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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Appiications and Irtervention

On 4 September 1996, Rozsa Petroleum Ltd. (Rozsa), applied to the A ibe.ta Enerey and Utilities
Board (EUB) pursuant to section 2.020 of the Oii and Gas Conscrvation Regulations, for s
ficence to dnll a well in Legal ‘?ubdsvzsmﬁ Sofaczno Township 12, Range 22, West o1 the
4th Meridian (the proposed well). The parposc of ‘he well would be to obtain gas producton
from the Sunburst Formation. Rozsa also applied. on 3 September 1996, for a pipeline permit to
construct approximately 0.58 kilometres of 114.3 millimetre outside diameter pipeline for the
purpose of transporting swect natural gas fr""m the propo%e& well to an existing pipeline tic-in
point at Legal Subdivision 6-2-12-22 W AM. Inits applxcat:ons Rozsa indicated that it wes
unable to secure a surface lease agreement with the landowner fc - the purpose of drilling and
onerating the proposed well. nor hal it becn sucecssfu m outaining a right-of-waey agreement for
the construction of the pipeline . ~

EUB staff centacted the surface swner, ‘vis Vera Koppenstein, and received verbal and wnitte
confirmation of her objectiors v Jppi§aauon,a. Tue objections were based on the impact ihc
development would have on Ms. Koppf: tein’s farming practices and her future plans for
irigation of the subject lands. N ¥

1.2 Hearing

A public heaning of the applications was convened on § November 1996 10 Lethbridge, Albera
before exarniners appointed by the EUB. The examiner pancel consisted of F. Rahnama Ph [ |

T.M. Hurst. and F.G. Sorenson (the cxammerf) Tho who appcarcd at the hearing are listed in
the following table.
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THOSE WHO APPEARED AT TH L HEARING

Principals and Represertatives

{Abbreviations Used in Repon)

Witnesses

R.D. Pryvor. P.Eng.

M. A Sztogrvn, P.Geol.
H.B. Small. ELT.

Z. lwasyk

G. Boyer, P.Eng.

Rozsa Pctro cutit Ltd. (Rozsa)
. Anderson

>
Vera Koppenstein/Koppenstein Farms Lt V. Kopperstein
A. R. Krushel
Albena Energy and Utilinies Beard staff
C.S. Richardson. C..0. ¢
T M Jobin, P.Geol.
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ISSUES

The examiner consider the 1ssucs res {.:m ghc m'}huauo'ma be!
it

. the need for the well and z;’cime,
. the Tocation of the well z
. the impacts of the well an

3 CONSIDERATION OF THE APPLICATIONS

3.1 Views of the Applicant

Rozsa submitted that it should he allowed if:;dri I and produce the proposed well bezause it hold
valid freenold pet m} m and natural gas rzgim to the Sunburst Formztion for all of section 2-12-
22 WiaN (secuon 2). i; exclained &mz a ;}%}:LOQ of the n,:,hzs would expire after 27 December
1996 and as a rcs”’t 1 was cnﬁé:a% hat the proposed w cﬂ be spuddea “efore that date. Rozsa
stated the proposed well is needed in order 10 prove up xts minerals and test its geologic
interpretation of the area. It also believed that the we Vvouid provide benefits to the Province o7
Alber 2 through iaxes, errplovment and use 0? the rﬂmurce

Rozsa submutted that the proposc 2 pipeline was needed in order to transport gas from the
proposed well to its gas plant. The pmposcd pipeline would tie into Rozsa's existing pipeline
located in the west half of section 2. Rozsa submutied that dunng negotiations with Ms,
Koppensicin, she agreed that the nmposcd gipchnf: rou{e was the most direct route 10 its existing
pipeline and would create the least amount of i impact t  the land surface.



Rozsa stated that the proposed well would be dnilied to evaluate the Cretascous Sunbursi ».nd for
cas. The proposed well is situated on an east/west seismic line. Rozsa's seismic interpretauon
showed & developed amplitude anomaly and a smali iso atcd high at the Sunburst level. It
believed that this anomaly is equivalent or superior tc the apumaly atthe exisung 11-2-12-22
W4M well (the 11-2 well) and anucipated the proposed well would encounter a - and of similar
reservolr quiliy as the 11-2 well. Rozsa noted the 11-2 well penetrated a thick rorous fluvial
sand and that on 1esting had signif cant oif ard gas shows, It believed that the proposed well

would be updip from the 11-2 well and therefore would have greater po'enuial 101 sncountenng
commmercial gasn the Qa:mnrs xé."ﬂ. Rozsa stated its interpretation shows tha' the reservoir

quaiity within the Sunburst fluvial channei decreases 1n ar. casterly direction trf\m e DYQP()SCLA
well to the existing 6-1-12- 22 WaNt well (the 6-1 well). It Statcd that the 6-1 weil is typica. of

wells that are on the castern edye of the pool in this arca. Rozsa stated that 1ts interpretation
would allow for maximum movement of the proposed well 100 metres 2ast, however, having
consideration for target arca and equity issucs, ;hclu.w.d ihal thc proposcd well represented e
best technical location for a Sunbut gas we

Rozsa fsm;u* that 1t considered directional cnlimg i 113 bottom hole location but discounted this

»thon for cconomic. technical and geological reasons. It e*;umatcd that to dnil to 11s preferred
barom hole ! cavon from a surface locaticn on the western edge of section 1-12-22 W4M would
impose an acditional $50.000.00 1o the cost Gfdnlimg thc‘ucil It further estimated that
directional driliing from a surface location on the eastern c}ige of section Z would add almost the
same cost to the well. Rozsa stated that directional drilling would increase the risk of drilling and
operaiing problems and of missing its geo ogv*al target. Iistatcd that there was potential for
shaliower production from the Bow Isiand and Viking zones. A directionally drilled well may « o
be able to evaluate these zones beczuse they would be situated in the build portion of the well
bore. Rozsa did not behieve that the surface zmpaczx associated with the proposed well justified
directional dniling :

e

Rozsa indicated 'm 1t had onginally %am.zed an access road to the proposed well from the south
After discussions with \fs Koppenaten 1t appeared that ﬁn% route would be unacceptable.
however. 1t was unable to confirm a definitive access route with her and so chose a route that it

believed crcamé the least impact to the land surface and m farming opcrancns Its proposed

route {from the cast s the shortest and most direct to the proposcé well It md;cau:u that the

access road location s sull open for m&C;ﬁx»)Gﬁ and that it Qsould cha{mc the route 1f the surface
wner wishes.

1

Rozsa acknowledged that there would be smpam to the !ando»»ncr resuling from the dnlling and
operation of the proposed well. It did not. however, feel that the impacts justified relocation of
the well to the east boundany of the section as Suggeﬁtcd by the intervener. Rozsa stated that 1t s
prepared to build a low-profile road that would accommodate both farm machinery and an
irrigation pivot. In the event of a successful well, its plans are to construct standard producticn
facilitics. However, if and when the surface owner dccxdcs to install an imigation pivot, Rozsa
would install low-profile production facilines that would permit an irmigation pivot to pass
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unhindered. Rozsa also stated .1 if the well was successful it would return the majority of the
wellsite back to agricultural use after dnilling and compicncn opcra;zom Ir the eventora
“hole, the location weuld be reciaimed and fully returned t agncu ture.

3.2 Views of the Intervencr

‘Ms. Koppenstein agreed that the proposed pipeline route from the proposed wel! 15 Rozsa's
existing pipeline is the most dircct. She also acknowledged that, as the pipeline would be sitvated

underground. it would not affect farming Op::fguom Hc concerns related more to surface
obmmcuon associated with the proposed well. ~

Ms Koppenstein did not dispute Rozsa's rights to the mij rals that may underlic section 2,
_however. she questioned the strengt’s of Rezsa's seismic data. She noted that the proposed well
location was chosen based on only one seismic line and that by Rozsa's own evidence the quality
of the scismic data was poor. She questioned if this was sufficient information to determine that
the propesed location was the o,y one that could be dnllcd She suggested 3-D seismic be sh
m order 10 either justify the proposed location or uﬁennfy ahcmamc locations.

Ms. Koppenstein believed that the pooposed well, if drilled and operated. wouid create an
unacceptable amount ~f impact on her farming opcranoﬁ She stated that the well would be an

~ obstacle for her to farm around and the access road would require that farm machinery be raise
~in order 10 coss the road. She was concerned that the would create erosion problems b)
causing the additional working of the land around the te. Ms. Koppenstein did not commit
to a road location because she wanted to %cck advice from agncu tural experts regarding the most
approprate location for a road. :

Ms. Koppenstein suggested that Rozsa directionally dnill the well to its votiom hole coordinates
from an alternative surface location on the east boundary of Scctaon 2. S’nc considered this a
viable alternative that would lessen surface 1mpacm to an acceptable level. There would not be an
access road and the lease would be less imposing to farm around. Fun‘xcr if an irrigation pivotis
installed in the future, the alternative location would fall outside of the pivotarca. Inresponsc:
questioning. she agreed that relocation of the wellsite 100 metres cast, as allowed by Rozsa's

seismic. would not be far enough to alleviate the tarmmg impacts.

3.3 Views of the Examiners

~ The cxaminers accept there is a need for the proposcd well and pipeline. They acknowledge tha
~ Rozsa has the rights to explore for gas in section 2 and that the pipeline would be needed in ordw
to transport any gas that may be produced. The examiners note that Ms. Keppenstein did not

disputc Rozsa's rights to the minerals and that she did not express significant conrem over the
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pipelinc.

The examiners arc satisfied that Rozsa has sufficient technical data available to justify the
proposed well focation. The exumiuners believe that the geological and seismic interpretations
presented by Rozsa arc rcq%onab‘xc Scismic methods are comunonly used in conjunction with
geology i defining well locations and therefore the cxaminers accept Rozsa's desive to locate the
well on the seismic lmc The examiners note that the Iocanon for a vertical well cou ! be mox'cd
up to 100 metres cast of the propesed location. but this wou 1d put the well off-target for gas and
may result in equity disputes. Further. the examiners bchcvc that such a move does little to
mm;:atc the impacts on farm operations. The cxaminers are satisfied that Rozsa's geological and
scismic data demonstrate that a vertical well, farther east at the perimeter of the section. may not
encounter a sand of equal reservoir quality to the proposcd location.

With regard to directional drilling from the perimeter o sccnon 2, the examiners do 1 Ot see
significant benefits from this option given the commitments put 1a placc by Rozsa to mitigate
surface impacts. The examiners believe that Rozsa's commxtmcms for the proposed well would
reduce the surface impacts to an acceptabic level and th X do not believe that the additional costs
associated with dircctional drilling are warranted. The X aminers further accept that a dircctional

Il bore may not allow for the evaluation of potcmxai rc:scrvoxrs at a shallower depth. However,
thc excminers do not agree with Rozsa that directional dnllmg presents unacceptable risks. The
examiners note that directional drilling technology has im provcd significantly in recent years and
the risks that may have beer. common several years ago are not of concern today. [n situations
where it is war.anted, dircctional drilling is a viable, and in most cases a practiced option.

With respect to the access road. the examiners accept Rozsa's commitments to construct the low-

rofile road to faciiita’ 2 the crossing of farm machinery. The examiners also agree that the
proposcd road location represents the shortest route and would likely create the least impact.
However. the examiners recognize Ms. Koppenstein's desire to seck expert advice on an
appropriate access route. The examiners see merit in alfowxm Rozsa to utilize the propoud route
on a temporary basis to provide Ms. Koppenstein the oppormnuv r0 consider aliernative routes.
This would require that Rozsa not construct a permanent road for a pcnod of time and conduct

only the basic rccessary oncrations on the access route thar would allow for rig move, testing and

omplct on of e well. 72 examiners believe that a pcnod of 60 days from the issuance of this

report will be _ufficient tir > for Ms. Koppenstein to decide on a permanent road location. 1f.
after that period, Ms. Koppenstein does not present a preferred aliernative location to Rozsa, then
the applied-for access road becomes the permanent access to the weil.




4 Recommendation

The examiners recommend that Applications No. 9607&_,65,: and 960766 be approved subject to the
following: ;

. Rozsa shall adhere to all its commitments mad thcyhearing and as described 1n 1ts

applications and supporting information.

A Rozsa shall use the proposed access road as a temporary road for a minimum period of 60

days from the date of issuance of this report. Construction of the road for this period shall
be the minimum required for drilling, testing and completion operations. If after 60 days,
Ms. Koppenstein has not presented Rozsa with a preferred alternative route. Rozsa may

utilize the proposed access as a permanent road

- DATED at Calgary, Albeita on 25 November 1996.

= Pibsina

. F. Rahnama,. Ph.D.

T. M. Hurst /”“
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