ALBERTA ENERGY AND UTILITIESBOARD
Calgary Alberta

HUSKY OIL OPERATIONSLIMITED

APPLICATIONSFOR WELL LICENCES

AND PIPELINE PERMITS Examiner Report 2001-1
PROVOST FIELD Applications No. 1056355 and 1059607

1 DECISION

Having carefully considered dl of the evidence, the examiners conclude that Husky Oil Operations Limited
(Husky; formerly Renaissance Energy Ltd.) has demonstrated a need for the gpplied-for wells and
pipelines and has selected access road and pipeline routes that would minimize potentia impacts. However,
the examiners aso find that while Husky has demondrated that its various mitigetive mesasures regarding the
wells and related facilities would for the most part minimize potential adverse impacts at the proposed site,
it has failed to establish that its choice of surface locations for dl of the proposed wells would result in the
least acceptable disturbance to the movement and sheltering of the intervener’s cattle. The examiners
therefore recommend approva for pipdine Application No. 1059607 and three of the proposed five wells
in Application No. 1056355, namely, the three wells with bottomhole locations 12A, 5D, and 12B. The
examiners recommend denid for the two remaining wells with bottomhole locations 6C and 11A.

2 APPLICATIONSAND HEARING
21  Applications

On January 13, 2000, Husky applied to the Alberta Energy and Utilities Board (EUB/Board), pursuant to
Section 2.020 of the Oil and Gas Conservation Regulations, for licencesto drill five level-1 noncritical sour
oil wells. Thewdlswould be drilled from a single pad at a surface location of Legd Subdivisons (LSDs)
11 and 12, Section 11, Township 36, Range 3, West of the 4th Meridian (the proposed pad site). The
purpose of the proposed wells would be to produce sour oil from the Cummings Member.

On February 17, 2000, Husky applied to the EUB, in accordance with Part 4 of the Pipeline Act, for
permits to construct and operate agpproximately 1.5 kilometres (km) of pipeline to transport products both
to and from the proposed pad site. Specifically, Husky proposed to construct and operate one group
pipeine and one test pipdine that would transport oil effluent from the proposed pad Site to an existing
pipeline located at an exigting pad of wellsat LSD 11, Section 11, Township 36, Range 3, West of the 4th
Meridian (the 11- 11 pad Site). Husky aso proposed to construct and operate one saltwater pipeline from
an exigting pipeline a LSD 14, Section 11, Township 36, Range 3, West of the 4th Meridian, to the
proposed pad site and one fuel gas pipeine from an existing pipeline to the proposed pad site. When
Husky was questioned about a discrepancy between the location of the proposed fuel gas pipdine, as
submitted in the application, and a map submitted as an exhibit at the hearing, Husky stated that the fuel gas
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pipeline would be located from the existing 11- 11 pad site to the proposed pad site, according to the map
presented at the hearing.

The attached map, prepared by the examiners, illustrates the location of the proposed wells and pipelines,
along with other topographica and hydrogeological fegtures.

2.2 Interventions

On March 15, 2000, the EUB received objections to the well and pipeline gpplications from Mr. B.
Mouly, grazing lease holder of Crown land in the northwest, southwest, and southeast quarters of Section
11, Township 36, Range 3, West of the 4th Meridian, and northeast quarter of Section 10, Township 36,
Range 3, West of the 4th Meridian. Mr. Mouly was opposed to the proposed wells and pipelines based on
impacts to the native prairie, water contamination, air and surface pollution, noise, and disturbance to cattle
and wildlife. Mr. Mouly had also earlier opposed certain oil and gas facilities on his lands, which wasthe
subject of EUB Decision 97-4.

23  Hearing

A public hearing to consider the gpplications was originally scheduled for October 11, 2000. Mr. Mouly
requested a postponement of the hearing to give his witnesses more time to prepare. The hearing was
rescheduled and convened on December 6 and 7, 2000, in Coronation, Alberta, before examiners
gppointed by the Board. The examiner panel consisted of D. Larder, LL.B. (Chairman), R. Paulson,
C.ET., and M. Vandenbeld, C.E.T. The panel viewed the proposed pad site, pipeline rights-of-way, and
surrounding area on October 11, 2000. Those who appeared at the hearing are listed in the following table.

THOSE WHO APPEARED AT THE HEARING

Principals and Representatives
(Abbreviations Used in Report) Witnesses
Husky Oil Operations Limited (Husky) J. Winton, P.Land
T. R Owen L. Uhrich, P.Eng.
S. A. Thomas J Wadlace, P.Geal.
B. Houchin
C. Cloutier
J. Doussett, P.Eng.
B. Verner
S. Parenteau
R. Clissold, P.Gedl.,
of Hydrogeologicd Consultants Ltd.
B. Mouly B. Mouly
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THOSE WHO APPEARED AT THE HEARING (continued)

Principals and Representatives
(Abbreviations Used in Report)

Witnesses

E. Spencer
T. Roberts

J. Kloberdanz

Specid Areas Board (SAB)
J Hannah

Alberta Energy and Utilities Board taff
J. P. Mousseau, Board Counsdl
B. Audin, P.Geol.
L. Roberts, M.Sc.
G. McLean, CE.T.

J. R. Koral, P.Eng.,

of Pro-EnviroCore Consulting Inc.

M. L. Korchinski,

of Pro-EnviroCore Consulting Inc.

3 ISSUES

The examiners consder the issues respecting this gpplication to be the

need for the wells and pipdines,
location of the wells and pipelines,

impects of the wells and pipelines, and

consultation.

4 NEED FOR THE WELLSAND PIPELINES

4.1  Viewsof the Applicant

Husky stated thet it has a petroleum and naturd gas (P& NG) lease that dlowsiit to drill for and produce oil

underlying Section 11, Township 36, Range 3, West of the 4th Meridian (Section 11). Husky submitted
that the proposed wells would be targeting the Cummings S Poal (the S Pool) and provided evidence
indicating that the bulk of the S Pool underlies Section 14 and the north half of Section 11. Husky stated
that its seismic results indicated some favourable structure in the southwest quarter of Section 11 and

therefore concluded that the proposed bottomhole locations were needed to verify its seigmic

interpretation. Husky estimated that each well may produce approximately 75 000 barrels of oil over a

production life of about 10 years.
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Husky stated that the oil effluent pipelines were needed to transport the oil produced from the proposed
wellsto the Eyehill Creek battery in Section 14. Husky explained that the sdtwater pipeline would be
needed to trangport water from the Eyehill Creek battery to one of the proposed wellsif it were to become
awater injection well. Husky said that if one of the proposed wells did not produce economic volumes of
oil, Husky could decide to use the well as awater injection well in order to support an ongoing enhanced
oil recovery schemein the S Pool. Husky testified that the sdltwater pipeline may not be needed for at least
ayear; however, it made senseto ingdl it at the same time as the other pipdinesinstead of digging anew
ditch in the future, which would create additiona impacts on the native prairie. Husky explained that it
needed the fuel gas pipelinein order to operate atemporary pump jack and production tanks at the
proposed pad ste to verify production from the first well drilled. Subsequent wells would be tested at the
Eyehill Creek battery viathe proposed pipelines.

4.2 Views of thelnterveners

Mr. Mouly did not challenge Husky’ s need to exploit its P& NG rights underlying Section 11 or the need to
drill wellsand ingal pipeinesin order to produce the oil underlying Section 11. However, Mr. Mouly
clearly requested that the Board deny the gpplications.

4.3 Views of the Examiners

The examiners note that while Mr. Mouly argued againgt the proposed wells and pipelines on the bas's of
impacts to the native prairie, water contamination, air and surface pollution, noise, and disturbance to cattle
and wildlife, there was no dispute about Husky’ sright to exploit its P& NG rights under Section 11. The
examiners accept Husky' sright to explait its P& NG rights under Section 11 and accept Husky’ s need to
drill the wdlsand ingal pipdinesin order to produce the oil underlying Section 11, provided the
development can be carried out in an acceptable fashion. In the following sections the examiners consider
whether the development can be carried out in an acceptable fashion.

5 LOCATION OF THE WELLSAND PIPELINES
51  Viewsof the Applicant

Husky submitted that it reviewed the area surrounding the proposed pad site and found a number of Stes
that were potentidly acceptable. It sated that a number of factors influenced its choice of location for the
proposed pad site, including drilling the best wells possible from a geologica and engineering perspective,
keeping disturbances to the native prairie to a minimum, proximity to the water dugouts, and the concerns
of Mr. Mouly. Husky concluded that after consdering al of these matters, the proposed location was

optimum for the proposed pad.

Husky submitted that potential impacts of the wells would be reduced by the proposed pad site because dll
of the five bottomhole locations could be reached from asingle pad site rather than from severd smdler
pad stes. Husky noted Mr. Mouly’ s suggestion that the pad site could possibly be located south of the
proposed location but argued that the proposed northern bottomhole locations (12A, 12B, and 11A)
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would become unreachable. Smilarly, Husky argued that drilling the wells from the existing 11-11 pad site
would not dlow it to reach the two most southerly bottomhole locations (5D and 6C). Husky said that it
could not move the proposed pad site more than about 20 metres (m) and till be able to reasonably
directionaly drill to the proposed bottomhole locations. Husky aso argued that the proposed bottomhole
locations could not be successfully drilled from a more remote location using horizonta drilling methods
because that required better structura data than it had from existing well control data. Husky believed that
given the existing uncertainty regarding structure and sand qudity, it would be very difficult, if not
impossible, for it to come up with a horizontal target and reasonably expect to stay within the producing
zone. Husky dated that if the southerly proposed wells were successful, additiond future drilling in the
southwest quarter of Section 11 was possible.

Husky explained that it spaced the proposed wells far enough apart on the pad to alow for drilling one well
a atime. It indicated that it would only have to strip and/or fill the required amount of land per well. It
would drill one well and then reclam the pad site; subsequently it would come back in to drill another well.
The sze of the Stripped areawould be sufficient to safely carry out a drilling operation and comply with
EUB equipment spacing regulations. Husky stated that the 12A well would the first well drilled and that it
would be tested before any additiona wells were drilled. 1t explained that the existing well control, seismic
information, and geologic interpretation showed that the 12A, because of its most northerly bottomhole
location, would be its best opportunity for a successful well. Husky indicated that subsequent drilling would
move west across the pad site to the 5D well and potentiadly the 12B well.

Husky submitted that the Special Areas Board (SAB) had inspected the proposed pad site and signed a
consent indicating that it would not object to the EUB issuing the well licences or pipeline permits. SAB
confirmed that it had given consent in principle because the proposed development generaly met the
development guiddines outlined in EUB Informational Letter (IL) 96-9: Revised Guidelines for
Minimizing Disturbance on Native Prairie Areas. SAB dated that it generally accepts projects that
create minimum disturbance on the public lands within the specid areas, recognizing that zero disturbance
from energy projectsis generaly not possible.

Husky provided evidence that Alberta Environment (AENV) reviewed the proposed pad site and did not
have a problem with the location but indicated in its report that it would prefer the low area on the
southeast portion of the proposed pad not be disturbed.

Husky acknowledged the location of a depressed area on the southeast portion of the proposed pad site.
This area contained alarge cluster of bushes and other vegetation and was unique in the quarter section
because of itswdl-used cattle shelter. Husky stated that the proposed pad construction for the two wells
on the east Sde of the pad ste (6C and 11A) would necessitate the remova of the shelter vegetation.
Husky understood Mr. Mouly’ s objection to the removal of this natural permanent shelter for his cattle but
judtified its dearing on the bass thet dl five wdlswould be drilled from only one pad ste, thus minimizing
overdl negative impacts on the netive prairie Ste and Mr. Mouly’s cattle operations. Husky did not offer to
move or ater the Size or shape of the proposed pad site or relocate the well centresin order to avoid the
remova of the animd shelter.
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Husky acknowledged that Mr. Mouly indicated a preference for a pad site to be located on higher
elevations rather than lower evationsin order to minimize concerns associated with both surface and
groundwater. Husky argued that if it were to move the pad Site any farther west, it would betoo closeto a
dry creek bed and might interfere with its intermittent water flow and water gradient. Husky felt that the
concerns raised over the potential impacts to the surface and groundwater at the proposed pad Ste did not
warrant moving the site,

Husky submitted that the proposed pipelines and access road |ocations were chosen based on the use of
exising pipdine rights-of-way where possble in an attempt to minimize the amount of disturbance to the
native prairie. A portion of the sdtwater pipeline would be ingdled in an exigting pipeline right-of-way on
the north Sde of the existing 11- 11 pad Ste. The remaining portion of the sdtwater pipeline, two oil well
effluent pipelines, and afud gas pipedine would be ingdled in the proposed pipdine right-of-way to the
south of the existing 11-11 pad Ste. The access road to the proposed pad site would run directly over and
pardld to the proposed pipeine right-of-way.

52 Views of the Interveners

Mr. Mouly did not respond extensively to the geological evidence provided by Husky regarding the choice
of the proposed bottomhole locations, however, he was concerned with the surface location of the
proposed pad Site for severa reasons.

Mr. Mouly presented evidence indicating that the proposed pad Site gradually doped towards the
southeast corner of the site. He described the southeast corner as ariparian area or pothole that collects
sanding water from spring runoff for a couple of monthsin most years. He d o testified that the cattle
shelter located in the southeast corner of the Site was part of thiswet areaiin the spring.

Mr. Mouly expressed concern that that the proposed pad construction for the two wells on the east side of
the pad site (6C and 11A) would necessitate the remova of hisanimas naturd shelter and that there was
little protective vegetation and bushes of amilar qudity for his cattle in other parts of the pasture. He
dismissed the idea that a suitable man-made long-term replacement of the shelter was workable, noting that
he would not be prepared to pay for the construction and upkeep of a structure or be prepared to work
with Husky if it meant further intrusons on his land.

Mr. Mouly aso regected the location of the proposed pad site because of the spring flooding of the
southeast portion of the Ste. He believed that flooding would cause contamination problems for both the
groundwater and his two dugouts located near the proposed site. Mr. Mouly suggested that if the
proposed Site were gpproved, the site should be levelled so that the ground leve israised rather than
lowered in an effort to try to prevent any flooding.

Mr. Mouly stated that he did not believe any aternative Ste was acceptable in terms of creating minimum
disturbances on the native prairie. He submitted, though, that relocation of the Site a couple of hundred
metres south would position the pad on asmal hill, which would dleviate some of the surface and
groundwater concerns and would eliminate the need to destroy the cattle shelter. Such alocation to a
higher levation, he argued, would aso result in fewer problemswith akali.
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Mr. Mouly submitted that Husky should have put more effort into an overal development plan for the area
before an initia footprint was made. He did not want the development on his lands, but in the event that the
project gained approva, he argued that it would make more sense for Husky to congtruct one drilling pad
a alocation that could exploit the reserves underlying both the northwest and southwest quarters of
Section 11. Mr. Mouly submitted that severa bottomhole locations could be reached from one strategically
placed pad Ste using horizonta drilling techniques.

53 Views of the Examiners

In assessing the proposed locations of the wells and pipelines, the examiners believe that they must balance
the benefits advanced by Husky with the potential negetive impacts of such facilitiesin light of the present
and future use of the lands by Mr. Mouly. Aswell, the effects on the immediate environment of the
proposed site must be consdered. An important factor in this andysis is the proposed mitigation of impacts
on the lands and environment.

The examiners note that Husky chose the proposed pipeline routes and access road based on the use of
exising pipdine rights-of-way where possible in an attempt to minimize the amount of disturbance to the
native prairie. The examiners are satisfied that the routes chosen represent the least intrusive routes
possible, given the existing energy developmentsin the area.

With respect to the bottomhole locations of the proposed wells, the examiners accept that Husky chose the
locations based on seismic information and geologicd interpretations to identify optimum locations. The
examiners dso generaly accept the proposition that the potential impacts of the wells would be reduced by
the congtruction of one pad site to drill severa bottomhole locations rather than constructing several smaller
pad Sites.

At the hearing, Mr. Mouly proposed that Husky utilize horizonta drilling from aless problematic Stein
order to reach its downhole locations and exploit the reserves underlying both the northwest and the
southwest quarters of Section 11. Although the examiners gppreciate that horizonta drilling methods result
inanincrease in cost and technicd risk, horizontal wells are becoming commonplace in Alberta. The
examiners offer the view that horizonta wells should not be immediately ruled out as a viable method of
accessing reserves while at the same time mitigating potentia surface impacts in the native prairie and other
sengtive areas.

With respect to surface locations of the proposed wells, the examiners accept that the size of the stripped
areafor each well would need to be sufficiently large to safely carry out a drilling operation and comply
with EUB equipment spacing regulations. The examiners note that Husky has committed to a sequentia
stripping of each well Site, as opposed to the initid stripping of the entire lease. However, the examiners are
not persuaded that the size, configuration, and location of the proposed lease has adequately or properly
taken into account the destruction of the cattle shelter on the southeast corner of the site and the deleterious
impact such remova will have on the maintenance and raising of Mr. Mouly’ s livestock. The examiners do
not accept, for example, Husky’ s contention that the lease boundaries could not have been moved in a
westerly direction because of the existence of adry creek bed. This area did not appear asredtrictive as
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Husky suggested. Compliance with 1L 96-9 requires that awell Ste be configured in away that avoids
specia or sendtive areas where possible.

The evidence before the examinersis that this quarter sectionisan integrd part of Mr. Mouly’s cattle
operations and that such shelter areasfor cattle are essentia for their maintenance and protection during the
varied climatic conditions experienced in Alberta. Mr. Mouly’s evidence regarding the lack of amilar Sites
on his pasture was uncontradicted, and the examiners accept his reasons for regjecting the feasibility of a
man-made shelter. The naturd shelter must be protected and not disturbed. As aresult, the examiners
recommend denid of the two proposed wells, namely 6C and 11A, whose location in the southeast part of
the pad dte has led Husky to advocate the clearing of the naturd cattle shelter. The examiners believe that
more effective communication between the parties prior to the hearing would have resulted in a better
choice for the proposed pad site.

The examiners find that the location of wells 12A, 5D, and 12B on the proposed Site are acceptable and
gpprove the gpplication in this respect. The impacts created by the three wells will be mitigated ina
reasonable way, as more thoroughly outlined in the following sections of this report.

6 IMPACTSOF THE WELLSAND PIPELINES
6.1 Native Prairie
6.1.1 Viewsof the Applicant

Husky stated that it had prepared a predisturbance site assessment for the proposed pad Site, consisting of
asoil investigation on the lease and on the access road/pipeline right-of-way. It collected composite il
samples from each of the soil units and from two nearby dugouts and conducted sdinity and hydrocarbon
tests (on the dugout sediment samples only). Husky reported that, based on the Soil Quality Criteriafor
Agriculture published by Agriculture Canada, soils on the lease and right-of-way were not expected to
present difficulties with respect to end land use after reclamation. Husky stated that its evidence indicated
that hydrocarbon concentrations in the dugout sediments were not a concern. Thisis more fully discussed in
Section 6.2.

Husky testified that its proposed operations would comply with Section 6.1 of IL 96-9 with the exception
that it would not be possible to locate the wells at the surface of the native prairie or a an dternative
location without compromising the geologica optimization of the wells. Smilarly, Husky thought it
impossible to locate the pipdine off the native prairie, due to the fact that the pad Site was surrounded by
native prairie.

Husky spoke to Section 6.3 of IL 96-9 and its guidelines that discuss the drilling stage of operations.
Husky explained thet it would comply with the first Sx points listed in these guidelines but stated that it had
not addressed the find bullet point in that section asit was not gpplicable. Husky then addressed Section
6.4 of the guiddines, entitled “ Production.” It indicated that its permanent facilities were located near
permanent dl-weether main roads and that no chemicas would be used to control noxious and restricted
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weeds. Husky stated that it planned to use earthen dikes around storage tanks at the first well drilled and to
line the dikes with plagtic. The tanks would be placed on top of the pladtic. It consdered the use of cement
dikes, encouraged in IL 96-9, to beinsufficient in preventing vertica seepage into the ground. Husky
committed to test and produce the remaining wells through the applied-for pipdine should the wells be
drilled.

Husky provided testimony regarding the fourth bullet of Section 6.5 of the guiddines, entitled “Pipdine.” It
dated that it intended to use a two-lift stripping procedure rather than athree-lift, because it fdt it would be
less disruptive to the native prairie. It confirmed that it planned to use a“ditch-witch” to minimize
disturbance during pipeline ingalation and that it intended to consult with a reclamation inspector regarding
that particular method. Husky also stated that it planned to place the pipelines dong existing access roads
or pipdineroutesin order to address the find bullet in Section 6.5.

Asapoint of clarification, Husky added that part of the pipeline would be constructed in the access road
portion of the proposed project. In that Situation, it said it would use a conventional hoe and would create a
two-foot-wide trench. It believed that this method was judtified given that the multiple linesto beingdled in
the areawould not fit into an 8-inch-wide ditch created by the ditch-witch.

Husky stated that it planned to replace the stripped soil in accordance with 1L 96-9. It recommended that
topsoil be stripped and conserved from the site and that it would consider stripping and conserving at least
15 to 20 centimetres (cm) of the upper subsoil as second lift materid. Husky aso stated that it would be
recontouring the well site to reflect the original topography before disturbance. 1t dso committed to engage
in such measures as subsoil ripping if compaction proved to be a problem. It believed, though, that the
sandy texture of the soil of the areain question precluded any potential for compaction problems. Husky
testified that the ided timing of activitiesin order to minimize impact would bein a dry season, such as mid-
to late-summer or early fdl. Thiswould minimize disturbance while a the same time alowing for more
effective soil sripping, without having to rip the soil.

Husky stated that tackifiers would be used to prevent erosion of stockpiled soils as aresult of stripping and
that such a method was adequate. The applicant also stated that no leaching problems were anticipated
with respect to the stockpiled soils, particularly with respect to sdinity concerns. It pointed out that the
physica characterigtics of the soil core holes were individualy logged to facilitate physical soil replacement
during reclamdtion.

Husky argued that the intervener’ s concerns with respect to alkdi in the soil were adequately addressed
through its soil sampling and andysis. The gpplicant interpreted from its data that sdinity levelsin the soil
were acceptable by agricultura standards and were considered as within the normal range for plant growth.
With respect to questions regarding afailure to reclam a pipeline that had previoudy been constructed,
Husky stated that its reclamation process was delayed by the necessity of contacting Mr. Mouly to include
him in the reclamation process and the difficulty in contacting him. When questioned about the lack of
successful reclamation dong the same pipdine right-of-way in cooperation with a different landowner,
Husky stated that the two areas were not comparable.
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Husky dtated that its reclamation efforts would be in compliance with Section 6.6 of 1L 96-9 and its
guidelines. It endorsed the view expressed in the guidelines that proper planning and use of seed mixes
would enhance the re-establishment of native species. Husky submitted that while naturd recovery of
vegetation may be appropriate for pipeline reclamation, it was not gppropriate in this Stuation due to the
risk of erosion created by alarge well-pad size. After seeding, Husky said that it intended to straw-crimp
the location to protect the Site from eroson due to wind or precipitation. Reclamation at the former well-
pad location would aso be fenced to limit activity across the seeded Ste, further minimizing eroson
potential. Husky stated that the pipeline right- of-way was not scheduled to have fencing to encourage plant
growth, becauseit did not believe that livestock compaction or selective grazing of young plants would
inhibit reclamation success.

The applicant stated that it intended to consult with SAB, as well asthe land occupant, prior to deciding on
the seed mix to be used in revegetation. Husky stated that it was its practice to obtain a certificate of seed
andyds from the seed supplier to ensure species compatibility and to identify any weed species present, as
well asto clean the equipment and materials before use on the native prairie. These measures would reduce
the trangportation of restricted and noxious weed seeds, in accordance with the Weed Control Act. Husky
agreed during the hearing to undertake to develop a protocol that operationa people would use to monitor
and control weeds growing on reclamation Sites.

Husky stated that reclaimed sites are ingpected twice ayear, and in Special Areas where precipitation isa
critical factor there may be as many asfour vists by the company to the reclaimed stes within ayear.
These vists dlow the company to determine the quality and success of reclamation and whether the siteis
reedy to be considered for certification. Husky aso acknowledged that it was aware of Alberta Agriculture
and Rura Development’ s recent document entitled Native Plant Revegetation Guidelines for Alberta
and gated that its reclamation plans attempted to meet the requirements of those guiddinesin addition to
the IL 96-9 requirements. Husky further stated that it was not typicdly its practice to conduct a detailed
predisturbance native vegetation assessment. It stated that it had enough understanding about the kinds of
plantsin an area based on smilar areas and that the seed mixture approved by SAB and AENV endorsed
that assumption.

In response to the intervener’ s concern about the disturbance of wildlife and their native grasdand habitat,
Husky stated that disturbance would be minimized, and it did not anticipate adirect effect on wildlife. It
a0 gated that the seed mixture being used to revegetate the disturbed land was suitable for wildlife.

In response to questioning, Husky said that it was not aware of research into new technologies that could
further minimize surface disturbance on native prairie. It explained that the no-strip method, used prior to
drilling, for example, was unworkable because the resulting well Ste would not be level and would present
apotential safety hazard to the workers operating at the site. The gpplicant admitted that netive prairie is
difficult at best to reclam and that the process of re-establishing native grasses would likely teke severd
years.
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6.1.2 Viewsof thelntervener

Mr. Mouly believed that dkdi present in the soil in the area of the proposed pad and pipeline would
prevent successful re-establishment of vegetation through reclamation efforts. He stated that Husky’ s prior
commitments to himsalf and the EUB regarding revegetation had not been met. He fdt that Husky should
be required to demondrate its ability to re-establish vegetation in the presence of dkali before being
granted further licences for well Stes or pipdines. Mr. Mouy presented photographs of existing Husky
fadilities and rights-of-way, as well as of the areas of the proposed well pad and pipdine. He believed that
severd of the photographs depicted a failure on the part of the gpplicant to revegetate due to akaine soil.

Mr. Mouly aso indicated that the native grasses present on the proposed site were essentid for wildlife
habitat and that SAB had indicated to him previoudy that it intended to preserve the quarter of land in
guestion for the purpose of wildlife habitat.

In generd, Mr. Mouly fet that Husky was not prepared or able to follow the recommendations of 1L 96-9
and that this Stuation was reflected in the EUB Examiner’ s Report 97-4 resulting from a previous
goplication and hearing by Husky involving Mr. Mouly’ s lands.

Mr. Mouly had prepared an assessment of the impact of the proposed development of petroleum
hydrocarbon facilities by Husky on soil quality with control and test soil samples collected from two Sites.
One ste was located dong the right-of-way near the pipeline at 14-11, and the other was located along the
right-of-way near the pipeline at 16-10. The intervener noted evidence of soil disturbance, weed growth,
and loss of organic matter ong rights-of-way. Some of the affected areas lacked topsoil due to erosion
and traffic as aresult of indugtry activity, according to the intervener. He stated that through preliminary
chemica characterization of the soil samples, it was determined that the sodic characteristics compared
favourably to the Canadian Council for Minigtries of the Environment guiddines for agricultura soils. Mr.
Mouly pointed out that the main difference between the results from his samples and the samples taken a
different locations by Husky was the presence of clay in the topsoil in the lower regions at the base of the
proposed pad and in depressions aong the proposed development found in his samples. The claysin the
topsoil were said to be akaline and sodic, while the sandy soils at most locations at the current leases and
a the proposed development (sampled by Husky) were rdatively low in sdinity and dkainity. However,
Mr. Mouly would not make direct comparisons between his own and Husky’ s soil sampling because the
s0il samples were teken a different locations.

He believed that his sampling, although limited, indicated that the topsoil a or near the proposed
development could be susceptible to structurd damage or dkainity problems when disturbed. He
recommended that Husky exercise considerable care to avoid irreparable soil and, consequently,
vegetation damage.

In cdlosing argument, Mr. Mouly referred to both IL 96-9 and its guidelines as well asthe revisonsto the
guiddines currently being considered by the EUB, SAB, AENV, Agriculture, Food and Rurd
Development, and the Department of Resource Development. He expressed pessimism regarding Husky's
ability and dedre to adequatdly plan future facilitiesin order to minimize disturbance of native prairie.
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6.1.3 Viewsof the Examiners

The examiners believe that it isinevitable that the native prairie soils and vegetation on the pad Site, road
access, and pipdinerights-of-way will suffer some immediate degradation as aresult of this project. There
IS no reasonable congtruction or production technique thet will result in zero impacts. 1L 96-9 recognizes
this redity and seeksto impose aset of guiddines that will minimize the disturbance in these sengtive aress.
It isthe examiners view that a committed adherence to these guidelines will best ensure that the native
prairie being disturbed by Husky’s project will be brought back to its origina productive state during or at
the end of the life of the facility. The commitment required of Husky will be consderable, and dthough
there is some history of alessthan full effort in this regard on Mr. Mouly’ s lands, the examiners accept
Husky’ s undertaking to diligently abide by IL 96-9 and guiddines, and its commitments, with the exception
that earthen berms may be used around temporary production tanks. As aresult, the examiners find that
the anticipated impacts to the native prairie, its soil, grasses, and other vegetation are acceptable provided
the following conditions are met. These conditions will help ensure that the preventive and mitigative
measures put in place during the planning and operationa stage of the project are effective.

Firgt, dthough Husky plans to operate vehicles directly on native prairie, it did not anticipate excess
disturbance to the prairie because it planned to drill its wells only during dry weether conditions. If dry
conditions persst throughout the initid stages of the sequentid drilling of the wells, the examiners
anticipate a high volume of traffic ong the access road. The examiners would therefore require a
detalled mitigation plan for potentia compaction and rutting of the access road for examiner gpprova
prior to Site preparation.

Second, the alkdi problem on the exigting sites located on Mr. Mouly’ s lands merits concern. The
examiners are not completely satisfied that Husky appreciates the potentiad for an dkai problem. The
examiners would therefore require amore detailed description of the particular reclamation measures
that will be put in place to minimize the potentid for akai to inhibit future native plant growth, aswell as
any potentid time lags or complications that may affect long-term reclamation at the proposed site. The
report shal be submitted to the examiners for approva prior to Site preparation.

The examiners note that while Husky made a commitment during the hearing to implement the
reclamation practices contained in the report contained in Exhibit 3C, these are a minimum requirement
for reclamation on netive prarrie.

Third, Husky must devel op athorough protocol that operationa personnd will use to enhance
protection of the native prairie in two instances. Ste preparation and congtruction and the ongoing
monitoring and control of weeds growing on reclamation Stes. The Site preparation and congtruction
protocol will be completed prior to commencement of Site preparation, and the weed ingpection and
control program will be submitted for gpproval prior to the commencement of seeding for reclamation
pUrposes.

The examiners expect Husky to meet the conditions outlined above, follow through onitsown
commitments, and operate in afashion that maintains the principles of IL 96-9. On this basis, the examiners
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conclude that the adverse impacts on the native prairie will be minimized to the greastest degree possible
and recommend that the pipeline application and the three wells described earlier be gpproved.

6.2 Water
6.2.1 Viewsof the Applicant

In November 2000, representatives of Husky and Mr. Mouly cooperated in gathering surface water and
groundwater datain portions of Section 11. Thisinvolved drilling eght test holes, completing four as
piezometers (groundwater monitoring wells), and sampling the water in both dugouts.

Although Husky participated in the investigation, it maintained that the dugouts and shalow groundwater
were not a risk from its operationsin the area. Husky Stated that its operational procedures adequately
protected these resources.

In Husky’ sinterpretation of the Site data, it noted that the proposed pad site was underlain by sandy
materid containing an unconfined (in communication with atmosphere) aquifer on the north Sde of the
proposed pad location. It aso noted that flow in this aguifer was to the northwest and rapid, dueto a
strong gradient created by the highlands to the south.

Husky explained that it was unlikely that the two dugouts directly connected to the shallow groundwater
system, because finer sediment tends to sedl the base of dl dugouts over time. The gpplicant stated that if
the dugouts were in direct communication with the shdlow groundwater system, the elevations of the
dugout ice and the weter table in piezometer two (approximately 15 m west of the dugout) would be
smilar. It noted, however, thet the ice level in the east dugout was sgnificantly (0.73 m) lower than the level
of the water table in piezometer two. Husky postulated that the dugouts were supplied mainly by rainfal but
noted that even if the dugouts were completely supplied by groundwater, the east dugout could not be at
risk from possible spills a the proposed pad. It explained that the east dugout did not receive groundwater
from the area of the proposed pad; rather, groundwater flowed from the area of the dugout towards the
area of the proposed pad.

Husky maintained that no impacts to the water in the dugouts had occurred as aresult of existing wells.
Husky noted that the hydrocarbons detected in the dugout sediments reflect the decay of organic materidl.
However, a the hearing, Husky committed to ongoing monitoring of the shalow aquifer via the exigting four
piezometers and dugout water, plus the ingtalation of two additiona piezometers to confirm thet its
operations had not impacted groundwater.

Husky believed that ingtalation of aliner at the proposed pad Site was unnecessary. It maintained that its
current operating procedures emphasized spill prevention and that groundwater contamination had not
resulted from its operationsin Smilar settings.
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6.2.2 Viewsof thelntervener

Mr. Mouly believed that Husky could not ensure that future operations at the proposed pad would not
have a potential negative impact on the water in the two dugouts used for cattle. He stated that the two
dugouts were supplied by groundwater and that he believed that groundwater contamination from the
proposed pad would threaten dugout water quality. He noted that any spilled materia at the proposed pad
site would not flow across the surface to be contained by ste berms. This spilled materid would
immediately seep down through the sandy surficia materid to the water table, and move rapidly with the
naturd groundwater flow into the dugouts. As well, he suggested that ingtdling aliner a the pad site would
retard movement of any spilled materid into the groundwater. Mr. Mouly suggested that the hydrocarbons
detected in the dugout sediment may be related to the petroleum industry.

Mr. Mouly agreed in generd with Husky' s interpretation of the groundwater data. However, he noted that
the only sampling event had occurred in the fal and that the impact of spring runoff on groundweter flow
directions was unknown. He suggested that during spring runoff groundwater could flow from the area of
the proposed pad to the immediately adjacent east dugout. In addition, he believed that the north dugout,
athough more digtant from the proposed pad Site, was at risk due to the rapid groundwater flow in the
area.

Mr. Mouly advocated ongoing sampling of the existing and proposed piezometers, aswell as of the dugout
water.

6.2.3 Viewsof the Examiners

The examiners agree that the area of the proposed pad Ste is underlain by a shdlow, unconfined aquifer
and that groundwater movement in this particular areais rdatively rapid. The examiners dso agree that
there is some degree of interconnection between the groundwater system and the dugouts. Consequently,
the examiners bdlieve that the location of the proposed pad site with respect to the dugouts may present a
risk to groundwater. Therefore, the examiners will require Husky to monitor the four existing and two new
piezometers and the dugout water twice annudly for water level, routine potability, BTEX (benzene,
toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene) and total petroleum hydrocarbons. Current analyses of dugout water do
not indicate the presence of hydrocarbons. The hydrocarbons detected in the dugout sediment are
characterigtic of the decay of organic materidl.

As shown by groundwater, dugout water, and sediment testing, the exigting facilitiesin this section have not
adversdly impacted groundwater. Therefore, the examiners do not believe thet aclay or synthetic liner over
the proposed Site is necessary. The examiners hold that the concerns related to hydrocarbon storage at the
proposed site are addressed by EUB Guide 55: Storage Requirements for the Upstream Petroleum
Industry.

Given the conditions imposed on Husky and its adherence to existing EUB-sanctioned guidelines and
operating procedures, the examiners believe that the risk to groundwater from the proposed operation has
been appropriately addressed and mitigated.
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6.3  Pallution
6.3.1 Viewsof the Applicant

Husky stated that there was some potentid for sour gas to be contained in the formationsto be drilled. It
testified that the wells would be drilled using overba anced techniques and that it had never previoudy
experienced gas kicks, blowouts, or uncontrolled gas releases from the formations that would be drilled
into. Husky said that the hydrogen sulphide (H,S) content of the solution gas produced with the fluids from
the Cummings Member was tested at the free-water knockout and trester units at the Eyehill Creek
battery. The results of those tests indicated an H,S content of 7000 parts per million, or 0.7 per cent H,S,
inthe ges.

Husky stated that the first well would be tested over a 60-day period using atemporary pump jack and
production tanks at the proposed pad ste to verify production from the well. Gas from the production
tanks during the testing period would be flared on site. Husky rejected the notion of in-line tesing the initia
well a the Eyehill Creek battery because if the initia well were found to be unproductive, the pipelines
would no longer be required.

Husky stated that following the initid production testing and provided the first well was productive, al of
the produced fluid, including any solution gas produced from the wells, would be pipelined to the Eyehill
Creek battery. Husky stated that the fibreglass pipelines to be ingalled to transport the oil well effluent to
the Eyehill Creek battery would be resistant to corrosion. It so stated that it would backfill the pipeine
ditches with the same materid that was excavated and that the operators would be instructed to remove
any large rocks that could cause any impact damage to the pipeines when backfilling.

At the battery, the gas would be collected, compressed, and sent via pipeline to a gas processing plant in
Monitor. Husky acknowledged Mr. Mouly’s complaints of recent odour in the area but provided littlein
the way of explanation and suggested that the odour could be originating from other companies operations
in the area.

Husky acknowledged that three ol spills had been reported on Section 11 since ailfield activity began in
the areaaround 1989. Husky provided little detail on the spills but said that it was its understanding that the
spills were cleaned up and inspected by AENV and that there were no remaining adverse effects from the

sills

Husky stated that a preconstruction meeting would be held with employees to ensure that al garbage
generated during the drilling and pipeining operations would be placed within canisters on location and later
removed at the end of those operations. Husky acknowledged that Mr. Mouly had complained about
garbage on two occasion but maintained that the garbage was cleaned up and that its employees were
ingructed not to leave any garbage at the facilities.
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6.3.2 Viewsof thelntervener

Mr. Mouly submitted that he had complained about odours from Husky’ s operationsin the past but that
the odours had persisted. He expressed concern that the oil well effluent would contain sour gas and
speculated that the sour gas caused the odours. He a so expressed concern that the sour gasin the oil well
effluent could cause corroson in the pipelines and potentidly lead to a pipeine fallure; however, he
conceded that he had never witnessed a pipeline break or falure.

Mr. Mouly made severd references to three reported incidents of oil spills at existing wells on Sections 10
and 11 and stated that it was a constant worry for him. He suggested that previous cattle deaths could be
atributable to the previous oil spills, however, he recognized that this could not be proven, as autopsies
had not been performed on the cattle. Mr. Mouly did recognize that Husky had taken various measures to
clean up the spills, but he expressed concern that additiond oil spills could occur &t the proposed wells.

Mr. Mouly referred to and provided photographs of garbage at existing well Sites. He expressed his
opinion that even though garbage canisters were in place for use by employees during various operations,
inevitably there would be garbage found in the area.

6.3.3 Viewsof the Examiners

The examiners bdieve that Husky has committed to prudent measures to mitigate most of the concerns
regarding emissons, soills, and garbage on site. The examiners further direct that al gas produced from the
first well during the testing period shall be flared using atemporary flare stack as opposed to venting.

The examiners note that there was alack of evidence provided by the gpplicant with respect to the
intervener’ s concerns about various hydrocarbon odours or measure that Husky would take to ensure that
the release of any future odoursis mitigated. The examiners believe that it isincumbent upon the proponent
of a development to anticipate and assess the impacts of its operations on others, seek input from those
affected, and address the issues gppropriately. The examiners believe that Husky could have made a more
subgtantive effort to identify and address concerns raised by Mr. Mouly regarding odours and encourage
Husky to do so in the future. The examiners note that the matter of fugitive odours will o be investigated
by the EUB’ sfidd centre Saff if acomplaint isreceived.

6.4  Noise
6.4.1 Viewsof the Applicant

Husky stated that the gas- powered engines used for the initid production test on the first well would meet
the EUB noise guiddines. Husky stated that following the initid testing, it would dectrify the pad and ingdll
submersible screw pumps on the wells, ensuring that noise levels generated from the wells would be well
below the EUB limitsin its guiddines. Husky described the noise as being low level and congtant and felt
that the noise levels would not disturb the nearest resident, who lives about three and a haf miles away, or
Mr. Mouly’s cattle.
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6.4.2 Viewsof thelntervener

Mr. Mouly expressed concern that the noise from Husky’ s operations had destroyed the once peaceful
nature of the prairie. He maintained that the noise had an adverse effect on his cattle but did not provide

any specific effects.

6.4.3 Viewsof the Examiners

The examiners note that there was alack of scientific evidence provided by ether the gpplicant or the
intervener with respect to noise levels. However, the examiners believe thet while the intervener would
prefer no further increase in noise leve, the applicant has taken measures to reduce noise levels where
possible. The examiners note that any future concerns raised with regard to noise could be dedlt with as
outlined in EUB Interim Directive (ID) 99-8: Noise Control Directive

6.5 Cattleand Wildlife
6.5.1 Viewsof the Applicant

Husky sated that it believed the drilling, pipdining, and production operations for the proposed facilities
would have minima impacts on Mr. Mouly’s cattle or wildlife habitat. It said that cattle and wildlife
movements would only be affected during the drilling phase of the wells and committed to fence the
proposed pad siteif drilling operations were to take place while cattle were being grazed in order to
prevent the cattle from entering the ste. Husky felt thet if the wells were drilled in the winter months and no
cattle were being grazed, afence would not be required. Husky testified that the access road and pipeine
rights-of-way would not be fenced off, which would alow cettle and wildlife to freely move about those
locations.

Husky said that the reduction of grazing grasses and wildlife habitat would be minima because of its efforts
to minimize the impacts on the native prairie. It recognized that the bushy area on the southeast portion of
the proposed pad site was used by the cattle as a natural shelter but contended that it would be necessary
to remove the shelter in order to drill the five wells from one pad Ste.

6.5.2 Viewsof theIntervener

Mr. Mouly stated that he used the land on Sections 10 and 11 to raise gpproximately 50 head of cattle. He
explained that the cattle are pastured on the land through the summer and part of the winter and that on
occasion the cattle are | eft there over the winter until caving in the spring. Mr. Mouly believed thet if the
proposed pad ste were developed, it would affect the movement of cattle. He explained that the cattle
moved between the two dugouts using a path that ran through the proposed pad Site and that the cattle
used the bushy area on the southeast portion of the proposed pad Site as a naturd shelter. Mr. Mouly
peculated that if the proposed pad site were gpproved, the cattle would be forced to choose a path
around the pad site, resulting in a deep path being created by the cattle on the outer perimeter of the pad
ste. He expressed concern that the amount of land that would be disturbed by the proposed development
would equate to aloss of pasture for his cattle. He also expressed concern over the possible effects the
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proposed devel opment could have on the hedlth of his cattle. Mr. Mouly stated that he suspected that the
exigting facilities and associated contamination problems had contributed to desths and dillbirths in the past;
however, he conceded that no autopsies of the dead cattle had been performed to prove his suspicions.

Mr. Mouly stated that he believed the proposed development by Husky would create additiona
disturbances to wildlife. He explained that he had attempted to purchase the land through atax recovery
program initiated by the government before any energy development had occurred but was refused
because AENV wanted to save those portions of Sections 10 and 11 for wildlife protection. Mr. Mouly
stated that the habitat was to be saved specificaly for the sharp-tailed grouse but said that after the energy
developments in the area occurred, the sharp-tailed grouse disappeared from the area. He expressed
frudration over the fact that his offer to purchase the land was refused, yet the oil companies were alowed
to develop the area despite the same concerns about wildlife habitat.

6.5.3 Viewsof the Examiners

The examiners note Mr. Mouly’ s concerns regarding the potential impacts on cattle and wildlife habitat ad
conclude that generdly the impacts are not serious and can be managed appropriately. Evidence was
received to the effect that the movement of the cattle between the two dugouts would not be impeded by
the pad ste, asthe cattle would smply walk around the Site to access the water. The examiners accept this
evidence. However, as described in Section 5.3 of this report, the examiners hold that the removal of the
cattle shelter on the southeast corner of the proposed pad ste would eliminate an important natura
protective area used by the cattle. The examiners are therefore not prepared to approve the two wells,
namely 6C and 11A, whose existence depend on the clearing away of the shelter.

7 CONSULTATION
7.1  Viewsof the Applicant

Husky submitted that it contacted or attempted to contact Mr. Mouly on 22 occasions during the period
from November 1997 to October 2000 regarding the application and commitments arising from EUB
Decision 97-4. The contacts conssted of mailing letters and materid, talking to Mr. Mouly on the phone,
leaving messages on his answering machine and with others a his resdence, and meeting directly with him.
Husky expressed frugtration over Mr. Mouly’ s unavailability during that period. It viewed his behaviour as
obstreperous, because he would not respond to Husky’ s correspondence or telephone messagesin a
timely or cooperative manner. Husky testified that it was therefore unable to meaningfully discuss the nature
of its proposed facilities and its proposed mitigetive efforts regarding the impacts that it knew were of
concern to Mr. Mouly.

It pointed out, as an illudration, that in Decision 97-4 it had undertaken to conduct annua water samples
of the two dugouts with notice to Mr. Mouly so he would be present a the sampling. Husky confirmed that
no tests were taken in 1998 and 1999 because Mr. Mouly would not make himself available a the time
proposed by Husky and would not provide dternative dates. Husky complained that it experienced a
smilar lack of cooperation regarding the reseeding of pipdine rights-of-way.
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Husky acknowledged that Mr. Mouly’s many work commitments made it difficult for him to find the time to
discuss matters but maintained thet its efforts at consultation since 1997 were reasonable. It noted that
three out of the four water samples collected in 2000 were taken in Mr. Mouly’ s absence because he had
agreed that sampling could occur in his absence. Husky undertook at the hearing to provide Mr. Mouly
with aminimum of two weeks written notice of its proposed drilling schedule and other significant
operations.

7.2 Views of the Intervener

Mr. Mouly submitted that Husky’ s consultation efforts since 1997 had been inadequate, unsatisfactory, and
less than genuine. He rgected the notion that a message |eft on his answering machine Sating that acertain
activity would be conducted at a certain time congtituted meaningful discusson. Many times, he said,
Husky's employee would be on the way to the site when the information was conveyed. On other
occasions, Mr. Mouly stated that he was unable to contact Husky at the toll-free number provided to him
or Husky would, on short natice, change the time that it originaly had scheduled for a discusson with him.
He stated emphaticaly that he wanted to provide input on the dugout water testing and reseeding of rights-
of-way matters but was consstently denied this opportunity because Husky did not provide sufficient time
for him to review the particular matter and schedule amutualy agreegble time to discussiit.

Mr. Mouly conceded that he was difficult to contact because of his farming and other work commitments
but stated that his busy schedule should not be an excuse for Husky to exclude his participation in water
sampling, reseeding, and other relevant issues of concern.

7.3 Views of the Examiners

It is evident that the relationship between Husky and Mr. Mouly is characterized by mutud distrust and
frugration. To asgnificant degree, this state of affairs arises from the poor communication between the two
and the reluctance of both parties to recognize and accept the legitimate rights and interests held by the
other. Such recognition also requires a genuine commitment to accommodete the other when time and
resources are congtrained. Both Husky and Mr. Mouly must make a greeter effort to actualy meet and talk
about the many issues important to each in connection with the project. Mr. Mouly has continualy
expressed an interest in groundwater quaity and the revegetation of disturbed areas. Husky must provide a
real opportunity to participate in decisions respecting these matters.

Husky, like dl companies, must be able to plan and schedule its operations in an efficient and timely way.
Mr. Mouly has an obligation to make himsdf available for discussion, notwithstanding his many work
commitments and unpredictable schedule. The examiners are encouraged by Husky' s undertaking that it
will provide Mr. Mouly with written notice, including pertinent materid, at least two weeks in advance of its
intended operation (drilling schedule, revegetation plans, water testing, or other mgor activities). This step
alows Husky to schedule its operations with some certainty and gives Mr. Mouly the time to consider the
matter and discuss it with Husky within the two-week period. Consultation will only be effective when
goodwill accompanies the process.
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8 SUMMARY

The examiners confirm that taking into account the evidence they have heard regarding the issues raised by
the two gpplications and considering the public interest respongbility that the Board must exercise, they
recommend that pipeline Application No. 1059607 and wells 12A, 5D, and 12B of Application No.
1056355 be approved, as more particularly set forth within this examiner report. The examiners
recommend that wells 6C and 11A be denied. The commitments and conditions regarding the wells
recommended for approva are summarized in the appendix.

Dated at Cagary, Alberta, on February 13, 2001.

ALBERTA ENERGY AND UTILITIESBOARD

<origind sgned by>

D. Larder, LL.B.

<origind sgned by>

R. Paulson, C.ET*

<origind sgned by>

M. Vandenbeld, C.E.T.

* R. Paulson was not available to sgn but concurred with the report and decision.
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APPENDIX—SUMMARY OF HUSKY'SCOMMITMENTSAND CONDITIONS
Commitments

The examiners note that throughout the hearing, Husky had undertaken to conduct certain activitiesin
connection with its operations that are not strictly required by the EUB’ s regulaions or guidelines. These
undertakings are described as commitments and they are summarized below. It isthe examiners view that
when a company makes a commitment of this nature, it has satisfied itsdlf that the activity will benefit both
the project and the public, and the examiners take these commitments into account when arriving a ther
decison. Having made the commitment, the examiners expect the applicant to fully carry out the
undertaking or advise the examiners if, for whatever reason, it cannot fulfill the commitment. It is at that time
that the examiners will assess whether the circumstances of the failed commitment may be sufficient to
trigger areview of the origind approva. Affected parties also have the right to ask the examinersto review
an goprovd if certain commitments made by an applicart reman unfulfilled.

Husky committed to the following:

Place earthen berms around tanks associated with the first wdl drilled. The berms and the bermed area
will be pladtic lined.

Produce al wdls through the gpplied-for pipdines, including test production from the second and third
wells.

Recontour the pad Site to reflect the origina topography, including ripping the subsoil if compaction
proves to be a problem.

Hold a precongtruction meeting with employees to ensure that dl garbage generated during drilling and
pipelining operations is placed in canisters and later removed at the end of those operations.

Provide Mr. Mouly with aminimum of two weeks written notice of its proposed drilling schedule and
other sgnificant operations.

Use “ditch-witch” to minimize disturbance during pipeline congruction on exigting pipeine right-of-way
(see map).

Conditions

The conditions imposed in the present gpprova are summarized below. Conditions, generally spesking, are
requirements in addition to or otherwise expanding upon exigting regulations and guiddines. Conditions
must be complied with by an applicant or it isin breach of its approva and subject to enforcement action of
the EUB. Enforcement of an gpprova includes enforcement of the conditions attached to that approval.
Sanctions imposed for breach of such conditions may include the suspension of the approvd, resulting in
the shut-in of afadlity.
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Husky is required to fulfill the following conditions.

Follow the guidelines detailed in 1L 96-9, excepting the use of portable concrete dikes.

Submit to the EUB for approva a detailed mitigation plan for potentia compaction and rutting of the
access road prior to Site preparation.

Submit to the EUB for approva a detailed description of the reclamation measures planned to minimize
the potentid for akai to inhibit future plant growth. This submisson should include a description of
potentia time lags or complications that could affect long-term reclamation.

Develop for gpprova protocols for its operationa personnel that will enhance protection of the native
prairie during Site preparation and congtruction prior to the commencement of Site preparation.

Develop protocols for its staff to monitor and control weeds on reclamation Stes prior to the
commencement of seeding for reclamation purposes.

Ingtdl two new piezometers optimally located to monitor the water table.

Properly abandon any of the four existing piezometers that might be damaged or destroyed during pad
congtruction and replace these piezometers after pad construction.

Monitor twice annudly the four existing piezometers, two new piezometers, and dugout water for water
level, routine potability (including mgor ions), BTEX (benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene), and
total petroleum hydrocarbons. On an annual basis the interpreted results shall be presented to and
discussed with Mr. Mouly.

Tedting of thefirst well shall not exceed 60 days. A temporary flare stack must be used to flare the gas.
All requirements of Guide G 60 must be adhered to.
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