Reviewing the Emergency
Response to an Oil Spill
in North-Eastern BC
“The PeeJay Oil Spill Review”

Prepared for the Commissioner - Oil and Gas Commission

September 2002

Table of Contents
Executive Summary ...........................................................................................................3
Introduction ..........................................................................................................................4
Incident Selection...............................................................................................................4
Review Panel ........................................................................................................................5
Review Structure ................................................................................................................5
Information Sources and Methodology ....................................................................6
Review Elements ................................................................................................................6
Findings and Recommendations .................................................................................7

2

Executive Summary

This report concludes the first three phases of a project to review the emergency response
to petroleum incidents in northeastern British Columbia. The project was requested by the
Commissioner of the Oil and Gas Commission, and was conducted by an independent
review team. The intent of the review was to assess the effectiveness of emergency
response to an oil spill and to look for opportunities to strengthen the OGC emergency
management system.
The review focussed on an oil spill that occurred in the PeeJay field on May 13, 2002. The
panel members received and reviewed information provided by industry and regulatory
agency individuals who directly participated in the oil spill to assess the effectiveness of
the response. The review panel found that there was opportunity for improvement in the
procedures and systems in various aspects of the emergency response –incident
assessment, reporting and notification, control and recovery efforts, interagency
communication and emergency response plans.
After compiling the findings, we have identified thirteen recommendations that are
offered to the Commission for consideration to improve future emergency responses to
petroleum incidents. To briefly summarize, the recommendations provide opportunities
to improve the initial assessment of incidents; to improve the way environmental impact
is assessed; to develop criteria that provides opportunities for others to be involved in
and/or informed of the incident; and to be more effective in communication between the
emergency response agencies and other interested parties.
In conclusion, we suggest that the commission review the recommendations and develop
effective solutions that could be incorporated into its current emergency management
practices.
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Introduction

A commitment
to provide for
effective
emergency
management.

The Oil and Gas Commission (OGC, Commission) has a duty to
ensure that all oil, gas and pipeline activities, regulated under their
authority, are conducted in a safe and efficient manner. The
Commission approves applications and authorizes oil and gas licence
holders, to conduct various well-drilling, pipeline and facility
activities. These authorizations are granted provided they conduct
safe and efficient operations in compliance with all pertinent statutes
and that they have an effective Emergency Response Plan in the event
of an emergency.
The OGC is committed to continuously improve its emergency
management system. To do that, the Commission intends to conduct
a review on a recent incident where a company initiated emergency
response to assess how effective the OGC response was to the
situation.
The objective of the review was to look at how the response to the
incident was dealt with by all parties involved and to harvest any
ideas that would strengthen the OGC emergency management
system.

Incident Selection
The review focused on a pipeline break incident in Canadian Natural
Resources Limited (CNRL) PeeJay field system. The incident was
selected for it's unique operational attributes and the attention it
received from the Doig River First Nations, various OGC
stakeholders, media and public.

PeeJay
incident
selected for
review.

The oil leak was discovered in the PeeJay field (located about 150 km
north of Fort St. John) at approximately 1100 hours on Monday, May
13, 2002. The leaked volume was recorded as 200m3 of crude oil and
salt water. The product spilled over an area of muskeg approx., 6
hectares in size. No residents were located in the immediate spill
area, but the area is within the jurisdiction of the Peace River Regional
district and occurs within the traditional use area of the Doig First
Nations and approximately 80 kms from the Doig Reserve.
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Review Panel

The PeeJay
incident
review team
selected.

A three-member panel, all of whom are external to the Commission
conducted the review, chaired by OGC Deputy Commissioner Joyce
Beaudry.
The panel members included:

 Chris Bakker, Senior Surface Landman, Burlington Resources
Canada Ltd.;

 Russ Brown, General Manager, Bissett Resource Consultants, and;

 Gerry Attachie, Independent Contractor, Trustee, Doig River First
Nations
The panel was selected to include individuals with knowledge and
interest in emergency response and management.
Sandra Richardson, OGC Client Services Co-ordinator, supported the
review team.

Review Structure
The review
utilized a
four- phase
approach.

The review format was structured to incorporate four phases:
1. Information Gathering
2. Assessment and Findings
3. Recommendations and Report
4. Implementation Report
This report concludes the first 3 phases of the review conducted by
the review panel. The findings and recommendations report will be
presented to the Oil and Gas Commissioner.
The final phase, the Implementation Report, will be initiated and
concluded by the Oil and Gas Commission. The panel expected to
complete their review of the PeeJay spill and deliver their report by
September 30, 2002.
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Information Sources and Methodology

Industry
and agencies
provided
information
to the review
team.

Information was solicited from the industry and agency individuals
who directly participated in the PeeJay oil spill response. These
individuals were invited to present pertinent information related to
the incident through a meeting with the review team on August 13,
2002. The participants providing information to the review panel
consisted of:

 OGC Compliance and Enforcement Branch operations represented

by Ben Mitchell-Banks, Director;

 CNRL represented by Randy Stamp, District Area Superintendent

and Henry Petrie, Special Projects and Compliance Co-ordinator;


 OGC Stakeholder Relations represented by Harleen Price, Advisor;

 WLAP Environmental Emergency Response represented by Terry

Sawchuk, Officer.

Review Elements

Information
was assessed
within five
categories to
determine
effectiveness
of the
response.

The review panel established five categories on which to conclude
their report. The panel received and reviewed information on the
PeeJay oil spill response and associated activities to ascertain the
following:
1. Effectiveness of the initial assessment procedures for the incident;
2. Effectiveness of the process followed for notification and reporting
throughout the incident;
3. Effectiveness of the actions related to the control and recovery*
efforts;
4. Effectiveness of the communications between all interested parties
(internal and external);
5. Effectiveness of CNRL's Emergency Response Plan
6. Effectiveness of the OGC's response to the incident.
Note: The review panel is not reviewing or assessing the effectiveness of the
spill “clean-up”, the rehabilitation efforts or the cause of the incident.
Upon completing the Information Gathering phase the review team
expected to have answers to the following questions:

 How well did CNRL follow their Emergency Response Program
and were the requirements appropriate to the situation?
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 What procedures did the OGC follow and were they appropriate

The review
team
assessed
information
to prepare
for findings.

for the response to the incident?

 What opportunities exist for the CNRL and OGC to strengthen
their response systems?

 Was the communication between the industry and OGC response
(internal and external) operations adequate? Was communication
about the incident to OGC stakeholders, public and media
adequate? How could communication be enhanced?

 What was the opportunity for the First Nations to be involved or
included in the event and if so, when?

 What opportunities exist to improve the OGC emergency
management system?

Findings and Recommendations
The review panel received and reviewed information from all
individuals directly associated or those representing various aspects
of the PeeJay oil spill response to assess the effectiveness of the
response in the following six categories. They have characterized
their assessment for each category in terms of findings and
recommendations.

The Review Team
provides
thoughtful
recommendations
for consideration.

The six categories are:
1) Effectiveness of the initial assessment procedures for the incident;
2) Effectiveness of the reporting and notification process throughout
the incident;
3) Effectiveness of the actions related to the control and recovery
efforts;
4) Effectiveness of the communication between all parties
(internal/external);
5) Effectiveness of CNRL's Emergency Response Plan; and,
6) Effectiveness of the OGC's response to the incident.
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Category 1

Effectiveness of the initial assessment procedures for the incident.

Findings:
CNRL indicated that they treated this incident as a spill response at the site and, in the documentation
they provided at the review, they classified this incident as a Level 1 Emergency. Neither assessment
followed CNRL’
s corporate ERP guidelines for classifying emergency response.
The CNRL Corporate Emergency Response Plan provides criteria for classifying emergency response. It states that a
Level 1 Emergency (Section 2.2.1) is “
a spill or release of a hazardous/toxic substance, product, by-product or waste,
which is contained on-site and does not exceed regulatory reporting requirements”
. Section 2.2.2 states that a Level 2
Emergency is “
a spill or release of a hazardous/toxic substance, product, by-product or waste, which mitigates off
company property, which has an impact on the environment or requires regulatory reporting”
. During the Peejay
incident, oil containing hydrogen sulphide was released off CNRL property, there was impact to the environment and
the spill required regulatory reporting.
The OGC assessed the emergency response as a Level 1. Others assessing the incident drew another
conclusion.
The other stakeholders assessing the incident attributes drew another conclusion based on the scope (200m3) and area
impacted (6ha.) of the product released. The EMP classification criteria tend to be subjective and therefore, difficult to
determine an accurate emergency response level.
Note: Isolation and evacuation of the emergency planning zone is initiated upon the declaration of a Level 2 or 3
Emergency. If an emergency is not correctly interpreted, public safety actions cannot be effectively implemented.
Therefore, the public may be within or find them selves entering a potentially dangerous situation.
Thresholds are required by OGC, CNRL and WLAP to accurately or consistently determine
environmental impact.
CNRL and the OGC did not identify the environment as “
significantly”impacted. However, WLAP indicated in an
internal report that a “
large spill”had occurred at Peejay and that a “
long and difficult clean up”was planned. This
report was based on the volume, area and environmental attributes associated to the site.
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Category 1

Effectiveness of the initial assessment procedures for the incident.

Findings:
The terms lease site and right-of-way had different meanings between different individuals.
There appears to be confusion about whether a pipeline right-of-way can be classified as company property. These
definitions are fundamental because emergency response is handled differently dependant on whether the spill is on or
off the lease. It is our contention that when an emergency occurs on an uncontrolled pipeline right of way, the
assumption must always be that there is potential for a member of the public to encounter the site

Recommendations:

Establish an effective and efficient method to assign a level of emergency to incidents that uses clear and
simple criteria ensuring that subjective wording (small, large, significant) be removed from definitions. We
suggest that a mechanism to confirm/verify the level of emergency with company head office personnel be
implemented
Define and establish thresholds and/or criteria/procedures needed to provide for consistent and accurate
assessment of environmental impact and/or damage resulting from oil and gas incidents.
Establish clear definitions for lease site and right-of-way as it relates to assessment procedures and emergency
response.
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Category 2

Effectiveness of the reporting and notification process throughout the incident.

Findings:
CNRL was required to use a two-call process to meet their requirement for reporting and notification.
The system requires that they contact the Provincial Emergency Centre for WLAP and to contact the OGC
answering service (in order to report the incident to the OGC).
The provincial OGC service was provided with inaccurate incident location information.
Although the service provided timely information to the OGC the incident location was not correct. A copy of the
incident report was faxed to the OGC office.
The incident occurred within the Peace River Regional District (PRRD) and within the traditional use
territory of the Doig First Nations community.
The CSA Z 731 is the guide used by the oil and gas industry to establish standards to emergency
responses. This document indicates that ERP’
s must provide for multiple notifications that may be
required by overlapping jurisdictions. CNRL’
s ERP identifies when government agencies should be
contacted, and their associated actions, but it does define which specific government agency is to be
contacted per action (with the exception of a few). CNRL contacted the OGC and PEP as is identified in
their Incident Reporting Guidelines. However, CNRL did not contact the PRRD or Doig River First
Nations to inform them of the situation and offer them an opportunity to participate in the response.
Note: Throughout Canada, many agencies have overlapping jurisdictions. By not contacting an agency that has
jurisdiction over an emergency planning zone, ineffective responses may result. The review panel feels that the
OGC intends that a proactive, transparent an inclusive approach be applied to all regulated activities including
managing emergencies.
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Category 2

Effectiveness of the reporting and notification process throughout the incident.

OGC’
s internal operations were not well informed of the Peejay incident.
The OGC inspector provided an internal Event Report (emailed) to notify various internal OGC clients Commissioner's Office, OGC Stakeholder Relations, Compliance and Enforcement Branch staff and others in a
timely manner. However this report alone was not effective in providing valuable information for the purpose of
disseminating information to others.

Recommendations:

Evaluate the effectiveness of the two-call phone system for notification and reporting emergency incidents.
Several individuals interviewed by the panel suggested that a one-call system to the Provincial Emergency
Centre would be more efficient.
Criteria and/or thresholds should be established in ERP’
s to signal incremental/collateral management related to
incidents. For example, who else would be notified, when and under what circumstances or conditions? The
review panel feels the OGC intends that a proactive, transparent and inclusive approach be applied to all
regulated activities including managing emergencies. Agents that have responsibilities on the land (PRRD and
First Nation's) have the right to be informed of oil and gas related incidents and to participate in a manner that
they choose or are able to.
Review the value (and process/response to) of the Event Notice as OGC’
s internal notification mechanism for
incidents, particularly, the need to alert specific individuals in addition to the email daily report.
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Category 3

Effectiveness of the actions related to the control and recovery efforts.

Findings:
CNRL’
s response resulted in the appropriate actions to the incident (supported by OGC,
WLAP) in terms of reporting, containment and recovery efforts.
The company personnel/representatives on site (Henry Petrie and Bob Andrews) were highly experienced in oil and
gas emergency response and responded to the field situation fully and appropriately. The incident was classed as a
spill response only “
because no people were in danger and there was no H2S to be concerned about”
. The ERP,
however, was not activated.
Note: The review panel acknowledges that individual experience, history and knowledge is critically important in
emergency response situations, however, it cannot substitute the ERP, but work within it.

Recommendations:

Convey to industry that ERP’
s must be developed from standards set out in the CSA Z 731 and that the ERP is
the only tool to activate and guide emergency response and management. As a result, the regulator will be
assured that incidents are evaluated and responded to consistently.
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Category 4

Effectiveness of the communication between all parties (internal/external)

Findings:

There was inadequate communication between parties at the outset of the incident.
This resulted from the initial assessment of the incident. Classified by the company as an oil spill incident, (ERP
not initiated), and OGC’
s inspector assessment of the situation as a Level 1 - “
environment not in immediate
danger”and “
spill is contained on/about the lease”did not appear to warrant internal or external communications
between interested parties.
Other’
s concluded that there was concern about the incident related to the environment and to public
safety.
Through photo’
s, visual representations or site visits, others came to the conclusion that there was concern about the
incident related to the environment and questions about public safety. This signalled interest from other parties.
(Doig First Nations, the public and MEM).
Mixed messages and/or differences in opinion and/or debate about the incident occurred between:

WLAP, Ministry of Energy and Mines (MEM) and OGC.

OGC Compliance and Enforcement (C&E) and OGC Stakeholder Relations.

CNRL and OGC related to the First Nations involvement.

CNRL and OGC Stakeholder Relations regarding the information to the media (CBC).
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Category 4

Effectiveness of the communication between all parties (internal/external)

Recommendations:
Accurate information about oil and gas related incidents to OGC stakeholders and public essential. To do this,
the review panel suggests that the OGC in collaboration with industry:

Establish appropriate checklists for internal and external communication of facts arising from oil and gas
incidents;

Develop procedures to signify who is notified, when and under what circumstances, (ie –who else needs to
know or should be involved) and associate accountability to that function;

Develop a consistent format and methodology (not based on level assessment) for acquiring accurate
information about incidents to clearly represent incident attributes to all interested parties. The review panel
suggests that the Commission consider the following attributes to acquiring and disseminating information –
containment of the incident, safety of the public and impact to the environment.

Provide meaningful, relevant education to the general public and specifically First Nations communities
regarding impacts from oil and gas incidents to their safety.
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Category 5

Effectiveness of CNRL's Emergency Response Plan

Findings:
Emergency Planning Zone not identified in the ERP.
CNRL indicates that their ERP’
s are developed from the standards set out in the CSA Z-731. The CSA Z-731 states
that a hazard analysis is part of the Emergency Preparedness Audit Checklist. It further states that a “
hazard analysis is
generally considered to consist of identification of potential hazards, determination of the vulnerability of an area as a
result of the existing hazards”
. In the oil and gas industry, the vulnerability of an area is pre-determined by the
Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ). To calculate the pre-determined EPZ for a pipeline, such input parameters as the
pipeline’
s inside diameter, maximum operating pressure, licensed H2S concentration and line length between
emergency shutdown devices is used. CNRL did not have a pre-determined EPZ or licensed H2S for the segment of
pipe involved in the Peejay spill.
Note: Without having a pre-determined EPZ for all oil and gas operations, the area in which the public is at risk,
cannot be determined. For example, is a trapper’
s safety jeopardized at 100 metres or 1000 metres? To what distance
does a company look for trappers, hikers, industrial operators and/or transients?
Subjectivity –It is difficult to determine who and what is affected through the definition of the “area”.
The CNRL ERP makes reference to providing response to an “
area”
. It is difficult to assess who and what is affected
in an “
area”with no clear definition.
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Category 5

Effectiveness of CNRL's Emergency Response Plan

Recommendations:
Ensure that EPZ’
s are a required element in company ERP’
s. Industry needs to identify the distance from the
point of a potential or actual emergency to where public safety activities are undertaken. This public protection
distance is commonly called the EPZ.
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Category 6

Effectiveness of the OGC's response to the incident

Findings:
The OGC inspector role in this incident was to independently assess the OGC emergency response to the incident,
observe/record details related to the appropriateness of the emergency response carried out by the company and to
communicate accurate and timely information back to the OGC.
OGC Stakeholder Relations role in emergency response is to proactively address and/or provide clear and accurate
information to the public/media, to identify and address other stakeholder interests including municipalities and First
Nations.
Internal and external debate arose from the incident assessment as a Level 1 emergency response.
The OGC assessment procedures were followed and the inspector confirmed the emergency response to be a Level 1.
However, this assessment conflicted with other opinions and caused internal and external debate on the significance of
the incident to the environment.
The role of the OGC inspector is not clear.
The role of the OGC inspector on site is not clear to industry –the role appears to depend upon the individual present.
Arbitrary information was used to communicate to interested OGC stakeholders.

 OGC Stakeholder Relations was provided with arbitrary information for communication with OGC Stakeholders.
Information needs to be clear, accurate, transparent and meaningful to interested parties.

 There are no protocols between Compliance & Enforcement staff, industry representatives and OGC Stakeholder
Relations to assist in the appropriate information being collected and disseminated concerning emergency response to
oil and gas incidents.
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Category 6

Effectiveness of the OGC's response to the incident

Findings:
No formal procedures exist in the Commission to signal when interested OGC stakeholders are informed
of oil and gas incidents
The Doig First Nations were informed of the incident through an OGC informal system. The OGC commitment to
provide them with information related to the progress of the spill cleanup and rehabilitation was ad hoc as there was no
consistent notification procedure.

Recommendations:

Eliminate the subjectivity that currently exists in the OGC EMP level classification procedures to ensure accurate
assessments of oil and gas incidents. We suggest that the assessment procedures be based on the actions
required to meet the established OGC emergency response objectives.
Standardize the role/responsibilities of the OGC inspector (on-site) and ensure it is consistently applied in
emergency responses. We suggest that the OGC develop and use tool/instruments that demonstrates due
diligence to their role.
Establish clear roles/responsibilities, procedures and protocols between industry, other agencies (such as WLAP),
Compliance and Enforcement and OGC Stakeholder Relations to ensure a consistent, efficient approach exists for
disseminating information related to emergency response to incidents.


Develop criteria and procedures that would clarify expectations and situations to notify others –who is notified,
when and under what circumstances (see Category 4 recommendations).
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