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5019 52nd Street, 4th Floor
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
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EC File No.: 5410 000 026 /011& 5410 000 026 /012
SLWB File No.: S13X-003 & S13L1-006

Ian Brown
Regulatory Specialist
Sahtu Land and Water Board
P.O. Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT, X0E 0H0

Via Email at ian.brown@slwb.com

Attention: Mr. Brown
RE:

S13X-003 & S13L1-006 – Husky Oil Operations Limited –– Land Use Permit
(LUP) and Water Licence (WL) Application and Consolidation

Environment Canada (EC) has reviewed the information submitted with the abovementioned applications. The following specialist advice is provided pursuant to EC’s
mandated responsibilities arising from the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999
(CEPA), the pollution prevention provisions of the Fisheries Act, the Migratory Birds
Convention Act (MBCA) and the Species at Risk Act (SARA).
Husky Oil Operations Limited (the Proponent) is applying to consolidate Land Use
Permits and Water Licences associated with their site wide services and supporting
operations; S11T-002, S11L3-002, S12F-007 and S12L8-007.
The Proponent is also applying to permit the following additional project components:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

An extension of the base camp footprint and an increase of total allowable
occupancy.
Additional water usage and water sources.
Increased fuel storage capacity.
A 25 m communications tower.
An airstrip extension.
Converting a water monitoring well pad to an all weather Heli-pad.
Converting a water monitoring well to a water producing well.
Converting the barge landing to an all weather pad.
Post completions and testing, converting the O-41 well pad to a storage site.

Husky’s current Land Use Permits and Water Licences for the Slater River Project
include:
• Land Use Permit S11T-002 Permits camp operations, winter access,
construction and use of staging area
• Water License S11L3-002 Permits water for camp operations
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•
•
•
•

Water License S11L1-003 Permits water for drilling operations
Land Use Permit S12-007 Permits construction and maintenance of an allweather road, camp/storage site, airstrip and quarrying
S12X-006 Permits groundwater exploration program
S13A-002 and S13L1-005 Permits the Slater River Vertical Fracking; Wells O-41
& G-70

EC provides the following comments and recommendations for consideration.

Wildlife
In addition to information, comments and recommendations previously provided by EC
regarding the Slater River Project activities EC provides the following:
The Species at Risk Act (SARA) came into full effect on June 1, 2004. Section 79 (2) of
SARA, states that during an assessment of effects of a project, the adverse effects of
the project on listed wildlife species and its critical habitat must be identified, that
measures are taken to avoid or lessen those effects, and that the effects need to be
monitored. This section applies to all species listed on Schedule 1 of SARA. However,
as a matter of best practice, EC suggests that species on other Schedules of SARA and
under consideration for listing on SARA, including those designated as at risk by the
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC), be considered
during an environmental assessment in a similar manner. The Table below lists species
that may be encountered in the project area that have been assessed by COSEWIC as
well as their current listing on Schedule 1 of SARA (and designation if different from that
of COSEWIC). Project impacts could include species disturbance and attraction to
operations.

Terrestrial
Species at Risk

1

COSEWIC
Designation

Schedule
SARA

Government
Organization
of with
Lead
Management
Responsibility
2

Common Nighthawk
Olive-sided Flycatcher
Barn Swallow
Horned Grebe (Western
population)
Peregrine Falcon

Short-eared Owl
Rusty Blackbird

Threatened
Threatened
Threatened
Special
Concern
Special
Concern
(anatumtundrius
complex3)
Special
Concern
Special
Concern
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Schedule 1
Schedule 1
Pending
Pending

EC
EC
EC
EC

Schedule 1

GNWT

Schedule 1

GNWT

Schedule 1

GNWT

2

Woodland
Caribou
(Boreal population)
Woodland
Caribou
(Northern
Mountain
population)
Grizzly Bear
Wolverine
population)

Threatened

Schedule 1

GNWT

Special
Concern

Schedule 1

GNWT

Pending

GNWT

Pending

GNWT

Special
Concern
(Western Special
Concern

1

The Department of Fisheries and Oceans has responsibility for aquatic species.
Environment Canada has a national role to play in the conservation and recovery of Species at
Risk in Canada, as well as responsibility for management of birds described in the Migratory Birds
Convention Act (MBCA). Day-to-day management of terrestrial species not covered in the MBCA
is the responsibility of the Territorial Government. Populations that exist in National Parks are also
managed under the authority of the Parks Canada Agency.
3
The anatum and tundrius subspecies of Peregrine Falcon were reassessed by COSEWIC in 2007
and combined into one subpopulation complex. This subpopulation complex was assessed by
COSEWIC as Special Concern, and was added to Schedule 1 of SARA in July 2012.
2

EC notes that Section 8.3.5 of the Environmental Protection Plan should be updated with
the recent listing of species noted in the table above.
Project activities will overlap with the Northwest Territories Range (NT1) of the boreal
woodland caribou range identified in the “Recovery Strategy for the Woodland Caribou
(Rangifer tarandus caribou), Boreal Population, in Canada” posted on the Species at
Risk Public Registry on 5 October 2013 found at:
http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/document/default_e.cfm?documentID=2253
The recovery strategy identifies the amount of habitat disturbance within a boreal
caribou range as a key factor determining whether a local population is likely to be selfsustaining over time. As a matter of best practice and whenever possible, the Proponent
should use as much existing disturbed area as possible to minimize the amount of new
disturbance added to the landscape. Proponents should work together wherever
possible when projects can be combined to minimize overall new disturbance in the
range. EC recommends the Proponent continue to provide updated shapefiles of
the final access routes, staging areas, storage areas, camps and wellsites upon
project completion to aboriginal, territorial and federal agencies responsible for
the management of boreal caribou and their habitat in the Northwest Territories in
order to keep track of habitat disturbance within the NT1 boreal woodland caribou
range.
In this Land Use Permit application, the proponent is proposing to install a 25 m
communications tower at the camp site. Collisions with tall structures can be a source of
mortality for birds such as faster flying birds (e.g., ducks and shorebirds), birds with
lower manoeuvrability (e.g., loons) and songbirds during fall migration. Structures that
have lights actually attract birds at night (such as during fall migration), especially when
cloudy or foggy. The birds fly into the light then are reluctant to leave, circling the lit
structure until colliding with it or other birds. Birds also collide with structures simply
because they do not see them in time to avoid them. This is especially a problem with
guy wires for towers and occurs most frequently on days when the wires are obscured
by fog, but also will occur on nights with any kind of weather. See attached pamphlet,
www.ec.gc.ca
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titled Bird-Friendly Best Management Practices for Tall Structures, for additional
information.
Mitigation measures for minimizing collisions with the towers include:
• Do not have navigation safety lights unless required by Transport Canada for
aviation safety purposes. If towers must be lit for aviation safety purposes:
 use red strobes at night, unless otherwise required by Transport
Canada
 use minimum number of lights allowable
 use lowest allowable intensity of light
 program strobes to display minimum allowable flashes per minute
• If possible, use free-standing (unguyed) towers. Although the project should
attempt to minimize habitat loss due to footprint, in this case a larger footprint
for a self-supporting tower is preferable to a guy-supported tower.
• Guyed towers near waterbodies, raptor habitat and/or other important bird
habitat should have bird diverters (visible markers – coloured balls, discs or
flapping devices) on the wires to warn birds of their presence.
EC recommends the proponent provide further details regarding the
communication tower (i.e. if the tower will have guy wires) and include mitigation
and monitoring measures in their Environmental Protection Plan.

Groundwater
EC is pleased to see a copy of the Slater River Groundwater Investigation Program. It is
concluded in the document that based on the testing program, water source wells MV09A and MW-09B have the capacity to sustain simultaneous production at the tested
rates of 600 m3/d and that although the shallow and deep aquifers are hydraulically
connected, it should not limit single well production below the tested rates. Additional
testing may support an increase in production beyond the rates sustained during the
winter 2013 testing program. It is recommended in the document that the Proponent
should monitor drawdown in the source water development aquifers to ensure the
effects of non-saline groundwater extraction does not exceed the limitations that may be
outlines as part of the application process. While EC may have additional comments or
questions for the Proponent, at a later date, regarding the Ground Water Investigation
document, at this time EC has the following questions:
What further research does the Proponent intend on doing with respect to
drawdown effects as a result of the use of wells MW-09A and MW-09B as water
sources for project activities? How will the Proponent monitor and determine
possible effects of drawdown to the surrounding groundwater and surface water
regime?
If MW-09A and MW-09B are used as water sources, what plan does the Proponent
have for further developing or enhancing the groundwater monitoring program to
ensure appropriate monitoring for potential project effects on groundwater is
conducted? How dependable will MW-09A and MW-09B be for use as monitoring
wells if they are used as source water wells? Does the Proponent anticipate
drilling additional bedrock monitoring wells; if yes, when?
www.ec.gc.ca
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In the Proponents application for permits S13A-002 and S13L1-005 it is noted that,
“during the winter of 2013, under LUP S12X-006, Husky completed a groundwater
baseline assessment that included the drilling and installation of 2 bedrock groundwater
monitoring wells, 2 shallow monitoring wells, and 7 permafrost monitoring locations.
Results of the winter drilling program were not available at the time this EPP was
prepared. This information will be submitted to the SLWB upon receipt of final report”.
While the Proponent has provided detailed information regarding the bedrock
aquifers, EC notes information regarding the 7 shallow monitoring wells and the 7
permafrost monitoring wells has not yet been provided.
When does the
Proponent intend on filing information related to these wells to the Sahtu Land
and Water Board?

Fuel Storage Tanks
EC notes that the Proponent has identified all relevant fuel storage tanks associated with
current permitted project activities, as required by EC. EC would like to again remind the
Proponent that for any additional storage tanks brought on site the CEPA Storage Tank
System for Petroleum Products and Allied Petroleum Products Regulations apply to both
outside, aboveground and underground storage tank systems (including the piping and
other tank associated equipment) under federal jurisdiction containing petroleum and
allied petroleum products that have a capacity greater than 230 litres. This includes
tanks located on federal or Aboriginal lands. Exceptions are pressurized tanks, mobile
tanks, tanks regulated by the National Energy Board, and outdoor, aboveground storage
tank systems that have a total combined capacity of 2500 litres or less and are
connected to a heating appliance or emergency generator. All storage tank system
owners must identify their tank systems to EC and installation of new systems must
comply with the regulation's design requirements. Further information on these
regulations can be found at http://www.ec.gc.ca/st-rs.

ECs Previous Comments
For ease of reference, EC is attaching its comments previously submitted regarding
Land Use Permits and Water Licences S11T-002, S11L3-002, S12F-007, S12L8-007,
including S11L1-003, S11A-003, S12X-003, S13A-002 and S13L1-006.

www.ec.gc.ca
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Please do not hesitate to contact me at (867) 669-4744 or Loretta.Ransom@ec.gc.ca
with any questions concerning the above comments and recommendations.
Sincerely,

Loretta Ransom
Senior Environmental Assessment Coordinator, EPO
cc:

Ken Hansen (Project Manager, Husky Oil Operations Limited)
Dave Fox (A/Head, Environmental Assessment North, EPO, EC)
Paula Smith (Environmental Assessment Coordinator, CWS, EC)

Attachments:

Bird Friendly Best management Practices for Tall Structures
Environment Canada previous letters of comment regarding the Husky Slater River
Project

www.ec.gc.ca
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Bird-Friendly Best Management Practices for
Tall Structures
cross the world, including
here in Canada, breeding
birds of all kinds are
threatened by the effects of human
activities: environmental pollution,
permanent habitat loss, climate
change. We are fortunate in Canada
to have areas that remain relatively
wild, and that provide great habitat
for breeding birds. Most of these
birds migrate south in the fall, and
we share them and responsibility for
their survival with many other
countries.

A

The owl that left this image from the oil of its feathers hit the
window hard enough to set off the motion alarms inside the
building. Photo credit: Becky Po cock, Saskatoon StarP hoe nix.

While in migration, either south in
the fall or north in the spring, many thousands of our birds accidentally fly into
structures that humans have placed on the landscape. This is a relatively new threat,
and it is increasing rapidly, as we expand communication and energy networks, roads
and urban areas.

How Big is the Problem? In only the

W hite-throated Spa rrows are o ne of the m ost
com mo n victim s of tall Toronto bu ildings. Photo
credit: Dan Busby.

central few blocks of downtown Toronto,
volunteers with the Fatal Light Awareness
Program (FLAP) have salvaged 27,413 birds
over twelve years. This is not the total
number of birds killed, but simply those
found and recorded. Across Canada, in
urban and rural and remote areas, birds are
colliding with office buildings; radio, cell
phone and television towers; smoke stacks;
lighthouses; greenhouses; oil refineries;
wind turbines; residential homes and
cottages; suspension bridges; power
distribution lines; wire fences; and many
more structures.

How serious is the problem? Already many bird species
are experiencing long-term population declines for many
reasons. Across North America, the current published estimate
is that between 500 million and more than one billion birds die
due to non-natural causes. About two-thirds of these deaths are
due to collisions with the infrastructure of modern life; that's at
least a million per day.
The number of these threats is increasingly rapidly. Towers with
lights are erected further from urban centres than ever before.
Mirrored glass is a common form of building sheathing. The
power network is spreading to feed growing demand. New
designs, retrofits, and modifications to current structures that
take into account the potential effects on birds will be of real
benefit. Any change that reduces the potential for bird strikes is
a positive change.

This Red-breasted Nuthatch
saw reflected trees, not the
window. Photo: Jacques
Bouvier.

Which birds are killed? Songbirds tend to be the most common victims. Because
they migrate at night and have evolved to navigate by the moon and stars, songbirds
can be confused by lights on the ground or on structures. They may fly into windows
during the day while they’re feeding their young. Shorebirds, geese and ducks are
generally at lesser risk, because they migrate mostly by day, but they are at risk during
daily flights in or near wetlands. Raptors are most at risk during the day, and can
collide with structures placed on or near hunting grounds – ridges, open areas, and
hills. They may also collide with buildings in cities, possibly because they are attracted
there by the urban food sources.

Why can’t birds simply avoid
these threats? Birds have evolved in
the natural landscape over many
thousands of years. Birds simply haven't
had time to adapt to the rapid changes in
the landscape over the past 50 years.

The lure of light ... Birds use the

In New Y ork, the 2004 memorial of the September 11,
2001 terrorist attack vividly show ed the attractiveness
of light to bird s. The specks are all bird s trap ped in
the light columns. Photo ©WowImages / Sharon
Smith.

moon and stars to navigate and are
confused by other bright lights. They fly
towards them, and, like moths, are
trapped in their glow. By daybreak,
those that haven’t collided with the
lighted structure or fallen to the ground
from exhaustion, may recover and fly on.

... and glass. Birds don't recognize glass as a barrier – clear glass looks like sky, reflections
mimic their natural environment Mirrored glass or metal is especially hazardous because it
is highly reflective.

What can be done? The Canadian Wildlife Service has developed this booklet to
alert property managers to the potential dangers that structures under their control may
pose to migratory birds, and to offer guidance to minimize those dangers. We hope
that the Federal Government will implement these recommendations, and advertise
bird-friendly management choices to influence other sectors within Canada. Let us lead
by example.

Five Bird-Friendly Best Management Practices

1

Interior lights – Birds are attracted by the glow of internal lights left on
overnight and collide with buildings. Those not killed may fall to the
ground but not get away because of confusion caused by ground-level lights
in the area. Or, they are killed by scavengers such as squirrels, cats, or gulls.

An immediate solution is to turn off all interior lights at night, especially during the
migratory season. Doing so will result in a dramatic reduction in bird kills. The city of
Chicago has had extremely good responses from building managers to its “Lights Out”
program, which encourages them to turn out all building lights during the migratory
season. One building that had killed an average of 1,500 birds per year (from all causes)
reduced that figure to 300, just by having its
lights turned off a few weeks each year.
Interior shades can also reduce or eliminate
light loss at night. If staff need 24-hour
access, motion-activated lights or task lights
also reduce the risk to birds. Side benefit: by
turning off its lights at night, one Toronto
office tower saved not only birds but also
$200,000 in energy costs and reduced its CO2
output by 2,400 tonnes!

Chicago, lights on , lights off. Estimated number
of bird sa ved : more than 10,00 0 per year. Photo
credit: Eric Fogleman.

For new structures, ensure that lights in
rooms with exterior windows can be
individually turned on and off by their
occupants. In open-concept office buildings,
install task lighting that can be turned off by
individuals. Master switches for overhead
lights are also good: cleaning staff can light
up a floor on arrival, and can extinguish lights

when they leave. Timers that turn lights off automatically after working hours are
effective; limited safety lighting that is much less bright (and uses less power) can be left
on after hours.

2

Exterior lights – antenna towers, smoke stacks, radar towers, buildings
(including offices), suspension bridges, oil refineries, etc., all usually have
some form of exterior lighting. Many lights either shine directly up into the
sky; or, like parking lot lights, street lights, or safety lights, are so bright and
numerous that their glow extends into the sky. These can disrupt birds’
migratory abilities, and can also make it difficult for owls and other
nocturnal animals to hunt.

Navigation lights are needed so that low flying aircraft do not collide with tall
structures. Unfortunately, some types of navigation lights strongly attract night-flying
birds. A solution is to change the lights from incandescent to strobes – evidence
indicates they do not attract birds as strongly. Also, many lights are significantly
brighter than regulation standards and many structures do not actually require lights.
Consult with Transport Canada to find out whether the tall structures under your
control require navigation lights; if so, change incandescent lights to strobes, of the least
intensity, number, and flash frequency permissible.
Remove or restrict the time of operation of
exterior decorative lights such as spotlights and
floodlights whose function is to highlight
features of buildings, or to illuminate an entire
building. Especially on humid, foggy or rainy
nights, their glow can attract birds from far
away. It would be best for birds if these lights
were turned off at least during the migratory
season when the risk to birds is greatest.
These lights are illuminating a landmark building,

Oil refineries and many other industrial
but it is four in the mo rning – the tourists aren’t
complexes have lights all along their structures. there to see it. They co uld be turned off.
Part of the reason is for safety of aircraft (see
solutions above), part is for the safety of the workers who must walk along the catwalks
and exterior parts of the structure, and some can certainly be classified as decorative
lighting. Lighting for the safety of the employees can be shielded to shine down and
only to where it is needed, without compromising safety. In many instances, reducing
glare from lights increases safety.
Suspension bridge, monument, and smokestack lighting is mostly decorative lighting

and navigation lights. These can be eliminated or modified as described above. Street
and parking lot lighting can be shielded so that little escapes into the sky, and so that it
falls only where it is required. It is safer too, because less glare means better visibility
for both vehicles and pedestrians.
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Mirrored and plate glass windows – reflections of the sky or
surrounding vegetation can be deadly to birds: they do not recognize
windows as barriers when familiar objects are reflected in them. Clear glass
is just as deadly: they can’t see it.

A short-term solution is to hang vertical strips of plastic or metal foil in front of the
windows, spaced not more than five centimetres apart. Hanging discarded compact
discs is also effective, but sticking the commonly-used hawk silhouettes to the glass is,
unfortunately, not. These solutions are not very attractive, and need maintenance and
replacement on a frequent basis due to wear. Really only practical on the lowest floors
of a house or similar structure, they are best applied at high risk windows. These are
picture windows, windows with nearby exterior trees, or others that have killed birds
before.
The best available retrofit solution is to apply a nonreflecting window film, such as is used to place
advertisements on bus windows, on the entire
window surface. While still leaving a view of the
outdoors, the film entirely eliminates reflections and
immediately solves the collision problem. It also
greatly reduces summer heat accumulation. Cut into
patterns, it can be an architectural accent (opaque
films have been used this way – see picture opposite).
Visit the Fatal Light Awareness Program webpage
for details (www.flap.org).
When constructing new buildings, reduce or
eliminate mirrored glass, not only for the
birds: glassed buildings are proving to be very costly
consurmers of energy for cooling. Etched glass may
be a workable compromise. Etched patterns have the
Opaque flim in an attractive birdrepellent pattern. Photo courtesy of
same bird-repellant effect as cut films, allow
FLAP.
interesting patterns and designs, and etching also
reduces solar heating. Opaque or non-reflective films have the benefit of being
available in many colours and may be patterned to order. Research is progressing into
ultra-violet coatings that are completely transparent to humans eyes, but not to birds.
We hope that these come to market soon.

4

Guy wires – A thin tower, by itself a minimal threat to birds, has its ability
to intercept birds multiplied many times by guy wires. With bright lights
that attract and confuse birds, tall towers have killed several thousands in
only one night.

Existing guyed towers near water bodies can be
retrofitted with bird diverters (coloured balls, discs or
flapping devices) on the wires to warn birds of their
presence during the day. Those that carry navigation
lights can be assessed as to whether the lights are
required by Transport Canada and whether the lights
are of reasonable intensity. Consider removing or
reducing the intensity of lights as allowable, and
replacing incandescent lights with strobes.
New towers that require lighting for navigational
safety should be freestanding (unguyed) wherever
possible. Every tower in an area important to birds
should also be unguyed. Lights should closely follow Transport Canada minimum
standards, and should not be incandescent.
Guy wires increase the volume of sky
a tower intercep ts.
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Power lines – depending on voltage carried and line configuration, birds
can be killed by collision with power lines during the day or night or by
electrocution when landing on them. In western Canada, damaging ground
fires have been caused by birds that have caught fire after electrocution.

Options for solutions are best discussed with an expert. Often reconfiguring how the
lines are attached to the poles, to keep sources of ground far from sources of current, is
enough. They can also be buried. Bird diverters can reduce bird deaths. Europe has
adopted bird-friendly power lines. See the booklet
put out by BirdLife International, Caution:
Electrocution! Suggested practices for bird protection on
power lines, that is listed in the references under
“NABU”. Other documents are: Avian Power Line
Interaction Committee’s Mitigating Bird Collisions
with Power Lines: The State of the Art in 1994, and its
Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power
Lines. See the reference list for details on how to
obtain these.
This pylon ha s served as a successful nest
suppo rt for this eagle for many ye ars.

Why care, why spend the money?
Sometimes bird-friendly design is more expensive than conventional, sometimes it
leads to perceived inconveniences, but not always. We are entering an age where the
public insists on an accounting of the total cost, and not just the monetary cost of
management choices. Certification also may require that potential environmental
effects be factored into management plans. Bird-friendly property management shows
concern for the environment, and can provide good public relations.
There are also socio-ethical arguments to ensure the conservation of birds, based on
global stewardship, empathy for other life and morality – all valid reasons – but
perhaps the most concrete reason is that birds are an incredibly important part of the
ecology of the Earth. Along with pollinating some plants, birds are ravenous
insectivores, reducing insect outbreak intensity and frequency, and help farmers and
foresters control plant pests. They disperse seeds of all kinds of fruit-bearing plants.
Some birds keep our rodents, rabbits and carrion in check; many play a significant role
in the succession of plant species in all terrestrial environments. Birds from all these
groups have been killed at tall structures. We cannot predict what the future will be
when one, two, or more species are lost; let’s act now so that we do all we can to ensure
survival of the birds that are left.
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Another view of the windows with the applied cut film. Photo courtesy of FLAP.
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17. Interim guidelines to avoid and minimize wildlife impacts from wind turbines:
www.fws.gov/r9dhcbfa/wind.pdf (United States Fish and Wildlife Service).
18. Service interim guidelines for recommendations on communication tower siting,
construction, operation, and decommissioning:
migratorybirds.fws.gov/issues/towers/comtow.html (United States Fish and Wildlife
Service).
19. USFWS tower kill information: migratorybirds.fws.gov/issues/towers/towers.htm
20. Bird Conservation Network – more information on bird-window collisions and solutions:
www.bcnbirds.org/window_files/ WindowCollisionFactSheet.pdf
21. Ideas on how to reduce bird strikes: www.birdmonitors.net/Dr.Klem1.html
22. Lincoln, Frederick C., Steven R. Peterson, and John L. Zimmerman. 1998. Migration of birds.
U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C. Circular 16.
Jamestown, ND. See the Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center Home Page for an
electronic version: www.npwrc.usgs.gov/ resource/othrdata/migratio/migratio.htm (Version
02APR2002).
23. Excess light effects on humans and nature:
www.muskokaheritage.org/ecology-night/speakers.asp

NOTE: Under the Migratory Birds Convention
Act, it is illegal to disturb or damage the nest of a
migratory bird without a permit. Check for nests
before engaging in new construction,
reconstruction or building cleaning. If they are
present, or you think they may be present,
contact your nearest Canadian Wildlife Service
office.

A Hermit Thru sh killed by collision with a house
window. Photo credit: Jacques Bouvier.
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5019 52 Street, 4 Floor
P.O. Box 2310
Yellowknife, NT, X1A 2P7

November 30, 2011

Crystal Thomas
Regulatory Specialist
Sahtu Land & Water Board
P.O Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT, X0E 0H0

Our File No.: 4706 001 031
Your File No.: S11A-003 / S11L1-003 & S11T-002 / S11L3-002

Via Email at shatulan@allstream.net

Dear Ms. Thomas,
RE: S11A-003 / S11L1-003 & S11T-002 / S11L3-002 – Husky Oil Operations Ltd. – Land
Use Permits and Water Licenses – Slater River Drilling Project and Slater River Staging
Area, Access and Camp Operations
Environment Canada (EC) has reviewed the information submitted with the above-mentioned
application. The following specialist advice is provided pursuant to EC’s mandated
responsibilities arising from the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, Section 36(3) of the
Fisheries Act, the Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA), and the Species at Risk Act
(SARA).
It is our understanding that Husky Oil Operations Ltd. (the Proponent) is applying for a Land
Use Permit (LUP) (S11A-003) and a Water License (WL) (S11L1-003) to support the Slater
River Drilling Project and a LUP (S11T-002) and a WL (S11L3-002) to support the Slater River
Staging Area – Access and Camp Operations (both applications herein known as the Project).
According to the Project Application for the Drilling Project, the Project as proposed includes
Little Bear H-64 and Little Bear N-09 wellsites, located approximately 40 kilometers southsoutheast of Norman Wells, Northwest Territories (NWT). Lease construction will consist of the
clearing of scrub spruce and shrubs using low ground pressure bulldozers to walk down the
vegetation. Drilling leases would be leveled by constructing an ice / snow pad. A synthetic liner
would be installed on the footprint of the drilling area prior to the installation of rig components,
including the substructure and mud tanks to contain any accidental and operational spills.
Drilling both wells would take place over approximately 60 days. During the drilling operation,
tanks would be available on site to contain any mineral oil-based drilling waste, produced
water, fluids, and cement returns. No flows of formation fluids (condensate, oil and water) or
natural gas is anticipated. Flare tanks would be onsite as required by the National Energy
Board to control any unexpected emergency releases during drilling. The Proponent plans to
conduct a sumpless drilling operation. All solid waste, including rock cuttings from both the
freshwater and mineral oil-based drilling fluid systems, would be centrifuged and transferred to
a tank where it would be mixed with sawdust or a solidifier to stabilize the waste for transport.
No cement pits would be required, as cement returns would be incorporated into the drilling
program, the mineral oil would be trucked to Alberta for reconditioning and re-use. Any
remaining liquids and solids would be trucked to an approved disposal facility in Alberta. No
drilling waste would remain on site at the end of the operations. The drilling program would
follow the construction access and campsites which is scheduled to commence in early

December 2011 or as soon as weather conditions, and construction of the Mackenzie Valley
Winter Road south of Norman Wells permits.
The access construction and camp operations would support future exploration programs for
EL462 and EL463 in 2011 / 2012 and future years as required. This part of the Project would
include 5 km of new access form the Government of the Northwest Territories winter road to
the Mackenzie River, a security checkpoint, a 40 person temporary construction camp, a 1.3
km ice bridge across the Mackenzie River, two 40 x 40 meter helicopter pads, approximately
55 km of access on the west side of the Mackenzie River, a staging site and barge landing with
1.7 km of associated access on the west side of the Mackenzie River, up to three camps at a
Base Campsite location capable of accommodating 150 persons, an airstrip on a frozen lake
adjacent to the Base Camp, withdrawal of water from approved water sources for road
construction and camp operations, water treatment plans and a portable sewage treatment
system in support of camp operations.
Please note that EC is drafting specific comments on boreal Woodland Caribou that will be
submitted in a separate letter at a later date.

EC offers the following recommendations and comments for the proposed project:
General
1. All mitigation measures identified by the Proponent, and the additional measures suggested
herein, should be strictly adhered to in conducting project activities. This will require
awareness on the part of the Proponents’ representatives (including contractors)
conducting operations in the field. EC recommends that all field operations staff be made
aware of the Proponents’ commitments to these mitigation measures and provided with
appropriate advice / training on how to implement these measures.
Water Quality
2. Meeting the requirements of the Fisheries Act is mandatory, irrespective of any other
regulatory or permitting system. Section 36(3) of the Fisheries Act specifies that unless
authorized by federal regulation, no person shall deposit or permit the deposit of deleterious
substances of any type in water frequented by fish, or in any place under any conditions
where the deleterious substance, or any other deleterious substance that results from the
deposit of the deleterious substance, may enter any such water. The legal definition of
deleterious substance provided in section 34(1) of the Fisheries Act, in conjunction with
court rulings, provides a very broad interpretation of deleterious and includes any
substance with a potentially harmful chemical, physical or biological effect on fish or fish
habitat.
3. Winter stream crossings shall be located to minimize approach grades and shall be
constructed entirely of ice and snow materials. The banks of any watercourse are to be
protected using suitable erosion control measures. These shall be implemented at all
stream / lake crossings. Mechanized clearing should not be done immediately adjacent to
any watercourse. Furthermore, water crossings should be at right angles to streams and
stream crossings shall be removed or notched prior to spring break-up.
Fuel / Spill Contingency
Environment Canada
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4. EC notes that the Proponent intends to transport diesel fuel for the drilling program to the
Project area from Norman Wells on an as-needed basis although a base level of on-site
storage will be required to ensure an uninterrupted supply. EC is pleased that the all
storage tanks would be contained within a portable lined dike, and of a sufficient volume to
contain 110% of the total tank volumes. Please note that a dedicated area should be used
for refuelling equipment with measures taken to ensure capture and containment of drips
and potential spills. Secondary containment or a surface liner (drip pans, etc.) should be
used when refuelling any equipment on site and should also be used at all tent / cabin fuel
drum locations. An appropriate spill kit with absorbent materials, shovels, barrels, pumps,
etc. should be consistently maintained and located at all fuel storage and transfer sites and
at drill sites. Transfer operations should be attended by trained personnel at all times.
5. The Proponent should not store any materials on the surface ice of lakes or streams.
6. Please note that any spill of fuel or hazardous / deleterious materials, adjacent to or into a
water body, regardless of quantity must be reported immediately to the NWT 24-hour Spill
Line, (867) 920-8130.
Waste Treatment & Disposal
7. EC is pleased that the Proponent has committed to the following:
 Conducting a sumpless drilling operation;
 All solid waste resulting from drilling operations would be transported to a Class II
Oilfield Waste Facility in Alberta;
 Recovered mineral oil fluid would be stored in double-walled storage tanks, and
trucked to Alberta for reconditioning and re-sue;
 Remaining liquids and solids from drilling operations would be trucked to an
approved disposal facility in Alberta that is licensed to accept these wastes;
 No drilling waste would remain on site at the end of operations;
 Non-combustible wastes would be collected in secure metal containers and hauled
by truck to an appropriate waste handling facility in Norman Wells. The volume of
waste will be estimated and written approval would be obtained from the Town of
Norman Wells prior to disposal. Please ensure that the Town of Norman Wells’
waste facility has the capacity to accommodate the waste; and
 Recyclable wastes generated on the wellsite will be segregated and transported to a
recycling facility in Alberta.
8. EC notes that the Proponent intends to incinerate combustibles. EC has developed a
Technical Document for Batch Waste Incineration. The technical document provides
information on appropriate incineration technologies, best management and operational
practices, monitoring and reporting and can be found at the following web link:
http://www.ec.gc.ca/gdd-mw/default.asp?lang=En&n=5F6E5596-1
The Proponent should develop an incineration management plan in consultation with EC
and the Government of the Northwest Territories Department of Environment and Natural
Resources that is consistent with the Technical Document for Batch Waste Incineration.
The management plan should include an annual report to provide details on, but not limited
to, the following:
Environment Canada
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Incineration technology selected;
Waste audit -- amount and types of waste incinerated;
Operational and maintenance records;
Operator training;
Emission measurements; and
Incineration ash disposal.

9. The Proponent should ensure that any fuel or hazardous wastes associated with the
proposed project are to be properly handled, transported and disposed of at an approved
disposal site.
10. Any decanting of the treated sewage and domestic waste should be conducted at a
distance greater than 100m from any watercourse or waterbody frequented by fish or
draining into fish-frequented waters, and at a time of year when the wastewater will be
absorbed and attenuated. As a condition of the WL, site-specific effluent quality criteria
(EQC) should be included for the decantation of wastewater to land.
Wildlife
11. Section 6 (a) of the Migratory Birds Regulations states that no one shall disturb or destroy
the nests or eggs of migratory birds. If active nests are encountered during project
activities, the nesting area should be avoided until nesting is complete (i.e., the young have
left the vicinity of the nest).
In the boreal region of the Northwest Territories, migratory birds may be found incubating
eggs from May 7 until July 21, and young birds can be present in the nest until August 10.
Crossbills (medium-sized finch-like birds) may nest at any time of year if there are sufficient
numbers of seeds from conifer cones for food.
12. EC recommends that food, domestic wastes, and petroleum-based chemicals (e.g.,
greases, gasoline, glycol-based antifreeze) be made inaccessible to wildlife at all times.
Such items can attract predators of migratory birds such as foxes, ravens, gulls, and bears.
Although these animals may initially be attracted to the novel food sources, they often will
also eat eggs and young birds in the area. These predators can have significant negative
effects on the local bird populations.
13. Section 5.1 of the MBCA prohibits persons from depositing substances harmful to migratory
birds in waters or areas frequented by migratory birds or in a place from which the
substance may enter such waters or such an area.
14. The Proponent is planning to conduct project activities between 1 December 2011 and 31
March 2012. EC notes that project activities will overlap with the Middle Mackenzie River
Islands key migratory bird terrestrial habitat site (Site NT 16 in Latour, P.B., J. Leger, J.E.
Hines, M.L. Mallory, D.L. Mulders, H.G. Gilchrist, P.A. Smith and D.L. Dickson. 2008. Key
migratory bird terrestrial habitat sites in the Northwest Territories and Nunavut. 3rd edition.
Canadian Wildlife Service Occasional Paper No. 114. Available at:
http://www.ec.gc.ca/Publications/default.asp?lang=En&xml=4625F589-01A1-4A7BBBCE-C8E36573B657
Environment Canada

Page 4 of 7

This site is a traditional spring stopover point for waterfowl migrating up the Mackenzie
River. Geese arrive in early or mid-May and congregate on river islands where open water
and exposed shorelines provide the only habitat for feeding during migration. More than
20,000 geese have been counted in a single day in this area. Staging waterfowl are
sensitive to both aircraft and ground-based disturbance. Pollution of riverine areas could
also have detrimental effects on waterfowl and their habitats. EC recommends that if project
activities extend beyond the anticipated window of operations, ground-based activities and
low-level aircraft overflights in this area should be avoided during early to mid-May. Further
mitigation to minimize disturbance from aircraft overflights is provided below.
15. In order to reduce aircraft disturbance to migratory birds, EC recommends the following:
 Fly at times when few birds are present (e.g., early spring, late fall, winter)
 If flights cannot be scheduled when few birds are present, plan flight paths that
minimize flights over habitat likely to have birds and maintain a minimum flight
altitude of 650 m (2100 feet).
 Minimize flights during periods when birds are particularly sensitive to disturbance
such as migration, nesting, and moulting.
 Plan flight paths to avoid known concentrations of birds (e.g., bird colonies, moulting
areas) by a lateral distance of at least 1.5 km. If avoidance is not possible, maintain
a minimum flight altitude of 1100 m (3500 feet) over areas where birds are known to
concentrate.
 Avoid excessive hovering or circling over areas likely to have birds.
 Inform pilots of these recommendations and areas known to have birds.
16. The following comments are pursuant to the Species at Risk Act (SARA), which came into
full effect on June 1, 2004. Section 79 (2) of SARA, states that during an assessment of
effects of a project, the adverse effects of the project on listed wildlife species and its critical
habitat must be identified, that measures are taken to avoid or lessen those effects, and
that the effects need to be monitored. This section applies to all species listed on Schedule
1 of SARA. However, as a matter of best practice, EC suggests that species on other
Schedules of SARA and under consideration for listing on SARA, including those
designated as at risk by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada
(COSEWIC), be considered during an environmental assessment in a similar manner. The
Table below lists species that may be encountered in the project area that have been
assessed by COSEWIC as well as their current listing on Schedules 1-3 of SARA (and
designation if different from that of COSEWIC). Project impacts could include species
disturbance, attraction to operations and habitat destruction.
Table 1. Ranges of the species at risk that overlap within the project area:
Terrestrial
Species at Risk 1
Woodland Caribou (Boreal
population)
Woodland Caribou
(Northern Mountain
population)
Rusty Blackbird
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Schedule of SARA
Schedule 1

Government Organization
with Lead Management
2
Responsibility
GNWT

Special
Concern

Schedule 1

GNWT

Special
Concern

Schedule 1

GNWT

COSEWIC
Designation
Threatened
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Peregrine Falcon

Short-eared Owl
Common Nighthawk
Olive-sided Flycatcher
Horned Grebe (Western
population)
Grizzly Bear
Wolverine (Western
population)

Special
Concern
(anatumtundrius
complex3)
Special
Concern
Threatened
Threatened
Special
Concern
Special
Concern
Special
Concern

Schedule 1 Threatened
(anatum)

GNWT

Schedule 3

GNWT

Schedule 1
Schedule 1
Pending

EC
EC
EC

Pending

GNWT

Pending

GNWT

1

The Department of Fisheries and Oceans has responsibility for aquatic species.
Environment Canada (EC) has a national role to play in the conservation and recovery of Species at Risk in
Canada, as well as responsibility for management of birds described in the Migratory Birds Convention Act
(MBCA). Day-to-day management of terrestrial species not covered in the MBCA is the responsibility of the
Territorial Government. Populations that exist in National Parks are also managed under the authority of the
Parks Canada Agency.
3
The anatum subspecies of Peregrine Falcon is listed on Schedule 1 of SARA as threatened. The anatum and
tundrius subspecies of Peregrine Falcon were reassessed by COSEWIC in 2007 and combined into one
subpopulation complex. This subpopulation complex was listed by COSEWIC as Special Concern.
2

EC Recommends:
 For any Species at Risk that could be encountered or affected by the project, the
Proponent should note any potential adverse effects of the project to the species, its
habitat, and/or its residence. All direct, indirect, and cumulative effects should be
considered. Refer to species status reports and other information on the Species at
Risk registry at www.sararegistry.gc.ca for information on specific species as well as
the booklet “Species at Risk in the Northwest Territories” (2010 Edition) available at
http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/pages/wpPages/Species_at_Risk.aspx
 If Species at Risk are encountered or affected, the primary mitigation measure
should be avoidance. The Proponent should avoid contact with or disturbance to
each species, its habitat and/or its residence.
 Monitoring should be undertaken by the Proponent to determine the effectiveness of
mitigation and/or identify where further mitigation is required. As a minimum, this
monitoring should include recording the locations and dates of any observations of
Species at Risk, behaviour or actions taken by the animals when project activities
were encountered, and any actions taken by the Proponent to avoid contact or
disturbance to the species, its habitat, and/or its residence. This information should
be submitted to the appropriate regulators and organizations with management
responsibility for that species, as requested.
 For species primarily managed by the Territorial Government, the Territorial
Government should be consulted to identify other appropriate mitigation and/or
monitoring measures to minimize effects to these species from the project.
 Mitigation and monitoring measures must be taken in a way that is consistent with
applicable recovery strategies and action/management plans.
17. Project activities will overlap with the range of Olive-sided Flycatcher, a migratory bird listed
as Threatened on Schedule 1 of SARA. The Proponent has noted in their Slater River
Drilling EPP (pg. 27) that the preferred habitat of Olive-sided Flycatcher is near open areas
Environment Canada
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containing tall trees or snags for perching and young forest after a forest fire or clearcut.
The H-64 wellsite is located on the edge of a historical burned area and that there is an
abundance of deadfall and snags in the area. The project also proposes to use 42 km of
existing linear corridors for access and approximately 11.2 km of new access (pg. 28,
Access and Camp Operations EPP). The EPP states that 32% of the RSA has been
impacted by fires occurring in 1989, 1993, and 1995. This suggests that suitable habitat for
Olive-sided Flycatcher occurs within the study area. EC recommends that where vegetation
clearing is required in areas of recent fires to create new access for the camps and
wellsites, the Proponent should avoid clearing residual tall trees or snags that may serve as
perching or nesting habitat for Olive-sided Flycatcher to the extent possible.
18. Implementation of these measures may help to reduce or eliminate some effects of the
project on migratory birds and Species at Risk, but will not necessarily ensure that the
Proponent remains in compliance with the Migratory Birds Convention Act, Migratory Birds
Regulations, and the Species at Risk Act. The Proponent must ensure they remain in
compliance during all phases and in all undertakings related to the project.
If there are any changes in the project proposal or more information is available, EC should be
notified, as further review may be necessary. Please do not hesitate to contact me at (867)
669-4748 or Stacey.Lambert@ec.gc.ca with any questions concerning the above points.

Yours truly,

James Hodson
for
Stacey LeBlanc
Environmental Assessment Coordinator, EPO
cc:

Carey Ogilvie (Head, Environmental Assessment North, EPO)
James Hodson (Environmental Assessment Coordinator, CWS)
Dave Fox (Air Pollution Management Analyst, EPO)
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Prairie & Northern Region
Environmental Protection Operations Directorate
5019 52nd Street, 4th Floor
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
November 22, 2012

Our File No.: 4706 001 031
Your File No.: S11A-003 & S11L1-003

Angela Love
Regulatory Specialist
Sahtu Land and Water Board
P.O. Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT, X0E 0H0

Via Email at Angela.love@slwb.com

Attention: Ms. Love
RE:

S11A-003 & S11L1-003 – Husky Oil Operations Limited – Slater River H-64
and N-09 Completion Program – Land Use Permit and Water Licence
Amendment Application

Environment Canada (EC) has reviewed the information submitted with the abovementioned amendment application. The following specialist advice is provided pursuant
to EC’s mandated responsibilities arising from the Canadian Environmental Protection
Act, 1999 (CEPA 1999), the pollution provisions of the Fisheries Act, the Migratory Birds
Convention Act (MBCA) and the Species at Risk Act (SARA)
Husky Oil Operations Limited (the Proponent) is proposing to amend the above
referenced land use permit (LUP) and water license (WL) to allow for the completion and
flow testing of two vertical wells, Little Bear N-09 and Slater River H-64, that were drilled
under LUP S11A-003 in early 2012, approximately 40km south-southeast of Norman
Wells, NT (the Project). The program includes vertical hydraulic fracture stimulation in
the N-09 well and an acid stimulation in the H-64 well, which may be followed by
hydraulic fracturing if unsuccessful. Conduction of hydraulic fracture stimulation will
require 260 m3 of frac oil and 40 tonnes of sand. The period of operation for this
proposed project is January 1, 2013 to April 30, 2013.
The revised Project would include:
• Production testing and completion of previously drilled wells H-64 (acid
stimulation) and N-09 (hydraulic fracturing)
• Construction of tank farms for N-09 (954m3) and H-64 (380m3) to hold completion
fluid and to collect fluids from tests;
• Use of the GNWT winter road (access permitted under LUP S11T-002);
• An ice bridge across the Mackenzie River and access south and west of the
Mackenzie River; and
• Associated campsites, airstrip and staging area (existing LUP and WL in place
for the aforementioned)
• Ice pad construction and installation of a synthetic liner
www.ec.gc.ca

EC offers the following recommendations and comments for the proposed Project:
General
1. All mitigation measures identified by the Proponent, and the additional measures
suggested herein, should be strictly adhered to. This will require awareness on the
part of the Proponents’ representatives (including contractors) conducting operations
in the field. EC recommends that all field operations staff be made aware of the
Proponents’ commitments to these mitigation measures and provided with
appropriate advice / training on how to implement these measures.

Water Quality
2. Meeting the requirements of the Fisheries Act is mandatory, irrespective of any other
regulatory or permitting system. The pollution provisions of the Fisheries Act
specifies that unless authorized by federal regulation, no person shall deposit or
permit the deposit of deleterious substances of any type in water frequented by fish,
or in any place under any conditions where the deleterious substance, or any other
deleterious substance that results from the deposit of the deleterious substance, may
enter any such water. The legal definition of deleterious substance provided in
subsection 34(1) of the Fisheries Act, in conjunction with court rulings, provides a
very broad interpretation of deleterious and includes any substance with a potentially
harmful chemical, physical or biological effect on fish or fish habitat.
EC recommends that chemical additives used in connection with the Project should
be disposed of such that they do not enter any waterbody either by surface or ground
water flows.
3. The Proponent should ensure the use of appropriate sediment/erosion control
measures. Control measures should be monitored as necessary to ensure water
quality is protected.

Fuel / Spill Contingency
4. EC notes that it is estimated that the well locations would have a maximum of
15000L of diesel, 600,000L of fracture oil, 60,000L of methanol, 120,000L of kill fluid,
and 600,000L of produced fluid. Please refer to the CEPA Storage Tank System for
Petroleum Products and Allied Petroleum Products Regulations. These regulations
apply to both outside, aboveground and underground storage tank systems
(including the piping and other tank associated equipment) under federal jurisdiction
containing petroleum and allied petroleum products that have a capacity greater than
230 litres. This includes tanks located on federal or Aboriginal lands. Exceptions are
pressurized tanks, mobile tanks, tanks regulated by the National Energy Board, and
outdoor, aboveground storage tank systems that have a total combined capacity of
2500 litres or less and are connected to a heating appliance or emergency
generator. All storage tank system owners must identify their tank systems to EC and
installation of new systems must comply with the regulation's design requirements.
Further information on these regulations can be found at www.ec.gc.ca/st-rs.
www.ec.gc.ca

5. Please note that any spill of fuel or hazardous / deleterious materials, adjacent to or
into a water body, regardless of quantity must be reported immediately to the NWT
/ NU 24-hour Spill Line, (867) 920-8130. Please note that in the event of an
environmental emergency, EC’s focal point for coordination and provision of science
and technical advice (including spill modelling) during a response will originate from
the National Environmental Emergencies Centre (NEEC) in Montreal via notification
through the appropriate territorial/provincial spill line
6. EC offers the following comments for fuel transfer operations:
• Transfer operations should be attended by trained personnel at all times;
• A dedicated area should be used for refuelling equipment with measures
taken to ensure capture and containment of drips and potential spills.
• The Proponent should not store any materials on the surface ice of lakes or
streams.
• Secondary containment or a surface liner (drip pans, etc.) should be used
when refuelling any equipment on site and should also be used at all fuel
drum locations. Secondary containment should be of adequate size and
volume to contain and hold fluids for the purpose of preventing spills (the
worst-case scenario). An appropriate spill kit with absorbent material should
be located at all fuel storage and transfer sites and at drill sites
Waste Treatment
7. EC notes that the Proponent intends to incinerate combustibles and all burnable
debris. EC has developed a Technical Document for Batch Waste Incineration. The
technical document provides information on appropriate incineration technologies,
best management and operational practices, monitoring and reporting and can be
found at the following web link:
http://www.ec.gc.ca/gdd-mw/default.asp?lang=En&n=5F6E5596-1
The Proponent should develop a detailed incineration management plan in
consultation with EC and the Government of the Northwest Territories Department of
Environment and Natural Resources that is consistent with the Technical Document
for Batch Waste Incineration. The management plan should include an annual report
to provide details on, but not limited to, the following:
• Incineration technology selected;
• Waste audit -- amount and types of waste incinerated;
• Operational and maintenance records;
• Operator training;
• Emission measurements; and
• Incineration ash disposal.
Comments previously submitted on behalf of EC, including those related to wildlife,
regarding LUP S11A-003 and WL S11L1-003 as well as LUP S11T-002 and WL S11L3002 on November 30, 2011 still apply. If there are any changes in the project proposal or
more information becomes available, EC should be notified, as further review may be
necessary. Please do not hesitate to contact me at (867) 669-4744 or
Loretta.Ransom@ec.gc.ca with any questions concerning the above points.
www.ec.gc.ca

Sincerely,

Loretta Ransom
Senior Environmental Assessment Coordinator, EPO
cc:

Ken Hansen (Project Manager, Husky Oil Operations Limited)
Carey Ogilvie (Head, Environmental Assessment North, EPO)
James Hodson (Environmental Assessment Coordinator, CWS)
Fadeke Adegbuyi (Project Officer, EPO)
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Prairie & Northern Region
Environmental Protection Operations Directorate
5019 52nd Street, 4th Floor
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
December 12, 2012

Our File No.: 4706 001 031
Your File No.: S11L3-002

Angela Love
Regulatory Specialist
Sahtu Land and Water Board
P.O. Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT, X0E 0H0

Via Email at angela.love@slwb.com

Attention: Ms. Love
RE:

S11L3-002 – Husky Oil Operations Limited – Water Licence Amendment
Application

Environment Canada (EC) has reviewed Husky Oil Operations Limited’s application for
the addition of two new water sources under Water Licence S11L3-002. EC has no
comments at this time.
Please do not hesitate to contact me at (867) 669-4744 or Loretta.Ransom@ec.gc.ca if
you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Loretta Ransom
Senior Environmental Assessment Coordinator, EPO
cc:

Ken Hansen (Project Manager, Husky Oil Operations Limited)
Carey Ogilvie (Head, Environmental Assessment North, EPO)
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Prairie & Northern Region
Environmental Protection Operations Directorate
5019 52nd Street, 4th Floor
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
November 21, 2012

Our File No.: 4706 001 036
Your File No.: S12X-006

Angela Love
Regulatory Specialist
Sahtu Land and Water Board
P.O. Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT, X0E 0H0

Via Email at Angela.love@slwb.com

Attention: Ms. Love
RE:

S12X-006 – Husky Oil Operations Limited – Slater River Groundwater
Baseline Drilling Program – Type A Land Use Permit Application

Environment Canada (EC) has reviewed the information submitted with the abovementioned application. The following specialist advice is provided pursuant to EC’s
mandated responsibilities arising from the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999
(CEPA 1999), the pollution provisions of the Fisheries Act, the Migratory Birds
Convention Act (MBCA) and the Species at Risk Act (SARA)
It is our understanding that Husky Oil Operations Limited (the Proponent) is applying for
a land use permit (LUP) to support their proposed groundwater investigation program.
The purpose of the program is to establish baseline groundwater conditions prior to
further exploration activities and to assess the extent and quality of bedrock aquifers in
the program area. The program would consist of drilling up to 20 shallow (30 meters)
boreholes. In addition, the program would involve a bedrock aquifer investigation
program with 5 locations having up to 3 deep (150 meters) boreholes per location (up to
15 in total) to assess the baseline conditions of shallow groundwater aquifers and
deeper bedrock aquifers. The program would also assess potential bedrock aquifers as
a source of water to support future operations in the area. The proposed survey would
take place January 1, 2013 to March 31, 2013, located approximately 40 kilometres
south-southeast of Norman Wells, NT. The Proponent has also submitted a multiyear
scientific research license to the Aurora Research Institute for this program.
The revised Project would include:
•
•
•
•

Mobilization of a wheeled air/water/mud-rotary drilling rig by winter road to the
program area;
Demobilization of the drilling rig and related equipment using the GNWT winter
road (access permitted under LUP S11T-002);
Storage of fuel, motor, and hydraulic fluids on site;
Use of a track/truck mounted auger drilling rig for shallow investigation;
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•
•
•

Completion of the wells using steel casing and well screen (maximum of one per
well), filter sand pack and grouting
Installation of monitoring wells to test aquifers for productivity; and
Collection of water samples for analysis of baseline chemical parameters (i.e.
microbiology, hydrocarbons, etc)

EC offers the following recommendations and comments for the proposed Project:
General
1. All mitigation measures identified by the Proponent, and the additional measures
suggested herein, should be strictly adhered to. This will require awareness on the
part of the Proponents’ representatives (including contractors) conducting operations
in the field. EC recommends that all field operations staff be made aware of the
Proponents’ commitments to these mitigation measures and provided with
appropriate advice / training on how to implement these measures.

Water Quality
2. Meeting the requirements of the Fisheries Act is mandatory, irrespective of any other
regulatory or permitting system. The pollution provisions of the Fisheries Act
specifies that unless authorized by federal regulation, no person shall deposit or
permit the deposit of deleterious substances of any type in water frequented by fish,
or in any place under any conditions where the deleterious substance, or any other
deleterious substance that results from the deposit of the deleterious substance, may
enter any such water. The legal definition of deleterious substance provided in
subsection 34(1) of the Fisheries Act, in conjunction with court rulings, provides a
very broad interpretation of deleterious and includes any substance with a potentially
harmful chemical, physical or biological effect on fish or fish habitat.
3. EC notes that that drilling waste for waterwells is anticipated to consist of rock
cuttings, fresh water, and/or clay-based, freshwater drilling fluid. Chemical additives
or drilling muds used in connection with the drilling portion of this program shall be
disposed of such that they do not enter any waterbody either by surface or ground
water flows.
4. EC notes that clearing of scrub spruce and shrubs using low ground pressure
bulldozers or mulchers will occur. Slash, debris, or sediment shall not be deposited in
any definable watercourse, and should be disposed of above the normal high water
mark. To prevent loss of bank stability, and subsequent erosion, trees should not be
skidded or winched across any definable water course.
5. The Proponent should ensure the use of appropriate sediment/erosion control
measures which may include the placement of clean rip rap, use of silt
screen/fencing, matting, straw bales and/or re-vegetation with natural flora especially
in areas that are sensitive to erosion and/or sedimentation. Control measures should
be monitored as necessary to ensure water quality is protected.

www.ec.gc.ca

Fuel / Spill Contingency
6. EC notes that it is estimated that 30 000L of diesel and 180kg of propane will be
stored at the staging site The CEPA Storage Tank System for Petroleum Products
and Allied Petroleum Products Regulations apply to both outside, aboveground and
underground storage tank systems (including the piping and other tank associated
equipment) under federal jurisdiction containing petroleum and allied petroleum
products that have a capacity greater than 230 litres. This includes tanks located on
federal or Aboriginal lands. Exceptions are pressurized tanks, mobile tanks, tanks
regulated by the National Energy Board, and outdoor, aboveground storage tank
systems that have a total combined capacity of 2500 litres or less and are connected
to a heating appliance or emergency generator. All storage tank system owners must
identify their tank systems to EC and installation of new systems must comply with
the regulation's design requirements. Further information on these regulations can
be found at www.ec.gc.ca/st-rs.
7. Please note that any spill of fuel or hazardous / deleterious materials, adjacent to or
into a water body, regardless of quantity must be reported immediately to the NWT
/ NU 24-hour Spill Line, (867) 920-8130. Please note that in the event of an
environmental emergency, EC’s focal point for coordination and provision of science
and technical advice (including spill modelling) during a response will originate from
the National Environmental Emergencies Centre (NEEC) in Montreal via notification
through the appropriate territorial/provincial spill line
8. EC offers the following comments for fuel transfer operations:
• Transfer operations should be attended by trained personnel at all times;
• A dedicated area should be used for refuelling equipment with measures
taken to ensure capture and containment of drips and potential spills.
• The Proponent should not store any materials on the surface ice of lakes or
streams.
• Secondary containment or a surface liner (drip pans, etc.) should be used
when refuelling any equipment on site and should also be used at all fuel
drum locations. Secondary containment should be of adequate size and
volume to contain and hold fluids for the purpose of preventing spills (the
worst-case scenario). An appropriate spill kit with absorbent material should
be located at all fuel storage and transfer sites and at drill sites
Waste Treatment
9. According to the Environmental Protection Plan, the Proponent intends to incinerate
domestic and food wastes from the campsite. EC has developed a Technical
Document for Batch Waste Incineration. The technical document provides
information on appropriate incineration technologies, best management and
operational practices, monitoring and reporting and can be found at the following
web link:
http://www.ec.gc.ca/gdd-mw/default.asp?lang=En&n=5F6E5596-1
The Proponent should develop a detailed incineration management plan in
consultation with EC and the Government of the Northwest Territories Department of
Environment and Natural Resources that is consistent with the Technical Document
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for Batch Waste Incineration. The management plan should include an annual report
to provide details on, but not limited to, the following:
• Incineration technology selected;
• Waste audit -- amount and types of waste incinerated;
• Operational and maintenance records;
• Operator training;
• Emission measurements; and
• Incineration ash disposal.
Comments previously submitted on behalf of EC regarding LUP S11A-003 and WL
S11L1-003 as well as LUP S11T-002 and WL S11L3-002 on 30 November 2011 still
apply. If there are any changes in the project proposal or more information becomes
available, EC should be notified, as further review may be necessary. Please do not
hesitate to contact me at (867) 669-4744 or Loretta.Ransom@ec.gc.ca with any
questions concerning the above points.
Sincerely,

Loretta Ransom
Senior Environmental Assessment Coordinator, EPO
cc:

Ken Hansen (Project Manager, Husky Oil Operations Limited)
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Prairie & Northern Region
Environmental Protection Operations Directorate
5019 52nd Street, 4th Floor
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
December 12, 2012

Our File No.: 4706 001 037
Your File No.: S12F-007 & S12L8-007

Angela Love
Regulatory Specialist
Sahtu Land and Water Board
P.O. Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT, X0E 0H0

Via Email at angela.love@slwb.com

Attention: Ms. Love
RE:

S12F-007 & S12L8-007 – Husky Oil Operations Limited – Slater River AllWeather Access Road and Associated Facilities – Land Use Permit (LUP)
and Water Licence (WL) Application

Environment Canada (EC) has reviewed the information submitted with the abovementioned application. The following specialist advice is provided pursuant to EC’s
mandated responsibilities arising from the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999
(CEPA), the pollution prevention provisions of the Fisheries Act, the Migratory Birds
Convention Act (MBCA) and the Species at Risk Act (SARA)
Husky Oil Operations Limited’s (the Proponent) 2011/2012 program included the
acquisition of a 220 square kilometre 3D seismic program, and drilling of two horizontal
wells. The Proponent indicates the information obtained from this program has provided
a solid basis for future operations. Husky’s activity for the foreseeable future will be
conducted within the area encompassed by the 2011/2012 program.
The proposed all-weather road and associated facilities will be used to support future
year-round exploration and development activities planned by Husky in 2013 and
beyond.
In addition to the work being proposed for permits S12F-007 & S12L8-007, the
Proponent currently holds a Land Use Permit (S11T-002) and Water License (S11L3002) for an ice road, camps, airstrip, and staging area and has applied for a Land Use
Permit (S12X-006) for a groundwater investigation program. All of these activities are
scheduled to begin this winter (2012/13).
The Proponent’s proposed program includes the construction of facilities for year-round
use, and consists of the following facilities:
 A 200-metre by 305-metre padded storage/camp site;
 A 1,400-metre long by 60-metre wide airstrip; and
 A 40-kilometre long by 20-metre wide surveyed access road right-of-way.
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The road will typically have a nine metre wide surface and will connect the current barge
landing site to the storage site. Pullouts for vehicle passage will be located at
approximately two kilometre intervals. The road will extend to the currently-suspended
Little Bear N-09 and Slater River H-64. Construction will commence in early January
2013 under frozen ground conditions and will extend into the summer season as
required.
The project is to consist of the following components:
 Construction of a winter ice road (as per existing LUP S11T-002/WL S11L3-002)
to access the program area;
 Mobilizing construction equipment from Norman Wells, Tulita, and, as required,
from Alberta, British Columbia, and elsewhere in the Northwest Territories to the
program area;
 Vegetation clearing by mulching of the camp/storage site, airstrip, and proposed
access route;
 Quarrying and stockpiling of borrow materials previously identified by surveys;
 Construction of an above-grade camp/storage site using quarried material;
 Construction of an above-grade airstrip using quarried material;
 Construction of an all-weather access road using quarried and ditched material
(common fill taken from within the right-of-way);
 Installation of drainage culverts;
 Installation of clear-span bridges over Bogg Creek and Slater River;
 Use of water to provide temporary working surfaces during frozen ground
conditions and as dust control during summer conditions; and
 Storage of construction equipment and the operation of a 100-person camp upon
completion of the storage site.
The existing winter access road will be used throughout the 2012/2013 winter season to
support Husky’s proposed well completions and testing program on Little Bear N-09 and
Slater River H- 64 (under LUP S11A-003/WL S11L1-003). The completions program will
take place concurrently with the proposed all-weather road construction and, therefore, a
new corridor adjacent to the winter access road is required to maintain safe and effective
operations.
Construction will commence under frozen ground conditions in January 2013 after the
construction of the existing winter access, currently permitted under Land Use Permit
S11T-002.
The road is to be completed in two phases over two years. Phase One, which will be
constructed in 2013, will include road construction from the barge landing to the vicinity
of the N- 09 location, and construction of the storage site and airstrip. Phase Two will
extend the road from the storage site southwest to the H-64 location in 2014.
Clearing and the construction of the road sub-base, airstrip, and staging site will be
completed in 2013 under frozen ground conditions, prior to April 1, with the completion of
the final grade occurring during the late spring and summer. Phase Two will be
constructed on a similar schedule to Phase One in 2014.
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EC offers the following recommendations and comments for the proposed Project:
General
1. All mitigation measures identified by the Proponent, and the additional measures
suggested herein, should be strictly adhered to. This will require awareness on the
part of the Proponent’s representatives (including contractors) conducting operations
in the field. EC recommends that all field operations staff be made aware of the
Proponent’s commitment to these mitigation measures and provided with appropriate
advice / training on how to implement these measures.

Water Quality
2. Subsection 36(3) of the Fisheries Act specifies that, unless authorized by federal
regulation, no person shall deposit or permit the deposit of deleterious substances of
any type in water frequented by fish, or in any place under any conditions where the
deleterious substance, or any other deleterious substance that results from the
deposit of the deleterious substance, may enter any such water. In the definition of
deleterious substance (subsection 34(1)) the Fisheries Act includes “any water that
contains a substance in such quantity or concentration, or that has been so treated,
processed or changed, by heat or other means, from a natural state that it would, if
added to any other water, degrade or alter or form part of a process of degradation
or alteration of the quality of that water so that it is rendered or is likely to be
rendered deleterious to fish or fish habitat or to the use by man of fish that frequent
that water.” Subsection 36(3) makes no allowance for a mixing or dilution zone at
the point of deposit.
EC recommends that chemical additives used in connection with the Project should
be disposed of such that they do not enter any waterbody either by surface or ground
water flows.
During construction of the Bogg Creek or Slater River bridges, should work need to
take place within the bed or banks of either stream below the high water mark, EC
recommends the Proponent ensure the use of appropriate sediment/erosion control
measures. Control measures should be monitored as necessary to ensure water
quality is protected.
The Proponent should not deposit nor permit the deposit of slash, debris or sediment
into any water body. These materials should be disposed of above the high water
mark in such a fashion that they do not enter the water.

Groundwater
3. The Proponents proposed groundwater investigation program monitoring well
locations (Land Use Permit S12X-006) are mostly along the winter road pathway.
EC recommends, in order to develop a more robust program, the Proponent give
consideration to adding water monitoring wells along the all-weather road.
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Waste Treatment/Management
4. In the Construction Waste Management Plan, the Proponent states that it intends to
incinerate combustibles and all burnable debris according to EC’s Technical
Document for Batch Waste Incineration (hereafter referred to as the Technical
Document).
http://www.ec.gc.ca/gdd-mw/default.asp?lang=En&n=5F6E5596-1
The Proponent has selected the Westland CY-2050-FA-D incinerator to burn waste.
This model is a single chamber incinerator with an after burner and is suitable for
small camps that incinerate less than 26 tonnes of waste per year. The Technical
Document recommends that camps that incinerate more than 26 tonnes of waste per
year use an air controlled dual chamber incinerator. The Proponent should provide
an estimate of the quantities of waste to be incinerated to ensure that the
appropriate incineration equipment is used.
The Proponent states that sewage waste may be incinerated on site. Sewage has a
high moisture content and low heat content therefore it is unlikely that the sewage
will be completely combusted and could lead to the release of pathogens into the
environment. Sewage sludge should only be burned in incineration equipment
designed for this type of waste. If the Proponent decides to pursue sewage sludge
incineration, it should provide the Board with a letter from the manufacturer stating
that this equipment is suitable for burning this type of waste.
The Proponent states that the “facility will maintain records containing, at minimum
the following information:








A list of all staff who have been trained to operate the incinerator; type of training
conducted and by whom; dates of the training; dates of the refresher courses.
All preventative maintenance activities undertaken on the equipment.
Records of operation of the incinerator.
Records of quantities of waste incinerated.
Summarized annual auxiliary fuel usage.
A list of all shipments of incinerator ash, including the weight transported and the
location of the disposal facility.
Analytical results of ash sampling.”

These records should be sent to the Board annually.

Fuel / Spill Contingency
5. Please note that any spill of fuel or hazardous / deleterious materials, adjacent to or
into a water body, regardless of quantity, must be reported immediately to the
NWT / NU 24-hour Spill Line, (867) 920-8130. Please note that in the event of an
environmental emergency, EC’s focal point for coordination and provision of science
and technical advice (including spill modelling) during a response will originate from
the National Environmental Emergencies Centre (NEEC) in Montreal via notification
through the appropriate territorial/provincial spill line.
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6. EC offers the following comments for fuel transfer operations:
 Transfer operations should be attended by trained personnel at all times;
 A dedicated area should be used for refuelling equipment with measures
taken to ensure capture and containment of drips and potential spills;
 The Proponent should not store any materials on the surface ice of lakes or
streams; and
 Secondary containment or a surface liner (drip pans, etc.) should be used
when refuelling any equipment on site and should also be used at all fuel
drum locations. Secondary containment should be of adequate size and
volume to contain and hold fluids for the purpose of preventing spills (the
worst-case scenario). An appropriate spill kit with absorbent material should
be located at all fuel storage and transfer sites and at drill sites.

Wildlife
7. Section 6.3.1.1 of the Proponent’s Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) makes
reference to terrestrial wildlife and habitat assessments that were conducted in July
2012, including records of wildlife tracks, signs and observations, and refers readers
to Appendix 1-E of the EPP for further detail. EC notes that no wildlife data was
presented in Appendix 1-E from these wildlife surveys. EC recommends the
Proponent submit a summary of wildlife observations from these surveys to the
Sahtu Land and Water Board public registry.
8. Activities that physically disturb or destroy terrestrial habitat during the breeding
season can result in the inadvertent disturbance or destruction of nests and eggs of
migratory birds. This “incidental take” of migratory bird nests and eggs is prohibited
under Section 6(a) of the federal Migratory Birds Regulations. There is no legal
mechanism available which could authorize via permit or exemption the incidental
take of nests or eggs of migratory birds. As a result, project proponents are
responsible for taking appropriate measures to ensure that they comply with the
legislation. The best mitigation measure to ensure compliance is to conduct
activities, that risk disturbing or destroying nests or eggs, outside of the migratory
bird nesting season.
In the boreal region of the Northwest Territories, migratory birds may be found
incubating eggs from May 7 until July 21, and young birds can be present in the nest
until August 10. Crossbills (medium-sized finch-like birds) may nest at any time of
year if there are sufficient numbers of seeds from conifer cones for food.
The Proponent’s estimated construction time (EPP, Table 3-1, pg.8) suggests that
most vegetation clearing and habitat disturbance will occur between mid-January
and mid-March. However, some activities such as constructing the final road grade,
ripping quarry sites and crushing and stockpiling of gravel will occur during the
migratory bird breeding season. If an active nest is found during operations, the area
should be avoided until nesting is completed (i.e. the young have left the vicinity of
the nest).
For further advice on how to avoid incidental take or reduce risks to migratory bird
nests and eggs, refer to the avoidance guidelines and frequently asked
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questions related to the protection of migratory bird nests and eggs as well as the
fact sheet “Planning Ahead to Reduce Risks to Migratory Bird Nests” at:
http://www.ec.gc.ca/paom-itmb/
9. EC recommends that food, domestic wastes, and petroleum-based chemicals (e.g.,
greases, gasoline, glycol-based antifreeze) be made inaccessible to wildlife at all
times. Such items can attract predators of migratory birds such as foxes, ravens,
gulls, and bears. Although these animals may initially be attracted to the novel food
sources, they often will also eat eggs and young birds in the area. These predators
can have significant negative effects on the local bird populations.
10. Section 5.1 of the Migratory Birds Convention Act prohibits persons from depositing
substances harmful to migratory birds in waters or areas frequented by migratory
birds or in a place from which the substance may enter such waters or such an area.
11. The Proponent has noted that a portion of the program area is located within the
Middle Mackenzie River Island Important Bird Area and expects that air traffic
volumes will increase over the Mackenzie River (EPP, section 5.5). This site
corresponds to the Middle Mackenzie River Islands key migratory bird terrestrial
habitat site (Site NT 16 in Latour et al. 2008. Key Migratory Bird Terrestrial Habitat
Sites in the Northwest Territories and Nunavut. 3rd edition. Canadian Wildlife Service
Occasional Paper No. 114. Available at:
http://www.ec.gc.ca/Publications/default.asp?lang=En&xml=4625F589-01A1-4A7BBBCE-C8E36573B657)
This site is a traditional spring stopover point for waterfowl migrating up the
Mackenzie River. Geese arrive in early or mid-May and congregate on river islands
where open water and exposed shorelines provide the only habitat for feeding during
migration. More than 20,000 geese have been counted in a single day in this area.
Staging waterfowl are sensitive to both aircraft and ground-based disturbance.
Pollution of riverine areas could also have detrimental effects on waterfowl and their
habitats. The Proponent has indicated that after construction, use of the all-weather
road and of the airstrip will be reduced between May 1 and July 15, and October 1
and November 30 of each year in order to avoid seasonal activities of most resident
wildlife and migratory bird species (EPP, s. 6.2.7.1, pg. 14).
The Proponent should clarify what level of air traffic (flight frequency) might be
expected during periods of normal vs. reduced activity. The Proponent should also
indicate what level of seasonal barge traffic is expected in order to bring supplies and
equipment to the area to support the proposed activities in this LUP application.
Further recommendations to minimize disturbance from aircraft overflights are
provided below.
12. In order to reduce aircraft disturbance to migratory birds, EC recommends the
following, safety permitting:
 Fly at times when few birds are present (e.g., early spring, late fall, winter);
 If flights cannot be scheduled when few birds are present, plan flight paths
that minimize flights over habitat likely to have birds and maintain a minimum
flight altitude of 650 m (2,100 feet);
 Minimize flights during periods when birds are particularly sensitive to
disturbance such as migration, nesting, and moulting;
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Plan flight paths to avoid known concentrations of birds (e.g., bird colonies,
moulting areas) by a lateral distance of at least 1.5 km. If avoidance is not
possible, maintain a minimum flight altitude of 1,100 m (3,500 feet) over
areas where birds are known to concentrate;
Avoid areas used by flocks of migrating waterfowl by 3 km;
Avoid excessive hovering or circling over areas likely to have birds; and
Inform pilots of these recommendations and areas known to have birds.

13. The following comments are pursuant to the Species at Risk Act (SARA). Section 79
(2) of SARA states that during an assessment of effects of a project, the adverse
effects of the project on listed wildlife species and its critical habitat must be
identified, that measures are taken to avoid or lessen those effects, and that the
effects need to be monitored. This section applies to all species listed on Schedule 1
of SARA. However, as a matter of best practice, EC suggests that species on other
Schedules of SARA and under consideration for listing on SARA, including those
designated as at risk by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in
Canada (COSEWIC), be considered during an environmental assessment in a
similar manner. The table below lists species that may be encountered in the project
area that have been assessed by COSEWIC as well as their current listing on
Schedules 1-3 of SARA (and designation if different from that of COSEWIC). Project
impacts could include species disturbance, attraction to operations, and destruction
of habitat.

Terrestrial
Species at Risk 1
Woodland Caribou
(Boreal population)
Woodland Caribou
(Northern Mountain
population)
Rusty Blackbird
Peregrine Falcon

Short-eared Owl
Common Nighthawk
Olive-sided Flycatcher
Horned Grebe
(Western population)
Grizzly Bear
Wolverine (Western
population)
Barn Swallow

COSEWIC
Designation
Threatened

Schedule of
SARA
Schedule 1

Government
Organization with
Lead Management
Responsibility 2
GNWT

Special
Concern

Schedule 1

GNWT

Special
Concern
Special
Concern
(anatumtundrius
complex3)
Special
Concern
Threatened
Threatened
Special
Concern
Special
Concern
Special
Concern
Threatened

Schedule 1

GNWT

Schedule 1

GNWT

Schedule 1

GNWT

Schedule 1
Schedule 1
Pending

EC
EC
EC

Pending

GNWT

Pending

GNWT

Pending

EC
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Collared Pika

Special
Concern

Pending

GNWT

1

The Department of Fisheries and Oceans has responsibility for aquatic species.
Environment Canada (EC) has a national role to play in the conservation and recovery of Species
at Risk in Canada, as well as responsibility for management of birds described in the Migratory
Birds Convention Act (MBCA). Day-to-day management of terrestrial species not covered in the
MBCA is the responsibility of the Territorial Government. Populations that exist in National Parks
are also managed under the authority of the Parks Canada Agency.
3
The anatum and tundrius subspecies of Peregrine Falcon were reassessed by COSEWIC in 2007
and combined into one subpopulation complex. This subpopulation complex was assessed by
COSEWIC as Special Concern, and was added to Schedule 1 of SARA in July 2012.
2









For any Species at Risk that could be encountered or affected by the project, the
proponent should note any potential adverse effects of the project on the
species, its habitat, and/or its residence. All direct, indirect, and cumulative
effects should be considered. Refer to species status reports and other
information on the Species at Risk registry at www.sararegistry.gc.ca for
information on specific species as well as the booklet “Species at Risk in the
Northwest
Territories”
(2012
Edition)
available
at
http://nwtspeciesatrisk.ca/pdf/SpeciesatriskintheNWT_English.pdf.
As new
species may have been assessed by COSEWIC or added to Schedule 1 of
SARA since the booklet was last published, proponents should always check the
Species at Risk registry to obtain the most current information.
If Species at Risk are encountered or affected, the primary mitigation measure
should be avoidance. The proponent should avoid contact with or disturbance to
each species, its habitat and/or its residence.
Monitoring should be undertaken by the proponent to determine the effectiveness
of mitigation and/or identify where further mitigation is required. As a minimum,
this monitoring should include recording the locations and dates of any
observations of Species at Risk, behaviour or actions taken by the animals when
project activities were encountered, and any actions taken by the proponent to
avoid contact or disturbance to the species, its habitat, and/or its residence. This
information should be submitted to the appropriate regulators and organizations
with management responsibility for that species, as requested.
For species primarily managed by the Territorial Government, the Territorial
Government should be consulted to identify other appropriate mitigation and/or
monitoring measures to minimize effects to these species from the project.
Mitigation and monitoring measures must be taken in a way that is consistent
with applicable species at risk recovery strategies and action/management plans.

14. EC recommends that the Proponent consult the publication “Northern Land Use
Guidelines, NWT Seismic Operations” to ensure that mitigation measures proposed
for the Project are consistent with relevant practices outlined in these Land Use
Guidelines. The Proponent should also follow the guidelines for wildlife sensitive
periods and recommended minimum setback distances from wildlife habitat and
wildlife use areas as provided in Table 6 on Page 22-23 of the document. The
guidelines are available at:
http://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/409605/publication.html
15. Project activities will overlap with the Northwest Territories Range (NT1) of the boreal
woodland caribou range identified in the “Recovery Strategy for the Woodland
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Caribou (Rangifer tarandus caribou), Boreal Population, in Canada” posted on the
Species at Risk Public Registry on October 05, 2012 found at:
http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/document/default_e.cfm?documentID=2253
The recovery goal for boreal caribou is to achieve self-sustaining local populations in
all boreal caribou ranges throughout their current distribution in Canada to the extent
possible. Consistent with the requirements of the SARA, the recovery strategy
identifies critical habitat for boreal caribou.
Under SARA, critical habitat is defined as “the habitat that is necessary for the
survival or recovery of a listed wildlife species and that is identified as the species’
critical habitat in the recovery strategy or in an action plan for the species”. For
boreal caribou, critical habitat identification describes the habitat that is necessary to
maintain or recover self-sustaining local populations throughout their distribution.
Boreal caribou shift in their use of range over space and time, in accordance with
changes in the location of biophysical attributes within the range as areas of
disturbed and undisturbed habitat cycle on the landscape. For a local population to
be self-sustaining over time, this habitat supply system (i.e. critical habitat) must
function perpetually.
The critical habitat necessary to achieve the population and distribution objectives for
the recovery and survival of boreal caribou is partially identified in this strategy.
Critical habitat for boreal caribou is identified as:
i) the area within the boundary of each boreal caribou range that provides an overall
ecological condition that will allow for an ongoing recruitment and retirement cycle of
habitat, which maintains a perpetual state of a minimum of 65% of the area as
undisturbed habitat; and
ii) biophysical attributes required by boreal caribou to carry out life processes.
The recovery strategy identifies 65% undisturbed habitat in a range as the
disturbance management threshold, which provides a measurable probability (60%)
for a local population to be self-sustaining. This threshold is considered a minimum
threshold because at 65% undisturbed habitat there remains a significant risk (40%)
that local populations will not be self-sustaining.
The recovery strategy includes a definition of disturbed habitat as being habitat
showing:
i) anthropogenic disturbance visible on Landsat at a scale of 1:50,000, including
habitat within a 500 m buffer of the anthropogenic disturbance; and/or
ii) fire disturbance in the last 40 years, as identified in data from each provincial and
territorial jurisdiction (without buffer).
Based on an assessment of satellite imagery and fire mapping current to 2009-2010,
31% of the Northwest Territories Range (NT1) has been classified as disturbed in the
recovery strategy. The amount of undisturbed habitat (69%) is currently above the
65% threshold identified as providing a 60% chance that a population will be selfsustaining.
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In ranges with 65% or more undisturbed habitat, critical habitat is at least 65%
undisturbed habitat in a range. The habitat that is included in the 65% undisturbed
habitat will change over time given the dynamic nature of the boreal forest.
The Proponent has provided an assessment of how direct habitat loss, increased
access for predators and hunters, and sensory disturbance resulting from the project
might potentially impact boreal caribou (EPP, s. 7.5.1.8).
To mitigate some of the effects of sensory disturbance on boreal caribou, the
Proponent has indicated that only limited use of the all-weather road and airstrip will
be permitted between the dates of May 1 and July 15, and October 1 and November
15 of each year in order to avoid important caribou seasonal activities, which include
calving and mating.
The Proponent has acknowledged that although some existing linear corridors will be
used, the construction of the all-weather road and quarry sites needed to support this
construction will result in additional habitat disturbance and relatively long-term
changes to land cover types and composition.
The Proponent has estimated that the all-weather access road, camp sites, storage
sites and quarry sites will result in 2.71 km2 of habitat disturbance, adding an
additional 0.07% to the existing 54.4 km2 human disturbance footprint covering 1.3%
of vegetated habitat within their selected Regional Study Area.
The Proponent has also acknowledged that the recovery strategy defines habitat
disturbance as areas burned within the past 40 years and those within 500 metres of
anthropogenic features, including seismic lines. Based on this definition of habitat
disturbance, the Proponent estimated that 55% of the Regional Study Area (RSA) is
already disturbed. The Proponent states that the program will not significantly
contribute to the extent of disturbed habitat because the proposed program occurs
predominately along an existing winter road and within the 500 m buffer of their
previously completed 3D seismic project. EC notes, however, that the proposed
program will expand the width of existing linear features and will create some new
areas of disturbance suggesting that the disturbance footprint in the region will
increase further once a 500 m buffer has been applied.
The Proponent expects that future expansion of industrial activity within the RSA will
continue to add cumulatively to the effects of the proposed program, and concluded
that the significance of cumulative effects would be moderate (EPP pg. 83). It is not
clear how much the footprint associated with this land use application, the footprint
from Husky’s previous activities under 2012/2013 LUP/WL applications, and
footprints from other recent and reasonably foreseeable projects in the region are
going to add to the total amount of disturbance within the entire Northwest Territories
(NT1) boreal caribou range.
Habitat disturbance within a range needs to be managed by the responsible
jurisdiction at a level that will allow for a local population to be self-sustaining.
Therefore, an understanding of changes to the disturbance footprint at the scale of
the entire Northwest Territories boreal caribou range is important for predicting
whether this local population will continue to be self-sustaining over time.
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To guide the protection of critical habitat and the recovery of boreal caribou, range
plans and/or action plans will be prepared following the recovery strategy. These
plans will provide detailed information on recovery measures that will be
implemented by provinces and territories, EC, other federal departments, wildlife
management boards, Aboriginal communities, stakeholders, and other organizations
involved in the conservation, survival and recovery of boreal caribou.
EC recommends that shapefiles for the footprints of all existing and proposed project
components within the Proponent’s exploration licence areas should be made
available to aboriginal, territorial and federal agencies responsible for the
management of boreal caribou and their habitat in the Northwest Territories in order
to keep track of habitat disturbance within the Northwest Territories boreal woodland
caribou range.
16. Implementation of these measures may help to reduce or eliminate some effects of
the project on migratory birds and Species at Risk, but will not necessarily ensure
that the proponent remains in compliance with the Migratory Birds Convention Act,
Migratory Birds Regulations, and the Species at Risk Act. The proponent must
ensure they remain in compliance during all phases and in all undertakings related to
the project.

Current and Proposed Permits
17. EC’s comments on related Land Use Permits S11T-002 and S12X-006 and Water
Licence S11L3-002 at the Slater River site still apply. Although the Proponent has
acknowledged and refers to the activities being carried out under these permits
throughout their application submissions for proposed activities under S12F-007 and
S12L8-007, EC recommends the Proponent submit a table (similar to Table 3-1.
Estimated Construction Timeline, Environmental Protection Plan) that summarizes
for all permits and licences combined, the type, timing, duration and footprint of all
planned infrastructure and activities, the equipment required for each of those
activities, the air/ground/barge traffic levels associated with those activities and the
personnel required.
While the proponent has provided a map showing the new disturbance in relation to
their current permitted activities, EC recommends the Proponent provide a map
which also shows the water investigation program wells and other land use and
disturbance in the area.
The recommendations above would assist parties in understanding the full extent of
the Proponents current and proposed activities and facilitate a consistent and holistic
approach towards applications and permitting.

If there are any changes in the project proposal or more information becomes available,
EC should be notified, as further review may be necessary. Please do not hesitate to
contact me at (867) 669-4744 or Loretta.Ransom@ec.gc.ca with any questions
concerning the above points.
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Sincerely,

Loretta Ransom
Senior Environmental Assessment Coordinator, EPO
cc:

Ken Hansen (Project Manager, Husky Oil Operations Limited)
Carey Ogilvie (Head, Environmental Assessment North, EPO)
Dr. James Hodson (Environmental Assessment Coordinator, CWS)
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Prairie & Northern Region
Environmental Protection Operations (EPO) Directorate
5019 52nd Street, 4th Floor
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
February 1, 2013

Our File No.: 4706 001 036
Your File No.: S12X-006

Angela Love
Regulatory Specialist
Sahtu Land and Water Board
P.O. Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT, X0E 0H0

Via Email at Angela.love@slwb.com

Attention: Ms. Love
RE:

S12X-006 – Husky Oil Operations Limited – Slater River Surface Water and
Groundwater Monitoring Plan

Environment Canada (EC) has reviewed the Husky Oil Operations Limited (Husky)
Slater River Program Surface Water and Groundwater Monitoring Plan submitted to the
Sahtu Land and Water Board, as required under Land Use Permit S12X-006 (Slater
River Groundwater Baseline Drilling Program).
It is our understanding that the purpose of Husky’s groundwater investigation program is
to establish baseline groundwater conditions prior to further exploration activities and to
assess the extent and quality of bedrock aquifers in the program area. The drilling
program includes up to 15 bedrock groundwater monitoring wells on five well sites, and
20 overburden groundwater monitoring wells on 20 well sites.

Water Licence Requirements
Condition B.3(d) of the Land Use Permit S12X-006 states, “The Permittee shall submit
an annual report to the Sahtu Land and Water Board by September 30th. This report
shall include: … details and results of the Surface and Groundwater Monitoring Plan,
including but not limited to: monitoring locations (GPS coordinates), depths, frequency of
monitoring events, chemical parameters tested, and data analysis;”
Condition D.22 states, “The Permittee shall submit a Groundwater and Surface Water
Monitoring Plan by January 11, 2013 for approval from the Sahtu Land and Water
Board. Once approved, the Permittee shall:
(a) Revise the Plan as needed and submit to the Sahtu Land and water Board for
approval, and;
(b) Abide by the approved plan for the duration of this Permit.”
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While EC understands that the Land Use Permit S12X-006 is to allow activities
associated with the Slater River Groundwater Baseline Drilling Program, EC notes that
surface water monitoring is also referenced in the type of water monitoring plan required
under the water licence. No surface water monitoring information has been included in
the Surface Water and Groundwater Monitoring Plan currently under review.
EC recommends the Plan be updated to include surface water monitoring.

Groundwater Well Installation and Monitoring
Husky notes that depth to groundwater at each well will typically be measured from the
top of the well casing using a water level tape and that automatic level recorders will be
installed, where possible, to facilitate well and aquifer testing, and long term aquifer
monitoring.
EC recommends that, if not already planned for, elevation surveys of wells be
completed with each new well installation and be repeated periodically (i.e. annually) to
ensure that wells do not become compromised (e.g. through frost-jacking action) and to
reduce the potential for erroneous groundwater level and groundwater quality data.
Husky notes that two water quality sampling events will be completed at the overburden
monitoring wells prior to Project operations start-up (one following well construction and
development during 2013 drilling program and the second during open water season to
confirm possible seasonal variation). Husky also notes that only one water quality
sampling event will occur at the bedrock monitoring wells following well completion
development and testing. Husky has provided justification for only a single baseline
water quality sampling event.
EC recognizes that groundwater sampling from the bedrock monitoring wells can
sometimes be more difficult and time consuming than sampling from shallower
overburden monitoring wells. However, EC recommends a second sampling event at
most (if not all) the bedrock monitoring wells be completed in order to provide reliability
in the baseline data (i.e. reproducibility in the data) and demonstrate the extent of
seasonal variability in groundwater quality and water levels.

Sampling Strategy and Reporting
Husky states, “Prior to commencing the operations phases of the Project, the monitoring
infrastructure will be modified to accommodate water quality sampling and aquifer
pressure effects sampling at a frequency commensurate with monitoring objectives.
Based on the results of the initial baseline sampling program, future water quality
sampling events may include a subset of the baseline laboratory analytical suite
presented in Table 2.”
EC appreciates Husky’s approach to establishing a groundwater investigation program
and understands, based on the paragraph above, that the program will be further
developed in time after the initial collection of baseline data.
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EC encourages Husky to consult with ConocoPhillips and others conducting surface
water and groundwater monitoring in the area and work towards development of
consistent water monitoring plans and programs. EC recommends consistent,
coordinated sampling, analysis and reporting where possible.
EC recommends that the Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Plan and annual
reporting also include a summary of long-term water monitoring goals and a
characterization of the groundwater and surface water resource. This would include, but
not be limited to, detailed well information, a groundwater and surface water quality data
and interpretation, groundwater surface elevation and flow direction, changes over time
(including due to seasonal effects) and any other interpreted results and conclusions and
statistical data analysis. Maps and diagrams should be used where appropriate to
communicate information (including the information requested above, well completion
diagrams, borehole stratigraphy, cross-sections – stratigraphic and hydrogeological and
flow maps).

General
EC is aware that Husky has been very proactive with respect to the development of a
project specific surface water and groundwater monitoring plan as well as working
cooperatively to contribute to current and future regional monitoring initiatives.
EC recommends that, in order for Parties to have a full understanding of Husky’s
activities, they provide a brief summary of current and proposed involvement with other
companies, regulators and agencies with respect to surface water and groundwater
monitoring and management.
Thank you for the opportunity to review Husky’s Surface Water and Groundwater
Monitoring Plan. Please do not hesitate to contact me at (867) 669-4744 or
loretta.ransom@ec.gc.ca with any questions concerning the above points.
Sincerely,

Loretta Ransom
Senior Environmental Assessment Coordinator, EPO
cc:

Ken Hansen (Project Manager, Husky Oil Operations Limited)
Carey Ogilvie (Head, Environmental Assessment North, EPO)
Martin Guilbeault (Senior Pollution Prevention Scientist, EC)
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Prairie & Northern Region
Environmental Protection Operations (EPO) Directorate
5019 52nd Street, 4th Floor
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
April 10, 2013

Our File No.: 4706 001 036
Your File No.: S12X-006

Angela Love
Regulatory Specialist
Sahtu Land and Water Board
P.O. Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT, X0E 0H0

Via Email at Angela.love@slwb.com

Attention: Ms. Love
RE:

S12X-006 – Husky Oil Operations Limited – Revised Groundwater and
Surface Water Monitoring Program – Slater River H-64 and Little Bear N-09

Environment Canada (EC) has reviewed the Husky Oil Operations Limited (Husky)
revised Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Program for Slater River and Little
Bear, Exploration Licences 462 and 643 (Program). The Program is required under Land
Use Permit S12X-006 (Slater River Groundwater Baseline Drilling Program).
EC is pleased to see that the majority of comments on the previous draft of the Program
(provided to the Sahtu Land and Water Board February 1, 2013) have been considered
and incorporated into the revised Program.
EC understands that two bedrock wells were drilled during the 2013 project activities and
that bedrock aquifers were only encountered at one of the wells (MW-09). Potential
surficial groundwater was found at MW-01A and MW-19B. All other surficial boreholes
encountered permafrost and/or bedrock and were abandoned or completed as
thermistor sites to monitor the temperature of the shallow permafrost zone. Does Husky
plan on drilling additional wells in the future so that there is more than one bedrock
aquifer well and two surficial wells, as anticipated in the Land Use Permit S12X-006
application and previous draft of the program?
EC recommends the Program document map be updated to reflect drilled well locations
identified in Table 1 with descriptions (e.g., deep aquifer well including depth to aquifer,
shallow well including depth to groundwater, shallow/bedrock thermistor, thermistor only,
abandoned dry well, season drilled etc.) as well as remaining potential (future?)
groundwater wells.
Although conducting elevation surveys of the groundwater wells, as part of the
groundwater elevation measurements, was not discussed in the revised Program, it is
EC’s understanding that the information has been collected from the groundwater wells
that have already been installed. EC recommends this information be included in the
Program document.
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In the revised Program, Husky indicates groundwater samples were collected prior to
and after the completion and stimulation of the N-09 and H-64 well sites. They also
state, groundwater sampling will consist of one event and will be conducted with the
second surface water sampling event (early fall). Groundwater associated with the
shallow (surficial) monitoring program will be samples from MW-01A, MW-19B and from
the bedrock well MW-09A. As mentioned in our February 1, 2013 letter to the Sahtu
Land and Water Board, EC recommends a second sampling event be completed
annually in order to provide reliability in the baseline data (i.e. reproducibility in the data)
and demonstrate the extent of seasonal variability in groundwater quality and water
levels. Conducting two sampling events per year, at least until sufficient baseline data
has been established, would also prevent a potential 2 year (or more) data gap if for
some reason wells couldn’t be sampled during a sampling event.
In its February 1, 2013 letter to the Sahtu Land and Water Board EC also recommended
that the Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Program and annual reporting also
include a summary of long-term water monitoring goals and a characterization of the
groundwater and surface water resource. This would include, but not be limited to,
detailed well information, a groundwater and surface water quality data and
interpretation, groundwater surface elevation and flow direction, changes over time
(including due to seasonal effects) and any other interpreted results and conclusions and
statistical data analysis. Maps and diagrams should be used where appropriate to
communicate information (including the information requested above, well completion
diagrams, borehole stratigraphy, cross-sections – stratigraphic and hydrogeological and
flow maps). EC understands these items will be captured in Husky’s upcoming annual
reporting.
EC understands the Sahtu Land and Water Board is working with oil and gas companies
in the region, such as Husky and ConocoPhillips, to ensure consistency between the
surface water and groundwater monitoring programs, so that information can be viewed
not only on a project by project basis but also regionally. EC supports those efforts.
Thank you for the opportunity to review Husky’s revised Groundwater and Surface Water
Monitoring Program. Please do not hesitate to contact me at (867) 669-4744 or
loretta.ransom@ec.gc.ca with any questions concerning the above points.
Sincerely,

Loretta Ransom
Senior Environmental Assessment Coordinator, EPO
cc:

Ken Hansen (Project Manager, Husky Oil Operations Limited)
Carey Ogilvie (Head, Environmental Assessment North, EPO)
Martin Guilbeault (Senior Scientist - Hydrogeology, EC)

www.ec.gc.ca

Prairie & Northern Region
Environmental Protection Operations Directorate
5019 52nd Street, 4th Floor
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
July 5, 2013

Our File No.: 4706 001 037
Your File No.: S13A-002 & S13L1-005

Angela Love
Regulatory Specialist
Sahtu Land and Water Board
P.O. Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT, X0E 0H0

Via Email at angela.love@slwb.com

Attention: Ms. Love
RE:

S13A-002 & S13L1-005 – Husky Oil Operations Limited – Slater River
Vertical Hydraulic Fracturing Project; Wells O-41 & G-70 – Land Use Permit
(LUP) and Water Licence (WL) Application

Environment Canada (EC) has reviewed the information submitted with the abovementioned application. The following specialist advice is provided pursuant to EC’s
mandated responsibilities arising from the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999
(CEPA), the pollution prevention provisions of the Fisheries Act, the Migratory Birds
Convention Act (MBCA) and the Species at Risk Act (SARA)
Husky’s proposed 2013 program includes drilling, completions and testing of two vertical
wells, Little Bear O-41 and Little Bear G-70, to further validate and evaluate the Canol,
Hare Indian and Bluefish Shales. These wells are follow-up wells to the previously drilled
and completed Little Bear N-09 and Little Bear H-64 locations. Access and staging for
the program will be conducted under existing LUP S12F-007 and WL S11L3-002 and
S12L8-007.
The proposed Drilling Program will consist of the following components:
 Construction of two wellsites, Little Bear O-41 and Little Bear G-70, and
associated all-weather access;


Mobilization of one drilling rig and support equipment to the wellsites;



Drilling of a well at O-41 to a depth of approximately 1,150 metres (m);



Drilling of a well at G-70 to a depth of 3,000 m;



Reservoir evaluation utilizing the drilling rig, including the collection of rock cores
and down hole geophysical logs, open-hole formation testing;



Demobilization of equipment; and,



Waste management including the trucking of drilling waste off-site.

Completion and production testing will take place following the conclusion of the drilling
program and will include the following components:
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Mobilization of completion and testing equipment to the wellsites;



Diagnostic Fracture Injection Tests (DFIT);

Completion, reservoir stimulation (by vertical hydraulic fracturing) and flow testing at the
two wellsites;


Flow induction and swabbing of the stimulated formations to recover completion
fluids, reservoir fluids (natural gas, oil and/or condensate), and to determine flow
rates;



Incineration of produced natural gas and natural gas liquids;



Collection of produced fluids into on-site storage tanks;



Suspension of both wells upon completion of flow testing;



Waste management, including the trucking or storage and barging of liquid and
solid wastes off-site;



Disposal of produced and make-up fluids at an approved disposal facility or to an
oil and gas operator; and,



Demobilization of equipment.

Husky is also proposing to:
 Consolidate LUP S11A-003 (as amended), along with the LUPs Terms and
Conditions outlined into the LUP for this proposed program.


Consolidate WL S11L1-003, along with the WLs Terms and Conditions outlined
into the WL for this proposed program.

EC offers the following recommendations and comments for the proposed Project:
General
All mitigation measures identified by the Proponent, and the additional measures
suggested herein, should be strictly adhered to. This will require awareness on the
part of the Proponent’s representatives (including contractors) conducting operations
in the field. EC recommends that all field operations staff be made aware of the
Proponent’s commitment to these mitigation measures and provided with appropriate
advice / training on how to implement these measures.

Groundwater
The proponent notes (EPP 7.4.2.1, page 89) that, “during the winter of 2013, under
LUP S12X-006, Husky completed a groundwater baseline assessment that included
the drilling and installation of 2 bedrock groundwater monitoring wells, 2 shallow
monitoring wells, and 7 permafrost monitoring locations. Results of the winter drilling
program were not available at the time this EPP was prepared. This information will
be submitted to the SLWB upon receipt of final report”. It will be important for
regulators to have a good understanding of baseline conditions prior to the
proposed project operations. When does the Proponent anticipate providing
this report to the SLWB?
www.ec.gc.ca
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Waste Treatment/Management

The Proponent intends to store all freshwater drilling residual solids and fluids in tanks or
in a lined metal or synthetic plastic-sided berm containment system. Following toxicity
testing they may be transferred to bermed storage pits in the quarries. The Proponent is
then proposing controlled discharge of any separated water onto adjacent lands, and
completing a land application of the non-toxic residual solids into the sub-soils of the
quarries. This material will then be incorporated with quarried material and used on the
roads and pads (EPP 4.8.1)..
The freshwater solid residual wastes will be sampled and analyzed by an approved third
party laboratory for toxicity, salinity, hydrocarbons, and metals. The blends of soil and
water-based drilling waste will be analyzed before and after the disposals occur and the
separated waters will be sampled for toxicity, hydrocarbons, and salinities prior to
discharge. The salinity criteria will follow the Energy Resources and Conservation Board,
Directive 050, Revised edition May 2, 2012 (ERCB, 2012), and soil end points for
discharge of water, and land application trace elements will meet or exceed Soil Quality
Guidelines for Protection of Environmental and Human Health (CCME, 2012) for
agricultural land-use. Reports can be made available for review by the regulatory bodies
before these disposals take place. If analysis show that the waste streams will not meet
soil end point criteria, the waste streams will be loaded and hauled away to an approved
facility. Any contaminated waste water that does not meet the criteria for discharge will
be dehydrated using Clean SteamTM units (details provided in the WMP) on site. Any
total or concentrated liquid wastes will then be hauled to an approved facility (EPP
4.8.1).
In addition to meeting established criteria or guidelines for discharge of waste or waste
water EC would like to reiterate the need for the Proponent to comply with Subsection
36(3) of the Fisheries Act, which specifies that, unless authorized by federal regulation,
no person shall deposit or permit the deposit of deleterious substances of any type in
water frequented by fish, or in any place under any conditions where the deleterious
substance, or any other deleterious substance that results from the deposit of the
deleterious substance, may enter any such water. The definition of a deleterious
substance (Subsection 34(1) of the Fisheries Act) includes “any water that contains a
substance in such quantity or concentration, or that has been so treated, processed or
changed, by heat or other means, from a natural state that it would, if added to any other
water, degrade or alter or form part of a process of degradation or alteration of the
quality of that water so that it is rendered or is likely to be rendered deleterious to fish or
fish habitat or to the use by man of fish that frequent that water.” Subsection 36(3)
makes no allowance for a mixing or dilution zone at the point of deposit.
EC recommends the criteria and the reporting of results prior to discharge be
captured in the water licence and/or land use permit terms and conditions.
Hazardous Waste (WMP, m. page 40): For transfer of hazardous waste out of the
Northwest Territories, EC recommends the Proponent be aware of the
requirements under CEPA Interprovincial Movement of Hazardous Waste
Regulation and make reference to it in their Waste Management Plan. More
www.ec.gc.ca
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information on the Regulation can be found at:
http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/SOR-2002-301/page-1.html

Fuel Storage
Husky plans to transport diesel fuel for the drilling program (including construction, rigs
and camps) to the drilling locations from the fuel tank farm at the camp/storage site on
an as-needed basis (although a base level of on-site storage will be required to ensure
an uninterrupted supply).
Fuel storage at the wellsites will consist of one 15m3 (95-barrel [bbl]) double-walled tank
for diesel. Fuel storage will remain on the wellsite during drilling, completion and testing
operations (EPP 4.9).
EC would like to remind the Proponent the CEPA Storage Tank System for Petroleum
Products and Allied Petroleum Products Regulations apply to both outside, aboveground
and underground storage tank systems (including the piping and other tank associated
equipment) under federal jurisdiction containing petroleum and allied petroleum products
that have a capacity greater than 230 litres. This includes tanks located on federal or
Aboriginal lands. Exceptions are pressurized tanks, mobile tanks, tanks regulated by the
National Energy Board, and outdoor, aboveground storage tank systems that have a
total combined capacity of 2500 litres or less and are connected to a heating appliance
or emergency generator. All storage tank system owners must identify their tank
systems to EC and installation of new systems must comply with the regulation's design
requirements. Further information on these regulations can be found at
http://www.ec.gc.ca/st-rs.

Drilling and Completion
Section 4.8.1 – Drilling Waste Management (pg 20): The Proponent has indicated that
freshwater drilling solids and fluids will be stored in tanks or lined berms and in the
Waste Management Appendix (pg 21), use of a synthetic berm is indicated. Please
clarify which type of storage is proposed for use.
Section 4.6 Completion & Testing Operations (pg 17): The Proponent has indicated that
it will conduct a diagnostic formation injection test (DFIT) before hydraulic fracturing
operations. What does this test entail? Given that the Proponent has indicated it will
follow 2 AER Directives, has it considered implementing the Directive 083: Hydraulic
Fracturing – Subsurface Integrity from AER?
Section 3 – Table 6 (pg 19) and Additional information – MSDS sheets for drilling and
completion fluids: In the additional information to the application document, there are a
number of MSDS sheets attached for both drilling and completion programs. It is
recommended that the proponent review the ingredients for the proposed products, for
both drilling and completion, using CAPP’s Fracturing Fluid Additive Risk Assessment
and Management guidance to possibly identify better alternatives from a human health
and environmental perspective.
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Air
EC appreciates and would like to acknowledge the amount of effort that was put into
sections 3(o) (Slater River Project Emissions), Appendix F (Emissions Inventory
Summary) and Appendix G (Dispersion Modelling) of the application submission.
Section 3(o) (pg 42) and Appendix F – Air Emissions: Has the Proponent considered
fugitive emissions from drilling and completion activities? What are the potential
emissions from this work (including VOCs)? Has the Proponent estimated
greenhouse gas emissions from this proposed work?
Appendix F (Emissions Inventory Summary) – The Proponent used a maximum flow rate
of 10 x103 m3/d in their Dispersion Model Assessment but did not mention anything
about the expected duration of incineration or the total volume of gas to be incinerated.
What is the anticipated duration or timeframe for incineration of produced natural
gas and natural gas liquids during flow testing?

Wildlife
EC notes the Proponent acknowledges its responsibilities under the Migratory Birds
Convention Act and Species at Risk Act in their EPP. The Proponent has provided
numerous mitigation measures to avoid and lessen impacts to wildlife, in addition to
baseline data collection.
Although many of EC’s comments and recommendations below, related to wildlife, have
been submitted in regards to the Proponent’s other related permits, EC also includes
below additional comments and recommendations below, where applicable. EC’s
previous wildlife related comments, not included below, still apply.
The inadvertent harming, killing, disturbance or destruction of migratory birds, nests and
eggs is known as incidental take. Currently, the regulations do not provide for
authorizations or permits for the incidental take of migratory birds or their nests or eggs
in the course of industrial or other activities. As such, to minimize the possibility of
contravening the law, understanding your potential impact on migratory birds, nests and
eggs, taking reasonable care, and avoidance are the best approaches to take when
contemplating any activity or decision that has the potential to impact migratory birds,
nests or eggs. To reduce the risk of incidental take of nests and eggs of migratory birds,
Environment Canada recommends that Proponents know their legal obligations;
avoid engaging in potentially destructive or disruptive activities in key sensitive
periods and locations in order to reduce the risk of affecting birds, their nests or
eggs; and develop and implement appropriate preventative and mitigation
measures to minimize the risk of incidental take and to help maintain sustainable
populations of migratory birds.
For further advice on how to avoid incidental take or reduce risks to migratory birds and
their nests and eggs, refer to the avoidance guidelines and frequently asked
questions related to the protection of migratory bird nests and eggs as well as the fact
sheet “Planning Ahead to Reduce Risks to Migratory Bird Nests” at:
www.ec.gc.ca
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http://www.ec.gc.ca/nature/default.asp?lang=En&n=ED993EAB-B7CE-4A51-82CF45131E042E93
The proponent is planning to conduct project activities between August and December
2013 with the potential for activities occurring in subsequent years until July 2018. EC
notes that project activities will overlap with the Middle Mackenzie River Islands key
migratory bird terrestrial habitat site. This site is a traditional spring stopover point for
waterfowl migrating up the Mackenzie River. Staging waterfowl are sensitive to both
aircraft and ground-based disturbance. Pollution of riverine areas could also have
detrimental effects on waterfowl and their habitats. EC recommends that ground-based
activities and low-level aircraft overflights in this area should be avoided during early to
mid-May. Further mitigation to minimize disturbance from aircraft overflights is provided
below.
The Proponent has indicated (EPP page 75) that in order to mitigate some of the effects
of the proposed program on snow geese, only limited use of the all-weather roads will be
permitted between the dates of May 1 and June 20 of each year. The Proponent also
states that although barging will be required, no residual effects to particularly sensitive
island habitat or snow goose migration are expected. EC recommends the Proponent
confirm that setback distances, lateral flight distances and minimum flight
altitudes will be followed in that area at all times.
EC notes that the Proponent has included helicopter and fixed-wing aircraft as potential
additional equipment in Appendix 5 Anticipated Equipment Lists. EC provides the
following additional information (as presented in previous comments):
 Fly at times when few birds are present (e.g., early spring, late fall, winter)
 If flights cannot be scheduled when few birds are present, plan flight paths that
minimize flights over habitat likely to have birds and maintain a minimum flight
altitude of 650 m (2100 feet).
 Minimize flights during periods when birds are particularly sensitive to
disturbance such as migration, nesting, and moulting.
 Plan flight paths to avoid known concentrations of birds (e.g., bird colonies,
moulting areas) by a lateral distance of at least 1.5 km. If avoidance is not
possible, maintain a minimum flight altitude of 1100 m (3500 feet) over areas
where birds are known to concentrate.
 Avoid excessive hovering or circling over areas likely to have birds.
 Inform pilots of these recommendations and areas known to have birds.
The following comments are pursuant to the Species at Risk Act (SARA), which came
into full effect on June 1, 2004. Section 79 (2) of SARA, states that during an
assessment of effects of a project, the adverse effects of the project on listed wildlife
species and its critical habitat must be identified, that measures are taken to avoid or
lessen those effects, and that the effects need to be monitored.
Monitoring should be undertaken by the proponent to determine the effectiveness of
mitigation and/or identify where further mitigation is required.
As a minimum, this
monitoring should include recording the locations and dates of any observations of
Species at Risk, behaviour or actions taken by the animals when project activities were
encountered, and any actions taken by the proponent to avoid contact or disturbance to
the species, its habitat, and/or its residence. This information should be submitted to the
www.ec.gc.ca
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appropriate regulators and organizations with management responsibility for that
species, as requested.
EC notes that Table 7-12 in the Environmental Protection Plan does not include
Woodland Caribou (Northern Mountain population). EC recommends the table be
updated with this species which has been assessed by COSWEIC and is listed as
Special Concern in Schedule 1 of SARA.
Project activities will overlap with the range of Olive-sided Flycatcher, a migratory bird
listed as Threatened on Schedule 1 of SARA. The Proponent has noted in their
Environmental Protection Plan (pg.39) that the preferred habitat of Olive-sided
Flycatcher is near open areas containing tall trees or snags for perching and young
forest after a forest fire or clearcut. EC recommends that the Proponent avoid
clearing residual tall trees or snags that may serve as perching or nesting habitat
for Olive-sided Flycatcher.
Project activities will overlap with the Northwest Territories Range (NT1) of the boreal
woodland caribou range identified in the “Recovery Strategy for the Woodland Caribou
(Rangifer tarandus caribou), Boreal Population, in Canada” posted on the Species at
Risk Public Registry on 5 October 2013 found at:
http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/document/default_e.cfm?documentID=2253
The recovery strategy identifies the amount of habitat disturbance within a boreal
caribou range as a key factor determining whether a local population is likely to be selfsustaining over time. As a matter of best practice and whenever possible, the Proponent
should use as much existing disturbed area as possible to minimize the amount of new
disturbance added to the landscape. Proponents should work together wherever
possible when projects can be combined to minimize overall new disturbance in the
range.
EC recommends that the Proponent provide updated shapefiles of the final access
routes, stages areas, storage areas, camps and wellsites upon project completion
to aboriginal, territorial and federal agencies responsible for the management of
boreal caribou and their habitat in the Northwest Territories in order to keep track
of habitat disturbance within the NT1 boreal woodland caribou range.
In the June 12, 2013 additional information response to the Sahtu Land and Water
Board, the Proponent discusses mitigation measures that will be implemented to
minimize project associated disturbance to caribou and that they are conducting a
baseline wildlife assessment that includes modelling caribou habitat suitability across
their exploration leases.
In addition, the Proponent identifies the various baseline assessments that have been
completed in the project area and states that, “the final report for the biophysical
baseline for 2013 winter track surveys was not finalized at writing. This information will
be submitted to the SLWB upon receipt of the final report”. (Baseline Assessments,
EPP 7.3.5.5, page 80-81). When does the Proponent anticipate receipt of the final
biophysical baseline 2013 winter track surveys report including the results of the
Habitat Suitability Modeling?
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EC recommends the Proponent share this information in the form of annual
reporting which should include items such as, a summary of wildlife monitoring
observations (including behaviour), summary of baseline data collected, success
of mitigation measures, any changes in mitigation measures being used, results
of Habitat Suitability Modeling and an assessment of predicted project effects.
The annual report should be shared with EC, the Government of the Northwest
Territories Department of Environment and Natural Resources, local Aboriginal
organizations, and other interested parties.
Implementation of the measures implemented by the Proponent may help to reduce or
eliminate some effects of the project on migratory birds and Species at Risk, but will not
necessarily ensure that the proponent remains in compliance with the Migratory Birds
Convention Act, Migratory Birds Regulations, and the Species at Risk Act. The
proponent must ensure they remain in compliance during all phases and in all
undertakings related to the project.

Cumulative Effects
EC recommends that the cumulative effects issues identified in the Project
Description and associated mitigation measures related to wildlife and wildlife
habitat also be addressed in the annual reporting recommended above.

Current and Proposed Permits
EC’s comments on related Land Use Permits S11T-002 and S12X-006, Water Licence
S11L3-002 and Permits S12F-007 and S12L8-007 at the Slater River site still apply.
EC is pleased to see the Proponent is proposing to consolidate Land Use Permit S11A003 (as amended) and Water Licence S11L1-003 with the Land Use Permit and Water
Licence Terms and Conditions established for this proposed program.

Additional Info
In addition to the CEPA regulations referred to above, EC would also like to remind the
Proponent of responsibilities under the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999.
For a complete listing of all Regulations and Notices made under this Act please visit the
CEPA Environmental Registry at www.ec.gc.ca/lcpe-cepa. EC also recommends the
Proponent contact the Compliance Promotion Unit for information regarding the
Regulations under the Canadian Environmental Protection Act (1999) at
PNRCompliancePromotion@ec.gc.ca.
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Please do not hesitate to contact me at (867) 669-4744 or Loretta.Ransom@ec.gc.ca
with any questions concerning the above comments and recommendations.
Sincerely,

Loretta Ransom
Senior Environmental Assessment Coordinator, EPO
cc:

Ken Hansen (Project Manager, Husky Oil Operations Limited)
Dave Fox (A/Head, Environmental Assessment North, EPO, EC)
Paula Smith (Environmental Assessment Coordinator, CWS, EC)
Karissa Aubie (Senior Policy Analyst, OGAED, EC)
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