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OCR FAQ’S

Questions:

1. SHIPPING AND MIXING - How are chemical mixtures permitted and reported?
2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT – Pipeline Discharge & Scale Squeeze Operations - How is the Risk Quotient (RQ) calculated for pipeline discharge operations?
3. USE OF EXISTING STOCKS OF EXPIRED PRODUCTS - Can existing stocks of expired chemicals be used?
4. DIESEL BIOCIDES - Is the use of biocide in fuel subject to the Regulations?
5. USE OF DIESEL AS A SOLVENT OR CARRIER - Is the use of diesel as a solvent or carrier subject to the Regulations?
6. CHEMICAL CUTTERS - Is the use of chemical cutters subject to the Regulations?
7. CHEMICALS SUPPLIED FROM ONSHORE FACILITIES – Are chemicals that are supplied from onshore facilities subject to the Regulations?
8. CHEMICAL DISPERSANTS – What is the procedure for applying to use chemical dispersants?
9. MULTIPLE WELL TESTING OF DIFFERENT STRATA – Does the EWT threshold of production of oil in excess of 2000 tonnes and/or for a flow period of more than 96 hours or the production of gas for more than a 96 hour flow period  apply to the sum of all zones tested? 

10. APPROVAL FOR THE DISCHARGE OF SET DOWNHOLE CHEMICAL PRODUCTS - What is the procedure for obtaining approval for the discharge of set downhole chemical products? 

11. ZERO DISCHARGE BREACH - If there is a discharge of a chemical currently on a permit with a use quantity but a zero discharge would this constitute a breach of permit conditions if the discharge was under 10%? 

12. SHALLOW GAS DIVERTER OPERATIONS - Is potential chemical use and discharge associated with shallow gas diverter operations subject to the Regulations?
13. CLOSED UTILITY SYSTEMS - When is the use and discharge of chemicals in closed utility systems subject to the Regulations?
14. PRODUCTS POSING LITTLE OR NO RISK (PLONORs) - How are PLONOR chemicals assessed?
15. LUBRICANTS AND HYDRAULIC FLUIDS – When is the use and discharge of lubricants and hydraulic fluids subject to the Regulations?
16. TRACER AND RADIOACTIVE CHEMICALS - What is the procedure for obtaining approval for the use and discharge of tracer chemicals?
17. MAINTENANCE CHEMICALS - What types of chemicals can be classified as being used for  maintenance?
18. Will the regulations cover risks associated with transport to (and, in some cases, from) the platform?
19. What would DECC expect to see in an ES in relation to chemical use and discharge, given that it can be prepared a year in advance of offshore operations?


20. When an application is submitted, do FRS / CEFAS have sole responsibility for the evaluation of the risk assessment, or does DECC have any involvement?
21. What method of analysis is appropriate to determine the content of hydrocarbon chemicals and substitute hydrocarbon chemicals?
22. Well bore clean-up discharge; can waste streams be put into temporary storage prior to discharge, and still qualify as an operational discharge?
23. TRIAL CHEMICALS – Is the use and/or discharge of trial chemicals covered by the Regulations?
24. Pipe Dopes containing Lead – Can they be used in the UKCS?
25. The use of chemicals in shallow drilling
26. The use of abrasives during well abandonment operations
27. DISCHARGE OF CUTTINGS CONTAMINATED WITH ORGANIC PHASE DRILLING FLUIDS
Answers:
1. SHIPPING AND MIXING - How are chemical mixtures permitted and reported?
Operators are allowed to ship chemicals to the installation that are not listed on their permit, however chemicals must be on the permit before use although the mixing of any chemicals/muds in the pits is allowed.

In recognition of Health and Safety requirements/concerns, pre-mixing or pre-diluting of products onshore is acceptable providing all products in the mixture are registered with CEFAS.  All products should be listed on the permit and should also be reported to EEMS as normal.  Both the applications and the returns must relate to a specific certified chemical, not the amended form of the chemical i.e. if a chemical is certified as a 100% solid, the application should indicate how much of the 100% product will be used and/or discharged, even if it is supplied to the installation in a different format e.g. a 50% solution.

The Offshore Inspectorate will be able to check how the concentrate is being used when they are offshore.  The operator is obliged to use the product as specified in the certification documentation. 

The Portal (and non-Portal) application entries and the EEMS return entries should relate to the form of the chemical that has been certified.  The chemical manufacturer or supplier who certified the product will specify the formulation that has been submitted for certification.  All applications and returns should then be related to that specification.

The use of any chemicals generated offshore must be recorded in the PON15D.  In the case of sodium hypochlorite, it is the ‘available chlorine’ in the product which is recorded, not the volume of the product.   

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT – Pipeline Discharge & Scale Squeeze Operations - How is the Risk Quotient (RQ) calculated for pipeline discharge operations?
The CHARM Implementation Network (CIN) suggested approach to calculate a risk quotient (RQ) for Pipeline Discharge operations:

The RQ can be obtained using the Completion and Work-Over algorithm for which the entries would be as follows:

· Set Chemical type to surface and well cleaning;

· Set Dose as the dose of substance applied to pipeline;

· Force Dilution Factor to 0.001;

· Set Fraction released to unity (1);

· Enter Toxicity information from the data sheet;

· The RQ output can be used as an HQ, for ranking and comparison purposes;

· For a ‘real’ risk quotient calculation it would be necessary to use more detailed hydrodynamic modelling.  There is a range of dilution models available to the modeller.

The CHARM Implementation Network (CIN) suggested approach to calculate a hazard quotient (HQ) for Scale Squeeze operations: 

· Select the “Completion and Work-over” algorithm;

· Set Type of chemical’ to ‘Other completion/work-over chemical’;

· Set the dose as the initial concentration in the injection in units of mg l-1;

Set the fraction of chemical discharged to 0.3;

Accept the RQ output as an HQ and use this for ranking and comparison purposes

The CIN suggested approach to calculate a risk quotient (RQ) for scale squeeze operations:

The dose should be the best estimate of the peak concentration (in the initial return slug);

Set ‘Fraction released’ to unity (1);

Calculate the batch-wise dilution factors using the tables at the back of the manual if for any completion and work-over chemical;

It will usually be necessary to use the “Standard” Production Chemical algorithm to model the tail of the return profile.

There are not definitive methods for carrying out a chemical risk assessment of a pipeline discharge or scale squeeze operation, and the Department will consider alternative risk assessment methods/models when presented with the appropriate scientific evidence.

3. USE OF EXISTING STOCKS OF EXPIRED PRODUCTS - Can existing stocks of expired chemicals be used?
a) When the HOCNF certification of a product expires, the product will be removed from the CEFAS lists of approved chemicals.  Applications for chemical permits must not include "expired" products that are no longer on the approved lists.

b) All products included in a permit application must be on the approved lists at the time of submission of the application.  If there are any expired products included in an application, they will be rejected and the applicant will be requested to seek alternative products.

c) If a product will expire during the period between submission of the application and the date of commencement of the requested permit, the Department will require confirmation that the product has been, or will be, submitted for re-certification.  If an applicant fails to provide this confirmation, the product will be rejected and the applicant will be requested to seek an alternative product.

d) If an applicant provides the requested confirmation under Paragraph c, but the re-certification process has not been completed prior to commencement of the works, the applicant will be able to use existing stocks of the expired product, subject to the conditions outlined in Paragraphs f-i below.

e) If a product will expire during the period of validity of the requested permit, the applicant will be able to use existing stocks of the expired product, subject to the conditions outlined in Paragraphs f-i below.

f) All chemical permits will contain a condition requiring the permit holder to notify the Department in advance of any proposed use of existing stocks of an expired product.  The notification will be filed/stored alongside the permit, so that use of the product is not interpreted as a breach of the permit conditions when the Department reviews the (EEMS) permit return.

g) Existing stocks of an expired product must be the property of the permit holder or an agent undertaking the operation on behalf of the permit holder (e.g. a drilling or pipeline installation/testing contractor).  There must be a clear audit trail to confirm ownership.

h) Existing stocks of an expired product can be held at the site of the works; at any onshore premises operated by the permit holder; at any onshore premises operated by an agent undertaking the operation on behalf of the permit holder; or at any onshore premises operated by any other agent acting on behalf of the permit holder (e.g. a harbour authority, supply base operator, supply vessel operator or even the chemical supplier).  Wherever the stocks are held, there must be a clear audit trail to confirm ownership of the chemical mentioned in Paragraph g.  It is also recommended that copies of the chemical permit and the notification referred to in Paragraph f should be held by any agent that could be involved in the provision of an expired product.

i) The permit holder, or the agent undertaking the operation on behalf of the permit holder, is not allowed to obtain additional stocks of an expired product from any third party.  Inspectors appointed under the Offshore Chemicals Regulations 2002 will be entitled to request copies of the documentation relating to the audit trail to confirm ownership of stocks of expired products.  Obtaining additional stocks of a product after it has expired will be treated as a serious offence.

4. DIESEL BIOCIDES - Is the use of biocide in fuel subject to the Regulations?
There is no requirement to include biocides added to diesel (or other fuels) in chemical permits.  This decision recognises that biocide use in fuels does not constitute an "operational use" of a chemical, and takes account of the OSPAR "Common interpretation on which chemicals are covered and not covered by the harmonised mandatory control system under OSPAR Decision 2000/2".  

5. USE OF DIESEL AS A SOLVENT OR CARRIER - Is the use of diesel as a solvent or carrier subject to the Regulations?
Diesel is occasionally used operationally as a solvent or carrier, for example during squeeze operations.  In all cases, the diesel is not discharged to the sea, and it is usually left down-hole or combined with the produced fluids.

Diesel is not notified and included in the approved chemical lists, and there is no intention to ask suppliers to submit diesel for classification.  It will therefore not be included on the drop down chemical lists that are used to complete the online applications.  All operational use of diesel should be explained in the justification.

As diesel will not be included in the chemical tables that will form the basis of the chemical permit, its use should not be reported in the term or annual return.

6. CHEMICAL CUTTERS - Is the use of chemical cutters subject to the Regulations?
Chemicals used to cut well tubulars are not covered by either the OCNS approval procedure or the chemical permitting system.

The most commonly-used chemical cutters are based on bromine trifluoride which, when used under high pressure, becomes a gas that is directed at the surface of the pipes.  In view of the small quantities of chemical involved and the minimal environmental impact, cutters based on bromine trifluoride have been excluded from the chemical permitting system.

The Department will consider other chemical cutters on a case-by-case basis, and will advise operators accordingly.

7. CHEMICALS SUPPLIED FROM ONSHORE FACILITIES – Are chemicals that are supplied from onshore facilities subject to the Regulations?
Chemicals supplied from onshore facilities via a pipeline or umbilical, which are then injected into the export stream and returned onshore for regeneration, are not covered by the Offshore Chemicals Regulations 2002, and do not require to be on the approved lists.  This also applies to pipe dopes/dope substitutes/dope-less friction controlling lubricants when they are applied onshore and there is no requirement to replace the chemicals offshore.  Where there may be a requirement to apply dope substitutes or dope-less friction controlling lubricants offshore, the chemicals are covered by the chemical permitting system and therefore are covered by the Regulations.

However, where there is offshore top-up of chemicals supplied directly from onshore, the offshore use must be included in the chemical permit application, as this is considered to be an operational use covered by the OSPAR Harmonised Mandatory Control Scheme (HMCS).  Similarly, where there is offshore discharge of chemicals supplied directly from onshore, the discharge must be included in the chemical permit application.  
8. CHEMICAL DISPERSANTS – What is the procedure for applying to use chemical dispersants?
Produced water sheens are occasional by-products of the production and processing of crude oil offshore. They are particularly prevalent in calm weather conditions and can be seen at levels as low as 10mg/l or less.  For the majority of produced water sheens, the use of a chemical dispersant is not considered to be best practicable environmental option (BPEO). Improved topsides processing is a preferred route to preventing sheen formation. Nonetheless, there are circumstances in which the Department will grant permission for a dispersant to be used as a topsides produced water treatment.  These circumstances would involve sheens that are routinely present in areas of environmental sensitivity and/or in areas where there are routinely significant numbers of birds present on the surface of the water surrounding the platform.

In all cases, permission to use a chemical dispersant, for the purpose of dispersing a routinely observed produced water sheen, should be sought by application to the Department as part of a chemical permit submission or variation. Since it is not always easy for permit reviewers to identify chemicals intended for use as chemical dispersants, applicants must highlight the fact that a chemical dispersant is intended to be used and provide a full justification for it's use. All applications to use chemical dispersants will be subject to the normal review process by the Department and it's statutory consultees. In addition, use of any chemical dispersant must be declared in an application for a permit to discharge produced water granted under The Offshore Petroleum Activities (Oil Pollution Prevention and Control) Regulations 2004.

9. MULTIPLE WELL TESTING OF DIFFERENT STRATA – Does the EWT threshold of production of oil in excess of 2000 tonnes and/or for a flow period of more than 96 hours or the production of gas for more than a 96 hour flow period  apply to the sum of all zones tested? 
Tests of distinct zones within a well are treated separately, and therefore there is not a cumulative process to determine whether they qualify as an EWT.  In all cases, the final decision will rest with LED, and therefore the Consents Team should be consulted if in any doubt, as the environmental regime for EWTs will only kick-in if there is an EWT consent requirement.

If  none of the potential tests within each zone exceed the EWT threshold it will be unnecessary to seek a separate Direction for an EWT.  Nevertheless, full details of the test regime should be included in the request for a Direction for the well (the PON15B).

 

10. APPROVAL FOR THE DISCHARGE OF SET DOWNHOLE CHEMICAL PRODUCTS - What is the procedure for obtaining approval for the discharge of set downhole chemical products? 

When Liquid stone is mixed with a liquid stone activator and then pumped downhole over the perforations, the product sets hard and the excess is milled out using coiled tubing and discharged to sea.

The most appropriate way to deal with this discharge is to permit the 'Use' of product with 'zero' discharge. Any solid discharged should then be quantified and explained in Section C of the PON15B.

This approach could be mirrored for other solids that are routinely pumped downhole as liquids and then milled out later as solids. The common example is cement which is often milled days, weeks or months after setting down hole. Currently approval can be gained for the use and discharge of liquid cement but not solids.

Liquid stone should be included as 'use' under section G and the discharge of the milled solidified material should be detailed in section C Justification with a quantification of the likely amounts. The discharge column in section G should be 0 with an asterisk to detail the only discharge will be as milled solidified material and that further details are provided in section C.

11. ZERO DISCHARGE BREACH - If there is a discharge of a chemical currently on a permit with a use quantity but a zero discharge would this constitute a breach of permit conditions if the discharge was under 10%? 

Condition 3 of the schedule of permit conditions currently states:-

3)
Permitted quantities of chemicals

The permit holder shall ensure that the quantities of all chemicals used or discharged during the course of the operations covered by the permit do not exceed by more than 10% the quantities detailed in the permit application.  In the event that the permit holder becomes aware that the use or discharge of any chemical may exceed the quantity detailed in the permit application by more than 10%, the permit holder must notify the Department within two working days.

The above condition refers to an increase in discharge by no more than 10% of that permitted and must be notified within 2 working days to DECC.   It is of the opinion that moving from zero discharge to making a discharge would be a variation in the fate of the chemical and not simply an increase in discharge and therefore would not be permitted under condition 3. This opinion is based on the fact that moving from no discharge to undertaking a discharge may require a CHARM calculation and may result in a different assessment of the likely impact. 

Therefore in DECC's opinion, if a discharge of a chemical is made where the original application stated zero discharge, then this would constitute a breach of permit conditions.
 

12. SHALLOW GAS DIVERTER OPERATIONS - Is potential chemical use and discharge associated with shallow gas diverter operations subject to the Regulations?
 

When drilling wells at some locations, it will be normal practice to operate a shallow gas diverter that uses bursting discs to alleviate excess pressure and ensure the safety of the facility.  The diverter is only used for the well section where the shallow gas is expected, and the bursting discs are thin flexible metal and very sensitive to defects and mechanical damage.

 

Prior to drilling operations, the discs are normally tested with seawater, and they may burst with discharge to the sea.  Providing the tests are undertaken using seawater and do not involve the use of any chemicals, the tests do not require to be permitted.  During the drilling operations, the discs are designed to rupture if there is excessive pressure, which could result from infrequent and unforeseen operating conditions, such as cuttings packing-off in the hole, or from shallow gas incidents.  Rupturing of the discs will result in the discharge of drilling fluids to the sea.  At the end of the relevant well section, there will also usually be a further discharge of drilling fluids, when the riser is disconnected to replace the shallow gas diverter with a BOP.  The latter is normal operating practice, as it is not possible to recycle the mud from the base of the riser, but the discharge is usually made at the sea surface rather than via the usual sub-surface cuttings disposal chute.

 

All potential chemical use and discharge associated with shallow gas diverter operations should be included in the chemical permit application, and explained in a separate section of the Justification.  If the discharges will definitely take place (riser disconnect), this would constitute a primary chemical use and discharge.  If the discharges will only take place if there is a pressure event (bursting disc), this would constitute a contingency use and discharge.  Inclusion of the potential use and discharge in the application will avoid any PON1 or Non-conformance reporting requirements.

13. CLOSED UTILITY SYSTEMS - When is the use and discharge of chemicals in closed utility systems subject to the Regulations?
The contents of closed utility systems, such as heating, cooling and firewater systems, are not covered by the OSPAR Harmonised Mandatory Control Scheme (HMCS), and are not covered by the Offshore Chemicals Regulations 2002.  As the chemicals are not covered by the HMCS, the offshore top-up of closed utility systems does not require to be detailed as a chemical use in permit applications.  The drain-down of closed utility systems for disposal of the chemicals is not considered to be an operational discharge, and does not require to be detailed as a discharge in permit applications.   Where chemicals used in closed utility systems are not covered by a chemical permit, any chemicals drained from the systems should be returned to the shore for disposal.

However, if there is a regular requirement to renew the contents of closed utility systems, it is recommended that the operations are included in production chemical permits.  This will simplify the approval process for any proposed offshore discharges.  However it will make it necessary to use chemicals that are on the approved lists.  

14. PRODUCTS POSING LITTLE OR NO RISK (PLONORs) - How are PLONOR chemicals assessed?
Products that consist entirely of PLONOR substances, or aqueous dilutions thereof, will not have an ecotoxicological data set so they cannot be assessed using CHARM and ranked against other products.  Such products will be listed against their suppliers in the List of Notified Chemicals and identified as consisting entirely of PLONORs.

15. LUBRICANTS AND HYDRAULIC FLUIDS – When is the use and discharge of lubricants and hydraulic fluids subject to the Regulations?
Section 3.3 of the Guidance Notes for the Offshore Chemicals Regulations indicates that the regulations are intended to apply to those "operational" chemicals, which are used in such a way as to result in actual or possible discharges, i.e. "operational" releases into the sea.

The small losses of lubricants that occur during the operation of production-related equipment or machinery are not covered by the chemical permitting system, and the lubricants do not require to be notified and included in the approved chemical lists.  Thus, valve lubricants, wire-line lubricants etc, are excluded.

Hydraulic fluids used in enclosed systems, where there is no deliberate operational discharge, are not covered by the chemical permitting system. Thus fluids used in Xmas Trees, and Blow-Out Preventers (BOP) on platform development wells are excluded.  

Hydraulic fluids which are only discharged in an emergency are not covered by the chemical permitting system.  Thus fluids that are used in down-hole safety valves on platform development wells are also excluded.  

Hydraulic fluids that are used in control devices that are routinely activated, resulting in a discharge to the environment, are covered by the chemical permitting system, and the chemicals must be notified and included in the approved chemical lists.  Thus, fluids used in the well control devices that are normally operated by Mobile Offshore Drilling Units (MODU) must be approved and included in chemical permit applications.

Notwithstanding the chemical permitting requirements outlined above, it should be noted that at the meeting of the OSPAR Offshore Industry Committee (OIC) in Cadiz in February 2002, it was confirmed that the Harmonised Mandatory Control Scheme (HMCS) applied to all hydraulic fluids used to control wellheads, blow-out preventers and subsea valves.  All hydraulic fluids used in these systems must therefore be notified and included in the approved chemical lists.

16. TRACER AND RADIOACTIVE CHEMICALS - What is the procedure for obtaining approval for the use and discharge of tracer chemicals?
TRACER CHEMICALS - What is the procedure for obtaining approval for the use and discharge of non-radioactive tracer chemicals?

Chemicals that are to be used as tracers which are NOT classified as radioactive, are subject to the Offshore Chemical Regulations 2002 and must be registered with CEFAS, by providing the necessary ecotox information as required by those Regulations.  In addition, the operator must be granted a permit to use and/or discharge those chemicals before they may be used/discharged offshore.

However, in the case of operational use of tracer chemicals in “trivial” quantities it is acceptable to provide temporary approval for tracer materials that fall into this category, rather than obtaining full certification. This procedure ensures that operators have to come to the Department prior to each proposed use (to renew the temporary approval) so that the Department can ensure that the scale of use is trivial.

RADIOACTIVE TRACERS – What is the process for gaining approval to use and/or discharge radioactive tracer chemicals?

Chemicals that are to be used as tracers that are classified as radioactive and have a valid Registration and Authorisation Permit under the Radioactive Substances Act 1993 (RSA93), issued by either the EA or SEPA for use/discharge into the marine environment of the UKCS, do NOT require to be registered with CEFAS under the Offshore Chemical Regulations 2002.  However, the Operator will be required to ensure that a full justification of the use/discharge of the product is included in the justification section of the relevant PON15, including the name of the product to be used and the anticipated volumes to be used and/or discharged.  Any additional use/discharge must also be notified in a Variation to the relevant PON. The Operator will also be required to notify the actual volumes used and discharged to EEMS under the Radioactive Section.

17. MAINTENANCE CHEMICALS - What types of chemicals can be classified as being used for  maintenance?
There are some chemicals that are considered to be for maintenance rather than operational use, and consequently there is no requirement to register these with CEFAS.  Neither is there a requirement to include them in the chemical permit or to include them in the chemical permit returns.  

Examples of these are: - chemicals used to prevent machinery or installation corrosion; products classified as coatings that are used to protect internal and external surfaces of coiled tubing from corrosion and erosion damage; products classified as “locking” compounds that are used as a material to bond casing threads or fittings

Incidental discharges of such chemicals during treatment operations do not require to be notified to the Department.  However, the deliberate discharge of surplus or waste chemicals is not allowed, and the chemicals should be returned to shore for disposal.

The regulations are not intended to apply to chemicals that might otherwise be used on a ship, helicopter or other offshore structure.  This effectively exempts, for example, products used solely within accommodation areas, additives to potable water systems, paints and other coatings, fuels, lubricants, fire-fighting foams, hydraulic fluids used in cranes and other machinery etc.  

In contrast, chemicals used for maintenance operations such as cleaning operational pipe work or vessels, are covered by the OSPAR HMCS and the Offshore Chemicals Regulations 2002.  The use and discharge of such chemicals requires to be included in chemical permit applications.

18. Will the regulations cover risks associated with transport to (and, in some cases, from) the platform?

No, the transport of chemicals to and from the installation would be covered by merchant shipping legislation, codes of practice etc.

19. What would DECC expect to see in an ES in relation to chemical use and discharge, given that it can be prepared a year in advance of offshore operations?

In some cases it is possible to provide detailed information in relation to chemical use and discharge, and the ES should include a full chemical risk assessment.  However, in most cases, the ES will be limited to a generic assessment of chemical use, to be supported by a formal chemical permit application submitted at a later date.
20. When an application is submitted, do FRS / CEFAS have sole responsibility for the evaluation of the risk assessment, or does DECC have any involvement?
The DECC Environmental Manager responsible for the operator submitting the application will coordinate the application review, and will prepare an overall assessment that takes account of the comments provided by both internal and external consultees (including the evaluation provided by FRS / CEFAS).  All internal and external consultees will be able to comment on the risk assessment, but the Environmental Manager will determine the application.

21. What method of analysis appropriate to determine the content of hydrocarbon discharges & substitute chemicals?
Discharges of hydrocarbon chemicals and substitute hydrocarbon chemicals may attract a permit condition that states “Representative samples of the discharged material shall be collected at regular intervals during the course of the discharge operation(s), and analyses undertaken using a method approved by the Department to determine the hydrocarbon chemical, or substitute hydrocarbon chemical, content of the discharge(s).”  

At present, it is the responsibility of the operator to decide the most appropriate analysis methodology  However, the Department would recommend using either Gas Chromatography – Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS), Gas Chromatography – Flame Ionisation Detection (GC-FID) or Fourier Transform Infrared Spectroscopy (FT-IR), or a combination of these techniques.  If operators do not consider these techniques to be appropriate or feasible, they should contact the Department to discuss their proposals.  Further information regarding the sampling and analysis of produced water and other hydrocarbon discharges can be found at:

http://og.decc.gov.uk/en/olgs/cms/environment/leg_guidance/oppc/oppc.aspx 
22. Well bore clean-up discharge; can waste streams be put into temporary storage prior to discharge, and still qualify as an operational discharge?
Only operational discharges can be permitted, but it is common practice to put fluids in tanks during clean-up (and other) operations, to sample and analyse the waste stream prior to discharge to ensure compliance with the permit conditions.  

Interim storage may be necessary to check the quality of the waste stream prior to discharge, or as part of the treatment regime prior to discharge.  Providing the proposals are detailed in the permit application, it would not affect their status.  However, waste streams put into storage for “skip and ship” operations would lose their operational status, and it is unlikely that the Department would approve a subsequent application to discharge the waste at a later date, unless there were significant technical, logistical or environmental reasons for discounting the original “skip and ship” option.
23. TRIAL CHEMICALS – Is the use and/or discharge of trial chemicals covered by the Regulations?
In addition to the disposal of certain surplus chemicals being covered by the OCR Regulations, (as described in 4.26 to 4.30 of the Guidance Notes), the use and/or discharge of certain trial chemicals can be regarded as an operational activity and can therefore be covered by a chemical permit.

An example would be testing a cement unit with a trial mix prior to commencing a drilling campaign.
24. Pipe Dopes containing Lead – Can they be used in the UKCS?
Discharges of these pipe dopes are prohibited, and the Department will be refusing to accept applications that include a proposed discharge of pipe dopes containing lead.  Alternative pipe dopes that do not contain lead can be used for applications where there is an anticipated discharge, and should continue to be assessed and entered in the application and the EEMS return using the default 10% discharge estimate.
PON15 applications to use pipe dopes containing lead should relate to activities where there is no planned or anticipated "discharge" of the dope, and should accordingly be entered in the application and the EEMS return as Zero Discharge. Text should also be included in Section C of the application to confirm the measures that will be taken to justify the zero discharge estimate (detailing how it is being used to ensure zero discharge).  
Further information in relation to the justification for continued use of pipe dopes containing lead can be found in the second attached document, which was submitted to the OSPAR Offshore Industries Committee meeting in 2010 and contains a supporting report prepared by O&GUK document (‘Industry Technical Justification to DECC:  Supporting the Continued Use & Discharge of Lead-containing Pipe Dopes beyond January 2010’). 
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25. The use of chemicals in shallow drilling
Shallow borehole drilling (<350 metres) for the purpose of obtaining geological information about strata requires a consent under the Offshore Petroleum Activities (Conservation of Habitats) Regulations 2001 (as amended), which can be applied for by submitting a PON14A.  If only PLONOR chemicals are to be used as part of the operation, the drilling operation will not require a separate chemical permit.  If non-PLONOR chemicals are to be used, a separate chemical permit will be required and this can be applied for by submitting a PON15B.

26. The use of abrasives during well abandonment operations

The use of abrasives to sever well elements is not covered by the HMCS and, as such, the abrasives do not require to be certified by CEFAS under the Offshore Chemicals Notification Scheme.  Nevertheless, full details of the proposals should still be included in Section C of the PON15 application.  It is not possible to use Section G of the application to provide details of any chemical that is not on the certified list, but approval for the use and/or discharge of such chemicals can still be obtained by adding them to Section C.  If operators wish to use a non-certified chemical but there is no requirement to seek a chemical permit for other, certified, chemicals, operators should e-mail brief details of the proposals to DECC (via emt@decc.gsi.gov.uk), and seek advice on how to proceed.

27. DISCHARGE OF CUTTINGS CONTAMINATED WITH ORGANIC PHASE DRILLING FLUIDS

The decision whether to authorise the use of hammer-mill treatment technology is made on a case-by-case basis, and will depend upon the operator demonstrating that this represents Best Available Technology (BAT) and Best Environmental Practice (BEP).  However, this requirement is standard procedure for all offshore operations, and the technology has now been used routinely, and successfully, on a number of offshore installations.

Irrespective of the nature of the application process, the operator is required to provide details of any proposed offshore use of the hammer-mill treatment technology, and to justify the proposed use.  It is also necessary to quantify the treatment and discharge requirement, including the estimated level of Oil on Cuttings (OOC).  Any chemical permit eventually issued to cover the proposed operation will additionally include conditions relating to the proposed use and discharge of the base-oil, and conditions relating to the sampling and analysis of the effluent scheduled for discharge to confirm that the quality of the effluent meets the OSPAR 1% OOC standard.

Link to start of document. 
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OSPAR Convention  


The Convention for the Protection of the 
Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic 
(the “OSPAR Convention”) was opened for 
signature at the Ministerial Meeting of the 
former Oslo and Paris Commissions in Paris 
on 22 September 1992. The Convention 
entered into force on 25 March 1998. It has 
been ratified by Belgium, Denmark, Finland, 
France, Germany, Iceland, Ireland, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, 
Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom 
and approved by the European Union and 
Spain.  


 


Convention OSPAR  


La Convention pour la protection du milieu 
marin de l'Atlantique du Nord-Est, dite 
Convention OSPAR, a été ouverte à la 
signature à la réunion ministérielle des 
anciennes Commissions d'Oslo et de Paris,  
à Paris le 22 septembre 1992. La Convention 
est entrée en vigueur le 25 mars 1998.  
La Convention a été ratifiée par l'Allemagne,  
la Belgique, le Danemark, la Finlande,  
la France, l’Irlande, l’Islande, le Luxembourg, 
la Norvège, les Pays-Bas, le Portugal,  
le Royaume-Uni de Grande Bretagne  
et d’Irlande du Nord, la Suède et la Suisse  
et approuvée par l'Union européenne et
l’Espagne.  
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1. Introduction 
1.1 OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2  
The purpose of OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 is to set environmental goals for the discharge in the 
OSPAR maritime area of offshore chemicals that are, or contain added substances, listed in the OSPAR 
List of Chemicals for Priority Action, in order to set a specific time-frame for moving towards the cessation 
of these discharges from offshore installations.  


OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 applies to Contracting Parties which have offshore installations under 
their jurisdiction in their internal waters or territorial sea, or on their continental shelf.   


1.2 Implementation reporting 


1.2.1 General reporting requirements  


Under Article 22 of the OSPAR Convention, Contracting Parties shall report to the Commission at regular 
intervals on the national measures (legal, regulatory, or other) taken by them to implement the provisions 
of the decisions and recommendations adopted under the OSPAR Convention and on the effectiveness 
of these national measures. This implementation reporting forms the basis for OSPAR to assess the 
compliance by Contracting Parties with the Convention and ultimately to evaluate the effectiveness of 
programmes and measures under the Convention. 


Detailed provisions on implementation reporting and related assessments by OSPAR are laid down in 
OSPAR’s Standard Implementation Reporting and Assessment Procedure (reference number 2003-23, 
update 2005). Unless stated otherwise in the OSPAR instrument concerned, the practice has been in 
general that an implementation report should be submitted to the appropriate OSPAR subsidiary body in 
the intersessional period four years after the adoption of a measure and every four years thereafter until 
fully implemented. Implementation reporting does not apply to Contracting Parties with reservations (or 
non-acceptance) on an OSPAR measure unless and until the reservation (or non-acceptance) is lifted.  


1.2.2 Reporting requirements under Recommendation 2005/2 


Reports on the implementation of OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 should be submitted by 
Contracting Parties with offshore installations that make discharges, using as far as possible the 
format set out in Appendix 1 of the Recommendation, by 31 January 2007 and 31 January 2010.  


A first set of implementation reports on OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 was submitted to OIC 2007, 
and the overview assessment of the reports was published by OSPAR 2008 (Overview Assessment of 
Implementation Reports on OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 on Environmental Goals for the 
Discharge by the Offshore Industry of Chemicals that are, or contain Added Substances, listed in the 
OSPAR 2005 List of Chemicals of Priority Action. Publication number 350/2008).  


A second set of implementation reports on OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 was submitted to OIC 
2010, and the United Kingdom as task manager has prepared the present overview assessment on 
the basis of these reports, which are attached in Annex 1.  
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2. Overview on Implementation of OSPAR 
Recommendation 2005/2 
2.1 Overview on implementation  
Denmark, Germany, Ireland, Norway, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom have completed the 
reporting format for the implementation on OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2. France informed that it 
had not authorised any relevant chemicals that are, or contain added substances, listed in the OSPAR 
List of Chemicals for Priority Action and that the phase out of such chemicals was therefore irrelevant. 
In the view of France, it was therefore unnecessary to provide a full implementation report. Spain 
informed that there was no change from the information provided in their 2007 implementation report. 
There is very little offshore activity in Spain and the use of offshore chemicals is low, with no offshore 
discharges of chemicals or produced water. It had therefore been unnecessary to authorise the phase-
out of the discharge of chemicals that are, or contain added substances, listed in the OSPAR List of 
Chemicals for Priority Action. Tables 1 and 2 below provide an overview of countries which have 
reported, any reservations and means of implementation of OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2. 


Table 1.  Implementation report on compliance with OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
 
 


 


IMPLEMENTATION REPORT ON COMPLIANCE 


Contracting 


Party 


Reservation 


applies 
Applicable 


Denmark No Yes 


Germany No Yes 


Ireland No Yes 


Norway  No No 


Netherlands No Yes 


United 


Kingdom 
No Yes 


Table 2.  Means of Implementation of OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 


MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION  


 Means of Implementation of the measure in 


§3.1 of the Recommendation (ban on new 


authorisations of discharge of offshore 


chemicals) 


Means of Implementation of the measure in 


§3.2 of the Recommendation (phase-out of 


discharge of offshore chemicals) 


Contracting 


Party 
Legislation Administrative 


action 


Negotiated 


agreement 


Legislation Administrative 


action 
Negotiated 


agreement 


Denmark No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 


Germany Yes  No  No  Yes  No  No  


Ireland No Yes No No Yes No 


Norway Yes Yes No Yes Yes No 


Netherlands Yes  No No Yes  No No 


United 


Kingdom 
No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 
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Information provided on means of implementation of the measure in §3.1 of the 
Recommendation: 
Specific measures taken to give effect to this measure 


In Germany and the Netherlands no specific measures have been taken to give effect to this measure.  


In Denmark, in compliance with its National Offshore Action Plan, the use and discharge of “black” 
chemicals offshore ceased in 2005. “Black” chemicals are identical to those which are, or contain 
added substances, listed in the OSPAR List of Chemicals for Priority Action. 


In Ireland all substances proposed for discharge offshore are checked against the OSPAR List of 
Chemicals for Priority Action.  


In Norway, as part of their Zero Discharge Goal, by 1 January 2006 the discharge of priority 
substances offshore should have phased out. Follow-up is undertaken through the issue of discharge 
permits and the assessment of annual reports on discharges from the operators. 


In the United Kingdom the competent authorities have not issued any new authorisations for offshore 
chemicals that are, or contain added substances, listed in the OSPAR List of Chemicals for Priority 
Action, but have continued to permit two offshore chemicals (pipe dopes) that were notified and 
approved prior to OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 coming into force.  


Any special difficulties encountered, such as practical or legal problems, in the implementation 
of this measure  


Germany, Ireland and the Netherlands have reported no difficulty in implementing this measure.  


In Denmark offshore operations have taken place in the Faroe Islands waters during the years 2001, 
2006 and 2008.  For 2008 it was reported that there was 10 kg use and 1 kg discharge of “black” 
offshore chemicals for the Faroe Islands.  


Norway has reported the continued use of chemicals containing an added substance listed in the 
OSPAR List of Chemicals for Priority Action.  These chemicals were pipe dopes containing lead, and 
the use quantities during the period 2005–2009 are detailed in the table below. These pipe dopes 
were used as back-up chemicals on two installations in 2009, when they had encountered problems 
breaking the pipe threads, but no planned discharges of the pipe dopes had been permitted (see 
§2.2). 


Norway additionally reported the continued discharge of a chemical containing an added substance 
listed in the OSPAR List of Chemicals for Priority Action. This chemical was a hydraulic fluid 
containing approximately 3% Di-2-ethylhexylphtalate (DEHP), and the discharge quantities during the 
period 2005–2009 are detailed in the table below. The hydraulic fluid is contained in a large subsea 
hydraulic system with normal discharge during actuation of the vents, and it has not been possible to 
replace all the fluid in the system.  Norway has therefore accepted a gradual phase out of the 
discharges, which will ultimately be totally replaced by a new compatible hydraulic fluid that does not 
contain an added substance listed in the OSPAR List of Chemicals for Priority Action.  The period of 
replacement and discharge of the hydraulic fluid will extend into 2010, but the annual discharge will 
gradually diminish.  


Table 3.  Use and Discharge of Priority Substances on the NCS 2005–2009 


 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 


Use (kg) 1032 594 497 146 19,6 
Discharge (kg) 3,3 6,6 0,6 140* 58 


*117 kg copper in pipe dope (a national priority substance until 2008) 
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The United Kingdom has reported that it had continued to issue new permits for the use of two pipes 
dopes, which are effectively two versions of the same offshore chemical. 


Reasons for not having fully implemented this measure and plans for full implementation   


Germany and the Netherlands have reported that they have fully implemented this measure.  


The United Kingdom has reported that it had not fully implemented this measure if “authorisation” 
includes the permitting of chemicals that were notified and approved prior to OSPAR 
Recommendation 2005/2 coming into force.   


Information provided on means of implementation of the measure in §3.2 of the 
Recommendation: 


Any programme of review of authorisations and progress of such reviews  


In Germany substances that are, or contain added substances, listed in the OSPAR List of Chemicals 
for Priority Action are not used in German waters.  


In the Netherlands the use and discharge offshore of substances that are, or contain added 
substances, listed in the OSPAR List of Chemicals for Priority Action ceased in 2004. In 2010, Dutch 
competent authorities were approached with request for permits to use and discharge offshore pipes 
dopes under circumstances where there were no alternatives to guarantee the safety of the 
operations. The current Dutch legislation, which is modelled on OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2, 
does not allow any exemptions (see §2.2).  


The United Kingdom developed a National Plan for the phase-out of chemicals which attract a 
substitution warning.  This plan included the phase-out of discharges of chemicals that are, or contain 
added substances, listed in the OSPAR List of Chemicals for Priority Action, and specified that such 
discharges should be phased-out by the deadline of 1 January 2010. In 2009, the UK offshore industry 
approached the offshore licensing and environmental regulator (UK Department of Energy and 
Climate Change-DECC) to discuss the continued use of two pipe / casing dopes containing lead.  The 
United Kingdom considered that there was a valid safety case for the use of these dopes for specific 
offshore operations, and informed the OSPAR Industry Committee (OIC) meeting in 2010 accordingly 
(see §2.2).   


Where the phasing-out of such offshore chemicals is being achieved in some other way, the 
nature of those other means, and the progress with them  


In Germany substances that are, or contain added substances, listed in the OSPAR List of Chemicals 
for Priority Action are not used in German waters.  


In the Netherlands the use and discharge offshore of substances that are, or contain added 
substances, listed in the OSPAR List of Chemicals for Priority Action ceased in 2004. 


In the United Kingdom none of the specific operations that necessitated the use of pipe / casing dopes 
containing lead included the planned discharge of the dopes. The United Kingdom therefore took the 
view that planned discharges would be negligible and unplanned discharges would be trivial.  
However, risk assessments for the use of dopes are based on an assumed percentage discharge 
(10%), and as it cannot be guaranteed that there will be zero discharge, the United Kingdom decided 
to inform the OIC meeting in 2011 that it had not fully implemented OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2, 
but the United Kingdom invited OIC to consider whether the continued use of these pipe / casing 
dopes for specific offshore operations satisfied the requirements of OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 
(see §2.2). 







Overview assessment of implementation reports on OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 on environmental goals for 
the discharge by the offshore industry of chemicals that are, or contain added substances, listed in the OSPAR 
List of Chemicals for Priority Action 
 


8 


2.2 Pipe dopes containing lead  
At OIC 2010 the United Kingdom submitted a paper advising OIC that the United Kingdom would 
continue to authorise the use of pipe / casing dopes containing lead for specific offshore operations, 
pending development of technically and environmentally acceptable alternatives.  


At OIC 2011 discussion was held on the differing reporting strategies of Norway and the United 
Kingdom in relation to the use of pipe dopes containing lead. Norway and the United Kingdom both 
confirmed that operators were only using pipe dopes containing lead under circumstances where there 
were not planned discharges. Norway had reported in these cases zero discharges, whereas the 
United Kingdom had used the standard default factor for the permitting and reporting of pipes dopes. 
The United Kingdom informed the meeting that it would amend its reporting procedures for future uses 
of the pipe dopes that did not involve any planned discharges to indicate that is zero discharge. The 
Netherlands confirmed that its competent authorities had been approached with requests for permits 
to use and discharge pipes dopes.  


2.3 Key findings  
Based on the information received the following findings and shortcomings are summarised here:  


a. Denmark, France, Germany, Ireland, Spain and the Netherlands have not issued any new 
authorisations for the discharge of offshore chemicals that are, or contain added substances, 
listed in the OSPAR List of Chemicals for Priority Action;  


b. Denmark, France, Germany, Ireland, Spain and the Netherlands have phased-out the 
discharge of offshore chemicals that are, or contain added substances, listed in the OSPAR 
List of Chemicals for Priority Action;  


c. Norway reported the continued discharge of a chemical containing an added substance listed 
in the OSPAR List of Chemicals for Priority Action. This chemical was a hydraulic fluid 
containing approximately 3% Di-2-ethylhexylphtalate (DEHP), the phase-out of which will 
extent into 2010, beyond the deadline set out by OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 (1 January 
2010); 


d. Norway and the United Kingdom have reported the continued use of two chemicals (pipes 
dopes) containing an added substance (lead) listed in the OSPAR List of Chemicals for 
Priority Action. These two chemicals were however notified and approved prior to OSPAR 
Recommendation 2005/2 taking effect and are used for specific offshore operations under 
circumstances where there are not planned discharges.  
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ANNEX 1 – Implementation Reports 


Appendix 1 


Implementation report from DENMARK concerning OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2  


1. Implementation Report on Compliance 


 


Year of Report: 2010 
Country: DENMARK 
 


Reservation applies No 
 


Is measure applicable in 
your country? 


Yes 


If not applicable, then state why not (e.g. no relevant uses or discharges of offshore chemicals) 


Means of Implementation of 
the measure in § 3.1 of the 


Recommendation (ban on 
new authorisations of 
discharge of offshore 


chemicals): 


by legislation by administrative action by negotiated agreement 


 No Yes Yes 


Please provide information on: 


a. specific measures taken to give effect to this measure; 


It has since 2005 been a part of the Danish National Offshore Action Plan that: “By no later 
than the end of 2005, operators must have stopped discharges of all “black“ chemicals”. 
“Black” chemicals are identical to Chemicals that are, or contain Added Substances, listed 


in the OSPAR 2004 List of Chemicals for Priority Action.  The goal was reached for both 
use and discharge in 2005. 


b. any special difficulties encountered, such as practical or legal problems, in the implementation of 
this measure; 


The use and discharge of offshore chemicals for operations at the Faroe Island has been 


reported together with the Danish data. Operations have taken place at the Faroe Islands 
for the years 2001, 2006 and 2008. For 2008 it has been reported that for the Faroe Islands 
the use and discharge of “black” offshore chemicals  have been 10 kg and 1 kg 


respectively. 


c. any reasons for not having fully implemented this measure should be spelt out clearly and plans 
for full implementation should be reported. 
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Means of Implementation of 


the measure in § 3.2 of the 
Recommendation (phase-
out of discharge of offshore 


chemicals): 


by legislation by administrative action by negotiated agreement 


 No Yes Yes 


Please provide information on: 


a. any programme of review of authorisations for the discharge of offshore chemicals consisting of, 
or containing added substances, listed in the OSPAR 2004 List of Chemicals for Priority Action, 
and the progress of such reviews; 


See entries above. 


b. where the phasing-out of such offshore chemicals is being achieved in some other way, the nature 
of those other means, and the progress with them. 


See entries above. 
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Appendix 2 


Implementation report from GERMANY concerning OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 


1. Implementation Report on Compliance 
 
Year of Report: 2010 
Country: Germany 
 
Reservation applies No 
 
Is measure applicable in 
your country? 


Yes 


If not applicable, then state why not (e.g. no relevant uses or discharges of offshore chemicals) 


Means of Implementation of 
the measure in § 3.1 of the 
Recommendation (ban on 


new authorisations of 
discharge of offshore 
chemicals): 


by legislation by administrative action by negotiated agreement 


 Yes No No 


Please provide information on: 


a. specific measures taken to give effect to this measure;  


No specific measures have been taken to give effect to this measure in Germany. 


b. any special difficulties encountered, such as practical or legal problems, in the implementation of 
this measure; 


No difficulties encountered so far in the implementation of this measure. 


c. any reasons for not having fully implemented this measure should be spelt out clearly and plans 
for full implementation should be reported. 


Germany has fully implemented this measure. 


Means of Implementation of 


the measure in § 3.2 of the 
Recommendation (phase-
out of discharge of offshore 


chemicals): 


by legislation by administrative action by negotiated agreement 


 Yes No No 


Please provide information on: 


a. any programme of review of authorisations for the discharge of offshore chemicals consisting of, 
or containing added substances, listed in the OSPAR 2004 List of Chemicals for Priority Action, 
and the progress of such reviews; 


Substances are not used in German waters. 


b. where the phasing-out of such offshore chemicals is being achieved in some other way, the nature 
of those other means, and the progress with them. 


See Item a) above.  
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Appendix 3 


Implementation report from IRELAND concerning OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 


1. Implementation Report on Compliance 


Year of Report: 2010 
Country: IRELAND 
 
Reservation applies No 
 
Is measure applicable in 
your country? 


Yes 


If not applicable, then state why not (e.g. no relevant uses or discharges of offshore chemicals) 


Means of Implementation of 
the measure in § 3.1 of the 
Recommendation (ban on 


new authorisations of 
discharge of offshore 
chemicals): 


by legislation by administrative action by negotiated agreement 


 No Yes  No 


Please provide information on: 


a. specific measures taken to give effect to this measure; 


All substances proposed for discharge are checked against the List of Chemicals for 
Priority Action. 


b. any special difficulties encountered, such as practical or legal problems, in the implementation of 
this measure; 


No relevant substances have been identified to date. 


c. any reasons for not having fully implemented this measure should be spelt out clearly and plans 
for full implementation should be reported. 


Means of Implementation of 
the measure in § 3.2 of the 
Recommendation (phase-


out of discharge of offshore 
chemicals): 


by legislation by administrative action by negotiated agreement 


 No Yes No 


Please provide information on: 
a. any programme of review of authorisations for the discharge of offshore chemicals consisting of, 


or containing added substances, listed in the OSPAR 2004 List of Chemicals for Priority Action, 
and the progress of such reviews; 
See entries above. 


b. where the phasing-out of such offshore chemicals is being achieved in some other way, the nature 
of those other means, and the progress with them. 
See entries above. 
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Appendix 4 


 


Implementation report from NORWAY concerning OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 


1. Implementation Report on Compliance 


Year of Report: 2010 
Country: NORWAY 
 
Reservation applies No 
 
Is measure applicable in 
your country? 


No 


If not applicable, then state why not (e.g. no relevant uses or discharges of offshore chemicals) 


Means of Implementation of 
the measure in § 3.1 of the 
Recommendation (ban on 


new authorisations of 
discharge of offshore 
chemicals): 


by legislation by administrative action by negotiated agreement 


 Yes Yes No 


Please provide information on: 


a. specific measures taken to give effect to this measure; 


The Norwegian Zero Discharge goal included the phase out of discharge of priority 
substances by the 1st of January 2006. Followed up when issuing discharge permits and 


assessing yearly discharge reports from the operators. 


b. any special difficulties encountered, such as practical or legal problems, in the implementation of 
this measure; 


In 2009 58 kg of priority substances where discharged. The whole amount is from one 
source which is a subsea hydraulic system with normal leakage when operating vents. This 


is a large system which was originally filled with a hydraulic fluid containing approximately 
3% Di-2-ethylhexylphtalate (DEHP). Because of the size of this system it has been too 
difficult to exchange all the fluid and Klif has accepted a gradual phase out with the refilling 


of a new compatible hydraulic fluid with no priority chemicals. The period of discharge of 
this hydraulic fluid will extend the phase out year 2010, but the yearly discharge will 
gradually diminish.  


The use of chemicals with priority substances as shown in the table below is connected to 


pipe dope with lead. These pipe dopes have been used as back up chemicals by two 
installations in 2009 when having problems with breakage of threads.  No planned 
discharge of pipe dopes containing lead has been permitted.  
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Table 1. Use and discharge of priority substances on the NCS 2005-2009 


 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 


Use (kg) 1032 594 497 146 19,6 


Discharge 
(kg) 


3,3 6,6 0,6 140* 58 


*117 kg copper in pipe dope (a national priority substance until 2008) 


c. any reasons for not having fully implemented this measure should be spelt out clearly and plans 
for full implementation should be reported. 


Means of Implementation of 


the measure in § 3.2 of the 
Recommendation (phase-
out of discharge of offshore 


chemicals): 


by legislation by administrative action by negotiated agreement 


 Yes Yes No 
 
Please provide information on: 
a. any programme of review of authorisations for the discharge of offshore chemicals consisting of, 


or containing added substances, listed in the OSPAR 2004 List of Chemicals for Priority Action, 
and the progress of such reviews; 


b. where the phasing-out of such offshore chemicals is being achieved in some other way, the nature 
of those other means, and the progress with them. 
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Appendix 5 


 


Implementation report from THE NETHERLANDS concerning OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2  


1. Implementation Report on Compliance 


Year of Report: 2010 
Country: THE NETHERLANDS 
 
Reservation applies No 
 
Is measure applicable in 
your country? 


Yes 


 
If not applicable, then state why not (e.g. no relevant uses or discharges of offshore chemicals) 
 
Means of Implementation of 


the measure in § 3.1 of the 
Recommendation (ban on 
new authorisations of 


discharge of offshore 
chemicals): 


by legislation 
 


by administrative action by negotiated agreement 


 Yes No No 


Please provide information on: 


a. specific measures taken to give effect to this measure; 


No specific measures have been taken to give effect to this measure in the Netherlands. 


b. any special difficulties encountered, such as practical or legal problems, in the implementation of 
this measure; 


No difficulties encountered so far in the implementation of this measure. 


c. any reasons for not having fully implemented this measure should be spelt out clearly and plans 
for full implementation should be reported. 


The Netherlands have fully implemented this measure. 


Means of Implementation of 
the measure in § 3.2 of the 


Recommendation (phase-
out of discharge of offshore 
chemicals): 


by legislation 
 


by administrative action by negotiated agreement 


 Yes No No 
 


Please provide information on: 


a. any programme of review of authorisations for the discharge of offshore chemicals consisting of, 
or containing added substances, listed in the OSPAR 2004 List of Chemicals for Priority Action, 
and the progress of such reviews; 


The use and discharge of LCPA substances offshore the Netherlands have ceased already 


in 2004. In 2010 some operators in the Netherlands approached the NL Competent 
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authorities with requests for permits to use and discharge of LCPA substances mixed in 
pipe dopes. According to these operators the use these pipe dopes is needed in special 


circumstances where there are no alternatives to guarantee the safety of the operations. 
The current legislation, which is based on the OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2, does not 
allow any exemptions. However the United Kingdom informed the Offshore Industry 


Committee in 2010 that the UK is also phasing with the fact that pipe dopes containing 
LCPA substances are needed due to safety reasons. So the Netherlands propose the OIC in 
2011 to discuss this possibility. 


b. where the phasing-out of such offshore chemicals is being achieved in some other way, the nature 
of those other means, and the progress with them. 


As reported here above the use and discharge of LCPA substances already ceased in 2004. 


 







OSPAR Commission, 2011 


17 
 


Appendix 6 


Implementation report from THE UNITED KINGDOM concerning OSPAR Recommendation 
2005/2 


1. Implementation Report on Compliance 


Year of Report: 2010 


Country: UNITED KINGDOM 


 
Reservation applies No 
 
Is measure applicable in 


your country? 
Yes 


 
If not applicable, then state why not (e.g. no relevant uses or discharges of offshore chemicals) 


Means of Implementation of 


the measure in § 3.1 of the 
Recommendation (ban on 
new authorisations of 


discharge of offshore 
chemicals): 


by legislation by administrative action by negotiated agreement 


 No Yes Yes 


Please provide information on: 


a. specific measures taken to give effect to this measure; 


Policy decision implemented by administrative action and negotiated agreement (the UK 
chemical certification procedure and a UK National Plan).  The UK has not issued any new 
authorisations for offshore chemicals that are, or contain added substances, listed in the 


OSPAR 2005 List of Chemicals for Priority Action, i.e. it has not approved any new 
chemicals for offshore use, but it has continued to permit two offshore chemicals that were 
notified and approved prior to OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 coming into force. 


b. any special difficulties encountered, such as practical or legal problems, in the implementation of 
this measure; 


No legal or practical difficulties were encountered in relation to new authorisations, but the 
UK has continued to issue new permits for the use of two pipe dopes, which are effectively 
two versions of the same offshore chemical. 


c. any reasons for not having fully implemented this measure should be spelt out clearly and plans 
for full implementation should be reported. 


The UK has not fully implemented this measure if ‘authorisation’ includes the permitting of 
chemicals that were notified and approved prior to OSPAR Recommendation 2005/2 
coming into force. 
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Means of Implementation of 


the measure in § 3.2 of the 
Recommendation (phase-
out of discharge of offshore 


chemicals): 


by legislation by administrative action by negotiated agreement 


 No Yes Yes 


Please provide information on: 


a. any programme of review of authorisations for the discharge of offshore chemicals consisting of, 
or containing added substances, listed in the OSPAR 2004 List of Chemicals for Priority Action, 
and the progress of such reviews; 


The UK developed a National Plan for the phase-out of chemicals which attract a 
substitution warning.  This plan included the phase-out of discharges of chemicals that are, 


or contain added substances, listed in the OSPAR List of Chemicals for Priority Action, and 
specified that such discharges should be phased-out by the deadline of 1 January 2010.  
Under the national Plan, operators are required to report progress annually, to confirm the 


trials that have been undertaken to test alternative chemicals and the chemicals that have 
been replaced, and to provide details of the replacement chemicals and future replacement 
strategies.  In 2009, the UK offshore industry approached DECC, the offshore licensing and 


environmental regulator, to discuss the continued use of two pipe / casing dopes 
containing lead.  The UK subsequently submitted a paper to the Offshore Industry 
Committee (OIC) meeting in 2010, advising the Commission and OIC that the UK had 


accepted a justification provided by UK offshore industry for the continued use of pipe / 
casing dopes containing lead.  The UK considers that there is a valid safety case for the 
use of these dopes for specific offshore operations, and informed the Commission and OIC 


that it will continue to authorise the use of these offshore chemicals for those operations 
pending development of technically and environmentally acceptable alternatives. 


b. where the phasing-out of such offshore chemicals is being achieved in some other way, the nature 
of those other means, and the progress with them. 


The specific operations that necessitate the use of pipe / casing dopes containing lead 


were detailed in the paper submitted to OIC 2010, and none of those operations includes 
the planned discharge of the dopes.  The operations are either likely to result in the dopes 
remaining down-hole, or the dopes being returned with the drilling fluids or production 


streams for treatment on the installation or onshore.  Care is also taken during the 
application of these dopes, to prevent excess material being washed off during deployment 
of the drilling or casing.  The UK therefore takes the view that planned discharges will be 


negligible and unplanned discharges will be trivial.  However, risk assessments for the use 
of dopes are based on an assumed percentage discharge, and the UK continues to use that 
reporting protocol for all uses of pipe / casing dopes.  As it cannot be guaranteed that there 


will be zero discharge, the UK decided to inform the Commission and OIC that it had not 
fully implemented the recommendation, but the UK would encourage OIC to consider 
whether the continued use of these pipe / casing dopes for specific offshore operations 


satisfies the requirements of the recommendation. 
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