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1. Purpose/Report Summary
To inform the Board about a Type A Land Use Permit (LUP) and Type B Water Licence
(WL) application by Husky Oil Operations Limited (Husky) for the consolidation of
existing authorizations which have been granted for project infrastructure that supports
the Slater River exploration project activities and for additions and changes to these
support operations located on Exploration Licences (EL) 462 and 463, approximately 40
km south-southeast of the Town of Norman Wells, NT.

2. Background
2.1 Project Overview
In support of its current operations, Husky is proposing changes and additions to the
supporting operations to allow for year-round operations. The proposed changes and
additions will aid Husky in fully assessing the economic potential of the exploration
leases.
In order to allow for improved efficiency and overall reporting to the Sahtu Land and
Water Board (SLWB) and Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada
(AANDC), to help reviewers understand the overall operations being proposed, and to
help assess the overall cumulative impacts this operation can/will have in this area,
Husky proposes to:



Consolidate LUP S11T-002 and LUP S12F-007, along with the LUPs Terms and
Conditions outlined into the LUP for this proposed program.
Consolidate WL S11L3-002 and WL S12L8-007, along with the WLs Terms and
Conditions outlined into the WL for this proposed program.

The program changes and additions consist of the following components:






Double the size of the current camp/storage site from 6.1ha to 12.2ha;
Increasing the camp accommodations to permit a maximum camp occupancy of
400 persons;
Install a 25m communications tower (will be located beside the camp);
Increasing the fuel storage capacity from 610,000 litres to 1,200,000 litres;
Construct an all-weather pad on the former MW-06 groundwater wellsite for use
as a helipad adjacent to the campsite;










Construct an all-weather pad on the MW-09 groundwater wellsite to allow yearround access;
Installation of pumping facilities at MW-09A and a 4,500m above-ground water
pipeline which may be built to transport water directly to the camp;
o If the pipeline is not built, water will be trucked to the camp;
Extend the clearings at each end of the airstrip by 60m for a total increase in
length of 120m;
Install runway lighting;
Conversion of the O-41 wellsite to a storage site at the conclusion of drilling,
completions and testing operations;
Construct an all-weather pad on the barge landing staging site for year-round
use;
Licence the Mackenzie River and the groundwater well at MW-09 for water
supply for camp, access construction and road maintenance uses; and
Licence Vermillion Creek for water supply to support winter access construction
on the east side of the Mackenzie River.

Base Camp/Storage Site Expansion
Current dimensions are 200m x 305m and encompass an area of 6.1ha. To
accommodate additional storage requirements and a 400 person camp, an additional
200 x 305m area will be cleared and padded adjacent to the current site along the
southeast boundary. The same construction methods (as described in LUP S12F-007)
will be employed. These include:
 Clearing of trees and shrubbery using mechanical mulchers or low ground
pressure crawler tractors (dozers), however, any merchantable timber will be
harvested and be made available to the communities;
 Placement of geo-textile over the material;
 Placement of a minimum of 1m fill over the geo-textile; and,
 Compacting and levelling the site to promote drainage.
Approximately 82,500m3 of fill will be required which will be obtained from one of the
approved Quarries.
A 25m tall communications tower will be erected to provide improved communications
for the camp. A pole-mounted antenna may be installed as a temporary measure prior
to and during the tower installation.
Crew Accommodations
The current base camp will be expanded to not exceed a maximum occupancy of 400
persons. This will give Husky the flexibility to add additional accommodations if project
activities warrant (the current maximum occupancy is 100 persons which has been
permitted under Land Use Permit S12F-007 and Water Licence S11L3-002). The new
camp will be sited on pilings at the camp/storage site expansion, adjacent to the current
camp.
Tank Farm and Fuel Supply
The current capacity of the tank farm is 610,000L, consisting of ten double-walled
storage tanks, each with a capacity of 61,000L, located at the base camp. The tanks are
contained within a lined earthen berm that serves as tertiary containment. As operations
will be year-round, it has been calculated that fuel requirements will need to increase to
1.2 million litres (doubling the number of tanks to twenty) in order to ensure an
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uninterrupted supply when resupply is not possible (during freeze-up and before opening
of the winter road, and during breakup in the spring).
These additional ten 61,000L horizontal double walled tanks will be located at Quarry B,
which will be re-purposed for the tank farm after closure and reclamation activities have
taken place at the site. The new fuel tanks will be added as needed. The tanks and
manifolds will be certified and the site will be licenced in accordance with the
Environment Canada Code of Practice for Aboveground and Underground Storage Tank
Systems Containing Petroleum and Allied Products. In all cases, tanks will be installed
in tertiary containment.
Diesel fuel, propane, gasoline and aviation fuel will be stored on site as follows:
Fuel

Number of
Containers

Capacity of
Containers

Location

10 double walled

61,000L

Base Camp/Storage Site

10 double walled

61,000L

Quarry B

1

205L drum

Security Station

1 enviro-tank

35,000L

1 enviro-tank

15,000L

2 enviro-tanks

50,000L

1 double walled

5,000L

Base Camp/Storage Site

30

205L drum

Construction Camp (east
side of the River)

2

45kg(100lb)

8

400L

1

300L

10

75L

1

1,200L

10

205L drum

Diesel

Gasoline

Propane

Construction Camp (east
side of the River)

Quarry B

Base Camp/Storage Site

Aviation Fuel

Temporary
construction/campsite

Spill response equipment will be located throughout the program area including
dedicated spill kits located at the bridge crossings and near the fuel tanks. Additional
spill response materials will be stored at the staging site and the wellsites. In addition,
spill response equipment will be maintained on all fuel transfer vehicles.
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Access and Lease Construction
Winter access will still be required from the GNWT Winter Road onto site. The current
3.5km winter access will continue to be used during the winter months. An ice bridge will
also be constructed along with a short 500m access from the west shore to the current
all-weather road. A security shack will be located at the intersection of the access with
the Winter Road to manage road traffic to the project.
All-weather access will be constructed at the abandoned MW-06 groundwater well site.
To convert it to year round use as a heli-pad, oak mats may be installed or an allweather pad may be constructed with fill material using the same construction methods
as outlined above in the Base Camp/Storage Site Expansion.
Approximately 2,500m3 of fill will be required to level the site.
All-weather access will be constructed at the existing MW-09 groundwater well site. To
convert it to year round use, the same construction methods as outlined above in the
Base Camp/Storage Site Expansion will be employed.
Approximately 2,500m3 of fill will be required to level the site.
The airstrip was originally anticipated to only accommodate air traffic consisting of short
take-off and landing aircrafts, such as the Twin Otter. Upon further review, aircraft that
can transport heavy cargo and larger passenger loads over a great distance are being
considered to import transportation and logistical efficiencies to and from the site. As
such, the airstrip will be extended by 120m to allow a full 1400m airstrip with 60m
clearings at each end to allow for safe approaches during landing. Runway lighting will
also be installed. The area will be cleared using mulchers and will be left undeveloped.
Any merchantable timber will be harvested and be made available to the communities.
The current barge landing staging site is a 105m by 200m clearing adjacent to the barge
landing on the bank of the Mackenzie River. The site was clears using mulchers in 2011
and is used for temporary storage of equipment on rig mats during the fall and on a
snow pad during the winter. To turn the area into a year-round storage site, geotextile
will be used and a minimum of 1m fill will be placed on top. To accommodate the
sloping terrain, the pad will be built as two “benches” with the lower bench approximately
1m lower than the upper bench.
Approximately 26,000m3 of fill will be required to level the site.
Little Bear O-41 Storage Site
At the conclusion of drilling, completions and testing operations of the O-41 wellsite, the
all-weather site will be used as a temporary storage site for drilling and completion
equipment and supplies, construction equipment and parts and other supplies. Future
plans include the installation of a parts warehouse.
Water Supply and Usage
Water is required for camp, access road construction and road maintenance use. The
total requested water volume is 87,485m3.
As part of the 2012 groundwater investigation program, under LUP S12X-006,
groundwater monitoring wells MW-09A and MW-09B were pump-tested to determine the
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productive capacity of each aquifer. From the pump test, the theoretical yield of the
wells was determined to be 6997 m3/day and 8868 m3/day respectively. The
consultant’s report indicates that either well could safely produce 600 m3/day with no
significant effect on the aquifer. The groundwater well is particularly important during the
fall freeze-up and in the spring during breakup when access to the Mackenzie River is
not possible.
The groundwater well MW-09 will be installed with a submersible pump that is capable of
producing a rate of 600 m3/day. Water will be pumped to a holding tank housed in a
weather-proof shelter. A 4,500m above-ground water pipeline may be built to transport
water directly to the camp. If the pipeline is not built, water will be trucked to the camp.
The facility will be metered to manage water production and to track water volumes.
The anticipated water budget by source is as follows:
Water Source

Estimated Volume

WS 1

4,200 m3

WS 2

11,200 m3

WS 3

1,052 m3

WS 4

6,048 m3

WS 5 (Contingent)

2,821 (DFO Max.
allowable volume)

WS 6

4,900 m3

WS 7 (Mackenzie River)

48,085 m3

MW-09A and MW-09B

10,000 m3

*Vermillion Creek

2,000 m3
87,485 m3

Total

* Withdrawal rate from Vermillion Creek may not exceed 10%
of the instantaneous flow in the water body at the withdrawal
point.
Waste Management Plan
All sewage waste from the wellsite trailers will be treated by an on-site portable sewage
treatment unit. Treated effluent will be discharged to the land after meeting discharge
criteria. Waste generated at the camp sites will be sorted by waste type and disposed of
as follows:
 Combustibles will be incinerated at the camp location;
 Non-combustible wastes will be collected in secure metal containers and hauled
by truck to an approved waste handling facility. The volume of waste will be
estimated based on personnel numbers; and
 Recyclable wastes generated will be segregated in bins and transported to an
approved recycling facility.
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These waste streams will be transported to an approved and licenced disposal facility, or
if available, an approved Transfer Facility located in the NT.
Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Planning
Husky has developed an Emergency Response and a Spill Contingency Plan that will be
adhered to throughout the course of the Project. All spills will be reported to the NT-NU
24-hour Spill Report Line and, regardless of volume, will be documented and reports
submitted to the AANDC Land Use Inspector upon request.
Closure and Reclamation
The objective of reclamation activities at the program end-of-life considers current and
future land use of the area, current reclamation criteria that may be in place, as well as
stakeholder input. The ultimate goal is to return the land to conditions that are suitable
for future land uses. Reclamation activities will be undertaken progressively, during and
at the end of the life of the program, some of which include:
 Removal of infrastructure, such as buildings, machinery, fuel caches, fencing and
signage, and waste. All foreign material and stockpiles will be removed or
redistributed;
 Removal and re-use of drainage infrastructure, culverts, bridges, dykes, rip-rap,
etc.;
 Re-contouring of drainage to the surrounding hydrological conditions in order to
limit erosion; and
 Monitoring to ensure that the site is draining properly, and that erosion is being
controlled.
The final reclamation plan will be re-evaluated at the end-of-life to account for potential
changes in stakeholder concerns, land use, new reclamation approaches and
technologies, and regulatory and political changes that may occur.

2.2 Additional Information Requested by SLWB
On September 13, 2013 SLWB staff submitted a series of questions to Husky for
clarification of application components. On October 23, 2013 Husky provided responses
to those questions. A summary of key questions and answers is provided below.
Additional questions asked by staff are provided in italics, followed by Husky’s
responses.
1. Provide the location of documents when referencing in the application for the
following:
Application
Component
LUP

WL

EPP

Location

Reference Location of

Pg. 3, Part 8. “Other rights,
License or permits related to
this application.”
Pg. 4, Part 10. “Predicted
Environmental Impacts.”

- NEB Operation Licence.
- Access and Benefits Agreement with TDLC, TLC,
FNMLC and NWLC.
- Application reads “Refer to the EPP from the
Original Application.”
- State original application.
- Application reads “...is required for Site Wide
Services (including construction, rigs and camps)
described in Section Error! Reference source not
found..”
- Insert correct reference.

Pg. 12. Part 4.10. “Fuel.”
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EPP
EPP

EPP

EPP

EPP

EPP

EPP

Pg. 14. Section 4.13.2 “Fire
Safety.”
Pg. 14. Section 4.12.3
“Wildlife Safety.”

Pg. 51. “Table 8-9. Potential
Forest Fire Hazard.” Bullet
point 4
Pg. 69 “Table 8-12.” Habitat
Loss, Sensory Disturbance
and Mortality Risk. Bullet
Point 4 and 11
Pg. 71-72. Section 8.4.1.2
“Baseline Assessments.”

Pg. 75. Section 8.4.1.2.2
“Baseline Surface Water
Quality Assessment.”
Pg. 81. “Impact to Fish
Habitat.”

- Fire Suppression Plan.
- Project Site Evacuation Plan.
- Husky Bear Safety Guidelines.
- Recommendations for Bear Safety Best Practices
for Industrial Camps.
- Safety in Grizzle and Black Bear Country.
- Wildlife Response Protocol.
- Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan.
- Project Site Evacuation Plan.
- Flying low? Think again...”
- Husky Bear Safety Guidelines.
- Wildlife Response Protocol.
- Safety in Grizzle and Black Bear Country.
- Application reads, “General hydrological and
surface water quality results are summarized in
Section 0.”
- Is this a typo?
- 2012 Surface Water Evaluation, Baseline
Hydrological Assessment - Slater River, Exploration
Licences EL 462 and EL 463.
- 2012 Surface Water Evaluation, Baseline
Hydrological Assessment - Slater River, Exploration
Licences EL 462 and EL 463.
- Emergency Response and Spill Contingency Plan.

2. Clearly layout all permitted and applied for water sources in a table that shows: water
source, licenced volume, estimated additional volume, total new estimated annual
volume, time of year the water source will be used, how much water will be allocated to
each water use activity (i.e. camp operations and road maintenance) and the DFO limit
for each water source.
A table was provided and is attached for Boards information.

3. Update proposed water volumes for the Mackenzie River and MW-09A to represent each
individual source.
As indicated in the table.
4. As described in Section 4.3.2 “Well Installation,” Husky plans on storing produced water
from MW-09A in a holding tank. What will be the capacity of this tank?
Husky cannot confirm the tank size at this time because contracts have not yet been awarded for
this item. However, it is likely that Husky will use a 63,000L (400bbl) upright tank.
5. Will water be used to maintain the all season road during winter operations?
Husky will not require water to maintain the all-weather road this winter. However, water will be
required on the winter portion of the access (from the GNWT winter road to the east side of the
Mackenzie River and from the west side of the River to the all-weather road).
6. The proposed 25 m communications tower will require an assessment by Transport
Canada. Contact kim.davis@tc.gc.ca about their “Aeronautical Assessment form for
Obstruction Marking and Lighting.”
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Acknowledged. The communication tower will be installed and operated by Northwestel; however
Husky will remind Northwestel of this obligation.
7. The SLWB would like to remind Husky to follow up with all commitments made during
community engagement sessions.
Acknowledged. Husky is committed to addressing commitments made during community
engagement sessions.
8. The Waste Management Plan (WMP) must be expanded to include all wastes for all
previously permitted supporting operations and all site wide services and must stand
alone from the WMPs of Permits and Licences being consolidated. As per previous
conversations, the SLWB understands that no wastes will be generated via additional
activities applied for within this consolidation application. The SLWB requests that Husky
make all the aforementioned clear within the Camp Operations and Project Support
WMP.
In our Site Wide Services Waste Management Plan, Husky is dealing with wastes generated
through our main camp activities (domestic waste streams). This application is related to access
and people management, and is in no way associated with the industrial waste generated by
Drilling and Completions Operations.
9. Location of waste storage sites need to be clearly described in the application or shown
on a map.
Three sites have been selected for the temporary storage and operations of waste management
and they include the Staging area, Base camp, and the 0-41 storage area. Specific locations at
these sites cannot be mapped at this time because the locations are subject to change based on
each site's activity. However, Husky will submit updated site sketches prior to the installation of
the waste management facilities.
10. The SLWB would like to remind Husky that the Norman Wells Waste Facility is not an
approved receiving source.
Acknowledged.

2.3 Process Requirements
Application Received: September 3, 2013
Application Deemed Complete: September 13, 2013
Application Forwarded for Review: September 13, 2013
Number of Review Agencies: 29
Review Period End Date: October 4, 2013
A Type A Land Use Permit (LUP) is required for the following activities: use of vehicles
in excess of 10t, fuel storage with capacity exceeding 80,000 L and fuel containers
exceeding 4,000 L, use of a campsite exceeding 400 person-days, clearing a trail or
right-of-way that exceeds 1.5m in width and 4 ha in area, and the use of a self-propelled
power-driven machine for moving earth or clearing land. The application fee for the
amount of $150.00 was received with the application along with Land Use Fees of
$250.00 for 7 hectares (two included with application fee).
An Industrial Type B Water Licence is required for the use of 100 or more cubic metres
of water per day, the deposit of waste from a camp with a capacity greater than 50
persons, the construction of a structure across a watercourse that is 5m or more in width
at the ordinary high water mark at the point of construction and watercourse training.
The application fee for the amount of $30.00 was received with the application.
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3. Comments
3.1 Permission of Land Owner
The proposed activity is located on a mix of Sahtu Surface Lands and Crown Lands in
the Tulita District. Husky holds the exploration licence for parcel EL 462 and 463. An
Access Agreement with the Tulita District Land Corporation Ltd. for EL 462 and 463 was
made with the Tulita District Land Corporation as of September 1, 2011 and contains
signatures from Husky and the Tulita District Land Corporation Ltd. A Benefits
Agreement with the Tulita Land Corporation, the Norman Wells Land Corporation and
the Fort Norman Metis Land Corporation is also in effect.

3.2 Community Consultation
Public meetings were held in Norman Wells on April 10, 2013 attended by 33
participants and in Tulita on April 11, 2013 attended by 28 participants. Separate
meetings with the Norman Wells Land Corporation, Norman Wells Renewable
Resources Council, the Tulita Renewable Resource Council, the Fort Norman Metis
Land Corporation, the Tulita Land Corporation, the Tulita District Land Corporation and
the Elders of Tulita were also held during the week of April 8-12, 2013. Information
sessions were also held with the K’asho Got’ine District Land Corporation (during the
district land corporation annual general meeting) on April 9, 2013 and with the Deline
Land Corporation on April 8, 2013.
A PowerPoint presentation and/or wall maps were used to provide an overview of the
proposed exploration program. General questions were asked by the attendees. For all
meeting but one, there were six representatives from Husky to provide information and
answer questions (during the K’asho Got’ine District Land Corporation meeting, three
representatives were present).

3.3 Traditional Environmental Knowledge
No new Traditional Environmental Knowledge (TEK) was gathered regarding this
amendment application. TEK was previously gathered and submitted by Husky under
an associated LUP S11A-003. This included maps marking traditional trails, camp sites
and cabins which were submitted to the SLWB and are on file. Due to the extensive
nature of the information, duplication of the TEK at this time would be redundant.
Husky participated in a Knowledge Holders’ Workshop which was facilitated by the
SRRB in partnership with the TRRC. The workshop was held in Tulita from December
10 to 13, 2012. The foundation of the workshop centered on the importance of the
environment, Traditional Land Use, Dene and Métis culture, the role of the RRCs, and
the growing presence and activity of the oil and gas industry in the Central Mackenzie
Valley region of the Sahtu. The workshop agenda included PowerPoint presentations,
information sharing, break-out sessions, and open dialogue was strongly encouraged to
allow participants the opportunity to contribute to the group discussions throughout the
four-day workshop.

3.4 Potential Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures
See the Preliminary Environmental Screening for potential environmental impacts and
proposed mitigation measures.

9

3.5 Preliminary Environmental Screening
Section 124(1) of the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act requires the Sahtu
Land & Water Board to undertake a Preliminary Screening of any proposed development
prior to the issuance of a Licence, Permit, or Authorization.
Based on the information provided in the application and by review agencies (see
Section 3.6 and 4), a Preliminary Environmental Screening (PES) was performed. The
report concludes that the environmental impact of the proposed project can be mitigated
with known technologies and no significant public concerns have been raised. The Draft
PES Report was forwarded to the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review
Board (MVEIRB) prior to the Board Meeting. If the Draft PES is approved by the Board,
it will be forwarded to MVEIRB as an approved copy.

3.6 Conformity with Land Use Plan
Conformity of the application against the land use plan was conducted. It was
determined that CR #4, Archaeological Sites and Burial Sites, may affect this application.
After reviewing the archaeological impact assessment, it has been determined that there
are no known or suspected burial sites located within 500m or known or suspected
archaeological sites within 150m.
The SLWB has met the referral obligations set out in section 47 of the Mackenzie Valley
Resource Management Act.

3.7 Draft Permit and Licence
A Draft Permit and Licence with Terms and Conditions has been prepared.

3.8 Security Deposit
Section 32 of the Mackenzie Valley Land Use Regulations and Section 12 of the NWT
Waters Regulations provides that the Board may require a security deposit in an amount
not exceeding the aggregate of;
a) abandonment of the land use operation,
b) restoration of the site of the land use operation,
c) any measures that may be necessary after abandonment of the land use
operation.
In setting the amount of security, the Board may consider;
a) the ability of the applicant or prospective assignee to pay the costs,
b) the past performance of the applicant or prospective assignee,
c) the prior posting of security by the applicant pursuant to other federal
legislation in relation to the land use operation,
d) the probability of environmental damage or significance of any environmental
damage.
Posted security shall be in the form of;
a) a promissory note or letter of credit,
b) a certified cheque,
c) bearer bonds or performance bond,
d) cash,
e) such other form as the Minister may indicate to be satisfactory.
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AANDC submitted a recommendation for security on the Land Use Permit on October 4,
2013. A value of $952,813.13 was calculated using the Land Use Permit Security
Worksheet. This value accounts for any overlapping operations with the existing S11T002 and S12F-007 Land Use Permits, currently with a combined security of
$773,072.00, and therefore will be returned once closure of these Land Use Permits
occur. AANDC did not provide a recommendation for security on the current Water
Licence. There is currently an existing mount of $182,830.00 on S12L8-007 and no
security exists on the S11L3-002. However, AANDC provided a recommendation for
security on the original S11L3-002 application for a total water based security of
$115,000.00 which was later increased to $192,400.00 due to some inconsistencies with
security estimates.
The current existing security of Husky’s operations has a total security of $2,040,332.72
($1,898,332.72 once S11T-002 is issued final clearance) on EL 462 and EL 463.
Board staff agrees with the recommended land related security calculations and
recommends the water related security reflects the existing security with the addition of
AANDC original recommendation for Water Licence S11L3-002. It is at the Board’s
discretion on how much security to take.

4. Other Agency Comments
The application was circulated to 29 organizations requesting a reply by October 4,
2013. To date 6 written responses have been received. The following organizations
offered comments on the application:






Environment and Natural Resources (ENR)
Tulita Community Members
Environment Canada (EC)
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada (AANDC) – Water
Resources and Inspector
Sahtu Renewable Resources Board

All review comments were emailed to the proponent for their information and follow-up
action as required. Responses from Husky are also attached.

4.1 Discussion
A brief summary of comments are provided below. This section does not summarize all
comments. Please review the attachments for complete comments
ENR
In an email letter dated October 4, 2013, ENR had the following comments and
recommendations:
 The incinerator ash can be contaminated with high concentrations and should be
tested prior to disposal at an appropriate disposal facility.
 ENR’s guideline for Industrial Waste Discharges should not be used by oil and
gas operators to govern its waste disposal in community facilities.
 Confirm if a new monitoring well be constructed to replace the well proposed to
supply water to the camp.
 Updated shapefiles of their proposed and existing project footprint should be
submitted in order to keep track of habitat disturbances within the NWT boreal
woodland caribou range.
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The water pipeline design should be available for review by interested parties.
Electric fencing should be erected around incinerators and waste storage bins to
deter bears and other carnivores.
Husky should gather commitments and mitigation measures related to wildlife in
a short Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan and included as a condition.

Husky response to ENR
In an email letter dated October 21, 2013, Husky responded to ENR’s comments and
recommendations:
 The disposal of ash will be to an approved facility.
 The guideline will be removed from the Waste Management Plan.
 MW-09A and MW-09B are separate boreholes. If MW-09A was licenced for use,
any changes to groundwater quality or quantity would be readily detected at MW09B.
 Husky remains committed to providing updated shapefiles.
 Husky will submit the water pipeline design to the SLWB and AANDC Inspector
for approval, prior to installation.
 During times when wastes are generated, an electric fence surrounds the entire
camp area to deter wildlife from entering.
 Husky will prepare and submit to ENR a short, concise Wildlife and Wildlife
Habitat Protection Plan by November 15, 2013.
Tulita Community Members
In an email letter dated October 4, 2013, the Members of the Tulita Community had the
following concerns:
 Too much oil and gas exploration is occurring in the region and affecting the
community.
 Traditional land users are not being properly consulted and with the increase in
activities, the noise is scaring away all the animals.
 Consultation should be done door- to-door and further traditional knowledge
should be gathered.
 Not enough research has been done to figure out if Husky will be taking too much
water out of the ground.
 An increase in traffic has made it dangerous for local people to travel in and out
of the community.
 Until further studies are undertaken to reflect the impact of activities in the region,
no further permits should be issued at this time.
Husky response to Tulita Community Members
In an email letter dated October 11, 2013, Husky responded to Tulita Community
Members concerns:
 Husky provided a synopsis for the history of their exploration licences.
 A traditional knowledge study was conducted in the fall of 2011 and further
environmental studies, including baseline wildlife, denning, and fish will be
continued.
 A summary of consultation was provided, including meeting with elected
representatives of each of the three land corporations within the Tulita District,
public meetings, a meeting with the Elders, and site tours of the Slater River site
and Husky’s Moose Mountain Oil and Gas Producing Facility in Alberta.
 Information on the quantity of water the groundwater well is capable of producing
was submitted.
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Husky has deferred all field operations, with the exception of completing the allweather road and facilities and the on-going environmental baseline studies, until
the summer of 2014.

Environment Canada
In an email letter dated October 7, 2013, EC had the following comments and
recommendations:
 The Environmental Protection Plan should be updated with the recent listing of
species as identified under SARA and COSEWIC.
 The proponent should continue providing updated shapefiles.
 The proponent should provide further details regarding the communication tower.
 A description on the further research the proponent will undertake with respect to
the use of the groundwater well as a water source (drawdown to the surrounding
groundwater and surface water regime).
 All previously submitted comments still apply.
Husky response to EC
In an email letter dated October 11, 2013, Husky responded to EC comments:
 Husky notes that the Environmental Protection Plan should be updated and for
future applications Husky will consider updating the section to highlight the
species that may be encountered in the project area.
 Husky is committed to providing updated shapefiles.
 Husky provided further details regarding the communication tower which will be
installed and operated by Northwestel.
 Husky provided further details on previous research conducted on the
groundwater well and future actions that will be undertaken.
AANDC
An email letter was submitted on October 4, 2013 from AANDC-Water Resources
Division and from the Inspector. The Inspector recommended that standard conditions
should apply to this activity and also a security deposit in the amount of $952,813.13.
The Water Resources Division provided the following comments and recommendations:
 Addition work is required to have a single Water Licence and Land Use Permit
that would cover all existing development on the exploration licences.
 The proposed consolidation should be done in accordance with the NWTWR.
 Sampling of the water monitoring wells must still occur at all sites even though
they may be used for other purposes.
 An updated Spill Contingency Plan be provided.
 An updated Waste Management Plan be submitted to cover all wastes used or
produced on their exploration licences.
Husky response to AANDC
In an email letter dated October 11, 2013, Husky responded to AANDC-Water
Resources Division comments and recommendations:
 Through consultation with regulators, Husky has initiated the process of
consolidation existing authorizations for the Slater River area. Husky will
continue to work with regulators to determine when and how authorizations
should be consolidated in the future.
 This consolidation application in no is associated with the industrial waste
generated by the drilling and completions operations. Any mention of drilling
wastes should not be included in this application.
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Husky recognizes that it is important to keep the monitoring locations the same
so the results can be compared and used for research purposes.
The Spill Contingency Plan on file required no additional changes specific to the
site wide services.
As the Waste Management Plan is specific to each of the of the operation
phases, a project specific plan is required for each of these applications, on plan
cannot cover all aspects of the exploration licences.

In an email letter dated October 15, 2013, Husky provided responses to the AANDCInspectors draft conditions.
Sahtu Renewable Resources Board
In an email letter dated October 9, 2013, the SRRB had the following comments and
recommendations:
 Concern that further expansion of the all-weather facilities as year-round
operations have significantly greater impacts on wildlife. The all-weather access
roads and well pads will create irreversible changes to the wetlands and
hydrology of the area.
 Traditional land users noticed an increase in activities and the noise scared away
the animals. It is recommended that Husky consult with the Renewable
Resource Councils and local harvesters before the fall hunt and to follow the
SLUP horizontal setback of 2000 metres and minimum altitude of 300 metres for
ungulates.
 Further assurance that the removal of groundwater will not impact groundwater
or surface water levels in the area.
 Groundwater levels should be monitored closely for the duration of operations to
verify the predictions about recharge rates and impacts on surface water bodies
are correct.
Husky response to SRRB
In an email letter dated October 11, 2013, Husky responded to the SRRB comments and
recommendations:
 This application is a consolidation of already approved permits and licences with
minor scope changes. To determine the economic viability of the Canol
formation, Husky must have the ability to perform long term testing of the wells.
Mitigation measures are in place (for the spring nesting season, calving season
and the bird migration) or are being developed (for the fall rutting season).
 Husky has not been approached by local harvesters regarding helicopter traffic
interfering with the hunting season. Husky agrees to hold discussions with the
Renewable Resource Councils to ensure appropriate measures are in place to
respect harvesters’ activities.
 The reference to the SLUP cannot be found. Mitigation measures are currently in
place for wildlife.
 Husky further details on previous research conducted on the groundwater well
and future actions that will be undertaken.

5. Conclusion
The Preliminary Environmental Screening Report did not identify any significant adverse
environmental impacts or public concerns. All potential environmental impacts identified
during public consultation and by review agencies can be mitigated with known
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October 4, 2013
Tony Morris
Regulatory Specialist
Sahtu Land and Water Board
Box 1, Fort Good Hope
Northwest Territories
X0E 0H0
Dear Mr. Morris,
Re:

Husky Oil Operations Ltd.
Land Use Permit Application – S13X-003
Water Licence Application – S13L1-006
Site Wide Services
Consolidation of Land Use Permits and Water Licences
Request for Review and Comments

The Department of Environment and Natural Resources (ENR) has reviewed the
Plans at reference based on its mandated responsibilities under the Environmental
Protection Act, the Forest Management Act, the Forest Protection Act and the Wildlife
Act has and provides the following comments or recommendations for the
consideration of the Board.
Topic 1: Incineration Bottom and/or Fly Ash Disposal
Comment(s):
The Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) states, Table 8-2: Summary of Potential
Impacts to the Air Quality and Mitigation Measures, that “Incineration of domestic
garbage is anticipated to be operated once per day, and the Waste Management
Plan (WMP) states “The Slater River Project utilizes forced air fuel fired incinerators
to incinerate all combustible garbage and debris generated by the project”, and
“Resulting ash is packaged and transported to at an approved waste received waste
facility.”
The disposal locations of the “approved waste facility” are not identified.
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Recommendation(s):
1. Incineration bottom and/or fly ash can be contaminated with high concentrations
of toxic compounds and should therefore be tested to ensure that it is disposed of
in an appropriate and approved manner.
Topic 2: Industrial Waste Discharges
Comment(s):
In the Construction Waste Management Plan (WMP), page 9, the Proponent
references the Department of Environment and Natural Resources Guideline for
Industrial Waste Discharges. The WMP states “This was developed for the disposal
of residual waste, both solid and liquid, from industrial operations in the NWT. It was
authored by the Environmental Protection Service (EPS). This guideline sets the
standards for industrial wastes that are suitable for landfills in the NWT.”
ENR is concerned that this Guideline appears to be referenced in a context that
implies its use to govern the Proponents industrial waste discharges to communities.
Please note, Section 1, Introduction, First paragraph of the ENR Guideline for
Industrial Waste Discharges, states: “The purpose of this guideline is to establish
standards that should be followed in the discharge of waste from an industrial
operation on Commissioner's Land or lands administered by municipal governments
in the Northwest Territories (NWT)” (underline and italics added).
Hence, this Guideline is not intended to govern the disposal of waste streams
originating from outsourced operators to community facilities. Community facilities
are not designed, funded, or operated to manage the storage or disposal of
outsourced waste streams originating from operators on Federal Lands.
Recommendation(s):
1. The ENR Guideline for Industrial Waste Discharges is not for use by oil and gas
operators to govern its waste disposal in community facilities. It is for use by
community based industries only, to govern their industrial wastes deposited in
NWT waste facilities
Topic 3: Monitoring Wells
Comment(s):
Is a new monitoring well going to be constructed to replace the well that will be used
to supply water to the camp?
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Recommendation(s):
1. Verify that a new monitoring well will be constructed to replace the monitoring well
that will be used as a water source for the camp.
Topic 4: Boreal Caribou
Comment(s):
Boreal caribou are listed as a threatened species under the federal Species at Risk
Act, and a recovery strategy is a legal requirement of this listing. The national
Recovery Strategy for the Woodland Caribou, Boreal Population, in Canada (the
Recovery Strategy) was posted to the federal Species at Risk Registry on October 5,
2012.
The Recovery Strategy identifies critical habitat for boreal caribou as a minimum of
65 percent of undisturbed habitat range in the NWT. Disturbance includes
anthropogenic features and fire disturbance less than 40 years old. While the NWT
boreal caribou population has been assessed as self-sustaining in the recovery
strategy, maintaining this status means not exceeding the 35% disturbance threshold
set out in the Strategy. To do this, the GNWT will need to keep track of the
disturbance footprint within the NWT boreal caribou range to inform the development
of range management plans for this species.
The NWT Species at Risk Committee (SARC), established under the territorial
Species at Risk Act, assessed boreal caribou as a Threatened species in December
2012. Boreal caribou are proposed for addition to the NWT List of Species at Risk.
Section 76 and 77 of the Species at Risk Act (NWT) requires the Minister of
Environment and Natural Resources to make a submission to the body responsible
for assessing the potential impacts of a proposed development, or for considering a
land use permit or water licence application, respecting the potential impacts of the
proposed development, permit or licence application on a pre-listed or listed species
or its habitat.
Potential impacts to boreal caribou include habitat loss, sensory disturbance,
mortality from vehicle collisions, and facilitated access for harvesters. The present
application will add 6.82 ha of new disturbance associated with the expanded camp
facility and airstrip.
Recommendation(s):
1. ENR recommends that Husky continue to provide the SLWB with updated shape
files of their proposed and existing project footprint, and that these shape files be
shared with responsible co-management authorities for boreal caribou in order to
keep track of habitat disturbance within the NWT boreal woodland caribou range.
Husky Oil Operations Ltd, Site Wide services – Consolidation of LUP and WL, S13X-003 and S13L1-006, 10-04-13
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Topic 5: Above-ground Water Pipeline
Comment(s):
Husky is proposing to install a 4,500 m above-ground water pipeline to transport
water from groundwater well site MW-09 to the camp. Section 4.3 (pg. 10) of the
EPP states that Husky is currently soliciting the design and procurement of the
pipeline and will submit it to the SLWB upon completion. As ENR does not have
details on the design or location for the pipeline it is not possible to assess the
potential impacts to wildlife from this aspect of the application in terms of 1) habitat
loss if installation of the pipeline requires further clearing, and 2) barriers to wildlife
movement depending on the height of the above ground pipeline.
Recommendation(s):
1. ENR recommends that the SLWB provide regulators and other interested parties
with an opportunity to review and comment on the installation of the water pipeline
once the design details have been submitted.
Topic 6: Management of Wildlife Attractants
Comment(s):
The following recommendations are to help ensure the protection of project staff or
clients and also to protect wildlife within their natural habitat by reducing or
preventing human/wildlife conflicts that could lead to the destruction of nuisance
wildlife, especially bears.
Section 4.12 of the EPP indicates that combustible wastes will be incinerated at the
camp, and that recyclable wastes will be segregated in bins and transported to an
approved recycling facility. Page 18 of the Waste Management Plan (Appendix 4),
states that combustible wastes will be stored in sealable bins while awaiting
incineration.
Husky’s “Recommendations for Bear Safety Best Management Practices at Industrial
Camps” previously submitted as an appendix to LUP application S13A-002 further
recommends that chain link or electric fencing be installed around camps or garbage
storage areas and that certified bear-resistant containers should be used.
The
present application does not specify whether the camp or garbage storage and
incineration facilities will be enclosed within fencing. Given the proposed increase in
camp capacity and the year-round use of camp facilities, additional measures to
minimize human/wildlife conflicts should be considered.
Recommendation(s):
1. ENR recommends the use of a properly installed electric fence designed for
deterring bears and other carnivores. Incinerators and waste storage bins at the
Husky Oil Operations Ltd, Site Wide services – Consolidation of LUP and WL, S13X-003 and S13L1-006, 10-04-13
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camp should be housed within an electric fence, or fencing should be erected
around the perimeter of the entire camp facility.
Topic 7: Wildlife Mitigation and Monitoring Plans
Comment(s):
Assessment, monitoring and management of cumulative effects will require a
coordinated regional approach that includes Aboriginal, territorial, and federal
governments, wildlife co-management partners, and project proponents. This will
also assist ENR in assessing the potential impact of cumulative effects on species at
risk such as boreal woodland caribou as required under section 76 and 77 of the
Species at Risk Act (NWT).
Consistency in mitigation and monitoring across development projects, as well as
monitoring at multiple scales, is beneficial for assessing, monitoring and mitigating
cumulative effects on wildlife and wildlife habitat.
Development and implementation of a Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan
(WWHPP) and Wildlife Effects Monitoring Program (WEMP) by project proponents
will help contribute towards mitigation and monitoring of cumulative effects on wildlife
at a project scale and at a scale appropriate to the species of concern (e.g., range
level). General guidelines for the contents of a WWHPP and a WEMP can be found
in the attached Appendix A.
A number of mitigation measures for wildlife and wildlife habitat are outlined in Table
8-12 and 8-13 of the proponent’s EPP, and in appendices provided with previous
LUP and WL applications. Clear protocols and standard operating procedures to
implement these mitigation and monitoring measures should be described in further
detail and communicated to project employees and contractors in the form of a
WWHPP.
Recommendation(s):
1. ENR recommends that Husky gather commitments and mitigation measures
related to wildlife in a short Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan
(WWHPP). Such a plan would include components related to wildlife that are
currently included in the EPP, appendices provided with previous LUP and WL
applications, and recommendations contained within the GNWT’s letter to the
Proponent.
2. As per Conditions of Permits, Section 26 (1) (h) of the Mackenzie Valley Land

Use Regulations, ENR recommends that submission of the WWHPP be included
as a condition of the LUP and be subject to approval of the ENR Wildlife Division
and the Board.
Husky Oil Operations Ltd, Site Wide services – Consolidation of LUP and WL, S13X-003 and S13L1-006, 10-04-13
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3. ENR proposes further discussions with Husky to explore opportunities to
participate in a Wildlife Effects Monitoring Program (WEMP) that would support
our shared objectives to protect both the economic and environmental
sustainability of the north.
Comments and recommendations were provided by ENR technical experts in the
Environment Division, Wildlife Division and the Sahtu Region and were coordinated
and collated by the Environmental Assessment and Monitoring Section (EAM).
Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact Patrick
Clancy, Environmental Regulatory Analyst at 920-6118 or patrick_clancy@gov.nt.ca.
Sincerely,

Patrick Clancy
Environmental Regulatory Analyst
Environmental Assessment and Monitoring
Land and Water Division
Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Government of the Northwest Territories
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Prairie and Northern Region
Environmental Protection Operations (EPO) Directorate
5019 52nd Street, 4th Floor
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
October 4, 2013

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
www.ec.gc.ca

•
•
•
•

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
www.ec.gc.ca

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.

3

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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Sources used to write this brochure and suggestions for further reading
Papers and reports:
1. Brewster 1886. Bird Migration: Part 1 - Observations of nocturnal bird flights at the
lighthouse at Point Lepreaux [sic], Bay of Fundy, New Brunswick. Memoirs Nuttall Ornithology
Club 1: 1-22.
2. Erickson, W.P, G.D. Johnson, and D.P. Young Jr. In Press. A Summary and Comparison of
Bird Mortality from Anthropogenic Causes with an Emphasis on Collisions. In: Bird
Conservation Implementation and Integration in the Americas: Proceedings of the Third International
Partners in Flight Conference 2002 (C.J. Ralph and T.D. Rich, eds.). U.S.D.A. Forest Service,
General Technical report PSW-GTR-191, Albany, CA.
3. Klem, D. Jr. 1990. Collisions between birds and windows: mortality and prevention. The
Journal of Field Ornithology 61(1): 120-128. www.birdscreen.com/Klem_AFO_Collisions1990.pdf.
4. Manville, A.M. In Press. Bird strikes and electrocutions at power lines, communication
towers, and wind turbines: state of the art and state of the science b next steps toward
mitigation. In: Bird Conservation Implementation and Integration in the Americas: Proceedings of the
Third International Partners in Flight Conference 2002 (C.J. Ralph and T.D. Rich, eds.). U.S.D.A.
Forest Service, General Technical report PSW-GTR-191, Albany, CA.
5. Rich, T. D., C. Beardmore, H. Berlanga, P. Blancher, M. Bradstreet, G. Butcher, D. Demarest,
E. Dunn, C. Hunter, E.Inigo-Elias, J. Kennedy, A. Martell, A. Panjabi, D. Pashley, K. Rosenberg,
C. Rustay, S. Wendt, T. Will. 2004. Partners in Flight North American Landbird Conservation Plan.
Cornell Lab of Ornithology. Ithaca, NY.
6. Deutschlander, M.E., J.B. Phillips, and S.C. Borland. 1999. The case for light-dependent
magnetic orientation in animals. The Journal of Experimental Biology, 202: 891-908.
7. Rappl, R., R. Wiltschko, P. Weindler, P. Berthold, and W. Wiltschko. 2000. Orientation
behaviour of Garden Warblers (Sylvia borin) under monochromatic light of various
wavelengths. The Auk, 117: 256-260.
8. Weir, R.D. 1976. Annotated bibliography of bird kills at man-made obstacles: a review of the state of
the art and solutions. Department of Fisheries and the Environment, Environmental Management
Service, Canadian Wildlife Service, Ontario Region.
Electronic publications or information resources (compiled 2005):
9. FLAP: Fatal Light Awareness Program, a good source of data, resources, and volunteer
opportunities: www.flap.org
10. FLAP's report titled Effect of Light Reduction on Collision of Migratory Birds can be found at:
www.flap.org/new/ELRCMB_BFB.pdf
11. FLAP’s Bird-Friendly Building Program: www.flap.org/new/bfb_steps.htm
12. Chicago’s “Lights Out” program: www.lightsout.audubon.org

Another view of the windows with the applied cut film. Photo courtesy of FLAP.

13. Aviation safety lighting: CAR 621.19 “Standards Obstruction Markings”, to obtain it consult
your regional office of Transport Canada, Civil Aviation, or see:
www.tc.gc.ca/CivilAviation/Regserv/ Affairs/cars/PART6/Standards/ Standard621.htm
14. NABU. No date. Caution: Electrocution! Suggested practices for bird protection on power lines.
NABU Bundesverband, Bonn.www.nabu.de/vogelschutz/ caution_electrocution.pdf
15. Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC). 1994. Mitigating Bird Collisions with
Power Lines: The State of the Art in 1994. Edison Electric Institute, Washington, D.C., 78 pp
Copies can be obtained via the Internet at: www.eei.org/ resources/pubcat/enviro/, or by
calling 1-800 334-5453.
16. Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC). 1996. Suggested Practices for Raptor
Protection on Power Lines. Edison Electric Institute/Raptor Research Foundation, Washington,
D.C., 128 pp. For copies: www.eei.org/resources/ pubcat/enviro/, or phone 1-800/334-5453.
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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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
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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

Environment Canada

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

Page 5 of 7

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.
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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.
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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)
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.
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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
www.ec.gc.ca

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
www.ec.gc.ca

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;
www.ec.gc.ca







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)
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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:
www.ec.gc.ca



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.

www.ec.gc.ca
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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?

www.ec.gc.ca
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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.

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)
Karissa Aubie (Senior Policy Analyst, OGAED, EC)

www.ec.gc.ca
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR EXCEL TEMPLATE:
1. Do not leave blank rows above or between comments.
2. Do not modify or delete the instructions or the column headings (i.e. the grey areas).
3. Each comment must have an associated topic and recommendation.
4. All formatting (i.e. bullets) will be lost when this file is uploaded to the Online
Comment Table.
5. If necessary, adjust the cell width and height in order to view all text.
6. Cutting and pasting comments from WORD documents cannot include hard returns
(spaces between paragraphs).
7. If you would like to create paragraphs within a single cell, please use a proper
TOPIC
COMMENT

App #: S13L1-006

Be as specific as you think is
appropriate; for example a
section or page of the
document, a recommendation
#, general comment, etc.

Recommendations can be for the proponent or for
the Board. Recommendations should be as
specific as possible, relating the issues raised in
the "comment" column to an action that you
believe is necessary.
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Comments should contain all the information needed
for the proponent and the Board to understand the
rationale for the accompanying recommendation.

Review of: Husky Oil Operations Ltd - Slate River
Drilling program
Reviewing Agency: Aboriginal Affairs and
Northern Development Canada (AANDC)
Date: October 4th, 2013
RECOMMENDATION

Husky Comments

General comment
Consolidation efforts

AANDC notes that the current application to consolidate
authorizations are strictly limited to: S11L3-002 (water
for camp operations), S12L8-007 (bridges/culverts on allweather road), S11T-002 (camps, access, staging, etc.)
and S12F-007 (construction/maintenance all-weather
road, camp/storage, airstrip, quarrying, etc).
The water licence application states that Husky is
applying for a new LUP and WL that incorporates the
common activities which support the ongoing
exploration efforts for efficiency purposes and to
improve reporting requirements.
However, AANDC considers the limited scope of the
present consolidation to be a concern as the activities
already conducted at the site are still authorized under
separate instruments (camp & access and exploratory
drilling). Further, AANDC understands that Husky is also
planning to submit applications for horizontal hydraulic
fracturing as additional/separate authorizations.

Well Drilling and Hydraulic
fracturing operations

Husky is committed improving the
regulatory efficiency and reporting
requirements under current and future
authorizations for the Slater River Program.
Through consultation with the SLWB and the
AANDC Inspector, Husky has initiated the
process of consolidating existing
authorizations for the Slater River area.
Husky will continue to consider advice
provided from regulators and reviewers and
work with the SLWB and the AANDC
Inspector to determine when and how
authorizations should be consolidated in the
future.

AANDC recommends that all activities be covered under
a single water licence (Type B WL) and single land use
permit (Type
LUP).drilling
Amendments
to theseoperations
permits at AANDC recommends that additional work is
AANDC
notedA that
and fracturing
Same as above.
wellsites H-64, N-09, O-41 and G-70 (WL S13L1-005 & required to bring all existing activities such as
LUP S13A-002) are not included in the present
access, quarries, water sources, well sites, staging
consolidation efforts.
areas, camp sites, monitoring programs, etc.
under a single water licence and single land use
AANDC notes that the surface and groundwater
permit.
monitoring plan is not captured by the consolidated
water licence.

AANDC notes that future drilling and fracturing
activities on the Husky claim block will be authorized
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AANDC recommends that a single water licence
and single land use permit be granted to
authorize all existing development on the Husky
claim block.

Drilling waste disposal other
than a sump
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Previous Type B water licences issued to Husky have
included the disposal of drilling waste in a manner
other than a sump. AANDC again notes that disposal
of drilling fluid other than in a sump would require a
Type A water licence in accordance with the
Northwest Territories Waters Regulations.

AANDC recommends that consolidation of the
Type B water licences as requested by Husky
should be done in accordance with the Northwest
Territories Waters Regulations.

In our Site Wide Services Waste Management
Plan, Husky is dealing with wastes generated
through our main camp activities (Domestic
Waste Streams). This application is related
to access and people management, and is in
no way associated with the industrial waste
generated by Drilling and Completions
Operations. Waste Management Plans are
generated with each drilling program,
because the waste stream types and volumes
are dependant on what the Drilling and
Completions Programs consist of. Separate
Waste Management Plans need to be
developed for Drilling and Completions
Operations, as these operations can be quite
variable. Any mention of Drilling Wastes
should not be included in this application.

Modifications to water
monitoring wells

The water licence application makes reference to the
following even though the authorization that includes
water monitoring is not being considered as part of this
permit consolidation process:
- Water monitoring well pad will be converted to a heli
pad.
- Water monitoring well will be converted to a
producing well.

AANDC recommends that the LUP that requires
The application makes reference to these
water monitoring be included in this consolidation water wells because they are being
process.
transferred from the groundwater
monitoring program for use as a site wide
AANDC recommends that the water monitoring service. Husky is conducting a
wells must be maintained in order to assess the comprehensive groundwater and surface
potential impacts of hydraulic fracturing activities water monitoring program which Husky plans
on the local groundwater. Sampling must still
to continue and may possibly add additional
occur at these site when warranted even though monitoring wells in the future. Husky
the wells or well pads may be used for other
recognizes that it is important to keep the
purposes.
monitoring locations the same so the results
can be compared and used for research
purposes.

Spill Contingency Plan
To cover all Husky activities

In lieu of a Spill Contingency Plan (SCP) document,
Husky submitted a letter stating the their SCP,
currently on file with the SLWB, was recently updated
during their last application for O-41 & G-70 (S13L1005).

AANDC recommends that a SCP be provided that
incorporates the previous commitments made by
Husky regarding updating their Spill Contingency
Plan.

Section 4 of the letter specifies that SCP sections are
currently being updated to include: O-41 & G-70 site
specific information and mapping details; mapping of
new and changed access routes; mapping
development of newly constructed airstrip and staging
area; updates on hazardous material lists; etc.
Further, AANDC requests that previous commitments
made by Husky (S13L1-005) to include the duties of
the Spill Response Team be provided (with contact
information and Spill Response Team flowchart).
Revised inventories of spill response equipment
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Husky maintains one SCP with the SLWB,
which was most recently submitted with the
O-41 and G-70 Vertical Well Drilling and
Completions Program Application. The SCP
contains site specific sections for the Slater
River and Summit Creek Programs. The
updates that AANDC is referring to are
required under the LUP S13A-002 and WL
S13L1-005 authorizations for the 0-41 and G70 Drilling Program. Updates will be made
and submitted to the SLWB under that LUP
and WL. Since no updates were required for
the Site Wide Services section of the SCP, no
updates were provided in this application.

Waste Management Plan
To cover all Husky activities

The Waste Management Plan (WMP) submitted for
amalgamation of Husky licences and permits does not
currently include wastes produced at well sites
locations. Huskies WMP should include waste to be
used or produced at exploration activities, such as
those covered under S13L1-005. When updating the
WMP, Husky should be required to use the NWT
Water Act definition of waste as "any substance that,
if added to water, would degrade or alter...". Please
note that the MVLWB has WMP Guidelines (2011) that
outline the requirements for WMP submitted to fulfill
the requirements of water licences in the Mackenzie
Valley.
AANDC recommends that previous commitments
made by Husky (S13L1-005) to update their Waste
Management Summary Table, MSDS sheets & provide
detailed descriptions of all storage locations be added
to the WMP. The updated WMP would then reflect all
activities conducted throughout EL 462 & EL 463.
Furthermore, the WMP should include detailed maps
to illustrate specifically where waste management
activities such as wastes storage and transfer are to
occur onsite.
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AANDC recommends that Husky Waste
Management Plan submitted with a consolidated
licence include all wastes used or produced by
Husky exploration activities on their claim block.
Previous commitments made by Husky regarding
updates to their Waste Management Plan (S13L1005) should also be incorporated within Husky
WMP.

Unlike the SCP, the Waste Management Plan
is subject to more changes depending on the
operation phase (i.e. seismic vs drilling),
therefore, Husky submits project specific
Waste Management Plans for each
application. Updates that are required
under WL S13L1-005 will be made to the
WMP that was submitted with that WL.
Husky will not be revising the content of the
subject WMP. This is application is for Site
Wide Services - access and people
management, and associated domestic
wastes. Husky cannot have a generic Drilling
Waste / Completions Waste WMP, as
volumes and chemicals / waste streams are
quite variable, as programs / budgets evolve.
Three sites have been selected for the
temporary storage and operations of waste
management and they include the Staging
area, Base camp, and the O-41 storage area.
Upon final selection of the chemicals used for
Potable Water Treatment, Husky will submit
the MSDS to the SLWB and AANDC.

Ɂehdzo Got’ı̨nę Gots’ Nákedı

PO Box 134, Tulita, NT, X0E 0K0
Phone (867) 588-4040
Mobile/Voicemail 406-966-4370
Skype deborahleesimmons
Fax (867) 588-3324
director@srrb.nt.ca
www.srrb.nt.ca
http://www.facebook.com/SahtuWildlife

Larry Wallace, Chair
Sahtú Land and Water Board
Delivered via email
October-9-13
RE: Husky applications S13X-003 and S13L1-006
Dear Mr. Wallace,:
The Ɂehdzo Got’ı̨ nę Gots’ę ́ Nákedı (Sahtú Renewable Resources Board, the Board) has reviewed
Husky Oil Operations’ Land Use Permit and Water License Applications based on its mandated
responsibilities under the Sahtú Dene and Métis Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement, and has
also received some input from local harvesters which has been incorporated into this letter.
The Board has general concerns about the construction and further expansion of all-weather
facilities, because year-round operations have significantly greater impacts on wildlife than
winter-only operations. For example, drilling and activities that involve a lot of road and/or air
traffic could have significant impacts on wildlife during the fall (rutting season for moose and
caribou and bird migration), and during the spring (nesting season and calving season).
Moreover, all-weather access roads and well pads will create irreversible changes to the wetlands
and hydrology of the area.
Harvesters attempting to hunt near the Husky lease this past fall found that the helicopter traffic
scared away the animals and interfered with harvesters’ experience of being out on the land. The
Board asks Husky to consult with Ɂehdzo Got’ı̨ nę (Renewable Resource Councils, or
RRCs) and local harvesters before the fall hunt, and reroute helicopter traffic over those
identified hunting areas. We suggest Husky should follow the Sahtú Land Use Plan
recommendation for horizontal setbacks of 2000 metres and minimum altitude of 300
metres for ungulates.
With regard to the conversion of groundwater monitoring well MW-09 to a water source, the
Board would like further assurance that the removal of groundwater will not impact (in the shortterm or long-term) groundwater or surface water levels in the area. While the Board appreciates
the initial groundwater testing completed by Husky, as outlined in the Groundwater Investigation
Report, more information is required as to whether the extraction will impact surface water
bodies. We urge Husky to provide the following information:
•

a cross-section showing the location of the wells, geometry of the aquifer, and its
relationship to nearby water bodies; and
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•

how pumping is expected to affect the water table of the aquifer and any connected
water bodies.

It may be valuable to perform pump tests on MW-09A using the second existing groundwater
well (MV-09B) as a monitoring well to determine how drawdown in MV-09A affects
groundwater levels a short distance away.
In addition, groundwater levels should be monitored closely for the duration of Husky’s
operations to verify whether Husky’s predictions about recharge rates and impacts on
surface water bodies are correct.
Thank you for taking the Board’s comments into consideration.
Sincerely,

Deborah Simmons
Executive Director
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~~ Huskv Oil
707 8th Avenue S.W.
Box 6525, Station D
Calgary, Alberta, Canada
T2P 3G7

Bus:(403)298-6111
Fax:(403) 750-1722

October 21, 2013
Sahtu Land and Water Board
Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT
XOE OHO
Via email: ian.brownCa~slwb.com
Attention: Ian Brown, Regulatory Specialist
Dear Ian,
Re: Husky Oil Operations Limited Land Use Permit S13X-003 and Water Licence S13L1006 Applications — Letter of Comment from GNWT-Environment and Natural Resources

Husky Oil Operations Limited (Husky) has received comments from GNWT-Environment and
Natural Resources(ENR)dated October 4, 2013 regarding the subject applications. Husky
submits the following information in response to the letter. The recommendations provided by
ENR are listed below with their respective responses. For tracking purposes, Husky has
referenced each ENR `Topic' number with our corresponding response.
Topic 1: Incineration Bottom and/or Fly Ash Disposal
Recommendation
Incineration bottom and/or fly ash can be contaminated with high concentrations of toxic
compounds and should therefore be tested to ensure that it is disposed of in an appropriate and
approved manner.

Response to Topic 1 Recommendation
The disposal of ash will take place at an approved 3rd Party Facility - Hazardous Waste
Facility, Class II or Class I Landfill.

Topic 2: Industrial Waste Discharges
Recommendation
The ENR Guideline for Industrial Waste Discharges is not for use by oil and gas operators
to govern its waste disposal in community facilities. It is for use by community based
industries only, to govern their industrial wastes deposited in NWT waste facilities.
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Response to Topic 2 Recommendation
Husky understands that the guideline is not intended for use by oil and gas operations,
and will remove this from the WMP.
Topic 3: Monitoring Wells
Recommendation
Verify that a new monitoring well will be constructed to replace the monitoring well that will
be used as a water source for the camp.
Response Topic 3 Recommendation
MW-09A and MW-09B are separate boreholes that were installed prior to downhole
stimulation of nearby N-9, so as to obtain baseline values of groundwater quality and
quantity. Downhole instruments have been installed that record water levels several
times a day. If licensed for use, only one well would be used for supply at a time, while
the other will act as a monitor well. Any changes to groundwater quality or quantity
would be readily detected through daily use and monitoring of pumped volumes and
water levels, in addition to the annual sampling. Husky is currently considering the
option of installing additional groundwater monitoring wells on future exploration well
pads but no sites have yet been selected.
Topic 4: Boreal Caribou
Recommendation
ENR recommends that Husky continue to provide the SLWB with updated shape files of
their proposed and existing project footprint, and that these shape files be shared with
responsible co-management authorities for boreal caribou in order to keep track of habitat
disturbance within the NWT boreal woodland caribou range.
Response Topic 4 Recommendation
Husky remains committed to providing updated shapefiles to the agencies responsible
for the management of boreal caribou and their habitat in the Northwest Territories.
Husky currently provides the shapefiles to Environment Canada (EC), GNWTEnvironmental and Natural Resources, and the Sahtu Land and Water Board.
Topic 5: Above-ground Water Pipeline
Recommendation
ENR recommends that the SLWB provide regulators and other interested parties with an
opportunity to review and comment on the installation of the water pipeline once the design
details have been submitted.
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Response Topic 5 Recommendation
Husky will submit a detailed design for a temporary water line, to the SLWB and AANDC
Land Use Inspector for approval, prior to installation.
Topic 6: Management of Wildlife Attractants
Recommendation
ENR recommends the use of a properly installed electric fence designed for deterring bears
and other carnivores. Incinerators and waste storage bins at the camp should be housed
within an electric fence, or fencing should be erected around the perimeter of the entire
camp facility.
Response Topic 6 Recommendation
During times of activity when these wastes are being generated (Spring, Summer and
Fall), Husky currently surrounds the entire camp area with an electric fence to deter
wildlife from entering the area. This includes areas where the domestic refuse is held
and incinerated.
Topic 7: Wildlife Mitigation and Monitoring Plans
Recommendation 1
ENR recommends that Husky gather commitments and mitigation measures related to
wildlife in a short Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan (WWHPP). Such a plan would
include components related to wildlife that are currently included in the EPP, appendices
provided with previous LUP and WL applications, and recommendations contained within
the GNWT's letter to the Proponent.
Response Topic 7 Recommendation 1
Husky will prepare a short, concise Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan
(WWHPP)and will submit it to ENR. We anticipate that it will be ready to submit by
November 15, 2013.
Recommendation 2
As per Conditions of Permits, Section 26(1)(h) of the Mackenzie Valley Land Use
Regulations, ENR recommends that submission of the WWHPP be included as a condition
of the LUP and be subject to approval of the ENR Wildlife Division and the Board.
Response Topic 7 Recommendation 2
No comment.
Recommendation 3
ENR proposes further discussions with Husky to explore opportunities to participate in a
Wildlife Effects Monitoring Program (WEMP)that would support our shared objectives to
protect both the economic and environmental sustainability of the north.
Response Topic 7 Recommendation 3
Husky has been proactive, self-initiating a number of baseline studies in the Slater River
project area and is willing to discuss a Wildlife Effects Monitoring Program with ENR.
Husky has been transparent about our willingness to share our baseline and monitoring
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data with regulators, other operators, and the public. In addition, Husky has agreed to seek
opportunities for cooperation with co-management boards and government agencies in
compiling a regional environmental database. Husky is in the process of reviewing and
finalizing the 2012-2013 Wildlife Survey and Habitat Suitability Modelling Report as well as the
2012/2013 Vegetation Survey and Ecological Land Classification Report. As originally agreed,
Husky will share these reports with ENR, Environment Canada, and Sahtu co-management
boards.
We hope the SLWB finds these responses satisfactory. Please contact the undersigned if you
have any questions or require further clarification.

Sincerely,
HUSKY OIL OPERATIONS LIMITED

Kenneth F. Hansen, P. Geol.
Project Manager - Slater River, NWT

Cc:

Patrick Clancy — GNWT-ENR
Angela Love — Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board

Page 4 of 4

OHusky Oil
707 8th Avenue S.W.
Box 6525, Station D
Calgary, Alberta, Canada
T2P 3G7

Bus:(403)298-6111
Fax:(403)750-1722

October 11, 2013
Sahtu Land and Water Board
Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT
XOE OHO
Via email: angela.loveCa~mvlwb.com
Attention: Angela Love, Regulatory Officer
Dear Angela,
Re: Husky Oil Operations Limited Land Use Permit S13X-003 and Water Licence S13L1006 Applications —Letter of Comment from the Tulita Public

Husky Oil Operations Limited (Husky) has received comments from certain members of the
community of Tulita dated September 30, 2013 regarding the subject applications. Husky
submits the following information in response to that attached letter.
To be clear, this Site Wide Services application is a consolidation of already approved land use
permits and water licences with only minor scope changes. Husky is puzzled by the
recommendation that operations be slowed down and that no further permits for conducting
operations be issued at this time. In the spring of 2011, after a period of no oil and gas
exploration in Tulita District, Husky and the oil industry as a whole were approached by the
leadership of Tulita District Land Corporation who wanted to encourage oil and gas exploration
activity in their region. To create more certainty and allow operators quicker access to the land,
Tulita District distributed model forms of Benefits and Access Agreements. Eleven Exploration
Licences in the Tulita District were awarded at the 2011 Land Sale. Representatives of
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada("AANDC")would have consulted with the
leadership of Tulita District and obtained their approval before the lands were nominated for the
sale. Exploration Licences were awarded based upon the promise to conduct a certain amount
of work during the five year first term. Husky was successful in acquiring two exploration
licences with a cumulative work commitment of $376 million. This amount of money must be
spent within the first five years of the licences, that is by August 31, 2016, or Husky will be
assessed a financial penalty. After being encouraged to return to Tulita District by their
leadership, after AANDC having obtained Tulita District's approval to post the lands and after
Husky having invested approximately $150 million on this project, it is unconscionable to
suggest that an application which meets all regulatory requirements be denied.
The Tulita Renewable Resource Council conducted a Traditional Knowledge study on behalf of
Husky in the fall of 2011. Other than one historic trap-line trail, no archaeological or heritage
sites were identified within the current program area. Husky has conducted environmental
studies, including baseline terrestrial wildlife and habitat-type surveys, denning surveys, and fish
surveys. Pre-disturbance, archaeological, permafrost and aggregate studies as well as surface
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water and groundwater assessments have also been conducted. All studies were conducted
according to generally accepted scientific methods. Husky plans to continue to conduct these
baseline environmental studies in accordance with those scientific principles.
Husky appreciates the concern about the MW-09 groundwater well being used as a source of
water. Our studies indicate that this well is producing clean, potable water from a thick section
of sandstones. During a 72-hour flow test, the well produced at a rate of 3,800 barrels of water
per day, which was the maximum amount that the on-site pumps could handle. Analysis of the
data from the flow tests indicate that the sandstone aquifer is capable of flowing at a much
higher sustained rate without any negative impact. While the results indicate that using water
from the MW-09 well to supply camp and drilling needs will have very minimal effect on the
aquifer, Husky will monitor this well on an on-going basis and is prepared to obtain an alternate
water source if required.
To clarify, Husky is not applying fora "new" helicopter landing pad but rather to construct an allweather pad on the existing clearing at the former monitoring well MW-6.
Husky disagrees that consultations have "not been done properly". In May and November,
2012 and in April and June, 2013 separate meetings with the elected representatives of each of
the three land corporations within Tulita District were held. In addition, public meetings were
held in the communities of Norman Wells and Tulita. Husky has also held meetings with the
Elders in Tulita and we ensured that a translator was present. Notices of these public meetings
were posted well in advance so residents of Tulita could plan to attend. Included in Husky's
applications is evidence of consultations conducted, including copies of the presentations made.
In addition, Husky has conducted tours of our program area for community members from Tulita
and Norman Wells and in November 2012, together with ConocoPhillips, hosted a hydraulic
fracture information workshop in Red Deer, Alberta for community representatives. Members of
the communities of Tulita and Norman Wells have also participated in tours of Husky's Moose
Mountain Oil and Gas Producing Facility located west of Calgary, where the oil and gas
development successfully co-exists with hunting, trapping and recreational use.
In regards to consultations with the Pellissey and MacCauley families, Husky has taken a
number of initiatives including:
• Family member participation in the tours of the Slater River program;
• Met individually with family members;
• Responded in writing to individual family member (letter dated November 28, 2012);
• Individual family members interviewed as part of the TEK study;
• Family member participation in the hydraulic fracturing workshop in Red Deer, Alberta;
• Family member participation in the Moose Mountain Facility tour;
• Individual family member sits as a representative on the EL462/463 Project Committee.
Husky has already deferred all field operations, with the exception of completing the all-weather
road and facilities and the on-going environmental baseline studies, until the summer of 2014.
To our knowledge, no other operator in Tulita District has submitted an application to conduct
field operations at that time, so Husky may very well be the only company with field operations
in Tulita District next summer. We expect that this will greatly reduce the noise and disturbance
impacted upon Tulita.
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Husky believes that it enjoys broad support within the community of Tulita. We are proud of our
record of community involvement and in using local businesses in our operations. We
appreciate the concerns voiced in the September 30, 2013 letter and hope that this response
helps to ease those concerns.
Sincerely,
HUSKY OIL OPERATIONS LIMITED
~'
l~

U~. O

Kenneth F. Hansen, P. Geol.
Project Manager - Slater River, NWT
Attachment
Cc:

Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board
National Energy Board
Tulita District Land Corporation
Tulita District Benefits Corporation
MLA - Sahtu Region
Ian Brown — Sahtu Land and Water Board
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OHusky ail
Bus:(403)298-6111
Fax:(403)750-1722

707 8th Avenue S.W.
Box 6525, Station D
Calgary, Alberta, Canada
T2P 3G7

October 11, 2013
Sahtu Land and Water Board
Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT
XOE OHO
Via email: ian.brown(a~slwb.com
Attention: Ian Brown, Regulatory Specialist
Dear Ian,
Re: Husky Oil Operations Limited Land Use Permit S13X-003 and Water Licence S13L1006 Applications —Letter of Comment from Environment Canada
Husky Oil Operations Limited (Husky) has received comments from Environment Canada(EC)
dated October 4, 2013 regarding the subject applications. Husky submits the following
information in response to the letter. The recommendations provided by EC are listed below
with their respective responses. For tracking purposes, Husky has given each EC
recommendation a reference number.
Wildlife
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.
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Response to Wildlife Note
Husky acknowledges EC's note that Section 8.3.5 of the Environmental Protection Plan
should be updated based on the supplied table. Husky currently lists all the Species at
Risk in the NT in the Environmental Protection Plan and further elaborates on the
species that may be encountered in the project area (both species at risk and species
not at risk). For future applications, Husky will consider updating "Table 8-10: Species at
Risk in the NT" of the Environmental Protection Plan to highlight the species that may be
encountered in the project area.

Recommendation 1
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.
Response to Recommendation 1
Husky remains committed to providing updated shapefiles to the agencies responsible
for the management of boreal caribou and their habitat in the Northwest Territories.
Husky currently provides the shapefiles to Environment Canada (EC), GNWTEnvironmental and Natural Resources, and the Sahtu Land and Water Board.
Recommendation 2
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.
Response 2
The communication tower is 25 metres in height and will be installed and operated by
Northwestel. Husky will contact Northwestel to confirm if the tower is anticipated to be a
self-supported or guyed mast structure and will forward the information to EC once
received. Once that information is confirmed, Husky will work with EC to discuss
possible mitigation and monitoring measures. Husky has reviewed the document
provided by EC titled "Bird-Friendly Best Management Practices for Tall Structures"; and
has taken the initiative to contact a representative from EC regarding this matter.
Husky is confirming that the tower will be installed on the existing base camp site along
with ancillary structures such as the camp trailers, fresh water and waste water
treatment facilities and will monitored during routine camp site inspections.
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Groundwater
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:
Recommendation 3
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?
Response 3
The hydraulically connected sandstone aquifers in which MW-09A and MW-09B are
completed, are overlain by low permeability shale units and 55 m of permafrost. Each
well is screened more than 80 metres below ground (mbg)and have static water levels
of approximately 12 mbg. This is strong evidence that the aquifer is hydraulically isolated
from surface water bodies and therefore no impact to surface water is anticipated.
Husky did perform a 72-hour pumping test on MW-09B while monitoring MW-09A. This
was done to be in alignment with Alberta regulations, in the absence of NWT regulations
for water well testing. As presented in the supporting documentation for the water
licence application, the water wells MW-09A and MW-09B have theoretical estimated
safe yields (Q20) of 941 and 1,220m3/day respectively. Husky has provided an additional
measure of caution by proposing to restrict daily pumping volumes to a maximum rate
of 600m3/day which is 64% and 50% of the respective estimated 20-year safe yields for
MW-09A and MW-09B.
During water well operations, the volume pumped and water levels will be monitored
daily. The wells will continue to be included in the annual groundwater monitoring
program and a summary report will be provided to the SLWB that will include water
levels and pumped volumes.
Recommendation 4
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 MW09A and MW-096 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?
Response 4
MW-09A and MW-09B are separate boreholes that were installed prior to downhole
stimulation of nearby N-9, so as to obtain baseline values of groundwater quality and
quantity. Downhole instruments have been installed that record water levels several
times a day. If licensed for use, only one well would be used for supply at a time, while
the other will act as a monitor well. Any changes to groundwater quality or quantity
would be readily detected through daily use and monitoring of pumped volumes and
water levels, in addition to the annual sampling. Husky is currently considering the
option of installing additional groundwater monitoring wells on future exploration well
pads but no sites have yet been selected.
The operator of the water treatment plant at the camp works 24 hours/day to maintain
the operating systems. Water samples are collected every two weeks and submitted to
an accredited third party lab in Yellowknife for routine potability analysis. In the event
Page 3 of 4

that water from MW-09A and -09B was sent through the treatment plant, any changes to
water quality would be readily detected by the plant monitoring systems.
Recommendation 5
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?
Response 5
Husky intends to file the Shallow Well Investigation Report, the Bedrock Well Drilling
Summary Report, along with the Baseline Hydrological Assessment report in the Annual
Report to the SLWB, which includes data from the groundwater, surface water and
sediment monitoring programs. In addition, Husky just completed a field program during
which information from the thermistors on the groundwater program was downloaded.
This recent data along with the initial thermistor data in the auger drilling investigation
will be compiled into a report and Husky anticipates submitting the report by January
2014.
We hope the SLWB finds these responses satisfactory. Please contact the undersigned if you
have any questions or require further clarification.

Sincerely,
HU3 OIL OPERATIONS LIMITED

Kenneth F. Hansen, P. Geol.
Project Manager - Slater River, NWT
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COMMENT
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appropriate; for example a section Comments should contain all the information needed for
or page of the document, a
the proponent and the Board to understand the rationale
recommendation #, general
for the accompanying recommendation.
comment, etc.
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App #: S13L1-006
Review of: Husky Oil Operations Ltd - Slate River Drilling
program
Reviewing Agency: Aboriginal Affairs and Northern
Development Canada (AANDC)
Date: October 4th, 2013
RECOMMENDATION
Recommendations can be for the proponent or for the
Board. Recommendations should be as specific as
possible, relating the issues raised in the "comment"
column to an action that you believe is necessary.

Husky Comments

General comment
Consolidation efforts

AANDC notes that the current application to consolidate
AANDC recommends that a single water licence and single
authorizations are strictly limited to: S11L3-002 (water for
land use permit be granted to authorize all existing
camp operations), S12L8-007 (bridges/culverts on all-weather development on the Husky claim block.
road), S11T-002 (camps, access, staging, etc.) and S12F-007
(construction/maintenance all-weather road, camp/storage,
airstrip, quarrying, etc).
The water licence application states that Husky is applying for
a new LUP and WL that incorporates the common activities
which support the ongoing exploration efforts for efficiency
purposes and to improve reporting requirements.
However, AANDC considers the limited scope of the present
consolidation to be a concern as the activities already
conducted at the site are still authorized under separate
instruments (camp & access and exploratory drilling).
Further, AANDC understands that Husky is also planning to
submit applications for horizontal hydraulic fracturing as
additional/separate authorizations.

Well Drilling and Hydraulic
fracturing operations

AANDC recommends that all activities be covered under a
single water licence (Type B WL) and single land use permit
(Type A LUP). Amendments to these permits could occur if
additional
wells,
quarries,
sections, water
sources,
AANDC
noted
that
drillingroads
and fracturing
operations
atetc.

AANDC recommends that additional work is required to
Same as above.
wellsites H-64, N-09, O-41 and G-70 (WL S13L1-005 & LUP bring all existing activities such as access, quarries, water
S13A-002) are not included in the present consolidation
sources, well sites, staging areas, camp sites, monitoring
efforts.
programs, etc. under a single water licence and single land
use permit.
AANDC notes that the surface and groundwater monitoring
plan is not captured by the consolidated water licence.
AANDC notes that future drilling and fracturing activities on
the Husky claim block will be authorized under separate
instruments.
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Husky is committed improving the
regulatory efficiency and reporting
requirements under current and future
authorizations for the Slater River
Program. Through consultation with
the SLWB and the AANDC Inspector,
Husky has initiated the process of
consolidating existing authorizations
for the Slater River area. Husky will
continue to consider advice provided
from regulators and reviewers and
work with the SLWB and the AANDC
Inspector to determine when and how
authorizations should be consolidated
in the future.

Drilling waste disposal other than a Previous Type B water licences issued to Husky have
sump
included the disposal of drilling waste in a manner other
than a sump. AANDC again notes that disposal of drilling
fluid other than in a sump would require a Type A water
licence in accordance with the Northwest Territories
Waters Regulations.
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AANDC recommends that consolidation of the Type B
water licences as requested by Husky should be done in
accordance with the Northwest Territories Waters
Regulations.

In our Site Wide Services Waste
Management Plan, Husky is dealing
with wastes generated through our
main camp activities (Domestic Waste
Streams). This application is related to
access and people management, and is
in no way associated with the industrial
waste generated by Drilling and
Completions Operations. Waste
Management Plans are generated with
each drilling program, because the
waste stream types and volumes are
dependant on what the Drilling and
Completions Programs consist of.
Separate Waste Management Plans
need to be developed for Drilling and
Completions Operations, as these
operations can be quite variable. Any
mention of Drilling Wastes should not
be included in this application.

Modifications to water monitoring The water licence application makes reference to the
following even though the authorization that includes water
wells
monitoring is not being considered as part of this permit
consolidation process:
- Water monitoring well pad will be converted to a heli pad.
- Water monitoring well will be converted to a producing
well.

AANDC recommends that the LUP that requires water
monitoring be included in this consolidation process.

Spill Contingency Plan
To cover all Husky activities

AANDC recommends that a SCP be provided that
incorporates the previous commitments made by Husky
regarding updating their Spill Contingency Plan.

In lieu of a Spill Contingency Plan (SCP) document, Husky
submitted a letter stating the their SCP, currently on file
with the SLWB, was recently updated during their last
application for O-41 & G-70 (S13L1-005).
Section 4 of the letter specifies that SCP sections are
currently being updated to include: O-41 & G-70 site
specific information and mapping details; mapping of new
and changed access routes; mapping development of
newly constructed airstrip and staging area; updates on
hazardous material lists; etc. Further, AANDC requests
that previous commitments made by Husky (S13L1-005) to
include the duties of the Spill Response Team be provided
(with contact information and Spill Response Team
flowchart). Revised inventories of spill response
equipment should also be incorporated in the SCP. Once
submitted, the SCP would reflect all activities being
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The application makes reference to
these water wells because they are
being transferred from the
AANDC recommends that the water monitoring wells
groundwater monitoring program for
must be maintained in order to assess the potential
use as a site wide service. Husky is
impacts of hydraulic fracturing activities on the local
conducting a comprehensive
groundwater. Sampling must still occur at these site when groundwater and surface water
warranted even though the wells or well pads may be
monitoring program which Husky plans
used for other purposes.
to continue and may possibly add
additional monitoring wells in the
future. Husky recognizes that it is
important to keep the monitoring
locations the same so the results can
be compared and used for research
purposes.
Husky maintains one SCP with the
SLWB, which was most recently
submitted with the O-41 and G-70
Vertical Well Drilling and Completions
Program Application. The SCP contains
site specific sections for the Slater
River and Summit Creek Programs.
The updates that AANDC is referring to
are required under the LUP S13A-002
and WL S13L1-005 authorizations for
the 0-41 and G-70 Drilling Program.
Updates will be made and submitted to
the SLWB under that LUP and WL.
Since no updates were required for the
Site Wide Services section of the SCP,
no updates were provided in this
application.

Waste Management Plan
To cover all Husky activities

The Waste Management Plan (WMP) submitted for
amalgamation of Husky licences and permits does not
currently include wastes produced at well sites locations.
Huskies WMP should include waste to be used or produced
at exploration activities, such as those covered under
S13L1-005. When updating the WMP, Husky should be
required to use the NWT Water Act definition of waste as
"any substance that, if added to water, would degrade or
alter...". Please note that the MVLWB has WMP Guidelines
(2011) that outline the requirements for WMP submitted
to fulfill the requirements of water licences in the
Mackenzie Valley.
AANDC recommends that previous commitments made by
Husky (S13L1-005) to update their Waste Management
Summary Table, MSDS sheets & provide detailed
descriptions of all storage locations be added to the WMP.
The updated WMP would then reflect all activities
conducted throughout EL 462 & EL 463. Furthermore, the
WMP should include detailed maps to illustrate specifically
where waste management activities such as wastes
storage and transfer are to occur onsite.
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AANDC recommends that Husky Waste Management Plan
submitted with a consolidated licence include all wastes
used or produced by Husky exploration activities on their
claim block. Previous commitments made by Husky
regarding updates to their Waste Management Plan
(S13L1-005) should also be incorporated within Husky
WMP.

Unlike the SCP, the Waste
Management Plan is subject to more
changes depending on the operation
phase (i.e. seismic vs drilling),
therefore, Husky submits project
specific Waste Management Plans for
each application. Updates that are
required under WL S13L1-005 will be
made to the WMP that was submitted
with that WL. Husky will not be
revising the content of the subject
WMP. This is application is for Site
Wide Services - access and people
management, and associated domestic
wastes. Husky cannot have a generic
Drilling Waste / Completions Waste
WMP, as volumes and chemicals /
waste streams are quite variable, as
programs / budgets evolve. Three sites
have been selected for the temporary
storage and operations of waste
management and they include the
Staging area, Base camp, and the O-41
storage area. Upon final selection of
the chemicals used for Potable Water
Treatment, Husky will submit the
MSDS to the SLWB and AANDC.

~Huskv Oil
707 8th Avenue S.W.
Box 6525, Station D
Calgary, Alberta, Canada
T2P 3G7

Bus:(403)298-6111
Fax:(403)750-1722

October 11, 2013
Sahtu Land and Water Board
Box 1
Fort Good Hope, NT
XOE OHO
Via email: ian.brown(a~slwb.com
Attention: Ian Brown, Regulatory Specialist
Dear Ian,
Re: Husky Oil Operations Limited Land Use Permit S13X-003 and Water Licence S13L1006 Applications —Letter of Comment from the Sahtu Renewable Resources Board

Husky Oil Operations Limited (Husky) has received three letters of comments from the Sahtu
Renewable Resources Board (SRRB); two dated October 4, 2013 and one dated October 9,
2013 regarding the subject applications. Husky would like to point out that we did not receive
the last two letters until the review and comment period had closed and, to our knowledge,
without any extension being granted. Despite the fact that the MVLWB's Late Comment
Submission Policy states that the contents of those late submissions will not be considered by
the Board, they will still be placed on the public registry. Husky is concerned about the public
perception of not responding to all of the SRRB's comments; therefore Husky hereby submits
the following information. SRRB's comments are listed below with their respective responses.
For tracking purposes, Husky has given each SRRB recommendation a reference number.
General Recommendation
The Board has general concerns about the construction and further expansion of all-weather
facilities, because year-round operations have significantly greater impacts on wildlife than
winter-only operations. We understand that construction of these facilities may take place during
the winter; however we urge the Sahtu Land and Water Board (SLWB)to consider what these
facilities are designed to be used for. For example, drilling and activities that involve a lot of
road and/or air traffic could have significant impacts on wildlife during the fall (rutting season for
moose and caribou and bird migration), and during the spring (nesting season and calving
season). Moreover, all-weather access roads and well pads will create irreversible changes to
the wetlands and hydrology of the area.
Response to General Recommendation
To be clear, this Site Wide Services application is a consolidation of already approved
land use permits and water licences with only minor scope changes. Husky has been
very transparent with all stakeholders that in order to determine the economic viability of
the Canol formation, Husky must have the ability to perform long term testing of the
wells. The all-weather road was applied for and permitted in anticipation of requiring
year-round operations that may include drilling in the summer and fall. Husky is aware
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of the fall rutting season and bird migration, and spring nesting season and calving
season. Husky has committed to limited use of the all-season facilities between May 1
and June 20 of each year in order to avoid the important spring seasonal wildlife
activities. During this identified period of time, road use will be restricted to small vehicle
traffic.
Proposed future activities may occur in the fall during important boreal woodland caribou
seasonal activities and movement through the area. As a means to mitigate potential
future impacts, Husky is conducting a baseline wildlife assessment that includes
modelling caribou habitat suitability across the exploration licences. The goal is to
identify caribou habitat and develop an adaptive set of mitigation measures that will
reduce impacts to caribou and important caribou habitats.
Recommendation 1
Harvesters attempting to hunt near the Husky lease this past fall found that the helicopter traffic
scared away the animals and interfered with harvesters' experience of being out on the land.
The Board asks Husky to consult with ?ehdzo Got'!ng (Renewable Resource Councils, or
RRCs)and local harvesters before the fall hunt, and reroute helicopter traffic over those
identified hunting areas. We suggest Husky should follow the Sahtu Land Use Plan
recommendation for horizontal setbacks of 2000 metres and minimum altitude of 300
metres for ungulates.
Response 1
To our knowledge, no harvester has approached Husky with a complaint that helicopter
traffic has interfered with their hunting this past fall. Husky is also not aware of any fall
hunting activities in our project area.
Husky agrees to hold discussions with the RRCs regarding the fall hunt over those
identified hunting areas and will take appropriate measures to respect harvesters'
activities during that time.
Husky is unable to find the reference that the SRRB is referring to in the approved, April
29, 2013 version of the Sahtu Land Use Plan (SCUP). "Table 4. Wildlife Setbacks,
Minimum Altitude and Sensitive Periods" found in the SCUP speaks to setbacks of
habitat types. Husky is committed to abiding by the conditions of the Sahtu Land and
Water Board (SLWB)CUP. The existing LUPs that Husky is consolidating [(S12F-007,
condition H.20)and S11T-002, condition 26(1)(H)] states that we must maintain a
vertical distance of 300m and horizontal setback of 500m from sensitive species. Husky
also, where safe to do so, follows the Government of the Northwest Territories
recommendations found in the, "Flying Low? Think again..." brochure.
In the event Husky has missed the reference to ungulate setbacks in the SCUP, please
provide further information including section and page number. Husky's understanding
is that the setbacks in the SCUP generally refer to known sites such dens, nesting areas,
and lambing areas rather than an individual animal, which would be difficult to see from
2000m away.
It should also be noted that all-weather facilities, such as the all-weather road, will allow
Husky to conduct more program-wide transportation and movement of materials via
ground rather than by helicopter. Minimum fly-over distances will continue to be
implemented wherever possible in order to minimize aircraft-induced mortality. Husky
has always been committed to maintaining the required setbacks for over-flights as
prescribed in the Land Use Permits however; Husky feels that it is unrealistic to impose
a 2000 metre horizontal setback in all situations. Adhering to the SRRB's
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recommendation would prevent Husky from being able to land on our airstrip or
helicopter landing sites in certain situations such as during an emergency response.
Recommendation 2
The proposed activities will be adding to the permanent footprint within the lease area and the
region. Cumulative impacts are still a major concern to the Board. The Board feels thresholds
for levels of impact on wildlife must be established as soon as possible. We would like to
re-emphasize the importance of a regional cumulative effects assessment and
management plan.
Response 2
Again, Husky would like to remind the SRRB that this Site Wide Services application is a
consolidation of already approved land use permits and water licences with only minor
scope changes.
As stated in Husky's response letter dated December 3, 2012 to previous SRRB
comments with regards to a cumulative effects assessment (filed on the SLWB public
registry under LUP S12F-007 as "S12F-007 – Response from Husky to SRRB –Dec
3 12.pdf°), Husky agrees that a regional cumulative effects assessment is warranted
prior to any proposed oil and gas development for the area. In Husky's opinion,
conducting a regional cumulative effects assessment is premature at this time. All of the
licensees are in early stages of exploration of their respective properties and there is a
lack of historical baseline data with which to do an assessment. A primary objective of
the exploration phase is to gather the information necessary to properly evaluate the
hydrocarbon potential of a property and long term development plans. It should also be
noted that during the exploration phase it is very difficult to predict the long term plans of
other operators in adjacent exploration licences.
Although Husky believes a regional cumulative effects assessment and management
plan is premature during the exploration phase, Husky is committed to collecting
environmental baseline data for wildlife, habitat, surface water and ground water. Husky
is willing to share the baseline data with other operators and the public, and is willing to
cooperate with the SRRB and government agencies in compiling a regional
environmental database.
Recommendation 3
While the SLWB has included conditions related to reclamation within Husky's land use permit
for the all-weather road—requiring Husky to facilitate natural revegetation and reshape the
landscape to apre-construction profile—it is important to understand that once a wetland area is
changed into an upland area, the area will never host the same kind of vegetation or habitat as
before. The Board asks the SLWB to require the development and approval of a detailed
reclamation plan before Husky is allowed to proceed with the proposed operations.
Community consultation with regard to the reclamation plan should continue throughout the life
of operations, and amendments can be made as necessary; however, it is important to have a
detailed initial reclamation plan to guide operations from the outset.
The Board once again urges the Sahtu Land and Water Board to work towards the
development of minimum NWT standards for reclamation of oil and gas related projects
as a matter of urgency.
Response 3
Although this comment is directed to the SLWB, Husky provides the following response:
Husky does not plan to disturb wetlands; it is unclear in the SRRB comment which
wetlands they feel will be affected.
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Husky has submitted a Closure and Reclamation Plan in Section 4.14 of the
Environmental Protection Plan submitted with the applications. The Closure and
Reclamation Plan recognizes that stakeholder needs and input regarding the fate of the
development must be reviewed periodically throughout the life of the disturbance. Husky
is committed to incorporating input from local stakeholders into the closure and
reclamation planning process, for example, presently some community members are in
favour of keeping the all-weather road. Husky's Engagement Plan will be updated, as
per the SLWB Engagement Guidelines for Applicants and Holders of Water Licences
and Land Use Permits, to include reclamation planning as a trigger for engagement with
stakeholders. Husky is of the opinion that the submitted Closure and Reclamation Plan
is sufficiently scoped for the level of exploration activity. However, it is important to note
that Husky is taking a phased approach to reclamation and, as clearings are no longer
required, they are being reclaimed. A recent example of this is Quarry B where the site
is actively being reclaimed. In keeping with our original Quarry Management Plan, the
site is being progressively landscaped to control drainage. Surface drainage is controlled
by ditching, proper landscaping, and erosion control features and structures, such as silt
fencing, where required. Current activities include landscaping, contouring, and topsoil
replacement. Natural re-vegetation will be considered upon consultation with AANDC.
Recommendation 4
Appropriate baseline studies are critical before more permanent infrastructure is
constructed/expanded and before further year-round wildlife disturbance occurs. The Board
urges the Sahtu Land and Water Board to create appropriate standard requirements as
soon as possible for project-related monitoring of surface water, groundwater, and
wildlife.
Response 4
Although this comment is directed to the SLWB, Husky provides the following response:
This comment is unclear as to what the SRRB finds lacking with regards to the baseline
assessments Husky has completed or is in the process of completing. Husky
acknowledges that some of the studies were unable to be completed on the timeframe
as originally intended in 2012 due to logistical and timing issues, including delays in
governmental field permit approvals however steps were taken to initiate those
assessments in 2013. Husky remains committed to obtaining baseline data as
described in the Environmental Protection Plan submitted with the applications, in the
following sections:
• 8.3.3.1 Geophysical Permafrost Assessment
• 8.3.2.1 Soils
• 8.3.4.4 Vegetation
• 8.3.5.5 Wildlife
• 8.4.1.2 Surface Water Quality
• 8.4.2.1 Groundwater Quality
• 8.4.3.4 Fish Population
Husky has made the decision not to conduct drilling operations this winter season. This
will allow Husky more time to analyze the data obtained from the baseline studies and
complete the biophysical baseline reports for 2013.
Husky is not aware of the SLWB's plans to develop standard requirements for baseline
studies. In the absence of guidelines, Husky has self-initiated a broad base of baseline
data collection and has actively collaborated with regulators, Aboriginal organizations,
Page 4 of 6

and other industry representatives with regards to environmental baseline data collection
principles.
Recommendation 5
With regard to the conversion of groundwater monitoring well MW-09 to a water source, the
Board would like further assurance that the removal of groundwater will not impact (in the shortterm or long-term) groundwater or surface water levels in the area. While the Board appreciates
the initial groundwater testing completed by Husky, as outlined in the Groundwater Investigation
Report, more information is required as to whether the extraction will impact surface water
bodies. We urge Husky to provide the following information:
• across-section showing the location of the wells, geometry of the aquifer, and its
relationship to nearby water bodies; and
• how pumping is expected to affect the water table of the aquifer and any
connected water bodies.
It may be valuable to perform pump tests on MW-09A using the second existing groundwater
well(MV-09B) as a monitoring well to determine how drawdown in MV-09A affects groundwater
levels a short distance away.
In addition, groundwater levels should be monitored closely for the duration of Husky's
operations to verify whether Husky's predictions about recharge rates and impacts on
surface water bodies are correct.
Response 5
The hydraulically connected sandstone aquifers in which MW-09A and MW-09B are
completed, are overlain by low permeability shale units and 55 m of permafrost. Each
well is screened more than 80 metres below ground (mbg)and have static water levels
of approximately 12 mbg. This is strong evidence that the aquifer is hydraulically isolated
from surface water bodies and therefore no impact to surface water is anticipated.
MW-09A and MW-09B are separate boreholes that were installed prior to downhole
stimulation of nearby N-9, so as to obtain baseline values of groundwater quality and
quantity. Downhole instruments have been installed that record water levels several
times a day. If licensed for use, only one well would be used for supply at a time, while
the other will act as a monitor well. Any changes to groundwater quality or quantity
would be readily detected through daily use and monitoring of pumped volumes and
water levels, in addition to the annual sampling.
Husky did perform a 72-hour pumping test on MW-09B while monitoring MW-09A. This
was done to be in alignment with Alberta regulations, in the absence of NWT regulations
for water well testing. As presented in the supporting documentation for the water
licence application, the water wells MW-09A and MW-09B have theoretical estimated
safe yields (Q20) of 941 and 1,220m3/day respectively. Husky has provided an additional
measure of caution by proposing to restrict daily pumping volumes to a maximum rate
of 600m3/day which is 64% and 50% of the respective estimated 20-year safe yields for
MW-09A and MW-09B.
During water well operations, the volume pumped and water levels will be monitored
daily. The wells will continue to be included in the annual groundwater monitoring
program and a summary report will be provided to the SLWB that will include water
levels and pumped volumes.
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We hope the SLWB finds these responses satisfactory. Piease contact the undersigned if you
have any questions or require further clarification.

Sincerely,
H SKY OIL OPERATIONS LIMITED

Kenneth F. Hansen, P. Geol.
Project Manager - Slater River, NWT
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR EXCEL TEMPLATE:
TOPIC

COMMENT

RECOMMENDATION

Be as specific as you think
is appropriate; for
example a section or
page of the document, a
recommendation #,
general comment, etc.

Comments should contain all the
information needed for the
proponent and the Board to
understand the rationale for the
accompanying recommendation.

Recommendations can be for the
proponent or for the Board.
Recommendations should be as specific as
possible, relating the issues raised in the
"comment" column to an action that you
believe is necessary.

AANDC understands that Husky is
applying for a water licence to
construct access and staging sites for
the upcoming drilling program.
AANDC also understands that Husky
has plans for conducting a seismic
program in the same region;
however, that application has not
been submitted yet.

AANDC recommends that the scope of the
WL and term be based upon the
descriptions of work provided in Husky
application (S11L3-0002). Staging sites and
camp locations should be specified in the
authorization. Amendment to the
authorization would be required if
alternate staging sites, access or camp
locations are required in subsequent years.

WL application (camps
and access) - Scope and
Term

According to the application (S11L3002), the drilling project is to be
completed in May 2012. At this time
it is unclear what the schedule is for
the seismic program. However,
Husky has requested a water licence
for camp and access for 5 years (Nov.
14, 2016).

HUSKY RESPONSE

Husky is in the process of submitting an
application for a 3D seismic program to be
conducted with a schedule that overlaps
part of the drilling program. The camp
and access application has been planned
for a 5-year term since future operations
will require a camp and access. Husky
intends that future camp operation and
access construction will be managed in a
similar manner to the 2011/2012
programs. The intent of the 5-year term is
to avoid repetitive applications in future
years.

Acknowledged

General Comments

ice access, camp and staging pads.

Where possible, use existing cutlines and
disturbed areas for access routes and
staging.
Access road and pad construction should
only occur when the ground is frozen and
be built with clean ice and snow.
All water withdrawals should be done in
accordance with DFO water withdrawal
protocols.
All fuel sloops should have secondary
containment capable of holding 110% of
the largest tank in the fuel sloop.
Smaller water crossings should be vnotched upon abandonment of the
program.

Security Estimate

Using the RECLAIM Model for Oil and
Gas developments, AANDC has
estimated that the total cost for the
abandonment and restoration of the
proposed access and staging
activities.

Acknowledged
The reclamation estimate for this water
licence is $265,000. Water related security
is $115,000 and Land related security is
$150,000. See attached RECLAIM estimate
and associated documents.

• Second paragraph in
LUP and WL applications
Introductory Letter from
Kim Richardson to Paul
Dixon
• Paragraph 5 in EPP
Executive Summary
• EPP Table 4-2, under
Section 4.7.1 Water
Budgets

• According to Introductory Letter, a Provide parties with the correct ice access
construction of 55 km access west of figure and ensure the sections are up to
Mackenzie River is planned .
date.
• According to EPP Executive
Summary, a 40 km access west of
Mackenzie River is planned.
•A total of 44 km access is accounted
for in Table 4-2, Section 4.7.1,
including 5 km access east of
Mackenzie River.

• WL application, Section
7, Quantity of Water
Involved.
• EPP section 4.7.1, page
12, paragraph on
domestic water supply

• Domestic water use (estimated at
13,635 m3 for a period of 121 days
and a population of 190) is
calculated to be 590 L per person,
per day.
• EPP section 4.7.1, a 1 m3 per
person, per day, domestic water
supply is required, mentioning
varying camp sizes depending on
schedules.
AANDC notes that typical domestic
water use volumes per person per
day range from 200L to 250L in
comparable drilling programs.

Confirm values in all sections.
Reassess if necessary the volume of
domestic water required for 190 people, a
minimum domestic water supply per
person per day of 590 L is likely
overestimated.

Approximately 55km of access will be
constructed west of the Mackenzie River.
Table 4-2 shows water use for access
construction based on water source and
should not be relied upon for
measurement of actual access.

Husky has used the 1m3/day allowance on
previous drilling programs in the Sahtu.
While this may be overestimated, Husky
will only treat and use volumes required
for camp operations based on actual
consumption but will in no circumstance
exceed the licenced volume for camp
operations.

WL, Section 7, Quantity of "Water will be required for ice bridge
Water Involved
construction, road and lease
construction, camps and drilling
operations."
The cumulative water budget should
not include drilling operations, which
have been provided under a separate
WL application.

It is recommended that 'drilling operations' Drilling operations were included in this
section since drilling and camp/access
be removed from this section to avoid
operations may be sharing water sources.
confusion.
DFO protocols require that a total water
budget be considered for water sources.
AANDC recommends that in the future
access, camps and drilling projects should
be submitted under one water licence
application. This would assist in regulatory
efficiency.

Waste Management Plan, Husky is proposing to treat their
Sewage and Domestic
wastewater with a treatment
Waste Water
system. It is assumed that this
system will be equipped with a
holding tank capable of storing
wastewater when the camp is
running at full capacity.

As a contingency, this tank should have the
capacity to store wastewater in the event
of plant upsets (typically at the start and
during shutdown of the treatment plants).
Also, there should be sufficient storage to
hold wastewater in the event that the
treatment system does not meet licence
criteria during operations.

WL application, Section 8, An estimate of 13,635 m3 will be
Waste Deposited
treated and discharged

It is unlikely that the amounts of domestic The SLWB requested that the numbers be
water used and water treated/discharged revised to match.
will be the same.
AANDC understands that as written, the
volume treated and discharged is likely
overestimated.

There will be a spare heated tank on-site
to handle any excess volumes that cannot
be handled by the on-board tank in the
event of a plant upset.

• EPP, Section 4.6.3,
Waste Management, grey
and black water
treatment/ WL
application, Section 3,
Location of Undertaking
• Appendix 8, Access
construction and Camp
Operations Equipment list
• Slater River Waste
Management Plan,
Sewage and Domestic
Waste Water

• Four (4) portable sewage
treatment plants will be needed
according to WL application and EPP
under Waste Management section.
• One (1) sewage treatment plant is
accounted for in Equipment List.
• Two sewage plants will be used,
one for the construction operations
camp (40 people), one for the
combined (drilled, seismic,
construction) camp.

Please identify treatment systems by camp
operation and the correspondent number
of people in each camp to be served by a
treatment unit (i.e. the case of trailers and
40-person contingency camp at H-64).
It is unclear whether the 7 trailers and the
40-person contingency camp (at H-64) are
also to be served by the two sewage plants
or require additional units.

Sewage plant 1 - Temporary Construction
camp and then move with Construction
camp to Base camp
Sewage plant 2 Service drilling camp Sewage plant 3 Service seismic camp Sewage plant 4 Service trailers on wellsite.

EPP, Section 4.6.3, Waste
management, grey and
black water treatment/
WL application, Section 3,
Location of Undertaking
&
Waste Management Plan,
Sewage and Domestic
Waste Water

Effluent will be sampled and tested
on a regular basis by a certified
laboratory to verify the on-going
efficacy of the system and to ensure
compliance with the required NT
standards for release of treated
effluent.

AANDC acknowledges Husky for
committing to conducting regular
wastewater testing at a certified
laboratory.

Wastewater samples will be collected for
laboratory analysis every two weeks and
will be coordinated with the crew change
flight. Arrangements will be made with
the lab to ensure priority analyses to
coincide with flight schedule and holding
times. No discharge will occur until
results are obtained from the laboratory.

Please clarify if all contaminants are going
to be tested every 2 weeks, following
personnel change. AANDC notes that
It is noted that during personnel
samples, such as Fecal Coliform, have to be
change every two weeks, chain of
preserved and analyzed within 6-8 hours of
custody samples will be transported collection.
to an accredited laboratory for
testing for residual CBOD, TSS, Oil
Also, please provide more information on
and Grease and Fecal Coliforms.
the effluent disposal plan. Will discharge
only occur after receiving the results from a
certified laboratory?

Waste Management Plan, Fecal Coliform count less than 10^6
Sewage and Domestic
CFU/100 ml for discharge to
Waste Water
surrounding environment.

AANDC notes that a significant portion of
Fecal Coliform can survive in soil for 6
months at subfreezing temperatures.
Therefore, AANDC suggests that the
proposed Fecal Coliforms EQC may need to
be reconsidered.

EPP, Section 4.7.1, Water "The domestic water supply for all
Budgets
camp operations including the 40person mobile construction camp,
the 40-person drilling camp, the 55person seismic crew camp, and the
40-person contingency camp for the
duration of the estimated 121-day
program is anticipated to be
13,635m3."

Wellsite trailers are considered in the
Please clarify if the 15-person wellsite
volume of domestic water use and waste
trailers are included in the quantity of
domestic water use and wastewater to be water disposal.
disposed.

WL, LUP, EPP (different
sections)

Husky makes reference to "Annual AANDC understands that this is a 121 day
program.
total", regarding water volumes.
AANDC assumes that the annual
total as described is equivalent to
the total volume for the project (121
days).

This is an annual total for the project and
the project is scheduled for 121 days.

