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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 9, 2006
UPON COMMENCING AT 9:12

THE CHAIRMAN: Good morning. Could we
come to order, please? I would like to apologize
for the slight delay in getting going this
morning. I seem to be coming down with the latest
autumn bug. And I had to spend a bit of time
running around town finding a drugstore that was
open to get some medication. But we're here now
and we're ready to go.

First thing this morning, the order of
the day this morning will be, more or less, first
up the Manitoba Eco-Network will be asking some
questions of the proponent. Following that,
members of this panel will ask further questions
of the proponent. And then following that, we
will have presentations by a number of individual
citizens and representatives of Rural
Municipalities.

So if I could ask Mr. Schellenberg,
Mr. Wiecek and Mr. Maathuis to take the front
table, we will proceed.

Mr. Koroluk, as I said to you Jjust off
the record before we started, any questions that

are repetitive or irrelevant, I'll scratch them.
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So stick to new topics and we will be fine. You
may proceed.

MR. KOROLUK: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Before I begin, my presentation of yesterday
referenced a lot of materials. And I just want to
hand in those references for your panel. I've got
the City of Winnipeg Groundwater Feasibility
Study, Phase 2. A presentation to the LPG of
Hadeshville. 1I've got the Water Resources
Conservation Act, the Water Protection Act, the
Water Rights Act. A memo from Manitoba
Intergovernmental Affairs and Trade on New
Planning Legislation and Requirements for
Livestock Policies. A letter from the Red River
Basin Commission to the Bureau of Reclamation
indicating their policies and principles on
in-basin water supply. The RM of Piney's Bylaw
Number 45-06. A map of conservation districts in
Manitoba, and a map of sub-basins and watersheds
in Manitoba.

And also, very briefly, I would like
to redress some of the comments that I heard on
Tuesday from the proponents. The first item I
would like to redress is the notion that there is

an option in North Dakota that will redirect Red
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River water back into the Fargo area and create a
flow on the Red of eight cubic feet per second at
the International Border. I mean, that is an
option. However, it is not the option that the
State Water Commission has chosen. So I have got
redress item number 1 that sort of tells us which
option they are selecting. It would involve an
interfacing transfer of water from the Missouri
River.

I have got another redress item here.
I heard on Tuesday that there isn't much work
being done on establishing an apportionment
agreement at the border, the International Border.
In fact, there is -- I've got minutes from the
Fourth Interim Meeting of the International Red
River Board, a body of the IJC, which indicates
that they do have a committee who is working on
trying to establish an apportionment number at the
border.

And also the IJC does have an
International Water Sheds Initiative. And they
report that the Red River is a high priority
basin, that's redress item number 3.

It was also mentioned on Tuesday that

small storage options on the upper parts of the
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10

watershed is not a useful way of trying to find
more water. In fact, there is a -- there was or
there is a successful model in the area. It's
called a Tobacco Creek Model Watershed. And
projects such as that that could store more water
are useful for flood mitigation and also water
supply. So I've got two items from the Tobacco
Creek Model Shed for you, a redress items number 4
and 5.

I also heard on Tuesday that all of
the options have been explored in terms of finding
a new water supply. I've got selected pages
copied from the Stephenfield Lake Watershed
Management Plan. I'll term that redress item
number 6. And it indicates that more exploration
should take place in terms of looking for
groundwater sources. They say there is
possibilities that there are groundwater sources
on the upper parts of the Morris River Watershed.

And the last item here I have redress
item number 7, it's from the U.S. Geological
Services. It's a water availability report in the
western U.S. And it was mentioned on Tuesday that
artificial recharge of aquifers doesn't work.

Well, there are a number of programmes that are






10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

doing that in the U.S.

them for you,

supply.

And I have highlighted

so that is another option for water

Thank you for that opportunity, and I

will move to my questioning now.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Koroluk, are you

proposing that all of these documents that you

have just named,

those two piles in front of you,

be filed as evidence before this hearing-?

consider this for a moment.

MR. KOROLUK: Yes.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay,

Yes,

I do.

let me just

Unless there are

compelling arguments against accepting them, I

will accept them on this provision,

will be made.

proponent.

that copies

They will be distributed to the

The proponent will be given a

reasonable amount of time to provide written

comments to us.

accepting them on that basis?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: No,

Do you have any objections to us

Mr. Chairman,

don't. These are all documents that are in the

public and that have been circulated, so there is

nothing new there.

If I have a chance, I would

like to make a few comments related to his

statement.

But other than that,

no,

to answer

I

11
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your question, I don't have a problem with it.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay, so we will accept
them, then, Mr. Koroluk. We will offer Pembina
Valley Water Co-operative a reasonable amount of
time. We will determine over the course of today
how long that will be. It won't be a long period,
but it will be reasonable. And they can provide
written comments. Those written comments will be
shared with you.

Now, Mr. Schellenberg, you said you
wanted to make some comments. Do you want to make
them before Pembina Valley starts their questions?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Yes, if I could,
just in response to the comments that Glen Jjust
made.

THE CHAIRMAN: Certainly.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: The State Water
Commission can make the recommendation, but as
Glen knows, does not make the decision. The
decision is going to be made by the Federal
Government on the recommendation of others. And
that has yet to come down, but it is expected
early next year, at the last, in terms of
timetable.

The International Red River Board, in
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fact, does have a committee that has been assigned
to look at this. I checked as recently as
Tuesday. It has yet to meet. And I hold out very
little hope that anything meaningful is going to
come from those meetings, given the relationship
between the U.S. and Canada at the present time.

And the IJC's Watershed Initiative is
hardly new. That dates back several years. And
to date, really, nothing has happened.

The Tobacco Creek example that he
lists is for flood mitigation. And I think even
he would admit it is not capable of water supply
that anyone would really seriously want to tap and
treat.

And in terms of the groundwater
sources up in the upper Boyne and what have you,
the quality there, and that's also I think
included in that same report, is very, very
questionable and poses some problems. And true
aquifer recharge, I maintain the comment that I
made the other day, and it is reflected in some of
the disasters that have occurred in other places,
it is very risky. You must have the right water
to be able to do that. And if you have the right

water, it is also very costly.

13
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Those are my comments.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

Mr. Koroluk, you may proceed with questions.

MR. KOROLUK: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I
wanted to start off, basically, you've mentioned
in your presentation the sustainable yield. 1It's
in one of your documents, and it was in your
presentation. Can you tell me exactly what
sustainable yield means and where are you applying
it when it comes to the region where you want to
bring water in?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Do you have a
specific source that you are referring to?

MR. KOROLUK: 1It's page 7 of your
handout from Tuesday.

"All of the region's existing supplies

are used to their sustainable yield."

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Okay. This would
apply particularly to the Boyne River and
Stephenfield. This would also apply to the
Winkler Agquifer. And you have heard more comments
relating to the Winkler Aquifer on Tuesday evening
where the sustainable yield is seen as being
exceeded, but they are getting a lot closer to

having it back to that level.

14
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This, in terms of licensing, would
also apply to the Red River and numbers there that
the province utilizes in terms of licensing. So
in some cases sustainable yield is, in fact,
determined and in many cases determined by the
province.

MR. KOROLUK: So you are taking the
province's definition?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Yes, we are.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. A couple of weeks
ago we tried to get numbers from your Co-op, as
well as from the Province on trying to determine
how much water is actually used in those two areas
where you supply. And I'm talking mostly the
Morris River Watershed and the Plum Coulee
Watershed. And you gave us a chart that was
broken down by gallons. And then you gave us a
breakdown in that chart that said roughly 10
percent is used by industry, 12 percent is used by
the AG industry, and 8 percent is used by
municipalities, and 70 percent is used
domestically -- domestic use. And we really
didn't understand how you defined those terms.

Can you give us a more, sort of, exact definition

what industry, AG industries, municipality and

15
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what domestic is and what that means?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Well, industry I
thought was pretty much self-explanatory, and
certainly in my presentation on Tuesday I defined
that very carefully. Industry, in this particular
case, the larger users are also identified,
industry as it is understood. It's the canola
crushing facility in Altona which takes 40 percent
of Altona's water. It is Farm a Lot in St.
Claude, which uses 23% of St. Claude's water. And
in Winkler, the number was given to us by the City
of Winkler, which includes their two foundries,
and they also have a small cheese plant. Other
than that, industry in our area, water use

industry is limited and wet industry cannot be

supported.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. And for the AG
industry?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Well, the AG
industry, it is somewhat more diverse. It in some

case, certainly in the St. Claude area, and in the
presentation that Charles Scharien made on Tuesday
night, he specified that in their case it
provides, in terms of AG industry, to one chicken

operation and two dairy operations.
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In terms of some of the other
municipalities, there are some barns that are on
it directly, hog operations, primarily weanlings,
in terms of first priority, but it is also used in
the potato industry, especially for washing. And
there is some small on-farm processing of meat
products. These are not large users at all, but
they would be included within that 12 percent, as
well.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. And the reason
why I was confused with that definition, and why
it was at 12 percent, is if you go to your master
plan by Cochrane in 2003, it states that
approximately 41 litres per second is what's used
in the -- in the agricultural sector at that point
in time, which would have been a couple of years
ago. And specifically, I think, what it said is
that 41 litres per second was mostly for stock
watering. Now, 41 litres per second, if you look,
and if the master plan is correct, your total
consumption at that time would have been about 114
litres per second. So if you take 41 divided by
114, you get 36 percent that's used by the
agricultural sector, and predominantly by stock

watering. Now, I am wondering why 36 percent from

17
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your master plan, it says 36 percent, and it says
12 percent in the handout you gave on your water
budget?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: I have addressed
this before. I will address it again. For the
record, the Board and the Co-op disagreed with
those numbers. That master plan was not adopted
by the Board, nor was it distributed to our
membership, I might add. It was given to the
Clean Environment Commission at their request.
And only after I realized that Cochrane
Engineering had advertised the success of this
particular project in a magazine article. In that
case, obviously, it had to be made public.
However, those numbers are not correct. And they
were arrived at by taking the Census Canada total
animal numbers and making the assumption that all
of these would be provided for from our supply,
which is definitely not the case.

Now, if you listen to Mr. Marten's
presentation, Herm Marten is the Reeve of the RM
of Morris, presented here on Tuesday evening, as
well. 1In his case he has both a hog operation and
he also has a chicken operation, and they are a

fair size. And neither one of them use water from

18
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our supply. And he specified that in the barns
what they use the water for is for domestic
consumption; in other words, for showering and for
drinking water. But the rest of the water is
provided for from impoundments.

Now, you will probably want to make
other references to the Cochrane report in terms
of consumption. I just want to say, for the
record, those numbers are not accepted by us, and
we put that forward with that caveat.

MR. KOROLUK: So it's the numbers --
which specific numbers, the 114 litres per second
of your total use or the 41 litres per second for
stock watering?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: The total use
numbers that we provided to you in gallons you
have before you, and those are absolutely and
utterly accurate. Those are the total numbers for
the last 12 months. And we can provide them for
previous months, if you so desire, those are the
accurate numbers, Glen.

MR. KOROLUK: That's the
700 million-gallons per year?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Correct.

MR. KOROLUK: Can you tell me how much
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water is used in that area in total?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: No, I cannot. And
there is a reason why I cannot do that. And that
is because in most of these cases, we are a
wholesaler. And I have explained this before, as
well. We are a wholesaler of water. The
distribution is done by our municipal governments.
That could be the City of Winkler or it could be
the RM of Roland. ©Now, what they distribute of
our water, we can account for every drop of it.
What, in terms of those RMs, is accessible to
them, in terms of impoundments and what have you,
no, we wouldn't have those numbers, but they are
reasonable. And we do use and we utilize our
sources of water in a very effective and
proficient way. With the price of our water being
what it is, you are not about to waste it and you
are not going to use it unless you have to.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. I want to get
back to the numbers that you gave us in gallons,
which it would have been nice to get some
standardized unit of measurement. But I wanted to
break it down in a different way and try to get an
understanding. If you look for, what year was it,

the year with 683 million-gallons that were used
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totally, if you look at all of the rural use by
rural municipalities and don't take into account
the villages, cities and towns, you see that

44 percent, or almost 300 million-gallons, are
used rurally. Is that all domestic or?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: It is largely —-- it
is largely domestic. And in order for you to
understand this, I probably have to give a little
tour of the area. 1If you take a look at the RM of
Stanley, and they made a presentation on Tuesday
night as well, they literally have subdivisions
within the municipality that are quite
substantial. And as he told you, they are looking
at 50 new houses being constructed every year
within the municipality. We have a lot of pent-up
demand. The domestic need was not being met
anywhere within our region. And so when a
pipeline comes by, we get 100 percent hookup.
Everybody taps into it. And they treat the water
very respectively, as you will see in terms of the
consumption of litres per person per day, but that
is how it is used.

MR. KOROLUK: And, just briefly, what
is sort of the breakdown, population breakdown,

between rural and municipality, like city, towns?
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MR. SCHELLENBERG: Well, when we get
the new census numbers out, we will be able to do
this math a lot more carefully. At the moment you
have some estimates that are before you that are
estimates, so we will Jjust leave it at that.

MR. KOROLUK: And those are the most
recent numbers?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: I don't know the --

MR. KOROLUK: 65, 75 percent live in
cities and towns? I mean, you should know the
area.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Gord, what would
you guess the number to be?

GORD: You can ask the councillors.
They will have a better idea how many people are
living in the RMs.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: I would have to do
some crunching on that. I am not going to
speculate.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. You don't want
to. I guess the point is, is that a lot of, you
know, half of your water is used rurally, yet most
of your people live in towns and cities. And you
don't seem to accept your master plan that says

that there is a fair amount of water being used in
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the livestock sector.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: What you are
overlooking, what you are overlooking, Glen, in
arriving at those numbers, is that 60 percent of
the City of Winkler supply still comes from their
aquifer. 75 percent of Carman's supply comes from
the Boyne. And 90 percent of Morden's supply
comes from Lake Minnewasta. Those numbers are not
included in there. If you throw those in, your
picture changes quite dramatically.

MR. KOROLUK: Well, I am aware of
that. But I guess another point is that we don't
have those numbers in front of us. We don't have
how much water that's really out in that region
for your Co-op to tap into. Did you get a copy of
the table from Manitoba Water Stewardship that
indicated what was licensed in the region for all
of your municipalities?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: I certainly got the
first one. I know you had a subsequent question.
I am not sure whether they provided more
information or not.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. And you notice
that only roughly half, 50 percent, of the water

is used for municipal purposes, so there is a

23
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whole lot of other water that's being used for
other purposes in the region.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Correct.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. I guess the point
I want to make is that as a utility or a co-op
that's supplying water in a region, would one want
to take a look at all of the other options for
water in your region first before tapping into an
outside source?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Absolutely. We
don't exactly attend Clean Environment Commission
Hearings as trivial. We have repeatedly -- there
is going to be a presentation made later this
morning by Rick Martel that is going to look at
some of the history of what the region has been
through in terms of those searches. Those smaller
impoundments that you are talking about, what you
also have to realize is that two years out of ten
they don't have any water, and sometimes more
frequently. That is not -- and that's PFRA stats,
by the way. And PFRA did have a representative
here on Tuesday and do this morning. You can
question him if you like. That's not the basis on
which you can provide water for 45,000 people,

that is simply not the case.
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MR. KOROLUK: We also heard on Tuesday
that some of these dugouts are basically not being
used, decommissioned because of water quality
problems; is that correct?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Oh, no. The
reference to that was for the very small
communities for which we provide them water,
instead of doing their own treatment. Yes, in
some cases that was, indeed, the case. In other
cases, 1t is simply the treatment throughout which
was a problem. That water, however, which is
impounded, or which was impounded as being
utilized, is being utilized in the AG sector.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. So currently
you've got a licence on the -- two licences on the
Red to take out 31,057 cubic dams at each of your
treatment plants; is that correct?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: That should be
correct.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. I did a bit of
math. And I took your 700 million-gallons per
year, and I discovered that you are only utilizing
half of what you've been given the rights to take
out of the Red. 1In other words, you are only

using about 32, 3300 cubic dams per year. So I'm

25
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wondering why are you applying for another 50
litres per second when you have twice as much
available on the Red River by law?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Well, first of all,
if you had listened to my presentation carefully,
I think that is sort of self-explanatory, but let
me go over it again. We have stated, for the
record, on Tuesday, that we still have
considerable licences to pass, especially at the
Morris Treatment Plant. We can triple the size of
that plant, given our existing licence.

We also stated that when we have
utilized this particular supply, which we are
presently requesting, we will, and if the Red is
still capable of providing, which we sincerely
hope it is, we will go back to the Red to meet our
future requirements because it is a lot cheaper,
take my word for it.

What we're looking at here is a
supplemental supply. We need to supplement the
supply that we have in the Red in order that we
can deal with low flows. And hopefully we don't
have to deal with drought, but that we can also
address the drought question. We require -- in

order to utilize either one of those plants, we
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require 4.6 metres of water above the intake. And
yes, you can modify intakes, and just for the
record, it has already been done at the Letellier
Plant. It was done three years ago in order to
make sure that we could maximize the usage from
the Red. So we have done those - we have taken
those measures. And I know that was a point that
you were making in your written presentation.

But the reason that we are going to —--
we are looking at other alternatives is that we do
know that the Red becomes low. We will get to a
point where we won't have 4.6 litres over our
intake. And that is going to happen, hopefully
knot in the near future, but there is no
determining when it is going to happen. And so
this is a supplemental supply.

When we have brought this in, and we
have some assurance of supply that it is going to
have some continuity to it, we will be going back
to the Red River. We have no difficulty in
utilizing the Red River for our water supply. It
is an excellent source, as long as the water is
there.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. Just one more

question along the water budget here. In your
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original proposal, I mean, your request is 50
litres a second. But you do mention that it would
be desirable, at some time in the future, to get
up to 300 litres per second.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: No, that's not --
and I explained that number once earlier, as well,
in response to questions from the Commission.

That number came in response to a question which
said: What would it take, in a drought the like
of which we haven't seen yet, what would it take
to replace all of the water resources utilized in
that entire region? And let's assume we didn't
have a drop in it. And the answer to that is 300
litres per second. That is most unlikely to
happen. If it does, the entire province is in
devastation.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. And that 300

litres per second was mentioned in your original

application.
MR. SCHELLENBERG: It may have been.
MR. KOROLUK: Yes, it was. I would
just like to tell -- to tell you that the 300

litres per second scenario is also in your master
plan.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: No, I don't think
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it is.

MR. KOROLUK: It is what you predict
you need by the year 2021.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: No. It is what
Cochrane predicts that they think we are going to
need by 2021. That is not our prediction. It is
a report, I repeat again, and I knew this report
was going to give us grief, but you have to
understand that the board did not accept that
report. It is not implementing that report. The
only thing that we can salvage from that report,
by the way, is a very respectable analysis of the
status of our water treatment plants and of the
distribution system, that was the value of that
report.

MR. KOROLUK: So it's coincidence,
then, what you stated in your Environment Act
Application of 300 litres per second is also in
your Master Plan Cochrane Report needing water of
300 litres per second of water by the year 2021,
is that a coincidence?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: I wasn't aware that
that was in there, to be honest. I will tell you
how we got to the 300 litres per second. We

simply added up everything that is being utilized
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at the present time. And if you utilize all of
the impoundments, everything else that is going,
and you add a factor of safety to it, you will
come to 300, and that's now. We are not
predicting that for 2020.

MR. KOROLUK: And how many litres per
second, again, are you using right now?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Right now? You
see, it's a question of -- and the other thing
that you missed in terms of the supply from the
Red, is that it is nice that you can average your
number. Unfortunately, that's not how a system
works. We have to meet peak demand, and the
demand fluctuates. So right now we have the
capability on the Red of producing up to 130
litres per second, and there are certainly many
times when that is exactly what we are using.
However, the average demand is quite possibly the
number that you put forward. I haven't done the
math on it.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. I would like to
get into a different area of questioning here. I
noticed also in your handout of Tuesday that your
pipeline was -- from Sandilands was going to cut

right through the town of St. Malo. Was there any
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intention of selling water to St. Malo at that
point?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: No. But let me
clarify this matter, and it is also a matter that
I am going to repeat in my conclusions here. The
one thing I want to clarify is that the Pembina
Valley Water Co-operative is not out there looking
for new customers. We could find those in any
direction: ©North, west, even south, by the way,
although we are not looking in that direction. We
are not looking to grow the system. We're hoping
to stabilize the system within our region and to
provide an adequate and stable supply of water.

What we will not do, however, is we
won't do what the City of Winnipeg does, which
basically says to their surrounding
municipalities: We are not going to give you any
water, under any circumstances. When we pass
through an area, Glen, with a pipeline, and if
that area indeed needs the water and requests the
water, and if they are prepared to pay the Co-op
price, then that is something that will certainly
receive serious consideration by the Board. The
demand en route from the Sandilands to Morris is

extremely limited because all of those communities
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have excellent water resources. And in the case
of St. Malo, they Jjust put in a new well and are
looking after their needs quite successfully, and
at a lower price than what they would have to pay
to our Co-op.

MR. KOROLUK: And the RM of Franklin
and farther east?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: The RM of Franklin
is already a member of the Co-op, by the way. And
they are receiving water up to Dominion City.
Further east if they have water requirements,
certainly we are going to look at it.

MR. KOROLUK: You mentioned that the
12 million, estimated 12 million cost for this is
already paid for in the $5.40 per 1,000-gallons
recharging; is that correct? Did I hear you
right?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Well, paid for
would be wishful thinking. But the carrying costs
are covered, yes.

MR. KOROLUK: The carrying costs are
covered. So you're going to have to borrow some
funds or are you going to have to find, you know,
additional users to pay for it?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: No. We actually
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have a bank which is prepared to make a 10-year
investment, and that's the rate at which it is
going to be covered.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. I would like to
ask a few gquestions on your conservation plan,
which I thought I had here. All right. ©Now, this
plan was a requirement of your last environmental
licence?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: It was.

MR. KOROLUK: And it was requested in
1993. And it was submitted in 1998; is that
correct?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Well, it was
prepared in 1997. It was requested in '93. And
we went back to the Department and advised them
that we would not be able to act on the project
until we had the funds to do so. It took us four
years to get those funds. And so once we were
ready to move with the project, we also moved with
the Water Conservation Plan. Prior to that, it is
pretty tough to go out to people that don't have
water and get them to cooperate in terms of a
Water Conservation Plan. So that's why the plan
was submitted at that time.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. And you also
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mentioned that it really isn't the responsibility
of the Co-op to do conservation. Each
municipality is --

MR. SCHELLENBERG: No, I did not say
that. As a matter of fact, we have invested
considerable energy and dollars, I might add, in
terms of water conservation. And we need that.
There is nothing to be gained by oversizing a
Water Treatment Plant. And there are some within
this room that could tell you what the costs of
that are. They are very, very high. And there is
no value in oversizing a distribution system. So
you cut them right tight, if you want to run a
utility appropriately and if, in fact, you want to
be able to balance your books with reasonable
costs. So in those circumstances, you have to use
water conservation in order to make sure that you
stay within those numbers.

If you want to increase the size and
add to a Water Treatment Plant, for example, the
capital cost that's involved is only recovered
over a very long period of time. And so you try
and avoid that as long as possible. And one of
the methods by which you do that is to make sure

that that water is used as efficiently as possible
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within the region, and that the conservation
strategy or conservation ethic which was there
before we came through with the pipelines remains
there and is reinforced.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. Can you tell me,
then, you know, which municipalities, towns or
cities are using treated effluent for irrigation?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Treated effluent as
irrigation is a -- is a risky issue. And it was
certainly looked at in terms of the City of
Winkler, where it was being -- and there was a
project related to it. And as you will recall, at
that time this was a subject under discussion.
Whether that is still the case or not, I cannot
confirm.

MR. KOROLUK: And can you tell me
which municipalities are using an increased --
increased block rate for water when they charge
for water?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Increasing rates?

MR. KOROLUK: Yes.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: No, I cannot. We
don't -- the other thing that you must remember is
that although the Pembina Valley Water

Co-operative is not subject to PUB regulation,
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each of our municipal entities are. So that is
where those issues are discussed and licensed and
approved.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. Are you aware of
any sanctions for industries not implementing
water conservation programmes, any municipalities
doing that?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: The sanctions which
they get, and we certainly have discussions in
terms of it, and we get those discussions quite
regularly, are related to the price. And the
price creates a real problem for them, but the
price also influences their usage and certainly
reinforces the conservation ethic. And a good
example of that would be Bunge in Altona.

MR. KOROLUK: And you mentioned you
metre all of the water that you sell in bulk at
each municipal government point. And we've heard
that some municipal governments do their own
metering. Can you tell me which, out of the 18,
which municipal governments do metering themselves
at the customer level?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: All of them.

MR. KOROLUK: Every hook-up, every

municipality has a metre?
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MR. SCHELLENBERG: To the best of my
knowledge, every hook-up.

THE CHAIRMAN: Every residence?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Yes.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Yes. The entire
system is metered, no question about it. And I
might add that in the rural areas, the meter is at
the home. The purpose and the priority of rural
distribution systems is to provide the water to
the home.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. And are you,
again, aware of any bylaws in place to increase
water conservation?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: There are some that
are in place. I couldn't give you a listing off
the top of my head. But the RM of Stanley, as an
example, said they were encouraging
water-efficient appliances, especially in new
construction projects, so there are some on the
about books. And I think the City of Winkler has
some as well. There are certainly restrictions in
terms of lawn watering which is available in every
one of them, the urban communities, that is. But

generally speaking, the conservation ethic and the
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conservation program is developed at our Board
level and is reinforced then from the Board down
to the customer.

MR. KOROLUK: So no bylaws have been
encouraged then?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: There are bylaws.
But we are not in control of bylaws, nor do we
make bylaws. We certainly encourage them. And
there are bylaws in place, but I don't have a list
of them.

MR. KOROLUK: ©No, you don't. Okay.
How many front-load washers are there around in
the whole area?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: How many what?

MR. KOROLUK: Front-load washers,
washing machines.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: That is an
interesting question. If you could find that out
in the City of Winnipeg, I would be delighted to
hear. I haven't exactly gone to the appliance
dealers, but I understand that they are quite keen
on selling them and they are becoming popular,
that's all I can tell you, Glen.

MR. KOROLUK: Well, I have gone all

over your conservation plan that was required in
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1993, and submitted in 1998, and there are about a
dozen points that were in that plan. And I can
only see maybe about three of them that have been
acted upon. So, I mean, I hear that, you know,
there is a conservation ethic in those
communities, but I'm not really seeing it at this
point in time. So I guess it is not a question,
but I guess an observation.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: It's an observation
that you could apply to the City of Winnipeg as
well, I would suggest.

MR. KOROLUK: I mean, this is not a
debate as to which community is the best. I mean,
the City of Winnipeg has an old infrastructure
that leaks up to 15 percent of its water.

THE CHAIRMAN: Can I just interrupt?
We are not here to consider the City of Winnipeg
right now.

MR. KOROLUK: Sorry, Mr. Chairman.
Okay. Those are my questions on water
conservation.

Now, a number of questions were asked
by the Clean Environment Commission, I guess,
about a month ago, and one response was on your 10

to 20-year projections. And you talked about
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population, you know, one percent a year for
humans. However, the question related to
livestock was kind of confusing. Do you have that
response in front of you or should I just read it
off?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Read it off.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. This is in
response to the 10 to 20-year projections for
livestock purposes, and this is from the CEC.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Yes, I remember.

MR. KOROLUK: And you responded:

"Diversification in agriculture, while

continuing, 1is projected to slow down,

and we project growth and livestock
numbers to do the same. However,
because not all of our rural
municipalities are fully served with
pipe water, agricultural usage will
grow in the next 10 years and then
stabilize."

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Correct.

And I gave you another document which indicated
exactly what percentage of our rural
municipalities were served. And on average, I

think it was coming out to somewhere around 85
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percent. Some of them are 80 percent complete,
some of them are somewhat less, but there is a
couple that are entirely completed. Like, they
are in the Rhineland, for example. And they are
in Montcalm. But some still have some distance to
go. The RM of Morris, for example, is 80 percent
done. And that additional 20 percent, which they
are going to be completing within the realm of
these projections over the next ten years, there
may well be a barn or a potato washing facility
that will want to have a water hook-up. So on
that basis, I am allowing for some growth.
However, in the existing network, the
point that I'm making is that it's not going to
change. And the existing network, which rural
municipalities put in, is put in at the lowest
cost possible because I can assure you that the
rural residents and farmers don't want to pay any
more upfront than they have to. And right now
they are paying about, on average, very close to
$10,000 in cash upfront in order to get a water
hook-up, and that's in order to defray the costs.
And then they pay the -- the rural municipality
pays the $5.40, which is our wholesale price, plus

their markup to cover distribution costs and
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capital costs, so it usually runs fairly close to
$8.50 to $10. ©Now, that means that the
distribution system that they put into place is
going to be fine-tuned to meet those immediate
demands. And they are not going to oversize it
because they can't afford it.

And so if, down the road, you want to
put up a cattle facility, or a potato washing
facility, or what have you, on an existing system,
it will not possible because they just do not
have the ability to distribute the amount of water
that you need. It is designed for what is there
now. So unless you are a Maple Leaf, or somebody
with very deep pockets, and you can afford to pay
for new infrastructure to come into that
particular facility, there is going to be no
growth.

MR. KOROLUK: So you're saying within
the next 10 to 20-year projection there is going
to be no growth?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: There is going to
be some growth, in terms of those additional areas
that have yet to be served. And we are putting in
those estimates for it. When I sent that out to

you, I also attached a press release and some
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correspondence from Maple Leaf related to the hog
industry. Where, in fact, you are seeing that it
is, in fact, closing in. And, in fact, we project
that it is a mature industry. And it is as likely
to decline in terms of the number of barns in the
area as it is to grow.

MR. KOROLUK: That's correct. And I
was just going to -- you are ahead of me right
now.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Fine.

MR. KOROLUK: You indicate that the
livestock industry in hogs, in particular, has
peaked and, in all probability, will decline.

Now, I mean, I have been following the hog
industry as of late. And, in fact, Maple Leaf is
going to build a second shift at their plant in
Brandon. And they are also going to 100 percent
vertical integration, so they will require another
2.25 million hogs. We have got the weanlings. We
export 3.5 million weanlings to the U.S. However,
what we will need to finish off is at least three
million hogs in this province. If you combine it
with the Olywest proposal, you also require 2.25
million hogs, so I can't understand how anyone

could say or --
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MR. SCHELLENBERG: The key term -- the
key term that you use, and you missed the
entrepreneurial initiative in our region, and
that's vertical integration. They are going to be
owning their own facilities. And the farmers that
we have in our area don't look kindly on that kind
of approach, I assure you.

MR. KOROLUK: For Maple Leaf. But we
still have another Olywest plant that's in its
proposal stage.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: And there is no
argument that we have got existing barns that are
going to require a market. So I come back to my
point that, from our perspective, we don't see the
market.

MR. KOROLUK: Your whole, again,
master plan, which you don't accept, is based on
the notion that there is going to be livestock
growth in the livestock sector.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Huge, huge
expansion into the hog industry, I know.

MR. KOROLUK: And considering that we
are going to have another 4.5 to 5 million pigs
killed in this province, we are going to have to

build the barns to finish them off, am I correct






10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

45

on that?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: I don't know. I
think it's speculative at this point. Olywest is
not a reality as yet, as I recall. And what I
just said earlier related to what our
infrastructure can support. In terms of water
supply, I don't see it.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. Actually, I'm
okay for now. And I think Dr. Brooks had a few
comments to make.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Dr. Brooks.

DR. BROOKS: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I have submitted my points in writing, so I am
just going to summarize. We are already at 10:00.
I would just like to highlight our points. Three
areas to which I want to return -- there are three
points to which I will return, which are in order,
in the sense that each one builds into the next.

The information that we have about
conservation efforts in the region, that is at the
regional municipality level, beyond the point for
which you are specifically responsible, is that
it's a much less intensive effort than you seem to
imply. Glen has already gone over that, so I will

not repeat any of the material he has suggested.
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And I will just add one point that I do bring in
here and challenge the notion that it is
dramatically too expensive to deliver water in two
qualities, potable gquality and water that is less
than potable quality. 1In this case, I am not
talking about treated effluent, but about use of
water that is naturally contaminated with salts or
carbonates, or other things of this kind, that can
be used for washing and many on farm uses and, in
fact, many qualities secondary uses within the
home. And I give a couple of examples of where
that is done.

The second point is about the no
project alternative, where I think I am quoting
you, sir, when you said the alternative, the no
project alternative, is devastation. I think that
reflects a misunderstanding of the no project
alternative. It does not mean that you don't
build the pipeline and hope that there is never
another drought. Rather, it means: What do you
do if you don't have the pipeline? And what we
are suggesting is there are lots of things that
can be done. That the no project alternative is
quite a vibrant, and a rather complex alternative

that includes lots of activities, but they are not
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construction.

Now, one of the things, and I am very
grateful for your explanation about the specific
problems of low flow on the Red, which I admit I
did not fully understand the effect of it on
your -- on your intake system, but the particular
level, I'm not worried about what your intakes
are. That is a technical problem that I'm sure
you can handle. But where the Red can get so low
that you can walk across it. My point here is
that judging from the pictures, what you provided
in your testimony on Tuesday, this is roughly a
20-year phenomenon. You are planning for a
20-year drought. Not that rare, but not a yearly
event either.

The general economic prescription when
you have a periodic, rather than a chronic
problem, is to look for solutions that are low
capital, but high expense. That is you capital
but high expense, that is you can afford to spend
a lot of money when they occur because you save a
lot of money that is otherwise, in effect,
sterilized in a system that is not being used to
capacity.

Now, following on this sort of
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reasoning, we have put forward a couple of ideas
of the kind of strategy that one might use
specifically to deal with that low flow on the
Red, the 20-year drought. I don't know. The
correct figure might be 15 years or 25 years. I
don't have the long-term data and have time to get
it all, but it is certainly available. And I have
just put forward a couple of alternatives that
would be expensive when they come into operation,
but you only need to put them into operation for
one or two, possibly three-year periods, when the
drought occurs. Those are the three points I
wanted to put in. The material is available in
writing and it's been provided to the Commission
and to the proponents.

And I think to save time, I will stop
with that.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much,
Dr. Brooks.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: Mr. Chairman, if I
might response to those comments?

THE CHAIRMAN: Certainly.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: In terms
conservation strategy, and I notice that in both

of your cases you are zeroing in on, in
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particular, to the rural municipalities and the
rural distribution system. I will refer you back
to our litres per person day, all in, in those
rural municipalities. Most of them are under 200,
some as low as 190, and that includes everything.
There is a conservation ethic out there, which is
commendable, and which I think should be
commended, especially when you take a look at what
our urban counterparts are utilizing. In terms of
personal usage, it is considerably higher. Those
kind of numbers don't give you the same scope for
action that you would have, for example, in
Winnipeg where you are talking about 376, or some
such number, in terms of where you can go.

The other point, the no project
alternative, I was looking at it this from a
business perspective. The no project alternative,
and you did say you have a background in
economics, basically means if we do nothing,
what's the case? That is the no project
alternative from the business perspective. And we
certainly use it in terms of putting forward
business case.

And in terms of your alternatives, the

20-year drought, what year are we in, in the terms
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of the 20 years? Are we in year 13 or are we in
year 14? How many time do we have to look at some
of these alternatives. If you had the
responsibility for providing water for 45,000
people, how much of a gamble would you be prepared
to take? And how long do you think you would
live? 1In my particular case, not that I am
concerned about my life expectancy directly,
because at my age it sort of becomes a mute point.

DR. BROOKS: I understand that.

MR. SCHELLENBERG: And the other point
that I just want to make is that some of the
alternatives that you suggest, and I'll look
through them very quickly, and I do appreciate the
effort that you are putting into this, but they
are third world initiatives is how I'm describing
that and would leave us, in terms of costs and in
terms of the limited supply, totally uncompetitive
and with a devastated economy.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Koroluk, did you
have another question?

MR. KOROLUK: Just a couple more
follow-ups, yes. Your "all in" per capita
consumption in RMs, does that include, like, you

know, water that residents take from their wells?
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MR. SCHELLENBERG: No, it does not.

We don't have wells, though, so it is an
irrelevant number.

MR. KOROLUK: Right. So the actual
number, the per capita use for an individual
farmstead, is higher than -- it's basically what
you supply, it's higher than the 200, because they
are utilizing well water, too?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: No, it's not. I
just finished telling you we don't have wells that
you can utilize.

MR. KOROLUK: The meter --

MR. SCHELLENBERG: The meter is in the
residence, so the number that you see there is a
real number.

MR. KOROLUK: Right. But they are
using their well water for other purposes,
watering the lawns?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: I am going to
repeat it one more time, sir. The number of wells
that you can count on in our region, they are not
there. You have got some perhaps in the far
western area. And you heard Charles Scharien talk
about that in terms of the area of Grey. You

heard about the quality of water they had in those
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wells. You heard Herm Martens talk about wells
which they have tried to dig and the fact that the
water wasn't fit for man nor beast. Wells are not
utilized. And they are not even utilized as an
alternative.

MR. KOROLUK: Where are operations,
livestock operations getting water to clean their
barns from?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: From impoundments,
from string runoff impoundments.

MR. KOROLUK: All of them?

MR. SCHELLENBERG: ©No, not all of
them. But those not utilizing other supplies are
taken from there.

MR. KOROLUK: Just to close off here,
is it possible to ask the department some
questions on their water budget?

THE CHAIRMAN: I'm sorry? You wanted
to ask —--

MR. KOROLUK: Yes, Manitoba Water
Stewardship a couple of questions on the water
budget that they provided us.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I think we are
going to ask Mr. Betcher to answer some questions

generally later on, so if you could hold until
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that time, please.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. Mr. Betcher
actually wouldn't be the right person to address
these two.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, if there 1is
somebody else, we will ask that that person
provide these answers. But let's just wait until
a little later in the proceedings.

MR. KOROLUK: Okay. That's all the
questions I have at this point.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. We are
going to take a pause, and this isn't a break. We
are going to take a pause for about five minutes
just so that we can gather our questions. We have
a few more questions from panel members. We will
take a longer coffee break in about a half an
hour, so five minutes.

(Proceedings adjourned at 10:10 and reconvened at
10:16)

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. We will move on
now with some questions from Mr. Halket.

MR. HALKET: I would like to follow up
on some comments that were sent to the Clean
Environment Commission by Mr. Render. And it

concerns the pumping test and the lay-out of the
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wells during the pumping test. Mr. Render
suggests that there is a standard procedure for
laying out the wells, the observation wells,
around the pumping test. And he actually -- he
suggests in his submission that the lay-out that
was used in the -- in the area did not conform to
standard operation. I was wondering if you could
comment on that?

MR. WIECEK: There is no standard
lay-out for a pumping test well. Each lay-out is
designed for the specific circumstances of that
site, and in consideration of the infrastructure
lay-out. The standard lay-out that was proposed
there involved, just for the one aquifer, 28
observation wells distributed in four directions
up to two miles, a distance of two miles. I know
of no pump test in this province, or elsewhere,
that has ever been done with that level of -- that
type of observational network.

MR. HALKET: What would be a standard
lay-out, like, what is the industry standard?

MR. WIECEK: Each lay-out -- as I
said, each lay-out is designed for the site in
question, depending on what's known about the

geology and the hydrogeology of the area.
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Typically, you have a pumping well, or an
observation well, proximate to your pumping well.
And in this case, we had one that was three metres
away. And then incrementally, outwards from
there, you have a lay-out of wells. 1In this case
it, was 400, 800, 1600 metres, and so on.

MR. HALKET: Well, Mr. Render suggests
that you should lay-out your wells along an
east/west transect and also a north/south
transect.

MR. WIECEK: As I said, it's --

MR. MAATHUIS: Pumping tests, as
referred to as standard, refers to as a certain
kind of geology, hydrogeological setting, the
ideal. It is "standard" should be read as
guideline, not as standard. So you modify what is
considered the guidelines to the local
hydrogeological setting, as well, and which is
also always an important point, which is
accessibility. So there is nowhere in any book
that says you have to go north/south or east/west.
There is nowhere that says that for any particular
pump test you need 10 wells or 20 wells. In this
regard wells, an observation wells network is,

indeed, very unique for a pump test like this.
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And in most normal cases, you will see maybe one
or two wells, monitoring wells. So what was done
here goes far beyond what I would consider as a
normal pump test.

MR. GIBBONS: Just for clarification,
if T may, it seems to me in the earlier
discussion, sorry, on Tuesday, that it was
becoming apparent that we didn't know very much
about this aquifer. We don't know what the east
or west boundaries of the aquifer are, based on
your own testimony. Would you say the same -- you
said that this is more than what would normally be
done. Is that true of situations where we know,
apparently, so little about the aquifer in
question? In other words, you mentioned that
typically there might be one or two wells. But
would that not be the case for aquifers where the
nature of the aquifer is better understood. And
that in a case where an aquifer is reasonably
un -- not well understood, that we would need,
then, to do more of that testing? I'm not quite
sure when you say compared to normal, whether
you're talking about normal testing in a
reasonably well defined and well understood

aquifer or not? Could you elaborate on that,
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please?

MR. MAATHUIS: We start talking here
about what is reasonable. And I assume that it is
always arguable what would -- you know, five more
wells, would it have given us any more
information? No. 20 more wells, no. It refines
a few things. And don't forget, the objective of
a pumping test is to get some aquifer parameters.
It wouldn't have yielded any more information than
what was coming out of the test.

MR. GIBBONS: I'm sorry, I just need
to pursue this one further moment. Could you,
perhaps as a way of explaining to the panel, as
well as the audience, then, at least draw some
kind of comparison as to what you might do when
you are dealing with tests in a well studied
fully, or at least a reasonably well understood
aquifer, compared to one that seems to be from,
again, based on what I heard on Tuesday, an
aquifer that isn't particularly well understood
yet? And I'm not quite sure that you've answered
that question. What would you normally -- what
would be the normal expectation? I am not going
to use the word "standard", but what would you

normally do in an aquifer where you know the
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boundaries, et cetera? What would you do there,
as opposed to a situation where you are dealing
with a relatively not well understood aquifer? I
am not quite hearing that.

MR. MAATHUIS: 1In comparison, if you
already know -- the hydrogeological setting is a
very simple one. You, very simply, would follow
some guidelines. You still would put, you know,
wells at variable distances from the production
well. You probably would put -- not probably, I
am pretty sure you would put in much less
monitoring wells than what was done here.

THE CHAIRMAN: Fewer than what you are
proposing for here?

MR. MAATHUIS: Fewer -- well, we are
talking about a pumping test. And the number of
wells used for analysis of the results of the
pumping tests, yes, it would be fewer.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

MR. HALKET: I'm wondering, in the
first submission that you gave, the Pembina Valley
Water Co-operative Supplemental Groundwater Supply
Hydrological Assessment Report, it shows in this
report the cone of depression around the pumping

well is defined as circular, or was it not?
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And could you -- well, could you show me what the
cone of depression around the pumping well looks
like?

MR. WIECEK: Well, what was defined,
what was shown on that figure in that report was
the radius around the well, and that was relative
to the distance to the existing well users.

MR. HALKET: Okay.

MR. WIECEK: That was not the cone of
depression shown on that one particular report you
are referring to.

MR. HALKET: Okay, thank you.

MR. WIECEK: The cone of depression
that was shown in the supplementary report, when
we were asked to show additional information, was
that elongated figure that we showed yesterday --
or on Tuesday, sorry, and that's what's in that
report.

MR. HALKET: Okay. Now, Mr. Render
also suggests that when you are doing a pumping
test that the observation well should be fully
penetrating for the aquifer in question, for the
intake, if you will, or the filter for it. So I
was wondering -- and he makes the comment that

there are corrections needed if this is not done
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in the field. And it seems to me that his
comments suggest that your -- that your
observation wells weren't fully penetrating for
the aquifer in question.

MR. MAATHUIS: Okay, let me answer
that. Certainly when you do a pump test of this
kind of, like, 72 hours, the whole aquifer in the
area tested is part -- is being tested. And it
doesn't really matter whether or not your
observation wells are screened across the complete
aquifer or not. If you go into the literature, 1if
you do very short-term tests and you have a
production well which is not -- which is only
partly completed across the thickness of the
aquifer, yes, then you will have to do
corrections. In this case, there is no need for
any corrections.

MR. WIECEK: In this case, the pumping
well was fully penetrating and, therefore, the
correction, like you said, the correction is
applied when the pumping well is partially
penetrating. The correction is not applied when
the observation well is penetrated. It is also,
too, 1s we get into the issue of designing your

well network to accommodate the actual
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hydrogeological conditions. In this case, it was
expected that we would see some vertical
variability or transmissivity. By putting the
observation wells distributed vertically, you get
a better picture of what is happening in different
parts of the aquifers. If you have a screen that
goes through the entire aquifer, you are getting a
blended average of the response over the entire
length of the aquifer, and you don't really see
the specific details of it. So, again, it comes
down to designing the test to accommodate the
conditions, or the expected conditions at the
site. And as far as partial penetration, that
applies to the pumping well.

MR. HALKET: So my understanding of
this aquifer is it's very varied. It has got very
many different levels of, shall we say,
permeability or transmissivity within it that
would give different values. And I'm just
wondering -- I am just wondering how that would
affect the wells in -- you know, your observation
wells? Would you not want to screen through the
whole width of the aquifer?

MR. WIECEK: That's why I said the

screen through the whole width or the whole
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thickness of the aquifer gives you an average
response. What that doesn't tell you, if there
are preferential pathways in there, like there are
zones with coarser sands and then finer sands, a
screen through the entire zone would not tell you
exactly where the water is moving because it's an
average. Whereas a screen specifically in the
coarser area, and a screen in another part of the
aquifer that's in the finer area, will have -- you
will see the different response. One is
responding more than the other one is, so it gives
you a better picture of the vertical variation of
the aquifer.

MR. HALKET: And is that what you had
out there?

MR. WIECEK: That's correct.

MR. HALKET: I have another --
Mr. Render raises concerns about the salinity
front in the carbonate and sandstone aquifers. He
suggests that the recharge in the glaciofluvial,
in this glaciofluvial deposit is quite critical to
the recharge of the carbonate aquifer and the
sandstone aquifer, and that any withdrawal should
be considered very carefully, any withdrawal from

the glaciofluvial aquifer, in case that would
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affect the movement of that front, the salinity
front eastward. He also points out that we don't
know very much about that front. There is some
speculation as to whether it's stationery or is it
moving eastward? And I was wondering what impact
that a withdrawal from the aquifer may have on the
movement of that front?

MR. WIECEK: Certainly the saltwater
front has been studied in extensive detail by the
province for many years, and the province has been
regularly publishing those results. And they
would be in the best position to comment on that
particular aspect.

MR. HALKET: So it's fair to say that
you haven't investigated that?

MR. WIECEK: By our assessment, the
distance from the saltwater front, we will not
have an effect on that saltwater front.

MR. HALKET: Pardon me, could you
repeat that?

MR. WIECEK: Our assessment is that
there will be no effect on the saltwater front.

MR. HALKET: Okay. Kennedy and
Woodbury, in an article in 2005 that was submitted

to us, in a modeling study of the aquifers
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underlying the sand aquifer, point out 