
For the record: Letter of Comment to the National Energy
Board on Trans Mountain Pipeline Expansion Project,  from
Patrick Brown, North Pender Island.

Kinder Morgan proposes to build a new pipeline from
Alberta to Burnaby, and ship bitumen and petroleum
products to their Westridge terminal to be transported

by tanker to foreign destinations. 
As a Canadian and Gulf Islands resident directly affected by

this project, I have become a Commenter specifically to raise a
number of specific points which I believe the National Energy
Board panel should take into consideration in evaluating the
benefits and disadvantages of the proposal.
Board to consider existing and proposed pipelines
The Board, as I understand its remit, plans to address the

proposal in isolation from its relationship to the existing sixty-
year-old Trans Mountain Pipeline. While the new pipeline may
be the only new construction identified by Kinder Morgan’s
application as reviewable by the Board, it is clear from the
company’s terminology (‘twinning’ the existing pipeline) that it
intends to operate both pipelines as a single enterprise. It
therefore follows that the future operation of both pipelines
should be the proper subject of the Board’s consideration. Later
in this letter, I raise several issues that flow from this fact.
Board will consider capacity increases throughout the
system
Further to the Board’s remit, it would appear that the

proposal for a new pipeline is to be considered in isolation from
the overall economic, petroleum industry, and transportation
environment, but is to include its effect on the natural
environment along the proposed route. I am aware that the
Board has ruled out considerations relating to the upstream
production of bitumen from oilsands sources. However, the
construction of this pipeline is intended to increase the capacity
for the transportation of crude oil and liquid petroleum products
from Alberta to the west coast of Canada. This clearly results in
requirements for increased storage at the Burnaby terminal,
increased capacity for tanker loading at Westridge, and an
increased number of tankers travelling in both directions
between Westridge and Buoy Juliet (at the seaward entrance to
Juan de Fuca Strait). These arrangements are also subjects of
my concern.

For credibility, Board must consider wide range of
alternatives
Fundamental to the Board’s consideration of this proposal

is its authority and credibility with respect to its relationship to
the federal government. Over the past number of months, the
position of the Board has been changed from a quasi-judicial
function, able to consider the effect on the public interest of
proposals such as this one, to a body with the sole function of
advising the federal cabinet, which then makes the decision as
to the acceptability of a proposal.
As I am sure the Board realizes, this shift has a devastating

effect on the credibility of the evaluation process. This
destruction of the Board’s previous function affects both its
technical evaluation and its ability to consider submissions from
both Intervenors and Commenters. There is an entirely
reasonable question as to whether the Charter rights of
Canadians wishing to participate have been abrogated.
This credibility has been further eroded by changes in

procedures that can only have the result of limiting the
information available to the Board. I refer not only to the
reduction in oral presentations, and in particular to the
elimination of oral cross-examination, but also to the elaborate
‘application’ procedure for Commenters and Intervenors. The
amount of paperwork that results has impeded the question and
answer procedure intended to replace oral hearings, and
facilitated the provision of inadequate answers to the many
questions that have arisen.
Board independence and integrity
To summarize these first three points, it is clear that the

federal government-initiated erosion of both the Board’s
authority and its ability to conduct a comprehensive hearing will
raise major questions about whatever conclusions it might
reach. Nevertheless, I wish to raise a number of points with
respect to this particular proposal, on the assumption that the
Board itself intends to carry on with its considerations with all
due thoughtfulness and sincerity. 
In fact, the Trans Mountain Extension decision presents an

ideal opportunity for the Board to demonstrate its independence
and integrity.
Existing pipeline condition is questionable
The condition of the existing Trans Mountain pipeline, some
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Dear National Energy Board …



sixty years old, is questionable to say the least. Kinder Morgan
is clearly aware of this—witness the number of sites where
temporary repairs have been made in order to cure old leaks or
prevent new ones. Pipelines of similar age, made of similar steel
by similar manufacturing methods, are reaching the end of their
useful life at locations throughout North America.
To my knowledge, no comprehensive study has been made

as to whether the transportation of ‘dilbit’ (diluted bitumen)
leads to shortened pipeline life. However, the characteristics of
dilbit (a mixture of oil and diluent, of widely varying viscosities,
acidity, and abrasive potential), pumped at increasing pressures
through an old pipeline of varying thickness and doubtful
cathodic protection, suggest that the potential for leakage far
exceeds the average for North American lines.
Kinder Morgan primarily an investment company
Kinder Morgan is an investment company that has come to

specialize in pipelines. Its corporate structure is primarily
designed to take advantage of provisions of US tax law in order
to maximize returns to US investors. Pipeline operation
procedures could be expected to place a high priority on
financial return over other objectives.
It has owned the existing Trans Mountain Pipeline for a

relatively brief portion of the pipeline’s long life. While it does
appear that previous owners of the line have kept maintenance
records over many years, Kinder Morgan clearly purchased the
existing pipeline as a strategic investment, regardless of its
condition.
Trans Mountain is important; it is the only pipeline carrying

oil over the Rockies, north of Southern California. There is a
reason for this; the geography is rugged enough to pose serious
problems for pipeline builders. Despite the intricacies of Kinder
Morgan’s ever-changing corporate structure, designed to protect
them, the company’s investors might be shocked to realize the
extent of their exposure that results.
Route of the existing line over the ‘jump-off’ presents
disaster potential
Nowhere are these problems more clearly indicated than in

the route of the existing pipeline down through the Coquihalla
Canyon, east of Hope. The line, after travelling for many
kilometres across BC’s central plateau, must find a route
through the Coast Mountains. It is routed over the ‘jump-off’, a
sudden plunge of 3,000 feet into the canyon. This drastic change
in elevation naturally results in extremely high internal pipeline
pressures and severe pressure fluctuations where the line levels
out at the bottom of the canyon, and the original builders
recognized that fact. Normally, this would have called for the
installation of much heavier wall pipe in this section, but the
builders instead chose to install additional storage tanks at the
Hope pumping station, to absorb the pressure variations and
even the flow along the Fraser River to Burnaby.
The pipeline has experienced leaks at the bottom of the

‘jump-off’ over the last few years. In addition, a tree near the top
of the incline has roots that straddle the pipe. Kinder Morgan
are most certainly aware of the potential for accidents in this
section of the pipeline, but may have attempted to minimize
maintenance cost, rather than undertaking replacement of the
questionable pipe. Replacement would involve an extensive
shut-down of the pipeline, which would severely impact Kinder
Morgan’s ‘bottom line’.
This location must be identified as a ‘very high consequence’

area should a leak develop. The Coquihalla River flows into the
Fraser River at Hope, and the Fraser is one of the major salmon
source rivers on the west coast of North America. It would be
difficult, if not impossible, to prevent oil reaching the Fraser
from a serious leak on or below the ‘jump-off’. The effect of such
a spill would affect salmon stocks for years to come, and possibly
permanently. Could any company carry sufficient liability
insurance to cover such a loss?
It is significant that the proposed route for the new pipeline

avoids this routing altogether.
Pipeline routes through the Lower Mainland urban
area present hazards
The pipeline route through Greater Vancouver’s urban area

is, of course, much more heavily populated than it was sixty
years ago, and the alignment indicated for the new pipeline
recognizes this. However, the pipeline does follow the Fraser
River closely, and of course must cross it, south to north, at one
point. Again, and even though we are referring to the new
pipeline, any accident would have very high consequences.
An example of this is the new pipeline route for the Burnaby

tank farm to the Westridge Terminal. The routing of the original
pipeline is now covered with suburban development, and new
pipeline construction along the same route would incur
considerable disruption.
Kinder Morgan has been exploring the possibility of

connecting the tank farm to the terminal by locating its
pipeline(s) in a tunnel bored through Burnaby Mountain. The
environmental impacts of this proposal are not yet clear, since
the company has only recently included this routing in its overall
proposal.
Continued use of existing pipeline poses financial
risks for Kinder Morgan
To summarize these points, Kinder Morgan must recognize

that the existing Trans Mountain Pipeline cannot be
maintained, and its continued use exposes the company to
extremely high financial liability should an accident occur. The
company must also recognize that, given the routing, the age of
the pipeline, and the pumping of dilbit at increasing pressures,
the chance of an accident increases daily.
It is also clear that the cost of repairing or replacing the line,

both in terms of construction costs and loss of capacity, is
sufficient to generate a significant ‘bottom line’ impact.
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Burnaby tank farm poses serious fire hazard in an
urban area.
Kinder Morgan’s Burnaby tank farm lies on the south slope

of Burnaby mountain, surrounded on the north and west by a
wooded ecological reserve area, and to the south and east, urban
development. However, the Kinder Morgan proposal includes
doubling the number of tanks and the farm’s total capacity, to
match the anticipated increased through-put of the combined
old and new pipelines. The tank farm is located uphill from an
urban area of considerable density. Any leakage or fire must
necessarily, once again, present a ‘high consequence’ situation,
with high liability exposure for the proponent. The tankage, of
course, was originally designed and built (many years ago) for
light crude and refined product. Its performance and safety with
dilbit are not yet clear.
Westridge terminal is an unsuitable location for deep
sea tankers
The Westridge terminal, on Burrard Inlet to the north of

Burnaby Mountain, would be enlarged to accommodate more
than one tanker at a time, with additional anchorages further
up the inlet. While I appreciate that, sixty years ago, this would
have been a convenient location for a terminal serving small
coastal tankers, I would suggest that there are several reasons
why it is basically unsuitable today as a key location for Canada’s
Pacific oil trade.
Most of these reasons relate to the operation of tankers

required to access the Westridge Terminal from the Pacific
Ocean:
• the immediate location of the terminal, on a narrow portion

of Burrard Inlet, with restricted depth on its north side, limits
both the siting of the on-water terminal docks and facilities and
the maneuvering of tankers. Waiting tankers must be anchored
further east in Burrard Inlet.
• tankers must access Westridge from Vancouver Harbour

though the Second Narrows, which has limited depth and width
and thus limits the size and draft of tankers that can be used to
Aframax, with loading limited to 85% of capacity. Second
Narrows presents additional hazards with strong tidal currents,
and an old lift-span railway bridge which requires careful
navigation. Current sailing directions for tankers through
Second Narrows specify highwater slack-tide, daylight, two
pilots, two tugs, and ‘Clear Narrows’, which means that no other
vessels can approach the Narrows while it is occupied by a
tanker.
• tankers, laden and in ballast, must travel the entire length

of Vancouver Harbour at slow speed with tugs. No ‘bubble’ zone
appears to be proposed, but such a vessel still occupies a great
deal of searoom. This in a harbour that contains large container
ships, bulk carriers, cruise ships, barge traffic, SeaBus commuter
vessels, float planes, and numerous small vessels. 
It also should not be necessary to point out that an accident

or fire aboard a loaded Aframax tanker in Vancouver Harbour
would have extremely serious consequences, both on the water
and on land. 
• having navigated Vancouver Harbour, tankers must travel

through First Narrows. Again: daylight, highwater slack-tide,
with pilots and tugs are specified, and ‘Clear Narrows’ applies
as it did at Second Narrows.
• tankers must then thread their way through anchored ships

in English Bay, and then turn south towards Boundary Pass.
Emergency response services are inadequate
throughout the tanker route
Many questions have been raised as to the adequacy of

emergency response facilities and services in Vancouver
Harbour and adjacent waters. Today, they are clearly inadequate
for either a major oil spill or a tanker fire. The Coast Guard, lead
agency in the case of an emergency, has withdrawn to
Richmond. The federal government presence, in the form of
Port Metro Vancouver, appears limited to a promotional role,
and takes little responsibility for vessel safety or emergency
services.
A number of recommendations have been made to

strengthen emergency response to an oil spill along the tanker
route to the sea. It is clearly difficult to maintain such facilities
against the day when such an event might well occur, but once
again, the consequences of any incident, on ship, shore, and the
marine environment, are inevitably calamitous.
It should be noted that the only real, fulltime emergency tug

along the entire route is maintained by the US, at Neah Bay, at
the west end of Juan de Fuca Strait.
Turn Point and Boundary Pass restrict deep sea traffic
through Haro Strait
As tankers join the stream of seagoing vessels traveling

through narrow Boundary Pass and down Haro Strait, the
Board must consider not only the hazards of their route, but also
the extent and nature of the marine traffic. 
(At this point, I must most certainly count myself and the

residents of the Southern Gulf Islands as ‘directly affected’.
Should there be an accident, our shores and our communities
will bear the consequences and the costs. This will be true no
matter how adequate the promised emergency services might
be.)
Haro Strait is the only shipping route between Juan de Fuca

Strait (at Victoria) and Georgia Strait (at Tsawwassen). It carries
a vast range of marine traffic. Besides tankers (slow, with pilots,
and accompanying tugs), it includes bulk carriers (mainly coal,
but also other minerals and lumber; slow and not easily
maneuverable), container ships (large, fast, powerful, on tight
schedules), cruise ships (large, fast, powerful, on tight
schedules), tugs and barges, fishing vessels, recreational vessels,
the occasional naval vessel, etc. Cross traffic includes ferries,
both BC and Washington State.
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In the middle of Haro Strait lies Turn Point, where all vessels
going to sea must make a tight 90º turn to port around the west
end of Stuart Island, with dangerous Arachne Reef on the
outside of the turn.
This tight, narrow turn accommodates only one ship at a

time, in only one direction at a time. Traffic is controlled by
Vessel Traffic Control. But ships, of all sizes, speeds, and degrees
of maneuverability, are traveling in both directions, so this turn
is far more of a bottleneck than it appears, and requires careful
communication between skippers and pilots to avoid
accidents—or near misses. With slower, less maneuverable
ships, tides will be a factor as well.
At the south end of Haro Strait lies Victoria, where the route

to the Pacific turns to starboard, and then out into the open Juan
de Fuca Strait.
There is one other route into Juan de Fuca Strait, and that is

from Puget Sound via Rosario Strait. For many years,
supertankers carrying crude oil from Valdez, Alaska, have
entered Juan de Fuca Strait from the open Pacific, having
traveled down the outside of Vancouver Island. At the east end
of the strait, they have unloaded their cargo of crude at Cherry
Point, Washington State, reaching there through Rosario Strait.
Route to sea from Westridge unsuitable for tankers
Before considering the remainder of the route to Buoy Juliet

and the open sea, it would be reasonable to ask whether
Westridge is in fact a suitable location for a crude oil export
terminal.
It is immediately clear that it is not; its only recommendation

is that it is there already. A location outside Vancouver’s inner
harbour (Burrard Inlet) would obviously be preferable. Kinder
Morgan, the proponent, does not appear to have considered this
possibility, and has not discussed it in their proposal.
Given the expected increase in traffic north and south in

Haro Strait, it would also be reasonable to ask whether tanker
traffic could be reduced. 
One possibility that should be considered would be the

diversion of the Trans Mountain Extension to Cherry Point,
Washington, where tankers would not find their size or draft
restricted, the entire Haro Strait-Burrard Inlet route would be
avoided, and pipeline routes could be more easily arranged (a
Kinder Morgan pipeline already crosses the border to access the
Cherry Point refinery).
Concluding Summary and Recommendations
With changes in its legislated function and procedural rules,

the National Energy Board finds itself in a situation where it
must either approve or reject the proponent’s plan, within a tight
timeline. This could result in a perception that it was unable to
consider all the relevant factors, or indeed obtain all the
necessary evidence. This is damaging to the Board’s credibility
in the long term, and could eventually render it unable to carry
out its function of protecting the public interest.

The Kinder Morgan Trans Mountain Expansion project
requires consideration of a number of complex issues. While the
actual proposal deals only with the construction of a new
pipeline and the expansion of an existing terminal, the Board is
bound to consider that Trans Mountain plans to operate both
the existing and the planned new pipelines as a single enterprise,
and repurpose it to primarily serve the export of Alberta
bitumen by deep sea tankers.
There is an opportunity for the Board to make

recommendations that clearly indicate its willingness to
fundamentally reconsider the logistical problems of crude oil
transportation through the west coast to overseas markets. Such
recommendations could build on the proponent’s routing and
facilities, but go well beyond the usual posture of the Board,
which is to approve the proposal as presented ‘with conditions’.
This would clearly demonstrate the skills, creativity, and
independence of the Board, and strengthen its credibility.
The age, routing, and condition of the existing Trans

Mountain pipeline raises the distinct possibility of a spill within
a short period of time. In some locations such a spill would have
extremely serious consequences, with lasting damage to the
Fraser River fishery. While the cost of cleanup would be very
high, the company’s liability could be sufficient to put its future
viability in question. For both the public interest and the
interests of the proponent company’s shareholders, the existing
Trans Mountain pipeline should be closed down as soon as
possible. Should it continue in operation, and an accident occur,
the Board would inevitably come in for severe criticism for not
requiring its closure.
Concerns about the safety of ships, shore, and the marine

environment in Burrard Inlet, Second and First Narrows,
Vancouver Harbour, Georgia Strait, and Haro Strait suggest
strongly that Westridge has outlived its suitability as a site for a
terminal loading deep-sea petroleum tankers. As a practical
alternative, Kinder Morgan should make arrangements to load
tankers for export at Cherry Point, Washington, which is already
connected by a Kinder Morgan pipeline to the Trans Mountain
pipeline at Sumas.
The abandonment of Westridge as a deep sea port would

obviate the need for expansion of the tank farm on the slopes of
Burnaby Mountain. This facility has been identified as having the
potential for significant spills and, more importantly, fire,
spreading over the mountain. Such an occurrence, while unlikely,
could not be handled by local urban emergency crews, and could
result in the need for mass evacuation. The routing of a new
pipeline through a heavily urbanized area would also be avoided.
The loading of deep sea petroleum tankers at Cherry Point

would make use of facilities that have for many years been used
to unload crude oil tankers from Alaska. Ships using these
facilities access them from the Strait of Juan de Fuca through
Rosario Strait. An additional bonus would be the ability to use
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fewer but larger tankers, with no draft limitations.
It should be noted that while the pipeline serving Cherry Point

crosses the Canada/US border, it already exists, so any US State
Department approval required should not present difficulty.
The proponent had estimated that the combined pipelines

would have a capacity of some 890,000 bpd, of which the
existing Trans Mountain pipeline was to contribute capacity of
some 300,000 bpd. This is significantly above its original rated
capacity, which presumably means that it would be run at
increased pressure, thus increasing the possibility of failure.
Closing it would still leave Trans Mountain with an estimated
capacity of 590,000 bpd, which might well be sufficient, given
recent cutbacks in oilsands development plans.
Such a cutback in capacity would probably reduce the

proponent’s revenues; as an investment company, this would
naturally be a concern for Kinder Morgan. However, a
significant reduction in construction costs for the new pipeline,
in maintenance costs for the existing line, in terminal
construction costs, and in the costs of piloting and safety
facilities in Burrard Inlet, Georgia Strait, and Haro Strait would
suggest a complete recalculation of the revenues and costs of the
revised Trans Mountain operation. It could well be no less
profitable.
Clearly, the adoption of this simplified plan would reduce

environmental impact on both land and sea to a very large
degree. I commend it to the Board.
Yours very truly, 

Patrick S. E. Brown, North Pender Island
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