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Abstract 
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1. PROGRAMME 

WORKSHOP 
Safety of Offshore Oil and Gas Activities 

 

Monday, 9 July 2012, 15:00 – 18:00  
European Parliament, Brussels, Altiero Spinelli building, room ASP 1E2 

 

Organised by Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy 
for the Committee on Industry, Research and Energy  

 

WORKSHOP PROGRAMME 
 

15:00 Welcome and opening by Mr Ivo Belet, MEP 

Session 1: Independence of competent authorities; safety and 
environmental checks and licensing; third party verification 
15:05 Introduction to permitting regulations across Europe  

Prof John Paterson, Co-Director of the Centre for Energy Law, University of 
Aberdeen, UK 

15: 20 How to ensure independence between competent authorities? 
Mr J.W. de Jong, Inspector-General of Mines, State supervision, NL  

15:35 Questions and Answers Session 

Session 2: Liability for the prevention and remediation of 
environmental damage 
16:00 Definitions of owners, operators and licensees  

Mrs Maria Kyriacou, Advocate - Partner and Head of Nicosia office, Andreas 
Neocleous & Co LLC, CY 

16:15 Where does the ultimate liability lie?  
Dr Edward Brans, Lawyer at Pels Rijcken & Drooglever Fortuijn, NL 

16:30 Questions and Answers Session 

Session 3: Vulnerable environments and risk management 
16:55 Vulnerable environments and how to protect them  

Mr Ole Øystein Aspholm, Associated Director, Det Norske Veritas, NO 

17:10 Questions and Answers Session 

17:30 Panel discussion 

17:55 Closing remarks by Mr Ivo Belet, MEP 

18:00 End of the workshop 
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2. SPEAKERS’ BIOGRAPHIES 

John Paterson is Professor of Law and Co-Director of the Centre for Energy Law at the 
University of Aberdeen. He trained as a lawyer in the Office of the Secretary of State for 
Scotland before pursuing an academic career. His research has covered systems theory, 
the regulation of risk, governance in the EU, corporate governance and energy law. He has 
been involved in a number of international projects both in research and teaching. He has 
provided specialist training in oil and gas law and corporate governance for the corporate 
sector, expert advice in international arbitration and consultancy to international 
organisations. 

Johannes (Jan) W. de Jong holds a Bachelor degree in mechanical engineering from 
technical college in Amsterdam and has acquired his master degree in petroleum 
engineering from the Heriot Watt University in Edinburgh. From 1975-1987, he worked for 
Shell International Petroleum Maatschappij (SIPM) where he filled various functions in the 
drilling operations department such as trainee-driller, assistant driller, driller, well site 
petroleum engineer, operations engineer and tool pusher within several SIPM operating 
companies in the Netherlands, Oman, Brunei and the UK.  

He joined the State Supervision of Mines in 1987 as head of operations, where he became 
Deputy Inspector General in 1989 and Inspector-general in 2003. 

In 2010 and 2011 he was chairman of the North Sea Offshore Authorities Forum (NSOAF) 
and in that role co-chaired many workshops jointly organised between NSOAF and the 
European Commission (DG-ENER), in preparation to the coming proposal for a European 
offshore safety legislation. 

Edward H.P. Brans is an attorney at the law firm Pels Rijcken & Droogleever Fortuijn in 
The Hague (The Netherlands). He is specialised in national, European and international 
environmental law, his field of expertise focuses in particular on environmental liability. He 
was assistant professor at the law faculty of the Vrije University Amsterdam. His work, 
research and publications focus on comparative tort law, international environmental 
liability, the damage assessment to natural resources and climate change issues. He 
worked as a freelance consultant for the European Commission during the preparation of 
the White Paper on Environmental Liability and was involved in a 2001 EC/DG XI sponsored 
study on evaluation and restoration of damage to natural resources which was undertaken 
to prepare the follow-up of the White Paper, the proposal for a Directive on Environmental 
Liability, and participated in the EC/DG XI sponsored projects REMEDE (Resource 
Equivalency Methods for Assessing Environmental Damage in the EU) and Habitat Banking. 

Maria Kyriacou is a Barrister at Law and partner in Andreas Neocleous & Co LLC, Cyprus’s 
largest law firm. She specialises in corporate law, insolvency, banking and finance, revenue 
law, taxation, M&A, trusts, energy and the environment, intellectual property. She has 
served as Registrar of Companies, Patents and Trade Marks, and Official Receiver of Cyprus 
and was a member of the Board of the European Patent Office in Munich. 

She is a former Member of the Cyprus Parliament and Deputy Chair of the Parliamentary 
Committee of Commerce & Industry, responsible for the energy legislation between 2001 
and 2011. 
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Ole Aspholm holds an MSc in Marine Zoology from University of Oslo and a BSc in 
Electronics from Trondheim Technical College. He started working for Det Norske Veritas 
(DNV) in 1996, dealing with environmental impact and risk analysis related to oil spill and 
oil spill risk management. He has a broad expertise in oil spill risk management and 
environmental risk, oil spill modelling and oil spill response planning.  

Prior to working for DNV he worked as research scientist at the Norwegian Institute for 
Water Research (NIVA) on the effects of micro-pollutants in the marine environment. 

Presently, Aspholm holds a position as Associate Director at the Risk Management Solution 
department in DNV North America Oil & Gas. 
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3. WORKSHOP SUMMARY 

The Chair of the workshop, MEP Ivo Belet, welcomed the participants and thanked the 
organisers of the workshop. He briefly introduced the content of the workshop on 
evaluating policy options presented in the proposal for a Regulation of offshore oil and gas 
activities. He also indicated that the overall scope was to assess further actions that could 
complement the proposal. 

 

Session 1: Independence of competent authorities, safety and 
environmental checks and licensing, third party verification 

The first speaker, Prof John Paterson, co-director of the Centre for Energy Law of the 
University of Aberdeen, presented an overview of health, safety and environmental (HS&E) 
regulation across Europe. First he clarified that HS&E issues and risk of hydrocarbon 
release arise in all stages of hydrocarbon operations: exploration and appraisal, 
development, production and decommissioning. He then indicated in which legal provisions 
HS&E are to be found, for instance licences, primary legislation and contractual 
arrangements. He also pointed to the hydrocarbon licensing directive (94/22/EC), which 
defines the conditions for granting permits for the prospection, exploration and production 
of hydrocarbons. He analysed potential conflicts of interest between the licensing and 
regulatory authorities, the first being driven by economic concerns and the latter by safety 
concerns. In relation to the proposed regulation, the speaker also stated that it foresees 
licensing authorities playing a more significant role in relation to HS&E, insofar as these 
issues are to be a more significant factor in assessing technical and financial capabilities.  

With respect to a goal-setting approach, favoured by the European Commission (EC), 
versus a prescriptive approach, the speaker recommended to introduce the provision for a 
“safety case” study, or similar document, which would ensure the operator to identify the 
risks beforehand, which increases the likelihood of the operator to act responsibly.   

On the issue of independence of the regulatory authority, he questioned the need for this 
feature by recalling the Norwegian system, where a well-established tri-partite dialogue 
between the industry, workforce and unions delivers a satisfactory result. He added that 
the workforce should be involved in this process given their inside knowledge of the 
technology. In his concluding remarks he suggested to consider passing a Directive rather 
than a Regulation given that the proposed Regulation risks unravelling well-established 
regimes. 

Mr Jan de Jong, Inspector–General of Mines for the State Supervision of Mines (SSM) of 
the Netherlands, provided a critical assessment of the current regulatory architecture in 
place in the Netherlands. He gave a general overview on the SSM and on oil & gas activities 
in the Netherlands. He stated that supervision in the Netherlands is perceived as an 
instrument additional to the companies’ own responsibility. The SSM is mandated by three 
ministries for supervisory activities, it prepares a Strategy and Programme every five 
years, where each modification needs to be approved by the ministries. The SSM collects 
and analyses valuable and detailed information, which enables it to intervene when 
required. He pursued arguing that operating companies are subject to various internal and 
external checks from different entities, such as political institutions and the media. Similarly 
to other government agencies, the SSM ought to be independent, professional, transparent, 
selective, assertive, and cooperative. Mr de Jong stressed the fact that with regards to 
transparency, all players need to know the rules of the game and that the main role of the 
SSM is to enforce the Regulation rather than creating it. 
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Mr de Jong then moved on to the subject of third versus second party verification and 
showed how the proposed regulation, enforcing third party verification, would lead to major 
changes in the current system for the Netherlands. He then compared the two approaches 
by presenting pros and cons of both options. The outcome showed that 2nd party 
verification was perceived to have a better knowledge and understanding of the internal 
working structures and therefore would be preferred by the business, on the other hand 
third party verification is favoured by civil society being perceived as more independent. 

In his concluding remarks, Mr de Jong acknowledged that given the satisfactory outcomes 
achieved by both approaches, there is no clear cut preference between the two. Third party 
verification is preferable for smaller organisations, on the other hand second party 
verification can be a very good option for large companies. 

Opening the Question and Answer session, MEP Mrs Corinne Lepage asked the panel 
whether changing the proposal from a Regulation to a Directive would attenuate European 
regulatory harmonisation in this field. Marcus Wiemann, industry representative of the 
international association of Oil and Gas Producers (OGP), addressed Mr Paterson and asked 
whether the proposed Regulation could be considered flexible enough to support additional 
exploration activities. Concerning second and third party verification, he asked Mr de Jong 
to elaborate further on the two options. Commenting on Mrs Lepage’s question, Steve 
Walker, co-chair of the EU Offshore Authority Group in the UK, said the group would 
certainly play a role in supporting consistency of implementation across the EU. He also 
pointed out that the main concern was to ensure the independence of the verifier, but that 
the choice between second or third party verification was less relevant. 

Andrew Basset, representative of Oil and Gas UK, enquired on the mandatory regime of 
third party verification. Bodil Sophia Krohn of the Norwegian Oil Industry Association asked 
why the current proposal did not build upon existing expertise and did not reflect to a 
larger extent the Norwegian legislation. Mr Eivind Hoff of the Bellona Foundation welcomed 
the proposal for a Regulation and advised that no change should occur to the detriment of 
regulatory harmonisation in Europe. He also asked the EC to comment on the applicability 
of the provisions in the SEVESO directive where independent third party verification is 
required. 

In response to a number of questions, Mr Paterson endorsed the EC attempt to formulate a 
Regulation that does not simply react to the latest accident but provides the opportunity to 
the industry to be alert and flexible at all times. In this sense he also sustained the 
implementation of a “Major Hazard Report”. Answering to MEP Lepage the speaker argued 
that even with a Directive each MS can build upon the opportunity to enforce knowledge-
sharing. Mr de Jong stated that independent third party verifiers and the major hazard 
report will serve as useful tools for the industry. 

Replying to Mrs Krohn, Mr Eero Ailio, deputy head of unit of the Internal Market III: Retail 
markets; Coal & Oil unit at DG Energy, stated that various national legislations were taken 
into account during the drafting of the proposal building upon international best practices 
rather than reproducing one scheme. He reiterated the importance of independence for the 
supervisory authority verifier and stated that the EC was open to both second and third 
party verification options. 
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Session 2: Liability for the prevention and remediation of 
environmental damage 

Mrs Maria Kyriacou, partner and Head of Nicosia office of Andreas Neocleous LLC, 
introduced her presentation by stating that the risks related to offshore oil and gas 
activities could not be ignored and thus call for harmonised regulation. The legal definitions 
of key players involved are therefore very important in order to ensure that we do not 
come across an “invisible man”. She pointed to certain weaknesses of the proposed 
definitions, stating that in an effort to be precise the EC had opened the way to possible 
misinterpretation. She observed that definitions in the proposed Regulation were not self-
contained and contained many cross-references to other directives. She then provided a 
comparison between various national legislations and drew the audience’s attention in 
particular to the wording present in the UK definition of an operator having “control and 
management”. She explained that across all definitions, the use of “control” and 
“management” have similar meaning. She also pointed out that in the US definition an 
operator was responsible also for abandoned wells. 

Comparing the definitions in the proposed Regulation with those in national legislations she 
noted that national definitions were simple and allowed for immediate identification of the 
relevant parties. Mrs Kyriacou suggested that in drafting any legislation it was important to 
trace back the original meaning of the word and, in this particular case, apply business 
specific terminology. She then made some suggestions on the possible definition to be 
included in the proposal and stressed that the main goal, while implementing the 
legislation, should be to have definite cases to rely on and have the possibility to identify 
the parties accurately.   

She concluded her presentation by discussing the experience in Cyprus, where one of the 
core issues during the preparation of the hydrocarbons law was the consideration of natural 
environment versus the actual economic benefit.  

Edward Brans, lawyer at Pels Rijcken & Drooglever Fortuijn and a specialist on 
environmental liability, began his speech by presenting a list of accidents in the EU in order 
to explain the types of damage they lead to. Damage can be both environmental and 
economic, due to direct loss of income, damage to property, personal injury or death.  

He analysed how in the proposed Regulation the scope of the Environmental Liability 
Directive (ELD) 2004/35/EC was extended to marine waters, where liability is channelled to 
the licensee. He pointed to the advantage of this approach, through which the claimant had 
an immediate knowledge of who to refer to in case of an incident. The speaker 
acknowledged that legislators needed to keep in mind that the ELD was currently poorly 
implemented by MS and stakeholders. Remediation procedures, particularly for clean-up, 
are rarely applied and there was no provision for financial security. He then argued that 
this was a critical issue, since it was not possible to hold parties responsible if they did not 
have the financial capacity to remediate the damage. With respect to the proposal text, the 
speaker showed that it contained neither clear liability provisions nor channelling of liability 
with respect to traditional damage. Likewise, the proposal did not provide for a risk-sharing 
pool as already established in various contexts at the EU and global levels. He gave the 
example of the 2010 HNS Fund (Hazardous and Noxious Substances), whose aim was to 
limit liability and provide a fund through which part of the claim can be recovered.  

Mr Brans concluded his presentation by stating that answering the question on ultimate 
liability was impossible, at least for what concerned traditional damage, since neither the 
Proposal contained such a provision, nor any international treaty was in force.  
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He argued that MSs were at liberty of deciding whether to introduce legislation establishing 
liability for traditional damage. 

In the second Question and Answer session MEP Mrs Corinne Lepage stated her personal 
appreciation for the presentation of Mr Brans, expressed her concern about the issue of 
liability and insisted that none of the stakeholders should be exempted from liability. She 
also emphasised the importance of preparing a financial guarantee mechanism. MEP Mr 
Miloslav Ransdorf enquired about the differences between environmental threats posed by 
shale gas extraction in Central and Eastern Europe and offshore activities, considering that 
any future legislation in that field will build upon the current Proposal for security of 
offshore activities. A workshop participant asked whether the provision for financial security 
would affect the current licensing system and how this financial provision could be 
determined.   

Answering the last question, Mr Brans said that it was very difficult to determine the 
financial capacity required while ignoring the risk. Mrs Kyriacou followed arguing that 
liability was important, however the proposed Regulation should focus firstly on risk 
management and prevention rather than on financial assessment. Mr Ailio explained that 
the overall goal of the proposal was to allow for appropriate risk assessment on a case by 
case basis. Commenting on Mr Brans’ presentation he stated that the possibility to 
introduce a provision on traditional damage was currently under study. With respect to 
shale gas, he recalled that the existing legislation for onshore activities also applied to 
future shale gas activities.  

Mr Eivind Hoff of the Bellona Foundation supported Mrs Lepage’s statement on the need for 
including the element of financial security in the proposal, similarly to the way in which a 
provision was defined for Carbon Capture and Storage. The assistant to MEP Michèle Rivasi 
asked Mrs Kyriacou for how long operators were responsible for abandoned drilling sites. 
Mrs Kyriacou replied that the federal definition did not include a time limit in the law. Mr 
Paterson added that national legislation defines where the ownership or control of an 
abandoned sites passes into, indicating that there might also be differences between the 
provisions for wells and infrastructures. 

Mr Kevin O’Carroll of the UK Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 
commented on Mrs Kyriacou’s various definitions relevant to the proposed Regulation by 
emphasising the importance to differentiate between a licence and a permit; while a licence 
provides for an exclusive right of operation, various types of permits are compulsory to 
start operation.” 

 

Session 3: Vulnerable environments and risk management 

The last speaker Mr Ole Aspholm is Associate Director at the Risk Management Solution 
department in Det Norske Veritas working in the field of oil spill risk management. Starting 
his presentation on vulnerable environments and how to protect them, he defined 
environmental vulnerability as an estimate of the inability of an ecosystem to tolerate 
stressors over time. Vulnerability to specific pollution was often defined as sensitivity, 
which, in the case of oil spills, was usually differentiated into ecologic, coastal substrate and 
socioeconomic sensitivity. Ecological sensitivity was by far the most complex, where the 
most variables needed to be analysed, according to Mr Aspholm. Coastal substrate was 
rather more straightforward and relied upon the natural or man-made cleaning capacity of 
an eco-system. Socio-economic sensitivity involved all economic activities close to the 
coastal areas and how they were affected by incidents.  
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After providing some practical examples, he indicated that environments had different 
levels of sensitivity to polluting incidents and therefore certain environments or populations 
were more vulnerable than others. A number of coastal environmental sensitivity indexes 
were in use across Europe, but it was important to bear in mind that none of them followed 
the same methodology. He then stressed the importance of having relevant information 
available in order to be able to define sensitivity indexes. Comprehensive databases already 
exist at the national, European and global levels but agreement on a harmonised tool to be 
used was still lacking. 

Knowing environmental sensitivity was not sufficient, however, and pollution risks inherent 
to specific areas also had to be understood. This could be achieved through efficient oil spill 
risk analysis and management. Oil spill risk analysis was an extremely powerful tool in 
identifying risk ranking as well as specific and temporal risks. This type of analysis had to 
be followed by appropriate measures, such as adequate legislation, a reduction or 
monitoring of activities in the areas and the utilisation of technology adapted to reduce oil 
spill risk.  

In his concluding remarks the speaker argued that there was a need for a common 
electronic European Environmental Sensitivity Index Atlas, following a unified methodology 
for ranking environmental sensitivity to oil pollution. The Atlas should be combined with an 
oil spill response management tool for better planning of response in case of an incident. 

Opening the question and answer session, Mr Nicola Fournier of OCEANA argued that 
the proposed Regulation did not address appropriately the issue of vulnerable environments 
and that stricter provisions should be taken into account, particularly in relation to 
remediation procedures and the artic sea. Marcus Wiemann, representative of OGP, stated 
that the industry was currently very active in promoting activities in the field of prevention, 
intervention and response, in particular via the “Global Industry Response Group”. He 
pointed out that the industry also attempted to identify databases acknowledging the need 
for better information.  

Mr Aspholm reacted to the comments agreeing with Mr Fournier on the need to better 
assess the environmental sensitivity of specific areas and argued that large efforts had 
been put into the investigation of the environmental sensitivity and conditions in the artic 
sea. Likewise, he acknowledged the efforts from the industry side as stated by Mr 
Wiemann. 

 

Panel discussion 

A representative of the Norwegian trade union “Industry Energy” opened the final panel 
discussion asking Mr Paterson whether workforce involvement could help preventing 
incidents and reduce risk before an incident occurred. The panellist answered that the value 
of workforce involvement was evident notably in Norway; he further argued that workforce 
involvement was a feature of the UK safety case, however, that experience varied across 
the industry, as some corporate cultures were more open than others to integrate the 
workforce in this process. 

Mr Christian Schwarck of the BG Group, a natural gas company, asked why the proposed 
Regulation was not accompanied by a guidance document to support the industry with its 
implementation, as it was the case in the UK following the Piper Alpha incident.   

Mr Paterson agreed that an important aspect of the implementation of the proposed 
Regulation would be the ability of the regulator, at the national or European level, to 
develop and expand upon the legislation in a way that allowed for meaningful 
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communication towards the stakeholders. He emphasised the importance of the major 
hazard report as a useful tool. Mr Ailio also reacted to the last question, stating that a 
guidance document would be produced once the text of the proposal was close to 
completion, and that such document would be prepared with the support of stakeholder 
groups.  

Nicola Fournier from OCEANA intervened to raise a question concerning the role of a 
European authority to help supervise the implementation of the Regulation. He asked the 
panel whether the European Maritime Safety Agency (EMSA) could take on such a role, 
arguing that EMSA could promote transparency and facilitate access to detailed 
information. Mr Paterson argued that an EU oversight authority was of questionable value, 
due to the uncertainties regarding the type of resources required and the structure such an 
organ ought to have. Independency and transparency were significant features of a 
regulatory authority but inside knowledge of the functioning of the industry was also of 
utmost importance. On the other hand, Mr de Jong stated that the federal structure in the 
US did not prevent the Macondo incident to take place, concluding that it was not the 
structure of the supervisory authority that mattered; therefore, the primary goal should be 
knowledge sharing across the EU. In reply to these remarks, MEP Mrs Lepage stated that 
the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety Committee had discussed the issue at 
length and that whatever mechanism would be in place it would have to ensure that each 
MS could be held accountable for negligence in the application of the legislation at the 
European level. Mr Ailio concluded by saying that a possible role for EMSA was considered 
during the drafting of the proposal, however, it was decided that the most efficient way to 
proceed was to allow MSs to be the ultimately responsible parties.  

The chair of the workshop asked Mr Brans whether existing fund schemes, such as the 
Offshore Pollution Liability Agreement ("OPOL") in the United Kingdom could be set up at 
the European or at regional levels. Mr Brans agreed with the suggestion, but noted that it 
would be a difficult process to achieve agreement from all parties, notably for the financing 
of the scheme and the structure to be put in place. He also mentioned the International Oil 
Pollution Compensation Funds (IOPC Funds) as an example of a possible scheme. The panel 
concluded that a mandatory fund scheme had advantages and disadvantages, which would 
have to be discussed in detail. 

In his concluding remarks, the Chair of the Panel MEP Ivo Belet thanked the speakers for 
their contribution, the Policy Department A for the organisation of the workshop, the MEPs 
and all participants for attending the workshop.  
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4.  PRESENTATIONS 

Introduction to permitting regulations across Europe, 
Prof. John Paterson, Co-Director of the Centre for Energy Law, 

University of Aberdeen, UK 

Overview of health, safety and 
environmental regulation relating to 
the offshore oil and gas industry

Professor John Paterson

Centre for Energy Law 

University of Aberdeen

 
 

Stages of hydrocarbon operations

Broadly, authorities have a role to play in regulating the 
health, safety and environmental (HS&E) dimensions of the 
offshore industry at the following stages:

• Exploration and appraisal

• Development

• Production

• Decommissioning

Each involves some risk of hydrocarbon release

2
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Stages of hydrocarbon operations

• Exploration and appraisal: encompasses 
seismic survey and exploratory and appraisal 
drilling

• Development: involves establishing the 
infrastructure required to produce 
hydrocarbons from a reservoir deemed to be 
commercially viable

3
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The role of licensing

• The licence is a permission for a commercial entity to 
explore for and produce hydrocarbons which are 
owned by the state or over which the state enjoys 
sovereign rights under international law

• Example: the Model Clauses annexed to the Petroleum 
Licensing (Production) (Seaward Areas) Regulations 
2008, SI 2008/225 (UK)

• The licence will specify the terms and conditions 
(including in relation to HS&E) under which each phase 
of the work must be carried out

5

 
 
 

The role of legislation, regulation and 
contracts

• HS&E requirements may also be contained in other 
instruments including legislation, regulation, 
Production Sharing Agreements (e.g. Cyprus)

• These may well be influenced by international legal 
obligations, esp. in relation to the environment, less so 
in relation to H&S, e.g. 
– Oslo Paris Convention for the Protection of the Marine 
Environment of the North‐East Atlantic

– Aarhus Convention on access to information, etc.
– Espoo Convention on trans‐boundary environmental  
assessment

6
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Hydrocarbons Licensing Directive

Directive 94/22/EC on the conditions for granting 
and using authorizations for the prospection, 
exploration and production of hydrocarbons 

Criteria for award of licence
• applicant’s technical and financial capabilities
• manner in which applicant proposes to carry out 
operations

• the price which the applicant is willing to pay (if 
applicable)

7

 
 
 

Who issues the licence? 
Who regulates HS&E?

• Is there a conflict of interest between responsibility for 
licensing and responsibility for HS&E regulation?

• This perception led to the separation of licensing and 
H&S functions in the UK after the Piper Alpha disaster

• A similar perception has produced a similar separation 
of functions in the US post‐Macondo

• Norway and Italy both separate licensing and other 
regulatory functions to ensure checks and balances

8

 
 
 
 
 



Workshop Proceedings on Safety of Offshore Oil and Gas Activities 
 

PE 492.438 19 

 
 

Who issues the licence? 
Who regulates HS&E?

But...

• In the UK, environmental regulation is carried out by 
the licensing authority following the creation of the 
Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC)

• In Cyprus, the Ministry of Commerce, Industry and 
Tourism is separate from the Department of the 
Environment, but the former has functions in relation 
to approval of contingency plans for environmental 
emergencies

9

 
 
 

Is there a problem?

• Potential conflict of interest may be apparent

but...

• The Commission’s own proposed regulation 
envisages licensing authorities playing a more 
significant role in relation to HS&E insofar as 
these issues are to be a more significant factor 
in assessing technical and financial capabilities

10
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Is there a solution?

• Regulatory architecture is different in each MS

• Is the issue the architecture or the ability of the specific regulator, 
wherever they are located, to resist political or commercial 
pressures?

• Regulatory experts (e.g. Majone) point to the value of international 
networks of regulators in bolstering independence

• Note the importance of North Sea Offshore Authorities Forum. A 
similar forum could be envisaged for other offshore areas, perhaps 
based on regional seas treaties (e.g. the Barcelona Convention for 
the Mediterranean)

11

 
 

 

Goal‐setting v prescriptive regulation

• Following major disasters in the North Sea, Norway and the UK 
both shifted from prescriptive to goal‐setting regulation

• Proposed regulation explicitly endorses goal‐setting, but critics are 
worried by Commission’s ability to add prescriptive detail

• Cyprus and Italy both heading more in the direction of goal‐setting

• Requires a Safety Case or similar document – to make the case to 
the regulator that the proposed installation and its operation are 
safe

• This approach raises the issue of independent verification

12
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Independent verification

• Independent third party verification, eg of safety 
critical elements, Environmental Management Systems

• Called for by Commission proposal

• Already a feature of the UK approach

• Endorsed by Italy and Cyprus

• Not a feature of the Norwegian approach

13

 
 

 

Is independent verification essential?

• Norway demonstrates that it is less the 
architecture that matters than the ability of 
those operating within a particular system to 
achieve the desired goals

• The well‐established tripartite dialogue 
between industry, unions and workforce 
appears to work well

14
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Workforce involvement

• It is interesting to note that while workforce 
involvement is a feature of some EU/EEA MS 
approaches (notably Norway and to some extent 
the UK), it was not mentioned in the proposed 
regulation

• Are not those responsible for the operation of 
equipment best placed to feed information into 
Safety and Environmental Management Systems?

15

 
 

 

Conclusions

• The proposed regulation risks unravelling well‐established systems

• While those systems could all be improved (none claims 
perfection), this could be achieved more effectively through sharing 
best practice

• The Commission’s willingness to proceed by way of a directive, 
therefore, appears eminently sensible

• This is not a political conclusion, but rather one based on the 
regulatory experience of jurisdictions such as Norway and the UK in 
responding to complex problems in ways which are well‐adapted to 
local conditions

16
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Independent competent authority: the Dutch approach, 
Jan de Jong, Inspector-General, State Supervision of Mines, NL 

Workshop on safety of offshore oil 
and gas activities
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Independent competent authority : 
the Dutch approach

State Supervision of Mines 
(since 1810)

Jan de Jong 
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Contents

1. oil and gas in the Netherlands;
2. prerequisite;
3. structure;
4. culture;
5. strategy;

6. plus some information on  
independent verification.
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Oil and gas in the             Netherlands

- total gas production p.a. 86 x 109 Nm3 (1.3 million BOE/D) 
- total oil production p.a. 1.3 x 106 Sm3

- number of operators 16
- number of contractors > 600
- estimated total number of staff  > 10.000 fte’s
- number of offshore platforms     > 150
- number of onshore installations  > 600
- trade association: NOGEPA
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General prerequisite

• supervision is an instrument that is additional to the companies    
taking their own responsibilities;

• supervision contributes  
- to achieve effects that are expected by the society at large;    
- to comply with minimum quality standards;
- to improve or maintain level playing field;

• ministers are responsible for policy, execution and supervision.
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Structure (1)

• State Supervision of Mines (SSM) is mandated by three ministers for 
supervisory activities;

 Minister of Economics, Agriculture and Innovation (EL&I);

 Minister of Social Affairs and Employment (SZW);

 Minister of Infrastructure and Environment (I&M).

• SSM makes a Strategy and Programme (S&P) every 5 years : describing the 
supervision policy, choices in subjects, objects and distribution of capacity;

• ministers have to approve this document. In case of amendments, these have 
to be explained and made public before sending it to parliament;

• SSM makes annual working plans (derived from S&P) and annual reports (the 
latter are also sent to parliament);

• SSM always uses the intervention policy that belongs to the relevant legal 
regime.
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Structure (2)

safety and health legislation

EL&I

DG Energy 
(policy + permits)

DG
(policy)

DG
(policy)

SZW I&M

SSM

environmental legislationE&P legislation
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definition of government supervision

1. collecting
information

 inspections/audits /investigations
 monitoring
 applications
 mandatory paperwork (safety cases, safety 

management systems etc.)
 reports

unique information

2. assessment
 contributing to improvement of HS&E (in case of 

goal setting legislation)
 compliance with legislation (in case of 

prescriptive legislation)

unique knowledge

3. intervention

 formal conventional steps (Sparrow’s pyramid)
 informal steps focussed on solving the problem 

(compliance assistance, joint taskforces, 
conferences etc.)

unique possibilities

Culture (1)  
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Culture (2)  

INTERVENTION PYRAMID

Withdraw permit

Criminal penalties

Administrative penalties

Public disclosure

Warning

Recommendation

Communication

Sparrow intervention tools

Suspend permit
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Culture (3)  

companies are exposed to various forms of supervision

individual 
company

governmental
supervisors
(agencies)

external / vertical

• board of Directors
• supervisory Board
• works council

internal

• quality systems
• benchmarking
• auditing
• governance codes
• certification (ISO)
• peer reviews
• trade associations

horizontal

• customer panels
• critical followers
• civilians
• NGO’s
• insurance 

companies

societal

politicians

media

EU & other

int. bodies

 
 
 

workshop on safety of offshore oil and gas activities         July 9, 2012
10

Strategy (1)                                  mission

“to ensure that Exploration and Production (E&P) activities 
are carried out in a socially responsible manner”

source: Stategy and Programme 2012-2016
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Strategy (2)

expectations of government, parliament, public:

• independent / (although adequate interaction with policy 
makers;

• professional;

• transparent;

• selective (risk based, basis of thrust, demonstrate effect);

• assertive; 

• cooperative (reduce administrative burden, focus on 
international and EU developments). 
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Strategy (3) independent 

• SSM operates within the borders of ministerial responsibilities;

• independent judgment and interventions (moment and weight 
thereof);

• SSM determines independently subjects, objects, methods and 
capacity;

• SSM ensures that compliance assistance does not hinder future 
interventions;

• SSM informs policy departments about the effectiveness of policies 
and regulations;

• SSM gives technical advise prior to licensing. 
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Strategy (4) transparent

• all stakeholders know the rules of the game;

• SSM makes transparent how it operates and intervenes;

• SSM explains usefulness and necessity, choices in subjects and 
objects and demonstrate (guarantees for) independence’;

• SSM publishes the final (aggregated) presentations of inspection 
projects;

• responses to requests for information from individuals are published 
at the website;

• SSM produces detailed annual reports.
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Strategy (5)  professional

• SSM carries out the supervision: industry has primary responsibility 
for health, safety, environment etc.;

• SSM enforces regulations: it does not make them;

• SSM uses public complaints in the strategic choices that are made, 
but always first verifies if and how these complaints are dealt with 
by the companies;

• SSM stimulates continuous improvements and advises (compliance 
assistance) but is neither a consulting or engineering firm nor a 
certifying agent;

• SSM aims for evidence based supervision, but is not a scientific 
institution. 
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Strategy (6)                                    risk based (bow-tie)

h
a
z
a
r
d

recovery
measures

threats

threats

threats

threats

barriers

barriers

barriers

barriers

control (keep within control limits)

recovery
measures

top
event

c
o
n
s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e

???

???

objective: reduce likelihood
(pro-active/preventative)

objective: mitigate consequences
and re-instate (re-active)

prepare for emergencies
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•Fire and 
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Shutdown (ESD)
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•High Integrity 
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•Riser ESD 
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•Topsides ESD 
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•Subsea Isolation 
Valves ( SSIVs )

• Drilling well 
control systems

• Temporary 
Refuge and Muster 
Areas

• Escape and 
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• Emergency 
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systems

• Uninterrupted 
Power Supplies 
(UPS)

• Helicopter 
Facilities
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• Tertiary Means of 
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Injection 
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• Relief systems
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• Open Hazardous 
Drains

• Tanker Loading 
systems

• Wireline 
Equipment.

• Sand filters
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• Gas Tight Floors 
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Drains

• Tanker Loading 
systems

• Wireline 
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• Sand filters

Black = 2nd party verification by own organisation (Technical Authorities according to the Technical Authority Framework)

Green = 2nd party verification by inspection department  with status ‘    
appointed user inspectorate ‘

Red = 3rd party verification

Hardware barriers                           independent verification
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Pro’s and con’s                          2nd party verification

pro’s con’s

close to the business and linked with internal 
maintenance process.  Gives higher efficiency and 
stimulates “pro-active” behaviour.

might be perceived by community at large as 
less independent than 3rd party verification. 
Appropriate level of independence must be 
ensured

stimulates ownership and cross learning between 
operators.

needs special attention/ fresh pair of eyes to 
identify “blind spots”.

detailed knowledge of internal standards and 
procedures.

needs special attention to keep up to date with 
legal requirements and societal developments.

integration with design, construction & operations 
processes allows direct feedback/ optimization.

requires sufficient in-house competence and 
capability.

early direct intervention possible (in case of non 
conformities).

allows pro-active  approach to anticipate future 
changes (operating conditions, modifications).

need to have a “quality management system” that 
stimulates internal improvement culture.
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Pro’s and con’s                          3rd party verification

pro’s con’s

perceived as more  independent than 2nd party 
verification.

more distant from primary business processes (e.g. 
production and maintenance).  

same verification standard across industry. reactive (requirements are lagging)

commercial interest of 3rd party verifier could 
hamper cross learning between verifiers

stimulates “calculative” behaviour of operators.
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Independent verification            conclusions

• good experience with both (2nd,3rd party verification); 
• no specific preference, but 2nd party should be 

accredited (well examination?);
• 3rd party verification more suitable for smaller

organisations.
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thank you for your attention

here after some additional slides if required 
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UK
governmental organisation of petroleum activities

 

 

Environmental 
Regulation division
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Norway
governmental organisation of petroleum activities

Government

Norwegian 
Petroleum 
Directorate

Minister of 
Petroleum and 

Energy
Minister of 

Environment
Minister of Labour

Climate and 
Pollution Agency

Petroleum Safety 
Authority
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the competent authority in Denmark

Ministry of the 
Environment

Ministry of Climate, 
Energy and Building

Danish 
Environmental 

Protection Agency

Danish Energy 
Agency

Offshore Safety and 
Health Legislation
EIA  Legislation

Marine Environment 
Legislation

Offshore Safety 
Unit

Resources 
Unit

E&P Legislation
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hierarchy of standards

laws
regulations

guidelines, notices

national legislative regime regulatory and  enforcing authorities

standard developing
organisations

e.g. ISO, IEC
e.g. CEN (Europe)
e.g. ANSI/API (US), DIN
(Germany) or NEN (NL)

international standards
regional standards
national standards

trade associations
industry standards

best or recommended practices
guidelines

OGP, IADC, IMCA, API
Nogepa, OLF, UK oil & gas

group specifications
company specifications
(project specifications)

companies multinationals
independents / business units
manufacturers/ contractors
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Definitions of owners, operators and licensees, 
Mrs. Maria Kyriacou, Advocate - Partner and Head of Nicosia office, 

Andreas Neocleous & Co LLC, CY 

Proposal for a Regulation on safety of 
offshore oil and gas prospection, 

exploration and production activities
Definitions of owners, operators and 

licensees as set out in article 2

Maria Kyriacou
Advocate and partner

Andreas Neocleous & Co LLC
Cyprus 

 
 

 

Fire is kept deep in the center of the Earth 
or high in the sky, 

out of the reach of Man
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Fire gives power to those who master it 
and tragedy to those who 

underestimate it 

 
 

 

The risks associated with major 
oil industry accidents call for a 

harmonized Regulation 
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In order to be effective the 
Regulation must accurately and 
clearly identify the key players 

 
 

 

Otherwise we may 
end up with 
recourse against … 

…the invisible man 

 
 
 



Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy 
 

PE 492.438 38 

 
 

Proposed Definitions in the Regulation

• Operator: the operator of a production 
installation or the ownerof a non-
production installation and the well 
operator of a well operation; 

• Operator and licensee both fall within the 
definition of Article 2(6) of Directive 
2004/35/EC.

 
 

 

Proposed Definitions in the Regulation

• Owner: a person legally entitled to 
control the operation of a non 
production installation;

• Licensee: the holder of authorisation to 
carry out offshore operation pursuant to 
Directive 94/22/EC.
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Key legal issues on the definitions:

• They are not self-contained;
• There are cross references to other 

Directives;
• Key words are further interpreted either in 

the Regulation or in Directives;
• A chain of definitions is created to reach 

the final target. 

 
 

 

Comparing National Legislations (1)

• Norway: “Operator”: A company executing on 
behalf of the Licensee or the owner the day to day 
management 

• UK :  “Operator”: Any person who is appointed by 
the licensee to manage and control  an offshore
installation 

• Denmark: “Operator”: on behalf of the licensee, 
carries out exploration and extraction of 
hydrocarbons “Licensee”: has permission for 
exploration and production
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Comparing National Legislations (2)

• USA: “Operator”: Company with primary 
responsibility for day-to-day operations for a 
specific plant or activity including physical 
maintenance. The operator is often part of a 
consortium or acts on behalf of a consortium. 
Wells abandoned may considered “operated”. 

• Canada: “Operator”: a person that holds an operating 
license by the Energy Board
Licensee: a person holding a license     

 
 

 

Comparing National Legislations (3)

• National legislations are simple and easily 
identify the parties;

• the Proposal is aiming at accuracy in the 
definitions and uses wording that  needs 
further definition but perhaps looses the 
intention of the legislator to accurately  
identify the parties.  
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Considerations in drafting the new definitions

• Usual meaning: “Operator”: someone whose job is to use and 
control …

• Decided cases identifying the Operator: e.g. “operators carry 
out all day to day operations” 

• Guidance notes identifying Operator e.g.
– Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA): 

Control day to day and authority
– Environment Agency: Control over the operation

• Other Directives – Directive 2003/87/EC - “Operator”: any 
person who operates or controls an installation (or whom 
decisive   economic power has been delegated)

 
 

 

“Operator”

Anyone  executing the day to day management
of offshore oil and gas operations, including 
their agents and sub-contractors. 

“Licensee”

The  holder of an authorization  to carry out 
offshore operations   granted by a Member State. 

Suggested definitions for consideration
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Implementing the proposal

When implementing the proposal, the aim is to

have:

• definite cases to rely on;

• supporting comparisons in existing legislation 
and directives;

• identify the parties accurately.

 
 

 

Relevant Cyprus legislation 

• The Hydrocarbons (Prospection, 
Exploration and Exploitation) Law of 2007

• The Hydrocarbons (Prospection, 
Exploration and Exploitation) Regulations 
of 2007 and 2009
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Where does the ultimate liability lie?, Dr. Edward Brans, Lawyer, 
at Pels Rijcken & Drooglever Fortuijn, NL 

Where does the ultimate liability lie?

Safety of offshore oil and gas activities

Workshop, 9 July 2012, 15.00-18.00h
European Parliament 

Committee on Industry, Research and Energy

Edward Brans

Ehp.Brans@PelsRijcken.NL

 
 
 

Types of damage suffered due to
environmental incidents

- Erika-oil spill (France, 1999 (€ 450 million))

- The Braer-oil spill (Shetlands, 1993 (€ 89 million))

- Piper Alpha (North Sea, 1988)

- Prestige-oil spill (Spain, 2002 (€ 877 million)

- Chemie-Pack (Netherlands, 2011) (€ 71 million)

• Environmental damage (cleanup costs)

• Loss of income, profit and other economic losses

• Pure economic loss (consequential loss / stigma damage)

• Loss or damage to property

• Personal injury or death
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Liability in the current Environmental Liability Directive 
(ELD)

Environmental Liability Directive (Directive 2004/35/EC) 
- Scope of the ELD is extended to marine waters (art. 37)

- Liability under the ELD is channeled to the licensee (art. 7)
- “licensee is liable [..] for environmental damage [..] caused by 

[..] the licensee or any other entity participating in the offshore 

and gas operation on the basis of a contract with the licensee”.

- Permit defence excluded? (art. 7)
- “The consenting procedure [..] shall not prejudice the 
liability of the licensee”.

 
 

 

ELD – Problems encountered

There have been some issues arising from the application of 
the ELD: 

- Up till now the ELD has been poorly applied (see 
COM(2010) 581 final)

- remediation measures are seldom taken (see Erika, Braer, 
Piper Alpha and Chemie-Pack incidents)

- No financial security provisions included
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Further needs and Objectives of the proposed regulation

• Environmental Liability Directive (ELD)
- Does not cover traditional damage:

- Property damage, (pure) economic loss, personal injury 
and death

• Proposed regulation on Safety of Offshore Oil and Gas 
Activities (COM(2011)0688)
Preamble:

- Objective: prevention, limiting consequences and 
improve the response mechanism in case of incidents

- Under existing liability regimes, responsible party not 
always clearly identifiable and not able, or liable, to pay 
all costs to remedy the damage caused.

 
 

 

Liability in the proposed regulation for safety of offshore 
oil and gas activities

• Proposed regulation Safety of Offshore Oil and Gas Activities
Traditional damage:

- No clear liability provision;
- No channeling of liability;
- No risk-sharing pool established

- 1992 Fund Convention (oil pollution) 

- 2010 HNS Fund (hazardous and noxious substances)

- Limitation of liability

- Financial security obligation

- Fund available (financed by those who have an interest 

(including consumers))

- Recourse option for Fund

 Fund Conventions successfully applied in 130 cases
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Where does the ultimate liability lie?

• No uniform regime available. 
• No international treaty in force that determines who is liable for 

what and under what circumstances?
• It highly depends on the national law of the Member State

 channel liability for damage suffered to one or more persons
 Introduce a financial security mechanism such as in the 1992 

Oil Conventions and the 2010 HNS Convention
 If not an option, consider introducing a joint and several 

liability
- introduce a certain definition of operator or a specific rule

 Choice of law (Regulation (EC) No 864/2007 (Rome II))
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Definition of Environmental Vulnerability

 Vulnerability is a measure of the extent to which a community, structure, service or 
geographical area is likely to be damaged or disrupted, on account of its nature or 
location, by the impact of a particular disaster hazard. (Glossary of Environment Statistics, 

Studies in Methods, Series F, No. 67, United Nations, 1997 – OECD 2001)

 Environmental vulnerability is an estimate of the inability of an ecosystem to tolerate 
stressors over time. (Williams and Kaputska 2000) 

 Environmental vulnerability/sensitivity to oil pollution is a ranking of the 
environments ability to tolerate and recover from an oil pollution incident.

2

Ecologic SocioeconomicCoastal substrate
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Environmental vulnerability to oil pollution

Individual sensitivity to oil pollution

 Likeliness to be exposed 
- Behavioural pattern

- Presence 

 Impact mechanisms  
- loss of insulation  due to clogging of fur and 

feathers 

- Toxic due to ingestion or inhalation

- Reduction of mobility due to effects on limbs or 
feeding mechanisms 

Populations sensitivity to individual mortality

The recovery ability of populations

The general development trend of populations
- Red list species

The reproduction strategy and ability of species

External factors affecting the population 
development

- Food limitation

- Predation

- Space limitation

3

Ecological 

Environmental 
Vulnerability/Sensitivity 
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Environmental vulnerability to oil pollution

Natural degradation and recovery

 Permeability – oil holding capacity

 Wave exposure – washing effect

 Biologic complexity and biomass 

Man made oil spill recovery and clean-up

 Ability of mechanical and chemical clean up

Potential impact

 Biologic complexity and biomass 
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Coastal Substrate

Environmental 
Vulnerability/Sensitivity 

Ecological sensitivity
Socioeconomic 

sensitivity
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Environmental vulnerability to oil pollution

Economic activity related to the sea and coast

Fishery

Aquaculture

Tourism

Importance for economy

Local

Regional

National

5

Socioeconomic

Environmental 
Vulnerability/Sensitivity 

Ecological sensitivity Substrate sensitivity
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Ecological sensitivity 

 High probability of exposure due to 
behaviour

 Toxic effects through inhalation, 
ingestion and skin 

 Critically Endangered - fever than 600 
species (IUCN Red List)

 Low reproduction strategy

 Extremely low recovery ability

 Endemic

 High probability of exposure due to 
behaviour

 Toxic effects through inhalation, 
ingestion and skin 

 Least Concern (IUCN Red List)

 Low reproduction strategy

 Moderate recovery ability due to 
migration

 Wide spread in Arctic and temperate 
waters

6

Marinbio ©

Highly sensitive - Mediterranean Monk Seal Moderate sensitive – Harbour Seal
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Substrate - ESI from IPIECA*

 Environmental 
Sensitivity Index - ESI-1 
Exposed rocky shore

 ESI-2 Exposed wave-
cut platforms

 ESI-3 Gently sloping 
fine-grained sand beach 

 ESI-4 Steeply sloping 
shores of medium to 
coarse grained sand 

 ESI-5 Beaches of 
mixed sand and 
coarser sediments

 ESI-6 A range of 
gravel, pebble and 
boulder beaches with 
high permeability
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*The global oil and gas industry association for environmental and social issues
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Substrate - ESI from IPIECA*

 ESI-7  Exposed tidal 
flats

 ESI-8 Sheltered rocky 
shores

 ESI-9 Sheltered tidal 
flats

 ESI-10 mangroves

 ESI-10 Saltmarshes

 ESI-10 Coral reefs 

8

*The global oil and gas industry association for environmental and social issues
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Coastal environmental vulnerability mapping in Europe
 Examples of European environmental vulnerability/sensitivity indexes (the list is not 

exhaustive):

 UK – United Kingdom Digital Marine Atlas (UKDMAP)

 Black Sea – Ukrainian Centre of Ecology of Sea (UkrSCES)

 Baltic Sea – Environmental Vulnerability Index as part of BRISK: “Sub-regional risk 
of oil spill and harmful substances in the Baltic Sea” – Finalized January 2012

 Denmark - «Risk analysis for oil and chemical pollution in Danish waters» (COWI 
2007)

 Ireland and Wales – «Risk assessment and collaborative emergency response in 
the Irish Sea»

 Norway – Marine Resource Data Base (MRDB) and sensitivity index for the whole 
coastline and high sea

 Spain – Gibraltar strait ESI similar to National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA - US) guideline

9
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Environmental databases
There are a vast number of databases for environmental resources in Europe, national, regional, 
European and global:

- European seabirds at sea database (ESAS)

- BirdLife International

- World Database on Protected Areas

- Ramsar database - Wetlands of International Importance

- Conservation International - biodiversity hotspots

- Danish Areal Information System (AIS) 

- UKDMAP – An atlas of the seas around the British Isles

- The Marine Life Information Network for Britain and Ireland(MarLIN) (on-going)

- Marine AREA database for NOrwegian waters (MAREANO) marine resource and topography mapping in 
Norway (on-going)

- SeaPop Seabird populations in Norway (on-going)

- Marine Turtle Nesting Database

- Atlas of cetacean distribution in north-west European waters

- United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) -World Conservation Monitoring Centre – Metadatabase

- Natura 2000 Covers:

- Directive 2009/147/EC of 30 November 2009 The Birds Directive (codified version of Directive 
79/409/EEC)

- Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 The Habitats Directive 

10
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Need for a common Environmnetal Sensitivity Index Database

11

Could it be Natura 2000?
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Environmental Sensitivity Index in USA by NOAA

Combined with oil spill response resources to be an Environmental Response 
Management Application (ERMA) for use in planning, exercising and real responses. 
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Oil Spill Risk Analysis and Management 

13
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Oil Spill Risk Analysis; Example

 Analysing traffic pattern and frequency 

 AIS data and port protocols important tools 
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Oil Spill Risk Analysis; Example

 Identifying oil spill scenarios
- Spill Amount

- Spill Probability

 Oil drift modelling
- Pollution probability

- Pollution amount

- Oil weathering
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Oil Spill Risk Analysis; Example
 Map the environmental resources

 Rank the sensitivity

 Assess the potential environmental 
impact as a combination of oil pollution 
and sensitivity

 Combine environmental impact with 
probability for pollution to get the risk 
level

 Use the risk assessment for planning 
preventive and mitigating measures
- Traffic separation

- Pilot

- Tug boats

- Oil spill response plan

- Localisation of Oil spill response 
equipment and plans
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Protection of vulnerable environment 

 The tool for protection of vulnerable environment against oil pollution is Oil Spill Risk 
Analysis either as a part of Environmental and Socioeconomic Impact Assessments 
(ESIA) or as a standalone risk analysis.
- For national and regional shipping traffic – standalone risk analysis

- For opening of new petroleum areas – as a part of Strategic Environmental and 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment

- For opening of new oil & gas fields – as part of the ESIA that is input to the Plan for 
Development and Operation (PDO)

- For exploration drilling – as a standalone analysis or a part of an ESIA if required

 The Oil Spill Risk Analysis must:
- use high resolution environmental sensitivity data

- give input to Oil Spill Response Plans on risk ranking and prioritization of environmental 
resources at risk, both spatial and temporal

- give input to Oil Spill Response Plans on likeliness and amount of oil pollution in prioritized 
environmental sensitive areas
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Protection of vulnerable environment 

The Oil Spill Risk Analysis has to be followed up with identification of sufficient risk 
reducing measures:

Risk preventive measures as: 
- regulation of activity in selected areas or in parts of the year

- implementation of technology that can reduce oil spill risk

- Implementation of operational procedures that can reduce oil spill risk

Risk mitigating measures - Oil Spill Response:
- Optimal organisation of response resources

- Optimal local, national, regional and international organisation of oil spill response 

- Analysis of the need for oil spill response resources based on the Oil Spill Risk Assessment

- Adequate training and oil spill response exercises based on input from Oil Spill Risk 
Assessment 
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Protection of vulnerable environment 

 There is a need for a common electronic European Environmental Sensitivity Index 
Atlas

 Requires a unified methodology for ranking environmental sensitivity to oil pollution

 Has to cover both spatial and temporal variation in sensitivity

 Should also cover seabed, water column and sea surface, coastal and high sea

 The EIS Atlas should be integrated with an oil spill response management tool for 
better planning as well as faster and more correct decisions during an oil spill 
response operation
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Safeguarding life, property 
and the environment

www.dnv.com

20

 
 



 




