PUBLIC CONSULTATION
Improving offshore safety, health and environmentm Europe

Questions for the public

Please use this response form for your repliesnRlyau for respecting the maximum length for
the replies as indicated after each question. Wilisensure that your responses are taken [nto
account in their entirety.

Please send the filled response form to the ENERISQI T-OFFSHORE mailbox

Authorisations

As described in the consultation document, the ebemp authorities of the EU Member States
define the concrete regulatory requirements anddd@ns for starting, pursuing and terminating

offshore activities within the broader boundaridsEdJ legislation. These authorities govern also
the authorisations for offshore activities in aivarea (both in terms of access to exploit a @erta

geographical area, and in terms of approval to per concrete activities), regulatory

requirements on ongoing activities and closing érations.

1. Which changes, if any, would you recommend to_tlitboaisation conditiongor offshore
prospection or exploration or production activiteRlease specify which authorisations your
recommendations concern (all authorisations, thimsa specific country, those authorising
only a certain stage(s) such as prospection, egplon or production etc) (Please limit your
response to maximum 1000 words)

Authorizations to perform offshore activities aramaged by one or several entities depending on
the EU country. To authorize a company to perfoffahore activities in an oil and gas field, the
following group of conditiongould be recommended:

- Economical: what are the economical benefits — for the countf developing the oil
and gas field? How can the company develop, maaadgeptimize the production of the
field? Is it then economically feasible?

- Financial: does the company applying for the authorizatiovetthe financial capacity to
perform its activity given the liabilities it mighbave to cover and the technical
requirements below;

- Technical: — explained below — including means to minimiggact on the environment
and ensuring the health and safety of its workedsantractors involved.

The economical, financial and technical conditisheuld be assessed by different authorities to
avoid conflict of interest.

The parameterthat could affect the requirements to obtain ath@ization for offshore activities
are:

- Location: the distance of the offshore activity to the cotst depth at which the offshore
activity is taking place. In all cases, all bodyvediter should be submitted to conditions
for authorization and particular attention shoutd diven to activities near the coast of
several EU and/or non-EU countries;

- Stage in the life of the field:prospection and exploration will theoretically kalesser
impact than production. Whenever a company wantertter the production stage,



provision for decommissioning and rehabilitatiorosld be included. To our knowledge,
only the UK and the Netherlands are currently rengi companies to propose a
decommissioning plan;

- Type of company:differentiate between operator, drilling compassfvice company, etc.
Ultimately, the operator that contracts various pames for prospection, exploration or
production activities should consult with auth@sti— which could review the repartition
of liabilities prior to commencement of activities;

- Type of operation: environmental and safety risk will vary from orypé of operation to
an other. The possibility of simultaneous operaieron a same field or on a same day —
should also be considered;

- Type of asset:production platform are “permanent” to the fielehereas a drilling rig or
service equipment are present and operated fovem gictivity in the field. These assets,
with the type of operation performed with them,genat different levels of risks that can
affect the authorization to perform offshore adtes.

Authorities may want also to set some limitationglee license:

- Duration of the license:a license to operate a field will dictate the diorathe operator
can perform offshore activities on it. For drilliagmpanies, the license may be reduced to
the specific project on which it is assigned tdl,dor to an agreed duration;

- Scope of the licenseauthorities may want to include several assetyme of operation
under one license for one company;

- Options to revoke a licensethe authorities may want to revoke a license basethe
performance of the company;

- Options for a “temporary” license: some companies — for example, companies which
have never operated in European waters or compémasare smaller (and hence may
have smaller financial capability) — could be dllgifor a conditional license, allowing
them to start offshore activities under the conditihat will provide further proof of their
technical and/or financial capability.

2. European law foresees that the competent national authoritiesllstkensure that
authorisations are granted on the basis of selectoteria which consider, among other
things, the financial and technical capability 6ktcompanies wishing to carry out offshore
oil or gas operations.

a) What key elemerftsshould this_technical capacitsequirement include in your view?
Please limit your response to maximum 500 words

b) Similarly, what key elements should the financegability requirement include in your
view?(Please limit your response to maximum 50@sjor

The following technical and financial capabilityqeerements could be included as criteria for
authorizing a company to perform offshore actigitie

1 Directive 94/22/EC of the European Parliamend af the Council of 30 May 1994 on the conditioms f
granting and using authorizations for the prospectéxploration and production of hydrocarbons

2 Focus is only on the main elements of this céipahs opposed to detailed requirements whicty\acording
to the different geological, geophysical, techniadl other circumstances of each individual case.



Technical capacity:

- Field development plan: if applying for an authorization to produce theldi the
operator should show its technical capacity by gmérg its field development plan —
even if the operator may not operate the fieldughmut. This should include:

o All assets to be installed or used during the hmife activities, their
implementation, tests, operation, maintenance asdrdmissioning;

0 An estimated time frame for its development;

0 A demonstration of how the economic recovery cannximized without
jeopardizing safety and the environment. Data remx/ and analysis performed
during the prospection and exploration activitié®dd show the production
capabilities and the maximum flow rates / pressdresnperatures that may be
encountered during the production activity. Showhbese parameters will be
mitigated/managed,;

For contractors, the technical capacity to perfasractivities and its understanding

of the operator’s activities should be proven. Biow for data collection and

reporting may need to be considered;

- Contingencies: the company may present 1 or several optionsdotingencies;

- Prevention: the primary means to minimize impact on the emnment and safety is
prevention. The company can leverage by managingpetency and asset integrity:

o Competency: does the company have experienced and trainecrpesks to
perform a given activity? Demonstrate as well thlemion of best available
techniques;

0 Asset integrity: does the company have an integrity maintenanae folathe
assets which will be use to perform the desireshaife activities;

- Environmental: has the company made an environmental assessnmesetin place the
appropriate measures to ensure its offshore aesvitlo not affect the environment
negatively? Include an environmental impact assessthat considers — but is not limited
to — water pollution (spills), soil pollution, apollution (flaring), wildlife and fish,
existence of other surrounding assets, etc. Shewagiplication of best environmental
practices. A waste management plan may be consideed the stage of producing the
field;

- Health and safety:does the company have a health and safety systerisspecially an
emergency response plan in place? The emergenppnss plan should show that
communication or agreements have been establishledtler countries;

Financial capacity:

Currently, in the UK, DECC (Department of Energyddlimate Change) requires assurance that
operator has substantial financial capacity thaluses decommissioning. Similar provisions are
required by the State Supervision of Mines (SODiMbhie Netherlands. This is particularly critical,
as the age of assets in Europe are reaching begrdtical limits.

An other aspect considered in the UK, is that thgiral owner — and intermediate owners — of a
field or asset does not loose all liabilities whsslling it to a new company. Considerations may
also be given as to liabilities after decommissigniwhen the field is — supposedly — returned to
the country. In light of these points, financiapaaity should include — but not be limited to —:



- For production activities authorisation — provisionthe whole life of the asset, measured
according to the risk of an activity;

- Demonstration that financial mechanisms are pptage to respond to agreed “damages”.

- Repartition of financial liabilities through thefdi of the asset and through the different
actors involved in the development of the asset.

3. How (such as through legislation or voluntary measuat international, EU or national
levels or by industry) should the adoption of staft¢he-art authorisation practices be best
achieved throughout the EU? Should neighbouring Mémber States be consulted on the
award of authorisations? (Please limit your respeid maximum 1000 words)

The goal setting approach was first introducechenWK through Lord Cullen’s report on the Piper
Alpha disaster. Instead of imposing rules, the autles propose specific quantifiable goals that th
companies must meet. Hence, the companies havbiligxon how they will meet these goals. An
important aspect is that the responsibility for mging safety and environmental aspects now rests
on the Duty Holder — which is either the ownerlo bperator of an offshore asset.

The goal setting approach anticipates the laclkppfieable laws or standards, especially in the case
of new environments. Also, the goal setting appnodoes not exclude prescriptive regulations.
Often, hybrid solutions employ elements from bathlgsetting and prescriptive approaches.

The EU and EU countries should consider such geitihg approach to encourage implementation
of best available practices for authorizing offghactivities, and best available technologies to
respond to the ever changing technologies, safetyeavironmental conditions.

The value of bringing such philosophy to the EUelewould be to homogenize practices — the best
practices are more likely to be universally adoptezhd allow for better emergency responses and
optimized management of financial impact.

In the case where the offshore activity has themal to affect a non-EU country, this latter sldou
be consulted on the award of the authorisationss Would open communication and help spread
the financial liabilities.

Prevention of accidents

4. Please describe here any recommendations or chafgedke current regulatory framework
or practices) - if any - that you consider impartdo improve the prevention of accidents
affecting the health or safety of workewvs offshore oil and gas installations in the EU:
(Please limit your response to maximum 1000 words)

The goal-setting approach implemented in UK hasgdly been successful in managing Health
and Safety of workers.

The UK’s Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 (HASWAjroduced a number of key principles
that have proved to be powerful driver for improwsts in health and safety in Great Britain.

These key principles include duties to be exercisedmployers and employees. For example:
- Those who create risk to employees or others incinese of performing working
activities are responsible for controlling thosksi.
- Employees also have a responsibility to take restslencare of the health and safety of
others.

The main duties in HASWA are qualified by the plerdso far as reasonably practicable”. This
means that the reduction of risk must be compagadhat the time, money and effort required to



achieve the reduction. Additional controls are wassary if the time, money and effort would be
grossly disproportionate to the risk reduction.

Profitability is not a valid argument against implenting a risk reduction measure.

Guidance on what constitutes “so far as reasonatalgticable” is available in published codes and
standards and guidance from the Health and Safedguive, but the decisions on how much time,
money and effort is required will always involvetbxercise of judgement.

Compliance with the regulations produced underAbeis a legal requirement. But Codes of
practice are published which also have a specadepin criminal proceedings. Failure to comply
with a code of practice is not an offence, buthie évent of any criminal proceedings, compliance
to a relevant code of practice can be a strongndefdndividuals who choose to not follow a code
of practice should be prepared to demonstratethiggt have implemented arrangements that are as
effective, or better, than those in the code.

This is an example of the goal setting approach described in question (3) — and has been shown
to be sufficiently flexible to accommodate noveluations without the inevitable necessity of
publishing new regulations. The goals remain cktaall times while there remains considerable
flexibility in how those goals are to be achieved.

5. Please describe here any recommendations or chafpgdke current regulatory framework
or practices) — if any — that you consider impottamorder to_better prevent damage to the
natural environmenfrom accidents on offshore oil and gas installaip (Please limit your
response to maximum 1000 words)

Similarly to actions to better prevent accidentecing the health and safety of workers, a goal
setting approach should also be taken to prevanada the natural environment.

In both cases — health or safety of workers andremwmental protection — emphasis should be put
on competencies and asset integrity. As such, whigecompanies will be encouraged to reach
agreed goals, the EU may enhance or propose d detotives to which the industry can use as
basis of their performance standards:

- pressure equipment;

- electrical devices used in explosive environment;

- lifting equipment;

- well control equipment.

Verification of compliance and liability for damages

The enforcement of offshore health and safety adiguis is the general responsibility of national
public authorities. The enforcement measures irehatious activities such as on-site inspections,
safety audits and reporting requirements for con@anThe organisation, scope and frequency of
these measures vary in the different Member Stpsnding on national practices, laws and the
local conditions.

While focus on compliance should prevent accident®bust liability regime needs also to be in
place as accidents resulting in major oil spillsynzause extensive environmental, economic and
social damage. The financial consequences on thigesnfound liable for the accident may be
significant. EU legislation defines the common piptes (e.g. ‘polluter pays - principle’) and goals
for ensuring liability for environmental damages ilwhnational laws and courts put them in
practice. Concerning environmental liability, theo@icable EU law (Directive 2004/35/EC)



addresses pure ecological damage in terms of piedespecies and natural habitats (biodiversity
damage), water pollution damage and land damageegdards affected waters, the ELD covers the
territorial waters (up to 12 nautical miles off tlshoreline), but not all marine waters under the
jurisdiction of EU Member States (up to 200 or 3izitical miles).

Responsibilities for traditional damage (such asslof life; personal injury, health defects; damage
to property and economic loss affecting for exanfigeermen) are usually determined by civil
courts or tribunals in accordance with national lsxand/or case law following goals and principles
defined at national level.

Closely linked with the liability is the competerafethe liable parties to actually stand up to thei
obligations. Insurance coverage in the offshoreamitl gas sector is partial, with some companies
insuring risks to a certain degree and others fdte insurance market does not currently provide
products sufficient to cover damages of the magdeiteen in the Deepwater Horizon accident.
Moreover, there are no international or EU-wide disnsimilar to those in maritime transport that
would cover environmental or traditional liability.

6. Please describe here any recommendations you wdgdto make on how to improve
complianceof the offshore oil and gas industry with applileabffshore safety legislation and
other regulatory measures in the EU. (Please lyoiir response to maximum 1000 words)

The Independent Verification Body (IVB) conceptiagplemented under UK offshore safety case
regulations has contributed to improvements in laguy compliance. The main objectives of
independent verification are to help substantibeg turrent best practices are used, to provide
assurance that assets have been designed to opsfiethroughout their life and to ensure that al
health safety and environment risks have been neshém acceptable / As Low As Reasonably
Practicable (ALARP) levels. Independent Competenséns (ICP) from the IVB organisations are
able to spend more time than HSE (the regulatoybaith companies and audit their safety
systems. Extension of the IVB scope into other lagns could deliver improvement in
compliance.

Other EU countries do not require an independetityeto verify — and concordantly assist in
improving compliance — with safety legislation astter regulatory measures.

The scope of work performed by IVBs in the UK igremtly limited to a comparison of operator’s

performance against predefined performance stasddidese performance standards rarely (if
ever) include any standards of behavioural perfomealCPs should be invited to perform audits
against behavioural performance. ICPs among tods{8s typically have their main competences

in traditional engineering disciplines: mechanicalectrical, etc. These new ICPs would need
competencies in human factors, management of cremtjerganisational behaviour.

7. In your view, which are the key measures to superand verify compliancef the industry
with offshore health, safety and environmental sud@d who should do the supervision and
verification? (Please limit your response to maximi000 words)

Bureau Veritas currently acts as an Independenifid@ion Body, supplying Independent
Competent Persons according to the UK Offshoretf&fase Regulations.

The verification process is generally consideredfter considerable benefits over the now defunct
certificate of fitness process. This is evidencgdh®e adoption of similar processes by regulatory
authorities in other countries (e.g. NOPSA in Aaigt), and voluntary adoption by national oil
companies in the absence of a regulator (e.g. ADNO&bu Dhabi), and voluntary adoption of



aspects of the approach by international operabgpsirts of their worldwide operations.

Some of these adopters have also extended theafjeapgsroach to areas that include health,
environment and also asset functionality. In maages, the verification activity starts at design
stage. At all stages (design and operation) theatiyarocess involves:
- Identification of the Major Accident Hazards;
- Strategy for risk reduction;
- Identification of Safety Critical Elements (or himalsafety and environmentally critical
systems);
- Definition of Performance Standards — either irdional or national codes and standards,
or company standards;
- And independent verification against those starslard

Bureau Veritas is providing verification services many of these extension situations and this
seems to be a well accepted and effective approach.

The IVB is placed in a peculiar situation in casdgere an operator wants to adopt the verification
approach, but there is no regulator, such as ircéise of ADNOC. In this case, the IVB takes the
role of independent verifier, but also provides@anf of certification.

Bureau \eritas recommends that within the EU, aifieation process be established which
incorporates the fundamental elements of the UKgs® for major accident hazards and extends
this to health and environmental issues. The mskeuld also identify a regulator having similar
role to that of HSE in UK.

We would propose one modification to this modele Tdurrent UK arrangement requires that
findings from the IVB are fed back to the ownepéErator of each offshore asset. The IVB does not
feedback findings or any summaries of experienak ba the regulator. It would be beneficial if
the process included the possibility for directdiegck from the IVB to the regulator in limited
situations.

8. Inyour view, should the existing environmentabilidéy legislation (Directive 2004/35/EC) be
extended to cover environmental damage to all neaniaters under the jurisdiction of the EU
Member States? (Please limit your response to maxit000 words)

The environmental liability legislation should covenvironmental damage to all marine waters
under the jurisdiction of the EU countries. Mospontantly — as most waters under the jurisdiction
of the EU countries share borders with non-EU coesit- agreements should be reinforced or put
in place with non-EU countries to addresses the cdsnvironmental damage entering non-EU
waters.

The EU should not only consider the liabilities ceming the environmental damage itself but also
include the economic loss that ensued from therenmental damage.

9. In your view, is the current legislative framewasifficient for treating compensation or
remedial claims for traditional damagsaused by accidents on offshore installationgtotf
how would you recommend improving it? (Please liggtr response to maximum 1000
words)

The legislative framework treating compensationr@medial claims for traditional damage is
sufficient — as long as “traditional damage” ishwitthe scope of the civil courts and tribulaks
of life; personal injury, health defects; damageptoperty and economic loss affecting for example



fishermen)Such “damages” are inherent to most industriegliding the oil and gas industry.

10. In your view what would be the best wayts)make sure that the costs for remedying and
compensating for the environmental damages of arsmil are paid even if those costs
exceed the financial capacitgf the responsible party? (Please limit your rasg® to
maximum 1000 words)

Two possible options could be envisaged:
- Either set up an EU Emergency Response Fund thepatators contribute to based on
profit. This fund could be administered by a Euap®il and Gas Trade Association. It
would be used to remedy and compensate for enveatah damages if the costs did
exceed the financial capacity of the responsibigypa
- Or place the duty for covering liability excessesthwthe respective government
responsible for regulating the operational activity

Transparency, sharing of information and state-of-he-art practices

Transparency of an offshore regulatory regime me#ms policy and practices on how the
regulatory authorities and offshore industry shamérmation with each other, between peers or
with the civil society. The degree of transpareaffgcts the awareness of the public authorities, th
industry and the civil society, i.e. on offshoreand gas activities and the way they are managed
and controlled. It may also affect the nature afmoaunication, commercial interests of companies,
spreading of technologies, lessons learned and sebosder cooperation. An example of
transparency in the offshore sector is the practb€esome EU national regulatory authorities to
publish information such as accident statistics dicdnse award decisions concerning offshore
operations.

11. What information on offshore oil and gas activités you consider most important to make
available to_citizens and hé&\(Please limit your response to maximum 1000 words

In the UK, there are already organizations that ssmnform and are constituted of operators,
contractors and the Health and Safety ExecutiveE(HS

Safety information:
The UK Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dange@uacurrences Regulations (RIDDOR), place
a legal duty on employers to report work-relatedtde, major injuries or over-three-day injuries,
work related diseases, and dangerous occurreneas (niss accidents). These are reported to
Health and Safety Executive (HSE). HSE publishessthtistics in various reports and databases:

- Adetailed database of offshore hydrocarbon retesspublicly available (omitting names

of operator and installation)
- Health and Safety statistics are collected andigiddl by HSE annually.

“Step Change in Safety” is a voluntary organisatisith membership from UK oil and gas
companies. The Step Change organisation is a eefuclsharing safety improvement information
and also runs many industry-wide programmes to ovgrsafety. Most major operators are
members, as are many engineering and well seracganies etc. Members anonymously report
details of accidents to Step Change which are pldatished on its website. The aim of publication
is to inform and prevent the recurrence of thedm situation. Anyone in the industry can readily
obtain access to the site.

Environmental information:
DECC publishes information about environmental sioiss from offshore installations and



associated onshore terminals through the Enviroteth&missions Monitoring System (EEMS).

Industry information:

The UK oil and gas industry has set up a platfoated “Oil and Gas UK” that shares a range of
industry information. The stated aim of Oil and G#s: "... is to strengthen the long-term health
of the offshore oil and gas industry in the Uniteithgdom by working closely with companies
across the entire sector, governments and othleglstiders to address the important issues.” Step
Change in Safety is a branch of Oil and Gas UKaiAgmembership is voluntary, but all operators
in UK waters and the majority of service compar@esmembers.

Oil and Gas UK runs about 15 forums on variousd®picluding Environment, Health and Safety
and Major Accidents. The working sessions of theirfts themselves are generally members-only.
Many of the guidelines produced by Oil and Gas UK af less interest to the general public
(examples: Guidelines on Management of Aviation r@pens, Guidelines for the management of
flexible hose assembilies).

The forums are supported by workgroups which addsgeecific topics. Membership of these
workgroups is by invitation only.

Oil and Gas UK has published other guidance wrscvailable publicly.

12. What is the most relevant information on offsholleand gas activities that the offshore
companiesshould in your view share with each other and/ahwhe regulators in order to
improve offshore safety across the EU? How shoulest be shared? (Please limit your
response to maximum 1000 words)

Oil and Gas UK is an example of organization wheféshore companies share industry
information with each other. Similar consortiumsoiter countries — within the EU and beyond —
help in spreading best practices and knowledge.

13. What information should the national regulatsisare with each other and how to improve
offshore safety across the EU? (Please limit yesponse to maximum 1000 words)

The international regulators’ forum could be a gptatform to improve safety across the EU and
worldwide. It currently englobes UK, Canada, USAis&alia, Norway, New Zealand, Brazil.

This is particularly useful for countries that dat have a developed oil and gas sector.

An other aspect that can shed light on safety sir@mmental issues is the cross referencing with
safety and environmental issues from different gtdes. This is particularly relevant for issues
involving:
- Safety: pressure equipment, electrical componesgd in explosive atmospheres or lifting
equipment;
- Environment: usage of chemicals and effect on watgrsoil.

In the UK, Independent Verification Bodies shar@anence among themselves through the IVB
Forum which is attended by the main UK verificatioodies: BV, DNV and Lloyds. They have
periodic meetings to share experience. Shared m#ton is limited to the scope of the IVB
activity — major accident safety only, not occupa#l safety or environment. An extended scope of
activity for the IVB could prove very valuable @mhancing safety (and environmental) practices.

14. Which means, if any, would you recommend usingam@ie, across the EU, the use of state



of the art practices to protect occupational headthd safetyduring offshore oil and gas
operations? (Please limit your response to maximi@@0 words)

Although this would not be called a “promotion ¢dite of the art practices”, the main incentive for
the use of state of the art practices to proteeithheand safety is that the company is civilly
responsible.

An important concept that the oil and gas indugtigmotes is that safety comes first. No worker
has to jeopardize his/her health or safety to eee@n offshore activity. This is actually a
philosophy that needs to be acquired through tmgini

15. Which means, if any, would you recommend usingam@ie, across the EU, the use of state
of the art practices to protect the environmeagainst accidents caused by offshore oil and
gas operations? (Please limit your response to mari 1000 words)

Similarly to practices recommended to protect oatiopal health and safety, the main incentive for
the use of state of the art practices is that dikeiger pays.

Also, the OSPAR convention — due to its coveragthefAtlantic, Barents and North Seas — has a
greater experience of environmental practices. n§ego ties with MEDPOL, the Helsinki
commission and the Bucharest convention would spitpad the best practices.

Currently, EMSA's focus is on oil spill responses fiole should be extended to cover:
- Water pollution in general;
- air pollution;
- soil pollution;
- utilisation of chemicals.

Emergency response and International activities

The emergency response capacity at present cordisessources and contingency plans on the
level of the industry, national administrations aofithe EU. In general, contingency plans are
required for all offshore installations and are col@mented by national and EU contingency plans
to respond to large scale accidents. Adequacy sdures and their coordination, both affect the
effectiveness of response to offshore accidentdponse to recent accidents, particularly the one
of the Deepwater Horizon drilling rig in the Gulf Mexico, the emergency capacities are being
strengthened. For instance, new response devicesbamg developed for use in deepwater
conditions.

In the Mediterranean and the Black Sea offshoreamdl gas activities are underway both on EU
and adjacent non-EU waters. This causes a riskcfoss-border environmental damages from a
possible offshore accident, not only across intefad borders, but also across EU's external
border. Apart from an interest in promoting highisbiore safety practices also in adjacent regions,
the EU participates in international activities itacrease safety of offshore activities.

In response to the differing regulatory requirensehoth within the EU and internationally, some
oil and gas companies have adopted company praciicestandards that they apply to their
activities in the EU and outside. Others adjustirth@actices more substantially to suit local
conditions in the given country.

16. In your view what should be the role of the EU nmeegency responde offshore oil and gas
accidents within the EU? (Please limit your respots maximum 1000 words)




In the case of the UK, PFEER (Prevention of Firel &xplosion, and Emergency Response
Regulations) recognise that the operator or owridh® asset is best placed to secure effective
emergency response. This duty is aligned with tA&WA principle that those who create risks are
responsible for controlling those risks. Keepinglime with the goal setting approach, PFEER
defines a number of safety goals in connection tighemergency response plan.

In the same time, the UK is rationalizing the sbaand rescue operations, with no considerations
outside UK waters.

In light of how the UK handles emergency respoiiss,the view of Bureau Veritas that:

- The operator or owner of an offshore asset is mesipte for setting up and organizing an
emergency response plan;

- The EU should set up agreements to facilitate comecation and mobilisation of
emergency response teams in the areas of searclhreanode operations, emergency
evacuations, pollution containment teams;

- Above agreements should be established by the Ek EW countries through existing
organizations, such as EMSA, but also with non-Buntries;

- Using the established agreements, the operatomoeroof the offshore asset should
submit an emergency response plan that can in¢fadegn” intervention.

- Emergency response should be the responsibilitthefoperator, however contractors
must also submit emergency response plans andogrator’s plan should incorporate the
contractor’s plan. In a practical way, there shdmdda general emergency response plan
for the zone, the asset then consideration — eaghedch change of operational task — of
the players performing an activity on that day, tfaat task.

17. Please describe any recommendations you may haweecong cooperation with non-EU
countries to increase occupational safety and/oriremmental protection in offshore oil and
gas operations internationalty(Please limit your response to maximum 1000 words

In order to increase occupational safety and/orirenmental protection, a shared repository of
incidents — both safety and environmental — cowdrtade available to the offshore industry. An
agreed anonymous incident reporting system couldsdiein place to help exchange of such
information.

18. Please describe here any recommendations you mag ¢va how to incentivise oil and gas
companies with headquarters in the EU to apply paen offshore safety standards and
practices in all their operations worldwide: (Plesadéimit your response to maximum 1000
words)

Bureau Veritas receives an increasing number afiries from around the world concerning the
UK Safety Case and verification. It appears thex the goal setting approach of the UK — and to a
greater extent European standards and practicesvelli recognized in the oil and gas industry and
is gaining greater recognition worldwide. It is tine best interest of international oil and gas
companies to apply European offshore safety stasdard practices:

- It reduces the number and variations of requiremartwhich the companies must have a
thorough understanding;
- It minimizes confusion or interpretation of thedbstandards and practices.

Several ways to incentivise oil and gas companmes a



Push for a combination of prescriptive and goatirsgtapproaches for the European
standards and practices to adapt best and engbaipérg to country requirements;
Strengthen ties with regulatory bodies of countnegh important offshore activity.
Establish agreements with international organizatioegulatory bodies and/or countries
which “allow broader acceptance” of European stahgland practices;

Account for a company’s worldwide experience, agsegrity management, track record
in safety and environmental protection when it agggpfor a license in EU territories or
waters;

This is particularly valuable for international ¢ractors that supply several operators in
many countries;

Recognize — through accreditation or certificattennon EU companies that show
experience and competency in the following disogsi well control, emergency
response, oil spill response, etc.
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