that is available elsewhere, but will just share my perspective as someone who grew 
up in a rural farming community, and then spent my working life in the corporate business world. 

I have followed all news articles related to the Sio Silica proposal for the last few years. I also 
made a valiant attempt to read the 100 page engineers report about the geophysical aspects of 
the project. I appreciate the efforts of those responsible for the Facebook page “A Line in the 
Sand” for making detailed background information available, and have reviewed this information 
as well as following links containing detailed information.  

I reside in Winnipeg and would not personally be affected in the way that the Vivian area 
residents would be. My background is working primarily in the private sector for major 
corporations. My interest is the same as all Manitoban citizens, I have a vested interest in the 
potential financial impacts on taxpayers of adverse consequences, as well as the potential short 
and long term harm to our beautiful natural landscapes.  

My reaction when I first heard of the proposal is that it further cements our role as Canadians to 
be “hewers of wood and drawers of water”. To me, the proposed project is an example of 
allowing our natural resources to be exploited with small compensation to enable much greater 
benefits for other countries and private investors. After spending many hours over the last few 
days reviewing all publicly available material my impression has not changed. 

It is timely that news sources have recently reported a risk that the city of Tehran in Iran might 
have to be evacuated because the water supply would not support the population. In Manitoba 
most of us take fresh water for granted, although we are also well aware of constant threats to 
this supply imposed by industry, mining, farming and other sources.  

It is clear from my reading of the Sio Silica Simba proposal and related commentary from experts 
that this project does pose substantial risk to Manitobans, not just in the areas where the sand 
will be extracted but in many parts of the province that depend on below ground water sources.  

It comes down to whether the company that would be carrying out the work can be trusted to 
create and carry out all necessary actions to ensure that there are no unanticipated impacts.  
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It does not inspire confidence when I read about the background of the principals involved in the 
company, and their admitted plan to take development to a certain stage and then sell it off to 
another entity.  

It does not inspire confidence that the mayor of East St. Paul, a neighbouring community, is now 
involved in the leadership of Sio Silica Simba. Is this not a conflict of interest? And that the mayor 
of East St. Paul is meeting with North Dakotans to discuss opportunities for processing facilities to 
be located in their state.  

It does not inspire confidence that the proposed extraction method has never been used 
successfully in a production environment and has only had one small test that uncovered issues 
that are being glossed over.  

I believe that our political leaders need to put aside all consideration of the amount of time and 
money that has been spent by Sio Silica in pushing this project and consider only the weighing of 
costs and benefits to Manitobans. Costs like environmental damage, loss of personal water 
supply, nuisance impacts of industrial activity in otherwise quiet rural setting are all difficult to 
quantify with a lot of unknowns. Very little information seems to have been provided to 
Manitobans about what the benefits will be, and who will benefit. And possibly the most import 
aspect is the opportunity cost of the benefits that could be achieved if in the future this resource 
could be developed in a way that returns more benefits to the citizens of Manitoba.  

I appreciate the opportunity to share my views on this project, and would welcome any additional 
information that might further inform me and possibly alleviate some concerns.  

 

Regards, 

, B. Comm., M. Sc. (Winnipeg South Constituency) 

 

Winnipeg MB 





























Point #5 
 
December 1, 2025 
 
Honorable Mike Moyes 
Minister of Environment and Climate Change 
 
Director Agnes WiƩmann 
Environmental Approval Branch 
Environment and Climate Change 
 
Manitoba Public Registry 
Re: File No. 6275.00 – Sio Simba Sand ExtracƟon Project 
 
I am a resident within the RM of Reynolds.  I am concerned about the Sio Silica Proposal to 
break into the aquifer at Vivian, Manitoba.  This is an extremely good source of ‘clean water’ 
which is very valuable for human consumpƟon. 
 
As an Environment IdenƟty, we should be ‘very concerned’ about intruding on such a valuable 
resource.  So why would anyone be allowed to risk contaminaƟon of this fragile resource?  In 
this case, there is no turning back.  We cannot afford to use this project as a tesƟng arena.  The 
process has not been tested.  In reality, there are always problems that are not foreseeable with 
a new technique. 
 
The sandstone is not a renewable resource!  This is what contains the water and supports the 
overburden above.  Once removed, the natural support is gone.  Downward pressure from the 
overburden will cause seƩling.  The project is a 500 year Ɵmeline according to Sio Silica.  What 
occurs aŌer that?  Also that is speculaƟon. 
 
Uses – The proposed uses for the sand are not imperaƟve to our human existence.  We can do 
without high rise glass buildings, cell phones, computer technology, and other spinoffs but we 
need water for the future. 
 
Environmental Trusts are for saving the planet.  Let us start here and eliminate possibility for 
disaster for the future generaƟons for whom we are so concerned.  
 
There is nothing in the proposal that this world cannot do without.  Water we need.  The 
numbers Sio is projecƟng are all hypotheƟcal to get the province to have them get a ‘yes’ to 
proceed.  We have seen this happen this pasts summer as in the case of the Province allowing 
the City of Winnipeg to dump raw sewage into the Red River. 
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