
 

  

 

 

 

  T: 250.794.5200 

F: 250.794.5390                

Physical/Courier/Mailing 

6534 100 Avenue 

Fort St. John, BC VIJ 8C5 
www.bc-er.ca 

File:  292-30/BCER2025-003-009 
 
July 9, 2025  
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL:

 
Dear
 
Re:  Request for Access to Records – Response  
        Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (FOIPPA)   
 
I am writing further regarding your request received by the BC Energy Regulator (BCER) for access to 
records relating to: Copies of correspondence, both internal and with external recipients (including but 
not limited to text messages, letters, meeting notes, meeting agendas, etc.) related to media questions 
sent to communications@bc-er.ca from The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalist Foundation and 
6 news articles published Date Range: February 11 to April 29, 2025 
 
Please see the attached records located in response to your request. Some information has been 
withheld pursuant to section(s): 13 (Policy advice or recommendations), 14 (Legal Advice), 15 (Law 
Enforcement, 16 (Disclosure harmful to intergovernmental relations or negotiations) and 22 (Disclosure 
harmful to personal privacy) of FOIPPA. A complete copy of FOIPPA is available online at: Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act (gov.bc.ca).  
 
Your file is now closed. Pursuant to section 52 of the FOIPPA, you may ask the Office of the Information 
and Privacy Commissioner (OIPC) to review any decision, act, or failure to act with regard to your request 
under FOIPPA within 30 business days by writing to: 
 
   Information and Privacy Commissioner  
   PO Box 9038 Stn Prov Govt 
   4th Floor, 947 Fort Street 
   Victoria BC V8W 9A4 
   Phone: 250.387.5629 Fax: 250.387.1696 
   Email: info@oipc.bc.ca 
 
 
 
 



2 BC Energy Regulator 

 

If you request a review, please provide the OIPC with a copy of your original request, a copy of the BCER’s 
response, and the reasons or grounds upon which you are requesting the review. Further information 
on the complaint and review process can be found on the OIPC website: https://www.oipc.bc.ca. Please 
write FOIIntake@bc-er.ca, if you have any questions regarding your request or require any further 
clarification. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
  
D. Keough 

BC Energy Regulator 
 





 Issue Note 
 
April 3, 2025; Updated April 24, 2025 

CNRL Pipeline Exemptions 
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: The Narwhal has published an article “BC Greens call for regulator reform 

over secret exemption given to oil company” (April 24, 2025), which follows 
another article “B.C. quietly allowed an oil and gas giant to sidestep rules for more 
than 4,300 pipelines” (April 2, 2025), and is part of an ongoing “series” critical of 
the BCER compliance and enforcement efforts. This arises from an FOI released 
in February 2024 (and available on the BCER’s website) for all inspection records 
from 2017-2023, resulting in over 35,000 inspection reports. 

 
III. MESSAGING: 

• The BCER has a comprehensive Compliance Management System that 
ensures energy companies in the province operate in accordance with 
legislation, regulations, permits, and authorizations designed to protect public 
safety and the environment. 

• Significant resources are dedicated to monitoring compliance, through a 
diverse set of administrative and field-based tools and activities, including 
application reviews, administrative reviews and monitoring, audits, inspections, 
and permit holder self-assessments.  

• The BCER identified through an integrity focused audit of operators’ pipeline 
deactivation programs - that CNRL had a large number of pipelines that were 
non-compliant with section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation (i.e., that pipelines 
must be deactivated within 18 months of not flowing) and needed to be 
deactivated. 

• In response to the BCER requiring CNRL to identify its plan to address the 
non-compliances, CNRL proposed a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year 
approach to its deactivation of the non-compliant pipelines.  

• Given the significant number of pipelines out of compliance, the decision 
maker acknowledged that the issue could not be addressed immediately and 
concluded that an exemption that required the permit holder to follow a plan 
that would bring it into compliance by 2028 was appropriate.   

• The BCER decision maker determined that this approach was preferable to 
addressing each instance on a one-off, case-by-case basis because it would 
reduce the overall time to deactivate all the pipelines, require those pipelines 
with greater risk associated to be prioritized, and reduce the associated land 
disturbance.  

• The exemption included an itemized list of pipelines to be addressed with 
associated dates which can be used for enforcement purposes. 

• The original exemption included 4,312 pipelines and as of March 2025, there 
are 865 remaining pipelines to deactivate – CNRL is required to complete 
deactivation of all the pipelines by the end of 2028. 

• Additionally – another 90 exemptions provided over a five-year period to 
several oil and gas companies are a necessary regulatory tool to respond to 
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 Issue Note 
challenges encountered during operations and help ensure safety.  

• The BCER technical staff, including engineers and geoscientists, assess each 
situation before granting an exemption, which are authorized under the Act and 
the Regulations.  

 
IV. BACKGROUND:  

• Deactivating pipelines provides safety and environmental protection through 
the removal of fluids from the pipes and the isolation of the pipelines from any 
other systems. Permit holders are required to continue to monitor the pipelines 
after their deactivation until they are removed or abandoned. Deactivating 
pipelines reduces liability, increases restoration, and reduces the risk of a spill. 

• Through an administrative compliance verification process of an integrity 
focused audit of operators’ pipeline deactivation programs in 2020, the BCER 
found CNRL had a large number of pipelines that were non-compliant with 
section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation requiring pipelines must be deactivated 
within 18 months of not flowing and needed to be deactivated. 

• CNRL proposed a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year approach to its 
deactivation of the non-compliant pipelines that was deemed by the BCER as 
being preferable to addressing each instance on a one off basis (as would 
have been required as per the section 9 provisions), as the systematic 
approach would reduce the overall time to deactivate all of the pipelines and 
reduce the associated land disturbance conducting the work. 

• The BCER determined that issuing an exemption which required CNRL to 
implement its plan was the best option for bringing CNRL into compliance 
efficiently and in a way that allowed the BCER to monitor the activities of CNRL 
by pipeline count and date for enforcement. 

• For example, when CNRL failed to meet the identified deactivation targets for 
2020, 2021, and 2022, the BCER issued an enforcement order to deactivate 
the sections as outlined in the 2020 exemption. On Nov. 9, 2023 CNRL had 
satisfied the deactivation requirements and the order was terminated. 

• This plan – which included older assets purchased from other companies – 
significantly reduced the risk of this infrastructure falling into insolvency and 
potentially increasing liabilities for the Orphan Fund.  

• The original exemption included 4,312 pipelines: 
o 2,266 were identified as potentially inactive at the time of the 

exemption.  
o An additional 2,046 were projected to become inactive over the 

duration of the exemption.  

• Between January 2020 and March 2024 CNRL either deactivated or confirmed 
compliance on 2,992 pipelines from the original exemption. 

• In March 2024 the exemption was updated to address the remaining 1,320 
pipelines by 2028.   

• As of March 7, 2025, there are 865 remaining pipelines to deactivate, with a 
requirement they all be deactivated by the end of 2028. 

• Additionally, since 2019, there have been the following exemptions made 
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 Issue Note 
under section 14 of the Pipeline Regulation: 

o 2019: 0 
o 2020: 2 
o 2021: 0 
o 2022: 0 
o 2023: 0 
o 2024: 1 amendment to one of the existing exemptions from 2020 
o 2025: 0 

• The number of exemptions made under section 4 of the Drilling and Production 
Regulation since 2019 include: 

o 2019: 20 
o 2020: 7 
o 2021: 18 
o 2022: 3 
o 2023: 17 
o 2024: 14 
o 2025: 11 

 
• See further detail of those 90 here: 

Section(s) Count Explanation 
18(6)(a) 2 Permit holder encountered problems 

during drilling, exemption was granted 
to accommodate an atypical well 
design that still met regulatory 
requirements for safety and hydraulic 
isolation. 

18(9)(a) 18 Permit holder sought to mitigate 
surface casing vent flows by installing 
a burst plate or pressure safety valve. 
Note that 18(10) now allows this to be 
done in certain cases without 
requiring an exemption 

18(9)(a), (c) 2 Permit holder sought to mitigate 
surface casing vent flows by installing 
a burst plate or pressure safety valve. 
Note that 18(10) now allows this to be 
done in certain cases without 
requiring an exemption 

25(5) 9 Permit holder presented a plan to 
bring inactive wells back into 
production in a timely manner, with 
interim monitoring and inspections 
planned to ensure integrity is 
maintained 

25(5)(a) 4 Permit holder presented a plan to 
bring inactive wells back into 
production in a timely manner, with 
interim monitoring and inspections 
planned to ensure integrity is 
maintained 
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 Issue Note 
29(1)(a), (a.1) 13 Permit holders received exemptions 

from normal well cuttings sampling 
requirements, either because data 
was already collected from nearby 
wells, or drilling problems prevented 
them from safely collecting samples 

34(1), (2.1) 19 Permit holders received exemptions 
from normal well logging 
requirements, either because data 
was already collected from nearby 
wells, or drilling problems prevented 
them from safely conducting the 
required logs 

34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) 18 Permit holders received exemptions 
from normal well logging and 
sampling requirements, either 
because data was already collected 
from nearby wells, or drilling problems 
prevented them from safely collecting 
the data 

39(6)(a)(v), (vi) 2 Permit holder presented alternative 
means of meeting the intent of the 
regulation, and complete a risk 
assessment demonstrating low risk. 

47(c )(ii) 1 Permit holder was found to be non-
compliant with equipment spacing 
requirements while drilling a well on a 
multiwell pad. Proponent completed 
risk assessment and provided 
additional mitigation measures to 
continue with equipment as-is when 
drilling last well on the pad. 

73(2) 2 Permit holder was exempted from 
conducting annual reservoir pressure 
measurements. Long production 
histories, current low production, low 
remaining reserves data and reservoir 
pressure testing history support the 
exemptions. Further reservoir 
pressure testing would be of limited 
additional value. 

 
• The BCER continues to increase its transparency and is working to make 

exemptions public on its website (along with inspection reports) later in 2025.  
 

PREPARED BY: 
Graham Currie 
Executive Director, Public Trust  
250-419-4420 
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From: Currie, Graham <Graham.Currie@bc-er.ca>
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2025 7:27 AM
To: Executive DL; Slocomb, Richard <Richard.Slocomb@bc-er.ca>
Cc: van Besouw, Jordan <Jordan.vanBesouw@bc-er.ca>; Thoroughgood, Garth <Garth.Thoroughgood@bc-er.ca>; Rygg,
Philip <Phil.Rygg@bc-er.ca>; Woods, Jonathan <Jonathan.Woods@bc-er.ca>; Parsonage, Kevin <Kevin.Parsonage@bc-
er.ca>
Subject: BC Greens call for regulator reform over secret exemption given to oil company
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Just making sure everyone saw this – story we were expecting (which did not use much of our response): 
 

BC Greens call for regulator reform over secret exemption given to oil company 
Narwhal 
THURSDAY, APRIL 24 2025 
BY MATT SIMMONS & ZAK VESCERA 

The acting leader of the Green Party of British Columbia says the provincial agency that regulates oil and 
gas projects has been “captured” by special interests and should become an independent agency. 

Jeremy Valeriote was reacting to an investigation by The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism 
Foundation that found the BC Energy Regulator quietly exempted oil and gas giant Canadian Natural 
Resources Ltd. (CNRL) from environmental regulations for more than 4,300 pipelines the company 
operates across the province.  

The investigation found CNRL had not deactivated and cleaned up those pipelines within the legal 
timeframe. The exemption, which was granted in 2020 and lasts until 2028, was never publicly disclosed. 

The regulator previously said it “does not post publicly when exemptions to regulation are granted.” But 
after The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation revealed the existence of the CNRL 
exemption, the regulator sent a second statement, saying it was “currently working on a process for 
posting regulatory exemptions publicly on our website.” It declined to explain why this information is not 
already public.  

Valeriote, whose party has signed an agreement to help the BC NDP hold its slim majority in the 
legislature, said keeping the exemption secret was “completely unacceptable.”  

“I think regulators work in the public interest and that information should be made public,” Valeriote, 
MLA for West Vancouver-Sea to Sky, said in an interview. “There’s no question that shouldn’t be done 
behind closed doors.” 

Such exemptions for pipelines are fairly rare. The regulator said it had granted only three since 2019 — 
and one was an amendment to an existing exemption.  

But during the same period, the regulator said it granted 90 exemptions for drilling projects like oil wells, 
none of which were publicly disclosed.Valeriote said the exemption is part of a larger pattern where the 
regulator is beholden to oil and gas companies, something he speculated was due to political pressure 
to advance natural resource projects. 

B.C. Minister of Energy and Climate Solutions Adrian Dix did not respond to multiple requests for 
comment. Conservative Party of British Columbia Leader John Rustad, Larry Neufeld, the natural gas and 
LNG critic for the BC Conservatives, and Trevor Halford, the environment critic for the BC Conservatives, 
also did not respond to requests for comment. 

‘Political rhetoric’ restricts regulator’s work: BC Greens  

Industry groups say B.C.’s oil and gas sector employs around 12,000 people, a number expected to grow 
as the province’s burgeoning liquefied natural gas (LNG) export sector gets underway this year. 
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Breakdown of the 90 exemptions, by DPR section, and with an explanation for each section describing how/why the exemptions are warranted, 
shown below. Let me know if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Jordan 
 

Section(s) Count Explanation 

18(6)(a) 2 
Permit holder encountered problems during drilling, exemption was granted to accommodate an atypical well design that 
still met regulatory requirements for safety and hydraulic isolation. 

18(9)(a) 18 
Permit holder sought to mitigate surface casing vent flows by installing a burst plate or pressure safety valve. Note that 
18(10) now allows this to be done in certain cases without requiring an exemption 

18(9)(a), (c) 2 
Permit holder sought to mitigate surface casing vent flows by installing a burst plate or pressure safety valve. Note that 
18(10) now allows this to be done in certain cases without requiring an exemption 

25(5) 9 
Permit holder presented a plan to bring inactive wells back into production in a timely manner, with interim monitoring and 
inspections planned to ensure integrity is maintained 

25(5)(a) 4 
Permit holder presented a plan to bring inactive wells back into production in a timely manner, with interim monitoring and 
inspections planned to ensure integrity is maintained 

29(1)(a), (a.1) 13 
Permit holders received exemptions from normal well cuttings sampling requirements, either because data was already 
collected from nearby wells, or drilling problems prevented them from safely collecting samples 

34(1), (2.1) 19 
Permit holders received exemptions from normal well logging requirements, either because data was already collected from 
nearby wells, or drilling problems prevented them from safely conducting the required logs 

34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) 18 
Permit holders received exemptions from normal well logging and sampling requirements, either because data was already 
collected from nearby wells, or drilling problems prevented them from safely collecting the data 

39(6)(a)(v), (vi) 2 
Permit holder presented alternative means of meeting the intent of the regulation, and complete a risk assessment 
demonstrating low risk. 

47(c )(ii) 1 

Permit holder was found to be non-compliant with equipment spacing requirements while drilling a well on a multiwell pad. 
Proponent completed risk assessment and provided additional mitigation measures to continue with equipment as-is when 
drilling last well on the pad. 

73(2) 2 

Permit holder was exempted from conducting annual reservoir pressure measurements.  Long production histories, current 
low production, low remaining reserves data and reservoir pressure testing history support the exemptions. Further reservoir 
pressure testing would be of limited additional value. 
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The regulator previously said it “does not post publicly when exemptions to regulation are granted.” But after The Narwhal and the 
Investigative Journalism Foundation revealed the existence of the CNRL exemption, the regulator sent a second statement, saying it was 
“currently working on a process for posting regulatory exemptions publicly on our website.” It declined to explain why this information is not 
already public.  

Valeriote, whose party has signed an agreement to help the BC NDP hold its slim majority in the legislature, said keeping the exemption 
secret was “completely unacceptable.”  

“I think regulators work in the public interest and that information should be made public,” Valeriote, MLA for West Vancouver-Sea to Sky, 
said in an interview. “There’s no question that shouldn’t be done behind closed doors.” 

Such exemptions for pipelines are fairly rare. The regulator said it had granted only three since 2019 — and one was an amendment to an 
existing exemption.  

But during the same period, the regulator said it granted 90 exemptions for drilling projects like oil wells, none of which were publicly 
disclosed.Valeriote said the exemption is part of a larger pattern where the regulator is beholden to oil and gas companies, something he 
speculated was due to political pressure to advance natural resource projects. 

B.C. Minister of Energy and Climate Solutions Adrian Dix did not respond to multiple requests for comment. Conservative Party of British 
Columbia Leader John Rustad, Larry Neufeld, the natural gas and LNG critic for the BC Conservatives, and Trevor Halford, the environment 
critic for the BC Conservatives, also did not respond to requests for comment. 

‘Political rhetoric’ restricts regulator’s work: BC Greens  

Industry groups say B.C.’s oil and gas sector employs around 12,000 people, a number expected to grow as the province’s 
burgeoning liquefied natural gas (LNG) export sector gets underway this year. 

Recent reporting by The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation detailed how, in many cases, the BC Energy Regulator did not 
fine or reprimand companies when they apparently broke regulations intended to protect the environment and public health and safety. 
Inspectors with the regulator identified more than 1,000 apparent infractions while inspecting oil and gas sites, but did not fine the 
companies operating the sites or mark them as non-compliant with government regulations.  

“I think there’s a tremendous amount of economic influence and … maybe what we would call groupthink and political rhetoric around 
overregulation,” Valeriote said. “I think that gets some traction in the political realm and it can lead to regulators being hampered in their 
ability to do their work.”  

The BC Energy Regulator, formerly known as the BC Oil and Gas Commission, is funded by levies charged to industry and overseen by a 
government-appointed board that reports to Dix’s office.  
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From: Currie, Graham <Graham.Currie@bc-er.ca>  
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2025 7:27 AM 
To: Executive DL <Executive@bc-er.ca>; Slocomb, Richard <Richard.Slocomb@bc-er.ca> 
Cc: van Besouw, Jordan <Jordan.vanBesouw@bc-er.ca>; Thoroughgood, Garth <Garth.Thoroughgood@bc-er.ca>; Rygg, Philip <Phil.Rygg@bc-er.ca>; Woods, 
Jonathan <Jonathan.Woods@bc-er.ca>; Parsonage, Kevin <Kevin.Parsonage@bc-er.ca> 
Subject: BC Greens call for regulator reform over secret exemption given to oil company 
 
Just making sure everyone saw this – story we were expecting (which did not use much of our response): 
 

BC Greens call for regulator reform over secret exemption given to oil company 
Narwhal 
THURSDAY, APRIL 24 2025 
BY MATT SIMMONS & ZAK VESCERA 

The acting leader of the Green Party of British Columbia says the provincial agency that regulates oil and gas projects has been “captured” 
by special interests and should become an independent agency. 

Jeremy Valeriote was reacting to an investigation by The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation that found the BC Energy 
Regulator quietly exempted oil and gas giant Canadian Natural Resources Ltd. (CNRL) from environmental regulations for more than 4,300 
pipelines the company operates across the province.  

The investigation found CNRL had not deactivated and cleaned up those pipelines within the legal timeframe. The exemption, which was 
granted in 2020 and lasts until 2028, was never publicly disclosed. 

The regulator previously said it “does not post publicly when exemptions to regulation are granted.” But after The Narwhal and the 
Investigative Journalism Foundation revealed the existence of the CNRL exemption, the regulator sent a second statement, saying it was 
“currently working on a process for posting regulatory exemptions publicly on our website.” It declined to explain why this information is not 
already public.  

Valeriote, whose party has signed an agreement to help the BC NDP hold its slim majority in the legislature, said keeping the exemption 
secret was “completely unacceptable.”  

“I think regulators work in the public interest and that information should be made public,” Valeriote, MLA for West Vancouver-Sea to Sky, 
said in an interview. “There’s no question that shouldn’t be done behind closed doors.” 

Such exemptions for pipelines are fairly rare. The regulator said it had granted only three since 2019 — and one was an amendment to an 
existing exemption.  
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But during the same period, the regulator said it granted 90 exemptions for drilling projects like oil wells, none of which were publicly 
disclosed.Valeriote said the exemption is part of a larger pattern where the regulator is beholden to oil and gas companies, something he 
speculated was due to political pressure to advance natural resource projects. 

B.C. Minister of Energy and Climate Solutions Adrian Dix did not respond to multiple requests for comment. Conservative Party of British 
Columbia Leader John Rustad, Larry Neufeld, the natural gas and LNG critic for the BC Conservatives, and Trevor Halford, the environment 
critic for the BC Conservatives, also did not respond to requests for comment. 

‘Political rhetoric’ restricts regulator’s work: BC Greens  

Industry groups say B.C.’s oil and gas sector employs around 12,000 people, a number expected to grow as the province’s 
burgeoning liquefied natural gas (LNG) export sector gets underway this year. 

Recent reporting by The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation detailed how, in many cases, the BC Energy Regulator did not 
fine or reprimand companies when they apparently broke regulations intended to protect the environment and public health and safety. 
Inspectors with the regulator identified more than 1,000 apparent infractions while inspecting oil and gas sites, but did not fine the 
companies operating the sites or mark them as non-compliant with government regulations.  

“I think there’s a tremendous amount of economic influence and … maybe what we would call groupthink and political rhetoric around 
overregulation,” Valeriote said. “I think that gets some traction in the political realm and it can lead to regulators being hampered in their 
ability to do their work.”  

The BC Energy Regulator, formerly known as the BC Oil and Gas Commission, is funded by levies charged to industry and overseen by a 
government-appointed board that reports to Dix’s office.  

In a statement to The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation, the regulator said it does not “advocate for industry nor solicit 
economic development.” 

But Valeriote said he is worried political pressure is influencing regulator decisions. He argued the regulator should either be an 
independent government entity outside a minister’s direct purview or it should have additional layers of insulation from elected officials, 
whom he argued might have reasons to rush environmental approvals to appease influential industry groups.  

“There’s too much money at stake and, quite frankly, large profits at stake to deny that there is political influence here,” Valeriote said.  

“We have a lot of legislation. We have a lot of regulations. But we don’t enforce it consistently and that undermines the whole purpose.” 
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From: Currie, Graham
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2025 9:06 AM
To: Gregory, Sara; Dickinson, Sara
Cc: Thoroughgood, Garth
Subject: RE: BC Greens call for regulator reform over secret exemption given to oil company

Additionally – he has this messaging from the Top Issues: 
 
5 | Media Interest in Compliance & Enforcement  
 
Q. Critics say the BCER turns a blind eye to infractions in the oil and gas industry, seldom 
finding or issuing penalties. What is the BCER doing to ensure public and environmental 
safety?  
 
A) 

 Media reports only capture a small portion of a broader issue. In recent news articles, many examples 
cited only show a portion of the facts — not the full context of the risk or the outcome. 
 

In response to recently published media articles which reviewed BCER inspection records from 2017-2023 
 

 Inspections are a snapshot in time. Comments do not reflect the comprehensive Compliance 
Management System used by the regulator to bring permit holders back into compliance, 
ranging from non-compliance notices to more formal, statutory enforcement actions, including 
fines. 

 Many of the instances referenced did not result in formal non-compliance notices because they 
were addressed with the appropriate actions based on the risk to the environment and public 
safety: 

o Two were escalated to formal enforcement 
o Two were referred to the environmental management team for remediation 
o One was corrected on-site during the inspection 
o Nine involved surface casing vent flows, which were not non-compliances at the time 
o One was a joint inspection focused on education and information-sharing 
o One was determined to involve a matter outside BCER jurisdiction, so was referred to 

the appropriate agency to be addressed. 
 To put this in perspective, during the period referenced:  

o The inspection-level initial compliance rate was over 94 per cent. 
o 4,355 individual non-compliances were found. Approximately six per cent were 

considered high severity, which require permit holders to correct them within 24 hours. 
All others were of low severity, requiring correction within either 14 or 30 days. 

 The final compliance rate was more than 99 per cent. 
 
In response to recently published media articles regarding an exemption provided by BCER to CNRL in 2020: 

 

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 36 



 The statutory decision maker determined an exemption approach provided a more effective 
means to ensure environmental safety and would lead to outcomes that went beyond 
regulated requirements. 

 The exemption required CNRL to follow a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year plan which 
reduced the overall time, prioritized risk, and reduced land disturbance. 

 Enforcement of the plan has resulted in 80 per cent of the 4,312 identified pipelines being 
addressed over five years. There are 865 remaining pipelines to deactivate – CNRL is required 
to complete deactivation of all the pipelines by the end of 2028. 

 
Background 

 The BC Energy Regulator (BCER) has processes and systems in place to manage compliance 
within the energy industry to ensure the protection of the environment and public safety. 

 Safety and compliance management is a complex and multifaceted part of the Regulator’s 
operations, involving contributions from all areas of the organization including engineering, 
environmental stewardship, geology, archaeology, and compliance and enforcement. 

 To ensure effective oversight, the BCER maintains a comprehensive Compliance Management 
System to identify, coordinate, track, and continuously improve compliance management 
activities. This ensures energy companies in British Columbia operate in accordance with 
Provincial legislation, regulations, permits, and authorizations designed to uphold public safety 
and environmental protection.  

 As part of this system, the BCER dedicates significant resources to monitoring compliance, 
including carrying out more than 4,000 in-person inspections of energy resource activity sites 
across the province each year. 

 When non-compliances are identified, the BCER uses a graduated response model to bring 
permit holders back into compliance, ranging from non-compliance notices to more formal, 
statutory enforcement actions, including fines. 

 The specific action taken depends on the nature of the non-compliance and the case-specific 
circumstances. BCER staff consider a range of factors in determining the most appropriate 
response, including: 

 The severity of actual or potential impacts to the environment and public safety 
 The factual circumstances of the non-compliance 
 The compliance history of the permit holder 
 The best approach to remedy the issue and reduce future non-compliance 

 Where appropriate, alleged non-compliances are managed through the Non-Compliance 
Notice and Correction Process. If that is not effective — or circumstances warrant — BCER 
has efficient processes in place to escalate to formal enforcement.  

 As part of its commitment to transparency and continuous improvement, the BCER publishes 
the following information on its website: 

o Inspection summaries 
o Data and reports on compliance management, inspections, and enforcement 
o All penalties, orders, warning letters, and tickets issued 
o Planned publication of full inspection reports by the end of 2025 
o Begin publishing exemptions in 2025 
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6 | Captured Regulator 
 
Q. There has been criticism from NGOs and some media that the BC Energy Regulator (BCER) 
is a captured regulator and can’t do an impartial job of regulating projects. How does the 
BCER respond to such criticisms? 
 
A) 

 The BCER receives its mandate and direction from government and is accountable to the 
Minister of Energy and Climate Solutions.   

 BCER must follow provincial legislation, policy and guidance in the execution of its mandate, 
including how it manages administrative penalties, contaminated sites, reconciliation, land use 
and forest or other resources, and financial matters. 

 As a regulator, the BCER does not have an advocacy function. Its role is to provide sound 
regulatory oversight of the energy industry and ensure companies comply with their permit 
conditions and provincial legislation. The BCER does not advocate for industry or solicit 
economic development. 

 There are 110 positions in the BCER that hold non-financial delegated or designated decision-
making authorities (including compliance & enforcement decisions) that are part of BCER’s 
Delegated Decision-Maker Quality Assurance Program, designed to ensure that employees 
that hold statutory delegations or designations have the required training and competencies to 
carry out the decisions they are accountable for. 

 Expertise in Decision Making: Approximately three-quarters of all employees are union 
members. They include highly skilled professionals and statutory decision-makers with 
specialized training, professional governance and quality assurance requirements. These staff 
include engineers, hydrologists, hydrogeologists, foresters, agrologists, archaeologists, 
geologists, inspectors and environmental specialists. 

 There is legal recourse through review, appeal and judicial review of decisions made by the 
BCER. 

 Compliance & Enforcement: To further ensure independence the BCER works closely within 
provincial standards, policies and legislation with other agencies on compliance. The BCER 
has agreements in place like the Squamish Nation/Environmental Assessment Office/BCER 
agreement signed in March 2024 to provide for coordination, collaboration and mutual support 
in the event of safety events and to support regulatory compliance. 

 Cost Recovery Funding: There are a range of funding models for Crown Corporations, and 
different ministries also charge permit application fees and fees for compliance oversight. 
Similar to publicly funded government regulatory agencies, like the Canada Energy Regulator, 
the Alberta Energy Regulator, and other provincial agencies, such as the Environmental 
Assessment Office (who charge application fees etc),  the BC Energy Regulator is self-
supported through levies charged on production, pipelines, large LNG facilities, and oil and gas 
application fees—receiving no taxpayer funds.  

 Independent Oversight: The BCER’s Board of Directors is independent, setting strategic 
direction in alignment with government direction and overseeing the Regulator’s operations. 
Under the BCER’s governance structure, seven Directors (including at least one Indigenous 
person and a Deputy Minister) bring diverse experience, technical expertise and a strong 
understanding of the matters within the BCER’s mandate to play an important role in 
advancing and protecting the public interest.    
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From: Currie, Graham
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2025 1:27 PM
To: Connie, Alanah GCPE:EX; Lonergan, Peter GCPE:EX; Poulose, Akshara GCPE:EX
Cc: Rygg, Philip; Woods, Jonathan
Subject: Exemptions IN & Wind Farm Compliance
Attachments: IN_Narwhal_CNRL_Exemption_Updt.docx

As mentioned – please see attached re. the exemptions story; and below is what we’ve got for Estimates re. 
C&E on wind farms, plus a bit on expanded mandate staffing (just the summary):  
 
4 | WIND FARM COMPLIANCE 
 
Q) How will the BCER ensure compliance with any wind farms it might be responsible for? 
A)   

 The BCER has a strong and mature safety and compliance management program in place for 
the energy resources it oversees. 

 There will be no gap in compliance oversight.  Compliance verification for wind and solar 
projects will be conducted by the BC Energy Regulator, including an inspection team of 
Engineers and Officers who will carry out audits and field inspections to ensure robust 
oversight of safety and compliance. 

 Inspections will be conducted through the full regulatory life cycle of the projects. 
 The BCER is working with the Environmental Assessment Office to ensure a smooth hand 

over of responsibility for the regulation of wind farms, utilizing the EAO’s existing experience to 
ensure a consistent approach. 

 Safety and compliance management is a core function of the Regulator’s operations, involving 
contributions from all areas of the organization including engineering, environmental 
stewardship, geology, archaeology, and compliance and enforcement. 

 To ensure effective oversight, the BCER maintains a comprehensive Compliance Management 
System to identify, coordinate, track, and continuously improve compliance management 
activities. This ensures energy companies in British Columbia operate in accordance with 
Provincial legislation, regulations, permits, and authorizations designed to uphold public safety 
and environmental protection. 

--- 
 
1 | BCER Front-Line Staffing and Capacity  
 
Q) What is the BCER doing to prepare for its new responsibilities so it’s ready to permit wind farms, 
solar and transmission lines? 
A) Summary 

 With approximately 300 people working across seven regional offices, the BC Energy 
Regulator (BCER) ensures energy activities are carried out safely, responsibly, and in 
alignment with provincial goals.  

 BCER is focused on delivery of its current mandate – and ensuring that the organization is 
prepared for new responsibilities. 

 To prepare for its expanded mandate, BCER has begun investing in future-focused capacity—
building out teams that can oversee emerging energy systems, support new permitting 
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 Issue Note 
 
April 3, 2025; Updated April 24, 2025 

CNRL Pipeline Exemptions 
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: The Narwhal has published an article “BC Greens call for regulator reform 

over secret exemption given to oil company” (April 24, 2025), which follows 
another article “B.C. quietly allowed an oil and gas giant to sidestep rules for more 
than 4,300 pipelines” (April 2, 2025), and is part of an ongoing “series” critical of 
the BCER compliance and enforcement efforts. This arises from an FOI released 
in February 2024 (and available on the BCER’s website) for all inspection records 
from 2017-2023, resulting in over 35,000 inspection reports. 

 
III. MESSAGING: 

• The BCER has a comprehensive Compliance Management System that 
ensures energy companies in the province operate in accordance with 
legislation, regulations, permits, and authorizations designed to protect public 
safety and the environment. 

• Significant resources are dedicated to monitoring compliance, through a 
diverse set of administrative and field-based tools and activities, including 
application reviews, administrative reviews and monitoring, audits, inspections, 
and permit holder self-assessments.  

• The BCER identified through an integrity focused audit of operators’ pipeline 
deactivation programs - that CNRL had a large number of pipelines that were 
non-compliant with section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation (i.e., that pipelines 
must be deactivated within 18 months of not flowing) and needed to be 
deactivated. 

• In response to the BCER requiring CNRL to identify its plan to address the 
non-compliances, CNRL proposed a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year 
approach to its deactivation of the non-compliant pipelines.  

• Given the significant number of pipelines out of compliance, the decision 
maker acknowledged that the issue could not be addressed immediately and 
concluded that an exemption that required the permit holder to follow a plan 
that would bring it into compliance by 2028 was appropriate.   

• The BCER decision maker determined that this approach was preferable to 
addressing each instance on a one-off, case-by-case basis because it would 
reduce the overall time to deactivate all the pipelines, require those pipelines 
with greater risk associated to be prioritized, and reduce the associated land 
disturbance.  

• The exemption included an itemized list of pipelines to be addressed with 
associated dates which can be used for enforcement purposes. 

• The original exemption included 4,312 pipelines and as of March 2025, there 
are 865 remaining pipelines to deactivate – CNRL is required to complete 
deactivation of all the pipelines by the end of 2028. 

• Additionally – another 90 exemptions provided over a five-year period to 
several oil and gas companies are a necessary regulatory tool to respond to 
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 Issue Note 
challenges encountered during operations and help ensure safety.  

• The BCER technical staff, including engineers and geoscientists, assess each 
situation before granting an exemption, which are authorized under the Act and 
the Regulations.  

 
IV. BACKGROUND:  

• Deactivating pipelines provides safety and environmental protection through 
the removal of fluids from the pipes and the isolation of the pipelines from any 
other systems. Permit holders are required to continue to monitor the pipelines 
after their deactivation until they are removed or abandoned. Deactivating 
pipelines reduces liability, increases restoration, and reduces the risk of a spill. 

• Through an administrative compliance verification process of an integrity 
focused audit of operators’ pipeline deactivation programs in 2020, the BCER 
found CNRL had a large number of pipelines that were non-compliant with 
section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation requiring pipelines must be deactivated 
within 18 months of not flowing and needed to be deactivated. 

• CNRL proposed a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year approach to its 
deactivation of the non-compliant pipelines that was deemed by the BCER as 
being preferable to addressing each instance on a one off basis (as would 
have been required as per the section 9 provisions), as the systematic 
approach would reduce the overall time to deactivate all of the pipelines and 
reduce the associated land disturbance conducting the work. 

• The BCER determined that issuing an exemption which required CNRL to 
implement its plan was the best option for bringing CNRL into compliance 
efficiently and in a way that allowed the BCER to monitor the activities of CNRL 
by pipeline count and date for enforcement. 

• For example, when CNRL failed to meet the identified deactivation targets for 
2020, 2021, and 2022, the BCER issued an enforcement order to deactivate 
the sections as outlined in the 2020 exemption. On Nov. 9, 2023 CNRL had 
satisfied the deactivation requirements and the order was terminated. 

• This plan – which included older assets purchased from other companies – 
significantly reduced the risk of this infrastructure falling into insolvency and 
potentially increasing liabilities for the Orphan Fund.  

• The original exemption included 4,312 pipelines: 
o 2,266 were identified as potentially inactive at the time of the 

exemption.  
o An additional 2,046 were projected to become inactive over the 

duration of the exemption.  

• Between January 2020 and March 2024 CNRL either deactivated or confirmed 
compliance on 2,992 pipelines from the original exemption. 

• In March 2024 the exemption was updated to address the remaining 1,320 
pipelines by 2028.   

• As of March 7, 2025, there are 865 remaining pipelines to deactivate, with a 
requirement they all be deactivated by the end of 2028. 

• Additionally, since 2019, there have been the following exemptions made 
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under section 14 of the Pipeline Regulation: 

o 2019: 0 
o 2020: 2 
o 2021: 0 
o 2022: 0 
o 2023: 0 
o 2024: 1 amendment to one of the existing exemptions from 2020 
o 2025: 0 

• The number of exemptions made under section 4 of the Drilling and Production 
Regulation since 2019 include: 

o 2019: 20 
o 2020: 7 
o 2021: 18 
o 2022: 3 
o 2023: 17 
o 2024: 14 
o 2025: 11 

 
• See further detail of those 90 here: 

Section(s) Count Explanation 
18(6)(a) 2 Permit holder encountered problems 

during drilling, exemption was granted 
to accommodate an atypical well 
design that still met regulatory 
requirements for safety and hydraulic 
isolation. 

18(9)(a) 18 Permit holder sought to mitigate 
surface casing vent flows by installing 
a burst plate or pressure safety valve. 
Note that 18(10) now allows this to be 
done in certain cases without 
requiring an exemption 

18(9)(a), (c) 2 Permit holder sought to mitigate 
surface casing vent flows by installing 
a burst plate or pressure safety valve. 
Note that 18(10) now allows this to be 
done in certain cases without 
requiring an exemption 

25(5) 9 Permit holder presented a plan to 
bring inactive wells back into 
production in a timely manner, with 
interim monitoring and inspections 
planned to ensure integrity is 
maintained 

25(5)(a) 4 Permit holder presented a plan to 
bring inactive wells back into 
production in a timely manner, with 
interim monitoring and inspections 
planned to ensure integrity is 
maintained 
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29(1)(a), (a.1) 13 Permit holders received exemptions 

from normal well cuttings sampling 
requirements, either because data 
was already collected from nearby 
wells, or drilling problems prevented 
them from safely collecting samples 

34(1), (2.1) 19 Permit holders received exemptions 
from normal well logging 
requirements, either because data 
was already collected from nearby 
wells, or drilling problems prevented 
them from safely conducting the 
required logs 

34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) 18 Permit holders received exemptions 
from normal well logging and 
sampling requirements, either 
because data was already collected 
from nearby wells, or drilling problems 
prevented them from safely collecting 
the data 

39(6)(a)(v), (vi) 2 Permit holder presented alternative 
means of meeting the intent of the 
regulation, and complete a risk 
assessment demonstrating low risk. 

47(c )(ii) 1 Permit holder was found to be non-
compliant with equipment spacing 
requirements while drilling a well on a 
multiwell pad. Proponent completed 
risk assessment and provided 
additional mitigation measures to 
continue with equipment as-is when 
drilling last well on the pad. 

73(2) 2 Permit holder was exempted from 
conducting annual reservoir pressure 
measurements. 

 
• The BCER continues to increase its transparency and is working to make 

exemptions public on its website (along with inspection reports) later in 2025.  
 

PREPARED BY: 
Graham Currie 
Executive Director, Public Trust  
250-419-4420 
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“I think regulators work in the public interest and that information should be made public,” Valeriote, 
MLA for West Vancouver-Sea to Sky, said in an interview. “There’s no question that shouldn’t be done 
behind closed doors.” 

Such exemptions for pipelines are fairly rare. The regulator said it had granted only three since 2019 — 
and one was an amendment to an existing exemption.  

But during the same period, the regulator said it granted 90 exemptions for drilling projects like oil wells, 
none of which were publicly disclosed.Valeriote said the exemption is part of a larger pattern where the 
regulator is beholden to oil and gas companies, something he speculated was due to political pressure 
to advance natural resource projects. 

B.C. Minister of Energy and Climate Solutions Adrian Dix did not respond to multiple requests for 
comment. Conservative Party of British Columbia Leader John Rustad, Larry Neufeld, the natural gas and 
LNG critic for the BC Conservatives, and Trevor Halford, the environment critic for the BC Conservatives, 
also did not respond to requests for comment. 

‘Political rhetoric’ restricts regulator’s work: BC Greens  

Industry groups say B.C.’s oil and gas sector employs around 12,000 people, a number expected to grow 
as the province’s burgeoning liquefied natural gas (LNG) export sector gets underway this year. 

Recent reporting by The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation detailed how, in many 
cases, the BC Energy Regulator did not fine or reprimand companies when they apparently broke 
regulations intended to protect the environment and public health and safety. Inspectors with the 
regulator identified more than 1,000 apparent infractions while inspecting oil and gas sites, but did not 
fine the companies operating the sites or mark them as non-compliant with government regulations.  

“I think there’s a tremendous amount of economic influence and … maybe what we would call 
groupthink and political rhetoric around overregulation,” Valeriote said. “I think that gets some traction 
in the political realm and it can lead to regulators being hampered in their ability to do their work.”  

The BC Energy Regulator, formerly known as the BC Oil and Gas Commission, is funded by levies 
charged to industry and overseen by a government-appointed board that reports to Dix’s office.  

In a statement to The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation, the regulator said it does not 
“advocate for industry nor solicit economic development.” 

But Valeriote said he is worried political pressure is influencing regulator decisions. He argued the 
regulator should either be an independent government entity outside a minister’s direct purview or it 
should have additional layers of insulation from elected officials, whom he argued might have reasons to 
rush environmental approvals to appease influential industry groups.  

“There’s too much money at stake and, quite frankly, large profits at stake to deny that there is political 
influence here,” Valeriote said.  

“We have a lot of legislation. We have a lot of regulations. But we don’t enforce it consistently and that 
undermines the whole purpose.” 
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The regulator previously said it “does not post publicly when exemptions to regulation are granted.” But 
after The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation revealed the existence of the CNRL 
exemption, the regulator sent a second statement, saying it was “currently working on a process for 
posting regulatory exemptions publicly on our website.” It declined to explain why this information is not 
already public.  

Valeriote, whose party has signed an agreement to help the BC NDP hold its slim majority in the 
legislature, said keeping the exemption secret was “completely unacceptable.”  

“I think regulators work in the public interest and that information should be made public,” Valeriote, 
MLA for West Vancouver-Sea to Sky, said in an interview. “There’s no question that shouldn’t be done 
behind closed doors.” 

Such exemptions for pipelines are fairly rare. The regulator said it had granted only three since 2019 — 
and one was an amendment to an existing exemption.  

But during the same period, the regulator said it granted 90 exemptions for drilling projects like oil wells, 
none of which were publicly disclosed.Valeriote said the exemption is part of a larger pattern where the 
regulator is beholden to oil and gas companies, something he speculated was due to political pressure 
to advance natural resource projects. 

B.C. Minister of Energy and Climate Solutions Adrian Dix did not respond to multiple requests for 
comment. Conservative Party of British Columbia Leader John Rustad, Larry Neufeld, the natural gas and 
LNG critic for the BC Conservatives, and Trevor Halford, the environment critic for the BC Conservatives, 
also did not respond to requests for comment. 

‘Political rhetoric’ restricts regulator’s work: BC Greens  

Industry groups say B.C.’s oil and gas sector employs around 12,000 people, a number expected to grow 
as the province’s burgeoning liquefied natural gas (LNG) export sector gets underway this year. 

Recent reporting by The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation detailed how, in many 
cases, the BC Energy Regulator did not fine or reprimand companies when they apparently broke 
regulations intended to protect the environment and public health and safety. Inspectors with the 
regulator identified more than 1,000 apparent infractions while inspecting oil and gas sites, but did not 
fine the companies operating the sites or mark them as non-compliant with government regulations.  

“I think there’s a tremendous amount of economic influence and … maybe what we would call 
groupthink and political rhetoric around overregulation,” Valeriote said. “I think that gets some traction 
in the political realm and it can lead to regulators being hampered in their ability to do their work.”  

The BC Energy Regulator, formerly known as the BC Oil and Gas Commission, is funded by levies 
charged to industry and overseen by a government-appointed board that reports to Dix’s office.  

In a statement to The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation, the regulator said it does not 
“advocate for industry nor solicit economic development.” 

But Valeriote said he is worried political pressure is influencing regulator decisions. He argued the 
regulator should either be an independent government entity outside a minister’s direct purview or it 
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From: Currie, Graham <Graham.Currie@bc-er.ca>  
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2025 7:27 AM 
To: Executive DL <Executive@bc-er.ca>; Slocomb, Richard <Richard.Slocomb@bc-er.ca> 
Cc: van Besouw, Jordan <Jordan.vanBesouw@bc-er.ca>; Thoroughgood, Garth <Garth.Thoroughgood@bc-er.ca>; Rygg, 
Philip <Phil.Rygg@bc-er.ca>; Woods, Jonathan <Jonathan.Woods@bc-er.ca>; Parsonage, Kevin <Kevin.Parsonage@bc-
er.ca> 
Subject: BC Greens call for regulator reform over secret exemption given to oil company 
 
Just making sure everyone saw this – story we were expecting (which did not use much of our response): 
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BC Greens call for regulator reform over secret exemption given to oil company 
Narwhal 
THURSDAY, APRIL 24 2025 
BY MATT SIMMONS & ZAK VESCERA 

The acting leader of the Green Party of British Columbia says the provincial agency that regulates oil and 
gas projects has been “captured” by special interests and should become an independent agency. 

Jeremy Valeriote was reacting to an investigation by The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism 
Foundation that found the BC Energy Regulator quietly exempted oil and gas giant Canadian Natural 
Resources Ltd. (CNRL) from environmental regulations for more than 4,300 pipelines the company 
operates across the province.  

The investigation found CNRL had not deactivated and cleaned up those pipelines within the legal 
timeframe. The exemption, which was granted in 2020 and lasts until 2028, was never publicly disclosed. 

The regulator previously said it “does not post publicly when exemptions to regulation are granted.” But 
after The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation revealed the existence of the CNRL 
exemption, the regulator sent a second statement, saying it was “currently working on a process for 
posting regulatory exemptions publicly on our website.” It declined to explain why this information is not 
already public.  

Valeriote, whose party has signed an agreement to help the BC NDP hold its slim majority in the 
legislature, said keeping the exemption secret was “completely unacceptable.”  

“I think regulators work in the public interest and that information should be made public,” Valeriote, 
MLA for West Vancouver-Sea to Sky, said in an interview. “There’s no question that shouldn’t be done 
behind closed doors.” 

Such exemptions for pipelines are fairly rare. The regulator said it had granted only three since 2019 — 
and one was an amendment to an existing exemption.  

But during the same period, the regulator said it granted 90 exemptions for drilling projects like oil wells, 
none of which were publicly disclosed.Valeriote said the exemption is part of a larger pattern where the 
regulator is beholden to oil and gas companies, something he speculated was due to political pressure 
to advance natural resource projects. 

B.C. Minister of Energy and Climate Solutions Adrian Dix did not respond to multiple requests for 
comment. Conservative Party of British Columbia Leader John Rustad, Larry Neufeld, the natural gas and 
LNG critic for the BC Conservatives, and Trevor Halford, the environment critic for the BC Conservatives, 
also did not respond to requests for comment. 

‘Political rhetoric’ restricts regulator’s work: BC Greens  

Industry groups say B.C.’s oil and gas sector employs around 12,000 people, a number expected to grow 
as the province’s burgeoning liquefied natural gas (LNG) export sector gets underway this year. 

Recent reporting by The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation detailed how, in many 
cases, the BC Energy Regulator did not fine or reprimand companies when they apparently broke 
regulations intended to protect the environment and public health and safety. Inspectors with the 
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From: Woods, Jonathan <Jonathan.Woods@bc-er.ca>  
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2025 4:07 PM 
To: Executive DL <Executive@bc-er.ca> 
Cc: Thoroughgood, Garth <Garth.Thoroughgood@bc-er.ca>; Slocomb, Richard <Richard.Slocomb@bc-er.ca>; van 
Besouw, Jordan <Jordan.vanBesouw@bc-er.ca>; Parsonage, Kevin <Kevin.Parsonage@bc-er.ca>; Currie, Graham 
<Graham.Currie@bc-er.ca>; Rygg, Philip <Phil.Rygg@bc-er.ca>; Denys, Lori <Lori.Denys@bc-er.ca> 
Subject: MEDIA RESPONSE: IJF/Narwhal - exemptions and "captured regulator" | Deadline: EOD today 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Exec team, 
 
Please review our proposed responses below to a follow-up Narwhal/IJF request. Sara D has signed oƯ on this as 
program area EVP. Thanks, Jon 
 
 
 
 
REPORTERS:  
Zak Vescera  
Investigative Journalism Foundation  
 
Matt Simmons  
The Narwhal  
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DEADLINE:  
EOD today 
  
  
REQUEST AND PROPOSED RESPONSES: 
Hi BCER team,  
I hope this finds you well. My name is Zak and I report for the IJF.  
I'm reaching out to ask for your comment for a story we're writing with the Narwhal. My colleague Matt Simmons is 
attached.  
We recently published a story about an exemption the BCER granted to CNRL for a number of pipelines in B.C.  
In response to our story, BC Green interim leader Jeremy Valeriote spoke to us and raised concerns about the 
regulator.  
He said he believes exemptions like the one given to CNRL should be automatically public. He said the fact the 
exemption was granted without public consultation or information was "completely unacceptable."  
He also said he worries the BCER has been "captured" by economic and political interests, and said he would like 
the regulator to receive further insulation from ministerial purview.  
 
We had reached out to Minister Dix for some time to get his comment, but he has not responded. We are now 
reaching out to you for the regulator's reply.  
 
Would it be possible to answer the attached questions before EOD on Thursday?  
 
You can reach me at 639 994 2667 if you'd like to discuss this further or if you require more time.  
 
With thanks for your time and consideration,  
 
Zak  
639 994 2667  
 
 
1) You previously confirmed the BCER does not typically make it public when a company is granted an 
exemption like the kind granted to CNRL. Are there any plans to change this policy? Why or why not?  
We are currently working on a process for posting regulatory exemptions publicly on our website. 
 
 
2) How many exemptions has the BCER granted under Section 4 of the drilling and production regulation and 
section 14 of the pipeline regulation since 2019? If possible, I would appreciate having this information 
separated by year and by the pertinent regulation.  
 
Number of exemptions made by the BCER under Section 14 of the Pipeline Regulation since 2019: 

 2019: 0 
 2020: 2 
 2021: 0 
 2022: 0 
 2023: 0 
 2024: 1 amendment to one of the existing exemptions from 2020 
 2025: 0 

 
 
Number of exemptions made by the BCER under Section 4 of the Drilling and Production Regulation since 2019: 

 2019: 20 
 2020: 7 
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REPORTERS:  
Zak Vescera  
Investigative Journalism Foundation  
  
Matt Simmons  
The Narwhal  
  
  
DEADLINE:  
EOD today 
  
  
REQUEST AND PROPOSED RESPONSES: 
Hi BCER team,  
I hope this finds you well. My name is Zak and I report for the IJF.  
I'm reaching out to ask for your comment for a story we're writing with the Narwhal. My colleague Matt 
Simmons is attached.  
We recently published a story about an exemption the BCER granted to CNRL for a number of pipelines in 
B.C.  
In response to our story, BC Green interim leader Jeremy Valeriote spoke to us and raised concerns 
about the regulator.  
He said he believes exemptions like the one given to CNRL should be automatically public. He said the 
fact the exemption was granted without public consultation or information was "completely 
unacceptable."  
He also said he worries the BCER has been "captured" by economic and political interests, and said he 
would like the regulator to receive further insulation from ministerial purview.  
 
We had reached out to Minister Dix for some time to get his comment, but he has not responded. We are 
now reaching out to you for the regulator's reply.  
 
Would it be possible to answer the attached questions before EOD on Thursday?  
  
You can reach me at 639 994 2667 if you'd like to discuss this further or if you require more time.  
 
With thanks for your time and consideration,  
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Zak  
639 994 2667  
 
 
1) You previously confirmed the BCER does not typically make it public when a company is granted 
an exemption like the kind granted to CNRL. Are there any plans to change this policy? Why or why 
not?  
We are currently working on a process for posting regulatory exemptions publicly on our website. 
 
 
2) How many exemptions has the BCER granted under Section 4 of the drilling and production 
regulation and section 14 of the pipeline regulation since 2019? If possible, I would appreciate 
having this information separated by year and by the pertinent regulation.  
  
Number of exemptions made by the BCER under Section 14 of the Pipeline Regulation since 2019: 

 2019: 0 
 2020: 2 
 2021: 0 
 2022: 0 
 2023: 0 
 2024: 1 amendment to one of the existing exemptions from 2020 
 2025: 0 

  
  
Number of exemptions made by the BCER under Section 4 of the Drilling and Production Regulation 
since 2019: 

 2019: 20 
 2020: 7 
 2021: 18 
 2022: 3 
 2023: 17 
 2024: 14 
 2025: 11 

  
3) How does the BCER respond to Mr. Valeriote's concerns the regulator has been "captured" by 
industry?  
The BCER is a Crown Corporation whose purpose is set out in legislation through the Energy Resource 
Activities Act. 
  
Our role is to provide sound regulatory oversight of the energy industry and ensure companies comply 
with their permit conditions and provincial legislation. We do not advocate for industry nor solicit 
economic development. 
  
The BCER follows provincial legislation, policy and guidance in the execution of its mandate, including 
how it manages administrative penalties, contaminated sites, reconciliation, land use and forest or other 
resources, and financial matters. 
  
The BCER receives its mandate and direction from government and is accountable to the Minister of 
Energy and Climate Solutions. The BCER has accountabilities under numerous provincial laws. This 
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You can reach me at 639 994 2667 if you'd like to discuss this further or if you require more time.  
 
With thanks for your time and consideration,  
 
Zak  
639 994 2667  
 
 
1) You previously confirmed the BCER does not typically make it public when a company is granted an 
exemption like the kind granted to CNRL. Are there any plans to change this policy? Why or why not?  
We are currently working on a process for posting regulatory exemptions publicly on our website. 
 
 
2) How many exemptions has the BCER granted under Section 4 of the drilling and production regulation and 
section 14 of the pipeline regulation since 2019? If possible, I would appreciate having this information 
separated by year and by the pertinent regulation.  
 
Number of exemptions made by the BCER under Section 14 of the Pipeline Regulation since 2019: 

 2019: 0 
 2020: 2 
 2021: 0 
 2022: 0 
 2023: 0 
 2024: 1 amendment to one of the existing exemptions from 2020 
 2025: 0 

 
 
Number of exemptions made by the BCER under Section 4 of the Drilling and Production Regulation since 2019: 

 2019: 20 
 2020: 7 
 2021: 18 
 2022: 3 
 2023: 17 
 2024: 14 
 2025: 11 

 
3) How does the BCER respond to Mr. Valeriote's concerns the regulator has been "captured" by industry?  
The BCER is a Crown Corporation whose purpose is set out in legislation through the Energy Resource Activities 
Act. 
 
Our role is to provide sound regulatory oversight of the energy industry and ensure companies comply with their 
permit conditions and provincial legislation. We do not advocate for industry nor solicit economic development. 
 
The BCER follows provincial legislation, policy and guidance in the execution of its mandate, including how it 
manages administrative penalties, contaminated sites, reconciliation, land use and forest or other resources, and 
financial matters. 
 
The BCER receives its mandate and direction from government and is accountable to the Minister of Energy and 
Climate Solutions. The BCER has accountabilities under numerous provincial laws. This includes the Public 
Interest and Disclosure Act (PIDA), Financial Administration Act, Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 
Act and Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. 
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REQUEST AND DRAFT RESPONSES: 
Hi BCER team,  
I hope this finds you well. My name is Zak and I report for the IJF.  
I'm reaching out to ask for your comment for a story we're writing with the Narwhal. My colleague Matt Simmons is 
attached.  
We recently published a story about an exemption the BCER granted to CNRL for a number of pipelines in B.C.  
In response to our story, BC Green interim leader Jeremy Valeriote spoke to us and raised concerns about the 
regulator.  
He said he believes exemptions like the one given to CNRL should be automatically public. He said the fact the 
exemption was granted without public consultation or information was "completely unacceptable."  
He also said he worries the BCER has been "captured" by economic and political interests, and said he would like 
the regulator to receive further insulation from ministerial purview.  
 
We had reached out to Minister Dix for some time to get his comment, but he has not responded. We are now 
reaching out to you for the regulator's reply.  
 
Would it be possible to answer the attached questions before EOD on Thursday?  
 
You can reach me at 639 994 2667 if you'd like to discuss this further or if you require more time.  
 
With thanks for your time and consideration,  
 
Zak  
639 994 2667  
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Date Section Permit Holder WA or Pool
3/20/2019 25(5) Bonavista 9556 2019 19 2019 1
3/29/2019 25(5) Shell 26630, 26806, 27137, 26068 2020 7 2020 0
4/24/2019 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) Conoco Phillips 31100 2021 18 2021 0
5/13/2019 29(1)(a), (a.1) Shell 37940 2022 3 2022 0
6/11/2019 25(5) Yoho 19626, 22950, 25239 2023 16 2023 1
6/28/2019 25(5) CNRL 12542 2024 14 2024 0
7/11/2019 29(1)(a), (a.1) Tourmaline 34826 2025 11 2025 0
7/30/2019 34(1),(2.1) CNRL 37395
8/26/2019 25(5)(a) ARC Resources 25385, 24404
10/3/2019 18(6)(a) Petronas 37010, 37011
10/7/2019 29(1)(a), (a.1) Tourmaline 39284

11/10/2019 29(1)(a), (a.1) Tourmaline 39289
11/28/2019 73(2) Kelt Oak/Montney A

3/26/2020 34(1), (2.1) Whitecap 36847
6/8/2020 25(5)(a) Shell 28259
7/1/2020 29(1)(a), (a.1) Tourmaline 37896
8/6/2020 34(1), (2.1) Tourmaline 37902
9/2/2020 25(5)(a) ARC Resources 25418

9/19/2020 29(1)(a), (a.1) Tourmaline 30797
9/21/2020 29(1)(a), (a.1) Ovintiv 34492
2/12/2021 29(1)(a), (a.1) Tourmaline 39758
2/22/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) Kelt 41549

3/6/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) Kelt 41550
3/22/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) ARC Resources 40040
3/30/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) ARC Resources 40658

4/8/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) ARC Resources 40659
4/16/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) ARC Resources 40660
4/26/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) ARC Resources 40661

5/4/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) ARC Resources 40662
5/4/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) Tourmaline 39315

5/14/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) ARC Resources 40663

Wells Pools
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5/22/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) ARC Resources 40664
5/31/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) ARC Resources 40665

6/9/2021 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) ARC Resources 40666
7/2/2021 34(1), (2.1) Ovintiv 30818
8/3/2021 34(1), (2.1) Whitecap 41350
9/1/2021 29(1)(a), (a.1) Tourmaline 41310

10/11/2021 34(1), (2.1) Ovintiv 31620
1/31/2022 34(1), (2.1) Tourmaline 35130
6/27/2022 29(1)(a), (a.1) Tourmaline 38885
9/23/2022 47(c )(ii) Kelt 44140

2/9/2023 34(1), (2.1) Vermilion 44209
2/25/2023 34(1), (2.1) Vermilion 44208
3/14/2023 18(9)(a) Canlin 3506
3/28/2023 18(9)(a), (c) Petronas 8183
3/31/2023 34(1), (2.1) Ovintiv 41815

5/9/2023 18(9)(a) Bench Creek 5389
5/17/2023 18(9)(a) CNRL 13908

6/3/2023 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) Tourmaline 41913
7/12/2023 18(9)(a) CNRL 5591
7/17/2023 73(2) Kelt Oak/Boundary Lake A

11/18/2023 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) Ovintiv 43026
11/27/2023 34(1), (2.1) Vermilion 44210

12/6/2023 34(1), (2.1) Vermilion 44211
12/15/2023 34(1), (2.1) Vermilion 44212
12/21/2023 39(6)(a)(v), (vi) Canlin 14161, 17786
12/24/2023 34(1), (2.1) Vermilion 44213

1/1/2024 34(1), (2.1) Vermilion 44214
1/14/2024 34(1), (2.1) Vermilion 44215

2/8/2024 34(1), (2.1) Ovintiv 37098
2/9/2024 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) Petronas 40490

3/22/2024 29(1)(a), (a.1) CNRL 44256
3/28/2024 34(1), (2.1); 29(1)(a), (a.1) Vermilion 49252
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3/31/2024 29(1)(a), (a.1) CNRL 44255
4/8/2024 29(1)(a), (a.1) Shell 40650

6/10/2024 18(9)(a) Petronas 37013, 39548, 41736
7/2/2024 18(9)(a), (c) Petronas 8183

9/21/2024 34(1), (2.1) Conoco Phillips 48806
10/19/2024 34(1), (2.1) Ovintiv 45018

1/27/2025 18(9)(a) Tourmaline

28331, 28334, 37722, 37723, 
37724, 29178, 29177, 29869, 
29870

3/26/2025 18(9)(a) CNRL 13645
3/26/2025 18(9)(a) CNRL 18660
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Cc: Matt Simmons <matt@thenarwhal.ca> 
Subject: IJF/Narwhal inquiry -- Thursday deadline 
 
Hi BCER team,  
 
I hope this finds you well. My name is Zak and I report for the IJF.  
 
I'm reaching out to ask for your comment for a story we're writing with the Narwhal. My colleague Matt 
Simmons is attached.  
 
We recently published a story about an exemption the BCER granted to CNRL for a number of pipelines in 
B.C.  
 
In response to our story, BC Green interim leader Jeremy Valeriote spoke to us and raised concerns 
about the regulator.  
 
He said he believes exemptions like the one given to CNRL should be automatically public. He said the 
fact the exemption was granted without public consultation or information was "completely 
unacceptable."  
 
He also said he worries the BCER has been "captured" by economic and political interests, and said he 
would like the regulator to receive further insulation from ministerial purview.  
 
We had reached out to Minister Dix for some time to get his comment, but he has not responded. We are 
now reaching out to you for the regulator's reply.  
 
Would it be possible to answer the attached questions before EOD on Thursday?  
 
You can reach me at 639 994 2667 if you'd like to discuss this further or if you require more time.  
 
With thanks for your time and consideration,  
 
Zak  
639 994 2667  
 
 
1) You previously confirmed the BCER does not typically make it public when a company is granted an 
exemption like the kind granted to CNRL. Are there any plans to change this policy? Why or why not?  
 
2) How many exemptions has the BCER granted under Section 4 of the drilling and production regulation 
and section 14 of the pipeline regulation since 2019? If possible, I would appreciate having this 
information separated by year and by the pertinent regulation.  
 
3) How does the BCER respond to Mr. Valeriote's concerns the regulator has been "captured" by 
industry?  
 
4) What safeguards are currently in place to limit political interference in the regulator's activities?  
 
5) To that point, can you explain what influence if any the minister has in the regulator's operations?  
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public safety and environmental protection. The BCER manages compliance through a combination of 
proactive education, rigorous monitoring and assessment of permit holder activities, and enforcement where 
non-compliances are identified. 
  
The BCER dedicates significant resources to safety and compliance monitoring through a diverse set of 
administrative and field-based tools and activities, including application reviews, administrative monitoring, 
audits, inspections, and permit holder self-assessments. As part of this system, each year BCER staff conduct 
more than 4,000 in-person inspections of energy resource activity sites across the province.  
  
When field inspection non-compliances are identified, BCER Compliance & Enforcement Officers use a 
graduated response model to bring permit holders back into compliance — ranging from non-compliance 
notices to formal, statutory enforcement actions. The specific action taken depends on the nature of the non-
compliance and the case-specific circumstances. 
  
BCER staff consider a range of factors in determining the most appropriate response, including: 

 The severity of actual or potential impacts to the environment and public safety 
 The factual circumstances of the non-compliance 
 The compliance history of the permit holder 
 The best approach to remedy the issue and reduce future non-compliance 

  
Where appropriate, alleged non-compliances are managed through the Non-Compliance Notice and Correction 
Process. If that is not effective — or circumstances warrant — BCER has efficient processes in place to 
escalate to formal enforcement.  
  
It is important to note that inspections are a snapshot in time. Comments recorded during inspections are often 
used to raise awareness of issues that do not constitute non-compliance but are flagged for a permit holder’s 
attention. This builds a broader compliance record that can inform future inspections and enforcement 
decisions. 
  
In response to the article referenced, many examples cited only show inspection comments — not the full 
context of the risk or the inspection outcome. There were various reasons why some of the instances 
referenced did not result in formal non-compliance notices: 

 Two were escalated to formal enforcement 
 Two were referred to the environmental management team for remediation 
 One was corrected on-site during the inspection 
 Nine involved surface casing vent flows, which were not non-compliances at the time 
 One was a joint inspection focused on education and information-sharing 
 One was determined through our inspection to involve a matter that was outside our jurisdiction, so was 

referred to the appropriate agency to be addressed. 
  
As part of its commitment to transparency and continuous improvement, the BCER publishes the following 
information on its website: 

 Inspection summaries 
 Data and reports on compliance management, inspections, and enforcement 
 All penalties, orders, warning letters, and tickets issued 
 Planned publication of full inspection reports by the end of 2025 

  
The BCER remains focused on ensuring accountability, fairness, and the ongoing protection of people and the 
environment. 
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In more than 1,000 instances, inspectors documented apparent environmental infractions, such as 
emissions leaks, fuel and chemical spills and more, yet the sites were marked as compliant. In many 
cases, the inspectors noted multiple apparent infractions during one inspection. Thousands of 
additional inspections were similarly given a pass, despite potential violations of regulations, ranging 
from inaccurate record-keeping to outdated equipment to illegible and missing signage at sites. In some 
instances, inspectors noted longstanding issues, such as companies failing to fix problems government 
officials had flagged years earlier. In total, inspectors flagged more than 9,000 potential violations.  

The following table contains all records of inspections that were provided through freedom of 
information legislation. Not all companies included in the table have had apparent infractions that were 
given a pass during inspection. 

(The original records released through freedom of information legislation are also available here.) 

The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation requested comments from 146 companies, 
sharing inspection reports associated with each company’s implicated infrastructure. An additional 13 
companies in the records are either bankrupt or in receivership and therefore could not comment, 
according to publicly available information, and a further 11 were unreachable or unidentifiable from the 
regulator records. 

Only 14 companies responded. They described having a working or “collaborative” relationship with the 
provincial regulator. 

“AltaGas works closely with the BC Energy Regulator (BCER) across its B.C. operations.”  

“At Pacific Canbriam Energy, we are committed to responsible energy development and continuous 
improvement in our operations. We maintain a collaborative relationship with the BC Energy Regulator 
(BCER), working closely to uphold the highest standards of safety, environmental stewardship and 
regulatory compliance.” 

“… Trans Mountain welcomed regulator inspections to ensure it was meeting standards expected by 
regulators and [the] public. We took immediate corrective action for any deficiencies noted by our 
regulators to ensure the project remained in compliance.” 

This table contains all company responses received by publication time. 

Investigating problems. Exploring solutions 

The Narwhal’s reporters are telling environment stories you won’t read about anywhere else. Stay in the 
loop by signing up for a weekly dose of independent journalism. 

The BC Energy Regulator — largely funded by the oil and gas industry — is a provincial agency mandated 
to protect public safety and the environment from infractions by energy industry stakeholders in a range 
of activities, including pipelines and major projects in oil, gas, fracking, liquefied natural gas, geothermal 
and hydrogen. 

Some companies said apparent violations in inspector notes that were not marked in the regulator’s 
records as violations had since been corrected. One company, Catapult Environmental Inc., stressed 
the apparent issues were all “addressed immediately” and it did not receive any official non-
compliances “due to our commitment to address this issue in a timely manner.” 
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To: Bourke, Dax <Dax.Bourke@bc-er.ca> 
Cc: Smook, Patrick <Patrick.Smook@bc-er.ca>; Thoroughgood, Garth <Garth.Thoroughgood@bc-er.ca>; Currie, Graham 
<Graham.Currie@bc-er.ca>; Rygg, Philip <Phil.Rygg@bc-er.ca>; Denys, Lori <Lori.Denys@bc-er.ca> 
Subject: MEDIA REQUEST: CJDC-TV | Deadline: 3pm today 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Dax, 
 
Can you please review the working response below to a media request from CJDC-TV, the local TV station in 
Dawson Creek regarding today’s Narwhal article about our compliance and enforcement activities. Thanks, 
Jon 
 
 
 
 
REPORTER: 
Michael Pope 
CJDC-TV, Dawson Creek 
 
DEADLINE: 
3pm today 
 

REQUEST: 

Hello, Good morning. It's Michael Pope. I'm the news director at CJDCTV in Dawson Creek. It's just shortly after 
11:30. AMI was wondering if you can give me a call back. My number is 250-782-6397. Again, that number 250-
782-6397, we're just going to report today on the investigation by the Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism 
Foundation about the potential violations that they claim that the energy regulator inspectors are giving a pass 
despite being out of compliance and they noticed thousands of instances are in more than 1000 instances. So my 
question will be, can you give us a comment on the story? And what if you don't wanna comment on the story? Can 
you comment please on what the energy regulator is doing to make any changes as a result of what's been 
alleged? And then more so, if you don't want to issue a statement, can you please call me back and tell me why 
you don't want to issue a statement for the public to understand what's going on? So look forward to hearing from 
your call. My deadline is 3 o'clock today. Thank you. Bye. 
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 Issue Note 
 
April 3, 2025 

CNRL Pipeline Exemptions 
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: The Narwhal has published an article “B.C. quietly allowed an oil and gas 

giant to sidestep rules for more than 4,300 pipelines”, part of an ongoing “series” 
critical of the BCER compliance and enforcement efforts. This arises from an FOI 
released in February 2024 (and available on the BCER’s website) for all inspection 
records from 2017-2023, resulting in over 35,000 inspection reports. 

 
III. MESSAGING: 

• The BCER has a comprehensive Compliance Management System that 
ensures energy companies in the province operate in accordance with 
legislation, regulations, permits, and authorizations designed to protect public 
safety and the environment. 

• Significant resources are dedicated to monitoring compliance, through a 
diverse set of administrative and field-based tools and activities, including 
application reviews, administrative reviews and monitoring, audits, inspections, 
and permit holder self-assessments.  

• The BCER identified through an integrity focused audit of operators’ pipeline 
deactivation programs - that CNRL had a large number of pipelines that were 
non-compliant with section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation (i.e., that pipelines 
must be deactivated within 18 months of not flowing) and needed to be 
deactivated. 

• In response to the BCER requiring CNRL to identify its plan to address the 
non-compliances, CNRL proposed a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year 
approach to its deactivation of the non-compliant pipelines.  

• Given the significant number of pipelines out of compliance, the decision 
maker acknowledged the issue could not be addressed immediately and 
concluded an exemption that required the permit holder to follow a plan that 
would bring it into compliance by 2028 was appropriate.   

• The BCER decision maker determined this approach was preferable to 
addressing each instance on a one-off, case-by-case basis because it would 
reduce the overall time to deactivate all the pipelines, require those pipelines 
with greater risk to be prioritized, and reduce the associated land disturbance.  

• The exemption included an itemized list of pipelines to be addressed with 
associated dates which can be used for enforcement purposes. 

• The original exemption included 4,312 pipelines and as of March 2025, there 
are 865 remaining pipelines to deactivate – CNRL is required to complete 
deactivation of all the pipelines by the end of 2028. 

IV. BACKGROUND:  

• Deactivating pipelines provides safety and environmental protection through 
the removal of fluids from the pipes and the isolation of the pipelines from any 
other systems. Permit holders are required to continue to monitor the pipelines 
after their deactivation until they are removed or abandoned. Deactivating 
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pipelines reduces liability, increases restoration, and reduces the risk of a spill. 

• Through an administrative compliance verification process of an integrity 
focused audit of operators’ pipeline deactivation programs in 2020, the BCER 
found CNRL had a large number of pipelines that were non-compliant with 
section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation requiring pipelines must be deactivated 
within 18 months of not flowing and needed to be deactivated. 

• CNRL proposed a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year approach to its 
deactivation of the non-compliant pipelines that was deemed by the BCER as 
being preferable to addressing each instance on a one off basis (as would 
have been required as per the section 9 provisions), as the systematic 
approach would reduce the overall time to deactivate all of the pipelines and 
reduce the associated land disturbance conducting the work. 

• The BCER determined issuing an exemption which required CNRL to 
implement its plan was the best option for bringing CNRL into compliance 
efficiently and in a way that allowed the BCER to monitor the activities of CNRL 
by pipeline count and date for enforcement. 

• For example, when CNRL failed to meet the identified deactivation targets for 
2020, 2021, and 2022, the BCER issued an enforcement order to deactivate 
the sections as outlined in the 2020 exemption. On Nov. 9, 2023 CNRL had 
satisfied the deactivation requirements and the order was terminated. 

• This plan – which included older assets purchased from other companies – 
significantly reduced the risk of this infrastructure falling into insolvency and 
potentially increasing liabilities for the Orphan Fund.  

• The original exemption included 4,312 pipelines: 
o 2,266 were identified as potentially inactive at the time of the 

exemption.  
o An additional 2,046 were projected to become inactive over the 

duration of the exemption.  

• Between January 2020 and March 2024 CNRL either deactivated or confirmed 
compliance on 2,992 pipelines from the original exemption. 

• In March 2024 the exemption was updated to address the remaining 1,320 
pipelines by 2028.   

• As of March 7, 2025, there are 865 remaining pipelines to deactivate, with a 
requirement they all be deactivated by the end of 2028. 

• The BCER continues to increase its transparency and is working to make 
exemptions public on its website (along with inspection reports) later in 2025.  
 

PREPARED BY: 
Graham Currie 
Executive Director, Public Trust  
250-419-4420 
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 Issue Note 
 
April 3, 2025 

CNRL Pipeline Exemptions 
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: The Narwhal has published an article “B.C. quietly allowed an oil and gas 

giant to sidestep rules for more than 4,300 pipelines”, part of an ongoing “series” 
critical of the BCER compliance and enforcement efforts. This arises from an FOI 
released in February 2024 (and available on the BCER’s website) for all inspection 
records from 2017-2023, resulting in over 35,000 inspection reports. 

 
III. MESSAGING: 

• The BCER has a comprehensive Compliance Management System that 
ensures energy companies in the province operate in accordance with 
legislation, regulations, permits, and authorizations designed to protect public 
safety and the environment. 

• Significant resources are dedicated to monitoring compliance, through a 
diverse set of administrative and field-based tools and activities, including 
application reviews, administrative reviews and monitoring, audits, inspections, 
and permit holder self-assessments.  

• The BCER identified through an integrity focused audit of operators’ pipeline 
deactivation programs - that CNRL had a large number of pipelines that were 
non-compliant with section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation (i.e., that pipelines 
must be deactivated within 18 months of not flowing) and needed to be 
deactivated. 

• In response to the BCER requiring CNRL to identify its plan to address the 
non-compliances, CNRL proposed a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year 
approach to its deactivation of the non-compliant pipelines.  

• Given the significant number of pipelines out of compliance, the decision 
maker acknowledged that the issue could not be addressed immediately and 
concluded that an exemption that required the permit holder to follow a plan 
that would bring it into compliance by 2028 was appropriate.   

• The BCER decision maker determined that this approach was preferable to 
addressing each instance on a one-off, case-by-case basis because it would 
reduce the overall time to deactivate all the pipelines, require those pipelines 
with greater risk associated to be prioritized, and reduce the associated land 
disturbance.  

• The exemption included an itemized list of pipelines to be addressed with 
associated dates which can be used for enforcement purposes. 

• The original exemption included 4,312 pipelines and as of March 2025, there 
are 865 remaining pipelines to deactivate – CNRL is required to complete 
deactivation of all the pipelines by the end of 2028. 

IV. BACKGROUND:  

• Deactivating pipelines provides safety and environmental protection through 
the removal of fluids from the pipes and the isolation of the pipelines from any 
other systems. Permit holders are required to continue to monitor the pipelines 
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after their deactivation until they are removed or abandoned. Deactivating 
pipelines reduces liability, increases restoration, and reduces the risk of a spill. 

• Through an administrative compliance verification process of an integrity 
focused audit of operators’ pipeline deactivation programs in 2020, the BCER 
found CNRL had a large number of pipelines that were non-compliant with 
section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation requiring pipelines must be deactivated 
within 18 months of not flowing and needed to be deactivated. 

• CNRL proposed a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year approach to its 
deactivation of the non-compliant pipelines that was deemed by the BCER as 
being preferable to addressing each instance on a one off basis (as would 
have been required as per the section 9 provisions), as the systematic 
approach would reduce the overall time to deactivate all of the pipelines and 
reduce the associated land disturbance conducting the work. 

• The BCER determined that issuing an exemption which required CNRL to 
implement its plan was the best option for bringing CNRL into compliance 
efficiently and in a way that allowed the BCER to monitor the activities of CNRL 
by pipeline count and date for enforcement. 

• For example, when CNRL failed to meet the identified deactivation targets for 
2020, 2021, and 2022, the BCER issued an enforcement order to deactivate 
the sections as outlined in the 2020 exemption. On Nov. 9, 2023 CNRL had 
satisfied the deactivation requirements and the order was terminated. 

• This plan – which included older assets purchased from other companies – 
significantly reduced the risk of this infrastructure falling into insolvency and 
potentially increasing liabilities for the Orphan Fund.  

• The original exemption included 4,312 pipelines: 
o 2,266 were identified as potentially inactive at the time of the 

exemption.  
o An additional 2,046 were projected to become inactive over the 

duration of the exemption.  

• Between January 2020 and March 2024 CNRL either deactivated or confirmed 
compliance on 2,992 pipelines from the original exemption. 

• In March 2024 the exemption was updated to address the remaining 1,320 
pipelines by 2028.   

• As of March 7, 2025, there are 865 remaining pipelines to deactivate, with a 
requirement they all be deactivated by the end of 2028. 

• The BCER continues to increase its transparency and is working to make 
exemptions public on its website (along with inspection reports) later in 2025.  
 

PREPARED BY: 
Graham Currie 
Executive Director, Public Trust  
250-419-4420 
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Mailing 
PO Box 9931 Stn Prov Govt 

Victoria, BC V8W 9N3                    

T: 250.794.5200 

F: 250.794.5390                

Physical/Courier 
2590 Jutland Road 

Victoria, BC V8T 5K2                    

www.bc-er.ca 

March 19, 2024 

 

Via email:  Ryan.N.Munro@cnrl.com; sean.beattie@cnrl.com; steve.kullman@cnrl.com  

Attention: Ryan Munro, Manager Pipeline Abandonment & Decommissioning Planning 

Canadian Natural Resources Ltd. 

324 8 Ave SW Suite 1800, Calgary AB T2P 2Z2 

 

Dear CNRL: 

 

I write in response to correspondence from Canadian Natural Resources Ltd. (CNRL) dated February 27, 2024, with 

respect to a proposed Inactive Pipeline Management Plan (Plan) to bring CNRL’s outstanding inactive pipelines into 

compliance with section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation, B.C. Reg. 281/2010. 

 

Regulatory Framework 

 

Section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation requires pipeline permit holders to take certain actions with respect to inactive 

pipelines: 

 

9. If a pipeline permit holder has not transported fluids through the holder’s permitted pipeline or part of a 

pipeline for 18 consecutive months, the pipeline permit holder must  

  (a) submit a plan for resuming the transportation of fluids through the pipeline, or 

(b) deactivate the pipeline or part of the pipeline in accordance with CSA Z662 and notify the 

commission on completion of the deactivation. 

 

The BC Energy Regulator has the authority under section 14 of the Pipeline Regulation to exempt pipeline permit holders 

from provisions of the Pipeline Regulation if certain conditions are present: 

 

14. An official may exempt a pipeline permit holder or former pipeline permit holder from complying with one or 

more provisions of this regulation if the official is satisfied that, in the circumstances, 

(a) compliance with the provision or provisions is not reasonably practicable, or 

(b) the exemption is in the public interest.  

 

I have been delegated authority from the Commissioner to make a determination under section 14 of the Pipeline 

Regulation. I have carefully reviewed all of the information before me and the reasons for my decision are set out below. 

 

Background and Analysis 

 

On January 21, 2020, CNRL submitted a Plan to the BCER which proposed a solution to address CNRL’s outstanding 

pipeline deactivation requirements under section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation. On January 22, 2020, I granted CNRL an 

exemption from the requirements of section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation to implement the Plan, subject to a number of 

conditions. In addition, the exemption stated that failure to implement the Plan or to adhere to any of the conditions 

would result in the exemption no longer having any force or effect. 

 

On March 16, 2023, the BC Energy Regulator issued an order under section 49 of the Oil and Gas Activities Act (now the 

Energy Resource Activities Act (ERAA)) that required CNRL to deactivate each pipeline segment identified in the General 

Order by December 31, 2023. The order was issued because CNRL failed to deactivate the pipelines in accordance with 

the timelines set out in the Plan. Accordingly, the exemption was no longer of any force or effect, meaning CNRL failed to 

comply with section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation.  
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Victoria, BC V8W 9N3                    

T: 250.794.5200 

F: 250.794.5390                

Physical/Courier 
2590 Jutland Road 

Victoria, BC V8T 5K2                    

www.bc-er.ca 

Failure to implement the Plan or adhere to any of the above conditions will result in the exemption no longer having any 

force or effect. All pipeline assets owned by CNRL would consequently be subject to section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation 

and the permit holder would be responsible for any associated non-compliances. 

 

Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 
Nicole Koosmann, P.Eng., P.M.P. 

VP Safety, Engineering & Audit 

BC Energy Regulator 

 

Attachment: Canadian Natural – Operating-Inactive Line List (2024-01-01) 
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Narwhal 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 2 2025 
BY MATT SIMMONS & ZAK VESCE 

This investigation is a collaboration between The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation. 

The British Columbia government quietly granted one of Canada’s biggest oil and gas companies an 
exemption for thousands of pipelines that should have been deactivated before a legal deadline, 
according to documents obtained under freedom of information legislation. 

In 2020, the BC Energy Regulator — then called the BC Oil and Gas Commission — exempted more than 
4,300 of those pipelines operated by Canadian Natural Resources Ltd. (commonly known as CNRL) from 
the 18-month decommissioning requirements, according to documents unearthed by The Narwhal and 
the Investigative Journalism Foundation. 

Major gas producers often operate hundreds or thousands of short pipelines that connect wells 
— including fracking wells — to larger pipeline networks that transport natural gas to buyers. When the 
wells dry up, those pipelines are no longer needed. B.C. law requires inactive pipelines to be fully 
decommissioned 18 months after they become inactive — a measure to prevent environmental damage 
and leaks as pipelines gradually decay. 

The exemption given to CNRL is valid until 2028 and applied both to inactive pipelines that had not been 
decommissioned and proactively to pipelines that would become inactive during that period. The 
regulator’s decision was never made public. 

According to the documents, in October 2022, a BC Energy Regulator official flagged an apparent 
problem with a CNRL pipeline while inspecting oil and gas sites in northeast B.C., noting, “This pipeline 
may fall under the exemption given to CNRL for over 4,000 pipelines that are not compliant in regard to 
deactivation.” 

The regulator, a provincial agency largely funded by the oil and gas industry, declined an interview 
request. In an unsigned email in response to questions, the regulator said the exemption is part of an 
agreement it made with CNRL to gradually decommission the 4,300 pipelines across the province.  

The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation tried to reach Canadian Natural Resources 
over a period of five weeks to discuss the exemption. Attempts to contact the company included 
emailing detailed questions to three company executives — among them CEO Scott Stauth and the 
company’s director of corporate communications. Journalists also spoke to the company’s investor 
relations team, who confirmed receipt of the questions but did not respond. 

Exemptions to pipeline regulations ‘should be public’: policy expert 

Calgary-based CNRL has decommissioned or confirmed compliance for more than three-quarters of the 
4,300 pipelines, according to the regulator.  

But policy experts say the scale of the exemption raises questions about how the regulator oversees 
B.C.’s oil and gas sector, as well as about the influence wielded by large companies like CNRL, which 
posted revenues of more than $35 billion last year.  
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Kathryn Harrison, a political science professor at the University of British Columbia who studies climate 
and energy policy, said she was shocked to learn about the exemption.  

“If a company, whether large scale or small, is being given a formal exemption from a binding law, that 
should be public,” Harrison said in an interview. “Because otherwise, how are citizens to know that laws 
are being evenhandedly and faithfully executed?” 

B.C. Energy Minister Adrian Dix did not respond to an interview request or provide answers to emailed 
questions. 

In its email, the regulator said it became aware of the inactive CNRL pipelines after an audit found the 
company “had a large number of pipelines that were non-compliant” with B.C. law. 

The regulator said contravening those rules could normally result in a fine as high as $500,000.  

But instead of fining CNRL, the regulator said it agreed to the company’s proposal to exempt the 
pipelines from the rules while CNRL gradually decommissioned them.  

The regulator said it granted a similar exemption in 2020 for 54 pipelines operated by TAQA North Ltd., a 
United Arab Emirates company with Canadian headquarters in Calgary. It also said it does not publicly 
disclose those exemptions, and there is no mechanism for members of the public to comment or object 
to them.  

In a separate email, the regulator said it could still issue an “administrative monetary penalty” if CNRL 
did not meet the requirements supporting the exemption.  

The BC Energy Regulator said the exemption applied to 2,266 CNRL pipelines that “were identified as 
potentially inactive at the time of the exemption,” as well as a further 2,046 pipelines “projected to 
become inactive over the duration of the exemption.”  

In its response to questions, the regulator said it made the decision “based on the impracticality of CNRL 
achieving compliance of the pipelines with the [regulation] timeline requirements and the public interest 
in having the pipelines brought into compliance more quickly with less land disturbance.”  

The regulator said CNRL had decommissioned all but 865 pipelines as of March 7, or nearly 80 per cent 
of the pipelines exempted from oversight. 

Relationship between regulator and companies like a ‘forced marriage’: law professor 

Martin Olszynski, a professor at the University of Calgary’s faculty of law who specializes in 
environmental law, called the company’s progress “laudable.” But he said the lack of any penalties 
speaks to a larger problem: Canadian regulators are playing soft with oil and gas companies that break 
the rules.  

“If you’re never caught, if you have no fear of getting a speeding ticket, then people will speed,” Olszynski 
said.  

The relationship between regulators and companies often resembles a “forced marriage,” where both 
parties prefer compromise over conflict, he explained. That dynamic means regulators may be hesitant 
to crack down on companies out of a fear they will be seen as heavy-handed, he said. 
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From: Currie, Graham <Graham.Currie@bc-er.ca>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 2, 2025 8:50 AM 
To: Executive DL <Executive@bc-er.ca>; Smook, Patrick <Patrick.Smook@bc-er.ca>; Bourke, Dax <Dax.Bourke@bc-er.ca> 
Cc: Parsonage, Kevin <Kevin.Parsonage@bc-er.ca>; Koosmann, Nicole <Nicole.Koosmann@bc-er.ca>; Rygg, Philip 
<Phil.Rygg@bc-er.ca>; Woods, Jonathan <Jonathan.Woods@bc-er.ca>; Thoroughgood, Garth 
<Garth.Thoroughgood@bc-er.ca> 
Subject: B.C. quietly allowed an oil and gas giant to sidestep rules for more than 4,300 pipelines 
 
Good morning – this is in the clips, but just so everyone is aware: 
 

B.C. quietly allowed an oil and gas giant to sidestep rules for more than 4,300 pipelines 
Narwhal 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 2 2025 
BY MATT SIMMONS & ZAK VESCE 

This investigation is a collaboration between The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation. 
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The British Columbia government quietly granted one of Canada’s biggest oil and gas companies an 
exemption for thousands of pipelines that should have been deactivated before a legal deadline, 
according to documents obtained under freedom of information legislation. 

In 2020, the BC Energy Regulator — then called the BC Oil and Gas Commission — exempted more than 
4,300 of those pipelines operated by Canadian Natural Resources Ltd. (commonly known as CNRL) from 
the 18-month decommissioning requirements, according to documents unearthed by The Narwhal and 
the Investigative Journalism Foundation. 

Major gas producers often operate hundreds or thousands of short pipelines that connect wells 
— including fracking wells — to larger pipeline networks that transport natural gas to buyers. When the 
wells dry up, those pipelines are no longer needed. B.C. law requires inactive pipelines to be fully 
decommissioned 18 months after they become inactive — a measure to prevent environmental damage 
and leaks as pipelines gradually decay. 

The exemption given to CNRL is valid until 2028 and applied both to inactive pipelines that had not been 
decommissioned and proactively to pipelines that would become inactive during that period. The 
regulator’s decision was never made public. 

According to the documents, in October 2022, a BC Energy Regulator official flagged an apparent 
problem with a CNRL pipeline while inspecting oil and gas sites in northeast B.C., noting, “This pipeline 
may fall under the exemption given to CNRL for over 4,000 pipelines that are not compliant in regard to 
deactivation.” 

The regulator, a provincial agency largely funded by the oil and gas industry, declined an interview 
request. In an unsigned email in response to questions, the regulator said the exemption is part of an 
agreement it made with CNRL to gradually decommission the 4,300 pipelines across the province.  

The Narwhal and the Investigative Journalism Foundation tried to reach Canadian Natural Resources 
over a period of five weeks to discuss the exemption. Attempts to contact the company included 
emailing detailed questions to three company executives — among them CEO Scott Stauth and the 
company’s director of corporate communications. Journalists also spoke to the company’s investor 
relations team, who confirmed receipt of the questions but did not respond. 

Exemptions to pipeline regulations ‘should be public’: policy expert 

Calgary-based CNRL has decommissioned or confirmed compliance for more than three-quarters of the 
4,300 pipelines, according to the regulator.  

But policy experts say the scale of the exemption raises questions about how the regulator oversees 
B.C.’s oil and gas sector, as well as about the influence wielded by large companies like CNRL, which 
posted revenues of more than $35 billion last year.  

Kathryn Harrison, a political science professor at the University of British Columbia who studies climate 
and energy policy, said she was shocked to learn about the exemption.  

“If a company, whether large scale or small, is being given a formal exemption from a binding law, that 
should be public,” Harrison said in an interview. “Because otherwise, how are citizens to know that laws 
are being evenhandedly and faithfully executed?” 
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B.C. Energy Minister Adrian Dix did not respond to an interview request or provide answers to emailed 
questions. 

In its email, the regulator said it became aware of the inactive CNRL pipelines after an audit found the 
company “had a large number of pipelines that were non-compliant” with B.C. law. 

The regulator said contravening those rules could normally result in a fine as high as $500,000.  

But instead of fining CNRL, the regulator said it agreed to the company’s proposal to exempt the 
pipelines from the rules while CNRL gradually decommissioned them.  

The regulator said it granted a similar exemption in 2020 for 54 pipelines operated by TAQA North Ltd., a 
United Arab Emirates company with Canadian headquarters in Calgary. It also said it does not publicly 
disclose those exemptions, and there is no mechanism for members of the public to comment or object 
to them.  

In a separate email, the regulator said it could still issue an “administrative monetary penalty” if CNRL 
did not meet the requirements supporting the exemption.  

The BC Energy Regulator said the exemption applied to 2,266 CNRL pipelines that “were identified as 
potentially inactive at the time of the exemption,” as well as a further 2,046 pipelines “projected to 
become inactive over the duration of the exemption.”  

In its response to questions, the regulator said it made the decision “based on the impracticality of CNRL 
achieving compliance of the pipelines with the [regulation] timeline requirements and the public interest 
in having the pipelines brought into compliance more quickly with less land disturbance.”  

The regulator said CNRL had decommissioned all but 865 pipelines as of March 7, or nearly 80 per cent 
of the pipelines exempted from oversight. 

Relationship between regulator and companies like a ‘forced marriage’: law professor 

Martin Olszynski, a professor at the University of Calgary’s faculty of law who specializes in 
environmental law, called the company’s progress “laudable.” But he said the lack of any penalties 
speaks to a larger problem: Canadian regulators are playing soft with oil and gas companies that break 
the rules.  

“If you’re never caught, if you have no fear of getting a speeding ticket, then people will speed,” Olszynski 
said.  

The relationship between regulators and companies often resembles a “forced marriage,” where both 
parties prefer compromise over conflict, he explained. That dynamic means regulators may be hesitant 
to crack down on companies out of a fear they will be seen as heavy-handed, he said. 

“Sometimes there are concerns that these companies have significant political clout, and if they start 
complaining about the working environment the regulator is going to hear about that,” Olszynski said. He 
said regulators can also be influenced in more subtle ways as they develop relationships with the 
companies they oversee.  

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 195 

















Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 203 

Pages: 203-210
Non-responsive





257

  
  
DEADLINE:  
1pm today 
 
 
REQUEST AND RESPONSES: 
 
We are reaching out with follow-up questions regarding the exemption that was given to CNRL for non-
compliant or potentially non-compliant pipelines. Thank you again for your detailed response. 
 

1) Can you confirm that among the tools available to the regulator to bring companies into compliance 
with the regulation around deactivating pipelines that this exemption applies to include levying fines and 
administrative penalties?  

 
Yes, the BCER can issue administrative penalties for non-compliance with regulations concerning 
deactivating pipelines. 
 
In the CNRL case in question, the BCER can still pursue a contravention and the issuance of an 
administrative monetary penalty in the event CNRL did not meet the requirements supporting the 
exemption.  
 

 
2) If so, can you please tell us the maximum amount BCER can penalize a company in this type of 

situation? We would appreciate any links to the relevant legislation or regulation that detail these 
amounts. 
The Administrative Penalties Regulation sets out the maximum penalty amounts for administrative 
monetary penalties. In the event a permit holder was found to have contravened section 9(3) of the 
Pipeline Regulation a maximum administrative monetary penalty of $500,000 could be applied. 
 
Administrative Penalties Regulation: 

 
Pipeline Regulation: 
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From: Woods, Jonathan
Sent: Monday, March 10, 2025 2:21 PM
To: Lonergan, Peter GCPE:EX; Venn, Tania GCPE:EX; Connie, Alanah GCPE:EX; Poulose, 

Akshara GCPE:EX
Cc: Hsieh, Nick PREM:EX; Harris, Scott PREM:EX; Copeland, Alison GCPE:EX; Carr, Michelle; 

Dickinson, Sara; Currie, Graham; Rygg, Philip; Denys, Lori
Subject: BCER MEDIA RESPONSE: The Narwhal/IJF - C&E for CNRL | Deadline: EOD today
Attachments: IN_FOI_Inspection Summaries 2017-2023_Updt_March2025.docx

Hi Peter and all, 
 
Please see our responses below to a follow-up Narwhal/Investigative Journalism Foundation request about the 
BCER’s compliance and enforcement activities (see, for background, issue note attached regarding Narwhal 
FOI request for our inspection reports from 2017-2023). I plan to send these responses to the reporters at 
4:30pm PT. Thanks, Jon 
 
 
 
 
 
REPORTERS:  
Matt Simmons  
The Narwhal  
  
Zak Vescera  
Investigative Journalism Foundation  
  
  
DEADLINE:  
Today, end of day 
 
 
QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES:  
  
Thank you for your answers to our previous questions. We are reaching out with follow-up questions based on two 
files, one from inspection records provided to The Narwhal through freedom of information legislation and another 
relating to an order issued in December 2024.   
  
Our preference is to discuss these records in an interview with a senior BC Energy Regulator official, such as 
Michelle Carr or Dax Bourke, both copied to this email.  
 
Our deadline is at the end of the day on March 4, 2025, however if you need more time to respond, please let us 
know.  
 
The inspection records we reviewed includes a reference to an “exemption given to CNRL for over 4,000 pipelines 
that are not compliant in regard to deactivation.” Another similar reference mentions an exemption given to the 
same company that the inspector noted was for wells.   
 

1. Can you explain the nature of the “exemption” and share all available documentation associated 
with it?  
 

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 214 



2

Well exemptions:  
Section 4 of the Drilling & Production Regulation allows for the exemption of a well permit holder from 
the requirement to comply with certain sections of the Regulation. Requests are evaluated on their 
merits, and specific to the circumstances around each well covered by a request. Conditions may also 
be attached to an exemption granted under section 4.  
 
Given the range of sections for which exemptions may be granted, additional information is needed for 
us to identify and comment on the specific well(s)/exemption(s) in question. As such, our responses 
regarding exemptions below will only cover the exemption given to CNRL for pipeline deactivation.   
 
The BCER has a range of tools as its disposal for ensuring compliance, including exemptions, Orders, 
and other enforcement powers. The use of those tools is commensurate with the level of non-
compliance. As an example, we have previously issued an order to CNRL to bring inactive wells into 
compliance with suspension requirements: General-Order-2018-019.pdf  
  
Pipeline exemption:  
Section 14 of the Pipeline Regulation allows for the exemption of a pipeline permit holder or former 
pipeline permit holder from complying with one or more provisions of the regulation if the official is 
satisfied that, in the circumstances, compliance with the provision or provisions is not reasonably 
practicable, or the exemption is in the public interest.   

 
Deactivating pipelines provides safety and environmental protection through the removal of fluids from 
the pipes and the isolation of the pipelines from any other systems. Permit holders are required to 
continue to monitor the pipelines after their deactivation until they are removed or abandoned. 
Deactivating pipelines reduces liability, increases restoration, and reduces the risk of a spill.  
 
In this instance, the BC Oil and Gas Commission, now BC Energy Regulator (BCER) identified -  through 
an administrative compliance verification process of an integrity focused audit of operators’ pipeline 
deactivation programs - that CNRL had a large number of pipelines that were non-compliant with 
section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation (i.e., that pipelines must be deactivated within 18 months of not 
flowing) and needed to be deactivated.  
 
The BCER has many regulatory mechanisms at its disposal to bring permit holders back into 
compliance and is committed to ensuring permit holders are brought back into compliance as 
efficiently as possible, taking into account safety and practical considerations.  
 
In this case, CNRL proposed a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year approach to its deactivation of the 
non-compliant pipelines that was deemed by the BCER as being preferable to addressing each 
instance on a more scattershot, case-by-case basis (as would have been required as per the section 9 
provisions), as the systematic approach would reduce the overall time to deactivate all of the pipelines 
and reduce the associated land disturbance conducting the work. In order for CNRL to undertake the 
systematic approach, the BCER needed to exempt the non-compliant pipelines in question from their 
section 9 requirements of the Pipeline Regulation. The BCER made the decision to provide the 
exemption based on the impracticality of CNRL achieving compliance of the pipelines with the section 
9 timeline requirements and the public interest in having the pipelines brought into compliance more 
quickly with less land disturbance.  
 
The systematic approach is/has:  

 Area-based: many of the pipelines are located throughout remote northeastern B.C. in 
difficult to access terrain. The area-based approach was deemed preferrable to addressing single 
pipelines one at a time as there is a larger environmental impact to make repeated access paths to 
the pipelines, including winter only access with ice road construction, compared with an area-
based construction approach.   
 Risk-based: focusing on deactivating the highest risk pipelines first  
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 Co-ordinated in a planned fashion over time: allows for CNRL to form dedicated crews to 
plan and coordinate their work efficiently rather than effectively requiring CNRL to immediately 
address all of the non-compliant pipelines, which would result in a more inefficient scattershot 
approach.  
 Clear, measurable timelines for how and when compliance is to be achieved, with annual 
updates to the BCER.  
 Aligned with the Dormancy and Shutdown Regulation (Dormancy and Shutdown 
Regulation)  

 
CNRL is required to complete deactivation of all the pipelines by the end of 2028.  
 
Your request to get copies of the associated documentation can be pursued through an FOI request: 
Freedom of Information | BC Energy Regulator (BCER)  

 
 

2. Can you confirm the number of pipelines and/or wells covered by this exemption?  
 
The original exemption included 4312 pipelines. That included 2266 that were identified as potentially 
inactive at the time of the exemption and 2046 that were projected to become inactive over the 
duration of the exemption. It included pipelines that were potentially non-compliant (i.e. pipelines that 
required deactivation) and those that required verification of their status and administrative 
submissions to update their status.  
 
Between January 2020 and March 2024 CNRL either deactivated, or confirmed compliance on 2992 
pipelines, or 69% of the pipelines in the original exemption.  In March of 2024 the exemption was 
updated to address 1320 pipelines by 2028.  As of March 7, 2025, there are 865 remaining pipelines to 
deactivate.  

 
 

3. Can you share more information about how the regulator informed members of the public about 
the exemption?  

 
The BCER does not post publicly when exemptions to regulation are granted.  

 
 

4. If no information was shared with the public about this exemption or if limited information was 
shared, are you able to provide an explanation?  

 
Over the past several years, the BCER has focused efforts to improve transparency on core operational 
processes and we are working to continuously improve.   Recent examples include data and reporting 
specific to Compliance Management Verification, Field Inspections, and Enforcement.  

  
The BCER reports inspection summaries (Field Inspections Conducted), orders, findings of 
contravention, administrative penalties, offences and prosecutions  Compliance & Enforcement | BC 
Energy Regulator (BCER)) on our website to provide transparency and deter non-compliance.  

  
 

5. Please confirm whether the exemption is for pipelines that are not compliant, as the inspection 
note states, or if it is for wells that are not compliant, or both.  

 
see our response to question 1, above.  

 
 

6. Can you provide an explanation of why the regulator gave CNRL an exemption for what appears to 
be non-compliance with government regulations and legislation?  
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see our response to question 1, above.  
 

  
7. Are there other exemptions that have been given to additional companies for similar issues? If so, 
please provide details of the companies in question and the nature of the exemption(s), including all 
relevant documentation.  

 
A similar exemption was provided to TAQA North Ltd. In 2020 regarding the deactivation of 54 pipelines 
in the Chinchaga and Boundary Lake areas. All required work has been completed.   

 
 

8. Does this exemption reflect the BCER’s approach to managing compliance?  
 

The BCER manages compliance through proactive education and promotion, monitoring and assessing 
permit holder activities and enforcement of non-compliances.  
 
Effective enforcement protects the public and the environment, remedies non-compliances, ensures 
fairness, and acts as a deterrent for future non-compliance. The BCER is committed to taking action 
and strives to ensure a fair, effective, and consistent approach to enforcement when non-compliances 
occur.  
 
The use of exemptions is written into the legislation. It is one tool that can be used to achieve 
compliance as part of the BCER’s graduated enforcement model.  
 
The graduated approach ensures non-compliance response actions are commensurate with the non-
compliance and the BCER’s resources are allocated for maximum effect.   
 
The BCER reports inspection summaries and orders, findings of contravention, administrative 
penalties, offences and prosecutions on our website to provide transparency and deter non-
compliance.   

 
 

9. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its oversight of companies like CNRL is meeting the 
government agency’s mandate? 

  
Yes, we believe we are meeting our mandate and the BCER is confident in the processes and systems 
in place to manage compliance of industry in ensuring the continued protection of the environment 
and public safety.  

 
 

10. Is there any other context you would like to provide, to help our readers interpret and understand 
the inspection note?   

 
Inspections are a snapshot in time. In this case, the inspector was performing due diligence in noting 
the non-compliance (i.e., the pipeline hadn’t been deactivated), while also providing the contextual 
information that there was an exemption in place for the non-compliance, as part of a thorough 
inspection record.  

  
  
  
We are also requesting information regarding an order that was issued to CNRL on Dec. 16, 2024, for a 
surface casing vent flow that started on or before Oct. 26, 2021, at an emissions rate of 110.4 m3/day.  
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11. Can you please share copies of all orders, warning letters, tickets and inspection records 
associated with the well in question?  

  
Inspections of the well (inspection summaries are available here: Field Inspections Conducted):  

 July 30, 2019 (inspection #056799731-001): A BCER officer observed surface casing vent flow 
(SCVF); BCER officer informed the permit holder that they needed to test the flow rate and submit the 
results to the BCER within 30 days.  

 July 12, 2024 (inspection #2024-2625): A BCER officer observed surface casing vent flow, with the 
surface casing vent being tied into the flow line (i.e., added to the production line) and had a pressure 
safety valve and pressure monitor installed; BCER officer followed up with BCER engineering to verify 
approval for this installation. (Connecting the surface casing vent to the flow line captures vented gas, 
preventing its release into the atmosphere. This serves as an interim mitigation measure until the 
underlying downhole issue can be fully addressed.)  

 
There were no other orders, warning letters or tickets associated with the well in question.  

 
  

12. Can you please provide location coordinates and/or explanation of where this well is located?  
 

D-046-k/094-H-10 WA #15681 is a remote well located approximately 163km north of Fort St John. 
630253mE 6398329mN (Universal Transverse Mercator coordinate system). Enter 15681 as the “Well 
Authority Number” on the following GIS dataset: Well Surface Hole (Permitted) | BCER GIS Open Data 
Portal  

 
 

13. The order notes that CNRL reported the leak in 2021 — can you confirm when the leak first started?  
 

Surface casing vents are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well allowing for the 
venting of gas so that excessive pressure is not created in the wellbore. As part of their function, 
surface casing vents are allowed to vent as long as flow does not exceed 100m3 per day (see section 41 
of the Drilling and Production Regulation (DPR)).  
 
As per regulation, well permit holders are required to check for evidence of a surface casing vent flow 
as part of routine maintenance throughout the life of the well, as well as other specified junctures in a 
well’s life, such as immediately after initial completion or any recompletion of the well or before 
suspension of the well – see section 41 of the DPR - and submit the results of the check to the 
Regulator. The BCER maintains a database of surface casing vent flow submissions from industry:  
(BIL-185) Surface Casing Vent Flow (search “15681” to view submissions related to the well in 
question).  
 
As per above, a BCER officer observed SCVF during an inspection of the well in July 2019 and 
instructed the permit holder to undertake a test of the SCVF rate and submit the results to the BCER. 
The results indicated the flow was less than 100m3 per day and it was deemed that the SCVF did not 
present an immediate safety or environmental hazard and thus did not require intervention nor 
mitigation, as per the DPR.   
 
CNRL staff discovered and reported a higher-rate leak on October 26, 2021, exceeding the threshold of 
100m3 per day as set out in regulation. CNRL attempted a repair to the wellhead seals, which was not 
successful. They initially proposed to repair a suspected casing failure during the 2021/22 winter work 
season, as well as implement interim mitigation measures to stop the venting. After missing that 
timeline for conducting the repair (although they did undertake the interim mitigation measure of tying 
the SCVF into the flow line, as per response 11, above), CNRL proposed to repair the well in the 
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2023/2024 work season. Upon learning from CNRL that they were going to miss this second timeline, 
the BCER issued the Order for CNRL to conduct the repairs in the 2025/2026 winter work season.   

 
 

14. Can you explain why the order does not require CNRL to repair the leak before March 31, 2026, 
given the length of time the well has been emitting?   

 
Given the remote nature of the well, ice roads are required to be constructed to facilitate access for the 
ground transport required to bring in the heavy equipment needed to do the work within the wellbore. 
With minimal timing windows to conduct this kind of work coupled with low risk to the public and 
environment, additional time was granted to allow for the proper planning and execution of work to 
ensure its completion in a practical and safe manner. As per above, the company has implemented the 
interim mitigation measure of tying the surface casing vent into the flow line to capture the vented gas 
to prevent it from emitting to the atmosphere.  

 
 

15. Is this emissions leak recorded and reported as part of B.C.’s greenhouse gas emissions?  
 

The BCER is not responsible for tracking and reporting of greenhouse gas emissions. The Greenhouse 
Gas Industrial Reporting and Control Act and the Greenhouse Gas Emission Reporting Regulation 
contain the requirements for industrial greenhouse gas emissions reporting.  
 The BCER maintains a database of surface casing vent flow submissions from industry:  (BIL-185) 
Surface Casing Vent Flow (search “15681” to view submissions related to the well in question).  

 
 

16. Our review of inspection records found a high number of wells and pipelines with SCV leaks, most 
of which did not specify the rate of emissions. Does BCER track emissions data from all leaks and, if 
so, can you please provide us with the current totals and/or a spreadsheet or other form of 
documentation tracking the rates and total emissions associated with SCV and other leaks?  

 
A comprehensive report showing surface casing vent flow submissions is available on our website. It 
includes all submissions made by permit holders. Each data entry is a point in time and may not reflect 
the current state of emissions, if any, from the well: (BIL-185) Surface Casing Vent Flow  

 
 

17. Can you share more information about how the regulator informed members of the public about 
this leak?  

 
The BCER makes surface casing vent flow submissions available to the public via its website, here: 
(BIL-185) Surface Casing Vent Flow.  

 
 

18. If no information was shared with the public about this leak or if limited information was shared, 
are you able to provide an explanation?  

See response directly above.  
 
 

19. Is there any other context you would like to provide to help our readers understand why CNRL has 
been allowed to continue operating its other facilities while it is apparently failing to meet government 
regulations around emissions?  

 
A single compliance issue, in which the equipment is acting in the manner it is designed to, is not 
adequate rationale to shut in or modify the rest of a company’s assets.   
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 Issue Note 
 
Feb. 26, 2024; Updt March 5, 2025 
 

FOI Package – Summary of 2017-2023 Inspection Reports  
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: A spreadsheet with summaries of all BCER’s 35,000+ inspection reports 

from April 2017 to Nov. 2023 was released to a media outlet and posted to the 
BCER website on Feb. 23, 2024.  

 
III. MESSAGING: 

 
 The BCER is committed to ensuring energy companies in the province operate 

in accordance with relevant legislation, regulations, permits and authorizations 
designed to protect public safety and the environment, support reconciliation 
with Indigenous peoples, conserve energy resources and foster a sound 
economy and social well-being. 

 
 The BCER dedicates significant resources to monitoring compliance, including 

carrying out more than 4,000 in-person inspections of energy resource activity 
sites across the province each year. 

 
 Over the 2017-2023 period, the inspection-level initial compliance rate was 

over 94 per cent. 
 

 When non-compliances are identified, the BCER uses a graduated response 
model to bring permit holders back into compliance, ranging from non-
compliance notices to more formal, statutory enforcement actions, including 
fines. 

 
 From 2017-2023; 254 out of 4,355 (approximately 6 per cent) individual non-

compliances were considered high severity, which require that permit holders 
correct them within 24 hours. All others were of low severity, requiring 
correction within either 14 or 30 days. 

 
 All high severity non-compliances are subject to a further review process by 

C&E Supervisors who conduct a risk assessment for escalation and use of 
other compliance tools. 

 
 The common issuance of high severity non-compliances are in relation to 

facility hazards (equipment and storage of materials), emergency shut down 
devices, storage and disposal of wastes, and spillage. 

 
 Over 2017-2023, the inspection-level final compliance rate – after the passing 

of the correction period during which the permit holder is required to remedy 
the non-compliance(s) - was more than 99 per cent. 

 
 We are committed to transparency and the public sharing of information and 

records. The BCER shares inspection summaries on its website, and is 
working on system enhancements to begin posting full inspection records.  
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IV. BACKGROUND:  

 On Nov. 15, 2023 the BCER received a request through the Freedom of 
Information Act for “PDF copies of all inspection reports from 2017-2023”. 

 The BCER posts a summary of inspections on its website, which includes the 
following fields: Inspection Number, Non-Compliance Number (if applicable), 
Inspection Date, Operator, Activities Inspected, Status, and Regulation Name 
(for non-compliances, if applicable).  

 The request was revised, following a discussion with the applicant about the 
volume of records (over 35,000 reports) and a large fee estimate for 
processing. 

 For the FOI request, summaries of the inspection reports have been compiled 
in a spreadsheet and include: 

o Inspection date 
o Inspection number 
o Permit holder’s name (Company) 
o How the site was accessed (ie: truck, helicopter) 
o Inspection outcome (In compliance, non compliances found) 
o Inspection category (Planned inspection, risk & data informed, officer 

selected) 
o Comments (high level information from inspection report) 

 
 The summaries were gathered from the BCER’s KERMIT (Knowledge, 

Enterprise, Resource, Management, Information and Technology) and CMIS  
(Compliance Management Information System) databases. It took FOIPPA 
staff several weeks to review and summarize the reports and transfer that 
information to the spreadsheet. 
 

 This request was made from a media outlet. The same outlet was provided 
(January 2024) an FOI package with 603 pages of inspection reports following 
a request on Oct. 25, 2023 for “copies of all Coastal GasLink inspection reports 
conducted by BCER compliance and enforcement to date”. 

About inspections: 

 Inspections are the primary means through which the BCER evaluates field-
based regulatory compliance. Significant resources are dedicated to the more 
than 4,000 in-person inspections conducted each year throughout the 
province, including using trucks, all-terrain vehicles and helicopters to access 
sites. Note that many inspections during COVID were not done in-person, but 
employed other techniques such as video calls and drone footage. 

 Some inspections are triggered by events or complaints (for example, spills or 
noise complaints); however, most inspections are pre-planned using a risk and 
data informed model intended to optimize resource allocation, be responsive to 
emerging issues and trends, utilize the expertise and knowledge of BCER field 
staff and timing. 

 There are currently 139,252 energy resource activity development sites in B.C. 
For reference, in roughly the past year, the BCER has inspected 5,207 sites 
(3.7 per cent). 
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From: Communications
Sent: Tuesday, March 25, 2025 1:00 PM
To: Matt Simmons
Cc: Zak Vescera; Communications
Subject: RE: Additional question regarding CNRL pipeline exemption

Hi Matt and Zak, 
 
Here is our response: 
 

1) Can you confirm that among the tools available to the regulator to bring companies into compliance 
with the regulation around deactivating pipelines that this exemption applies to include levying fines and 
administrative penalties?  

 
Yes, the BCER can issue administrative penalties for non-compliance with regulations 
concerning deactivating pipelines. 
 
In the CNRL case in question, the BCER can still pursue a contravention and the issuance of 
an administrative monetary penalty in the event CNRL did not meet the requirements 
supporting the exemption.  
 

 
2) If so, can you please tell us the maximum amount BCER can penalize a company in this type of 

situation? We would appreciate any links to the relevant legislation or regulation that detail these 
amounts. 

 
The Administrative Penalties Regulation sets out the maximum penalty amounts for administrative 
monetary penalties. In the event a permit holder was found to have contravened section 9(3) of the 
Pipeline Regulation a maximum administrative monetary penalty of $500,000 could be applied. 
 
Administrative Penalties Regulation: 

 
Pipeline Regulation: 

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 224 



39

 
 
When determining the amount of an administrative monetary penalty, BCER decision makers consider 
the requirements outlined in section 63 of the Energy Resources Activities Act. 

  
 
 

3) If there is any other relevant context you can share, such as whether BCER has issued administrative 
penalties to CNRL for other non-compliances, please feel free to share. 
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1) Can you confirm that among the tools available to the regulator to bring companies into compliance 
with the regulation around deactivating pipelines that this exemption applies to include levying fines and 
administrative penalties?  
2) If so, can you please tell us the maximum amount BCER can penalize a company in this type of 
situation? We would appreciate any links to the relevant legislation or regulation that detail these 
amounts. 
3) If there is any other relevant context you can share, such as whether BCER has issued administrative 
penalties to CNRL for other non-compliances, please feel free to share. 
 
Our deadline for this request is 1 p.m. PT today, however please let us know if you need more time. 
 
Thank you, 
Matt 
-- 
Matt Simmons | he/him 
Journalist, Northwest B.C. 
The Narwhal 
 
 
 

 

The Narwhal is committed to upholding the principles of truth and reconciliation through our journalism and I wish to acknowledge this land on which I live and 
work. I am based on unceded Gidimt'en Clan territory, home of the Wet'suwet'en nation, in Smithers, B.C. 
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Subject: MEDIA RESPONSE: The Narwhal/IJF - C&E for CNRL | Deadline: 1pm today 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Garth and Exec team, 
 
 
Please review our proposed responses below to a follow up request from the Narwhal and Investigative 
Journalism Foundation regarding compliance and enforcement of the CNRL exemption case. Thanks, Jon 
 
 
 
REPORTERS:  
Matt Simmons  
The Narwhal  
  
Zak Vescera  
Investigative Journalism Foundation  
  
  
DEADLINE:  
1pm today 
 
 
REQUEST AND PROPOSED RESPONSES: 
 
We are reaching out with follow-up questions regarding the exemption that was given to CNRL for non-
compliant or potentially non-compliant pipelines. Thank you again for your detailed response. 
 

1) Can you confirm that among the tools available to the regulator to bring companies into compliance 
with the regulation around deactivating pipelines that this exemption applies to include levying fines and 
administrative penalties?  

 
Yes, the BCER can issue administrative penalties for non-compliance with regulations concerning 
deactivating pipelines. 
 
In the CNRL case in question, the BCER can still pursue a contravention and the issuance of an 
administrative monetary penalty in the event CNRL did not meet the requirements supporting the 
exemption.  
 

 
2) If so, can you please tell us the maximum amount BCER can penalize a company in this type of 

situation? We would appreciate any links to the relevant legislation or regulation that detail these 
amounts. 
The Administrative Penalties Regulation sets out the maximum penalty amounts for administrative 
monetary penalties. In the event a permit holder was found to have contravened section 9(3) of the 
Pipeline Regulation a maximum administrative monetary penalty of $500,000 could be applied. 
 
Administrative Penalties Regulation: 

 
Pipeline Regulation: 
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When determining the amount of an administrative monetary penalty, BCER decision makers consider 
the requirements outlined in section 63 of the Energy Resources Activities Act. 

  
 
 

3) If there is any other relevant context you can share, such as whether BCER has issued administrative 
penalties to CNRL for other non-compliances, please feel free to share. 
The BCER has issued other administrative monetary penalties to CNRL. A listing of administrative 
penalties can be found on the BCERs website, Compliance & Enforcement.  
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When determining the amount of an administrative monetary penalty, BCER decision makers consider 
the requirements outlined in section 63 of the Energy Resources Activities Act. 

  
 

3) If there is any other relevant context you can share, such as whether BCER has issued administrative 
penalties to CNRL for other non-compliances, please feel free to share. 
The BCER has issued other administrative monetary penalties to CNRL. A listing of administrative 
penalties can be found on the BCERs website, Compliance & Enforcement.  
 

Our deadline for this request is 1 p.m. PT today, however please let us know if you need more time. 

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 237 





272

 

 
 
 
 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
 

 
 

  
  

    
  

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 

   
 

 
  

  
  

Please review our updated responses below. The reporters have requested that we provide our response to 
them by end of day today.

REPORTERS:
Matt Simmons
The Narwhal

Zak Vescera
Investigative Journalism Foundation

DEADLINE:
Today, end of day

QUESTIONS AND PROPOSED RESPONSES:

Thank you for your answers to our previous questions. We are reaching out with follow-up questions based on two
files, one from inspection records provided to The Narwhal through freedom of information legislation and another
relating to an order issued in  December 2024.

Our preference is to discuss these records in an interview with a senior BC Energy Regulator official, such as 
Michelle Carr or Dax Bourke, both copied to this email.

Our deadline is at the end of the day on March 4, 2025, however if you need more time to respond, please let us 
know.

The inspection records we reviewed includes a reference to an “exemption given to CNRL for over 4,000 pipelines 
that are not compliant in regard to deactivation.” Another similar reference mentions an exemption given to the 
same company that the inspector  noted was for wells.

1.  Can you explain the nature of the “exemption” and share all available documentation associated 
with it?

Well exemptions:
Section 4 of the Drilling & Production Regulation allows for the exemption of a well permit holder from 
the requirement to comply with certain sections of the Regulation. Requests are evaluated on their 
merits, and specific to the circumstances around each  well covered by a request. Conditions may also
be attached to an exemption granted under section 4.

Given the range of sections for which exemptions may be granted, additional information is needed for
us to identify and comment on the specific well(s)/exemption(s) in question. As such, our responses 
regarding exemptions below will only cover the exemption given to CNRL for pipeline deactivation.

The BCER has a range of tools as its disposal for ensuring compliance, including exemptions, Orders,
and other enforcement powers. The use of those tools is commensurate with the level of non-
compliance. As an example, we have previously issued an order to  CNRL to bring inactive wells into 
compliance with suspension requirements:  General-Order-2018-019.pdf

Pipeline exemption:
Section 14 of the Pipeline Regulation allows for the exemption of a pipeline permit holder or former 
pipeline permit holder from complying with one or more provisions of the regulation if the official is
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satisfied that, in the circumstances, compliance with the provision or provisions is not reasonably 
practicable, or the exemption is in the public interest.   

 
Deactivating pipelines provides safety and environmental protection through the removal of fluids from 
the pipes and the isolation of the pipelines from any other systems. Permit holders are required to 
continue to monitor the pipelines after their deactivation until they are removed or abandoned. 
Deactivating pipelines reduces liability, increases restoration, and reduces the risk of a spill.  
 
In this instance, the BC Oil and Gas Commission, now BC Energy Regulator (BCER) identified -  through 
an administrative compliance verification process of an integrity focused audit of operators’ pipeline 
deactivation programs - that CNRL had a large number of pipelines that were non-compliant with 
section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation (i.e., that pipelines must be deactivated within 18 months of not 
flowing) and needed to be deactivated.  
 
The BCER has many regulatory mechanisms at its disposal to bring permit holders back into 
compliance and is committed to ensuring permit holders are brought back into compliance as 
efficiently as possible, taking into account safety and practical considerations.  
 
In this case, CNRL proposed a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year approach to its deactivation of the 
non-compliant pipelines that was deemed by the BCER as being preferable to addressing each 
instance on a more scattershot, case-by-case basis (as would have been required as per the section 9 
provisions), as the systematic approach would reduce the overall time to deactivate all of the pipelines 
and reduce the associated land disturbance conducting the work. In order for CNRL to undertake the 
systematic approach, the BCER needed to exempt the non-compliant pipelines in question from their 
section 9 requirements of the Pipeline Regulation. The BCER made the decision to provide the 
exemption based on the impracticality of CNRL achieving compliance of the pipelines with the section 
9 timeline requirements and the public interest in having the pipelines brought into compliance more 
quickly with less land disturbance.  
 
The systematic approach is/has:  

 Area-based: many of the pipelines are located throughout remote northeastern B.C. in 
difficult to access terrain. The area-based approach was deemed preferrable to addressing single 
pipelines one at a time as there is a larger environmental impact to make repeated access paths to 
the pipelines, including winter only access with ice road construction, compared with an area-
based construction approach.   
 Risk-based: focusing on deactivating the highest risk pipelines first  
 Co-ordinated in a planned fashion over time: allows for CNRL to form dedicated crews to 
plan and coordinate their work efficiently rather than effectively requiring CNRL to immediately 
address all of the non-compliant pipelines, which would result in a more inefficient scattershot 
approach.  
 Clear, measurable timelines for how and when compliance is to be achieved, with annual 
updates to the BCER.  
 Aligned with the Dormancy and Shutdown Regulation (Dormancy and Shutdown 
Regulation)  

 
CNRL is required to complete deactivation of all the pipelines by the end of 2028.  
 
Your request to get copies of the associated documentation can be pursued through an FOI request: 
Freedom of Information | BC Energy Regulator (BCER)  

 
 

2. Can you confirm the number of pipelines and/or wells covered by this exemption?  
 
The original exemption included 4312 pipelines. That included 2266 that were identified as potentially 
inactive at the time of the exemption and 2046 that were projected to become inactive over the 
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duration of the exemption. It included pipelines that were potentially non-compliant (i.e. pipelines that 
required deactivation) and those that required verification of their status and administrative 
submissions to update their status.  
 
Between January 2020 and March 2024 CNRL either deactivated, or confirmed compliance on 2992 
pipelines, or 69% of the pipelines in the original exemption.  In March of 2024 the exemption was 
updated to address 1320 pipelines by 2028.  As of March 7, 2025, there are 865 remaining pipelines to 
deactivate.  

 
 

3. Can you share more information about how the regulator informed members of the public about 
the exemption?  

 
The BCER does not post publicly when exemptions to regulation are granted.  

 
 

4. If no information was shared with the public about this exemption or if limited information was 
shared, are you able to provide an explanation?  

 
Over the past several years, the BCER has focused efforts to improve transparency on core operational 
processes and we are working to continuously improve.   Recent examples include data and reporting 
specific to Compliance Management Verification, Field Inspections, and Enforcement.  

  
The BCER reports inspection summaries (Field Inspections Conducted), orders, findings of 
contravention, administrative penalties, offences and prosecutions  Compliance & Enforcement | BC 
Energy Regulator (BCER)) on our website to provide transparency and deter non-compliance.  

  
 

5. Please confirm whether the exemption is for pipelines that are not compliant, as the inspection 
note states, or if it is for wells that are not compliant, or both.  

 
see our response to question 1, above.  

 
 

6. Can you provide an explanation of why the regulator gave CNRL an exemption for what appears to 
be non-compliance with government regulations and legislation?  

 
see our response to question 1, above.  
 

  
7. Are there other exemptions that have been given to additional companies for similar issues? If so, 
please provide details of the companies in question and the nature of the exemption(s), including all 
relevant documentation.  

 
A similar exemption was provided to TAQA North Ltd. In 2020 regarding the deactivation of 54 pipelines 
in the Chinchaga and Boundary Lake areas. All required work has been completed.   

 
 

8. Does this exemption reflect the BCER’s approach to managing compliance?  
 

The BCER manages compliance through proactive education and promotion, monitoring and assessing 
permit holder activities and enforcement of non-compliances.  
 
Effective enforcement protects the public and the environment, remedies non-compliances, ensures 
fairness, and acts as a deterrent for future non-compliance. The BCER is committed to taking action 
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and strives to ensure a fair, effective, and consistent approach to enforcement when non-compliances 
occur.  
 
The use of exemptions is written into the legislation. It is one tool that can be used to achieve 
compliance as part of the BCER’s graduated enforcement model.  
 
The graduated approach ensures non-compliance response actions are commensurate with the non-
compliance and the BCER’s resources are allocated for maximum effect.   
 
The BCER reports inspection summaries and orders, findings of contravention, administrative 
penalties, offences and prosecutions on our website to provide transparency and deter non-
compliance.   

 
 

9. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its oversight of companies like CNRL is meeting the 
government agency’s mandate? 

  
Yes, we believe we are meeting our mandate and the BCER is confident in the processes and systems 
in place to manage compliance of industry in ensuring the continued protection of the environment 
and public safety.  

 
 

10. Is there any other context you would like to provide, to help our readers interpret and understand 
the inspection note?   

 
Inspections are a snapshot in time. In this case, the inspector was performing due diligence in noting 
the non-compliance (i.e., the pipeline hadn’t been deactivated), while also providing the contextual 
information that there was an exemption in place for the non-compliance, as part of a thorough 
inspection record.  

  
  
  
We are also requesting information regarding an order that was issued to CNRL on Dec. 16, 2024, for a 
surface casing vent flow that started on or before Oct. 26, 2021, at an emissions rate of 110.4 m3/day.  
 

11. Can you please share copies of all orders, warning letters, tickets and inspection records 
associated with the well in question?  

  
Inspections of the well (inspection summaries are available here: Field Inspections Conducted):  

 July 30, 2019 (inspection #056799731-001): A BCER officer observed surface casing vent flow 
(SCVF); BCER officer informed the permit holder that they needed to test the flow rate and submit the 
results to the BCER within 30 days.  

 July 12, 2024 (inspection #2024-2625): A BCER officer observed surface casing vent flow, with the 
surface casing vent being tied into the flow line (i.e., added to the production line) and had a pressure 
safety valve and pressure monitor installed; BCER officer followed up with BCER engineering to verify 
approval for this installation. (Connecting the surface casing vent to the flow line captures vented gas, 
preventing its release into the atmosphere. This serves as an interim mitigation measure until the 
underlying downhole issue can be fully addressed.)  

 
There were no other orders, warning letters or tickets associated with the well in question.  

 
  

12. Can you please provide location coordinates and/or explanation of where this well is located?  
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D-046-k/094-H-10 WA #15681 is a remote well located approximately 163km north of Fort St John. 
630253mE 6398329mN (Universal Transverse Mercator coordinate system). Enter 15681 as the “Well 
Authority Number” on the following GIS dataset: Well Surface Hole (Permitted) | BCER GIS Open Data 
Portal  

 
 

13. The order notes that CNRL reported the leak in 2021 — can you confirm when the leak first started?  
 

Surface casing vents are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well allowing for the 
venting of gas so that excessive pressure is not created in the wellbore. As part of their function, 
surface casing vents are allowed to vent as long as flow does not exceed 100m3 per day (see section 41 
of the Drilling and Production Regulation (DPR)).  
 
As per regulation, well permit holders are required to check for evidence of a surface casing vent flow 
as part of routine maintenance throughout the life of the well, as well as other specified junctures in a 
well’s life, such as immediately after initial completion or any recompletion of the well or before 
suspension of the well – see section 41 of the DPR - and submit the results of the check to the 
Regulator. The BCER maintains a database of surface casing vent flow submissions from industry:  
(BIL-185) Surface Casing Vent Flow (search “15681” to view submissions related to the well in 
question).  
 
As per above, a BCER officer observed SCVF during an inspection of the well in July 2019 and 
instructed the permit holder to undertake a test of the SCVF rate and submit the results to the BCER. 
The results indicated the flow was less than 100m3 per day and it was deemed that the SCVF did not 
present an immediate safety or environmental hazard and thus did not require intervention nor 
mitigation, as per the DPR.   
 
CNRL staff discovered and reported a higher-rate leak on October 26, 2021, exceeding the threshold of 
100m3 per day as set out in regulation. CNRL attempted a repair to the wellhead seals, which was not 
successful. They initially proposed to repair a suspected casing failure during the 2021/22 winter work 
season, as well as implement interim mitigation measures to stop the venting. After missing that 
timeline for conducting the repair (although they did undertake the interim mitigation measure of tying 
the SCVF into the flow line, as per response 11, above), CNRL proposed to repair the well in the 
2023/2024 work season. Upon learning from CNRL that they were going to miss this second timeline, 
the BCER issued the Order for CNRL to conduct the repairs in the 2025/2026 winter work season.   

 
 

14. Can you explain why the order does not require CNRL to repair the leak before March 31, 2026, 
given the length of time the well has been emitting?   

 
Given the remote nature of the well, ice roads are required to be constructed to facilitate access for the 
ground transport required to bring in the heavy equipment needed to do the work within the wellbore. 
With minimal timing windows to conduct this kind of work coupled with low risk to the public and 
environment, additional time was granted to allow for the proper planning and execution of work to 
ensure its completion in a practical and safe manner. As per above, the company has implemented the 
interim mitigation measure of tying the surface casing vent into the flow line to capture the vented gas 
to prevent it from emitting to the atmosphere.  

 
 

15. Is this emissions leak recorded and reported as part of B.C.’s greenhouse gas emissions?  
 

The BCER is not responsible for tracking and reporting of greenhouse gas emissions. The Greenhouse 
Gas Industrial Reporting and Control Act and the Greenhouse Gas Emission Reporting Regulation 
contain the requirements for industrial greenhouse gas emissions reporting.  
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From: Matt Simmons <matt@thenarwhal.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2025 9:45 AM 
To: Carr, Michelle <Michelle.Carr@bc-er.ca> 
Cc: kate.schneider@theijf.org <kate.schneider@theijf.org> 
Subject: Media request for interview from The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation regarding BC 
Energy Regulator compliance and enforcement 
  
Good morning, Michelle, 
 
We are journalists with The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation working in collaboration on a 
news report about the BC Energy Regulator. 
 
We have reviewed a large dataset of compliance and enforcement activities conducted by BC Energy 
Regulator officials (formerly BC Oil and Gas Commission) previously provided to The Narwhal through freedom 
of information legislation and are reaching out to seek an interview about the contents of the documents and 
the nature of the regulator’s compliance and enforcement.  
 
Our deadline is Friday, February 14 at 3 p.m. PT, however if you need more time to respond, please let us 
know. 
 
Upon review of more than 30,000 records of inspections made by regulator officials between early 2017 and 
late 2023, we found several hundreds of examples in which the inspector noted apparent environmental 
infractions but did not mark the inspection as an occurrence of non-compliance. We also found many hundreds 
of records that indicate potential infractions of both provincial regulations and environmental laws, including 
potential emissions violations, spills and other alleged non-compliances. Similarly, we found hundreds of what 
appeared to be administrative errors — such as producing wells being marked as deactivated or vice versa — 
that were not marked as non-compliance in the regulator’s systems.  
 
Of the alleged infractions we reviewed, dozens were noted as “serious” or similarly described by the inspector 
in terms that denote a significant non-compliance. In addition, we found numerous instances in which the 
inspector noted the company was out of compliance but they would not be marking it as such in the regulator’s 
systems. 
 
Here is a sample of some of the relevant notes made by inspectors on reports that were marked as in 
compliance: 
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“Upon looking closer at the fluid, I noticed that there were six (6) dead birds floating in the diesel/water mixture. 
I went and located the operator that I had spoke [sic] to earlier in the day about the other sites, and took him 
over to have a look at what I had found. The birds were black (like a small raven or a crow), but also had what 
looked like moss on parts of them, so I think they had been in there probably most of the summer, obviously 
not real recent. Operator said he would get the containments cleaned out, but he hasnt contacted me to say 
so. Having the containments cleaned out before the things are half full of water, and being aware of the 
hazards associated with dirty containments, should be observed prior to dead wildlife being found.” 
 
“There is orange plastic snow fencing that had been erected years ago and has fallen down. This is also true 
for the area around the well bore. The orange plastic snow fencing is not an acceptable measure to keep 
wildlife out of the contaminated areas. There is evidence that wildlife has frequented the water filled flare pit. 
The flare pit and well bore area need to have wildlife fencing installed. Upon gently poking a stick in the bottom 
of the flare pit, a strong hydrocarbon odor was detected. Due to system limitations, this inspection will show as 
a PASS, however, there are concerns about the contaminated flare pit and the style of fencing to keep wildlife 
out.” 
 
“Truck at POD at the time of the inspection. Driver could not produce permit when asked. Driver could not 
provide volumes of water being withdraw. Quote “best guess” based on visual observation into tank and time 
taken to fill tank. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”   
 
“Intake is contained in a screened basket with several small holes visible and one larger hole / tear 
approximately 2.5 cm by 15 cm. The pump / basket is sitting in approximately 7 to 10 cm of water and was 
actively pumping at the time of inspection. Discussed with the operator. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”
 
“This inspection will show as a PASS due to system limitations, however, there are concerns associated with 
the work that has been done.” 
 
“Petronas restored a sump 1 km down the road from this one after a deficiency was given. This sump should 
have been restored at the same time. Unfortunately, due to delays this site will see more than 7 years of 
vegetation growth destroyed and a new disturbance will have been initiated.” 
 
“There are numerous wildlife tracks attracted to the area which may have been an on lease sump. … If there is 
contamination then big game and any livestock are excluded from the immediate area. The same request was 
required in October 2014 but nothing was received. This is a follow up inspection for the same concerns 
identified at that time.” 
 
“Active discharge above upstream dam. Sediment/turbidity noted in sump. Traced sedimentation to trench 
water pump off location (location not approved by CGL Environment). This is in non-compliance with section 
12 of the EPMR.” 
 
“Sedimentation in numerous watercourses. As well, sediment plumes were noted in Lake 1F (approximately 
586+750) and unnamed lake at approximately KP 587+300, caused by road or ROW runoff. This is in non-
compliance with section 12 of the Environmental Protection and Management Regulation (EPMR) … This non-
compliance with the permit condition therefore means that Coastal GasLink is also in non-compliance with 
section 21(b)(2) of the Oil and Gas Activities Act (OGAA)” 
 
“Failure noted between cells, sediment leaving site via oil and gas road (RW 740.1.1) through ditchline. 
Flowing in ditch, then leaving roadway into vegetation. Turbid flow continues through timber/veg to Morice 
Owen FSR.” 
 
“Ditch block installation method unusual (bentonite bags in disarray, then squished/moved by pipe, more bags 
added on top(excavator took large scoop of bentonite bags, then dropped bags on top from height, breaking 
some of the bags during the process)” 
 
“The flarepit at the 7-19-88-17 location has liquids in it that have a hydrocarbon odor. There is also a waxy 
substance on top of the liquids and covering the bullrushes.   There is evidence of wildlife accessing the liquids 
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in the flarepit. A fence should be installed around the pit to prevent wildlife access.  How often is this flarepit 
used?” 
 
“-there are two c-rings onsite that are fairly stinky. I was able to smell them approximately 300 meters away on 
lease road. Odours should not be offsite. Investigate and alleviate the odours.  -No other concerns here at this 
time.” 
 
“-the above mentioned comments are considered to be deficiencies, but I have chose to only put in comments 
for the time being.” 
 

… 
 

1. Is there any context that you would like to share to help our readers understand how to interpret these 
comments and why the relevant inspections were marked as being in compliance? 

 
2. In your previous role, you were responsible for overseeing LNG Canada and Coastal GasLink. As you 

are no doubt aware, the pipeline project presented a particular challenge for government compliance 
and enforcement and was responsible for numerous infractions of environmental laws and regulations. 
As The Narwhal reported on Oct. 11 2023 in an article titled, ‘Hard to believe it’s real’: B.C.’s energy 
regulator repeatedly gave Coastal GasLink a pass on alleged environmental infractions, BC Energy 
Regulator officials identified more than 80 potential infractions in 40 inspections of Coastal GasLink 
worksites but enforcement officers only flagged five as violations of provincial regulations. 

 
Do you believe the BC Energy Regulator has adequate resources to ensure oil and gas and other 
energy sector operators are meeting provincial regulations and legislation intended to safeguard the 
environment and communities? 

 
3. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator officials appear to regularly identify activity that is in 

contravention of provincial laws or regulations but do not mark those contraventions as non-
compliance?  

 
4. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry operators 

for the province’s regulations and legislation.  
 

Do you believe the actions revealed by the inspection records accurately reflect how the oil and gas 
industry conducts its activities? 

 
5. Is there any other context you would like to provide to help our readers understand and interpret this 

information? 
 
Thank you, 
 
Matt Simmons 
Reporter, The Narwhal 
matt@thenarwhal.ca 
 
Kate Schneider 
Reporter, Investigative Journalism Foundation 
kate.schneider@theijf.org 
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From: Communications
Sent: Tuesday, March 18, 2025 4:59 PM
To: Matt Simmons
Cc: Zak Vescera; Communications
Subject: RE: Additional questions from The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation regarding oil and gas activities and BCER 

compliance and enforcement

Hi,  
 
Sorry for the delay. Here are our responses: 
 
1) What actions can the regulator take against a company if a serious deficiency is identified [ed’s note: we confirmed with the reporters that 
they are referring to cases of surface casing vent flow classified as “serious” rather than any and all “serious deficiencies” that may be observed 
across the full range of permit holders’ activities]? For example, does the BCER have the power to issue warning letters, enforcement orders, 
tickets, administrative fines or other monetary penalties against these companies?   
 
Yes, the BCER has the authority to pursue various enforcement actions (see Part 5 of the Energy Resource Activities Act) against companies deemed 
non-compliant and is committed to ensuring permit holders are brought back into compliance as efficiently as possible, taking into account safety and 
practical considerations.   
 
The BCER is committed to taking action and strives to ensure a fair, effective, and consistent approach to enforcement when non-compliances occur.    
 
The BCER employs a graduated non-compliance response model where appropriate, ranging from non-compliance notices to more formal, statutory 
enforcement actions. The graduated approach ensures non-compliance response actions are commensurate with the non-compliance and our 
resources are allocated for maximum effect.  
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Specifically with regards to surface casing vent flow:  
 
As per the Drilling and Production Regulation (DPR; Section 41), well permit holders are required to check for evidence of a surface casing vent flow as 
part of routine maintenance throughout the life of the well, as well as other specified junctures in a well’s life. These testing requirements help ensure 
that permit holders identify vent flows that could be non-compliant and/or hazardous.  
 
As mentioned in our previous response, surface casing vents are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well allowing for the venting of gas 
so that excessive pressure is not created in the wellbore. As part of their function, surface casing vents are allowed to vent gas as long as the flow does 
not exceed 100m3 per day, as set out in Section 41(4.01) of the Drilling and Production Regulation (note that this regulatory provision came into effect on 
July 1, 2021). As with all regulatory requirements, failure of a permit holder to comply with this regulatory provision could result in enforcement action.  
 
“Serious” Surface Casing Vent Flows  
 
Please note that a “serious” SCVF does not necessarily indicate a “serious deficiency” (the term you use in your question), but rather that the flow is 
considered serious as per our guidelines specified in Section 9.7.3 of the BCER Oil and Gas Operations Manual. The flow conditions we designate as 
“serious” in our guidelines are meant to identify situations that may pose a potential “safety or environmental hazard,” as specified in Section 41(3) of 
the DPR.  
 
The DPR Section 41(3) requires that “on discovery of a surface casing vent flow that presents an immediate safety or environmental hazard, a well permit 
holder must (a) immediately take steps to eliminate the hazard, (b) immediately notify the regulator of the surface casing vent flow, and (c) submit to the 
regulator without delay a report respecting the surface casing vent flow and the steps taken under paragraph (a).” A permit holder's failure to comply 
with the requirement to eliminate the hazard (and/or the notification requirements) may result in enforcement action as per our graduated non-
compliance response model above.  
 
  
2) If yes, can you provide a summary of how many enforcement actions of this nature the regulator took over the past five years, the past three 
years and the past 12 months?   
  
The BCER reports orders, findings of contravention, administrative penalties, offences and prosecutions on our website to provide transparency and 
deter non-compliance: Compliance & Enforcement | BC Energy Regulator (BCER).  
With regards to enforcement actions related to SCVF over the past five years, the BCER has issued four enforcement orders and one administrative 
finding/penalty – in relation to two different wells - as outlined below:  
  
Well authorization (WA) number 8183:  

 General Order 2022-0144 was issued on December 7, 2022, requiring the permit holder to investigate and mitigate a natural gas SCVF that was in 
excess of 100 m3 per day. The permit holder complied with the provisions of the order and brought the SCVF back into compliance and the order 
was terminated on March 28, 2023.  

 Administrative Finding 2022-0144 was rendered on October 24, 2024, which determined that the permit holder contravened the regulation and 
imposed a $10,000 administrative penalty against the company.  

  
Well authorization (WA) number 2262:  
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 General Order 2024-0058-01 was issued on May 30, 2024, requiring the permit holder to direct the serious SCVF to a temporary flare. The permit 
holder complied with the provisions of the order and the order was terminated on June 20, 2024.  

 General Order 2024-0058-02 was issued on June 20, 2024, requiring the permit holder to investigate and establish a plan to mitigate the serious 
SCVF. The permit holder complied with the provisions of the order and the order was terminated on August 26, 2024.  

 General Order 2024-0058-03 was issued on August 2, 2024, requiring the permit holder to complete remediation work on the well to mitigate the 
serious SCVF. The permit holder complied with the provisions of the order and brought the SCVF back into compliance and the order was 
terminated on January 16, 2025.  
  
  

3) Are you able to provide us with documentation related to those enforcement actions?  
See response to question 2, above.  
  
  
4) If any fines or other monetary penalties were issued, what was the size of those penalties for the 5-year, 3-year and 12-month periods we've 
asked about?   
See response to question 2, above.  
  
Additional questions:  
With regards to the well with the initial leak of more than 100,000 litres per day of “fresh water”:   
  
5) Can you please confirm the source of the water?   
In this case, a definitive source has not been established (note that the determination of the source of a surface casing vent flow may not be required to 
eliminate the hazard as required by the regulation). The well is in a remote area about 165km NNE of Fort St John and there are no water wells within a 
5km radius of the well in question.  
  
6) Can you confirm that it was “fresh” not processed water?   
Yes, testing dating back to 2019 confirmed it was fresh water (i.e., containing less than 4,000 mg/L of total dissolved solids, as per the definition of 
"aquifer" in the Environmental Protection and Management Regulation and the Technical Guidance for Determining the “Base of Usable Groundwater”).  
  
7) If processed or otherwise altered, please provide details around the nature of the water and any additives present, per the regulations around 
“serious” designation (ie “the water contains substances that could cause soil or groundwater contamination.”)    
The water was not processed nor otherwise altered.   
 
 

 

  

 

  

 
BCER Communications 
communications@bc-er.ca 

Office Address Directory 
BCER Web Site 

1-250-794-5200  
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Hi BCER team,  
  
How are you? Zak at the IJF here. Thank you for these responses. We do have a couple follow-up questions. Would it be 
possible to get a response to this by Monday, end of day? Thank you for your continued help and time, we want to make sure 
we're thorough. Please advise if you think you will require more time.  
  
Our questions are:  
 
1) What actions can the regulator take against a company if a serious deficiency is identified? For example, does the BCER 
have the power to issue warning letters, enforcement orders, tickets, administrative fines or other monetary penalties 
against these companies?  
 
2) If yes, can you provide a summary of how many enforcement actions of this nature the regulator took over the past five 
years, the past three years and the past 12 months?  
 
3) Are you able to provide us with documentation related to those enforcement actions? 
 
4) If any fines or other monetary penalties were issued, what was the size of those penalties for the 5-year, 3-year and 12-
month periods we've asked about?  
 
All the best and with thanks,  
 
Zak  

  
On Thu, Mar 13, 2025 at 3:29 PM Communications <communications@bc-er.ca> wrote: 
Hi Matt and Zak, 
  
Thanks for your patience. 
  
  
  
Here’s our responses: 
  
1) According to the SCVF database you sent, there were 44 instances of “serious” surface casing vent flows reported within 
the past 12 months, 160 in the past three years and 252 within the last five years. Among those records was one site with 
hydrogen sulphide emissions at a concentration of 5,000 ppm, another with gas flow at 300 cubic metres per day and 
another with a liquid leak of more than 100,000 litres per day. Can you confirm these numbers are accurate and provide any 
further context to help our readers understand these numbers?   
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As mentioned in our previous response, surface casing vents are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well 
allowing for the venting of gas so that excessive pressure is not created in the wellbore. As part of their function, surface 
casing vents are allowed to vent gas as long as flow does not exceed 100m3 per day (see section 41 of the Drilling and 
Production Regulation (DPR)).   
  
As per regulation, well permit holders are required to check for evidence of a surface casing vent flow as part of routine 
maintenance throughout the life of the well, as well as other specified junctures in a well’s life, such as immediately after 
initial completion or any recompletion of the well or before suspension of the well – see section 41 of the DPR - and submit 
the results of the check to the Regulator (these submissions constitute the records in our SCVF database – note that the 
characteristics of vent flows may change over time, and submissions made by permit holders reflect the characteristics 
present at the time of the test). These testing and reporting requirements help ensure that permit holders identify and 
address emissions that could pose hazards. Where a vent flow presents an immediate safety or environmental hazard, 
section 41(3) of the Drilling and Production Regulation requires permit holders to immediately take steps to eliminate the 
hazard, notify the regulator, and submit a report outlining the actions taken to eliminate the hazard.  
  
Section 9.7.3 of the BCER Oil and Gas Operations Manual identifies the characteristics of a vent flow that would result in a 
“serious” designation: 

 Vent flows with hydrogen sulphide (H2S) present 
 Vent flow with a stabilized gas flow rate equal to or greater than 300 cubic metres per day (m3 /d). 
 Vent flow with a surface casing vent stabilized shut-in pressure greater than one half the formation leak-off pressure 

at the surface casing shoe or 11 kPa/m times the surface casing setting depth. 
 Hydrocarbon liquid (oil) vent flow.  
 Vent flow due to wellhead seal failures or casing failure.  
 Water vent flow if the water contains substances that could cause soil or groundwater contamination. 
 Vent flow where any usable water zone is not covered by cemented casing. 

  
Note that while the term "serious" is used to categorize these vent flows, they do not always indicate an immediate safety or 
environmental risk.  
  
We can confirm that there are 44 records of serious surface casing vent flows within the past 12 months. Note that some 
wells are represented more than once, as a result of the permit holder making multiple submissions over the course of the 
year – see Well Authorization Numbers 02540 and 29760 for instance. It is important to note that the flow rates and buildup 
pressures numbers in the database do not necessarily indicate an ongoing release, but rather capability of flow.  
  
For example, it was discovered over ten years ago that Well Authorization Number (WA) 12099 - the well you reference in 
your question as having “a liquid leak of more than 100,000 litres per day” - had a “serious” vent flow; i.e., a vent flow of 
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fresh water. The permit holder investigated well records for the subject well, and others in the area, to confirm that the flow 
does not pose any hazard to the groundwater or the environment. This flow was mitigated by the installation of a pressure 
safety valve, which stopped the liquid flow from the well. The 2024 record for this well in the database reflects the result of a 
point-in-time, controlled test of the well to determine the current flow rate from the well if the mitigation were not in 
place. That is, if the well didn’t have the pressure safety valve, it would be flowing at a rate of 110,880 litres of water per 
day. So, this well has a “serious” SCVF present, but it is mitigated. 
  
We can confirm that all of the wells represented in the 44 “serious” records over the past 12 months have mitigations in 
place to control the identified hazards and are within compliance with regards to surface casing vent flow-related 
regulation. (Regarding the other two specific wells you reference in your question, once the hazards were discovered, WA 
9354 (H2S of 5000 ppm) was mitigated by installing an H2S scrubber, followed by repairs to the wellhead seals which 
stopped the SCVF. WA 802 (gas flow rate of 300 m3/d) was mitigated by installing a pressure safety valve (PSV), stopping the 
emissions). 
  
  
2) Can you provide an explanation of what constitutes a “serious” designation in the database?   
  
See response above 
  
  
3) Do you believe the public should be concerned to learn there have been more than 200 reported “serious” leaks in the 
past five years?   
  
The BCER is confident in the regulatory framework and operational systems in place to manage surface casing vent flows 
and protect public safety and the environment. 
  
As per above, while some of the database entries do represent the initial discovery of a “serious” vent flow (at which point 
mitigation measures are required to be implemented), many of the entries represent routine testing on wells that already 
have measures in place to mitigate their “serious” flow capability.  
  
As our response above indicates, we have robust regulation in place to ensure permit holders detect and mitigate non-
compliant surface casing vent flow rates and potential hazards.  
  
  
4) In your response, you noted the regulator has "focused efforts to improve transparency on core operational processes 
and we are working to continuously improve.”  Do you believe the regulator is adequately ensuring the public knows where 
and how to find information about oil and gas operations, including things like serious gas emissions?   
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To: Communications <communications@bc-er.ca> 
Cc: Zak Vescera <zak.vescera@theijf.org> 
Subject: Re: Additional questions from The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation regarding oil and 
gas activities and BCER compliance and enforcement 
  
Thanks again for your response. Please see the follow-up questions below, related to the 
information provided regarding surface casing vent flows. Our deadline for these follow-ups is 1 
p.m. PT. 
  
1) According to the SCVF database you sent, there were 44 instances of “serious” surface 
casing vent flows reported within the past 12 months, 160 in the past three years and 252 within 
the last five years. Among those records was one site with hydrogen sulphide emissions at a 
concentration of 5,000 ppm, another with gas flow at 300 cubic metres per day and another with 
a liquid leak of more than 100,000 litres per day. Can you confirm these numbers are accurate 
and provide any further context to help our readers understand these numbers? 
2) Can you provide an explanation of what constitutes a “serious” designation in the database? 
3) Do you believe the public should be concerned to learn there have been more than 200 
reported “serious” leaks in the past five years? 
4) In your response, you noted the regulator has "focused efforts to improve transparency on core 
operational processes and we are working to continuously improve.”  Do you believe the regulator is 
adequately ensuring the public knows where and how to find information about oil and gas 
operations, including things like serious gas emissions? 
  

Thank you, 
Matt 
  

On Mar 10, 2025, at 4:33 PM, Communications <communications@bc-er.ca> 
wrote: 
  
With apologies again for the delay, please find our responses below: 
  
  
The inspection records we reviewed includes a reference to an “exemption given to CNRL 
for over 4,000 pipelines that are not compliant in regard to deactivation.” Another similar 
reference mentions an exemption given to the same company that the inspector noted 
was for wells.   
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1.      Can you explain the nature of the “exemption” and share all available 
documentation associated with it?  

  
Well exemptions:  
Section 4 of the Drilling & Production Regulation allows for the exemption of a 
well permit holder from the requirement to comply with certain sections of the 
Regulation. Requests are evaluated on their merits, and specific to the 
circumstances around each well covered by a request. Conditions may also 
be attached to an exemption granted under section 4.  
  
Given the range of sections for which exemptions may be granted, additional 
information is needed for us to identify and comment on the specific 
well(s)/exemption(s) in question. As such, our responses regarding 
exemptions below will only cover the exemption given to CNRL for pipeline 
deactivation.   
  
The BCER has a range of tools as its disposal for ensuring compliance, 
including exemptions, Orders, and other enforcement powers. The use of 
those tools is commensurate with the level of non-compliance. As an 
example, we have previously issued an order to CNRL to bring inactive wells 
into compliance with suspension requirements: General-Order-2018-019.pdf  
  
Pipeline exemption:  
Section 14 of the Pipeline Regulation allows for the exemption of a pipeline 
permit holder or former pipeline permit holder from complying with one or 
more provisions of the regulation if the official is satisfied that, in the 
circumstances, compliance with the provision or provisions is not reasonably 
practicable, or the exemption is in the public interest.   

  
Deactivating pipelines provides safety and environmental protection through 
the removal of fluids from the pipes and the isolation of the pipelines from any 
other systems. Permit holders are required to continue to monitor the 
pipelines after their deactivation until they are removed or abandoned. 
Deactivating pipelines reduces liability, increases restoration, and reduces 
the risk of a spill.  
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In this instance, the BC Oil and Gas Commission, now BC Energy Regulator 
(BCER) identified -  through an administrative compliance verification process 
of an integrity focused audit of operators’ pipeline deactivation programs - 
that CNRL had a large number of pipelines that were non-compliant with 
section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation (i.e., that pipelines must be deactivated 
within 18 months of not flowing) and needed to be deactivated.  
  
The BCER has many regulatory mechanisms at its disposal to bring permit 
holders back into compliance and is committed to ensuring permit holders 
are brought back into compliance as efficiently as possible, taking into 
account safety and practical considerations.  
  
In this case, CNRL proposed a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year approach 
to its deactivation of the non-compliant pipelines that was deemed by the 
BCER as being preferable to addressing each instance on a more scattershot, 
case-by-case basis (as would have been required as per the section 9 
provisions), as the systematic approach would reduce the overall time to 
deactivate all of the pipelines and reduce the associated land disturbance 
conducting the work. In order for CNRL to undertake the systematic 
approach, the BCER needed to exempt the non-compliant pipelines in 
question from their section 9 requirements of the Pipeline Regulation. The 
BCER made the decision to provide the exemption based on the impracticality 
of CNRL achieving compliance of the pipelines with the section 9 timeline 
requirements and the public interest in having the pipelines brought into 
compliance more quickly with less land disturbance.  
  
The systematic approach is/has:  

                     Area-based: many of the pipelines are located throughout remote 
northeastern B.C. in difficult to access terrain. The area-based approach 
was deemed preferrable to addressing single pipelines one at a time as 
there is a larger environmental impact to make repeated access paths to 
the pipelines, including winter only access with ice road construction, 
compared with an area-based construction approach.   
                     Risk-based: focusing on deactivating the highest risk pipelines 
first  
                     Co-ordinated in a planned fashion over time: allows for CNRL to 
form dedicated crews to plan and coordinate their work efficiently rather 
than effectively requiring CNRL to immediately address all of the non-
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compliant pipelines, which would result in a more inefficient scattershot 
approach.  
                     Clear, measurable timelines for how and when compliance is to 
be achieved, with annual updates to the BCER.  
                     Aligned with the Dormancy and Shutdown Regulation (Dormancy 
and Shutdown Regulation)  

  
CNRL is required to complete deactivation of all the pipelines by the end of 
2028.  
  
Your request to get copies of the associated documentation can be pursued 
through an FOI request: Freedom of Information | BC Energy Regulator (BCER)  

  
  

2.      Can you confirm the number of pipelines and/or wells covered by this 
exemption?  

  
The original exemption included 4312 pipelines. That included 2266 that were 
identified as potentially inactive at the time of the exemption and 2046 that 
were projected to become inactive over the duration of the exemption. It 
included pipelines that were potentially non-compliant (i.e. pipelines that 
required deactivation) and those that required verification of their status and 
administrative submissions to update their status.  
  
Between January 2020 and March 2024 CNRL either deactivated, or confirmed 
compliance on 2992 pipelines, or 69% of the pipelines in the original 
exemption.  In March of 2024 the exemption was updated to address 1320 
pipelines by 2028.  As of March 7, 2025, there are 865 remaining pipelines to 
deactivate.  

  
  

3.      Can you share more information about how the regulator informed 
members of the public about the exemption?  

  
The BCER does not post publicly when exemptions to regulation are granted.  
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4.      If no information was shared with the public about this exemption or if 
limited information was shared, are you able to provide an explanation?  

  
Over the past several years, the BCER has focused efforts to improve 
transparency on core operational processes and we are working to 
continuously improve.   Recent examples include data and reporting specific 
to Compliance Management Verification,Field Inspections, and Enforcement.  

  
The BCER reports inspection summaries (Field Inspections Conducted), 
orders, findings of contravention, administrative penalties, offences and 
prosecutions  Compliance & Enforcement | BC Energy Regulator (BCER)) on 
our website to provide transparency and deter non-compliance.  

  
  

5.      Please confirm whether the exemption is for pipelines that are not 
compliant, as the inspection note states, or if it is for wells that are not 
compliant, or both.  

  
see our response to question 1, above.  

  
  

6.      Can you provide an explanation of why the regulator gave CNRL an 
exemption for what appears to be non-compliance with government 
regulations and legislation?  

  
see our response to question 1, above.  
  

  
7.      Are there other exemptions that have been given to additional companies 
for similar issues? If so, please provide details of the companies in question 
and the nature of the exemption(s), including all relevant documentation.  
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A similar exemption was provided to TAQA North Ltd. In 2020 regarding the 
deactivation of 54 pipelines in the Chinchaga and Boundary Lake areas. All 
required work has been completed.   

  
  

8.      Does this exemption reflect the BCER’s approach to managing 
compliance?  

  
The BCER manages compliance through proactive education and promotion, 
monitoring and assessing permit holder activities and enforcement of non-
compliances.  
  
Effective enforcement protects the public and the environment, remedies 
non-compliances, ensures fairness, and acts as a deterrent for future non-
compliance. The BCER is committed to taking action and strives to ensure a 
fair, effective, and consistent approach to enforcement when non-
compliances occur.  
  
The use of exemptions is written into the legislation. It is one tool that can be 
used to achieve compliance as part of the BCER’s graduated enforcement 
model.  
  
The graduated approach ensures non-compliance response actions are 
commensurate with the non-compliance and the BCER’s resources are 
allocated for maximum effect.   
  
The BCER reports inspection summaries and orders, findings of 
contravention, administrative penalties, offences and prosecutions on our 
website to provide transparency and deter non-compliance.   

  
  

9.      Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its oversight of companies like 
CNRL is meeting the government agency’s mandate? 
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Yes, we believe we are meeting our mandate and the BCER is confident in the 
processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in 
ensuring the continued protection of the environment and public safety.  

  
  

10.  Is there any other context you would like to provide, to help our readers 
interpret and understand the inspection note?   

  
Inspections are a snapshot in time. In this case, the inspector was performing 
due diligence in noting the non-compliance (i.e., the pipeline hadn’t been 
deactivated), while also providing the contextual information that there was 
an exemption in place for the non-compliance, as part of a thorough 
inspection record.  

  
  
  
We are also requesting information regarding an order that was issued to CNRL 
on Dec. 16, 2024, for a surface casing vent flow that started on or before Oct. 26, 
2021, at an emissions rate of 110.4 m3/day.  
  

11.  Can you please share copies of all orders, warning letters, tickets and 
inspection records associated with the well in question?  

  
Inspections of the well (inspection summaries are available here: Field 
Inspections Conducted):  

         July 30, 2019 (inspection #056799731-001): A BCER officer observed 
surface casing vent flow (SCVF); BCER officer informed the permit holder that 
they needed to test the flow rate and submit the results to the BCER within 30 
days.  

         July 12, 2024 (inspection #2024-2625): A BCER officer observed surface 
casing vent flow, with the surface casing vent being tied into the flow line (i.e., 
added to the production line) and had a pressure safety valve and pressure 
monitor installed; BCER officer followed up with BCER engineering to verify 
approval for this installation. (Connecting the surface casing vent to the flow 
line captures vented gas, preventing its release into the atmosphere. This 
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serves as an interim mitigation measure until the underlying downhole issue 
can be fully addressed.)  

  
There were no other orders, warning letters or tickets associated with the well 
in question.  

  
  

12.  Can you please provide location coordinates and/or explanation of where 
this well is located?  

  
D-046-k/094-H-10 WA #15681 is a remote well located approximately 163km 
north of Fort St John. 630253mE 6398329mN (Universal Transverse Mercator 
coordinate system). Enter 15681 as the “Well Authority Number” on the 
following GIS dataset: Well Surface Hole (Permitted) | BCER GIS Open Data 
Portal  

  
  

13.  The order notes that CNRL reported the leak in 2021 — can you confirm 
when the leak first started?  

  
Surface casing vents are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas 
well allowing for the venting of gas so that excessive pressure is not created in 
the wellbore. As part of their function, surface casing vents are allowed to 
vent as long as flow does not exceed 100m3 per day (see section 41 of the 
Drilling and Production Regulation (DPR)).  
  
As per regulation, well permit holders are required to check for evidence of a 
surface casing vent flow as part of routine maintenance throughout the life of 
the well, as well as other specified junctures in a well’s life, such as 
immediately after initial completion or any recompletion of the well or before 
suspension of the well – see section 41 of the DPR - and submit the results of 
the check to the Regulator. The BCER maintains a database of surface casing 
vent flow submissions from industry:  (BIL-185) Surface Casing Vent Flow 
(search “15681” to view submissions related to the well in question).  
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As per above, a BCER officer observed SCVF during an inspection of the well 
in July 2019 and instructed the permit holder to undertake a test of the SCVF 
rate and submit the results to the BCER. The results indicated the flow was 
less than 100m3 per day and it was deemed that the SCVF did not present an 
immediate safety or environmental hazard and thus did not require 
intervention nor mitigation, as per the DPR.   
  
CNRL staff discovered and reported a higher-rate leak on October 26, 2021, 
exceeding the threshold of 100m3 per day as set out in regulation. CNRL 
attempted a repair to the wellhead seals, which was not successful. They 
initially proposed to repair a suspected casing failure during the 2021/22 
winter work season, as well as implement interim mitigation measures to stop 
the venting. After missing that timeline for conducting the repair (although 
they did undertake the interim mitigation measure of tying the SCVF into the 
flow line, as per response 11, above), CNRL proposed to repair the well in the 
2023/2024 work season. Upon learning from CNRL that they were going to 
miss this second timeline, the BCER issued the Order for CNRL to conduct the 
repairs in the 2025/2026 winter work season.   

  
  

14.  Can you explain why the order does not require CNRL to repair the leak 
before March 31, 2026, given the length of time the well has been emitting?   

  
Given the remote nature of the well, ice roads are required to be constructed 
to facilitate access for the ground transport required to bring in the heavy 
equipment needed to do the work within the wellbore. With minimal timing 
windows to conduct this kind of work coupled with low risk to the public and 
environment, additional time was granted to allow for the proper planning and 
execution of work to ensure its completion in a practical and safe manner. As 
per above, the company has implemented the interim mitigation measure of 
tying the surface casing vent into the flow line to capture the vented gas to 
prevent it from emitting to the atmosphere.  

  
  

15.  Is this emissions leak recorded and reported as part of B.C.’s greenhouse 
gas emissions?  
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The BCER is not responsible for tracking and reporting of greenhouse gas 
emissions. The Greenhouse Gas Industrial Reporting and Control Act and the 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reporting Regulation contain the requirements for 
industrial greenhouse gas emissions reporting.  
 The BCER maintains a database of surface casing vent flow submissions 
from industry:  (BIL-185) Surface Casing Vent Flow (search “15681” to view 
submissions related to the well in question).  

  
  

16.  Our review of inspection records found a high number of wells and 
pipelines with SCV leaks, most of which did not specify the rate of emissions. 
Does BCER track emissions data from all leaks and, if so, can you please 
provide us with the current totals and/or a spreadsheet or other form of 
documentation tracking the rates and total emissions associated with SCV 
and other leaks?  

  
A comprehensive report showing surface casing vent flow submissions is 
available on our website. It includes all submissions made by permit holders. 
Each data entry is a point in time and may not reflect the current state of 
emissions, if any, from the well:(BIL-185) Surface Casing Vent Flow  

  
  

17.  Can you share more information about how the regulator informed 
members of the public about this leak?  

  
The BCER makes surface casing vent flow submissions available to the public 
via its website, here: (BIL-185) Surface Casing Vent Flow.  

  
  

18.  If no information was shared with the public about this leak or if limited 
information was shared, are you able to provide an explanation?  

See response directly above.  
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relating to an order issued in December 
2024.  
  

Our preference is to discuss these 
records in an interview with a senior BC 
Energy Regulator official, such as 
Michelle Carr or Dax Bourke, both copied 
to this email. 
  

Our deadline is at the end of the day on 
March 4, 2025, however if you need more 
time to respond, please let us know. 
  

The inspection records we reviewed 
includes a reference to an “exemption 
given to CNRL for over 4,000 pipelines 
that are not compliant in regard to 
deactivation.” Another similar reference 
mentions an exemption given to the same 
company that the inspector noted was for 
wells.  
  

1. Can you explain the nature of the 
“exemption” and share all 
available documentation 
associated with it? 

2. Can you confirm the number of 
pipelines and/or wells covered by 
this exemption? 

3. Can you share more information 
about how the regulator informed 
members of the public about the 
exemption? 

4. If no information was shared with 
the public about this exemption or 
if limited information was shared, 
are you able to provide an 
explanation? 

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 306 



32

5. Please confirm whether the 
exemption is for pipelines that are 
not compliant, as the inspection 
note states, or if it is for wells that 
are not compliant, or both. 

6. Can you provide an explanation of 
why the regulator gave CNRL an 
exemption for what appears to be 
non-compliance with government 
regulations and legislation? 

7. Are there other exemptions that 
have been given to additional 
companies for similar issues? If 
so, please provide details of the 
companies in question and the 
nature of the exemption(s), 
including all relevant 
documentation. 

8. Does this exemption reflect the 
BCER’s approach to managing 
compliance? 

9. Does the BC Energy Regulator 
believe its oversight of companies 
like CNRL is meeting the 
government agency’s mandate? 

10. Is there any other context you 
would like to provide, to help our 
readers interpret and understand 
the inspection note?   

  

We are also requesting information 
regarding an order that was issued to 
CNRL on Dec. 16, 2024, for a surface 
casing vent flow that started on or before 
Oct. 26, 2021, at an emissions rate of 
110.4 m3/day. 
  

1. Can you please share copies of all 
orders, warning letters, tickets and 
inspection records associated with 
the well in question? 
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2. Can you please provide location 
coordinates and/or explanation of 
where this well is located? 

3. The order notes that CNRL 
reported the leak in 2021 — can 
you confirm when the leak first 
started? 

4. Can you explain why the order 
does not require CNRL to repair 
the leak before March 31, 2026, 
given the length of time the well 
has been emitting?  

5. Is this emissions leak recorded 
and reported as part of B.C.’s 
greenhouse gas emissions? 

6. Our review of inspection records 
found a high number of wells and 
pipelines with SCV leaks, most of 
which did not specify the rate of 
emissions. Does BCER track 
emissions data from all leaks and, 
if so, can you please provide us 
with the current totals and/or a 
spreadsheet or other form of 
documentation tracking the rates 
and total emissions associated 
with SCV and other leaks? 

7. Can you share more information 
about how the regulator informed 
members of the public about this 
leak? 

8. If no information was shared with 
the public about this leak or if 
limited information was shared, 
are you able to provide an 
explanation? 

9. Is there any other context you 
would like to provide to help our 
readers understand why CNRL 
has been allowed to continue 
operating its other facilities while it 
is apparently failing to meet 
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government regulations around 
emissions? 

  

Thank you, 
  

Matt Simmons 
Reporter, The Narwhal 
matt@thenarwhal.ca 
  

Zak Vescera 
Reporter, Investigative Journalism 
Foundation 
zak.vescera@theijf.org 
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Cc: Smook, Patrick <Patrick.Smook@bc-er.ca>; Slocomb, Richard <Richard.Slocomb@bc-er.ca>; Bourke, Dax 
<Dax.Bourke@bc-er.ca>; van Besouw, Jordan <Jordan.vanBesouw@bc-er.ca>; Currie, Graham <Graham.Currie@bc-
er.ca>; Rygg, Philip <Phil.Rygg@bc-er.ca>; Denys, Lori <Lori.Denys@bc-er.ca> 
Subject: MEDIA RESPONSE (follow up x3): The Narwhal/IJF - enforcement actions | Deadline: EOD yesterday 
 
Hi Sara G. and Exec team, 

 
 
REPORTERS:   
Zak Vescera   
Investigative Journalism Foundation   
  
Matt Simmons   
The Narwhal   
  

  
DEADLINE:   
Yesterday, end of day  
  
  

QUESTIONS AND PROPOSED RESPONSES:   
How are you? Zak at the IJF here. Thank you for these responses. We do have a couple follow-up questions. Would 
it be possible to get a response to this by Monday, end of day? Thank you for your continued help and time, we 
want to make sure we're thorough. Please advise if you think you will require more time.   
  
Our questions are:   
  
1) What actions can the regulator take against a company if a serious deficiency is identified [ed’s note: we 
confirmed with the reporters that they are referring to cases of surface casing vent flow classified as 
“serious” rather than any and all “serious deficiencies” that may be observed across the full range of permit 
holders’ activities]? For example, does the BCER have the power to issue warning letters, enforcement 
orders, tickets, administrative fines or other monetary penalties against these companies?   
 
Yes, the BCER has the authority to pursue various enforcement actions (see Part 5 of the Energy Resource 
Activities Act) against companies deemed non-compliant and is committed to ensuring permit holders are brought 
back into compliance as efficiently as possible, taking into account safety and practical considerations.   
 
The BCER is committed to taking action and strives to ensure a fair, effective, and consistent approach to 
enforcement when non-compliances occur.    
 
The BCER employs a graduated non-compliance response model where appropriate, ranging from non-
compliance notices to more formal, statutory enforcement actions. The graduated approach ensures non-
compliance response actions are commensurate with the non-compliance and our resources are allocated for 
maximum effect.  
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Specifically with regards to surface casing vent flow:  
 
As per the Drilling and Production Regulation (DPR; Section 41), well permit holders are required to check for 
evidence of a surface casing vent flow as part of routine maintenance throughout the life of the well, as well as 
other specified junctures in a well’s life. These testing requirements help ensure that permit holders identify vent 
flows that could be non-compliant and/or hazardous.  
 
As mentioned in our previous response, surface casing vents are an integral part of the safety system of a natural 
gas well allowing for the venting of gas so that excessive pressure is not created in the wellbore. As part of their 
function, surface casing vents are allowed to vent gas as long as the flow does not exceed 100m3 per day, as set 
out in Section 41(4.01) of the Drilling and Production Regulation (note that this regulatory provision came into 
effect on July 1, 2021). As with all regulatory requirements, failure of a permit holder to comply with this regulatory 
provision could result in enforcement action.  
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“Serious” Surface Casing Vent Flows  
 
Please note that a “serious” SCVF does not necessarily indicate a “serious deficiency” (the term you use in your 
question), but rather that the flow is considered serious as per our guidelines specified in Section 9.7.3 of the 
BCER Oil and Gas Operations Manual. The flow conditions we designate as “serious” in our guidelines are meant 
to identify situations that may pose a potential “safety or environmental hazard,” as specified in Section 41(3) of 
the DPR.  
 
The DPR Section 41(3) requires that “on discovery of a surface casing vent flow that presents an immediate safety 
or environmental hazard, a well permit holder must (a) immediately take steps to eliminate the hazard, (b) 
immediately notify the regulator of the surface casing vent flow, and (c) submit to the regulator without delay a 
report respecting the surface casing vent flow and the steps taken under paragraph (a).” A permit holder's failure 
to comply with the requirement to eliminate the hazard (and/or the notification requirements) may result in 
enforcement action as per our graduated non-compliance response model above.  
 
  
2) If yes, can you provide a summary of how many enforcement actions of this nature the regulator took over 
the past five years, the past three years and the past 12 months?   
  
The BCER reports orders, findings of contravention, administrative penalties, offences and prosecutions on our 
website to provide transparency and deter non-compliance: Compliance & Enforcement | BC Energy Regulator 
(BCER).  
With regards to enforcement actions related to SCVF over the past five years, the BCER has issued four 
enforcement orders and one administrative finding/penalty – in relation to two different wells - as outlined below:  
  
Well authorization (WA) number 8183:  

 General Order 2022-0144 was issued on December 7, 2022, requiring the permit holder to investigate and 
mitigate a natural gas SCVF that was in excess of 100 m3 per day. The permit holder complied with the 
provisions of the order and brought the SCVF back into compliance and the order was terminated on 
March 28, 2023.  

 Administrative Finding 2022-0144 was rendered on October 24, 2024, which determined that the permit 
holder contravened the regulation and imposed a $10,000 administrative penalty against the company.  

  
Well authorization (WA) number 2262:  

 General Order 2024-0058-01 was issued on May 30, 2024, requiring the permit holder to direct the serious 
SCVF to a temporary flare. The permit holder complied with the provisions of the order and the order was 
terminated on June 20, 2024.  

 General Order 2024-0058-02 was issued on June 20, 2024, requiring the permit holder to investigate and 
establish a plan to mitigate the serious SCVF. The permit holder complied with the provisions of the order 
and the order was terminated on August 26, 2024.  

 General Order 2024-0058-03 was issued on August 2, 2024, requiring the permit holder to complete 
remediation work on the well to mitigate the serious SCVF. The permit holder complied with the provisions 
of the order and brought the SCVF back into compliance and the order was terminated on January 16, 
2025.  
  
  

3) Are you able to provide us with documentation related to those enforcement actions?  
See response to question 2, above.  
  
  
4) If any fines or other monetary penalties were issued, what was the size of those penalties for the 5-year, 3-
year and 12-month periods we've asked about?   
See response to question 2, above.  
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Act s. # sub s.# Type Title Provision Exemption? Origin Notes
Geothermal Resources 
Act  (RSBC 1996) c. 171

23 2 Delegation Regulations and orders 
made by board

(2) A regulation or order made under subsection (1) may provided that the regulator may, by order, in relation to a 
particular location or well and subject to conditions the regulator specifies, exempt a person from the application of all or 
part of the regulation or order.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 7)

Wording of this Act allows direct delegation by the BCER.

Land Act (RSBC 1996) c. 
254

32 n/a Authorization Application procedure 
for dispositions

(1) An application for disposition by purchase, lease, licence of occupation, easement or right of way must be
(a) made to the minister in the form specified by the minister, and
(b) accompanied by the application fee and the information required by the minister.
(2) If the application complies with this Act and the regulations and has been accepted, the minister must publish the 
application on a publicly accessible website maintained by or on behalf of the minister.
(3) If the land is unsurveyed or if no evidence of survey is available, the applicant must
(a) before making the application, fix securely in the ground, at one corner of the land to be applied for, a squared post or 
squared tree, at least 1 m above the ground level, and securely attach to the post or tree a written notice in the form 
specified by the minister of the applicant’s intention to make an application for a disposition of the land described in the 
notice, and
(b) with the application, provide the proof of the posting of the notice as required by the minister.
(3.1) The minister may waive compliance with subsection (3).

YES
WLRS (per delegation 
matrix dated July 15, 

2024)

BCER, only for authorizations described in section 11 (2) (b)-
(d) related to geothermal resources, as defined in the 
Geothermal Resource Act , except for roads.
Only the Commissioner will exercise the delegated
authority of the BCER and must consider ministry Land Act 
policies and procedures when doing so.

Energy Resource 
Activities Act  (SBC 2008) 
c. 36

22 4 Delegation Consultation and 
notification

22 (4) The regulator, on written request, may exempt a person from one or more of the applicable consultation or 
notification requirements under subsection (3) and, on making an exemption, substitute other consultation or notification 
requirements than those prescribed for the purposes of subsection (3). 

YES BCER (per ERAA s. 7(5))

Energy Resource 
Activities Act  (SBC 2008) 
c. 36

31 1.1, 5 & 7 Delegation Amendment of permit 31 (1.1) The regulator may exempt a person or a class of persons from the requirement to provide notice under subsection 
(1) to a land owner or a class of land owners if the regulator is satisfied that
(a) the activity respecting the proposed amendment would not be carried out on the land of the land owner or class of land 
owners, and
(b) the proposed amendment would not change the effect of the permit on the land of the land owner or class of land 
owners.
...
(5)On receipt of an application under subsection (4), the regulator may require the permit holder to carry out one or more 
of the prescribed consultations or provide one or more of the prescribed notices, as applicable, with respect to the 
proposed amendment.
...
(7) On receipt of an application under subsection (4) and after considering a submission made under subsection (2), if any, 
and the results of consultations carried out or notices provided under subsection (5), if any, the regulator may amend the 
permit holder's permit or refuse to amend the permit.

YES BCER (per ERAA s. 7(5))

Energy Resource 
Activities Act  (SBC 2008) 
c. 36

36 2 Delegation Environmental 
protection and 
management

(2) Subject to regulations made under section 98, the regulator, by order, may exempt, on any conditions the regulator 
considers necessary, a permit holder or a person carrying out an oil and gas activity from a requirement imposed by 
regulation under section 103.

YES BCER (per ERAA s. 7(5))

Wildfire Act (SBC 2004) 
c. 31

72 3 Designation Protection of forest 
resources

72 (3) An official may exempt a person from all or part of a regulation made under subsection (2), subject to conditions or 
alternative requirements the official may specify.

YES BCER
Authority given in item (b) of the definition of "official" in the 
Wildfire Act .
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Regulation s. # sub s.# Type Title Provision Exemption? Origin Notes
Dormancy and 
Shutdown Regulation 
(BC Reg 112/2019)

3 3 Delegation When wells are dormant (3) The regulator may give to a permit holder a written notice for the purposes of subsection (2) in relation to a well if the 
regulator is satisfied, having regard to the following factors, that an event referred to in subsection (1) (a) will occur for the 
well within a reasonable period of time:
(a) available reserves;
(b) economic factors, including, without limitation,
(i) the cost to bring the well online, and
(ii) forecasted production and prices;
(c) safety factors, including, without limitation, well integrity.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(5))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (a) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(a) section 5 (2) (a) (position of wells);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (b) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(b) section 6 (4) (spacing and target areas for oil wells);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (c ) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(c) section 7 (3) (spacing and target areas for gas wells);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (c.1) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(c.1) section 15 (3) (protection from hazards);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (d) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(d) section 16 (1) (b), (2) and (3) (Tools, casing, equipment and materials);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (e ) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(e) section 18 (casing requirements);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (f) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(f) section 25 (5) (inactive or suspended wells);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (g) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(g) section 26 (1) (a) and (d) (plugging requirements for wells);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (h) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(h) section 29 (well samples and cores);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (i) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(i) section 31 (examination of cores);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (j) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(j) section 33 (1), (2) and (4) (deviation and directional surveys);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (k) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(k) section 34 (1), (2.1), (6.1) and (7) (tests analyses surveys and logs);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))
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Regulation s. # sub s.# Type Title Provision Exemption? Origin Notes
Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (l) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(l) section 39 (safety and pollution prevention);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (m) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(m) section 41 (4) and (6) (venting and fugitive emissions);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (m.1) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(m.1) section 41.1 (2), (3), (5) and (6) (leak detection and repair);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (n) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(n) section 45 (3) (b) (fire precautions);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (n.1) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(n.1) section 47 (c) (fire prevention);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (n.2) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(n.2) section 48 (position of tanks and production equipment);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (o) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(o) section 51 (3) and (6) (storage and disposal of wastes);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (p) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(p) section 54 (2) and (6) (daily oil allowable);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (q) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(q) section 55 (restriction of oil production);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (r ) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(r) section 58 (1) (production test of oil wells);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (s) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(s) section 59 (2) (calculation of oil production);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (t) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(t) section 60 (2) (underproduction of oil);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (u) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(u) section 62 (1) (analysis of oil and hydrocarbon liquid production);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))
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Regulation s. # sub s.# Type Title Provision Exemption? Origin Notes
Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (v) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(v) section 63 (1) (gas well tests);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (w) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(w) section 65 (4) and (5) (restriction of gas production);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (x) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(x) section 67 (1) (analysis of natural gas and hydrocarbon liquid production);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (y) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(y) section 71 (1) (water analysis);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (z) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(z) section 73 (1) and (2) (reservoir pressure measurements);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (z.01) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(z.01) section 78 (2), (3), (4) and (6) (production facilities);
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

4 1 (z.1) Designation Exemptions for 
particular sites and 
installations from 
specified provisions

4 (1) An official may grant to a permit holder an exemption in writing from the application of any or all of the following:
(z.1) section 79 (1) (b) (obligations on cancellation or cessation of operations).
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Drilling and Production 
Regulation (BC Reg 
282/2010)

26 2 Designation Plugging requirements 
for wells

(2) For wells drilled to access usable groundwater, an official may exempt, on conditions the official considers advisable, 
the permit holder from a requirement under subsection (1).

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Emergency 
Management 
Regulation (BC Reg 
217/2017)

18 n/a Designation Exemptions 18. (1) An official may exempt a permit holder from complying with one or more provisions of this regulation if the official 
is satisfied that, in the circumstances,
(a) compliance with the provision or provisions is not reasonably practicable, or
(b) the exemption is in the public interest.
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Energy Resource 
Activities Act General 
Regulation (BC Reg 
274/2010)

22 n/a Delegation Discovery wells 22 Despite section 17 (1), on application by a permit holder of a well or portion of a well designated as a discovery well 
under section 2 (3) (b) of the Drilling and Production Regulation, the regulator may exempt a subsequent well drilled in the 
same pool as the discovery well from the application of section 17 (1) and substitute the date applicable to the discovery 
well under section 17 (1) as the date when the well reports and well data respecting the subsequent well must be released 
from confidential status.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(5))

Energy Resource Road 
Regulation (BC Reg 
56/2013)

28 n/a Designation Exemptions by officials 28 On application or on his or her own motion, an official may exempt, with or without conditions, a road permit holder 
from one or more provisions of this regulation if the official is satisfied that, in the circumstances,
(a) it is not reasonably practicable to require the road permit holder to comply with the provision, or
(b) the exemption is in the public interest.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Energy Resource Road 
Regulation (BC Reg 
56/2013)

28 n/a Designation Exemptions by official NEW - An official may exempt a permit holder from complying with one or more provisions of
this regulation and may impose one or more conditions with respect to the exemption. YES

BCER (per ERAA s. 
7(4))

Environmental 
Protection and 
Management 
Regulation (BC Reg 
200/2010)

21 n/a Delegation Exemptions by regulator The regulator may exempt a person or a class of persons from one or more of the requirements of Divisions 1 and 2 of this 
Part if satisfied that, in the circumstances, it is not reasonably practicable for the person to comply with the requirement.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(5))
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Regulation s. # sub s.# Type Title Provision Exemption? Origin Notes
Geophysical Exploration 
Regulation (BC Reg 
280/2010)

2 3, 5, 7 & 8 Designation Reports 2 (3) An official may grant to a geophysical permit holder a written exemption from all or part of subsection (2) if the 
official is satisfied the project does not involve
(a) the drilling of holes and the use of explosive charges, or
(b) the construction of new access or new cutlines.
...
(5) An official may grant to a geophysical permit holder a written exemption from subsection (4) if the official is satisfied 
that the project does not involve
(a) the drilling of holes and the use of explosive charges, or
(b) the construction of new access or new cutlines.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Geophysical Exploration 
Regulation (BC Reg 
280/2010)

6 3 Designation Marking shot holes 6 (3) If an official considers it appropriate in the circumstances, the official may grant to a geophysical permit holder a 
written exemption from subsection (1).

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Geothermal Operations 
Regulation (BC Reg 
79/2017)

48 1 & 2 Designation Exemption 48. (1) An official may exempt a well authorization holder from complying with one or more provisions of this regulation if 
the official is satisfied that, in the circumstances,
(a) compliance with the provision or provisions is not reasonably practicable, or
(b) the exemption is in the public interest.
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), the official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Hydrogen Facility 
Regulation (BC Reg 
27/2025)

47 (2)&(3) Designation Exemptions   (1)This secƟon applies in relaƟon to
      (a)secƟon 3, and
      (b)Parts 4 to 7, other than secƟons 39 and 48.
     (2)An official may exempt an applicant for a hydrogen facility permit or a hydrogen facility permit holder from 

 complying with one or more provisions of this regulaƟon if the official is saƟsfied that, in the circumstances,
      (a)compliance with the provision is not reasonably pracƟcable, or
      (b)the exempƟon is in the public interest.
     (3)In granƟng an exempƟon under subsecƟon (1), an official may impose any condiƟons on the exempƟon the official 

 considers necessary.

BCER (per ERAA s. 
7(4))

Liquefied Natural Gas 
Facility Regulation (BC 
Reg 146/2014)

25 n/a Designation Exemptions 25 An official may exempt an LNG facility permit holder from complying with one or more provisions of this regulation and 
may impose one or more conditions with respect to the exemption. YES

BCER (per ERAA s. 
7(4))

Oil and Gas Processing 
Facility Regulation (BC 
Reg 48/2021)

9 2 Delegation General requirements 
respecting construction

(2) Unless the regulator permits otherwise, a processing facility permit holder must construct a processing facility in 
accordance with the codes and standards.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(5))

Oil and Gas Processing 
Facility Regulation (BC 
Reg 48/2021)

32 n/a Designation Exemptions An official may exempt, with or without conditions, an applicant for a processing facility permit and a processing facility 
permit holder from complying with one or more provisions of this regulation.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Pipeline Regulation (BC 
Reg 281/2010)

14 n/a Designation Exemptions 14 An official may exempt a pipeline permit holder or former pipeline permit holder from complying with one or more 
provisions of this regulation if the official is satisfied that, in the circumstances,
(a) compliance with the provision or provisions is not reasonably practicable, or
(b) the exemption is in the public interest.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Security Management 
Regulation (BC Reg 
181/2022)

11 n/a Designation Exemptions (1) An official may exempt a permit holder from complying with one or more provisions of this regulation or with one or 
more requirements of CSA Z246.1 if the official is satisfied that, in the circumstances,
(a) compliance with the provision or requirement is not reasonably practicable, or
(b) the exemption is in the public interest.
(2) In granting an exemption under subsection (1), an official may impose any conditions on the exemption the official 
considers necessary.

YES
BCER (per ERAA s. 

7(4))

Wildfire Regulation (BC 
Reg 38/2005)

26 1 & 2 Designation Exemptions from certain 
provisions of the Act

26 (1) An official is authorized to exempt a person from section 5, 6 or 7 of the Act if satisfied that the exemption is 
necessary or desirable because the provision that will be the subject of the exemption is inappropriate, given the 
circumstances or conditions applicable to an area or to the operations of the person to be exempted.
(2) In making an exemption under this section the official may make the exemption subject to conditions.

YES BCER (per ERAA s. 7)
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From: Woods, Jonathan <Jonathan.Woods@bc-er.ca>  
Sent: Thursday, March 13, 2025 4:15 PM 
To: Bourke, Dax <Dax.Bourke@bc-er.ca>; van Besouw, Jordan <Jordan.vanBesouw@bc-er.ca> 
Cc: Smook, Patrick <Patrick.Smook@bc-er.ca>; Slocomb, Richard <Richard.Slocomb@bc-er.ca>; Currie, Graham 
<Graham.Currie@bc-er.ca>; Rygg, Philip <Phil.Rygg@bc-er.ca>; Denys, Lori <Lori.Denys@bc-er.ca> 
Subject: MEDIA REQUEST (follow up x3): The Narwhal/IJF - enforcement actions | Deadline: EOD Monday 
 
Hi Dax and all, 
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From: Woods, Jonathan
Sent: Thursday, March 13, 2025 3:27 PM
To: Lonergan, Peter GCPE:EX; Venn, Tania GCPE:EX; Connie, Alanah GCPE:EX; Poulose, 

Akshara GCPE:EX
Cc: Hsieh, Nick ECS:EX; Harris, Scott ECS:EX; Carr, Michelle; Dickinson, Sara; Robb, Peter; 

Currie, Graham; Rygg, Philip; Denys, Lori
Subject: BCER MEDIA RESPONSE (follow up x2): The Narwhal/IJF - well emissions | Deadline: 3pm 

today

Hi Peter L. and all, 
 
Please find below our responses to a Narwhal follow up request regarding well surface casing vent flows. 
Given our already extended deadline, I will be sending these responses to the reporters immediately. Best, Jon 
 
 
 
REPORTERS:  
Matt Simmons  
The Narwhal  
  
Zak Vescera  
Investigative Journalism Foundation  
  
  
DEADLINE:  
Today at 3pm  
  
  
QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES:  
  
Thanks again for your response. Please see the follow-up questions below, related to the information 
provided regarding surface casing vent flows.  
  
1) According to the SCVF database you sent, there were 44 instances of “serious” surface casing vent 
flows reported within the past 12 months, 160 in the past three years and 252 within the last five years. 
Among those records was one site with hydrogen sulphide emissions at a concentration of 5,000 ppm, 
another with gas flow at 300 cubic metres per day and another with a liquid leak of more than 100,000 
litres per day. Can you confirm these numbers are accurate and provide any further context to help our 
readers understand these numbers?   
 
 
As mentioned in our previous response, surface casing vents are an integral part of the safety system of a 
natural gas well allowing for the venting of gas so that excessive pressure is not created in the wellbore. 
As part of their function, surface casing vents are allowed to vent gas as long as flow does not exceed 
100m3 per day (see section 41 of the Drilling and Production Regulation (DPR)).   
 
As per regulation, well permit holders are required to check for evidence of a surface casing vent flow as 
part of routine maintenance throughout the life of the well, as well as other specified junctures in a well’s 
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life, such as immediately after initial completion or any recompletion of the well or before suspension of 
the well – see section 41 of the DPR - and submit the results of the check to the Regulator (these 
submissions constitute the records in our SCVF database – note that the characteristics of vent flows 
may change over time, and submissions made by permit holders reflect the characteristics present at 
the time of the test). These testing and reporting requirements help ensure that permit holders identify 
and address emissions that could pose hazards. Where a vent flow presents an immediate safety or 
environmental hazard, section 41(3) of the Drilling and Production Regulation requires permit holders to 
immediately take steps to eliminate the hazard, notify the regulator, and submit a report outlining the 
actions taken to eliminate the hazard.  
 
Section 9.7.3 of the BCER Oil and Gas Operations Manual identifies the characteristics of a vent flow that 
would result in a “serious” designation: 

 Vent flows with hydrogen sulphide (H2S) present 
 Vent flow with a stabilized gas flow rate equal to or greater than 300 cubic metres per day (m3 /d). 
 Vent flow with a surface casing vent stabilized shut-in pressure greater than one half the 

formation leak-off pressure at the surface casing shoe or 11 kPa/m times the surface casing 
setting depth.  

 Hydrocarbon liquid (oil) vent flow.  
 Vent flow due to wellhead seal failures or casing failure.  
 Water vent flow if the water contains substances that could cause soil or groundwater 

contamination.  
 Vent flow where any usable water zone is not covered by cemented casing. 

 
Note that while the term "serious" is used to categorize these vent flows, they do not always indicate an 
immediate safety or environmental risk.  
 
We can confirm that there are 44 records of serious surface casing vent flows within the past 12 months. 
Note that some wells are represented more than once, as a result of the permit holder making multiple 
submissions over the course of the year – see Well Authorization Numbers 02540 and 29760 for 
instance. It is important to note that the flow rates and buildup pressures numbers in the database do 
not necessarily indicate an ongoing release, but rather capability of flow.  
 
For example, it was discovered over ten years ago that Well Authorization Number (WA) 12099 - the well 
you reference in your question as having “a liquid leak of more than 100,000 litres per day” - had a 
“serious” vent flow; i.e., a vent flow of fresh water. The permit holder investigated well records for the 
subject well, and others in the area, to confirm that the flow does not pose any hazard to the 
groundwater or the environment. This flow was mitigated by the installation of a pressure safety valve, 
which stopped the liquid flow from the well. The 2024 record for this well in the database reflects the 
result of a point-in-time, controlled test of the well to determine the current flow rate from the well if the 
mitigation were not in place. That is, if the well didn’t have the pressure safety valve, it would be flowing 
at a rate of 110,880 litres of water per day. So, this well has a “serious” SCVF present, but it is mitigated. 
 
We can confirm that all of the wells represented in the 44 “serious” records over the past 12 months 
have mitigations in place to control the identified hazards and are within compliance with regards to 
surface casing vent flow-related regulation. (Regarding the other two specific wells you reference in your 
question, once the hazards were discovered, WA 9354 (H2S of 5000 ppm) was mitigated by installing an 
H2S scrubber, followed by repairs to the wellhead seals which stopped the SCVF. WA 802 (gas flow rate 
of 300 m3/d) was mitigated by installing a pressure safety valve (PSV), stopping the emissions). 
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2) Can you provide an explanation of what constitutes a “serious” designation in the database?   
 
See response above 
  
 
3) Do you believe the public should be concerned to learn there have been more than 200 reported 
“serious” leaks in the past five years?   
 
The BCER is confident in the regulatory framework and operational systems in place to manage surface 
casing vent flows and protect public safety and the environment. 
 
As per above, while some of the database entries do represent the initial discovery of a “serious” vent 
flow (at which point mitigation measures are required to be implemented), many of the entries represent 
routine testing on wells that already have measures in place to mitigate their “serious” flow capability.  
 
As our response above indicates, we have robust regulation in place to ensure permit holders detect and 
mitigate non-compliant surface casing vent flow rates and potential hazards.  
  
  
4) In your response, you noted the regulator has "focused efforts to improve transparency on core 
operational processes and we are working to continuously improve.”  Do you believe the regulator is 
adequately ensuring the public knows where and how to find information about oil and gas operations, 
including things like serious gas emissions?   
  
Yes, the BCER strives to be open and transparent and accountable to the public while providing effective 
regulatory oversight of energy resource activities in the province. We make a wide array of records and 
information publicly available through our website and other digital platforms, in-person community 
engagements (e.g., speaking at municipal government meetings, attending public tradeshows) and we 
are available and responsive to inquiries.  
 
Over the past several years, the BCER has focused efforts to improve transparency on core operational 
processes.  
 
In spring 2023, for example, we launched our “Data Narrative” series, which aims to try to make some of 
our data more accessible through graphical representations and explanatory text (this series includes, 
for example, our Northeast BC Seismicity web map – released in 2023 and updated just last month, and 
our Well Emissions data narrative, covering our surface casing vent flow data, which was released in 
December 2023). Other examples include:  

 Our interactive BC Production Dashboard, which covers hydrocarbon production in the 
province, down to the level of individual wells, launched July 9, 2024    
 Our interactive Disposal Well Dashboard, launched in 2022 and recently updated  
 Recent updates to our Orphan Sites page to incorporate data on progress towards 
restoration goals and the current year’s restoration activity   
 Our occasional webinar series, such as one we released on “Flaring & Air Quality” just over 
a week ago  
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QUESTIONS AND PROPOSED RESPONSES:  
  
Thanks again for your response. Please see the follow-up questions below, related to the information 
provided regarding surface casing vent flows.  
  
1) According to the SCVF database you sent, there were 44 instances of “serious” surface casing vent 
flows reported within the past 12 months, 160 in the past three years and 252 within the last five years. 
Among those records was one site with hydrogen sulphide emissions at a concentration of 5,000 ppm, 
another with gas flow at 300 cubic metres per day and another with a liquid leak of more than 100,000 
litres per day. Can you confirm these numbers are accurate and provide any further context to help our 
readers understand these numbers?   
 
 
As mentioned in our previous response, surface casing vents are an integral part of the safety system of a 
natural gas well allowing for the venting of gas so that excessive pressure is not created in the wellbore. 
As part of their function, surface casing vents are allowed to vent gas as long as flow does not exceed 
100m3 per day (see section 41 of the Drilling and Production Regulation (DPR)).   
 
As per regulation, well permit holders are required to check for evidence of a surface casing vent flow as 
part of routine maintenance throughout the life of the well, as well as other specified junctures in a well’s 
life, such as immediately after initial completion or any recompletion of the well or before suspension of 
the well – see section 41 of the DPR - and submit the results of the check to the Regulator (these 
submissions constitute the records in our SCVF database – note that the characteristics of vent flows 
may change over time, and submissions made by permit holders reflect the characteristics present at 
the time of the test). These testing and reporting requirements help ensure that permit holders identify 
and address emissions that could pose hazards. Where a vent flow presents an immediate safety or 
environmental hazard, section 41(3) of the Drilling and Production Regulation requires permit holders to 
immediately take steps to eliminate the hazard, notify the regulator, and submit a report outlining the 
actions taken to eliminate the hazard.  
 
Section 9.7.3 of the BCER Oil and Gas Operations Manual identifies the characteristics of a vent flow that 
would result in a “serious” designation: 

 Vent flows with hydrogen sulphide (H2S) present 
 Vent flow with a stabilized gas flow rate equal to or greater than 300 cubic metres per day (m3 /d). 
 Vent flow with a surface casing vent stabilized shut-in pressure greater than one half the 

formation leak-off pressure at the surface casing shoe or 11 kPa/m times the surface casing 
setting depth.  

 Hydrocarbon liquid (oil) vent flow.  
 Vent flow due to wellhead seal failures or casing failure.  
 Water vent flow if the water contains substances that could cause soil or groundwater 

contamination.  
 Vent flow where any usable water zone is not covered by cemented casing. 

 
Note that while the term "serious" is used to categorize these vent flows, they do not always indicate an 
immediate safety or environmental risk.  
 
We can confirm that there are 44 records of serious surface casing vent flows within the past 12 months. 
Note that some wells are represented more than once, as a result of the permit holder making multiple 
submissions over the course of the year – see Well Authorization Numbers 02540 and 29760 for 
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instance. It is important to note that the flow rates and buildup pressures numbers in the database do 
not necessarily indicate an ongoing release, but rather capability of flow.  
 
For example, it was discovered over ten years ago that Well Authorization Number (WA) 12099 - the well 
you reference in your question as having “a liquid leak of more than 100,000 litres per day” - had a 
“serious” vent flow; i.e., a vent flow of fresh water. The permit holder investigated well records for the 
subject well, and others in the area, to confirm that the flow does not pose any hazard to the 
groundwater or the environment. This flow was mitigated by the installation of a pressure safety valve, 
which stopped the liquid flow from the well. The 2024 record for this well in the database reflects the 
result of a point-in-time, controlled test of the well to determine the current flow rate from the well if the 
mitigation were not in place. That is, if the well didn’t have the pressure safety valve, it would be flowing 
at a rate of 110,880 litres of water per day. So, this well has a “serious” SCVF present, but it is mitigated. 
 
We can confirm that all of the wells represented in the 44 “serious” records over the past 12 months 
have mitigations in place to control the identified hazards and are within compliance with regards to 
surface casing vent flow-related regulation. (Regarding the other two specific wells you reference in your 
question, once the hazards were discovered, WA 9354 (H2S of 5000 ppm) was mitigated by installing an 
H2S scrubber, followed by repairs to the wellhead seals which stopped the SCVF. WA 802 (gas flow rate 
of 300 m3/d) was mitigated by installing a pressure safety valve (PSV), stopping the emissions). 
  
 
2) Can you provide an explanation of what constitutes a “serious” designation in the database?   
 
See response above 
  
 
3) Do you believe the public should be concerned to learn there have been more than 200 reported 
“serious” leaks in the past five years?   
 
The BCER is confident in the regulatory framework and operational systems in place to manage surface 
casing vent flows and protect public safety and the environment. 
 
As per above, while some of the database entries do represent the initial discovery of a “serious” vent 
flow (at which point mitigation measures are required to be implemented), many of the entries represent 
routine testing on wells that already have measures in place to mitigate their “serious” flow capability.  
 
As our response above indicates, we have robust regulation in place to ensure permit holders detect and 
mitigate non-compliant surface casing vent flow rates and potential hazards.  
  
  
4) In your response, you noted the regulator has "focused efforts to improve transparency on core 
operational processes and we are working to continuously improve.”  Do you believe the regulator is 
adequately ensuring the public knows where and how to find information about oil and gas operations, 
including things like serious gas emissions?   
  
Yes, the BCER strives to be open and transparent and accountable to the public while providing effective 
regulatory oversight of energy resource activities in the province. We make a wide array of records and 
information publicly available through our website and other digital platforms, in-person community 
engagements (e.g., speaking at municipal government meetings, attending public tradeshows) and we 
are available and responsive to inquiries.  

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 402 



















577

From: Woods, Jonathan <Jonathan.Woods@bc-er.ca>  
Sent: Monday, March 10, 2025 10:56 AM 
To: Executive DL <Executive@bc-er.ca> 
Cc: Smook, Patrick <Patrick.Smook@bc-er.ca>; Koosmann, Nicole <Nicole.Koosmann@bc-er.ca>; Bourke, Dax 
<Dax.Bourke@bc-er.ca>; Parsonage, Kevin <Kevin.Parsonage@bc-er.ca>; van Besouw, Jordan <Jordan.vanBesouw@bc-
er.ca>; Thoroughgood, Garth <Garth.Thoroughgood@bc-er.ca>; Currie, Graham <Graham.Currie@bc-er.ca>; Rygg, Philip 
<Phil.Rygg@bc-er.ca> 
Subject: RE: MEDIA RESPONSE: The Narwhal/IJF - C&E for CNRL | Deadline: EOD today 
 
Hi Sara D. and Exec team, 
 
Please review our updated responses below. The reporters have requested that we provide our response to 
them by end of day today. 
 
 
 
REPORTERS:  
Matt Simmons  
The Narwhal  
  
Zak Vescera  
Investigative Journalism Foundation  
  
  
DEADLINE:  
Today, end of day 
 
 
QUESTIONS AND PROPOSED RESPONSES:  
  
Thank you for your answers to our previous questions. We are reaching out with follow-up questions based on two 
files, one from inspection records provided to The Narwhal through freedom of information legislation and another 
relating to an order issued in December 2024.   
  
Our preference is to discuss these records in an interview with a senior BC Energy Regulator official, such as 
Michelle Carr or Dax Bourke, both copied to this email.  
 
Our deadline is at the end of the day on March 4, 2025, however if you need more time to respond, please let us 
know.  
 
The inspection records we reviewed includes a reference to an “exemption given to CNRL for over 4,000 pipelines 
that are not compliant in regard to deactivation.” Another similar reference mentions an exemption given to the 
same company that the inspector noted was for wells.   
 

1. Can you explain the nature of the “exemption” and share all available documentation associated 
with it?  
 
Well exemptions:  
Section 4 of the Drilling & Production Regulation allows for the exemption of a well permit holder from 
the requirement to comply with certain sections of the Regulation. Requests are evaluated on their 
merits, and specific to the circumstances around each well covered by a request. Conditions may also 
be attached to an exemption granted under section 4.  
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Given the range of sections for which exemptions may be granted, additional information is needed for 
us to identify and comment on the specific well(s)/exemption(s) in question. As such, our responses 
regarding exemptions below will only cover the exemption given to CNRL for pipeline deactivation.   
 
The BCER has a range of tools as its disposal for ensuring compliance, including exemptions, Orders, 
and other enforcement powers. The use of those tools is commensurate with the level of non-
compliance. As an example, we have previously issued an order to CNRL to bring inactive wells into 
compliance with suspension requirements: General-Order-2018-019.pdf  
  
Pipeline exemption:  
Section 14 of the Pipeline Regulation allows for the exemption of a pipeline permit holder or former 
pipeline permit holder from complying with one or more provisions of the regulation if the official is 
satisfied that, in the circumstances, compliance with the provision or provisions is not reasonably 
practicable, or the exemption is in the public interest.   

 
Deactivating pipelines provides safety and environmental protection through the removal of fluids from 
the pipes and the isolation of the pipelines from any other systems. Permit holders are required to 
continue to monitor the pipelines after their deactivation until they are removed or abandoned. 
Deactivating pipelines reduces liability, increases restoration, and reduces the risk of a spill.  
 
In this instance, the BC Oil and Gas Commission, now BC Energy Regulator (BCER) identified -  through 
an administrative compliance verification process of an integrity focused audit of operators’ pipeline 
deactivation programs - that CNRL had a large number of pipelines that were non-compliant with 
section 9 of the Pipeline Regulation (i.e., that pipelines must be deactivated within 18 months of not 
flowing) and needed to be deactivated.  
 
The BCER has many regulatory mechanisms at its disposal to bring permit holders back into 
compliance and is committed to ensuring permit holders are brought back into compliance as 
efficiently as possible, taking into account safety and practical considerations.  
 
In this case, CNRL proposed a systematic, co-ordinated, multi-year approach to its deactivation of the 
non-compliant pipelines that was deemed by the BCER as being preferable to addressing each 
instance on a more scattershot, case-by-case basis (as would have been required as per the section 9 
provisions), as the systematic approach would reduce the overall time to deactivate all of the pipelines 
and reduce the associated land disturbance conducting the work. In order for CNRL to undertake the 
systematic approach, the BCER needed to exempt the non-compliant pipelines in question from their 
section 9 requirements of the Pipeline Regulation. The BCER made the decision to provide the 
exemption based on the impracticality of CNRL achieving compliance of the pipelines with the section 
9 timeline requirements and the public interest in having the pipelines brought into compliance more 
quickly with less land disturbance.  
 
The systematic approach is/has:  

 Area-based: many of the pipelines are located throughout remote northeastern B.C. in 
difficult to access terrain. The area-based approach was deemed preferrable to addressing single 
pipelines one at a time as there is a larger environmental impact to make repeated access paths to 
the pipelines, including winter only access with ice road construction, compared with an area-
based construction approach.   
 Risk-based: focusing on deactivating the highest risk pipelines first  
 Co-ordinated in a planned fashion over time: allows for CNRL to form dedicated crews to 
plan and coordinate their work efficiently rather than effectively requiring CNRL to immediately 
address all of the non-compliant pipelines, which would result in a more inefficient scattershot 
approach.  
 Clear, measurable timelines for how and when compliance is to be achieved, with annual 
updates to the BCER.  
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 Aligned with the Dormancy and Shutdown Regulation (Dormancy and Shutdown 
Regulation)  

 
CNRL is required to complete deactivation of all the pipelines by the end of 2028.  
 
Your request to get copies of the associated documentation can be pursued through an FOI request: 
Freedom of Information | BC Energy Regulator (BCER)  

 
 

2. Can you confirm the number of pipelines and/or wells covered by this exemption?  
 
The original exemption included 4312 pipelines. That included 2266 that were identified as potentially 
inactive at the time of the exemption and 2046 that were projected to become inactive over the 
duration of the exemption. It included pipelines that were potentially non-compliant (i.e. pipelines that 
required deactivation) and those that required verification of their status and administrative 
submissions to update their status.  
 
Between January 2020 and March 2024 CNRL either deactivated, or confirmed compliance on 2992 
pipelines, or 69% of the pipelines in the original exemption.  In March of 2024 the exemption was 
updated to address 1320 pipelines by 2028.  As of March 7, 2025, there are 865 remaining pipelines to 
deactivate.  

 
 

3. Can you share more information about how the regulator informed members of the public about 
the exemption?  

 
The BCER does not post publicly when exemptions to regulation are granted.  

 
 

4. If no information was shared with the public about this exemption or if limited information was 
shared, are you able to provide an explanation?  

 
Over the past several years, the BCER has focused efforts to improve transparency on core operational 
processes and we are working to continuously improve.   Recent examples include data and reporting 
specific to Compliance Management Verification, Field Inspections, and Enforcement.  

  
The BCER reports inspection summaries (Field Inspections Conducted), orders, findings of 
contravention, administrative penalties, offences and prosecutions  Compliance & Enforcement | BC 
Energy Regulator (BCER)) on our website to provide transparency and deter non-compliance.  

  
 

5. Please confirm whether the exemption is for pipelines that are not compliant, as the inspection 
note states, or if it is for wells that are not compliant, or both.  

 
see our response to question 1, above.  

 
 

6. Can you provide an explanation of why the regulator gave CNRL an exemption for what appears to 
be non-compliance with government regulations and legislation?  

 
see our response to question 1, above.  
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7. Are there other exemptions that have been given to additional companies for similar issues? If so, 
please provide details of the companies in question and the nature of the exemption(s), including all 
relevant documentation.  

 
A similar exemption was provided to TAQA North Ltd. In 2020 regarding the deactivation of 54 pipelines 
in the Chinchaga and Boundary Lake areas. All required work has been completed.   

 
 

8. Does this exemption reflect the BCER’s approach to managing compliance?  
 

The BCER manages compliance through proactive education and promotion, monitoring and assessing 
permit holder activities and enforcement of non-compliances.  
 
Effective enforcement protects the public and the environment, remedies non-compliances, ensures 
fairness, and acts as a deterrent for future non-compliance. The BCER is committed to taking action 
and strives to ensure a fair, effective, and consistent approach to enforcement when non-compliances 
occur.  
 
The use of exemptions is written into the legislation. It is one tool that can be used to achieve 
compliance as part of the BCER’s graduated enforcement model.  
 
The graduated approach ensures non-compliance response actions are commensurate with the non-
compliance and the BCER’s resources are allocated for maximum effect.   
 
The BCER reports inspection summaries and orders, findings of contravention, administrative 
penalties, offences and prosecutions on our website to provide transparency and deter non-
compliance.   

 
 

9. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its oversight of companies like CNRL is meeting the 
government agency’s mandate? 

  
Yes, we believe we are meeting our mandate and the BCER is confident in the processes and systems 
in place to manage compliance of industry in ensuring the continued protection of the environment 
and public safety.  

 
 

10. Is there any other context you would like to provide, to help our readers interpret and understand 
the inspection note?   

 
Inspections are a snapshot in time. In this case, the inspector was performing due diligence in noting 
the non-compliance (i.e., the pipeline hadn’t been deactivated), while also providing the contextual 
information that there was an exemption in place for the non-compliance, as part of a thorough 
inspection record.  

  
  
  
We are also requesting information regarding an order that was issued to CNRL on Dec. 16, 2024, for a 
surface casing vent flow that started on or before Oct. 26, 2021, at an emissions rate of 110.4 m3/day.  
 

11. Can you please share copies of all orders, warning letters, tickets and inspection records 
associated with the well in question?  

  
Inspections of the well (inspection summaries are available here: Field Inspections Conducted):  

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 443 



581

 July 30, 2019 (inspection #056799731-001): A BCER officer observed surface casing vent flow 
(SCVF); BCER officer informed the permit holder that they needed to test the flow rate and submit the 
results to the BCER within 30 days.  

 July 12, 2024 (inspection #2024-2625): A BCER officer observed surface casing vent flow, with the 
surface casing vent being tied into the flow line (i.e., added to the production line) and had a pressure 
safety valve and pressure monitor installed; BCER officer followed up with BCER engineering to verify 
approval for this installation. (Connecting the surface casing vent to the flow line captures vented gas, 
preventing its release into the atmosphere. This serves as an interim mitigation measure until the 
underlying downhole issue can be fully addressed.)  

 
There were no other orders, warning letters or tickets associated with the well in question.  

 
  

12. Can you please provide location coordinates and/or explanation of where this well is located?  
 

D-046-k/094-H-10 WA #15681 is a remote well located approximately 163km north of Fort St John. 
630253mE 6398329mN (Universal Transverse Mercator coordinate system). Enter 15681 as the “Well 
Authority Number” on the following GIS dataset: Well Surface Hole (Permitted) | BCER GIS Open Data 
Portal  

 
 

13. The order notes that CNRL reported the leak in 2021 — can you confirm when the leak first started?  
 

Surface casing vents are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well allowing for the 
venting of gas so that excessive pressure is not created in the wellbore. As part of their function, 
surface casing vents are allowed to vent as long as flow does not exceed 100m3 per day (see section 41 
of the Drilling and Production Regulation (DPR)).  
 
As per regulation, well permit holders are required to check for evidence of a surface casing vent flow 
as part of routine maintenance throughout the life of the well, as well as other specified junctures in a 
well’s life, such as immediately after initial completion or any recompletion of the well or before 
suspension of the well – see section 41 of the DPR - and submit the results of the check to the 
Regulator. The BCER maintains a database of surface casing vent flow submissions from industry:  
(BIL-185) Surface Casing Vent Flow (search “15681” to view submissions related to the well in 
question).  
 
As per above, a BCER officer observed SCVF during an inspection of the well in July 2019 and 
instructed the permit holder to undertake a test of the SCVF rate and submit the results to the BCER. 
The results indicated the flow was less than 100m3 per day and it was deemed that the SCVF did not 
present an immediate safety or environmental hazard and thus did not require intervention nor 
mitigation, as per the DPR.   
 
CNRL staff discovered and reported a higher-rate leak on October 26, 2021, exceeding the threshold of 
100m3 per day as set out in regulation. CNRL attempted a repair to the wellhead seals, which was not 
successful. They initially proposed to repair a suspected casing failure during the 2021/22 winter work 
season, as well as implement interim mitigation measures to stop the venting. After missing that 
timeline for conducting the repair (although they did undertake the interim mitigation measure of tying 
the SCVF into the flow line, as per response 11, above), CNRL proposed to repair the well in the 
2023/2024 work season. Upon learning from CNRL that they were going to miss this second timeline, 
the BCER issued the Order for CNRL to conduct the repairs in the 2025/2026 winter work season.   

 
 

14. Can you explain why the order does not require CNRL to repair the leak before March 31, 2026, 
given the length of time the well has been emitting?   
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Given the remote nature of the well, ice roads are required to be constructed to facilitate access for the 
ground transport required to bring in the heavy equipment needed to do the work within the wellbore. 
With minimal timing windows to conduct this kind of work coupled with low risk to the public and 
environment, additional time was granted to allow for the proper planning and execution of work to 
ensure its completion in a practical and safe manner. As per above, the company has implemented the 
interim mitigation measure of tying the surface casing vent into the flow line to capture the vented gas 
to prevent it from emitting to the atmosphere.  

 
 

15. Is this emissions leak recorded and reported as part of B.C.’s greenhouse gas emissions?  
 

The BCER is not responsible for tracking and reporting of greenhouse gas emissions. The Greenhouse 
Gas Industrial Reporting and Control Act and the Greenhouse Gas Emission Reporting Regulation 
contain the requirements for industrial greenhouse gas emissions reporting.  
 The BCER maintains a database of surface casing vent flow submissions from industry:  (BIL-185) 
Surface Casing Vent Flow (search “15681” to view submissions related to the well in question).  

 
 

16. Our review of inspection records found a high number of wells and pipelines with SCV leaks, most 
of which did not specify the rate of emissions. Does BCER track emissions data from all leaks and, if 
so, can you please provide us with the current totals and/or a spreadsheet or other form of 
documentation tracking the rates and total emissions associated with SCV and other leaks?  

 
A comprehensive report showing surface casing vent flow submissions is available on our website. It 
includes all submissions made by permit holders. Each data entry is a point in time and may not reflect 
the current state of emissions, if any, from the well: (BIL-185) Surface Casing Vent Flow  

 
 

17. Can you share more information about how the regulator informed members of the public about 
this leak?  

 
The BCER makes surface casing vent flow submissions available to the public via its website, here: 
(BIL-185) Surface Casing Vent Flow.  

 
 

18. If no information was shared with the public about this leak or if limited information was shared, 
are you able to provide an explanation?  

See response directly above.  
 
 

19. Is there any other context you would like to provide to help our readers understand why CNRL has 
been allowed to continue operating its other facilities while it is apparently failing to meet government 
regulations around emissions?  

 
A single compliance issue, in which the equipment is acting in the manner it is designed to, is not 
adequate rationale to shut in or modify the rest of a company’s assets.   
  
As mentioned above, surface casing vents are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well 
allowing for the venting of gas so that excessive pressure is not created in the wellbore. As part of their 
function, surface casing vents are allowed by regulation (DPR section 41) to vent as long as flow does 
not exceed 100m3 per day.CNRL’s delays in meeting timelines led the BCER to issue an order requiring 
the company to bring the well into compliance with the Drilling and Production Regulation within a 
practical set timeframe.   
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1 BC Energy Regulator | Title of Document               Glossary | Legislation | bc-er.ca 

 

Public Trust – Weekly Update (March 3, 2025) 

Summary / At a Glance 

Most Pressing Anticipated Channel Materials / Mitigation 

Narwhal – FOI re. 4,000 CNRL 

Pipelines they claim are “non 

compliant” 

Narwhal – online story Issue Note created; media 

response (in the works, to be 

issued this week) 

LNG Canada – BCER Air Quality 

Data Report 

Report – online posting Report; Issue Note being drafted 

Hydrogen Regulation  Information Update – website; 

distribution (Published Thursday, 

March 6, 2025) 

Information Update; Issue Note 

created 

Fee, Levy, Security Regulation 

Update – published Friday, Feb. 28, 

2025 – potential for follow up 

media  

Website and distribution to 

Industry and First Nations 

Information Update 

 

Media 

• Narwhal further FOI story related to CNRL and 4,000 pipelines “non compliant” 

• Globe and Mail feature on “Secret Canada” and their annual FOI request from the BCER – story likely in 

March 

Issue Notes 

• LNGC Air Quality Report – Issue Note being drafted 

• Hydrogen Regulation – Issue Note ready 

• Narwhal C&E – Issue Note ready 
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2 BC Energy Regulator | Title of Document               Glossary | Legislation | bc-er.ca 

 

• FOI re. Inspection Records 2017-2024 – Issue Note ready (done in 2024) – Updated March 2025 

Projects/Campaigns 

• Staffing 
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Analysis of Inspection Comments Included in Narwal Article March 4, 2025 

The Narwal article provided excerpts from BCER inspection comments. To understand full context, BCER 
staff have located and reviewed these historic inspection records and associated documentation on file. 
Many examples published in the article only show the comments on inspection reports, not the full context 
or outcome of the inspection, as detailed below.   

There were various reasons why some non-compliances referenced in the article did not lead to non-
compliance notices, including: 

o Two were escalated to more formal enforcement. 

o Two were passed to the BCER’s environmental management team for 

management of remediation. 

o One was a non-compliance, and a non-compliance notice was in fact issued. 

o One was fixed immediately by the permit holder while the inspection officer was 
present. 

o Nine were surface casing vent flows, and thus not non-compliances at the time of 
inspection (see below for further info on this item). 

o One was a joint inspection, used to share information and educate permit holders 
on compliance expectations. In these cases, comments are used to denote non-
compliance, as a matter of convention. 

 
 
Article Comment 1 – BCER Decision Rationale – Dead Birds 
 
Article Comment 
“I found that the diesel tank containment was about half full of water and sludge/sheen,” the inspector 
wrote in their notes, referring to a system designed to prevent diesel leaks from contaminating the 
environment.  
 
“Upon looking closer at the fluid, I noticed that there were six (6) dead birds floating in the diesel/water 
mixture. … The birds were black (like a small raven or a crow) but also had what looked like moss on 
parts of them, so I think they had been in there probably most of the summer, obviously not real recent.” 
 
“Having the containments cleaned out before the things are half full of water and being aware of the 
hazards associated with dirty containments should be observed prior to dead wildlife being found,” 
 
Full BCER Inspection Comment 

 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 
The decision to write a comment as part of this inspection record was after in-depth conversations 
between the Compliance & Enforcement Officer and the Manager, Enforcement. Discussed and reviewed 
was pieces of legislation that may address the birds. The BCER has no regulation relevant to the birds in 
this scenario but does have legislation to manage the leaking diesel container. As the Compliance & 
Enforcement Officer had the Permit Holders Operations Staff on site and directed them to fix the leak and 
remove the fluids from the secondary containment the decision was made not to issue a non-compliance. 
If a non-compliance were to be issued it would have been under section 37(1) of the Drilling & Production 
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Regulation with a 24hour response required. This scenario (4) is laid out in non-compliance guidance 
materials (below) that have been developed since this inspection was completed.   
The Manager, Enforcement did initiate an investigation as part of this issue. The investigation was 
concluded with no action taken by the BCER. These dead birds were reported to the Wildlife Branch of 
Environmental and Climate Change Canada.  
 

 
 
 
Article Comment 2 – BCER Decision Rationale – System Limitations 
 
Article Comment 
“Evidence of wildlife frequenting a contaminated area: “Upon gently poking a stick in the bottom of the 
flare pit, a strong hydrocarbon odour was detected. Due to system limitations, this inspection will show as 
a PASS, however, there are concerns about the contaminated flare pit and the style of fencing to keep 
wildlife out.” 
 
Full BCER Comment  

 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 
In the cases of flare pits, Compliance & Enforcement do not have the knowledge and skill set to manage 
for long term contamination. When discovered, these issues would be commented on to drive action to 
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protect wildlife and the issue would be brought to the environmental stewardship group for management 
as they would often take years. We can and do write orders to require companies to exclude large 
animals from areas of known contamination, if it is evident that they are accessing.   
 
If there was no wildlife mitigation in place, new guidance would have a non-compliance issued under 
section 37(2) of the Drilling & Production Regulation. Comments would still be utilized to compel sampling 
or providing documentation.  
 

 
 
In this case there was wildlife mitigation measures put up but over time had been rendered ineffective. 
The inspection comment was to drive correction for fencing including new standards. In relation to 
“systems limitations” the Compliance & Enforcement Officer was seeking, as commented, the last 
contamination report for the flare pit. The receipt and results of the report would drive next steps. The 
CMIS system does not have a ‘Information Request’ functionality so in order to request the document the 
completed inspection record was a “pass” as no non-compliances were included. 
 

Article Comment 3 – BCER Decision Rationale – A spill of approximately 30,000L 

Article Comment 

A spill of approximately 30,000 litres of oil onto Crown land. 

Full BCER Comment  

 

BCER Decision Rationale 

Inspection was an internal inspection where the results where not shared with the permit holder. Rather it 

was completed to record that BCER staff attended the incident. By a matter of system process we are our 

system denotes inspections with no non-compliances being found as "passed" inspections.  While in this 

instance there was a spill that is a non-compliance, it was subject of an ongoing investigation, so a non-

compliance notice was not sent to the permit holder.  Per our graduated enforcement model, an escalated 

response was already underway.  This incident triggered an investigation by the enforcement team that is 

ongoing with a contravention report being drafted. 
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Article Comment 4 – BCER Decision Rationale – Restoration years of vegetation growth destroyed 

Article Comment  

Failure to clean up a facility, rendering years of restoration work ineffective: “Unfortunately, due to delays 

this site will see more than seven years of vegetation growth destroyed and a new disturbance will have 

been initiated.” 

Full BCER Comment 
 
This deficiency was initially issued in KERMIT inspection # 075499245.   That inspection will be 
satisfied due to the system changeover and replaced by this CMIS inspection.   

“This sump is located at approximately km 1 on the 8.5 road off Mile 120/Gundy Road.  The 
temporary  use permit for this sump was issued on August 26, 2013 and expired on August 25, 
2015.  The sump needs to follow the process for closure with the end result being fully restored with 
the strippings and topsoil spread, the fence removed along with any culver ton the access.  A sign is 
not necessary.” 

Petronas had requested an extension on this deficiency until December 321, 20204.  The extension 
time was reduced to September 30, 2022 partly due to a new inspection system being 
implemented.  A continued extension request to December 31, 2024 was submitted on September 
22, 2022. 

Upon review of the history of Petronas’ non-compliant sumps in my inspection area over the last 10 
plus years the extension is reduced to July 2, 2023 to allow for works during the snow free season.  
Petronas resorted a sump 1 km down the road from this one after a deficiency was given.  This 
sump should have been restored at the same time.  Unfortunately, due to delays this sub well see 
more than 7 year of vegetation growth destroyed and a new disturbance will have been initiated. 

In order to have a smooth transition over to CMIS please respond with an extension request for July 
4th 2023 an it will be approved.  Thank you. 
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BCER Decision Rationale 

As seen above, a non-compliance was issued and compliance has been achieved as per the processes 

put in place.    

 
Article Comment 5 to 14 – BCER Decision Rationale – “serious” gas leaks 
 
Article Comments 
Numerous mentions of “serious” gas leaks, including several longstanding issues: “It has been deemed a 
serious [leak] since 2008.” 
 
Full BCER Comment 
(see below) 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 
After review of “serious” gas leak comments from the article, the majority are in relation to surface casing 
vent flows. There is one for a remote (Fort Nelson) pigging (pipeline) leak which was fixed immediately by 
the Permit Holder so a comment was issued. 
 
Surface casing vents are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well allowing for the 
venting of gas so that excessive pressure is not created in the wellbore. As part of their function, surface 
casing vents are allowed to vent as long as flow does not exceed 100m3 per day, or 3 m3 per day under 
certain circumstances.  
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Inspection guidance documentation has C&E Officers utilizing comments to address SCVF due to the 
language of the legislation. (see next page below BCER comments) 
 
In each of the surface casing vent examples found for serious leaks, BCER staff identified that companies 
are to conduct additional testing as per the guidance documentation. The results of said tests would 
determine a potential non-compliance and drive next steps.  Note that “serious” and “non-serious” 
terminology to describe SCVF comes from BCER guidance to inspectors, relating to SCVFs that meet 
definitions in the Regulation sec. 41(3) and 41(4) respectively. 
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Article Comment 15 – BCER Decision Rationale – Restoration years of vegetation growth 

destroyed 

Article Comment 
Potential contamination left for more than eight years: “There are numerous wildlife tracks attracted to the 
area… The same request was required in October 2014 but nothing was received.” 
 
BCER Full Comment 

 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 
In the cases of sumps Compliance & Enforcement do not have the knowledge and skill set to manage for 
long term contamination. When discovered, these issues would be commented on to drive action to 
protect wildlife and the issue would be brought to the environmental stewardship group for management 
as they would often take years. We can and do write orders to require companies to exclude large 
animals from areas of known contamination, if it is evident that they are accessing.   
 
No additional information to provide.  
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Article Comment 16 – BCER Decision Rationale – Explosive Emissions 
 
Article Comment 
Dangerous levels of harmful and explosive emissions: “I put a latex glove over the surface casing vent 
and the glove inflated immediately and blew off of the vent in approximately 30 seconds. My personal 
monitor over-ranged on [low explosive limits] when the glove blew off and I bent over to pick up glove. 
This well will be tested again sometime this summer I suspect?” 
 
BCER Full Comment 

 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 
Same comments as “serious leaks” followed SCVF process. 
 
 
Article Comment 17 – BCER Decision Rationale – Waxy Substance 
 
Article Comment 
Potential impacts on ecosystem health: “a waxy substance on top of the liquids and covering the 
bullrushes.” 
 
BCER Full Comment 

 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 
Same as “systems limitations.” New processes support a non-compliance for wildlife fencing. 
 
Article Comment 18 – BCER Decision Rationale – Normally a SERIOUS Deficiency 
 
Article Comment 
References to issues inspectors appear to consider egregious but are not officially marked as such: 
“Normally, this would be a SERIOUS deficiency.” 
 
BCER Full Comment 

 
BCER Decision Rationale 
Joint inspection – expectation was set for non-compliance to be corrected. Joint inspections are an 
opportunity to build relationships and shared knowledge.  
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 Issue Note 
 
Feb. 26, 2024; Updt March 5, 2025 
 

FOI Package – Summary of 2017-2023 Inspection Reports  
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: A spreadsheet with summaries of all BCER’s 35,000+ inspection reports 

from April 2017 to Nov. 2023 was released to a media outlet and posted to the 
BCER website on Feb. 23, 2024.  

 
III. MESSAGING: 

 
• The BCER is committed to ensuring energy companies in the province operate 

in accordance with relevant legislation, regulations, permits and authorizations 
designed to protect public safety and the environment, support reconciliation 
with Indigenous peoples, conserve energy resources and foster a sound 
economy and social well-being. 

 
• The BCER dedicates significant resources to monitoring compliance, including 

carrying out more than 4,000 in-person inspections of energy resource activity 
sites across the province each year. 

 
• Over the 2017-2023 period, the inspection-level initial compliance rate was 

over 94 per cent. 
 

• When non-compliances are identified, the BCER uses a graduated response 
model to bring permit holders back into compliance, ranging from non-
compliance notices to more formal, statutory enforcement actions, including 
fines. 

 
• From 2017-2023; 254 out of 4,355 (approximately 6 per cent) individual non-

compliances were considered high severity, which require that permit holders 
correct them within 24 hours. All others were of low severity, requiring 
correction within either 14 or 30 days. 

 
• All high severity non-compliances are subject to a further review process by 

C&E Supervisors who conduct a risk assessment for escalation and use of 
other compliance tools. 

 
• The common issuance of high severity non-compliances are in relation to 

facility hazards (equipment and storage of materials), emergency shut down 
devices, storage and disposal of wastes, and spillage. 

 
• Over 2017-2023, the inspection-level final compliance rate – after the passing 

of the correction period during which the permit holder is required to remedy 
the non-compliance(s) - was more than 99 per cent. 

 
• We are committed to transparency and the public sharing of information and 

records. The BCER shares inspection summaries on its website, and is 
working on system enhancements to begin posting full inspection records.  
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IV. BACKGROUND:  

• On Nov. 15, 2023 the BCER received a request through the Freedom of 
Information Act for “PDF copies of all inspection reports from 2017-2023”. 

• The BCER posts a summary of inspections on its website, which includes the 
following fields: Inspection Number, Non-Compliance Number (if applicable), 
Inspection Date, Operator, Activities Inspected, Status, and Regulation Name 
(for non-compliances, if applicable).  

• The request was revised, following a discussion with the applicant about the 
volume of records (over 35,000 reports) and a large fee estimate for 
processing. 

• For the FOI request, summaries of the inspection reports have been compiled 
in a spreadsheet and include: 

o Inspection date 
o Inspection number 
o Permit holder’s name (Company) 
o How the site was accessed (ie: truck, helicopter) 
o Inspection outcome (In compliance, non compliances found) 
o Inspection category (Planned inspection, risk & data informed, officer 

selected) 
o Comments (high level information from inspection report) 

 
• The summaries were gathered from the BCER’s KERMIT (Knowledge, 

Enterprise, Resource, Management, Information and Technology) and CMIS  
(Compliance Management Information System) databases. It took FOIPPA 
staff several weeks to review and summarize the reports and transfer that 
information to the spreadsheet. 
 

• This request was made from a media outlet. The same outlet was provided 
(January 2024) an FOI package with 603 pages of inspection reports following 
a request on Oct. 25, 2023 for “copies of all Coastal GasLink inspection reports 
conducted by BCER compliance and enforcement to date”. 

About inspections: 

• Inspections are the primary means through which the BCER evaluates field-
based regulatory compliance. Significant resources are dedicated to the more 
than 4,000 in-person inspections conducted each year throughout the 
province, including using trucks, all-terrain vehicles and helicopters to access 
sites. Note that many inspections during COVID were not done in-person, but 
employed other techniques such as video calls and drone footage. 

• Some inspections are triggered by events or complaints (for example, spills or 
noise complaints); however, most inspections are pre-planned using a risk and 
data informed model intended to optimize resource allocation, be responsive to 
emerging issues and trends, utilize the expertise and knowledge of BCER field 
staff and timing. 

• There are currently 139,252 energy resource activity development sites in B.C. 
For reference, in roughly the past year, the BCER has inspected 5,207 sites 
(3.7 per cent). 

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 485 





 Issue Note 
 
March 5, 2025 

Compliance & Enforcement 
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: The Narwhal has published a story (March 4, 2025 – repeated and 

shortened in the Vancouver Sun on March 5) and a follow-up Narwhal article 
(March 5, 2025) – critical of the BCER’s compliance and enforcement efforts and 
suggesting over 1,000 infractions were left unchecked. This is premised on an FOI 
released in February 2024 (and available on the BCER’s website) for all inspection 
records from 2017-2023, resulting in over 35,000 inspection reports. 

 
III. MESSAGING: 

 
• The BCER has a comprehensive Compliance Management System that ensures 

energy companies in the province operate in accordance with legislation, 
regulations, permits and authorizations designed to protect public safety and the 
environment. 

• Significant resources are dedicated to monitoring compliance, through a diverse 
set of administrative and field-based tools and activities, including application 
reviews, administrative reviews and monitoring, audits, inspections, and permit 
holder self-assessments.  

• The BCER is committed to continuous improvement.  In 2023, the BCER 
engaged MNP to evaluate the effectiveness of the management system and has 
made improvements to data quality and integration, improved performance 
measurement and review of resourcing to enhance the role of specialists in 
compliance management. 

• The Narwal article provided excerpts from BCER inspection comments using 
Artificial Intelligence to identify areas where inspectors’ comments suggested 
compliance but there were signs of environmental or safety hazards. 

• BCER staff are reviewing the historic inspection records and associated 
documentation on file. Many examples published in the article only show the 
comments on inspection reports, not the full context of risk or outcome of the 
inspection. 

• There were various reasons why some non-compliances referenced in the article 
did not lead to non-compliance notices, including: 
o Two were escalated to more formal enforcement. 
o Two were passed to the BCER’s environmental management team for 

management of remediation. 
o One was fixed immediately by the permit holder while the inspection officer 

was present. 
o Nine were surface casing vent flows, and thus not non-compliances at the 

time of inspection. 
o One was a joint inspection, used to share information and educate permit 

holders on compliance expectations.  
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• Further investigation is occurring regarding the article claim that three per cent of 

BCER inspections showed instances where non-compliance was improperly 
recorded by the inspection officer. 

• The BCER is committed to transparency and the public sharing of information 
and records on compliance management actions.  This includes posting the 
following on the website: 

o inspection summaries,  
o data and reporting specific to Compliance Management Verification, Field 

Inspections, and Enforcement,  

o all penalties, orders, warning letters and tickets issued.  

• Plans are in place for the BCER to begin posting full inspection records on its 
website, by the end of 2025. 

 
IV. BACKGROUND:  

 
1. Comprehensive Compliance Management System 

• Regulatory compliance verification activities begin as soon as a company 
submits an application to the BCER to carry out energy resource activities and 
continues to end of life ensuring that activities are properly restored. 

• There are over 1,000 individual regulatory requirements of varying types and 
scope against which the BCER is responsible for verifying compliance - from 
requirements relating to infrastructure integrity, water use and air emissions, to 
ensuring "ecologically suitable species" are used for site restoration. 

• The most appropriate compliance verification tools are chosen based on the 
requirement type, nature and associated risk. 

• Compliance verification activities are carried out by different departments 
across the organization, this includes, but is not limited to, carrying out more 
than 4,000 in-person inspections of energy resource activity sites across the 
province each year. 

• The BCER’s objective is to keep permit holders within regulatory compliance 
and return them to regulatory compliance if they become non-compliant. 

• When non-compliances are identified, the BCER uses a graduated response 
model to bring permit holders back into compliance, ranging from non-
compliance notices to more formal, statutory enforcement actions, including 
fines.  

• When considering how to respond to non-compliance, BCER staff consider the 
severity of actual or potential impact to the environment, human health or 
safety, the factual circumstances of the alleged offence, compliance history of 
the offender, as well as how to best achieve an environmental outcome and 
reduce the likelihood of it occurring again.  

• The graduated approach ensures non-compliance response actions are 
proportionate to the non-compliance and BCER resources are allocated for 
maximum effect.  

• Where appropriate, alleged non-compliances are managed through the Non-
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Compliance Notice and Correction Process. The BCER has clear, efficient 
processes that staff may use to escalate to formal enforcement actions where 
non-compliance notices are not effective, or as the circumstances warrant. 

• The BCER is committed to taking action through effective enforcement that 
protects the public and the environment, remedies non-compliances, ensures 
fairness, and acts as a deterrent for future non-compliance.  
 

2. Narwhal Article Examples 

• The two media articles were based on a review of over 35,000 inspection 
reports dating back eight years and are described as a “collaboration between 
the Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation”.  

• Additional details and a summary specific to the inspection reports used in the 
article can be found in the companion Issue Note: FOI Package – Summary 
of 2017-2023 Inspection Reports. 

• The BCER is reviewing these records to rule out any trends or legitimate 
concerns and is proceeding with further enhancements of its comprehensive 
compliance management system in 2025, including: 
o New training materials and standardization for inspection note taking with 

the goal of posting full inspection reports (similar to what other natural 
resource agencies do).  

• Specific context details for inspection examples from the article: 
o Re. dead birds in a containment tank – the BCER did initiate an 

investigation and the C&E officer on site directed the operator to fix the 
leak and remove fluids from the container. As the birds are outside of the 
BCER’s statutory authority, it was appropriately referred to the Wildlife 
Branch at Environment and Climate Change Canada. 

o Re. showing a “pass” for wildlife entering a contaminated area – the 
BCER did demand the company provide its contamination report by a set 
deadline and directed them to repair the fencing to keep wildlife out. 

o Re. a spill of 30,000 litres onto Crown land – the system shows a “pass” 
on the inspection report because a non-compliance notice was not issued 
to the company. Instead, the matter had been escalated for investigation 
and a contravention report was being drafted.  

o Re. serious gas leaks related to surface casing vent flows (SCVF) –  
these are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well and 
under legislation, they are allowed to vent as long as the flow does not 
exceed 100 cubic metres per day (or 3 cubic metres per day in certain 
circumstances). If SCVF is happening at a well, there are tests and 
actions required, within time periods specified in regulation. If these items 
are not completed, the well may be out of compliance, but finding a SCVF 
at a well is not a non-compliance in/of itself. 

o Re. potential contamination left for eight years with wildlife entering area – 
comments are used to request soil testing in areas of suspected 
contamination. If the area did have contamination, the permit holder 
would be required to exclude wildlife. The matter would be referred to the 
BCER’s environmental stewardship group for appropriate management, 
as these sites can take years to restore fully. 
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o Re. explosive emissions - the BCER required an immediate fix to the 

venting well; and as noted previously, surface casing vent flows are an 
integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well and under 
legislation, they are allowed vent as long as the flow does not exceed 100 
cubic metres per day (or 3 cubic metres per day in certain 
circumstances). 

o Re. a waxy substance covering tops of bullrushes –  when discovered, 
issues relating to contamination would be commented on to drive action 
to protect wildlife and the issue would be brought to the environmental 
stewardship group for management as they would often take years for full 
remediation. We can and do write orders to require companies to exclude 
large animals from areas of known contamination, if it is evident they are 
accessing.   

o Re. issues inspectors consider egregious but are not marked as such – in 
this case it was a joint inspection with the company and the BCER 
inspector noted the disposal well surface casing vent was checked and 
ok; the pipeline signage and cathodic were ok; disposal well chemical 
tanks were ok, the tank farm was ok, and the signage was ok. There were 
three areas identified with problems and the BCER inspector directed the 
company to repair and notify the inspector when complete. 

 
PREPARED BY: 

Graham Currie 
Executive Director, Public Trust  
250-419-4420 
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 Issue Note 
 
Feb. 26, 2024; Updt March 5, 2025 
 

FOI Package – Summary of 2017-2023 Inspection Reports  
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: A spreadsheet with summaries of all BCER’s 35,000+ inspection reports 

from April 2017 to Nov. 2023 was released to a media outlet and posted to the 
BCER website on Feb. 23, 2024.  

 
III. MESSAGING: 

 
• The BCER is committed to ensuring energy companies in the province operate 

in accordance with relevant legislation, regulations, permits and authorizations 
designed to protect public safety and the environment, support reconciliation 
with Indigenous peoples, conserve energy resources and foster a sound 
economy and social well-being. 

 
• The BCER dedicates significant resources to monitoring compliance, including 

carrying out more than 4,000 in-person inspections of energy resource activity 
sites across the province each year. 

 
• Over the 2017-2023 period, the inspection-level initial compliance rate was 

over 94 per cent. 
 

• When non-compliances are identified, the BCER uses a graduated response 
model to bring permit holders back into compliance, ranging from non-
compliance notices to more formal, statutory enforcement actions, including 
fines. 

 
• From 2017-2023; 254 out of 4,355 (approximately 6 per cent) individual non-

compliances were considered high severity, which require that permit holders 
correct them within 24 hours. All others were of low severity, requiring 
correction within either 14 or 30 days. 

 
• All high severity non-compliances are subject to a further review process by 

C&E Supervisors who conduct a risk assessment for escalation and use of 
other compliance tools. 

 
• The common issuance of high severity non-compliances are in relation to 

facility hazards (equipment and storage of materials), emergency shut down 
devices, storage and disposal of wastes, and spillage. 

 
• Over 2017-2023, the inspection-level final compliance rate – after the passing 

of the correction period during which the permit holder is required to remedy 
the non-compliance(s) - was more than 99 per cent. 

 
• We are committed to transparency and the public sharing of information and 

records. The BCER shares inspection summaries on its website, and is 
working on system enhancements to begin posting full inspection records.  
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IV. BACKGROUND:  

• On Nov. 15, 2023 the BCER received a request through the Freedom of 
Information Act for “PDF copies of all inspection reports from 2017-2023”. 

• The BCER posts a summary of inspections on its website, which includes the 
following fields: Inspection Number, Non-Compliance Number (if applicable), 
Inspection Date, Operator, Activities Inspected, Status, and Regulation Name 
(for non-compliances, if applicable).  

• The request was revised, following a discussion with the applicant about the 
volume of records (over 35,000 reports) and a large fee estimate for 
processing. 

• For the FOI request, summaries of the inspection reports have been compiled 
in a spreadsheet and include: 

o Inspection date 
o Inspection number 
o Permit holder’s name (Company) 
o How the site was accessed (ie: truck, helicopter) 
o Inspection outcome (In compliance, non compliances found) 
o Inspection category (Planned inspection, risk & data informed, officer 

selected) 
o Comments (high level information from inspection report) 

 
• The summaries were gathered from the BCER’s KERMIT (Knowledge, 

Enterprise, Resource, Management, Information and Technology) and CMIS  
(Compliance Management Information System) databases. It took FOIPPA 
staff several weeks to review and summarize the reports and transfer that 
information to the spreadsheet. 
 

• This request was made from a media outlet. The same outlet was provided 
(January 2024) an FOI package with 603 pages of inspection reports following 
a request on Oct. 25, 2023 for “copies of all Coastal GasLink inspection reports 
conducted by BCER compliance and enforcement to date”. 

About inspections: 

• Inspections are the primary means through which the BCER evaluates field-
based regulatory compliance. Significant resources are dedicated to the more 
than 4,000 in-person inspections conducted each year throughout the 
province, including using trucks, all-terrain vehicles and helicopters to access 
sites. Note that many inspections during COVID were not done in-person, but 
employed other techniques such as video calls and drone footage. 

• Some inspections are triggered by events or complaints (for example, spills or 
noise complaints); however, most inspections are pre-planned using a risk and 
data informed model intended to optimize resource allocation, be responsive to 
emerging issues and trends, utilize the expertise and knowledge of BCER field 
staff and timing. 

• There are currently 139,252 energy resource activity development sites in B.C. 
For reference, in roughly the past year, the BCER has inspected 5,207 sites 
(3.7 per cent). 
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 Issue Note 
 
March 5, 2025 

Compliance & Enforcement 
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: The Narwhal has published a story (March 4, 2025 – repeated and 

shortened in the Vancouver Sun on March 5) and a follow-up Narwhal article 
(March 5, 2025) – critical of the BCER’s compliance and enforcement efforts and 
suggesting over 1,000 infractions were left unchecked. This is premised on an FOI 
released in February 2024 (and available on the BCER’s website) for all inspection 
records from 2017-2023, resulting in over 35,000 inspection reports. 

 
III. MESSAGING: 

 
• The BCER has a comprehensive Compliance Management System that ensures 

energy companies in the province operate in accordance with legislation, 
regulations, permits and authorizations designed to protect public safety and the 
environment. 

• Significant resources are dedicated to monitoring compliance, through a diverse 
set of administrative and field-based tools and activities, including application 
reviews, administrative reviews and monitoring, audits, inspections, and permit 
holder self-assessments.  

• The Narwal article provided excerpts from BCER inspection comments using 
Artificial Intelligence to to identify areas where inspectors’ comments suggested 
compliance but there were signs of environmental or safety hazards. 

• BCER staff are reviewing the historic inspection records and associated 
documentation on file. Many examples published in the article only show the 
comments on inspection reports, not the full context of risk or outcome of the 
inspection. 

• There were various reasons why some non-compliances referenced in the article 
did not lead to non-compliance notices, including: 
o Two were escalated to more formal enforcement. 
o Two were passed to the BCER’s environmental management team for 

management of remediation. 
o One was fixed immediately by the permit holder while the inspection officer 

was present. 
o Nine were surface casing vent flows, and thus not non-compliances at the 

time of inspection. 
o One was a joint inspection, used to share information and educate permit 

holders on compliance expectations.  

• Further investigation is occurring regarding the article claim that three per cent of 
BCER inspections showed instances where non-compliance was improperly 
recorded by the inspection officer. 

• The BCER is committed to transparency and the public sharing of information 
and records on compliance management actions.  This includes posting the 
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following on the website: 

o inspection summaries,  
o data and reporting specific to Compliance Management Verification, Field 

Inspections, and Enforcement,  

o all penalties, orders, warning letters and tickets issued.  

• Plans are in place for the BCER to begin posting full inspection records on its 
website, by the end of 2025. 

 
IV. BACKGROUND:  

 
1. Comprehensive Compliance Management System 

• Regulatory compliance verification activities begin as soon as a company 
submits an application to the BCER to carry out energy resource activities and 
continues to end of life ensuring that activities are properly restored. 

• There are over 1,000 individual regulatory requirements of varying types and 
scope against which the BCER is responsible for verifying compliance - from 
requirements relating to infrastructure integrity, water use and air emissions, to 
ensuring "ecologically suitable species" are used for site restoration. 

• The most appropriate compliance verification tools are chosen based on the 
requirement type, nature and associated risk. 

• Compliance verification activities are carried out by different departments 
across the organization, this includes, but is not limited to, carrying out more 
than 4,000 in-person inspections of energy resource activity sites across the 
province each year. 

• The BCER’s objective is to keep permit holders within regulatory compliance 
and return them to regulatory compliance if they become non-compliant. 

• When non-compliances are identified, the BCER uses a graduated response 
model to bring permit holders back into compliance, ranging from non-
compliance notices to more formal, statutory enforcement actions, including 
fines.  

• When considering how to respond to non-compliance, BCER staff consider the 
severity of actual or potential impact to the environment, human health or 
safety, the factual circumstances of the alleged offence, compliance history of 
the offender, as well as how to best achieve an environmental outcome and 
reduce the likelihood of it occurring again.  

• The graduated approach ensures non-compliance response actions are 
proportionate to the non-compliance and BCER resources are allocated for 
maximum effect.  

• Where appropriate, alleged non-compliances are managed through the Non-
Compliance Notice and Correction Process. The BCER has clear, efficient 
processes that staff may use to escalate to formal enforcement actions where 
non-compliance notices are not effective, or as the circumstances warrant. 

• The BCER is committed to taking action through effective enforcement that 
protects the public and the environment, remedies non-compliances, ensures 
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fairness, and acts as a deterrent for future non-compliance.  

• The BCER is committed to continuous improvement.  In 2023, the BCER 
engaged MNP to evaluate the effectiveness of the management system and 
has made improvements to data quality and integration, improved performance 
measurement and review of resourcing to enhance the role of specialists in 
compliance management. 
 

2. Narwhal Article Examples 

• The two media articles were based on a review of over 35,000 inspection 
reports dating back eight years and are described as a “collaboration between 
the Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation”.  

• Additional details and a summary specific to the inspection reports used in the 
article can be found in the companion Issue Note: FOI Package – Summary 
of 2017-2023 Inspection Reports. 

• The BCER is reviewing these records to rule out any trends or legitimate 
concerns and is proceeding with further enhancements of its comprehensive 
compliance management system in 2025, including: 
o New training materials and standardization for inspection note taking with 

the goal of posting full inspection reports (similar to what other natural 
resource agencies do).  

• Specific context details for inspection examples from the article: 
o Re. dead birds in a containment tank – the BCER did initiate an 

investigation and the C&E officer on site directed the operator to fix the 
leak and remove fluids from the container. As the birds are outside of the 
BCER’s statutory authority, it was appropriately referred to the Wildlife 
Branch at Environment and Climate Change Canada. 

o Re. showing a “pass” for wildlife entering a contaminated area – the 
BCER did demand the company provide its contamination report by a set 
deadline and directed them to repair the fencing to keep wildlife out. 

o Re. a spill of 30,000 litres onto Crown land – the system shows a “pass” 
on the inspection report because a non-compliance notice was not issued 
to the company. Instead, the matter had been escalated for investigation 
and a contravention report was being drafted.  

o Re. serious gas leaks related to surface casing vent flows (SCVF) –  
these are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well and 
under legislation, they are allowed to vent as long as the flow does not 
exceed 100 cubic metres per day (or 3 cubic metres per day in certain 
circumstances). If SCVF is happening at a well, there are tests and 
actions required, within time periods specified in regulation. If these items 
are not completed, the well may be out of compliance, but finding a SCVF 
at a well is not a non-compliance in/of itself. 

o Re. potential contamination left for eight years with wildlife entering area – 
comments are used to request soil testing in areas of suspected 
contamination. If the area did have contamination, the permit holder 
would be required to exclude wildlife. The matter would be referred to the 
BCER’s environmental stewardship group for appropriate management, 
as these sites can take years to restore fully. 
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 Issue Note 
o Re. explosive emissions - the BCER required an immediate fix to the 

venting well; and as noted previously, surface casing vent flows are an 
integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well and under 
legislation, they are allowed vent as long as the flow does not exceed 100 
cubic metres per day (or 3 cubic metres per day in certain 
circumstances). 

o Re. a waxy substance covering tops of bullrushes –  when discovered, 
issues relating to contamination would be commented on to drive action 
to protect wildlife and the issue would be brought to the environmental 
stewardship group for management as they would often take years for full 
remediation. We can and do write orders to require companies to exclude 
large animals from areas of known contamination, if it is evident they are 
accessing.   

o Re. issues inspectors consider egregious but are not marked as such – in 
this case it was a joint inspection with the company and the BCER 
inspector noted the disposal well surface casing vent was checked and 
ok; the pipeline signage and cathodic were ok; disposal well chemical 
tanks were ok, the tank farm was ok, and the signage was ok. There were 
three areas identified with problems and the BCER inspector directed the 
company to repair and notify the inspector when complete. 

 
PREPARED BY: 

Graham Currie 
Executive Director, Public Trust  
250-419-4420 
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Analysis of Inspection Comments Included in Narwal Article March 4, 2025 

The Narwal article provided excerpts from BCER inspection comments. To understand full context, BCER 
staff have located and reviewed these historic inspection records and associated documentation on file. 
Many examples published in the article only show the comments on inspection reports, not the full context 
or outcome of the inspection, as detailed below.   

There were various reasons why some non-compliances referenced in the article did not lead to non-
compliance notices, including: 

o Two were escalated to more formal enforcement. 

o Two were passed to the BCER’s environmental management team for 

management of remediation. 

o One was a non-compliance, and a non-compliance notice was in fact issued. 

o One was fixed immediately by the permit holder while the inspection officer was 
present. 

o Nine were surface casing vent flows, and thus not non-compliances at the time of 
inspection (see below for further info on this item). 

o One was a joint inspection, used to share information and educate permit holders 
on compliance expectations. In these cases, comments are used to denote non-
compliance, as a matter of convention. 

 
 
Article Comment 1 – BCER Decision Rationale – Dead Birds 
 
Article Comment 
“I found that the diesel tank containment was about half full of water and sludge/sheen,” the inspector 
wrote in their notes, referring to a system designed to prevent diesel leaks from contaminating the 
environment.  
 
“Upon looking closer at the fluid, I noticed that there were six (6) dead birds floating in the diesel/water 
mixture. … The birds were black (like a small raven or a crow) but also had what looked like moss on 
parts of them, so I think they had been in there probably most of the summer, obviously not real recent.” 
 
“Having the containments cleaned out before the things are half full of water and being aware of the 
hazards associated with dirty containments should be observed prior to dead wildlife being found,” 
 
Full BCER Inspection Comment 

 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 
The decision to write a comment as part of this inspection record was after in-depth conversations 
between the Compliance & Enforcement Officer and the Manager, Enforcement. Discussed and reviewed 
was pieces of legislation that may address the birds. The BCER has no regulation relevant to the birds in 
this scenario but does have legislation to manage the leaking diesel container. As the Compliance & 
Enforcement Officer had the Permit Holders Operations Staff on site and directed them to fix the leak and 
remove the fluids from the secondary containment the decision was made not to issue a non-compliance. 
If a non-compliance were to be issued it would have been under section 37(1) of the Drilling & Production 
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Regulation with a 24hour response required. This scenario (4) is laid out in non-compliance guidance 
materials (below) that have been developed since this inspection was completed.   
The Manager, Enforcement did initiate an investigation as part of this issue. The investigation was 
concluded with no action taken by the BCER. These dead birds were reported to the Wildlife Branch of 
Environmental and Climate Change Canada.  
 

 
 
 
Article Comment 2 – BCER Decision Rationale – System Limitations 
 
Article Comment 
“Evidence of wildlife frequenting a contaminated area: “Upon gently poking a stick in the bottom of the 
flare pit, a strong hydrocarbon odour was detected. Due to system limitations, this inspection will show as 
a PASS, however, there are concerns about the contaminated flare pit and the style of fencing to keep 
wildlife out.” 
 
Full BCER Comment  

 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 
In the cases of flare pits, Compliance & Enforcement do not have the knowledge and skill set to manage 
for long term contamination. When discovered, these issues would be commented on to drive action to 
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protect wildlife and the issue would be brought to the environmental stewardship group for management 
as they would often take years. We can and do write orders to require companies to exclude large 
animals from areas of known contamination, if it is evident that they are accessing.   
 
If there was no wildlife mitigation in place, new guidance would have a non-compliance issued under 
section 37(2) of the Drilling & Production Regulation. Comments would still be utilized to compel sampling 
or providing documentation.  
 

 
 
In this case there was wildlife mitigation measures put up but over time had been rendered ineffective. 
The inspection comment was to drive correction for fencing including new standards. In relation to 
“systems limitations” the Compliance & Enforcement Officer was seeking, as commented, the last 
contamination report for the flare pit. The receipt and results of the report would drive next steps. The 
CMIS system does not have a ‘Information Request’ functionality so in order to request the document the 
completed inspection record was a “pass” as no non-compliances were included. 
 

Article Comment 3 – BCER Decision Rationale – A spill of approximately 30,000L 

Article Comment 

A spill of approximately 30,000 litres of oil onto Crown land. 

Full BCER Comment  

 

BCER Decision Rationale 

Inspection was an internal inspection where the results where not shared with the permit holder. Rather it 

was completed to record that BCER staff attended the incident. By a matter of system process we are our 

system denotes inspections with no non-compliances being found as "passed" inspections.  While in this 

instance there was a spill that is a non-compliance, it was subject of an ongoing investigation, so a non-

compliance notice was not sent to the permit holder.  Per our graduated enforcement model, an escalated 

response was already underway.  This incident triggered an investigation by the enforcement team that is 

ongoing with a contravention report being drafted. 
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Article Comment 4 – BCER Decision Rationale – Restoration years of vegetation growth destroyed 

Article Comment  

Failure to clean up a facility, rendering years of restoration work ineffective: “Unfortunately, due to delays 

this site will see more than seven years of vegetation growth destroyed and a new disturbance will have 

been initiated.” 

Full BCER Comment 

 

 

 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 

As seen above, a non-compliance was issued and compliance has been achieved as per the processes 

put in place.  
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Article Comment 5 to 14 – BCER Decision Rationale – “serious” gas leaks 
 
Article Comments 
Numerous mentions of “serious” gas leaks, including several longstanding issues: “It has been deemed a 
serious [leak] since 2008.” 
 
Full BCER Comment 
(see below) 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 
After review of “serious” gas leak comments from the article, the majority are in relation to surface casing 
vent flows. There is one for a remote (Fort Nelson) pigging (pipeline) leak which was fixed immediately by 
the Permit Holder so a comment was issued. 
 
Surface casing vents are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well allowing for the 
venting of gas so that excessive pressure is not created in the wellbore. As part of their function, surface 
casing vents are allowed to vent as long as flow does not exceed 100m3 per day, or 3 m3 per day under 
certain circumstances.  
 
Inspection guidance documentation has C&E Officers utilizing comments to address SCVF due to the 
language of the legislation. (see next page below BCER comments) 
 
In each of the surface casing vent examples found for serious leaks, BCER staff identified that companies 
are to conduct additional testing as per the guidance documentation. The results of said tests would 
determine a potential non-compliance and drive next steps.  Note that “serious” and “non-serious” 
terminology to describe SCVF comes from BCER guidance to inspectors, relating to SCVFs that meet 
definitions in the Regulation sec. 41(3) and 41(4) respectively. 
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Article Comment 15 – BCER Decision Rationale – Restoration years of vegetation growth 

destroyed 

Article Comment 
Potential contamination left for more than eight years: “There are numerous wildlife tracks attracted to the 
area… The same request was required in October 2014 but nothing was received.” 
 
BCER Full Comment 

 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 
In the cases of sumps Compliance & Enforcement do not have the knowledge and skill set to manage for 
long term contamination. When discovered, these issues would be commented on to drive action to 
protect wildlife and the issue would be brought to the environmental stewardship group for management 
as they would often take years. We can and do write orders to require companies to exclude large 
animals from areas of known contamination, if it is evident that they are accessing.   
 
No additional information to provide.  
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Article Comment 16 – BCER Decision Rationale – Explosive Emissions 
 
Article Comment 
Dangerous levels of harmful and explosive emissions: “I put a latex glove over the surface casing vent 
and the glove inflated immediately and blew off of the vent in approximately 30 seconds. My personal 
monitor over-ranged on [low explosive limits] when the glove blew off and I bent over to pick up glove. 
This well will be tested again sometime this summer I suspect?” 
 
BCER Full Comment 

 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 
Same comments as “serious leaks” followed SCVF process. 
 
 
Article Comment 17 – BCER Decision Rationale – Waxy Substance 
 
Article Comment 
Potential impacts on ecosystem health: “a waxy substance on top of the liquids and covering the 
bullrushes.” 
 
BCER Full Comment 

 
 
BCER Decision Rationale 
Same as “systems limitations.” New processes support a non-compliance for wildlife fencing. 
 
Article Comment 18 – BCER Decision Rationale – Normally a SERIOUS Deficiency 
 
Article Comment 
References to issues inspectors appear to consider egregious but are not officially marked as such: 
“Normally, this would be a SERIOUS deficiency.” 
 
BCER Full Comment 

 
BCER Decision Rationale 
Joint inspection – expectation was set for non-compliance to be corrected. Joint inspections are an 
opportunity to build relationships and shared knowledge.  
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 Issue Note 
 
March 5, 2025 

Compliance & Enforcement 
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: The Narwhal has published a story (March 4, 2025 – repeated and 

shortened in the Vancouver Sun on March 5) and a follow-up Narwhal article 
(March 5, 2025) – critical of the BCER’s compliance and enforcement efforts and 
suggesting over 1,000 infractions were left unchecked. This is premised on an FOI 
released in February 2024 (and available on the BCER’s website) for all inspection 
records from 2017-2023, resulting in over 35,000 inspection reports. 

 
III. MESSAGING: 

 
• The BCER has a comprehensive Compliance Management System that ensures 

energy companies in the province operate in accordance with legislation, 
regulations, permits and authorizations designed to protect public safety and the 
environment. 

• Significant resources are dedicated to monitoring compliance, through a diverse 
set of administrative and field-based tools and activities, including application 
reviews, administrative reviews and monitoring, audits, inspections, and permit 
holder self-assessments.  

• The BCER is committed to continuous improvement.  In 2023, the BCER 
engaged MNP to evaluate the effectiveness of the management system and has 
made improvements to data quality and integration, improved performance 
measurement and review of resourcing to enhance the role of specialists in 
compliance management. 

• The Narwal article provided excerpts from BCER inspection comments using 
Artificial Intelligence to identify areas where inspectors’ comments suggested 
compliance but there were signs of environmental or safety hazards. 

• BCER staff are reviewing the historic inspection records and associated 
documentation on file. Many examples published in the article only show the 
comments on inspection reports, not the full context of risk or outcome of the 
inspection. 

• There were various reasons why some non-compliances referenced in the article 
did not lead to non-compliance notices, including: 
o Two were escalated to more formal enforcement. 
o Two were passed to the BCER’s environmental management team for 

management of remediation. 
o One was fixed immediately by the permit holder while the inspection officer 

was present. 
o Nine were surface casing vent flows, and thus not non-compliances at the 

time of inspection. 
o One was a joint inspection, used to share information and educate permit 

holders on compliance expectations.  

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 529 



 Issue Note 
• Further investigation is occurring regarding the article claim that three per cent of 

BCER inspections showed instances where non-compliance was improperly 
recorded by the inspection officer. 

• The BCER is committed to transparency and the public sharing of information 
and records on compliance management actions.  This includes posting the 
following on the website: 

o inspection summaries,  
o data and reporting specific to Compliance Management Verification, Field 

Inspections, and Enforcement,  

o all penalties, orders, warning letters and tickets issued.  

• Plans are in place for the BCER to begin posting full inspection records on its 
website, by the end of 2025. 

 
IV. BACKGROUND:  

 
1. Comprehensive Compliance Management System 

• Regulatory compliance verification activities begin as soon as a company 
submits an application to the BCER to carry out energy resource activities and 
continues to end of life ensuring that activities are properly restored. 

• There are over 1,000 individual regulatory requirements of varying types and 
scope against which the BCER is responsible for verifying compliance - from 
requirements relating to infrastructure integrity, water use and air emissions, to 
ensuring "ecologically suitable species" are used for site restoration. 

• The most appropriate compliance verification tools are chosen based on the 
requirement type, nature and associated risk. 

• Compliance verification activities are carried out by different departments 
across the organization, this includes, but is not limited to, carrying out more 
than 4,000 in-person inspections of energy resource activity sites across the 
province each year. 

• The BCER’s objective is to keep permit holders within regulatory compliance 
and return them to regulatory compliance if they become non-compliant. 

• When non-compliances are identified, the BCER uses a graduated response 
model to bring permit holders back into compliance, ranging from non-
compliance notices to more formal, statutory enforcement actions, including 
fines.  

• When considering how to respond to non-compliance, BCER staff consider the 
severity of actual or potential impact to the environment, human health or 
safety, the factual circumstances of the alleged offence, compliance history of 
the offender, as well as how to best achieve an environmental outcome and 
reduce the likelihood of it occurring again.  

• The graduated approach ensures non-compliance response actions are 
proportionate to the non-compliance and BCER resources are allocated for 
maximum effect.  

• Where appropriate, alleged non-compliances are managed through the Non-
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Compliance Notice and Correction Process. The BCER has clear, efficient 
processes that staff may use to escalate to formal enforcement actions where 
non-compliance notices are not effective, or as the circumstances warrant. 

• The BCER is committed to taking action through effective enforcement that 
protects the public and the environment, remedies non-compliances, ensures 
fairness, and acts as a deterrent for future non-compliance.  
 

2. Narwhal Article Examples 

• The two media articles were based on a review of over 35,000 inspection 
reports dating back eight years and are described as a “collaboration between 
the Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation”.  

• Additional details and a summary specific to the inspection reports used in the 
article can be found in the companion Issue Note: FOI Package – Summary 
of 2017-2023 Inspection Reports. 

• The BCER is reviewing these records to rule out any trends or legitimate 
concerns and is proceeding with further enhancements of its comprehensive 
compliance management system in 2025, including: 
o New training materials and standardization for inspection note taking with 

the goal of posting full inspection reports (similar to what other natural 
resource agencies do).  

• Specific context details for inspection examples from the article: 
o Re. dead birds in a containment tank – the BCER did initiate an 

investigation and the C&E officer on site directed the operator to fix the 
leak and remove fluids from the container. As the birds are outside of the 
BCER’s statutory authority, it was appropriately referred to the Wildlife 
Branch at Environment and Climate Change Canada. 

o Re. showing a “pass” for wildlife entering a contaminated area – the 
BCER did demand the company provide its contamination report by a set 
deadline and directed them to repair the fencing to keep wildlife out. 

o Re. a spill of 30,000 litres onto Crown land – the system shows a “pass” 
on the inspection report because a non-compliance notice was not issued 
to the company. Instead, the matter had been escalated for investigation 
and a contravention report was being drafted.  

o Re. serious gas leaks related to surface casing vent flows (SCVF) –  
these are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well and 
under legislation, they are allowed to vent as long as the flow does not 
exceed 100 cubic metres per day (or 3 cubic metres per day in certain 
circumstances). If SCVF is happening at a well, there are tests and 
actions required, within time periods specified in regulation. If these items 
are not completed, the well may be out of compliance, but finding a SCVF 
at a well is not a non-compliance in/of itself. 

o Re. potential contamination left for eight years with wildlife entering area – 
comments are used to request soil testing in areas of suspected 
contamination. If the area did have contamination, the permit holder 
would be required to exclude wildlife. The matter would be referred to the 
BCER’s environmental stewardship group for appropriate management, 
as these sites can take years to restore fully. 
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 Issue Note 
o Re. explosive emissions - the BCER required an immediate fix to the 

venting well; and as noted previously, surface casing vent flows are an 
integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well and under 
legislation, they are allowed vent as long as the flow does not exceed 100 
cubic metres per day (or 3 cubic metres per day in certain 
circumstances). 

o Re. a waxy substance covering tops of bullrushes –  when discovered, 
issues relating to contamination would be commented on to drive action 
to protect wildlife and the issue would be brought to the environmental 
stewardship group for management as they would often take years for full 
remediation. We can and do write orders to require companies to exclude 
large animals from areas of known contamination, if it is evident they are 
accessing.   

o Re. issues inspectors consider egregious but are not marked as such – in 
this case it was a joint inspection with the company and the BCER 
inspector noted the disposal well surface casing vent was checked and 
ok; the pipeline signage and cathodic were ok; disposal well chemical 
tanks were ok, the tank farm was ok, and the signage was ok. There were 
three areas identified with problems and the BCER inspector directed the 
company to repair and notify the inspector when complete. 

 
PREPARED BY: 

Graham Currie 
Executive Director, Public Trust  
250-419-4420 
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 Issue Note 
 
Feb. 26, 2024; Updt March 5, 2025 
 

FOI Package – Summary of 2017-2023 Inspection Reports  
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: A spreadsheet with summaries of all BCER’s 35,000+ inspection reports 

from April 2017 to Nov. 2023 was released to a media outlet and posted to the 
BCER website on Feb. 23, 2024.  

 
III. MESSAGING: 

 
• The BCER is committed to ensuring energy companies in the province operate 

in accordance with relevant legislation, regulations, permits and authorizations 
designed to protect public safety and the environment, support reconciliation 
with Indigenous peoples, conserve energy resources and foster a sound 
economy and social well-being. 

 
• The BCER dedicates significant resources to monitoring compliance, including 

carrying out more than 4,000 in-person inspections of energy resource activity 
sites across the province each year. 

 
• Over the 2017-2023 period, the inspection-level initial compliance rate was 

over 94 per cent. 
 

• When non-compliances are identified, the BCER uses a graduated response 
model to bring permit holders back into compliance, ranging from non-
compliance notices to more formal, statutory enforcement actions, including 
fines. 

 
• From 2017-2023; 254 out of 4,355 (approximately 6 per cent) individual non-

compliances were considered high severity, which require that permit holders 
correct them within 24 hours. All others were of low severity, requiring 
correction within either 14 or 30 days. 

 
• All high severity non-compliances are subject to a further review process by 

C&E Supervisors who conduct a risk assessment for escalation and use of 
other compliance tools. 

 
• The common issuance of high severity non-compliances are in relation to 

facility hazards (equipment and storage of materials), emergency shut down 
devices, storage and disposal of wastes, and spillage. 

 
• Over 2017-2023, the inspection-level final compliance rate – after the passing 

of the correction period during which the permit holder is required to remedy 
the non-compliance(s) - was more than 99 per cent. 

 
• We are committed to transparency and the public sharing of information and 

records. The BCER shares inspection summaries on its website, and is 
working on system enhancements to begin posting full inspection records.  
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IV. BACKGROUND:  

• On Nov. 15, 2023 the BCER received a request through the Freedom of 
Information Act for “PDF copies of all inspection reports from 2017-2023”. 

• The BCER posts a summary of inspections on its website, which includes the 
following fields: Inspection Number, Non-Compliance Number (if applicable), 
Inspection Date, Operator, Activities Inspected, Status, and Regulation Name 
(for non-compliances, if applicable).  

• The request was revised, following a discussion with the applicant about the 
volume of records (over 35,000 reports) and a large fee estimate for 
processing. 

• For the FOI request, summaries of the inspection reports have been compiled 
in a spreadsheet and include: 

o Inspection date 
o Inspection number 
o Permit holder’s name (Company) 
o How the site was accessed (ie: truck, helicopter) 
o Inspection outcome (In compliance, non compliances found) 
o Inspection category (Planned inspection, risk & data informed, officer 

selected) 
o Comments (high level information from inspection report) 

 
• The summaries were gathered from the BCER’s KERMIT (Knowledge, 

Enterprise, Resource, Management, Information and Technology) and CMIS  
(Compliance Management Information System) databases. It took FOIPPA 
staff several weeks to review and summarize the reports and transfer that 
information to the spreadsheet. 
 

• This request was made from a media outlet. The same outlet was provided 
(January 2024) an FOI package with 603 pages of inspection reports following 
a request on Oct. 25, 2023 for “copies of all Coastal GasLink inspection reports 
conducted by BCER compliance and enforcement to date”. 

About inspections: 

• Inspections are the primary means through which the BCER evaluates field-
based regulatory compliance. Significant resources are dedicated to the more 
than 4,000 in-person inspections conducted each year throughout the 
province, including using trucks, all-terrain vehicles and helicopters to access 
sites. Note that many inspections during COVID were not done in-person, but 
employed other techniques such as video calls and drone footage. 

• Some inspections are triggered by events or complaints (for example, spills or 
noise complaints); however, most inspections are pre-planned using a risk and 
data informed model intended to optimize resource allocation, be responsive to 
emerging issues and trends, utilize the expertise and knowledge of BCER field 
staff and timing. 

• There are currently 139,252 energy resource activity development sites in B.C. 
For reference, in roughly the past year, the BCER has inspected 5,207 sites 
(3.7 per cent). 

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 534 







 Issue Note 
 
March 5, 2025 

Compliance & Enforcement 
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: The Narwhal has published a story (March 4, 2025 – repeated and 

shortened in the Vancouver Sun on March 5) and a follow-up Narwhal article 
(March 5, 2025) – critical of the BCER’s compliance and enforcement efforts and 
suggesting over 1,000 infractions were left unchecked. This is premised on an FOI 
released in February 2024 (and available on the BCER’s website) for all inspection 
records from 2017-2023, resulting in over 35,000 inspection reports. 

 
III. MESSAGING: 

 
• The BCER has a comprehensive Compliance Management System that ensures 

energy companies in the province operate in accordance with legislation, 
regulations, permits and authorizations designed to protect public safety and the 
environment. 

• Significant resources are dedicated to monitoring compliance, through a diverse 
set of administrative and field-based tools and activities, including application 
reviews, administrative reviews and monitoring, audits, inspections, and permit 
holder self-assessments.  

• The BCER is committed to continuous improvement.  In 2023, the BCER 
engaged MNP to evaluate the effectiveness of the management system and has 
made improvements to data quality and integration, improved performance 
measurement and review of resourcing to enhance the role of specialists in 
compliance management. 

• The Narwal article provided excerpts from BCER inspection comments using 
Artificial Intelligence to identify areas where inspectors’ comments suggested 
compliance but there were signs of environmental or safety hazards. 

• BCER staff are reviewing the historic inspection records and associated 
documentation on file. Many examples published in the article only show the 
comments on inspection reports, not the full context of risk or outcome of the 
inspection. 

• There were various reasons why some non-compliances referenced in the article 
did not lead to non-compliance notices, including: 
o Two were escalated to more formal enforcement. 
o Two were passed to the BCER’s environmental management team for 

management of remediation. 
o One was fixed immediately by the permit holder while the inspection officer 

was present. 
o Nine were surface casing vent flows, and thus not non-compliances at the 

time of inspection. 
o One was a joint inspection, used to share information and educate permit 

holders on compliance expectations.  
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 Issue Note 
• Further investigation is occurring regarding the article claim that three per cent of 

BCER inspections showed instances where non-compliance was improperly 
recorded by the inspection officer. 

• The BCER is committed to transparency and the public sharing of information 
and records on compliance management actions.  This includes posting the 
following on the website: 

o inspection summaries,  
o data and reporting specific to Compliance Management Verification, Field 

Inspections, and Enforcement,  

o all penalties, orders, warning letters and tickets issued.  

• Plans are in place for the BCER to begin posting full inspection records on its 
website, by the end of 2025. 

 
IV. BACKGROUND:  

 
1. Comprehensive Compliance Management System 

• Regulatory compliance verification activities begin as soon as a company 
submits an application to the BCER to carry out energy resource activities and 
continues to end of life ensuring that activities are properly restored. 

• There are over 1,000 individual regulatory requirements of varying types and 
scope against which the BCER is responsible for verifying compliance - from 
requirements relating to infrastructure integrity, water use and air emissions, to 
ensuring "ecologically suitable species" are used for site restoration. 

• The most appropriate compliance verification tools are chosen based on the 
requirement type, nature and associated risk. 

• Compliance verification activities are carried out by different departments 
across the organization, this includes, but is not limited to, carrying out more 
than 4,000 in-person inspections of energy resource activity sites across the 
province each year. 

• The BCER’s objective is to keep permit holders within regulatory compliance 
and return them to regulatory compliance if they become non-compliant. 

• When non-compliances are identified, the BCER uses a graduated response 
model to bring permit holders back into compliance, ranging from non-
compliance notices to more formal, statutory enforcement actions, including 
fines.  

• When considering how to respond to non-compliance, BCER staff consider the 
severity of actual or potential impact to the environment, human health or 
safety, the factual circumstances of the alleged offence, compliance history of 
the offender, as well as how to best achieve an environmental outcome and 
reduce the likelihood of it occurring again.  

• The graduated approach ensures non-compliance response actions are 
proportionate to the non-compliance and BCER resources are allocated for 
maximum effect.  

• Where appropriate, alleged non-compliances are managed through the Non-
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Compliance Notice and Correction Process. The BCER has clear, efficient 
processes that staff may use to escalate to formal enforcement actions where 
non-compliance notices are not effective, or as the circumstances warrant. 

• The BCER is committed to taking action through effective enforcement that 
protects the public and the environment, remedies non-compliances, ensures 
fairness, and acts as a deterrent for future non-compliance.  
 

2. Narwhal Article Examples 

• The two media articles were based on a review of over 35,000 inspection 
reports dating back eight years and are described as a “collaboration between 
the Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation”.  

• Additional details and a summary specific to the inspection reports used in the 
article can be found in the companion Issue Note: FOI Package – Summary 
of 2017-2023 Inspection Reports. 

• The BCER is reviewing these records to rule out any trends or legitimate 
concerns and is proceeding with further enhancements of its comprehensive 
compliance management system in 2025, including: 
o New training materials and standardization for inspection note taking with 

the goal of posting full inspection reports (similar to what other natural 
resource agencies do).  

• Specific context details for inspection examples from the article: 
o Re. dead birds in a containment tank – the BCER did initiate an 

investigation and the C&E officer on site directed the operator to fix the 
leak and remove fluids from the container. As the birds are outside of the 
BCER’s statutory authority, it was appropriately referred to the Wildlife 
Branch at Environment and Climate Change Canada. 

o Re. showing a “pass” for wildlife entering a contaminated area – the 
BCER did demand the company provide its contamination report by a set 
deadline and directed them to repair the fencing to keep wildlife out. 

o Re. a spill of 30,000 litres onto Crown land – the system shows a “pass” 
on the inspection report because a non-compliance notice was not issued 
to the company. Instead, the matter had been escalated for investigation 
and a contravention report was being drafted.  

o Re. serious gas leaks related to surface casing vent flows (SCVF) –  
these are an integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well and 
under legislation, they are allowed to vent as long as the flow does not 
exceed 100 cubic metres per day (or 3 cubic metres per day in certain 
circumstances). If SCVF is happening at a well, there are tests and 
actions required, within time periods specified in regulation. If these items 
are not completed, the well may be out of compliance, but finding a SCVF 
at a well is not a non-compliance in/of itself. 

o Re. potential contamination left for eight years with wildlife entering area – 
comments are used to request soil testing in areas of suspected 
contamination. If the area did have contamination, the permit holder 
would be required to exclude wildlife. The matter would be referred to the 
BCER’s environmental stewardship group for appropriate management, 
as these sites can take years to restore fully. 
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o Re. explosive emissions - the BCER required an immediate fix to the 

venting well; and as noted previously, surface casing vent flows are an 
integral part of the safety system of a natural gas well and under 
legislation, they are allowed vent as long as the flow does not exceed 100 
cubic metres per day (or 3 cubic metres per day in certain 
circumstances). 

o Re. a waxy substance covering tops of bullrushes –  when discovered, 
issues relating to contamination would be commented on to drive action 
to protect wildlife and the issue would be brought to the environmental 
stewardship group for management as they would often take years for full 
remediation. We can and do write orders to require companies to exclude 
large animals from areas of known contamination, if it is evident they are 
accessing.   

o Re. issues inspectors consider egregious but are not marked as such – in 
this case it was a joint inspection with the company and the BCER 
inspector noted the disposal well surface casing vent was checked and 
ok; the pipeline signage and cathodic were ok; disposal well chemical 
tanks were ok, the tank farm was ok, and the signage was ok. There were 
three areas identified with problems and the BCER inspector directed the 
company to repair and notify the inspector when complete. 

 
PREPARED BY: 

Graham Currie 
Executive Director, Public Trust  
250-419-4420 
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Feb. 26, 2024; Updt March 5, 2025 
 

FOI Package – Summary of 2017-2023 Inspection Reports  
 

I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: A spreadsheet with summaries of all BCER’s 35,000+ inspection reports 

from April 2017 to Nov. 2023 was released to a media outlet and posted to the 
BCER website on Feb. 23, 2024.  

 
III. MESSAGING: 

 
• The BCER is committed to ensuring energy companies in the province operate 

in accordance with relevant legislation, regulations, permits and authorizations 
designed to protect public safety and the environment, support reconciliation 
with Indigenous peoples, conserve energy resources and foster a sound 
economy and social well-being. 

 
• The BCER dedicates significant resources to monitoring compliance, including 

carrying out more than 4,000 in-person inspections of energy resource activity 
sites across the province each year. 

 
• Over the 2017-2023 period, the inspection-level initial compliance rate was 

over 94 per cent. 
 

• When non-compliances are identified, the BCER uses a graduated response 
model to bring permit holders back into compliance, ranging from non-
compliance notices to more formal, statutory enforcement actions, including 
fines. 

 
• From 2017-2023; 254 out of 4,355 (approximately 6 per cent) individual non-

compliances were considered high severity, which require that permit holders 
correct them within 24 hours. All others were of low severity, requiring 
correction within either 14 or 30 days. 

 
• All high severity non-compliances are subject to a further review process by 

C&E Supervisors who conduct a risk assessment for escalation and use of 
other compliance tools. 

 
• The common issuance of high severity non-compliances are in relation to 

facility hazards (equipment and storage of materials), emergency shut down 
devices, storage and disposal of wastes, and spillage. 

 
• Over 2017-2023, the inspection-level final compliance rate – after the passing 

of the correction period during which the permit holder is required to remedy 
the non-compliance(s) - was more than 99 per cent. 

 
• We are committed to transparency and the public sharing of information and 

records. The BCER shares inspection summaries on its website, and is 
working on system enhancements to begin posting full inspection records.  
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IV. BACKGROUND:  

• On Nov. 15, 2023 the BCER received a request through the Freedom of 
Information Act for “PDF copies of all inspection reports from 2017-2023”. 

• The BCER posts a summary of inspections on its website, which includes the 
following fields: Inspection Number, Non-Compliance Number (if applicable), 
Inspection Date, Operator, Activities Inspected, Status, and Regulation Name 
(for non-compliances, if applicable).  

• The request was revised, following a discussion with the applicant about the 
volume of records (over 35,000 reports) and a large fee estimate for 
processing. 

• For the FOI request, summaries of the inspection reports have been compiled 
in a spreadsheet and include: 

o Inspection date 
o Inspection number 
o Permit holder’s name (Company) 
o How the site was accessed (ie: truck, helicopter) 
o Inspection outcome (In compliance, non compliances found) 
o Inspection category (Planned inspection, risk & data informed, officer 

selected) 
o Comments (high level information from inspection report) 

 
• The summaries were gathered from the BCER’s KERMIT (Knowledge, 

Enterprise, Resource, Management, Information and Technology) and CMIS  
(Compliance Management Information System) databases. It took FOIPPA 
staff several weeks to review and summarize the reports and transfer that 
information to the spreadsheet. 
 

• This request was made from a media outlet. The same outlet was provided 
(January 2024) an FOI package with 603 pages of inspection reports following 
a request on Oct. 25, 2023 for “copies of all Coastal GasLink inspection reports 
conducted by BCER compliance and enforcement to date”. 

About inspections: 

• Inspections are the primary means through which the BCER evaluates field-
based regulatory compliance. Significant resources are dedicated to the more 
than 4,000 in-person inspections conducted each year throughout the 
province, including using trucks, all-terrain vehicles and helicopters to access 
sites. Note that many inspections during COVID were not done in-person, but 
employed other techniques such as video calls and drone footage. 

• Some inspections are triggered by events or complaints (for example, spills or 
noise complaints); however, most inspections are pre-planned using a risk and 
data informed model intended to optimize resource allocation, be responsive to 
emerging issues and trends, utilize the expertise and knowledge of BCER field 
staff and timing. 

• There are currently 139,252 energy resource activity development sites in B.C. 
For reference, in roughly the past year, the BCER has inspected 5,207 sites 
(3.7 per cent). 
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From: Bourke, Dax
Sent: Monday, March 3, 2025 9:04 AM
To: Parsonage, Kevin
Subject: FW: MEDIA REQUEST: The Narwhal/IJF - C&E for CNRL | Deadline: Tues EOD

Morning Kevin, 

 
Thanks, 
 

From: Woods, Jonathan <Jonathan.Woods@bc-er.ca>  
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2025 11:27 AM 
To: Bourke, Dax <Dax.Bourke@bc-er.ca> 
Cc: Smook, Patrick <Patrick.Smook@bc-er.ca>; Thoroughgood, Garth <Garth.Thoroughgood@bc-er.ca>; Currie, Graham 
<Graham.Currie@bc-er.ca>; Rygg, Philip <Phil.Rygg@bc-er.ca>; Denys, Lori <Lori.Denys@bc-er.ca> 
Subject: MEDIA REQUEST: The Narwhal/IJF - C&E for CNRL | Deadline: Tues EOD 
 
Hi Dax, 

 
 
 
REPORTERS: 
Matt Simmons 
The Narwhal 
 
Zak Vescera 
Investigative Journalism Foundation 
 
 
 
DEADLINE: 
Tuesday, end of day 
 
 
REQUEST: 
Thank you for your answers to our previous questions. We are reaching out with follow-up questions based on 
two files, one from inspection records provided to The Narwhal through freedom of information legislation and 
another relating to an order issued in December 2024.  
 
Our preference is to discuss these records in an interview with a senior BC Energy Regulator official, such as 
Michelle Carr or Dax Bourke, both copied to this email. 
 
Our deadline is at the end of the day on March 4, 2025, however if you need more time to respond, please let 
us know. 
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The inspection records we reviewed includes a reference to an “exemption given to CNRL for over 4,000 
pipelines that are not compliant in regard to deactivation.” Another similar reference mentions an exemption 
given to the same company that the inspector noted was for wells.  

1. Can you explain the nature of the “exemption” and share all available documentation associated with it? 
2. Can you confirm the number of pipelines and/or wells covered by this exemption? 
3. Can you share more information about how the regulator informed members of the public about the 

exemption? 
4. If no information was shared with the public about this exemption or if limited information was shared, 

are you able to provide an explanation? 
5. Please confirm whether the exemption is for pipelines that are not compliant, as the inspection note 

states, or if it is for wells that are not compliant, or both. 
6. Can you provide an explanation of why the regulator gave CNRL an exemption for what appears to be 

non-compliance with government regulations and legislation? 
7. Are there other exemptions that have been given to additional companies for similar issues? If so, 

please provide details of the companies in question and the nature of the exemption(s), including all 
relevant documentation. 

8. Does this exemption reflect the BCER’s approach to managing compliance? 
9. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its oversight of companies like CNRL is meeting the 

government agency’s mandate? 
10. Is there any other context you would like to provide, to help our readers interpret and understand the 

inspection note?   
 
We are also requesting information regarding an order that was issued to CNRL on Dec. 16, 2024, for a 
surface casing vent flow that started on or before Oct. 26, 2021, at an emissions rate of 110.4 m3/day. 

1. Can you please share copies of all orders, warning letters, tickets and inspection records associated 
with the well in question? 

2. Can you please provide location coordinates and/or explanation of where this well is located? 
3. The order notes that CNRL reported the leak in 2021 — can you confirm when the leak first started? 
4. Can you explain why the order does not require CNRL to repair the leak before March 31, 2026, given 

the length of time the well has been emitting?  
5. Is this emissions leak recorded and reported as part of B.C.’s greenhouse gas emissions? 
6. Our review of inspection records found a high number of wells and pipelines with SCV leaks, most of 

which did not specify the rate of emissions. Does BCER track emissions data from all leaks and, if so, 
can you please provide us with the current totals and/or a spreadsheet or other form of documentation 
tracking the rates and total emissions associated with SCV and other leaks? 

7. Can you share more information about how the regulator informed members of the public about this 
leak? 

8. If no information was shared with the public about this leak or if limited information was shared, are you 
able to provide an explanation? 

9. Is there any other context you would like to provide to help our readers understand why CNRL has 
been allowed to continue operating its other facilities while it is apparently failing to meet government 
regulations around emissions? 

 
Thank you, 
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We are also requesting information regarding an order that was issued to CNRL on Dec. 16, 2024, for a 
surface casing vent flow that started on or before Oct. 26, 2021, at an emissions rate of 110.4 m3/day. 
 

1. Can you please share copies of all orders, warning letters, tickets and inspection records associated 
with the well in question? 

2. Can you please provide location coordinates and/or explanation of where this well is located? 
3. The order notes that CNRL reported the leak in 2021 — can you confirm when the leak first started? 
4. Can you explain why the order does not require CNRL to repair the leak before March 31, 2026, given 

the length of time the well has been emitting?  
5. Is this emissions leak recorded and reported as part of B.C.’s greenhouse gas emissions? 
6. Our review of inspection records found a high number of wells and pipelines with SCV leaks, most of 

which did not specify the rate of emissions. Does BCER track emissions data from all leaks and, if so, 
can you please provide us with the current totals and/or a spreadsheet or other form of documentation 
tracking the rates and total emissions associated with SCV and other leaks? 

7. Can you share more information about how the regulator informed members of the public about this 
leak? 

8. If no information was shared with the public about this leak or if limited information was shared, are you 
able to provide an explanation? 

9. Is there any other context you would like to provide to help our readers understand why CNRL has 
been allowed to continue operating its other facilities while it is apparently failing to meet government 
regulations around emissions? 

 

Thank you, 
 

Matt Simmons 
Reporter, The Narwhal 
matt@thenarwhal.ca 
 

Zak Vescera 
Reporter, Investigative Journalism Foundation 
zak.vescera@theijf.org  
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Thank you for your answers to our previous questions. We are reaching out with follow-up questions based on 
two files, one from inspection records provided to The Narwhal through freedom of information legislation and 
another relating to an order issued in December 2024.  
 
Our preference is to discuss these records in an interview with a senior BC Energy Regulator official, such as 
Michelle Carr or Dax Bourke, both copied to this email. 
 
Our deadline is at the end of the day on March 4, 2025, however if you need more time to respond, please let 
us know. 
 
The inspection records we reviewed includes a reference to an “exemption given to CNRL for over 4,000 
pipelines that are not compliant in regard to deactivation.” Another similar reference mentions an exemption 
given to the same company that the inspector noted was for wells.  

1. Can you explain the nature of the “exemption” and share all available documentation associated with it? 
2. Can you confirm the number of pipelines and/or wells covered by this exemption? 
3. Can you share more information about how the regulator informed members of the public about the 

exemption? 
4. If no information was shared with the public about this exemption or if limited information was shared, 

are you able to provide an explanation? 
5. Please confirm whether the exemption is for pipelines that are not compliant, as the inspection note 

states, or if it is for wells that are not compliant, or both. 
6. Can you provide an explanation of why the regulator gave CNRL an exemption for what appears to be 

non-compliance with government regulations and legislation? 
7. Are there other exemptions that have been given to additional companies for similar issues? If so, 

please provide details of the companies in question and the nature of the exemption(s), including all 
relevant documentation. 

8. Does this exemption reflect the BCER’s approach to managing compliance? 
9. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its oversight of companies like CNRL is meeting the 

government agency’s mandate? 
10. Is there any other context you would like to provide, to help our readers interpret and understand the 

inspection note?   
 
We are also requesting information regarding an order that was issued to CNRL on Dec. 16, 2024, for a 
surface casing vent flow that started on or before Oct. 26, 2021, at an emissions rate of 110.4 m3/day. 

1. Can you please share copies of all orders, warning letters, tickets and inspection records associated 
with the well in question? 

2. Can you please provide location coordinates and/or explanation of where this well is located? 
3. The order notes that CNRL reported the leak in 2021 — can you confirm when the leak first started? 
4. Can you explain why the order does not require CNRL to repair the leak before March 31, 2026, given 

the length of time the well has been emitting?  
5. Is this emissions leak recorded and reported as part of B.C.’s greenhouse gas emissions? 
6. Our review of inspection records found a high number of wells and pipelines with SCV leaks, most of 

which did not specify the rate of emissions. Does BCER track emissions data from all leaks and, if so, 
can you please provide us with the current totals and/or a spreadsheet or other form of documentation 
tracking the rates and total emissions associated with SCV and other leaks? 

7. Can you share more information about how the regulator informed members of the public about this 
leak? 

8. If no information was shared with the public about this leak or if limited information was shared, are you 
able to provide an explanation? 

9. Is there any other context you would like to provide to help our readers understand why CNRL has 
been allowed to continue operating its other facilities while it is apparently failing to meet government 
regulations around emissions? 

 
Thank you, 
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7. Are there other exemptions that have been given to additional companies for similar issues? If so, 
please provide details of the companies in question and the nature of the exemption(s), including all 
relevant documentation. 

8. Does this exemption reflect the BCER’s approach to managing compliance? 
9. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its oversight of companies like CNRL is meeting the 

government agency’s mandate? 
10. Is there any other context you would like to provide, to help our readers interpret and understand the 

inspection note?   
 

We are also requesting information regarding an order that was issued to CNRL on Dec. 16, 2024, for a 
surface casing vent flow that started on or before Oct. 26, 2021, at an emissions rate of 110.4 m3/day. 
 

1. Can you please share copies of all orders, warning letters, tickets and inspection records associated 
with the well in question? 

2. Can you please provide location coordinates and/or explanation of where this well is located? 
3. The order notes that CNRL reported the leak in 2021 — can you confirm when the leak first started? 
4. Can you explain why the order does not require CNRL to repair the leak before March 31, 2026, given 

the length of time the well has been emitting?  
5. Is this emissions leak recorded and reported as part of B.C.’s greenhouse gas emissions? 
6. Our review of inspection records found a high number of wells and pipelines with SCV leaks, most of 

which did not specify the rate of emissions. Does BCER track emissions data from all leaks and, if so, 
can you please provide us with the current totals and/or a spreadsheet or other form of documentation 
tracking the rates and total emissions associated with SCV and other leaks? 

7. Can you share more information about how the regulator informed members of the public about this 
leak? 

8. If no information was shared with the public about this leak or if limited information was shared, are you 
able to provide an explanation? 

9. Is there any other context you would like to provide to help our readers understand why CNRL has 
been allowed to continue operating its other facilities while it is apparently failing to meet government 
regulations around emissions? 

 

Thank you, 
 

Matt Simmons 
Reporter, The Narwhal 
matt@thenarwhal.ca 
 

Zak Vescera 
Reporter, Investigative Journalism Foundation 
zak.vescera@theijf.org  
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Zak  
639 994 2667 
  
Sincerely, 
  
TB  
  
  
Trevor Befus  
Manager, HSE/Land 
C:
tbefus@catapultenv.com 
  
1620, 700-9th Ave SW 
Calgary, AB. T2P3V4 
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 Issue Note 
 

Dec. 10, 2024 
Release of the BCER’s 2023 Equivalency Report 

 
I. PREPARED FOR: BC Energy Regulator (BCER), FOR INFORMATION 
 
II. ISSUE: Publication of the BCER’s annual Equivalency Report summarizing the administration, 

enforcement and effectiveness of methane reduction regulations in B.C.’s upstream oil and gas sector.  
 

III. MESSAGING: 
• B.C. is on track to meet the 45 per cent methane reduction target (relative to 2014 levels) for its 

upstream oil and gas sector by 2025 under the current regulatory framework, in line with federal 
requirements.  

• Environment and Climate Change Canada states in its 2024 National Inventory Report “BC has 
consistently been shown to have one of the lowest emissions intensities (emissions per unit of 
production) in Canada and internationally.” 

• In 2023, the BCER conducted almost 3,000 inspections at facilities and close to 6,300 inspections at 
wells. All identified deficiencies related to methane emissions were corrected at the time of the report.  

• Leak Detection and Repair (LDAR) requirements, which were introduced in 2020, have been a highly 
effective regulatory mechanism through which BCER has been able to track and better manage the 
timely repair of methane leaks from wells and facilities. Compliance with the requirements has 
significantly improved since the regulations were introduced and remained high in 2023. 

• The BCER has followed up with the select permit holders that have had sub-compliance performance in 
completing LDAR surveys and/or adhering to leak repair rates and timelines. 

• Targeted changes to the regulations to be phased in as of Jan. 1, 2025, are intended to drive additional 
reductions in methane emissions in line with provincial and federal goals.  

• B.C. continues to focus on research and data collection that will drive continuous improvement, by 
furthering our understanding of methane emissions, emission reduction opportunities and regulatory 
effectiveness.  

 
IV. BACKGROUND:  

• The Equivalency Agreement between Canada and British Columbia, effective since March 25, 2020, 
replaced federal regulations concerning methane emissions from the upstream oil and gas sector with a 
made-in-B.C. approach designed to achieve equivalent methane reduction targets.  

• The B.C. approach:  
o Was developed by the BCER, in collaboration with the (then) Ministry of Energy, Mines and Low 

Carbon Innovation and the Climate Action Secretariat of the Ministry of Environment and Climate 
Change Strategy, with input from industry and environmental groups.  

o Was implemented through amendments to B.C.’s Drilling and Production Regulation that came into 
effect on Jan. 1, 2020 and has been refined through subsequent regulatory amendments. 

• Annual reporting on the administration, enforcement, and effectiveness of B.C.’s methane reduction 
regulations is obligated under the Equivalency Agreement with the Government of Canada “regarding 
regulations to reduce methane emissions from the upstream oil and gas sector.”  

• Key findings from the BCER’s 2023 Equivalency Report include: 

• Inspections:  
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o In 2023, BCER staff conducted 2,957 inspections at facilities and 6,281 inspections at wells, 
identifying 821 deficiencies that may have been related to methane emissions. All 
deficiencies had been corrected at the time of the report.   

o Wildfire activity limited access and affected the ability to inspect some sites - this led to a 16 
per cent decrease in inspections over the previous year. 

• Leak Detection and Repair (LDAR) Submission Compliance: 
o Compliance rates of permit holders’ submissions of LDAR surveys in 2023 remained high: 95 

per cent for completion of facility LDAR surveys (1,435 surveys completed) and 94 per cent 
for well LDAR surveys (9,863 surveys completed). The BCER followed up directly with permit 
holders that had missing submissions. 

o Based on the findings of the compliance reviews, the BCER has issued two orders and 
initiated five enforcement investigations, which are currently in progress. 

• Leak Detection and Repair Data:  
o 4,840 leaks were identified at facilities and 3,830 (79 per cent) of the detected leaks were 

reported as repaired at the time of data reporting, the same percentage as last year. The 
median time to repair a leak decreased from last year from 22 to 19 days. Leaks must be 
repaired within 30 days unless they require the facility to be shut down to complete the repair, 
in which case the repair must be completed at the next turnaround. 

o 1,952 leaks were identified at wells, and 1,658 (85 per cent) of the detected leaks were 
reported as repaired at the time of data reporting (down from 91 per cent the previous year). 
This value would be 94 per cent if not mainly for one permit holder whose LDAR submission 
was incomplete. The median timeline to repair a leak increased marginally from six to seven 
days. Well leaks must be repaired within 30 days unless they are tied to facility repairs. 

o The BCER is following up with permit holders to address leak repair rates and timelines. 

• Surface Casing Vent Flow data: 
o There were three wells with surface casing vent flows that exceed the emissions threshold of 

100 m3/d reported in 2023. One well has been repaired. Two wells have been downhole 
abandoned, eliminating the venting, and are in the process of final decommissioning. 

• Venting Compliance Audit: 
o The BCER completed a venting compliance audit focused on emissions requirements for 

pneumatic devices, reciprocating compressor seals and uncontrolled storage tanks.  
o The audit included 20 permit holders and focused on smaller producers. It identified eight 

permit holders with non-compliances.  
o The BCER has addressed the non-compliance with four of the permit holders while there are 

on-going enforcement actions for the four other non-compliant permit holders. 

• Targeted changes to the regulations will be phased in starting Jan. 1, 2025, and are intended to 
drive additional reductions in methane emissions towards the goal of 75 per cent reduction by 
2030 and near elimination by 2035: 
o The focus of the changes is on key areas and sources of emissions, such as compressor 

seals, pneumatic pumps and devices, dehydrators, surface casing vent flows, and leak 
detection and repair requirements.  

o The regulation updates will require automated monitoring systems on equipment with the 
highest rate of leakage, increase the number of LDAR surveys required for large facilities, 
tighten venting limits for certain operations, and impose stricter design and operating 
standards for new and modified facilities. 

• Context Notes:  

o The Equivalency Report is not intended to track or report on overall greenhouse gas emissions 
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from the Upstream Oil and Gas Industry. GHG emissions are reported under the GHG Industrial 
Reporting and Control Act administered by the B.C. Ministry of Energy and Climate Solutions.   

o As of Jan. 31, 2024, there were 23,791 natural gas and oil facilities in B.C. (includes active, 
cancelled, inactive, under construction, etc.), an increase of 124 from one year earlier.  

o As of Jan. 1, 2024, there were 36,836 wells in B.C. (includes active, cancelled, inactive, 
authorized, etc.), an increase of 1,002 from one year earlier. 

 
PREPARED BY: 

Jonathan Woods 
Communications Specialist 
Jonathan.woods@bc-er.ca 
250 419-4357 
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Feb. 21, 2025 

ISSUE NOTE 

 
Pipeline Performance Summary – 2024 Annual Report 

 

I. PREPARED FOR: For Information 
 

II. ISSUE: The BC Energy Regulator (BCER) is releasing its 2024 Pipeline Performance 

Summary Annual Report.  
 

III. MESSAGING: 

• The BC Energy Regulator (BCER) plays an integral role in ensuring the 

province’s more than 54,000 kilometres of pipelines – carrying a variety of 

materials, including natural gas, oil, and water – are safe. 

• We’re releasing our 2024 Pipeline Performance Summary, which provides a 

transparent look at pipeline regulation, annual incident statistics, response 

protocols and mandatory Integrity Management Programs (IMPs) applied by 

operators to facilitate safe operation. 

• To increase transparency, a new Appendix has been added presenting 

descriptions of pipeline incident causes, locations and products spilled. This 

provides insight into what is considered an incident and clarifies their severity 

as some are minor and not all result in a product release. 

• British Columbia’s energy resource industry depends on pipelines for the 

efficient distribution of its energy resource products and recognizes secure 

operation is essential to protecting public safety and the environment. 

• The BCER responds to and assesses all pipeline failure incidents to ensure 

appropriate corrective and preventative actions are in place to avoid 

reoccurrence. 

BACKGROUND:  

• The 2024 report finds: 

o Over 79 per cent of the total active pipeline kilometres regulated by the 

BCER transport natural gas, while approximately 10 per cent carry liquid 
hydrocarbons (such as crude oil). The remainder carry water or other 

gases or liquids. 

o The BCER reported 1,694 pipeline inspections in 2024, an increase from 

the 1,501 pipeline inspections reported in 2023.  

o In 2024, there were 37 incidents on BCER-regulated pipelines, which is 11 

more than in 2023. Of the 37 incidents, 25 involved the release of a 
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product, one higher than the previous year.  

o The leading factor in pipeline incidents in 2024 was metal loss (13 

incidents), the same number and cause as 2023. Metal loss is typically 
either internal or external corrosion resulting in reduced pipeline wall 

thickness.  

o The overall incident frequency in 2024 was 0.68 for every 1,000 kilometres 
of pipeline, an increase from 0.49 in 2023. The rise is primarily attributed to 

an increase in reports of natural force damage (e.g., pipeline exposures); 

however, these incidents did not result in a release of product.  

o Similar to 2023, the pipeline types of ‘liquid hydrocarbon’ and ‘water’ had 

the highest frequency of incidents with release per 1,000 km of pipeline, at 

1.79 and 1.00, respectively. Note these incidents are grouped by the 

permitted pipeline type and not by the materials spilled. 

• In the event of a spill, the BCER ensures thorough clean-up by the company and 

confirms all corrective actions are completed for operations to resume safely. 

Depending on incident severity, a post incident review may be conducted to 

better understand the root cause of the incident and verify proper corrective and 

preventative actions have been implemented to avoid reoccurrence. 

• As pipeline performance, spill preparedness and emergency response capabilities 

improve, the BCER will continue to share its learnings internally, with stakeholders 

and experts throughout industry to successfully meet the demands of a strong 

safety culture.  

• If required, the BCER will issue orders to the permit holder to enforce completion 

of remedial actions or restrict the operation of a pipeline until safe operations can 

resume. 

 

PREPARED BY: 

Lori Denys, Communications Specialist  
Lori.Denys@bc-er.ca 

250-419-4410 
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From: Communications
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2025 5:19 PM
To: Matt Simmons; Kate Schneider
Cc: Communications
Subject: RE: Media request for comment from The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism 

Foundation regarding compliance and enforcement

Hi Matt and Kate, 
 
With apologies again for the delay, please find our responses below: 
 
 

 

1. Is there any context that you would like to share to help our readers understand how to interpret 
these comments and why the relevant inspections were marked as being in compliance? 

BCER Compliance & Enforcement Officers record non-compliances and use a graduated enforcement 
model to address them.  The action taken to address a specific non-compliance is dependant on the 
nature of the non-compliance and case-specific circumstances. 

 

 

2. In your previous role, you were responsible for overseeing LNG Canada and Coastal GasLink. As you 
are no doubt aware, the pipeline project presented a particular challenge for government compliance 
and enforcement and was responsible for numerous infractions of environmental laws and 
regulations. As The Narwhal reported on Oct. 11 2023 in an article titled, ‘Hard to believe it’s real’: 
B.C.’s energy regulator repeatedly gave Coastal GasLink a pass on alleged environmental infractions, 
BC Energy Regulator officials identified more than 80 potential infractions in 40 inspections of 
Coastal GasLink worksites but enforcement officers only flagged five as violations of provincial 
regulations. 

Comments, as part of inspections, are often used as a mechanism to identify issues that are not in non-
compliance to permit conditions, regulations, or the Act, but that Officers still wants to identify to a 
permit holder. This communication approach builds a compliance record that can then be utilized in 
future inspections. 

 

Do you believe the BC Energy Regulator has adequate resources to ensure oil and gas and other energy 
sector operators are meeting provincial regulations and legislation intended to safeguard the 
environment and communities? 

Compliance verification is not only managed by compliance & enforcement but is a multifaceted activity 
that numerous business groups in the BCER has a role in. As such, the BCER is confident it has adequate 
resources in place to ensure compliance of energy activities in B.C., continuing to protect the 
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environment and public safety. Identified compliance activities and their statuses can be found on the 
BCERs website as part of the Annual Compliance Plan Reporting.   

Approximately three-quarters of all employees are union members. They include highly skilled 
professionals and statutory decision-makers with specialized training, professional governance and 
quality assurance requirements. These staff include engineers, hydrologists, hydrogeologists, foresters, 
agrologists, archaeologists, geologists, inspectors and environmental specialists. 

 

 

3. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator officials appear to regularly identify activity that is in 
contravention of provincial laws or regulations but do not mark those contraventions as non-
compliance?  

Please see the answer to 1, above. 

 

 

4. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry 
operators for the province’s regulations and legislation. Do you believe the actions revealed by the 
inspection records accurately reflect how the oil and gas industry conducts its activities? 

The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in 
ensuring the protection of the environment and public safety. 

 

5. According to the BCER Compliance and Enforcement manual, the regulator “employs a graduated 
non-compliance response model where appropriate, ranging from non-compliance notices to more 
formal, statutory enforcement actions.” Our review of the dataset showed a low percentage of 
instances in which official non-compliance notices were issued for apparent or noted non-
compliance.  

Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator officials chose not to issue notices of non-compliance for 
numerous activities that appear to involve non-compliance with regulations, including all of the 
instances highlighted in the quoted reports mentioned above? 

The actions taken by Compliance & Enforcement Officers to address a specific non-compliance is 
dependant on the nature of the non-compliance and case-specific circumstances. 

 

6. The manual also notes: “where alleged non-compliances occur, the Regulator will take appropriate 
actions, as per the processes detailed in this manual.”  

Can you tell us more about how the actions of inspectors were considered to be “appropriate actions”? 
And can you share more details that might explain any patterns that appear to suggest inspectors prefer 
to provide written or oral comments about potential non-compliances rather than issuing a formal notice 
of non-compliance? 

BCER staff consider several factors to select the most appropriate compliance action, including the 
severity of actual or potential impact to the environment and public safety, the factual circumstances of 

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 656 



263

the non-compliance, the compliance history of the permit holder, as well as how to achieve the best 
remedy and reduce the likelihood of repeat non-compliance. 

 

7. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry 
operators for the province’s regulations and legislation aimed to protect the environment, wildlife, 
public safety and communities. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe the actions revealed by the 
inspection records accurately reflect how the oil and gas industry conducts its activities? 

The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in 
ensuring the protection of the environment and public safety. 

 

8. Numerous reports indicated “high LEL” from surface casing vents or in other areas under inspection, 
often referencing a “glove test”. It appears these notes typically indicate leaks with explosive 
potential. Can you explain whether high LEL represents a contravention of the regulator’s emissions 
regulations or other regulations? If not, can you please provide context to help our readers 
understand these comments and the latex glove test procedure? 

Please see the answer to 6, above. 

The glove test is a process Officers use to check for the indication of venting from the surface casing 
vent. This is accomplished by putting a latex glove over the surface casing vent to see if it inflates.  

 

9. There appeared to be a high number of instances in which inspectors found faults with operator 
systems and numerous reports indicated other leaks, including SCV leaks and leaks from equipment 
at valves or hoses. Do these leaks constitute non-compliance with the regulator’s emissions 
regulations or other regulations? 

Please see the answer to 6, above. 
 

10. Numerous reports indicate potential contraventions of regulations, including bullplugs or other 
equipment missing, valves not locked open as per regulations and flowlines not disconnected. Can 
you confirm whether these are examples of non-compliance? 

Please see the answer to 6, above. 
 

11. Our review of the dataset identifies what appears to be a large number of administrative errors, 
including apparent inadequate or outdated systems (i.e. SCADA calibration, ESD, etc.) and wells 
marked as ACTIVE that should be updated to deactivated. Can you confirm whether these 
administrative errors are examples of non-compliance with BCER regulations? 

Please see the answer to 6, above. 
 

12. Previously you told The Narwhal: “The timeline for correction is dependent on risk to public safety 
and the environment, with baseline requirements being 24 hours, 14 days or 30 days.”  
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Numerous inspection records we reviewed noted apparent non-compliance far exceeding those 
requirements, in some cases extending over multiple years. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator 
officials appear to allow operators to continue conducting industrial activity while outstanding issues 
remain unaddressed?  

As noted in Section 2.2 of the Compliance & Enforcement manual, if a permit holder cannot achieve 
compliance within the required correction timeline, they may request an extension. The request must 
include a rationale outlining any complicating factors necessitating the extension. 

 

13. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its compliance and enforcement activity is adequate in 
providing “assurance to British Columbians that oil and gas activities are conducted in compliance 
with the Energy Resource Activities Act (ERAA), the Regulator’s specified enactments and all related 
regulations”? 

The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in 
ensuring the protection of the environment and public safety. 

 

14. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its compliance and enforcement activity is adequately 
upholding provincial regulations and legislation? 

The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in 
ensuring the protection of the environment and public safety. 

 

15. Previously you told The Narwhal the BC Energy Regulator employs “22 compliance & enforcement 
officers and four technical advisors” to conduct field based compliance in the province. According to 
the government directory, the regulator’s compliance and enforcement department currently 
comprises 17 compliance and enforcement officers, two technical advisors and seven supervisors or 
executives. Can you confirm the accurate numbers, including detailing how many employees 
conduct field based compliance?  

The BCER Compliance & Enforcement team currently consists of 27 front line members including 5 
Supervisors Compliance & Enforcement, 17 Compliance & Enforcement Officers, 1 Manager 
Enforcement, 1 Supervisor Technical Advisors, and 3 Technical Advisors. All of these positions have a 
role in conducting field compliance from inspections to investigations. 

At the time of your previous inquiry, one position was an under-implementation role for recruiting. That 
position has since become a full-time permanent position. 

 

16. Given the expected — and already underway — increase in oil and gas and other energy projects in 
the province, does the BC Energy Regulator have any plans to increase the number of officers it 
employs? If so, can you please provide detailed information? 

As per our response directly above, the BCER has recently increased C+E staff capacity to support 
current and future work. Compliance & Enforcement can adjust resources as necessary to ensure 
coverage of energy projects in the province.   
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Of the inspection records we reviewed, dozens included alleged infractions 
noted as “serious” or similarly described by the inspector in terms that denote 
a significant non-compliance, even though the report concluded the site was 
in compliance. In addition, we found numerous instances in which the 
inspector noted the company was out of compliance but they would not be 
marking it as such in the regulator’s systems. 
  

Here is a sample of some of the relevant notes made by inspectors on 
reports that were marked as in compliance: 
  

“Upon looking closer at the fluid, I noticed that there were six (6) dead birds 
floating in the diesel/water mixture. I went and located the operator that I had 
spoke [sic] to earlier in the day about the other sites, and took him over to 
have a look at what I had found. The birds were black (like a small raven or a 
crow), but also had what looked like moss on parts of them, so I think they 
had been in there probably most of the summer, obviously not real recent. 
Operator said he would get the containments cleaned out, but he hasnt 
contacted me to say so. Having the containments cleaned out before the 
things are half full of water, and being aware of the hazards associated with 
dirty containments, should be observed prior to dead wildlife being found.” 
  

“There is orange plastic snow fencing that had been erected years ago and 
has fallen down. This is also true for the area around the well bore. The 
orange plastic snow fencing is not an acceptable measure to keep wildlife out 
of the contaminated areas. There is evidence that wildlife has frequented the 
water filled flare pit. The flare pit and well bore area need to have wildlife 
fencing installed. Upon gently poking a stick in the bottom of the flare pit, a 
strong hydrocarbon odor was detected. Due to system limitations, this 
inspection will show as a PASS, however, there are concerns about the 
contaminated flare pit and the style of fencing to keep wildlife out.” 
  

“Truck at POD at the time of the inspection. Driver could not produce permit 
when asked. Driver could not provide volumes of water being withdraw. 
Quote “best guess” based on visual observation into tank and time taken to 
fill tank. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”   
  

“Intake is contained in a screened basket with several small holes visible and 
one larger hole / tear approximately 2.5 cm by 15 cm. The pump / basket is 
sitting in approximately 7 to 10 cm of water and was actively pumping at the 
time of inspection. Discussed with the operator. … Conditional pass pending 
follow up.” 
  

“This inspection will show as a PASS due to system limitations, however, 
there are concerns associated with the work that has been done.” 
  

“Petronas restored a sump 1 km down the road from this one after a 
deficiency was given. This sump should have been restored at the same 
time. Unfortunately, due to delays this site will see more than 7 years of 
vegetation growth destroyed and a new disturbance will have been initiated.” 
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“There are numerous wildlife tracks attracted to the area which may have 
been an on lease sump. … If there is contamination then big game and any 
livestock are excluded from the immediate area. The same request was 
required in October 2014 but nothing was received. This is a follow up 
inspection for the same concerns identified at that time.” 
  

“Active discharge above upstream dam. Sediment/turbidity noted in sump. 
Traced sedimentation to trench water pump off location (location not 
approved by CGL Environment). This is in non-compliance with section 12 of 
the EPMR.” 
  

“Sedimentation in numerous watercourses. As well, sediment plumes were 
noted in Lake 1F (approximately 586+750) and unnamed lake at 
approximately KP 587+300, caused by road or ROW runoff. This is in non-
compliance with section 12 of the Environmental Protection and Management 
Regulation (EPMR) … This non-compliance with the permit condition 
therefore means that Coastal GasLink is also in non-compliance with section 
21(b)(2) of the Oil and Gas Activities Act (OGAA)” 
  

“Failure noted between cells, sediment leaving site via oil and gas road (RW 
740.1.1) through ditchline. Flowing in ditch, then leaving roadway into 
vegetation. Turbid flow continues through timber/veg to Morice Owen FSR.” 
  

“Ditch block installation method unusual (bentonite bags in disarray, then 
squished/moved by pipe, more bags added on top(excavator took large 
scoop of bentonite bags, then dropped bags on top from height, breaking 
some of the bags during the process)” 
  

“The flarepit at the 7-19-88-17 location has liquids in it that have a 
hydrocarbon odor. There is also a waxy substance on top of the liquids and 
covering the bullrushes.   There is evidence of wildlife accessing the liquids in 
the flarepit. A fence should be installed around the pit to prevent wildlife 
access.  How often is this flarepit used?” 
  

“-there are two c-rings onsite that are fairly stinky. I was able to smell them 
approximately 300 meters away on lease road. Odours should not be offsite. 
Investigate and alleviate the odours.  -No other concerns here at this time.” 
  

“-the above mentioned comments are considered to be deficiencies, but I 
have chose to only put in comments for the time being.” 
  

… 
  

1. Is there any context that you would like to share to help our readers 
understand how to interpret these comments and why the relevant 
inspections were marked as being in compliance? 
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2.            According to the BCER Compliance and Enforcement manual, the 
regulator “employs a graduated non-compliance response model where 
appropriate, ranging from non-compliance notices to more formal, statutory 
enforcement actions.” Our review of the dataset showed a low percentage of 
instances in which official non-compliance notices were issued for apparent 
or noted non-compliance.  
  

Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator officials chose not to issue 
notices of non-compliance for numerous activities that appear to 
involve non-compliance with regulations, including all of the instances 
highlighted in the quoted reports mentioned above? 

  

3.            The manual also notes: “where alleged non-compliances occur, the 
Regulator will take appropriate actions, as per the processes detailed in this 
manual.”  
  

Can you tell us more about how the actions of inspectors were 
considered to be “appropriate actions”? And can you share more 
details that might explain any patterns that appear to suggest 
inspectors prefer to provide written or oral comments about potential 
non-compliances rather than issuing a formal notice of non-
compliance? 

  

4.            Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent 
disregard by industry operators for the province’s regulations and legislation 
aimed to protect the environment, wildlife, public safety and communities. 
Does the BC Energy Regulator believe the actions revealed by the inspection 
records accurately reflect how the oil and gas industry conducts its activities? 
  

5.            Numerous reports indicated “high LEL” from surface casing vents or in 
other areas under inspection, often referencing a “glove test”. It appears 
these notes typically indicate leaks with explosive potential. Can you explain 
whether high LEL represents a contravention of the regulator’s emissions 
regulations or other regulations? If not, can you please provide context to 
help our readers understand these comments and the latex glove test 
procedure? 
  

6.            There appeared to be a high number of instances in which inspectors 
found faults with operator systems and numerous reports indicated other 
leaks, including SCV leaks and leaks from equipment at valves or hoses. Do 
these leaks constitute non-compliance with the regulator’s emissions 
regulations or other regulations? 

   
7.            Numerous reports indicate potential contraventions of regulations, 
including bullplugs or other equipment missing, valves not locked open as 
per regulations and flowlines not disconnected. Can you confirm whether 
these are examples of non-compliance? 
  

8.            Our review of the dataset identifies what appears to be a large number 
of administrative errors, including apparent inadequate or outdated systems 
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(i.e. SCADA calibration, ESD, etc.) and wells marked as ACTIVE that should 
be updated to deactivated. Can you confirm whether these administrative 
errors are examples of non-compliance with BCER regulations? 
  

9.            Previously you told The Narwhal: “The timeline for correction is 
dependent on risk to public safety and the environment, with baseline 
requirements being 24 hours, 14 days or 30 days.”  
  

Numerous inspection records we reviewed noted apparent non-
compliance far exceeding those requirements, in some cases 
extending over multiple years. Can you explain why BC Energy 
Regulator officials appear to allow operators to continue conducting 
industrial activity while outstanding issues remain unaddressed?  

  

10.          Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its compliance and 
enforcement activity is adequate in providing “assurance to British 
Columbians that oil and gas activities are conducted in compliance with the 
Energy Resource Activities Act (ERAA), the Regulator’s specified 
enactments and all related regulations”? 
  

11.          Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its compliance and 
enforcement activity is adequately upholding provincial regulations and 
legislation? 

  
12.          Previously you told The Narwhal the BC Energy Regulator employs 
“22 compliance & enforcement officers and four technical advisors” to 
conduct field based compliance in the province. According to the government 
directory, the regulator’s compliance and enforcement department currently 
comprises 17 compliance and enforcement officers, two technical advisors 
and seven supervisors or executives. Can you confirm the accurate numbers, 
including detailing how many employees conduct field based compliance?  
  

13.          Given the expected — and already underway — increase in oil and 
gas and other energy projects in the province, does the BC Energy Regulator 
have any plans to increase the number of officers it employs? If so, can you 
please provide detailed information? 
  

14.          Is there any further context you can share with respect to the 
regulator’s oversight of the energy sector, in particular oil and gas activities? 
  

Thank you, 
  

Matt Simmons 
Reporter, The Narwhal 
matt@thenarwhal.ca 
  

Kate Schneider 
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DEADLINE: 
Today at 3pm 
 
 
QUESTIONS AND BCER RESPONSES IN BLUE: 
 
We are journalists with The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation working in collaboration on a 
news report about the BC Energy Regulator. 
 

We have reviewed a large dataset of compliance and enforcement activities conducted by BC Energy 
Regulator officials (formerly BC Oil and Gas Commission) previously provided to The Narwhal through freedom 
of information legislation and are reaching out to seek an interview with senior BC Energy Regulator officials 
about the contents of the documents.  
 

Our deadline is Friday, February 14 at 3 p.m. PT, however if you need more time to respond, please let us 
know. 
 

Upon review of more than 30,000 records of inspections made by regulator officials between early 2017 and 
late 2023, we found several hundreds of examples in which the inspector noted apparent environmental 
infractions but did not mark the inspection as an occurrence of non-compliance. We also found many hundreds 
of records that indicate potential infractions of both provincial regulations and environmental laws, including 
potential emissions violations, spills and other alleged non-compliances. Similarly, we found hundreds of what 
appeared to be administrative errors — such as producing wells being marked as deactivated or vice versa — 
that were not marked as non-compliance in the regulator’s systems.  
 

Of the inspection records we reviewed, dozens included alleged infractions noted as “serious” or similarly 
described by the inspector in terms that denote a significant non-compliance, even though the report 
concluded the site was in compliance. In addition, we found numerous instances in which the inspector noted 
the company was out of compliance but they would not be marking it as such in the regulator’s systems. 
 

Here is a sample of some of the relevant notes made by inspectors on reports that were marked as in 
compliance: 
 

“Upon looking closer at the fluid, I noticed that there were six (6) dead birds floating in the diesel/water mixture. 
I went and located the operator that I had spoke [sic] to earlier in the day about the other sites, and took him 
over to have a look at what I had found. The birds were black (like a small raven or a crow), but also had what 
looked like moss on parts of them, so I think they had been in there probably most of the summer, obviously 
not real recent. Operator said he would get the containments cleaned out, but he hasnt contacted me to say 
so. Having the containments cleaned out before the things are half full of water, and being aware of the 
hazards associated with dirty containments, should be observed prior to dead wildlife being found.” 
 

“There is orange plastic snow fencing that had been erected years ago and has fallen down. This is also true 
for the area around the well bore. The orange plastic snow fencing is not an acceptable measure to keep 
wildlife out of the contaminated areas. There is evidence that wildlife has frequented the water filled flare pit. 
The flare pit and well bore area need to have wildlife fencing installed. Upon gently poking a stick in the bottom 
of the flare pit, a strong hydrocarbon odor was detected. Due to system limitations, this inspection will show as 
a PASS, however, there are concerns about the contaminated flare pit and the style of fencing to keep wildlife 
out.” 
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“Truck at POD at the time of the inspection. Driver could not produce permit when asked. Driver could not 
provide volumes of water being withdraw. Quote “best guess” based on visual observation into tank and time 
taken to fill tank. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”   
 

“Intake is contained in a screened basket with several small holes visible and one larger hole / tear 
approximately 2.5 cm by 15 cm. The pump / basket is sitting in approximately 7 to 10 cm of water and was 
actively pumping at the time of inspection. Discussed with the operator. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”
 

“This inspection will show as a PASS due to system limitations, however, there are concerns associated with 
the work that has been done.” 
 

“Petronas restored a sump 1 km down the road from this one after a deficiency was given. This sump should 
have been restored at the same time. Unfortunately, due to delays this site will see more than 7 years of 
vegetation growth destroyed and a new disturbance will have been initiated.” 
 

“There are numerous wildlife tracks attracted to the area which may have been an on lease sump. … If there is 
contamination then big game and any livestock are excluded from the immediate area. The same request was 
required in October 2014 but nothing was received. This is a follow up inspection for the same concerns 
identified at that time.” 
 

“Active discharge above upstream dam. Sediment/turbidity noted in sump. Traced sedimentation to trench 
water pump off location (location not approved by CGL Environment). This is in non-compliance with section 
12 of the EPMR.” 
 

“Sedimentation in numerous watercourses. As well, sediment plumes were noted in Lake 1F (approximately 
586+750) and unnamed lake at approximately KP 587+300, caused by road or ROW runoff. This is in non-
compliance with section 12 of the Environmental Protection and Management Regulation (EPMR) … This non-
compliance with the permit condition therefore means that Coastal GasLink is also in non-compliance with 
section 21(b)(2) of the Oil and Gas Activities Act (OGAA)” 
 

“Failure noted between cells, sediment leaving site via oil and gas road (RW 740.1.1) through ditchline. 
Flowing in ditch, then leaving roadway into vegetation. Turbid flow continues through timber/veg to Morice 
Owen FSR.” 
 

“Ditch block installation method unusual (bentonite bags in disarray, then squished/moved by pipe, more bags 
added on top(excavator took large scoop of bentonite bags, then dropped bags on top from height, breaking 
some of the bags during the process)” 
 

“The flarepit at the 7-19-88-17 location has liquids in it that have a hydrocarbon odor. There is also a waxy 
substance on top of the liquids and covering the bullrushes.   There is evidence of wildlife accessing the liquids 
in the flarepit. A fence should be installed around the pit to prevent wildlife access.  How often is this flarepit 
used?” 
 

“-there are two c-rings onsite that are fairly stinky. I was able to smell them approximately 300 meters away on 
lease road. Odours should not be offsite. Investigate and alleviate the odours.  -No other concerns here at this 
time.” 
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“-the above mentioned comments are considered to be deficiencies, but I have chose to only put in comments 
for the time being.” 
 
 

 

 

1. Is there any context that you would like to share to help our readers understand how to interpret these 
comments and why the relevant inspections were marked as being in compliance? 

BCER Compliance & Enforcement OƯicers record non-compliances and use a graduated enforcement model to 
address them.  The action taken to address a specific non-compliance is dependant on the nature of the non-
compliance and case-specific circumstances. 

 

 

2. In your previous role, you were responsible for overseeing LNG Canada and Coastal GasLink. As you are no 
doubt aware, the pipeline project presented a particular challenge for government compliance and 
enforcement and was responsible for numerous infractions of environmental laws and regulations. As The 
Narwhal reported on Oct. 11 2023 in an article titled, ‘Hard to believe it’s real’: B.C.’s energy regulator 
repeatedly gave Coastal GasLink a pass on alleged environmental infractions, BC Energy Regulator oƯicials 
identified more than 80 potential infractions in 40 inspections of Coastal GasLink worksites but enforcement 
oƯicers only flagged five as violations of provincial regulations. 

Comments, as part of inspections, are often used as a mechanism to identify issues that are not in non-
compliance to permit conditions, regulations, or the Act, but that OƯicers still wants to identify to a permit holder. 
This communication approach builds a compliance record that can then be utilized in future inspections. 

 

Do you believe the BC Energy Regulator has adequate resources to ensure oil and gas and other energy sector 
operators are meeting provincial regulations and legislation intended to safeguard the environment and 
communities? 

Compliance verification is not only managed by compliance & enforcement but is a multifaceted activity that 
numerous business groups in the BCER has a role in. As such, the BCER is confident it has adequate resources in 
place to ensure compliance of energy activities in B.C., continuing to protect the environment and public safety. 
Identified compliance activities and their statuses can be found on the BCERs website as part of the Annual 
Compliance Plan Reporting.   

Approximately three-quarters of all employees are union members. They include highly skilled professionals and 
statutory decision-makers with specialized training, professional governance and quality assurance requirements. 
These staƯ include engineers, hydrologists, hydrogeologists, foresters, agrologists, archaeologists, geologists, 
inspectors and environmental specialists. 

 

 

3. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator oƯicials appear to regularly identify activity that is in contravention 
of provincial laws or regulations but do not mark those contraventions as non-compliance?  

Please see the answer to 1, above. 
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4. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry operators for the 
province’s regulations and legislation. Do you believe the actions revealed by the inspection records 
accurately reflect how the oil and gas industry conducts its activities? 

The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in ensuring the 
protection of the environment and public safety. 

 

5. According to the BCER Compliance and Enforcement manual, the regulator “employs a graduated non-
compliance response model where appropriate, ranging from non-compliance notices to more formal, 
statutory enforcement actions.” Our review of the dataset showed a low percentage of instances in which 
oƯicial non-compliance notices were issued for apparent or noted non-compliance.  

Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator oƯicials chose not to issue notices of non-compliance for numerous 
activities that appear to involve non-compliance with regulations, including all of the instances highlighted in the 
quoted reports mentioned above? 

The actions taken by Compliance & Enforcement OƯicers to address a specific non-compliance is dependant on 
the nature of the non-compliance and case-specific circumstances. 

 

6. The manual also notes: “where alleged non-compliances occur, the Regulator will take appropriate actions, as 
per the processes detailed in this manual.”  

Can you tell us more about how the actions of inspectors were considered to be “appropriate actions”? And can 
you share more details that might explain any patterns that appear to suggest inspectors prefer to provide written 
or oral comments about potential non-compliances rather than issuing a formal notice of non-compliance? 

BCER staƯ consider several factors to select the most appropriate compliance action, including the severity of 
actual or potential impact to the environment and public safety, the factual circumstances of the non-
compliance, the compliance history of the permit holder, as well as how to achieve the best remedy and reduce 
the likelihood of repeat non-compliance. 

 

7. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry operators for the 
province’s regulations and legislation aimed to protect the environment, wildlife, public safety and 
communities. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe the actions revealed by the inspection records accurately 
reflect how the oil and gas industry conducts its activities? 

The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in ensuring the 
protection of the environment and public safety. 

 

8. Numerous reports indicated “high LEL” from surface casing vents or in other areas under inspection, often 
referencing a “glove test”. It appears these notes typically indicate leaks with explosive potential. Can you 
explain whether high LEL represents a contravention of the regulator’s emissions regulations or other 
regulations? If not, can you please provide context to help our readers understand these comments and the 
latex glove test procedure? 

Please see the answer to 6, above. 

The glove test is a process OƯicers use to check for the indication of venting from the surface casing vent. This is 
accomplished by putting a latex glove over the surface casing vent to see if it inflates.  
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9. There appeared to be a high number of instances in which inspectors found faults with operator systems and 
numerous reports indicated other leaks, including SCV leaks and leaks from equipment at valves or hoses. Do 
these leaks constitute non-compliance with the regulator’s emissions regulations or other regulations? 

Please see the answer to 6, above. 
 

10. Numerous reports indicate potential contraventions of regulations, including bullplugs or other equipment 
missing, valves not locked open as per regulations and flowlines not disconnected. Can you confirm whether 
these are examples of non-compliance? 

Please see the answer to 6, above. 
 

11. Our review of the dataset identifies what appears to be a large number of administrative errors, including 
apparent inadequate or outdated systems (i.e. SCADA calibration, ESD, etc.) and wells marked as ACTIVE that 
should be updated to deactivated. Can you confirm whether these administrative errors are examples of non-
compliance with BCER regulations? 

Please see the answer to 6, above. 
 

12. Previously you told The Narwhal: “The timeline for correction is dependent on risk to public safety and the 
environment, with baseline requirements being 24 hours, 14 days or 30 days.”  

Numerous inspection records we reviewed noted apparent non-compliance far exceeding those requirements, in 
some cases extending over multiple years. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator oƯicials appear to allow 
operators to continue conducting industrial activity while outstanding issues remain unaddressed?  

As noted in Section 2.2 of the Compliance & Enforcement manual, if a permit holder cannot achieve compliance 
within the required correction timeline, they may request an extension. The request must include a rationale 
outlining any complicating factors necessitating the extension. 

 

13. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its compliance and enforcement activity is adequate in providing 
“assurance to British Columbians that oil and gas activities are conducted in compliance with the Energy 
Resource Activities Act (ERAA), the Regulator’s specified enactments and all related regulations”? 

The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in ensuring the 
protection of the environment and public safety. 

 

14. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its compliance and enforcement activity is adequately upholding 
provincial regulations and legislation? 

The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in ensuring the 
protection of the environment and public safety. 

 

15. Previously you told The Narwhal the BC Energy Regulator employs “22 compliance & enforcement oƯicers and 
four technical advisors” to conduct field based compliance in the province. According to the government 
directory, the regulator’s compliance and enforcement department currently comprises 17 compliance and 
enforcement oƯicers, two technical advisors and seven supervisors or executives. Can you confirm the 
accurate numbers, including detailing how many employees conduct field based compliance?  
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DEADLINE: 
Today at 3pm 
 
 
QUESTIONS AND PROPOSED BCER RESPONSES IN BLUE: 
 
We are journalists with The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation working in collaboration on a 
news report about the BC Energy Regulator. 
 

We have reviewed a large dataset of compliance and enforcement activities conducted by BC Energy 
Regulator officials (formerly BC Oil and Gas Commission) previously provided to The Narwhal through freedom 
of information legislation and are reaching out to seek an interview with senior BC Energy Regulator officials 
about the contents of the documents.  
 

Our deadline is Friday, February 14 at 3 p.m. PT, however if you need more time to respond, please let us 
know. 
 

Upon review of more than 30,000 records of inspections made by regulator officials between early 2017 and 
late 2023, we found several hundreds of examples in which the inspector noted apparent environmental 
infractions but did not mark the inspection as an occurrence of non-compliance. We also found many hundreds 
of records that indicate potential infractions of both provincial regulations and environmental laws, including 
potential emissions violations, spills and other alleged non-compliances. Similarly, we found hundreds of what 
appeared to be administrative errors — such as producing wells being marked as deactivated or vice versa — 
that were not marked as non-compliance in the regulator’s systems.  
 

Of the inspection records we reviewed, dozens included alleged infractions noted as “serious” or similarly 
described by the inspector in terms that denote a significant non-compliance, even though the report 
concluded the site was in compliance. In addition, we found numerous instances in which the inspector noted 
the company was out of compliance but they would not be marking it as such in the regulator’s systems. 
 

Here is a sample of some of the relevant notes made by inspectors on reports that were marked as in 
compliance: 
 

“Upon looking closer at the fluid, I noticed that there were six (6) dead birds floating in the diesel/water mixture. 
I went and located the operator that I had spoke [sic] to earlier in the day about the other sites, and took him 
over to have a look at what I had found. The birds were black (like a small raven or a crow), but also had what 
looked like moss on parts of them, so I think they had been in there probably most of the summer, obviously 
not real recent. Operator said he would get the containments cleaned out, but he hasnt contacted me to say 
so. Having the containments cleaned out before the things are half full of water, and being aware of the 
hazards associated with dirty containments, should be observed prior to dead wildlife being found.” 
 

“There is orange plastic snow fencing that had been erected years ago and has fallen down. This is also true 
for the area around the well bore. The orange plastic snow fencing is not an acceptable measure to keep 
wildlife out of the contaminated areas. There is evidence that wildlife has frequented the water filled flare pit. 
The flare pit and well bore area need to have wildlife fencing installed. Upon gently poking a stick in the bottom 
of the flare pit, a strong hydrocarbon odor was detected. Due to system limitations, this inspection will show as 
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a PASS, however, there are concerns about the contaminated flare pit and the style of fencing to keep wildlife 
out.” 
 

“Truck at POD at the time of the inspection. Driver could not produce permit when asked. Driver could not 
provide volumes of water being withdraw. Quote “best guess” based on visual observation into tank and time 
taken to fill tank. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”   
 

“Intake is contained in a screened basket with several small holes visible and one larger hole / tear 
approximately 2.5 cm by 15 cm. The pump / basket is sitting in approximately 7 to 10 cm of water and was 
actively pumping at the time of inspection. Discussed with the operator. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”
 

“This inspection will show as a PASS due to system limitations, however, there are concerns associated with 
the work that has been done.” 
 

“Petronas restored a sump 1 km down the road from this one after a deficiency was given. This sump should 
have been restored at the same time. Unfortunately, due to delays this site will see more than 7 years of 
vegetation growth destroyed and a new disturbance will have been initiated.” 
 

“There are numerous wildlife tracks attracted to the area which may have been an on lease sump. … If there is 
contamination then big game and any livestock are excluded from the immediate area. The same request was 
required in October 2014 but nothing was received. This is a follow up inspection for the same concerns 
identified at that time.” 
 

“Active discharge above upstream dam. Sediment/turbidity noted in sump. Traced sedimentation to trench 
water pump off location (location not approved by CGL Environment). This is in non-compliance with section 
12 of the EPMR.” 
 

“Sedimentation in numerous watercourses. As well, sediment plumes were noted in Lake 1F (approximately 
586+750) and unnamed lake at approximately KP 587+300, caused by road or ROW runoff. This is in non-
compliance with section 12 of the Environmental Protection and Management Regulation (EPMR) … This non-
compliance with the permit condition therefore means that Coastal GasLink is also in non-compliance with 
section 21(b)(2) of the Oil and Gas Activities Act (OGAA)” 
 

“Failure noted between cells, sediment leaving site via oil and gas road (RW 740.1.1) through ditchline. 
Flowing in ditch, then leaving roadway into vegetation. Turbid flow continues through timber/veg to Morice 
Owen FSR.” 
 

“Ditch block installation method unusual (bentonite bags in disarray, then squished/moved by pipe, more bags 
added on top(excavator took large scoop of bentonite bags, then dropped bags on top from height, breaking 
some of the bags during the process)” 
 

“The flarepit at the 7-19-88-17 location has liquids in it that have a hydrocarbon odor. There is also a waxy 
substance on top of the liquids and covering the bullrushes.   There is evidence of wildlife accessing the liquids 
in the flarepit. A fence should be installed around the pit to prevent wildlife access.  How often is this flarepit 
used?” 
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“-there are two c-rings onsite that are fairly stinky. I was able to smell them approximately 300 meters away on 
lease road. Odours should not be offsite. Investigate and alleviate the odours.  -No other concerns here at this 
time.” 
 

“-the above mentioned comments are considered to be deficiencies, but I have chose to only put in comments 
for the time being.” 
 
 

 

 

1. Is there any context that you would like to share to help our readers understand how to interpret 
these comments and why the relevant inspections were marked as being in compliance? 

[already approved]  

BCER Compliance & Enforcement Officers record non-compliances and use a graduated enforcement 
model to address them.  The action taken to address a specific non-compliance is dependant on the 
nature of the non-compliance and case-specific circumstances. 

 

 

2. In your previous role, you were responsible for overseeing LNG Canada and Coastal GasLink. As you 
are no doubt aware, the pipeline project presented a particular challenge for government compliance 
and enforcement and was responsible for numerous infractions of environmental laws and 
regulations. As The Narwhal reported on Oct. 11 2023 in an article titled, ‘Hard to believe it’s real’: 
B.C.’s energy regulator repeatedly gave Coastal GasLink a pass on alleged environmental infractions, 
BC Energy Regulator officials identified more than 80 potential infractions in 40 inspections of 
Coastal GasLink worksites but enforcement officers only flagged five as violations of provincial 
regulations. 

[already approved]  

Comments, as part of inspections, are often used as a mechanism to identify issues that are not in non-
compliance to permit conditions, regulations, or the Act, but that Officers still wants to identify to a 
permit holder. This communication approach builds a compliance record that can then be utilized in 
future inspections. 

 

Do you believe the BC Energy Regulator has adequate resources to ensure oil and gas and other energy 
sector operators are meeting provincial regulations and legislation intended to safeguard the 
environment and communities? 

[already approved] 

Compliance verification is not only managed by compliance & enforcement but is a multifaceted activity 
that numerous business groups in the BCER has a role in. As such, the BCER is confident it has adequate 
resources in place to ensure compliance of energy activities in B.C., continuing to protect the 
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environment and public safety. Identified compliance activities and their statuses can be found on the 
BCERs website as part of the Annual Compliance Plan Reporting.   

Approximately three-quarters of all employees are union members. They include highly skilled 
professionals and statutory decision-makers with specialized training, professional governance and 
quality assurance requirements. These staff include engineers, hydrologists, hydrogeologists, foresters, 
agrologists, archaeologists, geologists, inspectors and environmental specialists. 

 

 

3. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator officials appear to regularly identify activity that is in 
contravention of provincial laws or regulations but do not mark those contraventions as non-
compliance?  

[already approved] 

Please see the answer to 1, above. 

 

 

4. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry 
operators for the province’s regulations and legislation. Do you believe the actions revealed by the 
inspection records accurately reflect how the oil and gas industry conducts its activities? 

[already approved] 

The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in 
ensuring the protection of the environment and public safety. 

 

5. According to the BCER Compliance and Enforcement manual, the regulator “employs a graduated 
non-compliance response model where appropriate, ranging from non-compliance notices to more 
formal, statutory enforcement actions.” Our review of the dataset showed a low percentage of 
instances in which official non-compliance notices were issued for apparent or noted non-
compliance.  

Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator officials chose not to issue notices of non-compliance for 
numerous activities that appear to involve non-compliance with regulations, including all of the 
instances highlighted in the quoted reports mentioned above? 

 

The actions taken by Compliance & Enforcement Officers to address a specific non-compliance is 
dependant on the nature of the non-compliance and case-specific circumstances. 

 

6. The manual also notes: “where alleged non-compliances occur, the Regulator will take appropriate 
actions, as per the processes detailed in this manual.”  

Can you tell us more about how the actions of inspectors were considered to be “appropriate actions”? 
And can you share more details that might explain any patterns that appear to suggest inspectors prefer 

Request BCER2025-003-009 - Page 689 



365

to provide written or oral comments about potential non-compliances rather than issuing a formal notice 
of non-compliance? 

 

BCER staff consider several factors to select the most appropriate compliance action, including the 
severity of actual or potential impact to the environment and public safety, the factual circumstances of 
the non-compliance, the compliance history of the permit holder, as well as how to achieve the best 
remedy and reduce the likelihood of repeat non-compliance. 

 

7. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry 
operators for the province’s regulations and legislation aimed to protect the environment, wildlife, 
public safety and communities. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe the actions revealed by the 
inspection records accurately reflect how the oil and gas industry conducts its activities? 

The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in 
ensuring the protection of the environment and public safety. 

 

8. Numerous reports indicated “high LEL” from surface casing vents or in other areas under inspection, 
often referencing a “glove test”. It appears these notes typically indicate leaks with explosive 
potential. Can you explain whether high LEL represents a contravention of the regulator’s emissions 
regulations or other regulations? If not, can you please provide context to help our readers 
understand these comments and the latex glove test procedure? 

 

Please see the answer to 6, above. 

The glove test is a process Officers use to check for the indication of venting from the surface casing 
vent. This is accomplished by putting a latex glove over the surface casing vent to see if it inflates.  

 

9. There appeared to be a high number of instances in which inspectors found faults with operator 
systems and numerous reports indicated other leaks, including SCV leaks and leaks from equipment 
at valves or hoses. Do these leaks constitute non-compliance with the regulator’s emissions 
regulations or other regulations? 

Please see the answer to 6, above. 
 

10. Numerous reports indicate potential contraventions of regulations, including bullplugs or other 
equipment missing, valves not locked open as per regulations and flowlines not disconnected. Can 
you confirm whether these are examples of non-compliance? 

Please see the answer to 6, above. 
 

11. Our review of the dataset identifies what appears to be a large number of administrative errors, 
including apparent inadequate or outdated systems (i.e. SCADA calibration, ESD, etc.) and wells 
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marked as ACTIVE that should be updated to deactivated. Can you confirm whether these 
administrative errors are examples of non-compliance with BCER regulations? 

Please see the answer to 6, above. 
 

12. Previously you told The Narwhal: “The timeline for correction is dependent on risk to public safety 
and the environment, with baseline requirements being 24 hours, 14 days or 30 days.”  

Numerous inspection records we reviewed noted apparent non-compliance far exceeding those 
requirements, in some cases extending over multiple years. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator 
officials appear to allow operators to continue conducting industrial activity while outstanding issues 
remain unaddressed?  

As noted in Section 2.2 of the Compliance & Enforcement manual, if a permit holder cannot achieve 
compliance within the required correction timeline, they may request an extension. The request must 
include a rationale outlining any complicating factors necessitating the extension. 

 

13. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its compliance and enforcement activity is adequate in 
providing “assurance to British Columbians that oil and gas activities are conducted in compliance 
with the Energy Resource Activities Act (ERAA), the Regulator’s specified enactments and all related 
regulations”? 

The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in 
ensuring the protection of the environment and public safety. 

 

14. Does the BC Energy Regulator believe its compliance and enforcement activity is adequately 
upholding provincial regulations and legislation? 

The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in 
ensuring the protection of the environment and public safety. 

 

15. Previously you told The Narwhal the BC Energy Regulator employs “22 compliance & enforcement 
officers and four technical advisors” to conduct field based compliance in the province. According to 
the government directory, the regulator’s compliance and enforcement department currently 
comprises 17 compliance and enforcement officers, two technical advisors and seven supervisors or 
executives. Can you confirm the accurate numbers, including detailing how many employees 
conduct field based compliance?  

 

16. Given the expected — and already underway — increase in oil and gas and other energy projects in 
the province, does the BC Energy Regulator have any plans to increase the number of officers it 
employs? If so, can you please provide detailed information? 
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Kind regards, 
 
Kate 
 
On Fri, Feb 14, 2025 at 5:44 PM Kate Schneider <kate.schneider@theijf.org> wrote: 

Good morning Michelle, 
 
Just wanted to follow up on this media request and to send a gentle reminder of our deadline later 
today at 3 pm PT. Please let us know as soon as possible if meeting this deadline will not be feasible 
and, if so, by what day and time you will be able to send us responses. Many thanks! 
 
Best wishes, 
 
Kate 
 
On Tue, Feb 11, 2025 at 4:45 PM Matt Simmons <matt@thenarwhal.ca> wrote: 
Good morning, Michelle, 
 
We are journalists with The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation working in collaboration on a 
news report about the BC Energy Regulator. 
 
We have reviewed a large dataset of compliance and enforcement activities conducted by BC Energy 
Regulator officials (formerly BC Oil and Gas Commission) previously provided to The Narwhal through 
freedom of information legislation and are reaching out to seek an interview about the contents of the 
documents and the nature of the regulator’s compliance and enforcement.  
 
Our deadline is Friday, February 14 at 3 p.m. PT, however if you need more time to respond, please let us 
know. 
 
Upon review of more than 30,000 records of inspections made by regulator officials between early 2017 and 
late 2023, we found several hundreds of examples in which the inspector noted apparent environmental 
infractions but did not mark the inspection as an occurrence of non-compliance. We also found many 
hundreds of records that indicate potential infractions of both provincial regulations and environmental laws, 
including potential emissions violations, spills and other alleged non-compliances. Similarly, we found 
hundreds of what appeared to be administrative errors — such as producing wells being marked as 
deactivated or vice versa — that were not marked as non-compliance in the regulator’s systems.  
 
Of the alleged infractions we reviewed, dozens were noted as “serious” or similarly described by the 
inspector in terms that denote a significant non-compliance. In addition, we found numerous instances in 
which the inspector noted the company was out of compliance but they would not be marking it as such in 
the regulator’s systems. 
 
Here is a sample of some of the relevant notes made by inspectors on reports that were marked as in 
compliance: 
 
“Upon looking closer at the fluid, I noticed that there were six (6) dead birds floating in the diesel/water 
mixture. I went and located the operator that I had spoke [sic] to earlier in the day about the other sites, and 
took him over to have a look at what I had found. The birds were black (like a small raven or a crow), but also 
had what looked like moss on parts of them, so I think they had been in there probably most of the summer, 
obviously not real recent. Operator said he would get the containments cleaned out, but he hasnt contacted 
me to say so. Having the containments cleaned out before the things are half full of water, and being aware 
of the hazards associated with dirty containments, should be observed prior to dead wildlife being found.” 
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“There is orange plastic snow fencing that had been erected years ago and has fallen down. This is also true 
for the area around the well bore. The orange plastic snow fencing is not an acceptable measure to keep 
wildlife out of the contaminated areas. There is evidence that wildlife has frequented the water filled flare pit. 
The flare pit and well bore area need to have wildlife fencing installed. Upon gently poking a stick in the 
bottom of the flare pit, a strong hydrocarbon odor was detected. Due to system limitations, this inspection will 
show as a PASS, however, there are concerns about the contaminated flare pit and the style of fencing to 
keep wildlife out.” 
 
“Truck at POD at the time of the inspection. Driver could not produce permit when asked. Driver could not 
provide volumes of water being withdraw. Quote “best guess” based on visual observation into tank and time 
taken to fill tank. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”   
 
“Intake is contained in a screened basket with several small holes visible and one larger hole / tear 
approximately 2.5 cm by 15 cm. The pump / basket is sitting in approximately 7 to 10 cm of water and was 
actively pumping at the time of inspection. Discussed with the operator. … Conditional pass pending follow 
up.” 
 
“This inspection will show as a PASS due to system limitations, however, there are concerns associated with 
the work that has been done.” 
 
“Petronas restored a sump 1 km down the road from this one after a deficiency was given. This sump should 
have been restored at the same time. Unfortunately, due to delays this site will see more than 7 years of 
vegetation growth destroyed and a new disturbance will have been initiated.” 
 
“There are numerous wildlife tracks attracted to the area which may have been an on lease sump. … If there 
is contamination then big game and any livestock are excluded from the immediate area. The same request 
was required in October 2014 but nothing was received. This is a follow up inspection for the same concerns 
identified at that time.” 
 
“Active discharge above upstream dam. Sediment/turbidity noted in sump. Traced sedimentation to trench 
water pump off location (location not approved by CGL Environment). This is in non-compliance with section 
12 of the EPMR.” 
 
“Sedimentation in numerous watercourses. As well, sediment plumes were noted in Lake 1F (approximately 
586+750) and unnamed lake at approximately KP 587+300, caused by road or ROW runoff. This is in non-
compliance with section 12 of the Environmental Protection and Management Regulation (EPMR) … This 
non-compliance with the permit condition therefore means that Coastal GasLink is also in non-compliance 
with section 21(b)(2) of the Oil and Gas Activities Act (OGAA)” 
 
“Failure noted between cells, sediment leaving site via oil and gas road (RW 740.1.1) through ditchline. 
Flowing in ditch, then leaving roadway into vegetation. Turbid flow continues through timber/veg to Morice 
Owen FSR.” 
 
“Ditch block installation method unusual (bentonite bags in disarray, then squished/moved by pipe, more 
bags added on top(excavator took large scoop of bentonite bags, then dropped bags on top from height, 
breaking some of the bags during the process)” 
 
“The flarepit at the 7-19-88-17 location has liquids in it that have a hydrocarbon odor. There is also a waxy 
substance on top of the liquids and covering the bullrushes.   There is evidence of wildlife accessing the 
liquids in the flarepit. A fence should be installed around the pit to prevent wildlife access.  How often is this 
flarepit used?” 
 
“-there are two c-rings onsite that are fairly stinky. I was able to smell them approximately 300 meters away 
on lease road. Odours should not be offsite. Investigate and alleviate the odours.  -No other concerns here at 
this time.” 
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“-the above mentioned comments are considered to be deficiencies, but I have chose to only put in 
comments for the time being.” 
 

… 
 

1. Is there any context that you would like to share to help our readers understand how to interpret 
these comments and why the relevant inspections were marked as being in compliance? 

 
2. In your previous role, you were responsible for overseeing LNG Canada and Coastal GasLink. As 

you are no doubt aware, the pipeline project presented a particular challenge for government 
compliance and enforcement and was responsible for numerous infractions of environmental laws 
and regulations. As The Narwhal reported on Oct. 11 2023 in an article titled, ‘Hard to believe it’s 
real’: B.C.’s energy regulator repeatedly gave Coastal GasLink a pass on alleged environmental 
infractions, BC Energy Regulator officials identified more than 80 potential infractions in 40 
inspections of Coastal GasLink worksites but enforcement officers only flagged five as violations of 
provincial regulations. 

 
Do you believe the BC Energy Regulator has adequate resources to ensure oil and gas and other 
energy sector operators are meeting provincial regulations and legislation intended to safeguard the 
environment and communities? 

 
3. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator officials appear to regularly identify activity that is in 

contravention of provincial laws or regulations but do not mark those contraventions as non-
compliance?  

 
4. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry 

operators for the province’s regulations and legislation.  
 

Do you believe the actions revealed by the inspection records accurately reflect how the oil and gas 
industry conducts its activities? 

 
5. Is there any other context you would like to provide to help our readers understand and interpret this 

information? 
 
Thank you, 
 
Matt Simmons 
Reporter, The Narwhal 
matt@thenarwhal.ca 
 
Kate Schneider 
Reporter, Investigative Journalism Foundation 
kate.schneider@theijf.org 
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Best wishes, 
 
Kate 
 
On Tue, Feb 11, 2025 at 4:45 PM Matt Simmons <matt@thenarwhal.ca> wrote: 
Good morning, Michelle, 
 
We are journalists with The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation working in collaboration on a 
news report about the BC Energy Regulator. 
 
We have reviewed a large dataset of compliance and enforcement activities conducted by BC Energy 
Regulator officials (formerly BC Oil and Gas Commission) previously provided to The Narwhal through 
freedom of information legislation and are reaching out to seek an interview about the contents of the 
documents and the nature of the regulator’s compliance and enforcement.  
 
Our deadline is Friday, February 14 at 3 p.m. PT, however if you need more time to respond, please let us 
know. 
 
Upon review of more than 30,000 records of inspections made by regulator officials between early 2017 and 
late 2023, we found several hundreds of examples in which the inspector noted apparent environmental 
infractions but did not mark the inspection as an occurrence of non-compliance. We also found many 
hundreds of records that indicate potential infractions of both provincial regulations and environmental laws, 
including potential emissions violations, spills and other alleged non-compliances. Similarly, we found 
hundreds of what appeared to be administrative errors — such as producing wells being marked as 
deactivated or vice versa — that were not marked as non-compliance in the regulator’s systems.  
 
Of the alleged infractions we reviewed, dozens were noted as “serious” or similarly described by the inspector 
in terms that denote a significant non-compliance. In addition, we found numerous instances in which the 
inspector noted the company was out of compliance but they would not be marking it as such in the 
regulator’s systems. 
 
Here is a sample of some of the relevant notes made by inspectors on reports that were marked as in 
compliance: 
 
“Upon looking closer at the fluid, I noticed that there were six (6) dead birds floating in the diesel/water 
mixture. I went and located the operator that I had spoke [sic] to earlier in the day about the other sites, and 
took him over to have a look at what I had found. The birds were black (like a small raven or a crow), but also 
had what looked like moss on parts of them, so I think they had been in there probably most of the summer, 
obviously not real recent. Operator said he would get the containments cleaned out, but he hasnt contacted 
me to say so. Having the containments cleaned out before the things are half full of water, and being aware of 
the hazards associated with dirty containments, should be observed prior to dead wildlife being found.” 
 
“There is orange plastic snow fencing that had been erected years ago and has fallen down. This is also true 
for the area around the well bore. The orange plastic snow fencing is not an acceptable measure to keep 
wildlife out of the contaminated areas. There is evidence that wildlife has frequented the water filled flare pit. 
The flare pit and well bore area need to have wildlife fencing installed. Upon gently poking a stick in the 
bottom of the flare pit, a strong hydrocarbon odor was detected. Due to system limitations, this inspection will 
show as a PASS, however, there are concerns about the contaminated flare pit and the style of fencing to 
keep wildlife out.” 
 
“Truck at POD at the time of the inspection. Driver could not produce permit when asked. Driver could not 
provide volumes of water being withdraw. Quote “best guess” based on visual observation into tank and time 
taken to fill tank. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”   
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“Intake is contained in a screened basket with several small holes visible and one larger hole / tear 
approximately 2.5 cm by 15 cm. The pump / basket is sitting in approximately 7 to 10 cm of water and was 
actively pumping at the time of inspection. Discussed with the operator. … Conditional pass pending follow 
up.” 
 
“This inspection will show as a PASS due to system limitations, however, there are concerns associated with 
the work that has been done.” 
 
“Petronas restored a sump 1 km down the road from this one after a deficiency was given. This sump should 
have been restored at the same time. Unfortunately, due to delays this site will see more than 7 years of 
vegetation growth destroyed and a new disturbance will have been initiated.” 
 
“There are numerous wildlife tracks attracted to the area which may have been an on lease sump. … If there 
is contamination then big game and any livestock are excluded from the immediate area. The same request 
was required in October 2014 but nothing was received. This is a follow up inspection for the same concerns 
identified at that time.” 
 
“Active discharge above upstream dam. Sediment/turbidity noted in sump. Traced sedimentation to trench 
water pump off location (location not approved by CGL Environment). This is in non-compliance with section 
12 of the EPMR.” 
 
“Sedimentation in numerous watercourses. As well, sediment plumes were noted in Lake 1F (approximately 
586+750) and unnamed lake at approximately KP 587+300, caused by road or ROW runoff. This is in non-
compliance with section 12 of the Environmental Protection and Management Regulation (EPMR) … This 
non-compliance with the permit condition therefore means that Coastal GasLink is also in non-compliance 
with section 21(b)(2) of the Oil and Gas Activities Act (OGAA)” 
 
“Failure noted between cells, sediment leaving site via oil and gas road (RW 740.1.1) through ditchline. 
Flowing in ditch, then leaving roadway into vegetation. Turbid flow continues through timber/veg to Morice 
Owen FSR.” 
 
“Ditch block installation method unusual (bentonite bags in disarray, then squished/moved by pipe, more bags 
added on top(excavator took large scoop of bentonite bags, then dropped bags on top from height, breaking 
some of the bags during the process)” 
 
“The flarepit at the 7-19-88-17 location has liquids in it that have a hydrocarbon odor. There is also a waxy 
substance on top of the liquids and covering the bullrushes.   There is evidence of wildlife accessing the 
liquids in the flarepit. A fence should be installed around the pit to prevent wildlife access.  How often is this 
flarepit used?” 
 
“-there are two c-rings onsite that are fairly stinky. I was able to smell them approximately 300 meters away 
on lease road. Odours should not be offsite. Investigate and alleviate the odours.  -No other concerns here at 
this time.” 
 
“-the above mentioned comments are considered to be deficiencies, but I have chose to only put in comments 
for the time being.” 
 

… 
 

1. Is there any context that you would like to share to help our readers understand how to interpret these 
comments and why the relevant inspections were marked as being in compliance? 

 
2. In your previous role, you were responsible for overseeing LNG Canada and Coastal GasLink. As you 

are no doubt aware, the pipeline project presented a particular challenge for government compliance 
and enforcement and was responsible for numerous infractions of environmental laws and regulations. 
As The Narwhal reported on Oct. 11 2023 in an article titled, ‘Hard to believe it’s real’: B.C.’s energy 
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regulator repeatedly gave Coastal GasLink a pass on alleged environmental infractions, BC Energy 
Regulator officials identified more than 80 potential infractions in 40 inspections of Coastal GasLink 
worksites but enforcement officers only flagged five as violations of provincial regulations. 

 
Do you believe the BC Energy Regulator has adequate resources to ensure oil and gas and other 
energy sector operators are meeting provincial regulations and legislation intended to safeguard the 
environment and communities? 

 
3. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator officials appear to regularly identify activity that is in 

contravention of provincial laws or regulations but do not mark those contraventions as non-
compliance?  

 
4. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry operators 

for the province’s regulations and legislation.  
 

Do you believe the actions revealed by the inspection records accurately reflect how the oil and gas 
industry conducts its activities? 

 
5. Is there any other context you would like to provide to help our readers understand and interpret this 

information? 
 
Thank you, 
 
Matt Simmons 
Reporter, The Narwhal 
matt@thenarwhal.ca 
 
Kate Schneider 
Reporter, Investigative Journalism Foundation 
kate.schneider@theijf.org 
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1. Is there any context that you would like to share to help our readers understand how to interpret these 
comments and why the relevant inspections were marked as being in compliance? 

 
[already approved]  
BCER Compliance & Enforcement Officers record non-compliances and use a graduated enforcement model 
to address them.  The action taken to address a specific non-compliance is dependant on the nature of the 
non-compliance and case-specific circumstances. 
 
 
2. In your previous role, you were responsible for overseeing LNG Canada and Coastal GasLink. As you are 

no doubt aware, the pipeline project presented a particular challenge for government compliance and 
enforcement and was responsible for numerous infractions of environmental laws and regulations. As The 
Narwhal reported on Oct. 11 2023 in an article titled, ‘Hard to believe it’s real’: B.C.’s energy regulator 
repeatedly gave Coastal GasLink a pass on alleged environmental infractions, BC Energy Regulator 
officials identified more than 80 potential infractions in 40 inspections of Coastal GasLink worksites but 
enforcement officers only flagged five as violations of provincial regulations. 

 
[already approved]  
Comments, as part of inspections, are often used as a mechanism to identify issues that are not in non-
compliance to permit conditions, regulations, or the Act, but that Officers still wants to identify to a permit 
holder. This communication approach builds a compliance record that can then be utilized in future 
inspections. 

 
Do you believe the BC Energy Regulator has adequate resources to ensure oil and gas and other 
energy sector operators are meeting provincial regulations and legislation intended to safeguard the 
environment and communities? 

 
[already approved] 
Compliance verification is not only managed by compliance & enforcement but is a multifaceted activity that 
numerous business groups in the BCER has a role in. As such, the BCER is confident it has adequate 
resources in place to ensure compliance of energy activities in B.C., continuing to protect the environment and 
public safety. Identified compliance activities and their statuses can be found on the BCERs website as part of 
the Annual Compliance Plan Reporting.   
 
Approximately three-quarters of all employees are union members. They include highly skilled professionals 
and statutory decision-makers with specialized training, professional governance and quality assurance 
requirements. These staff include engineers, hydrologists, hydrogeologists, foresters, agrologists, 
archaeologists, geologists, inspectors and environmental specialists. 
 
 
3. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator officials appear to regularly identify activity that is in 

contravention of provincial laws or regulations but do not mark those contraventions as non-compliance?  
 
[already approved] 
Please see the answer to 1, above. 
 
 
4. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry operators for 

the province’s regulations and legislation. Do you believe the actions revealed by the inspection records 
accurately reflect how the oil and gas industry conducts its activities? 

 
[already approved] 
The BCER is confident in the processes and systems in place to manage compliance of industry in ensuring 
the protection of the environment and public safety. 
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<Graham.Currie@bc-er.ca> 
Subject: Fw: Media request for interview from The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation regarding BC 
Energy Regulator compliance and enforcement 
 
Pls see and action below.   
 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From: Matt Simmons <matt@thenarwhal.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2025 9:45 AM 
To: Carr, Michelle <Michelle.Carr@bc-er.ca> 
Cc: kate.schneider@theijf.org <kate.schneider@theijf.org> 
Subject: Media request for interview from The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation regarding BC 
Energy Regulator compliance and enforcement 
  
Good morning, Michelle, 
 
We are journalists with The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation working in collaboration on a 
news report about the BC Energy Regulator. 
 
We have reviewed a large dataset of compliance and enforcement activities conducted by BC Energy 
Regulator officials (formerly BC Oil and Gas Commission) previously provided to The Narwhal through freedom 
of information legislation and are reaching out to seek an interview about the contents of the documents and 
the nature of the regulator’s compliance and enforcement.  
 
Our deadline is Friday, February 14 at 3 p.m. PT, however if you need more time to respond, please let us 
know. 
 
Upon review of more than 30,000 records of inspections made by regulator officials between early 2017 and 
late 2023, we found several hundreds of examples in which the inspector noted apparent environmental 
infractions but did not mark the inspection as an occurrence of non-compliance. We also found many hundreds 
of records that indicate potential infractions of both provincial regulations and environmental laws, including 
potential emissions violations, spills and other alleged non-compliances. Similarly, we found hundreds of what 
appeared to be administrative errors — such as producing wells being marked as deactivated or vice versa — 
that were not marked as non-compliance in the regulator’s systems.  
 
Of the alleged infractions we reviewed, dozens were noted as “serious” or similarly described by the inspector 
in terms that denote a significant non-compliance. In addition, we found numerous instances in which the 
inspector noted the company was out of compliance but they would not be marking it as such in the regulator’s 
systems. 
 
Here is a sample of some of the relevant notes made by inspectors on reports that were marked as in 
compliance: 
 
“Upon looking closer at the fluid, I noticed that there were six (6) dead birds floating in the diesel/water mixture. 
I went and located the operator that I had spoke [sic] to earlier in the day about the other sites, and took him 
over to have a look at what I had found. The birds were black (like a small raven or a crow), but also had what 
looked like moss on parts of them, so I think they had been in there probably most of the summer, obviously 
not real recent. Operator said he would get the containments cleaned out, but he hasnt contacted me to say 
so. Having the containments cleaned out before the things are half full of water, and being aware of the 
hazards associated with dirty containments, should be observed prior to dead wildlife being found.” 
 
“There is orange plastic snow fencing that had been erected years ago and has fallen down. This is also true 
for the area around the well bore. The orange plastic snow fencing is not an acceptable measure to keep 
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wildlife out of the contaminated areas. There is evidence that wildlife has frequented the water filled flare pit. 
The flare pit and well bore area need to have wildlife fencing installed. Upon gently poking a stick in the bottom 
of the flare pit, a strong hydrocarbon odor was detected. Due to system limitations, this inspection will show as 
a PASS, however, there are concerns about the contaminated flare pit and the style of fencing to keep wildlife 
out.” 
 
“Truck at POD at the time of the inspection. Driver could not produce permit when asked. Driver could not 
provide volumes of water being withdraw. Quote “best guess” based on visual observation into tank and time 
taken to fill tank. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”   
 
“Intake is contained in a screened basket with several small holes visible and one larger hole / tear 
approximately 2.5 cm by 15 cm. The pump / basket is sitting in approximately 7 to 10 cm of water and was 
actively pumping at the time of inspection. Discussed with the operator. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”
 
“This inspection will show as a PASS due to system limitations, however, there are concerns associated with 
the work that has been done.” 
 
“Petronas restored a sump 1 km down the road from this one after a deficiency was given. This sump should 
have been restored at the same time. Unfortunately, due to delays this site will see more than 7 years of 
vegetation growth destroyed and a new disturbance will have been initiated.” 
 
“There are numerous wildlife tracks attracted to the area which may have been an on lease sump. … If there is 
contamination then big game and any livestock are excluded from the immediate area. The same request was 
required in October 2014 but nothing was received. This is a follow up inspection for the same concerns 
identified at that time.” 
 
“Active discharge above upstream dam. Sediment/turbidity noted in sump. Traced sedimentation to trench 
water pump off location (location not approved by CGL Environment). This is in non-compliance with section 
12 of the EPMR.” 
 
“Sedimentation in numerous watercourses. As well, sediment plumes were noted in Lake 1F (approximately 
586+750) and unnamed lake at approximately KP 587+300, caused by road or ROW runoff. This is in non-
compliance with section 12 of the Environmental Protection and Management Regulation (EPMR) … This non-
compliance with the permit condition therefore means that Coastal GasLink is also in non-compliance with 
section 21(b)(2) of the Oil and Gas Activities Act (OGAA)” 
 
“Failure noted between cells, sediment leaving site via oil and gas road (RW 740.1.1) through ditchline. 
Flowing in ditch, then leaving roadway into vegetation. Turbid flow continues through timber/veg to Morice 
Owen FSR.” 
 
“Ditch block installation method unusual (bentonite bags in disarray, then squished/moved by pipe, more bags 
added on top(excavator took large scoop of bentonite bags, then dropped bags on top from height, breaking 
some of the bags during the process)” 
 
“The flarepit at the 7-19-88-17 location has liquids in it that have a hydrocarbon odor. There is also a waxy 
substance on top of the liquids and covering the bullrushes.   There is evidence of wildlife accessing the liquids 
in the flarepit. A fence should be installed around the pit to prevent wildlife access.  How often is this flarepit 
used?” 
 
“-there are two c-rings onsite that are fairly stinky. I was able to smell them approximately 300 meters away on 
lease road. Odours should not be offsite. Investigate and alleviate the odours.  -No other concerns here at this 
time.” 
 
“-the above mentioned comments are considered to be deficiencies, but I have chose to only put in comments 
for the time being.” 
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… 
 

1. Is there any context that you would like to share to help our readers understand how to interpret these 
comments and why the relevant inspections were marked as being in compliance? 

 
2. In your previous role, you were responsible for overseeing LNG Canada and Coastal GasLink. As you 

are no doubt aware, the pipeline project presented a particular challenge for government compliance 
and enforcement and was responsible for numerous infractions of environmental laws and regulations. 
As The Narwhal reported on Oct. 11 2023 in an article titled, ‘Hard to believe it’s real’: B.C.’s energy 
regulator repeatedly gave Coastal GasLink a pass on alleged environmental infractions, BC Energy 
Regulator officials identified more than 80 potential infractions in 40 inspections of Coastal GasLink 
worksites but enforcement officers only flagged five as violations of provincial regulations. 

 
Do you believe the BC Energy Regulator has adequate resources to ensure oil and gas and other 
energy sector operators are meeting provincial regulations and legislation intended to safeguard the 
environment and communities? 

 
3. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator officials appear to regularly identify activity that is in 

contravention of provincial laws or regulations but do not mark those contraventions as non-
compliance?  

 
4. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry operators 

for the province’s regulations and legislation.  
 

Do you believe the actions revealed by the inspection records accurately reflect how the oil and gas 
industry conducts its activities? 

 
5. Is there any other context you would like to provide to help our readers understand and interpret this 

information? 
 
Thank you, 
 
Matt Simmons 
Reporter, The Narwhal 
matt@thenarwhal.ca 
 
Kate Schneider 
Reporter, Investigative Journalism Foundation 
kate.schneider@theijf.org 
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From: Currie, Graham
Sent: Wednesday, February 12, 2025 2:08 PM
To: Woods, Jonathan; Rygg, Philip; Denys, Lori
Cc: Smook, Patrick; Bourke, Dax; Dickinson, Sara; Thoroughgood, Garth
Subject: RE: MEDIA REQUEST: The Narwhal + Investigative Journalism Foundation - compliance 

& enforcement | Deadline: February 14 at 3pm PT

Jonathan – here’s the approved response, cleaned up with the necessary changes. 
 
  
The Narwhal + Investigative Journalism Foundation - compliance & enforcement | Deadline: February 14 at 3pm PT 
  

1. Is there any context that you would like to share to help our readers understand how to interpret these 
comments and why the relevant inspections were marked as being in compliance? 
 BCER Compliance & Enforcement Officers record non-compliances and use a graduated 

enforcement model to address them.  The action taken to address a specific non-compliance is 
dependant on the nature of the non-compliance and case-specific circumstances. 

  
2. In your previous role, you were responsible for overseeing LNG Canada and Coastal GasLink. As you 

are no doubt aware, the pipeline project presented a particular challenge for government compliance 
and enforcement and was responsible for numerous infractions of environmental laws and regulations. 
As The Narwhal reported on Oct. 11 2023 in an article titled, ‘Hard to believe it’s real’: B.C.’s energy 
regulator repeatedly gave Coastal GasLink a pass on alleged environmental infractions, BC Energy 
Regulator officials identified more than 80 potential infractions in 40 inspections of Coastal GasLink 
worksites but enforcement officers only flagged five as violations of provincial regulations. 
        Comments, as part of inspections, are often used as a mechanism to identify issues that are not in 

non-compliance to permit conditions, regulations, or the Act, but that Officers still wants to identify 
to a permit holder. This communication approach builds a compliance record that can then be 
utilized in future inspections. 
  

3. Do you believe the BC Energy Regulator has adequate resources to ensure oil and gas and other 
energy sector operators are meeting provincial regulations and legislation intended to safeguard the 
environment and communities? 
        Compliance verification is not only managed by compliance & enforcement but is a multifaceted 

activity that numerous business groups in the BCER has a role in. As such, the BCER is confident it 
has adequate resources in place to ensure compliance of energy activities in B.C., continuing to 
protect the environment and public safety. Identified compliance activities and their statuses can be 
found on the BCERs website as part of the Annual Compliance Plan Reporting.   

 Approximately three-quarters of all employees are union members. They include highly skilled 
professionals and statutory decision-makers with specialized training, professional governance and 
quality assurance requirements. These staff include engineers, hydrologists, hydrogeologists, 
foresters, agrologists, archaeologists, geologists, inspectors and environmental specialists.  

 
4. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator officials appear to regularly identify activity that is in 

contravention of provincial laws or regulations but do not mark those contraventions as non-
compliance?  
        Please see the answer to 1, above. 
  

5. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry operators 
for the province’s regulations and legislation. Do you believe the actions revealed by the inspection 
records accurately reflect how the oil and gas industry conducts its activities? 
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From: Matt Simmons <matt@thenarwhal.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2025 9:45 AM 
To: Carr, Michelle <Michelle.Carr@bc-er.ca> 
Cc: kate.schneider@theijf.org <kate.schneider@theijf.org> 
Subject: Media request for interview from The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation regarding BC 
Energy Regulator compliance and enforcement 
  
Good morning, Michelle, 
 
We are journalists with The Narwhal and Investigative Journalism Foundation working in collaboration on a 
news report about the BC Energy Regulator. 
 
We have reviewed a large dataset of compliance and enforcement activities conducted by BC Energy 
Regulator officials (formerly BC Oil and Gas Commission) previously provided to The Narwhal through freedom 
of information legislation and are reaching out to seek an interview about the contents of the documents and 
the nature of the regulator’s compliance and enforcement.  
 
Our deadline is Friday, February 14 at 3 p.m. PT, however if you need more time to respond, please let us 
know. 
 
Upon review of more than 30,000 records of inspections made by regulator officials between early 2017 and 
late 2023, we found several hundreds of examples in which the inspector noted apparent environmental 
infractions but did not mark the inspection as an occurrence of non-compliance. We also found many hundreds 
of records that indicate potential infractions of both provincial regulations and environmental laws, including 
potential emissions violations, spills and other alleged non-compliances. Similarly, we found hundreds of what 
appeared to be administrative errors — such as producing wells being marked as deactivated or vice versa — 
that were not marked as non-compliance in the regulator’s systems.  
 
Of the alleged infractions we reviewed, dozens were noted as “serious” or similarly described by the inspector 
in terms that denote a significant non-compliance. In addition, we found numerous instances in which the 
inspector noted the company was out of compliance but they would not be marking it as such in the regulator’s 
systems. 
 
Here is a sample of some of the relevant notes made by inspectors on reports that were marked as in 
compliance: 
 
“Upon looking closer at the fluid, I noticed that there were six (6) dead birds floating in the diesel/water mixture. 
I went and located the operator that I had spoke [sic] to earlier in the day about the other sites, and took him 
over to have a look at what I had found. The birds were black (like a small raven or a crow), but also had what 
looked like moss on parts of them, so I think they had been in there probably most of the summer, obviously 
not real recent. Operator said he would get the containments cleaned out, but he hasnt contacted me to say 
so. Having the containments cleaned out before the things are half full of water, and being aware of the 
hazards associated with dirty containments, should be observed prior to dead wildlife being found.” 
 
“There is orange plastic snow fencing that had been erected years ago and has fallen down. This is also true 
for the area around the well bore. The orange plastic snow fencing is not an acceptable measure to keep 
wildlife out of the contaminated areas. There is evidence that wildlife has frequented the water filled flare pit. 
The flare pit and well bore area need to have wildlife fencing installed. Upon gently poking a stick in the bottom 
of the flare pit, a strong hydrocarbon odor was detected. Due to system limitations, this inspection will show as 
a PASS, however, there are concerns about the contaminated flare pit and the style of fencing to keep wildlife 
out.” 
 
“Truck at POD at the time of the inspection. Driver could not produce permit when asked. Driver could not 
provide volumes of water being withdraw. Quote “best guess” based on visual observation into tank and time 
taken to fill tank. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”   
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“Intake is contained in a screened basket with several small holes visible and one larger hole / tear 
approximately 2.5 cm by 15 cm. The pump / basket is sitting in approximately 7 to 10 cm of water and was 
actively pumping at the time of inspection. Discussed with the operator. … Conditional pass pending follow up.”
 
“This inspection will show as a PASS due to system limitations, however, there are concerns associated with 
the work that has been done.” 
 
“Petronas restored a sump 1 km down the road from this one after a deficiency was given. This sump should 
have been restored at the same time. Unfortunately, due to delays this site will see more than 7 years of 
vegetation growth destroyed and a new disturbance will have been initiated.” 
 
“There are numerous wildlife tracks attracted to the area which may have been an on lease sump. … If there is 
contamination then big game and any livestock are excluded from the immediate area. The same request was 
required in October 2014 but nothing was received. This is a follow up inspection for the same concerns 
identified at that time.” 
 
“Active discharge above upstream dam. Sediment/turbidity noted in sump. Traced sedimentation to trench 
water pump off location (location not approved by CGL Environment). This is in non-compliance with section 
12 of the EPMR.” 
 
“Sedimentation in numerous watercourses. As well, sediment plumes were noted in Lake 1F (approximately 
586+750) and unnamed lake at approximately KP 587+300, caused by road or ROW runoff. This is in non-
compliance with section 12 of the Environmental Protection and Management Regulation (EPMR) … This non-
compliance with the permit condition therefore means that Coastal GasLink is also in non-compliance with 
section 21(b)(2) of the Oil and Gas Activities Act (OGAA)” 
 
“Failure noted between cells, sediment leaving site via oil and gas road (RW 740.1.1) through ditchline. 
Flowing in ditch, then leaving roadway into vegetation. Turbid flow continues through timber/veg to Morice 
Owen FSR.” 
 
“Ditch block installation method unusual (bentonite bags in disarray, then squished/moved by pipe, more bags 
added on top(excavator took large scoop of bentonite bags, then dropped bags on top from height, breaking 
some of the bags during the process)” 
 
“The flarepit at the 7-19-88-17 location has liquids in it that have a hydrocarbon odor. There is also a waxy 
substance on top of the liquids and covering the bullrushes.   There is evidence of wildlife accessing the liquids 
in the flarepit. A fence should be installed around the pit to prevent wildlife access.  How often is this flarepit 
used?” 
 
“-there are two c-rings onsite that are fairly stinky. I was able to smell them approximately 300 meters away on 
lease road. Odours should not be offsite. Investigate and alleviate the odours.  -No other concerns here at this 
time.” 
 
“-the above mentioned comments are considered to be deficiencies, but I have chose to only put in comments 
for the time being.” 
 

… 
 

1. Is there any context that you would like to share to help our readers understand how to interpret these 
comments and why the relevant inspections were marked as being in compliance? 

 
2. In your previous role, you were responsible for overseeing LNG Canada and Coastal GasLink. As you 

are no doubt aware, the pipeline project presented a particular challenge for government compliance 
and enforcement and was responsible for numerous infractions of environmental laws and regulations. 
As The Narwhal reported on Oct. 11 2023 in an article titled, ‘Hard to believe it’s real’: B.C.’s energy 
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regulator repeatedly gave Coastal GasLink a pass on alleged environmental infractions, BC Energy 
Regulator officials identified more than 80 potential infractions in 40 inspections of Coastal GasLink 
worksites but enforcement officers only flagged five as violations of provincial regulations. 

 
Do you believe the BC Energy Regulator has adequate resources to ensure oil and gas and other 
energy sector operators are meeting provincial regulations and legislation intended to safeguard the 
environment and communities? 

 
3. Can you explain why BC Energy Regulator officials appear to regularly identify activity that is in 

contravention of provincial laws or regulations but do not mark those contraventions as non-
compliance?  

 
4. Our review of the dataset appears to indicate widespread and frequent disregard by industry operators 

for the province’s regulations and legislation.  
 

Do you believe the actions revealed by the inspection records accurately reflect how the oil and gas 
industry conducts its activities? 

 
5. Is there any other context you would like to provide to help our readers understand and interpret this 

information? 
 
Thank you, 
 
Matt Simmons 
Reporter, The Narwhal 
matt@thenarwhal.ca 
 
Kate Schneider 
Reporter, Investigative Journalism Foundation 
kate.schneider@theijf.org 
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