
 
 

 
 

              
          

         
        
   

 
       

       
       

           
         

        
       

  
 

      
         

            
       

 
         

          
         

 

      

       
   

         

       
  

       
   

        
   

 
  

       
            

          
        

        
        

 
           

         
      

           
         

         

Analysis of the responses to the joint consultation by the Department of 

Energy and Climate Change (DECC) and the
 

Health and Safety Executive (HSE)
 

Introduction 
This is a report on the outcome of a joint DECC and HSE consultation (CD272) on the
 
implementation of Directive 2013/30/EU on the safety of offshore oil and gas operations and
 
amending Directive 2004/35/EC (the Directive), the review of offshore Approved Codes of
 
Practice (ACoPs) and the updating of onshore UK oil and gas safety legislation to cover 

emerging energy technologies.
 

This report is designed to be read in conjunction with the consultation document.
 
The consultation gathered views on the UK’s proposed approach to implement the Directive, 

and included proposals on amendments to existing legislation, new requirements, new
 
administrative procedures, and the establishment of an offshore competent authority. It also 

gathered opinion on HSE’s proposals to update onshore oil and gas safety legislation and on
 
the review of two ACoPs: Prevention of Fire and Explosion, and Emergency Response on 

Offshore Installations (PFEER); and Health Care and First Aid on Offshore Installations and
 
Pipeline Works.
 

As the Directive contains requirements relating to licensing, safety and environmental
 
protection, and emergency response, DECC and HSE are jointly leading the transposition
 
with support from the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA), the
 
Department for Transport (DfT) and the devolved administrations.
 

The consultation document covered a wide range of proposals and was separated into 

different chapters to make it easier for respondents to identify and respond to the topics of
 
most relevance or interest to them. The chapters covered:
 

 Establishing an offshore competent authority (CA); 

 Changes to health and safety legislation and new administrative mechanisms to 


implement the Directive; 

 Changes to environmental and licensing legislation to implement the Directive; 

 Implementing the national emergency response plans and emergency preparedness 
provisions in the Directive; 

 Updates to health and safety legislation to address operational lessons and emerging 
technologies; and 

 Proposed amendments to HSE’s offshore oil and gas Approved Codes of Practice 
(ACoPs). 

Communications with stakeholders 
Communications with stakeholders began well in advance of the formal consultation. The 
‘Offshore Directive’ webpages were launched on the HSE web site, with a link on the DECC 
website (part of GOV.UK), in January 2014, providing updates for stakeholders on the 
implementation process and alerting them to upcoming events and the formal consultation. 
The webpages also provided an email address for stakeholders to contact DECC and/or 
HSE and 33 queries were received up to and during the consultation period. 

DECC and HSE invited stakeholders to public presentations to update them on progress and 
seek their views on key issues. Two events were held in London and Aberdeen in February 
2014 and two further events were held in Aberdeen in March 2014 with around 50 
stakeholders attending each session. DECC and HSE also attended a range of oil and gas 
conferences in June and July 2014, attended by hundreds of delegates, to share our 
emerging thinking. Small focussed meetings were also held every four to six weeks with Oil 



        
     

 
          

        
           

          
         

         
       

 
  

        
             

           
        

 
 

        
      

   
     

         
       

  
 
  

and Gas UK (OGUK) and the International Association of Drilling Contractors (IADC), with a 
selection of operators and/or trade unions in attendance. 

The formal consultation was publicised at stakeholder events, on the DECC website and 
HSE Offshore Directive webpages, via the HSE Offshore Bulletin, and via news articles and 
news feeds. Direct emails were sent to approximately 350 stakeholders to alert them to the 
launch of the consultation. These stakeholders included key industry bodies and offshore 
associations (including OGUK and IADC), oil and gas companies and the relevant personnel 
who operate in the UK Continental Shelf (UKCS), trades unions, verification bodies, onshore 
associations, and other relevant government and non-governmental organisations. 

Consultation 
The consultation was published on the HSE website (with a link also available via the DECC 
website) on 28 July 2014 and was open for comments for 8 weeks. Due to the unforeseen 
unavailability of the HSE website during the final weekend of the consultation, the deadline 
was extended by three days and ended on 24 September 2014 retaining the full 8 week 
consultation period. 

Respondents were encouraged to reply using the online questionnaire but could also use a 
Word version of the questionnaire (available via HSE’s website) or by email. The 
consultation document was downloaded 3,315 times and the Word questionnaire 
downloaded 429 times. There were 59 completed Word questionnaires and six completed 
online questionnaires received, giving a total of 65 responses for analysis. Six respondents 
provided additional information by email to supplement their questionnaire responses. 



   
 

 
 
         

       
 

 
          

     
         

         
          

       
           

      
 

 
 
 
  

 

 

  

  

  

  
 

   

 

 

Breakdown of respondents by sector 

Sectors who responded
 

Charity, 1.5% 

Consultancy, 6.2% 

Industry, 69.2% 

National 
government, 1.5% 

Non-departmental 
public body, 7.7% 

Trade association, 
7.7% 

Trade union, 6.2% 

Charity 

Consultancy 

Industry 

National government 

Non-departmental public body 

Trade association 

Trade union 

** Please note the sectors who didn’t respond were: academic institutions; environmental 
groups; local government bodies; members of the public; non-governmental organisations 
and pressure groups. 

The majority of responses (69%) were from industry stakeholders, ranging from major 
companies to smaller businesses, providing opinions from across the sector. There was a 
large representation from key industry organisations, including OGUK (representing 
licensees, exploration and production operators, and those in the industry supply chain) and 
the IADC representing the majority of drilling contractors. Both of these organisations 
canvassed the opinions of their members and presented their collective response. In 
addition, there was a good response from the main trade unions and key UK verification 
bodies and also some useful comments received from non-departmental government 
bodies. 



   
 

 
  
 
 

          
          

          
        

  
 

 
        
       

   
 

         
         

          
       

       
 
 
 
  

  

  

  

  
  

   
 

 
 

   

Breakdown of respondents by role 

In what capacity the questions were answered
 

An employer, 50.0% 

Environmental 
professional, 9.3% 

Health and safety 
professional, 24.1% 

Trade union official, 
7.4% 

Training provider, 
0.0% 

An employee, 9.3% 

Half of the responses were from employers, with another 24% from health and safety 
professionals and 9% from environmental professionals. The remainder of the responses 
came from trade unions and employees. The majority of respondents provided well 
informed and often detailed comments, sharing their knowledge and experience of the oil 
and gas industry. 

Analysis of responses 
The analysis shows the quantitative breakdown of responses to each question, giving the 
total number of responses and the numbers/percentages of those who agreed or disagreed 
with the proposal. 

Respondents were invited to comment or provide further information on each question and 
just fewer than 4,000 individual comments were received. Many of these comments provided 
significant detail and have all been considered and analysed to identify the main themes and 
key arguments. The additional information that was provided by supplementary emails has 
also been considered and included in the qualitative analysis summaries. 



   
 

          
         

        

   

   

  

        
         

            
             

                
            

        
 

      
              

 

        
     

        
   

          
        

  

         
        

   
 

      

         

       
        
    

         
       

       
     

        
  

        
           

          
          

             
               

     

   

          

Analysis of the returned public consultation questionnaires 

Question 1: Do you agree with the rationale for selecting the proposed approach for 
establishing the UK’s offshore oil and gas competent authority (CA)? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 57 Percentage of total 

Yes 12 21% 

No 45 79% 

Summary of responses 

79% of respondents disagreed with the proposed approach for establishing a partnership CA 
(option two). Those that disagreed said that there should be one offshore regulator, with 
more than half (23 out of 45) specifying their preference for option five (an independent 
stand-alone CA). Eighteen of those who disagreed with the proposal accepted there may be 
a need for an interim option, given the time it would take to set up a new stand-alone CA. 
However, 13 of these specified that even in the short term the CA should cover all offshore 
safety and environmental regulation, and not just major hazards. 

Many respondents provided detailed comments outlining their objections to option two and 
arguing the case for their preferred option. The main reasons for objection to option two 
were: 

 It doesn’t satisfactorily fulfil the Directive requirements and could potentially 
undermine the effectiveness of the current regime; 

 It adds unnecessary duplication, with potential conflicts of interest and increases the 
complexity of offshore regulation; 

 Restricting the work of the CA to major hazards while maintaining a parallel regime 
outside the competent authority for non-major hazards doesn’t make sense and 
increases bureaucracy; and 

 It overlooks the criticisms and ignores the recommendations made in the Better 
Regulation Executive (BRE) review of Enforcement that reviewed the Control of 
Major Accident Hazards (COMAH) Competent Authority. 

The main arguments in support of a standalone CA were that: 

 It was the concept of the Directive to create a single integrated regulator; 

 It would rationalise regulatory oversight of health and safety and environment 
matters, providing a single point of reference for industry and other regulators, 
providing transparency and consistency; 

 The root causes and controls for prevention of accidents and environmental incidents 
are common and industry already has many common processes in place for 
managing safety and environment – fully integrated CA would align with this and 
provide consistency of approach; and 

 It would provide efficiency of resources for both regulators and industry. 

Twelve respondents (nine of them from trade unions, verification bodies or government 
bodies) agreed with the proposal. There were very few comments but one commented that 
we need to incorporate the lessons learned from the BRE review of COMAH and another 
wasn’t certain that the approach met the Directive requirements. Of the three responses 
from industry in support of the proposal, one accepted it as an interim measure only, one 
commented that the CA must act as one, and the third felt that the regulators would become 
more aligned in the long term. 

DECC and HSE response 

The Government has considered the responses to the consultation at length and in great 



       
           

         
        

          
      

 
             

         
 

             
 

             
        

            
 

           
 

      
    

        
    

       

        
 

         
           

           
           

      
 

     
 

           
       

         
        

       
   

    
        

         
        

          
           

       
        

 

 

detail, acknowledging that the majority of the respondents disagreed with the rationale for 
selecting the preferred option. However, despite this, it has been decided and agreed by 
ministers to proceed with the preferred option to create a DECC/HSE partnership CA to 
regulate major hazard offshore safety and environmental risks covered by the Directive. 
Government consider that the reasons for selecting the preferred approach, as outlined in 
the Impact Assessment (IA), remain valid, these are: 

1. DECC & HSE will work together under a set of common CA arrangements which, 
from a stakeholder perspective, will manifest itself as a single regulatory face, including: 

	 DECC and HSE staff working seamlessly under a set of common CA systems and 
processes; 

	 A CA online portal for all notifications and submissions to the CA, regardless of 
whether they relate to safety or environmental issues; 

	 A single, coherent set of CA assessment/acceptance procedures for safety cases, 
notifications etc; 

	 A single CA intervention plan for each operator and owner, covering all planned CA 
inspection activities; 

	 Proactive CA interventions fully coordinated and planned, with presumption in favour 
of joint DECC/HSE visits wherever possible; 

	 Coordinated CA investigations, with decisions made at an early stage as to which 
regulatory partner should lead; 

	 Aligned principles of enforcement covering safety and environment: and 

	 A CA website for all information relating to the CA. 

2. This approach avoids major machinery of government changes, and provides a 
single, consistent regulatory interface for industry with respect to the prevention of the major 
hazard safety and environmental events covered by the Directive. It also requires minimal 
changes to the already robust UK offshore regulatory regime, and fully implements the 
Directive in line with UK Government policy. 

3.	 Government also considered that: 

	 Whilst this proposal was not supported by the majority of industry consultees, many 
recognised that to move towards the industry’s preferred approach, an independent 
“stand alone” CA, would be difficult to achieve in the timescales for implementing the 
Directive. There are also advantages to Government and industry in that the 
partnership approach is the least costly option and will provide a seamless approach, 
meeting the Directive’s requirements without going beyond them. 

	 Some industry respondents believe a single regulator/agency would enable a move 
to a single, risk based approach to health, safety and environmental regulation. 
There are fundamental differences in how HSE and DECC regulate. HSE mostly 
operates a “goal setting” approach. The majority of areas which DECC regulates 
have prescriptive goals and targets as dictated by the Convention for the Protection 
for the Marine Environment of the North East Atlantic (OSPAR) and EU Law. 
Forming a single organisation would not result in a single regulatory approach as 
each organisation has a different regulatory framework underpinned by relevant 
legislation. 



             
 

        

   

   

  

         
            
            

         
            

             
         

        
         

              
          

 
       

      

   

          
       

 
            
        
          

 
        

         
           

 
 

        
      

          

 
 

            
    

        

   

   

  

         
      
          

           

Question 2: Do you agree with the proposed approach to dealing with the definition of 
major accident? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 52 Percentage of total 

Yes 48 92% 

No 4 8% 

Summary of responses 

92% of respondents agreed with the proposal for dealing with the definition of major accident 
and to retain the diving specific element of the definition. The statement made by OGUK was 
repeated by many of the respondents: that ‘although this is an example of gold plating…it 
does maintain an important element of the current UK offshore safety regime relating to 
diving. Retention of this provision does not represent any additional burden on industry and 
we support this as it will ensure the current high standards of safety within the UK offshore 
safety regime”. The four trades unions also supported this proposal. One respondent wanted 
the definition extended to cover helicopter travel to and from an installation. Four 
respondents disagreed with the proposal, two of whom wished diving to be excluded from 
the definition because they saw the proposal as a new burden on industry. However, the 
proposal is actually maintaining an existing requirement and is not creating a new burden. 

Some respondents requested that guidance be made available to assist in the interpretation 
of the term “major environmental incident”. 

DECC and HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for the approach to dealing with the definition of major 
accident and DECC and HSE will adopt this proposal. 

DECC and HSE acknowledge the need to clarify the meaning of “loss of well control”, 
“significant potential to cause death and serious personal injury”, and “significant major 
environmental incident” within the guidance to support the new legislation. 

With regards to guidance on “environmental incident”, Directive 2004/35/EC provides some 
guidance, and for water damage it in turn refers to the Water Framework Directive 
2000/60/EC where further guidance can be found. We will also address this issue in our 
own proposed guidance. 

As helicopter travel to and from an installation is not within the scope of HSE or DECC 
legislation and responsibilities (it is the responsibility of the Civil Aviation Authority’s (CAA)), 
the definition of major accident cannot be extended to cover this area. 

Question 3: Do you support the rationale for the HSE definition of offshore installation 
continuing to cover supplementary units beyond 500m? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 50 Percentage of total 

Yes 47 94% 

No 3 6% 

Summary of responses 

94% of respondents supported the proposal to keep supplementary units beyond 500m 
within the definition of offshore installation. Comments confirmed that this was a sensible 
approach, the consensus being that since this is an existing requirement in UK regulations 
there is no new burden on industry. The four trade unions who responded supported the 



          
         

      
 

          
           
           

         

   

        
         

  
 

           
       

 
 

          
           

 

         

   

   

  

           
       

         
       

 
 

      
          

          
            
        

   

         
           

 
           

       

 
 

proposal, adding that it would ‘future proof’ the legislation. It was noted by several 
respondents that maintaining the position would address any contribution a supplementary 
unit may have in a major accident. 

Three respondents disagreed with the proposal. One disagreed but actually supported the 
approach in their comments and another misunderstood this to be a new requirement and 
commented that they wanted to maintain the status quo. A third respondent felt that the 
definition of ‘supplementary unit’ was not sufficiently clear. 

DECC and HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for the definition of offshore installation continuing to cover 
supplementary units beyond 500m, therefore DECC and HSE will adopt this proposal and 
maintain this existing requirement. 

DECC and HSE acknowledge the need to clarify the meaning of “supplementary unit” within 
the guidance to support the new legislation. 

Question 4: Do you agree that keeping supplementary units beyond 500m in scope of 
the new requirements in SCR 2015 would result in no additional burdens to industry? 
Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 51 Percentage of total 

Yes 48 94% 

No 3 6% 

Summary of responses 

94% of respondents agreed that there would be no additional burdens on industry as a result 
of keeping supplementary units beyond 500m in scope of the Offshore Installations 
(Offshore Safety Directive) (Safety Case etc.) Regulations 2015 (SCR2015). Many 
respondents combined their answers with Question 3, confirming their agreement and 
support. 

Although three respondents disagreed with the proposal, there was no strong argument 
against it. One suggested that we are changing the current requirements and creating 
additional work but, as explained in the consultation document, this proposal maintains the 
current UK legislation. One respondent wanted further clarity on the definition (as mentioned 
in Question 3) and another disagreed but didn’t provide any reason. 

DECC and HSE response 

The overwhelming support confirms that there would be no additional burdens on industry 
from maintaining this requirement and the IA will be updated to include this proposal. 

DECC and HSE acknowledge the need to clarify the meaning of “supplementary unit” within 
the guidance to support the new legislation. 



            
      

         

   

   

  

        
          

           
       
       

           
         
      

             
         

         

   

         
           

        

 
 

        

         

   

   

  

          
        

  
 

     
         

        
            

    
        

      
 

          
       

           
            

        
        

       
       

Question 5: Do you agree that the UK regulator should continue to monitor non-
production installations entering or leaving UK waters? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 51 Percentage of total 

Yes 50 98% 

No 1 2% 

Summary of responses 

98% of respondents supported this proposal and many confirmed this is a longstanding 
requirement that is well understood by industry. Many felt there would be a detrimental 
impact and safety would be compromised if the regulator didn’t continue to monitor the 
movement of non-production installations, with some commenting on the importance of 
recognising the significant risks posed by non-production installations. The Institution of 
Occupational Safety and Health (IOSH) stated ‘There is strong evidence from both the UK 
sector and globally that non-production installations(mainly drilling rigs) probably present the 
highest risk of catastrophic safety/environmental risk’. There were other observations on the 
changing nature of the industry, with the potential for operators entering UK waters for the 
first time, emphasising the importance of maintaining this requirement. Two respondents 
asked for clear guidance on whom this requirement falls and what monitoring entails. 

DECC and HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for HSE continuing to monitor this activity and the 
requirement will be maintained. The current guidance on whom the requirement falls and 
what monitoring involves will be reviewed to ensure it is clear. 

Question 6: Do you agree with the proposed operatorship model? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 49 Percentage of total 

Yes 12 24% 

No 37 76% 

Summary of responses 

76% of respondents did not support the proposal for a single operator model and many 
acknowledged and welcomed the on-going work between HSE and DECC to develop an 
appropriate multi-operator model. 

There were many detailed responses to this question and a range of reasons why 
respondents were opposed to the single operatorship proposal. Over half of those who 
disagreed said they would prefer to maintain the multi-operator approach that currently 
exists in the UK. They feel that this model has worked effectively for more than 20 years, 
with well-established interfacing arrangements and with no evidence of safety or 
environmental performance being compromised. Ten respondents also commented that they 
consider the existing approach to satisfy the Directive requirements. 

Another well supported reason for disagreeing was that the current multi-operator approach 
provides economies of scale and efficiencies and it was feared that a single operator model 
would remove the flexibility that the current arrangements allow for both large and small 
companies and new entrants. Many felt that the single operator model would deter new 
entrants and smaller operators from entering UK waters, because it would become 
impractical and uneconomical. Several respondents commented that it would create burdens 
to late life field opportunities and materially reduce the options for hydrocarbon recovery. 
Some concluded that these barriers to investment in the North Sea would also undermine 



         
 

 
            
         

          
 

          
         

          
      

         
         

         
           
           

     

   

       
         

 
 

        
        

       
         

         
  

 
           

             
        

              
    

 

    
       

      

         
          
 

 
          

          
     

 
        

        
        

 
 

the efforts to maximise economic recovery and be counter-productive to the aims of The 
Wood Review 

Several respondents spoke about the specific implications of a single operator model for 
Floating Production Storage and Offloading vessels (FPSOs), which are likely to play a key 
role in future developments and efforts to maximise the potential of North Sea resources. 

Of the 12 respondents that agreed with the single operator model, five of them were from 
unions or verification bodies. There were few comments but one of them said they 
particularly supported the vetting process for all licensees and operators, although they 
would have preferred more explicit requirements for licensees and operators to consult and 
involve their workforce. There were minimal comments from other respondents who agreed 
with the single operator model, but two respondents suggested it would make legal 
responsibilities clearer. Some of industry respondents who supported the proposal, also 
qualified their response by saying it would be difficult to make the model work with two 
regulators. IADC commented that although they agreed to the intent, ‘the evolution of a 
multi-operator model, provided properly appointed, would be acceptable’. 

DECC and HSE response 

There is substantial disagreement with this proposal. DECC and HSE have therefore been 
working with industry to develop a multi-operator model to implement the Directive’s 
requirements. 

In addition to other Directive requirements, the multiple operator approach requires a 
legislative procedure to implement it and accommodate the appointment and assessment 
processes detailed in the Directive. To ensure effective transposition, DECC therefore 
propose to introduce new regulations, the Offshore Petroleum Licensing (Offshore Safety 
Directive) Regulations 2015 to implement the licensing and operatorship requirements of the 
Directive and accommodate industry’s requirements. 

Where possible, DECC will use ‘copy out’ in the proposed regulations, but in some instances 
it will be necessary to elaborate the Directive’s wording to clarify what is required (e.g. by 
amending definitions to ensure consistency with the existing licensing and operatorship 
regime). In this context, DECC will be elaborating the Directive definition of an operator by 
introducing two new categories of operator: 

 “installation operator” means the person appointed [in accordance with regulation 
4(2)] to conduct any offshore petroleum operations, except those functions carried 
out by a well operator; and 

 “well operator” in relation to a well or proposed well means the person appointed [in 
accordance with regulation 4(2)] to conduct the planning and execution of well 
operations. 

Under the current HSE regime, the installation operator role can be fulfilled by a “duty 
holder”, and the well operator role can occasionally be fulfilled by a turn-key drilling 
contractor or well management company. 

Some of the requirements detailed in the proposed regulations will also be supplemented by 
administrative means e.g. the nature of the environmental and safety submissions required 
to support applications for licences and operator appointments will be detailed in guidance. 

http://www.woodreview.co.uk/documents/UKCS%20Maximising%20Recovery%20Review%20FINAL%2072pp%20locked.pdf
http://www.woodreview.co.uk/documents/UKCS%20Maximising%20Recovery%20Review%20FINAL%2072pp%20locked.pdf


            
      

         

   

   

  

           
        
        
        

         
           

           
      

        
     

 
          

        
            

               
         

      
 
         

      
 

   

          
       

       
 

        
         

   

 
 

            
         

  

         

   

   

  

        
          

          
        

Question 7: Do you think that the proposed changes to operatorship will impact 
safety and environmental standards in the UKCS? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 43 Percentage of total 

Yes 34 79% 

No 9 21% 

Summary of responses 

79% of respondents said that the single operator model would have an impact on the safety 
and environmental standards in the UK. Seven organisations, including the trade unions, 
verification bodies and IOSH hoped the changes would have a positive impact by helping to 
improve standards. The majority of respondents, however, felt the changes would have a 
negative impact. Several respondents agreed that the single operator model would place 
responsibility on the wrong person, clearly upholding the principle that responsibility for risk 
should lie with those who create the risk and are best placed to control it. Again it was 
expressed that smaller companies would be particularly affected as the change would create 
a drive for in-house expertise within the larger companies, thereby diminishing the resources 
and support available for smaller companies. 

Nine respondents felt that a single operator model would have no impact on safety and 
environmental standards and two of those felt that standards would be upheld by regulatory 
compliance. One respondent commented that the impact would not be on industry but on 
UK Government and its ability to extend the life of the North Sea. As such, they observed 
that this is in conflict with the objectives of the Wood Review which aims to maximise 
recovery of remaining reserves of the UKCS. 

It was noted that a number of respondents struggled with a ‘blurring of responsibilities’ on 
owners, operators and duty-holders in the draft regulations and asked for clearer legislation 
and guidance. 

DECC and HSE response 

DECC and HSE note that a substantial number of respondents thought that adopting a 
single operator model would have an impact on safety and environmental standards, with 
the majority thinking that this would be a negative impact. 

DECC and HSE have been working with industry to address this concern by developing a 
multi-operator model to implement the Directive’s operatorship requirements – for details see 
response to Question 6 above. 

Question 8: Do you think that the proposed changes to operatorship will discourage 
any future groups from considering entering the UKCS to conduct oil and gas 
operations? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 46 Percentage of total 

Yes 41 89% 

No 5 11% 

Summary of responses 

89% of respondents agreed that the single operator model would discourage smaller 
companies and new entrants from entering the UKCS. OGUK said that from the many 
industry case studies presented by its’ members it was evident that ‘new entrants to the 
North Sea rely on contracting companies with the proven track record of duty holder-ship 



      
            

       
        

         
          

 
         

        
      

      
       

   

          
         

        
 

         
         

      
 

         
        

        

 
 

              
         

    

   

  

          
     

 
      

        
           
      

        
     

   

        
      

 
        
          

 
 

management of production installations to provide this specialist service’. This view was 
common across all the responses. Some added that the UK would be regarded as an unduly 
onerous regime, especially discouraging new entrants for marginally economic fields, an 
area where the smaller operators had been able to extend the life because of their lower 
cost model. One person commented that this would be a further disincentive to investment in 
the UKCS, which is already less attractive to oil and gas majors due to high operating costs. 

Five respondents, (all trades unions or verification bodies), said they didn’t think that the 
single operator model would discourage any future groups from entering the UKCS. One 
said it might deter disreputable companies and another said that guidance should be 
provided to explain how smaller companies can still participate. One did acknowledge 
however, that the change would potentially create financial burdens. 

DECC and HSE response 

DECC and HSE note that an overwhelming number of respondents thought that adopting a 
single operator model would potentially discourage future groups from considering entering 
the UKCS to conduct oil and gas operations. 

The five respondents who didn’t think that the single operator model would discourage any 
future groups from entering the UKCS were trades unions and verification bodies. Their 
rationale was that a single operatorship model would be best to address health and safety. 

DECC and HSE have been working with industry to develop and adopt a multi-operator 
model to implement the Directive’s operatorship requirements that does not prejudice health 
and safety or environmental protection – see detailed response to Question 6. 

Question 9: What do you think would be the impact of the proposed changes to 
operatorship on third party companies who currently act as production installation 
operators or well operators? 

Number of responses: 49 

Summary of responses 

Nearly all of the responses to this question reported that the single operator model would 
have a significantly negative impact on third party companies. 

The most common concern was that the in-house expertise of these companies would be 
diminished, degrading organisational capability and increasing business risk. Again, it was 
felt that it would prevent smaller companies and new entrants from operating in the UKCS, 
and several responses also said there was a likelihood that well operators and FPSO’s 
would be excluded from or may leave the UKCS. Consequently, smaller marginally 
economic fields may not be developed. 

DECC and HSE response 

These responses demonstrate the strong opinion of the negative impact that would result 
from adopting a single operatorship model. 

DECC and HSE have been working with industry to develop a multi-operator model to 
implement the Directive’s operatorship requirements – see detailed response to Question 6. 



            
       
       

       

         

   

   

  

           
     

      
 

         
           

           
          

  

         
               

        
 

           
          

          
   

 
 

           
            

    

         

   

   

  

           
      

       
       

          
      

 
       

        
          

          
   

Question 10: HSE proposes to remove the phrase “the storage of gas in or under the 
shore or bed of relevant waters or the recovery of gas so stored” from the UK’s 
definition of offshore installation and develop a new regulatory regime to cover 
offshore gas storage. Do you agree or disagree with this approach? 

Question option Number of replies: 38 Percentage of total 

Yes 34 89% 

No 4 11% 

Summary of responses 

89% of respondents agreed that gas storage should be removed from the UK definition of 
offshore installation and that where necessary, Government should develop a new 
regulatory regime for offshore gas storage. 

The four respondents who disagreed with the proposal felt that the definition should apply to 
all oil and gas operations, including storage, with one person specifically referring to the 
future storage of carbon dioxide. Two of the respondents who agreed to the proposal also 
noted the need to consider future storage of carbon dioxide. 

HSE response 

With overwhelming support from respondents, HSE will adopt this proposal and remove the 
phrase “the storage of gas in or under the shore or bed of relevant waters or the recovery of 
gas so stored”, from its definition of offshore installation. 

The UK Government opinion is that gas storage is not covered by the Directive and this is 
explained in the consultation document. In due course, departments and agency officials will 
begin work to consider how best to regulate offshore gas storage, including storage of 
carbon dioxide. 

Question 11: Do you agree with the proposed approach of applying similar 
requirements to those in SCR 2005 and the supporting suite of offshore oil and gas 
regulations for internal waters? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 49 Percentage of total 

Yes 44 90% 

No 5 10% 

Summary of responses 

90% agreed with the proposal to apply similar requirements to those in SCR 2005 to oil and 
gas operations in internal waters. The comments provided were minimal, generally 
supporting the approach. Two respondents agreed in principle but would reserve final 
opinions until they had seen the draft regulations and understood how this would work in 
practice. Another respondent commented that the consultation did not address the role of 
the environmental regulators for internal waters. 

Five people disagreed with the approach. Two respondents felt that the twin-track regime 
was unnecessary and that SCR 2015 should include internal waters, despite the fact that 
this would be gold plating and another didn’t see any reason to change the current onshore 
requirements (which was not proposed). One person asked about the environmental 
regulation of internal waters. 



   

           
     

  
      

        
  

 
 

           
          

       
  

         

   

   

  

          
            

        
             

    
 

          
         

          
         

          
         
       

    

   

       
            
        

          
 

             
         

 
 

DECC and HSE response 

With overwhelming support for the proposal, HSE intend to adopt the SCR2005 regime for 
the regulation of internal waters. 

No changes are required to the DECC regime as there are already appropriate provisions 
including comprehensive Oil Pollution Emergency Plan (OPEP) requirements in place for 
internal waters. 

Question 12: DECC and HSE propose to broadly maintain the current UK approach of 
having different emergency arrangements under our range of offshore oil and gas 
legislation, rather than introducing a requirement to produce one plan. Do you agree 
or disagree with this approach? 

Question option Number of replies: 50 Percentage of total 

Agree 36 72% 

Disagree 14 28% 

Summary of responses 

72% (36 respondents) agreed with the proposal to maintain the current UK approach of 
having different emergency arrangements under the range of offshore oil and gas legislation. 
However, 19 of those respondents agreed on condition that this was an interim measure and 
stated that the long term goal must be one plan. Eight respondents felt it was important to 
maintain existing arrangements for separate plans. 

The 14 people who disagreed provided a range of reasons. Five considered that the 
Directive required one integrated plan to be introduced, although four other respondents 
commented that although they disagreed with the proposal, it would be acceptable in the 
short term. Two respondents commented that separate plans were for the convenience of 
the regulator (not industry) and one objected to the requirement for an inventory of 
emergency response equipment, asking for further clarity on what is required. Six 
respondents didn’t agree with the proposals for OPEPs and some asked for clearer 
explanations of what is required. 

DECC and HSE response 

The approach to emergency response arrangements was substantially supported and DECC 
and HSE will adopt this proposal. It is acknowledged that some of the support was on 
condition that it was an interim step towards developing proposals that would result in a 
single plan. Longer term, DECC and HSE will therefore consider this option. 

HSE and DECC also acknowledge that clarity on what is required in terms of an inventory of 
emergency response equipment is needed and this will be covered in forthcoming guidance. 



             
 

         
     

         

   

   

  

         
            

     
           
        

   

           
            

 

 
 

           
 

         
  

         

   

   

  

     
          

            
       

    

           
          

 

 
 

Question 13a: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirement: 
Around 92 hours of staff time per installation to collect and add additional information 
to the internal emergency response arrangements? 

Question option Number of replies: 36 Percentage of total 

Yes 22 61% 

No 14 39% 

Summary of responses 

Overall the assumptions in the IA were supported, with 61% of the respondents agreeing 
with the estimates. Of those who disagreed, most felt that the costs were underestimated, 
but acknowledged this was due to uncertainty around what additional information would be 
required under the new regulations. HSE and DECC have agreed the need to develop 
guidance to provide clarity on what is required (see Question 12). 

DECC and HSE response 

Given the substantial agreement with the estimated costs and the lack of any compelling 
counter-arguments or new information, DECC and HSE consider the estimate in the IA to be 
appropriate. 

Question 13b: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirement: 
Around 70 hours of staff time per installation to assemble the inventory of emergency 
response equipment? 

Question option Number of replies: 33 Percentage of total 

Yes 17 52% 

No 16 48% 

Summary of responses 

Responses were evenly split, with 17 agreeing and 16 disagreeing with the estimate 
provided in the IA. However, of those who disagreed and made substantive comments on 
costs, six felt it was underestimated and five felt it was overestimated, implying that the 
assumptions were appropriately around the centre of expected costs. 

DECC and HSE response 

The breakdown of responses indicates that the estimated range provided in the IA is an 
appropriate average estimate of the time taken to assemble an inventory of emergency 
response equipment. 



             
 

          
     

         

   

   

  

      
        

          
       

  

   

         
            

     

 
 

           
 

          
     

         

   

   

  

            
         

           
     

   

         
          
       

 
 

Question 13c: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirement: 
Around 116 hours of staff time per installation to describe the internal emergency 
response arrangements in the Safety Case? 

Question option Number of replies: 33 Percentage of total 

Yes 16 48% 

No 17 52% 

Summary of responses 

Responses were evenly split, with 16 agreeing and 17 disagreeing. Slightly more of those 
who disagreed considered them to be under-estimated but there were no compelling 
arguments or alternative estimates to support either case. One respondent referred to staff 
training and familiarisation costs but these costs are covered separately in the IA (see 
Question 38) 

DECC and HSE response 

Given the lack of compelling counter suggestions from those who disagreed and that the 
range in the assumption allows for a good deal of variability, DECC and HSE consider the 
estimate in the IA to be appropriate. 

Question 13d: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirement: 
Around 144 staff hours per installation per annum to keep the description of 
the internal emergency response arrangements up to date? 

Question option Number of replies: 33 Percentage of total 

Yes 19 58% 

No 14 42% 

Summary of responses 

These estimates were supported by 58% of respondents. Of those who disagreed, around 
the same numbers thought they were under-estimated as thought they were over-estimated, 
implying that the assumptions were appropriately around the centre of expected costs. Little 
was offered in the responses as a reasonable counter suggestion. 

DECC and HSE response 

Given that this was supported and that there were no compelling counter suggestions or 
additional information provided from those who disagreed, DECC and HSE consider the 
estimated range in the IA to be appropriate. 



          
       

    

         

   

   

  

      
       

         
        
             

          
         

        
         

        
   

 
         
              

        
           

         
   

 
         

            
 

   

            
         

         
         

 
 

           
          

          
      

 
 

Question 14: Do you agree with the proposal to extend the independent verification 
system to cover safety and environmental-critical elements (SECE) and to meet the 
new Directive criteria via SCR 2015? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 51 Percentage of total 

Yes 49 96% 

No 2 4% 

Summary of responses 

96% of respondents agreed with the proposal to extend the verification scheme to cover 
safety and environmental-critical elements (SECEs). Many respondents acknowledged that 
there are currently no identified major hazard environmental-critical elements (ECEs) that 
are not also safety-critical elements (SCEs) and so have concluded that they are already 
meeting the requirement. Just under a third of those who agreed, however, commented that 
they would like guidance from DECC to provide absolute clarity on the definition and 
management of existing non-major hazard ECEs and criteria for determining any major 
hazard ECEs that may be identified in the future. Four respondents expressed concern 
about the competence of independent verifiers for assessing ECEs and stressed the need 
for clear assessment criteria and performance standards for ECEs to ensure consistency of 
approach for regulators and verifiers. 

One of the respondents disagreed because of his concerns about independent verifiers 
being competent to assess ECEs and asked for guidance to clarify the role of both the 
independent verifier and regulator in the verification process. The other disagreed because 
they required further clarification on the definition of ECEs and those associated with major 
accident hazards and also commented that the draft legislation for verification requirements 
needed tidying up. 

About a third of respondents noted that the provisions relating to verification were scattered 
throughout the draft regulations and that these need to be brought together in the final 
legislation. 

DECC and HSE response 

Due to the overwhelming support, DECC and HSE will adopt this proposal to extend the 
verification scheme requirements in the safety case regulations to include SECEs. DECC 
and HSE also agree, that where possible, the different verification provisions (that are 
currently spread throughout the draft SCR 2015) should be brought together in the final 
legislation. 

DECC and HSE have agreed to develop guidance on the definition of and management of 
ECEs that fall within SCR 2015. DECC has also agreed to develop guidance on the 
definition and management of non-major hazard ECEs that fall out with the scope of the 
Directive which will complement the existing Energy Institute guidance. 



             
 

         
 

         

   

   

  

             
         

   

            
       

          
        

       

 
 

           
 

           
   

         

   

   

  

         
               

           
 

   

         
 

 
 

             
 

       
  

         

   

   

  

        

Question 15a: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 280 hours of staff time per installation to add new criteria to the verification 
scheme? 

Question option Number of replies: 34 Percentage of total 

Yes 15 44% 

No 19 56% 

Summary of responses 

The estimates provided in the IA were not supported with 12 of those who disagreed saying 
that the time taken to add new criteria to the verification scheme had been underestimated. 

DECC and HSE response 

DECC and HSE recognise that a number of respondents felt the cost of updating the 
verification schemes to add in the new elements would cost more than the estimate in the IA. 
This was because there would need to be some assessment of the environmental 
performance standards for SECEs. Further research was done to revise the original 
estimates and the increased costs were reflected in the final stage IA. 

Question 15b: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 35 hours of staff time per installation to provide a description of the extended 
scheme for the safety case? 

Question option Number of replies: 33 Percentage of total 

Yes 21 64% 

No 12 36% 

Summary of responses 

64% of respondents agreed with the estimate in the IA, mainly commenting that it was an 
appropriate estimate of the hours of staff time it would take. Just half of those who 
disagreed thought that it was an overestimate, based on their uncertainty of the 
requirements. 

DECC and HSE response 

This estimate is substantially supported and indicates that the assumption in the IA is 
appropriate. 

Question 15c: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around £15,000 charge per installation for the independent verifier to establish new 
criteria for ECE? 

Question option Number of replies: 32 Percentage of total 

Yes 14 44% 

No 18 56% 

Summary of responses 

This estimate of costs for independent verifiers to establish new criteria for ECEs was not 



          
   

   

            
      

           
         

   

 
 

           
 

         

         

   

   

  

             
        

 

    

        
              

 

 
 

         
          

     

         

   

   

  

      
         

          
            

     
 

             
          

   

         
           

           

supported by a fine margin, with most of those who disagreed considering this to be an 
under-estimate. 

DECC and HSE response 

DECC and HSE recognise that a good number of respondents felt that the additional cost for 
the independent verifier to deliver their responsibilities under the updated verification 
scheme (see Question 15a) would cost more than that estimated in the IA. Further research 
was done to revise the original estimates and the increased costs were reflected in the final 
impact assessment. 

Question 15d: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 17 hours staff time per annum to maintain the extended verification scheme? 

Question option Number of replies: 34 Percentage of total 

Yes 18 53% 

No 16 47% 

Summary of responses 

The estimate of costs was supported by a fine margin. The majority of those who disagreed 
thought this was an under-estimate, with the main reason being uncertainty over what was 
required. 

DECC and HSE response 

DECC and HSE acknowledge the uncertainty around estimating these costs but on balance 
considers the informed estimate developed by the focus group for the IA to be the most 
appropriate. 

Question 16: Do you agree with DECC and HSE’s rationale for applying the 
requirement to produce a Corporate Major Accident Prevention Policy (CMAPP) on all 
operators and owners, and not just corporations? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 49 Percentage of total 

Yes 48 98% 

No 1 2% 

Summary of responses 

98% of respondents agreed with the rationale for implementing the Directive requirement to 
produce a CMAPP. There was some confusion around legal responsibilities and many 
respondents asked for clarification on who is responsible for producing the CMAPP and at 
what level in the organisation. It was generally observed that industry will need detailed 
guidance on how to comply with this requirement. 

The one respondent who disagreed, felt that imposing the duty on all operators adds no 
value but imposes additional burdens in terms of resources and cost. 

DECC and HSE response 

There is overwhelming support for the rationale for applying the requirement to produce a 
CMAPP and HSE and DECC will adopt this proposal. As there is a specific requirement on 
all operators and owners to produce a CMAPP, we will clarify in guidance who should submit 



            
         

 
 

             
 

       

         

   

   

  

      
          

            
       

              
        

            
  

   

           
           

        
         

       

 
 

           
 

          

         

   

   

  

             
          

  

   

           
           

 
 

the CMAPP and at what level within the organisation. The guidance will also explain why a 
‘copy’ of the CMAPP, rather than an ‘adequate description’ is required. 

Question 17a: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirement: 
Around 833 staff hours to prepare each CMAPP? 

Question option Number of replies: 34 Percentage of total 

Yes 17 50% 

No 17 50% 

Summary of responses 

There was an even split between those who agreed and those who disagreed with the 
estimate. Those who agreed did not make specific comments other than they considered 
the estimate to be appropriate. Ten of those who disagreed thought the costs were over-
estimated, with a few suggesting that the costs would be lower for smaller organisations. 
When the focus group estimated these costs for the IA, they emphasised that although the 
CMAPP might not take long to write, the review and approval procedures would take up 
most of the time. This would vary, depending on the size of the organisation and this was 
captured in the estimate range. 

DECC and HSE response 

The responses were evenly split, but DECC and HSE acknowledge that a number of 
respondents thought the costs were over-estimated. It is not clear, however, whether or not 
these respondents included the time to review and approve the CMAPP and there was no 
compelling evidence provided to help adjust the estimate. DECC and HSE therefore 
consider the range estimated in the IA to be appropriate. 

Question 17b: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirement: 
Around 50 hours of staff time per annum to keep the CMAPP up to date? 

Question option Number of replies: 33 Percentage of total 

Yes 21 64% 

No 12 36% 

Summary of responses 

64% agreed with the amount of staff time estimated for keeping the CMAPP up to date. Just 
over half of those who disagreed felt the costs were under-estimated but did not provide any 
alternative costs for consideration. 

DECC and HSE response 

Overall, this estimate was substantially supported and the range in the IA will capture any 
under-estimation of costs, so DECC and HSE consider the estimate to be appropriate. 



           
 

          
     

         

   

   

  

         
          

            
        

     
  

   

         
        

       
          

 
 

           
 

         
          

         

   

   

  

       
          
        

        
       

         
         

    

   

         
     

 
 

Question 18a : Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 58 hours of staff time per installation to collect the additional safety 
information for the SEMS document? 

Question option Number of replies: 34 Percentage of total 

Yes 19 56% 

No 15 44% 

Summary of responses 

Slightly more agreed than disagreed with the estimate of time needed to collect the 
additional safety information for the safety and environmental management system (SEMS) 
document. Eleven of the 15 who disagreed thought that the costs were under-estimated. 
Reasons given were that additional information would need to be collected, data would have 
to be ratified and documented, and those companies with separate systems would incur 
higher costs. 

DECC and HSE response 

This estimate was supported. As some respondents felt that the costs might have been 
underestimated, the original estimates were reviewed and it was concluded that they were 
appropriate. In addition, after considering the consultation responses we have now decided 
to include the full SEMS requirement in SCR 2015 (see Question 19) 

Question 18b: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 44 hours of staff time per installation to produce the adequate description for 
the safety case as outlined in paragraph 2.56 of the consultation document? 

Question option Number of replies: 34 Percentage of total 

Yes 23 68% 

No 11 32% 

Summary of responses 

68% of respondents agreed with the estimate of time needed to provide an adequate 
description of the SEMS in the safety case. Most of those who disagreed thought this was an 
underestimate for varied reasons, with several commenting that extra time would be needed 
because their current safety and environmental management systems were not integrated. 
However, these comments are related to the extra costs associated with updating their 
management systems to meet the Directive requirements and are not associated with 
preparing the description that is required for the safety case. (These suggested under-
estimates are therefore addressed in Question 18a.) 

DECC and HSE response 

This estimate was substantially supported and DECC and HSE consider the estimate in the 
IA to be appropriate. 



          
   

         

   

   

  

           
        

          
             

     
 

          
           

        
       

 

   

            
          
          

 
          

             
           

           
 

          
          

 

 
 

         
      

          

         

   

   

  

       
           

         
         

   
 

            
     

         

Question 19: Do you agree with the DECC/HSE approach to implementing the 
requirements for a SEMS? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 51 Percentage of total 

Yes 21 41% 

No 30 59% 

Summary of responses 

The proposal to maintain and update the current arrangements that allow for separate safety 
and environmental management systems was not supported. Although 21 people agreed 
with the approach, nine said they preferred an integrated approach with two supporting the 
separate approach as a short term measure only. A few supported the approach because it 
provided flexibility of choice. 

The majority of those who disagreed said they preferred one plan, with just over two thirds 
agreeing that the requirement should be incorporated into SCR 2015. Some qualified this by 
confirming they did not support the proposals for a separate requirement to be included in 
the new Offshore Safety Directive (Environmental Function) Regulations 2015 (OSDEF 
regulations). 

DECC and HSE response 

DECC and HSE acknowledge the substantial lack of support for the proposed approach and 
will not pursue the separate environmental management requirements that were included in 
the OSDEF regulations. The requirements will now be consolidated in SCR 2015. 

This approach will allow operators or owners who have a separate EMS and SMS, rather 
than a fully integrated SEMS, to maintain those systems. However, they will be required to 
prepare a document outlining how these separate systems will work together as a SEMS. An 
adequate description of the SEMS will then need to be included within the safety case. 

DECC and HSE also recognise the need for guidance to demonstrate the measures an 
operator or owner will need to put in place to demonstrate participation in tripartite 
consultation. 

Question 20: DECC and HSE propose including within the Safety Case short 
descriptions and links relating to environmental information to meet the Directive’s 
requirement for the report on major hazards. Do you support this approach? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 49 Percentage of total 

Yes 30 61% 

No 19 39% 

Summary of responses 

61% of respondents agreed with the proposal to include short descriptions of the 
environmental information required by the Directive within the safety case. The majority did 
not agree with just using links to information because they were very clear that sufficient 
information should be included in the descriptions to ensure the safety case continues to be 
a standalone document. 

All of those who disagreed objected on the basis that the safety case should be a totally 
standalone document that provides all the information in one place and that links to 
information would not be acceptable. Comments were made about the reassurance that the 



         
        

           
   

 
          

            

   

           
           
          
           

 
           

           
        

        
      

 
 

             
 

        
 

         

   

   

  

           
           
           

           
        

   

          
    

 
 

safety case regime provides, and that separating information would be a retrograde step. 
There were concerns that using links could prevent people from gaining an understanding of 
the full picture, either because of technical difficulties or because people might not be able to 
access the separate information. 

It was generally observed that guidance would be required to clarify some of the terminology 
in the regulations and to explain the level of detail needed in the descriptions. 

DECC and HSE response 

As there was substantial support for this approach, DECC and HSE will adopt the proposal. 
To address the strongly supported preference for a standalone document, the proposal will 
be amended to require relevant descriptions of environmental information to be provided in 
the safety case, rather than just a link to separate information. 

DECC and HSE acknowledge the need for clarity on the terminology used in the regulations 
and guidance on the level of detail to be provided in the descriptions to ensure they are 
sufficient. As such we will develop guidance, in partnership with industry, to ensure 
sufficient clarity is given as to the nature and extent of environmental information/references 
to be contained within the safety case. 

Question 21a: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 419 staff hours per installation to update a production installation safety 
case? 

Question option Number of replies: 29 Percentage of total 

Yes 17 59% 

No 12 41% 

Summary of responses 

59% of respondents, almost all of whom were from industry, agreed with the estimate of time 
needed to update a safety case for a production installation. Half of those who disagreed 
thought that this was an underestimate, but some had included costs for informing staff of 
the changes and subsequent training. The costs for promoting change and staff training 
have been assessed separately (see Question 38). 

DECC and HSE response 

This estimate was supported and DECC and HSE consider the estimate provided in the IA to 
be appropriate. 



           
 

        
 

         

   

   

  

      
        

          
         

         
         
          

    

   

        
         

        
       

          
     

 
 

             
 

            
     

         

   

   

  

               
         
      
        
      

   

         
    

 
 

Question 21b: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 140 staff hours per installation to update a non-production installation safety 
case? 

Question option Number of replies: 29 Percentage of total 

Yes 14 48% 

No 15 52% 

Summary of responses 

The responses to this question broke fairly evenly with 14 agreeing and 15 disagreeing with 
the estimate of time needed to update safety cases for non-production installations. No-one 
thought the costs were over-estimated but 9 respondents felt that they were under-
estimated. Similar to the responses provided for updating production installations (see 
Question 21a), some respondents referred to costs relating to consulting staff on changes 
and training as reasons for concluding the costs were under-estimated. As mentioned 
above, costs for promoting change and staff training have been assessed separately (see 
Question 38). 

DECC and HSE response 

This estimate was not supported by a fine margin and DECC and HSE acknowledge that the 
costs may have been under-estimated. However, interpretation of the responses indicates 
that consultees may have been counting training activities captured elsewhere under 
“Promoting change to staff” (see Question 38). As there are no reasonable counter-
suggestions and no compelling arguments to help adjust the estimate DECC and HSE 
propose to maintain the estimate in the IA. 

Question 21c: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 35 hours per installation per annum to keep additional information in the 
safety case up to date? 

Question option Number of replies: 32 Percentage of total 

Yes 18 56% 

No 14 44% 

Summary of responses 

56% agreed with the time estimated in the IA for keeping the safety case up to date. Nine of 
those who disagreed felt that it was under-estimated, providing similar reasons to those 
outlined in Questions 21a and 21b (relating to consulting staff and training costs). As 
mentioned previously, costs for promoting change and staff training have been assessed 
separately (see Question 38). 

DECC and HSE response 

This estimate was supported and HSE consider the assumption provided in the IA to be 
appropriate. 



          
        

  

         

   

   

  

       
       

           
       

       
      

 
            
        

       
       

   

          
            
        
        

 
 

            
  

          
 

         

   

   

  

           
      

       
           

    

   

       
     

 
 

Question 22: Do you agree with the proposal to briefly describe and/or make 
appropriate links to existing environmental information within a design or relocation 
notification? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 35 Percentage of total 

Yes 29 83% 

No 6 17% 

Summary of responses 

83% of respondents agreed with the proposal to briefly describe environmental information 
within a design and relocation notification and to provide links to relevant environmental 
information. Of those who agreed, it was generally accepted that the design and relocation 
notifications should include short but meaningful descriptions and that links should only refer 
to supporting information. Six of those who agreed, objected to links in isolation and said 
that the notification should be a standalone document. 

Four of those who disagreed, also objected to the use of links in isolation and said that the 
relevant information should be in one place. Two respondents objected to having to repeat 
information that was already available in environmental submissions, however providing 
environmental information in the design or relocation notification is a Directive requirement. 

DECC and HSE response 

As there was overwhelming support for this proposal, DECC and HSE will adopt this 
approach. DECC and HSE will provide guidance to explain how the environmental 
information (e.g. relevant sections of the Environmental Statement (ES)) should be 
described in the notifications, including the level of detail required. 

Question 23a: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 35 hours of staff time per notification to add additional information into a 
design notification? 

Question option Number of replies: 24 Percentage of total 

Yes 16 67% 

No 8 33% 

Summary of responses 

67% agreed with the estimate of time needed to include the additional information in a 
design notification. Those who disagreed, including five who thought this was an under-
estimate, did not provide significant counter-arguments or alternative figures. Some 
respondents referred to the costs being variable, depending on the nature and proposed 
location of the development. 

DECC and HSE response 

This estimate was substantially supported and DECC and HSE consider the assumption 
provided in the IA to be appropriate. 



           
  

        
   

         

   

   

  

         
         

    

   

        
     

 
 

          
         

         

   

   

  

        
            

           
 

           
         

        
     

 
              

            
           

      
 

            
          

           
             

         

    

           
       

               
        

       

Question 23b: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
No additional time needed to add information to a relocation notification (because the 
information is already included)? 

Question option Number of replies: 23 Percentage of total 

Yes 21 91% 

No 2 9% 

Summary of responses 

91% agreed with the estimates of the time needed to provide additional information in the 
relocation notification. The two respondents who disagreed thought this was underestimated 
but did not supply alternative estimates. 

DECC and HSE response 

This estimate was overwhelmingly supported and DECC and HSE consider the assumption 
provided in the IA to be appropriate. 

Question 24: Do you agree with the proposal to briefly describe and/or make 
appropriate links to the environmental information within a well notification? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 47 Percentage of total 

Yes 38 81% 

No 9 19% 

Summary of responses 

81% of respondents, agreed with the proposal to briefly describe environmental information 
within a well notification. Three respondents objected to the use of links in isolation and 
agreed on condition that all relevant information is included in the notification. 

Some of those who disagreed with the proposal also objected on the grounds of the use of 
links. Others objected to duplicating information already provided in environmental 
submissions, but the consultation document explains that providing the environmental 
information in the well notification is a Directive requirement. 

Across all the responses, there was a request for guidance on the level of detail needed for 
the environmental information that is to be included in the notification, such as the 
information required in OPEP addendums and clarification on the timings of the submission 
of the OPEP addendums and the related notification. 

Several respondents referred to an ambiguity around the legal responsibility for the well 
notification and a view had evolved that the well examiner may be involved in assessing well 
notifications, rather than the current practice of examining well integrity and well control 
equipment. It can be confirmed that there is no intention for the well examiner to assess 
notifications and the well operator will remain responsible for the well notification. 

DECC and HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for this proposal. DECC and HSE will therefore adopt this 
approach, and will require the inclusion of adequate descriptions of environmental 
information. We acknowledge the need for guidance on the level of detail required for the 
environmental components of notifications, and on the procedures and timings for the 
submission of the OPEP addendum and the related notifications. 



 
           

             

 
 

              
 

       

         

   

   

  

       
          

 

   

        
     

 
 

           
         

   

   

  

          
            

         

   

        
        

 
 

We have also clarified to industry at open meetings that well examiners are verifying well 
integrity and well control equipment, and are not required to assess the well notifications. 

Question 25: Do you agree with the estimate used in the IA to cost the following 
requirement: 
Around 35 hours to add the additional information per well notification? 

Question option Number of replies: 26 Percentage of total 

Yes 21 81% 

No 5 19% 

Summary of responses 

81% of respondents agreed with the estimate of time needed to provide the additional 
information in the well notification. Those who disagreed did not provide any alternative 
estimates. 

DECC and HSE response 

This estimate was overwhelmingly supported and DECC and HSE consider the assumption 
provided in the IA to be appropriate. 

Question 26a: If you are an operator submitting a well notification what would be the 
additional cost charged by your well examiner to review prior to submission: 
A well notification? 

Number of replies: 27 

Summary of responses 

Twenty seven respondents provided comments and most gave an estimate of how much the 
well examiner would charge to review the well notification prior to submission. The cost 
estimates ranged from nil to £15 thousand, with an average of £3 thousand. 

DECC and HSE response 

DECC and HSE consider this to be a reasonable range of estimates and have used the 
average cost of £3 thousand per notification in the final IA. 



           
          

     

   

  

          
        

             
 

   

         
       

 
 

          
            

       

   

  

         
          

             
   

   

       
    

 
 

         
         

   

  

         
           

   

             
          

 
 

Question 26b: If you are an operator submitting a well notification what would be the 
additional cost charged by your well examiner to review prior to submission of: 
A material change to a well notification? 

Number of replies: 27 

Summary of responses 

Twenty seven respondents provided comments, with 17 providing an estimate of how much 
the well examiner would charge to review a material change to a well notification prior to 
submission. The costs ranged from nil to £10 thousand with a mean average of £2 
thousand. 

DECC and HSE response 

DECC and HSE consider this to be a reasonable range of estimates and have used the 
average cost of £2 thousand in the final IA. 

Question 27a: If you are an operator submitting a well notification or a material 
change to a well notification, how long would it take to include a report of the findings 
of the well examiner and a description of the action taken? 

Number of replies: 26 

Summary of responses 

There were 26 responses to this question, with 13 providing estimates of the time it would 
take to include a report from the well verifier and a description of the actions taken when 
submitting the well notification. The time taken ranged from 13 hours to 40 hours, with a 
mean average of 15.5 hours. 

DECC and HSE response 

DECC and HSE consider this to be a reasonable range of estimates and have used this 
estimate in the final IA. 

Question 27b:- If you are an operator submitting a well notification or a material 
change to a well notification, who in your organisation would do it? 

Number of replies: 25 

Summary of responses 

There were 25 responses to this question with 23 providing details of who would carry out 
the work. Most stated that it would be the drilling engineer or well engineer. 

DECC and HSE response 

The responses indicate that the drilling or well engineer will be responsible for carrying out 
this task and DECC and HSE have used this to derive the assumption in the final IA. 



          
       

  

         

   

   

  

        
       

         
          

               
    

 
          

   

   

         
   

 
            

         
         

        
   

 
 

             
 

          
  

         

   

   

  

       
         

      

   

         
    

 
 

Question 28: Do you agree with the proposal to briefly describe and/or make 
appropriate links to the environmental information within a combined operations 
notification? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 45 Percentage of total 

Yes 41 91% 

No 4 9% 

Summary of responses 

91% of respondents agreed with the proposal to briefly describe the required environmental 
information within a combined operations notification and to provide links to appropriate 
environmental documents. Seven of these only agreed on condition that the descriptions in 
the notification contain sufficient information to be a standalone document and do not rely 
solely on links. The four who disagreed also objected to the use of links and thought that the 
notification should be a standalone document. 

A few respondents asked for clarity on ‘who submits what’, including guidance on OPEP 
requirements. 

DECC and HSE response 

There is overwhelming support for this proposal and DECC and HSE will therefore adopt this 
approach. 

DECC and HSE note the need for guidance to clarify that when an operator of a production 
installation is involved in the combined use operation, they would submit the combined use 
notification, and that, when a production installation operator is not in place, the owner would 
submit the notification. The guidance will also outline the environmental requirements 
relating to the notification. 

Question 29: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirement: 
Around 70 hours of staff time for adding the additional information per combined 
operations notification? 

Question option Number of replies: 28 Percentage of total 

Yes 20 71% 

No 8 29% 

Summary of responses 

71% of respondents agreed with the estimate of time needed to provide additional 
information in the combined operations notification. Of those who disagreed, half thought 
there was an under-estimate but offered no alternative estimates. 

DECC and HSE response 

This estimate was substantially supported and DECC and HSE consider the assumption in 
the IA to be appropriate. 



          
         

         

   

   

  

           
            

          
             

          
          

          
   

 
          

      

   

           
 

 
          

          
   

 
          

          
            

           
      

 
 

              
       

         

   

   

              

  

            
       

           
            

          
       

              
     

Question 30: Do you agree with the proposal to briefly describe and/or make 
appropriate links to existing information in the decommissioning safety case? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 42 Percentage of total 

Yes 38 90% 

No 4 10% 

Summary of responses 

90% of respondents supported the proposal to briefly describe the information required by 
the Directive in the dismantling safety case and to provide links to relevant information. 
(Please note: the original question mistakenly referred to the decommissioning safety case, 
but the draft SCR 2015, on which the question was based, correctly referred to the 
dismantling safety case). However, a significant number of these agreed on condition that 
the descriptions should provide sufficient information to ensure the dismantling safety case is 
a standalone document. Those who disagreed also objected to links, saying that this should 
be a standalone document. 

Some respondents asked for guidance on the level of detail required in the descriptions to 
ensure the safety case continues to be a standalone document. 

DECC and HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for the proposal and DECC and HSE will therefore adopt 
this approach. 

DECC and HSE also acknowledge the need for information on the level of detail required in 
these descriptions and for clarity on when a dismantling safety case is needed and not a 
material change under SCR2015 

One respondent argued that there should be a totally separate safety case for 
decommissioning. The approach of the Directive is that the safety case covers the whole life 
of an installation from start to finish and there is no requirement for a totally separate safety 
case. DECC and HSE consider that It would also be more bureaucratic/burdensome on 
industry to require a separate safety case. 

Question 31: Do you agree with the estimate in the IA that there will be no additional 
cost for adding any information to a dismantling safety case? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 23 Percentage of total 

Yes 16 70% 

No 7 30% 

Question 31 a : If you do not agree, what information would you need to add? 

Summary of responses 

This question was asked of those who answered ‘No’ to question 31 (above), and there were 
13 responses. One respondent said it would be cost neutral, and five respondents disagreed 
with the assumption that all the information would already be in the safety case, although 
they did not know what additional information they would need to add. A few respondents 
provided suggestions on further information that might need to be added, for example on 
environmental risk. However the information they suggested would have already been 
included in their safety case to meet the new Directive requirements. The costs for including 
the additional environmental information relating to decommissioning/dismantling have been 



     

             

  

            
          

         
     

            

  

           
 

   

          
          

      
           
         

         
       

 
 

           
          

   

         

   

   

  

      
          

           
            
       

 
            

            
  

    
        

          
             

       

   

      
           

            

captured in the respective sections of the IA. 

Question 31 b: If you do not agree, who would do this work? 

Summary of responses 

There were 12 responses to this question, although six either didn’t comment or confirmed 
they didn’t know who would undertake the work. Other responses were varied, with HSEQ 
managers, HSE or environmental advisors, document controllers and operators all being 
cited as responsible for the work. 

Question 31 c: If you do not agree, how long would it take? 

Summary of responses 

There were 12 responses to this question but only two gave estimates of the time it would 
take. 

DECC and HSE response 

There was substantial support for the assumption in the IA that there would be no cost 
implications relating to adding the additional information to a dismantling safety case. DECC 
and HSE acknowledge that some respondents thought they would need to add further 
information to the dismantling safety case. However, some could not identify what they 
would need to add and the examples that were provided would already have been included 
in their safety case to meet the new Directive requirements. DECC and HSE therefore 
consider the assumption in the IA to be appropriate. 

Question 32: Do you agree with our assessment that reporting the measures taken 
where there is imminent danger or increased risk of a major accident would impose 
no additional cost? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 47 Percentage of total 

Yes 24 51% 

No 23 49% 

Summary of responses 

The responses to this question were evenly split with 51% agreeing and 49% disagreeing 
that there would be no additional cost incurred for reporting the measures taken. Those who 
agreed generally said they did not anticipate any cost but most of them called for guidance 
to further clarify requirements, particularly on what “immediate danger to human health” and 
“significantly increases the risk of a major accident” would mean in practice. 

Nearly all of those who disagreed also stated that they needed guidance on some of the 
terminology used in relation to this new requirement before they could comment on the cost 
assumption made. 

Four respondents argued that provisions as currently drafted in SCR 2015 did not reflect the 
requirements of Article 3 of the Directive (e.g. doing all that is reasonable to reduce the risk 
of a major accident). DECC and HSE feel that the proposals to implement the Directive as a 
whole, including existing legal requirements, adequately implement Article 3. 

DECC and HSE response 

Responses to this question were evenly split between those who agreed there was no 
additional cost from making a phone call to report these rare events, and those who could 
not comment on the cost assumptions as they needed further guidance on this requirement. 



             
             

    

 
 

         
          
     

         

   

   

  

        
            

 
     

         
        

 
      

      
         

     
          

   

     
        

            
         

         
         

          
          

 
 

             
        

   

         

   

   

  

        
          

           
          

           

DECC and HSE acknowledge the need for guidance, but on balance, given that this cost 
need only refer to making a phone call to the CA, we consider the original assumption in the 
IA to be appropriate. 

Question 33: Do you agree with our assessment that reporting major accidents 
outside the EU that UK registered companies or their subsidiaries have been involved 
in would impose no additional cost? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 41 Percentage of total 

Yes 6 15% 

No 35 85% 

Summary of responses 

85% of respondents disagreed with the assumption in the IA that there would no additional 
cost incurred by UK registered companies for reporting major accidents outside the EU. 

There were varied reasons why respondents disagreed with this assumption. The majority 
said that there would be a cost implication but called for greater clarification of what was 
meant by this requirement and on whom the duty would be placed. 

Others expressed concerns about policy issues associated with this proposal. These 
included confirmation that these duties would only fall on licensees and operators (DECC 
and HSE agree with this point and will amend the draft regulations). Others challenged the 
European Commission’s competence to regulate this area, and raised confidentiality issues. 
As this new requirement is now European law, the UK has no option but to implement it. 

DECC and HSE response 

The assumption that there would be no cost associated with this requirement was 
substantially opposed. Respondents disagreed because they needed further clarification on 
what would need to be reported, and by whom, under this new legal requirement. HSE 
provided a further explanation of this requirement to members of a key industry association 
and gathered further evidence on potential costs. Respondents agreed that this requirement 
applied to very few companies and that the information to be reported would be readily 
available as a result of internal investigations anyway. It was concluded that the original 
assumption, that this would impose no additional costs on industry, was valid. 

Question 34: Do you agree with our assessment that there would not be any 
circumstances where permission to enter the safety zone would be granted by an 
operator or owner? Yes/No. 

Question option Number of replies: 44 Percentage of total 

Yes 36 82% 

No 8 8% 

Summary of responses 

82% of respondents agreed that there would not be any circumstances where permission to 
enter the safety zone would be granted for reasons other than those specified in the 
Offshore Installations (Safety Zones) Regulations 1987. Of those who disagreed, most of 
them said they did not understand the question or made a more general comment, without 
addressing the question. None of them identified any potential circumstances that are not 



  

    

         
         

    

 
 

              
       

         

   

   

  

       
     

       
   

 
         

            
        

 

   

            
            
          

       

 
 

           
         

      
       

         

   

   

  

      
          

        
          
           
         

   

already covered. 

DECC and HSE response 

There was overwhelming agreement to the assumption in the IA and there were no 
alternative examples provided by those who disagreed. DECC and HSE consider that the 
assumption in the IA is appropriate. 

Question 35: Do you agree with our assessment that there are no additional costs to 
industry associated with collecting and recording data? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 41 Percentage of total 

Yes 27 66% 

No 14 34% 

Summary of responses 

66% of respondents agreed there would be no additional costs resulting from the 
requirement to have suitable methods for recording and collecting data that ensures 
reliability and prevents manipulation. Those who agreed were generally of the opinion that 
these systems were already in place. 

Those who disagreed, felt there would be additional costs associated with collecting new 
information, or updating their existing systems. Around a quarter of those who disagreed 
indicated they needed more detail on the requirements before they were able to assess the 
costs. 

DECC and HSE response 

There is substantial agreement that there will be no additional cost and DECC and HSE 
therefore consider the assumption in the IA to be appropriate. Those who disagreed 
perceived that there was a need for additional information or systems in addition to those 
already required by existing legislation, which is not the case. 

Question 36: Our assessment is that the requirement to report under the 
Implementing Act would impose no additional costs as such reports would be routine 
and incorporated into existing processes for internal reporting, investigations and 
learning mechanisms. Do you agree or disagree with this assessment? 

Question option Number of replies: 44 Percentage of total 

Agree 18 41% 

Disagree 26 59% 

Summary of responses 

59% of respondents disagreed with the assessment that reporting under the new 
Implementing Act would not impose additional costs. The majority of those who disagreed 
considered that a new requirement would involve change and therefore incur costs relating 
to providing additional information and for changes to systems. Some disagreed but could 
not comment until they had more information on the new requirement and some thought that 
any changes should be made through Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous 
Occurrences Regulations 2013 (RIDDOR). 



   

         
            

             
            

       
    

 
 

          
        

   

         

   

   

  

        
         

         
          

   

              
        

             
  

 
 

             
          

         

   

   

  

         
          

       
     

   

         
         
         

 
 

DECC and HSE response 

The Implementing Act is now published and DECC and HSE now recognise that additional 
information (to that already required under RIDDOR), will be required to be reported, and 
that this will require changes to existing reporting systems. DECC and HSE have shared a 
proposal on how to introduce the Implementing Act into the UK, which tries to make the new 
data reporting process as simple as possible. We have used this proposal as a basis to 
update the final cost assumptions. 

Question 37: The IA roughly estimates that operators/owners that need to create a 
new database for this reporting requirement would incur a cost of around £113,000. 
Do you agree or disagree? 

Question option Number of replies: 28 Percentage of total 

Yes 14 50% 

No 14 50% 

Summary of responses 

Opinions on this assumption were evenly split with half agreeing and half disagreeing with 
the estimate of how much a new database would cost. Those who disagreed were also 
evenly split between those who thought the cost was an over-estimate and those who 
thought it was an under-estimate. Some thought that there would be no cost at all. 

DECC and HSE response 

DECC and HSE have recently shared a proposal on how to introduce the Implementing Act 
into the UK, which tries to make the new data reporting process as simple as possible (see 
Question 36). We have used this proposal to update the database cost assumptions in the 
final IA. 

Question 38: Do you agree with the estimate used to cost the following impact: 
Around 488 hours of staff time per installation to promote the changes to staff? 

Question option Number of replies: 32 Percentage of total 

Yes 17 53% 

No 15 47% 

Summary of responses 

53% of respondents agreed with the estimate of time that would be needed to promote the 
changes to staff. Those who disagreed with the estimate were split three ways, some 
thinking it was an over-estimate, some thinking it was an under-estimate and others 
declining to comment either way. 

DECC and HSE response 

This estimate was supported by a narrow margin, and those who disagreed had divided 
opinions. It is concluded that there is no strong case for an alternative estimate so DECC 
and HSE consider the estimate in the IA to be appropriate. 

http://euoag.jrc.ec.europa.eu/files/attachments/implementing_regulation_13_oct_2014.pdf


        
       

  

         

   

   

  

        
     

         
        

 
           

             
       

              

   

          
        
           

       
 

 
 

            
       

        

         

   

   

  

        
            

            
  

   

       
             

 
 

Question 39: Do you support DECC and HSE’s proposed approach to implementing 
the requirement for operators and owners to cooperate in producing standards and 
guidance? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 51 Percentage of total 

Yes 43 84% 

No 8 16% 

Summary of responses 

84% of respondents agreed with the approach to implementing the requirement for operators 
and owners to cooperate in producing standards and guidance. Many respondents agreed 
because they considered that it aligns with current arrangements and industry practice. 
Some of those who agreed asked how this regulation would be enforced. 

The respondents who disagreed provided mixed views. A few respondents from industry 
considered they were already pursuing this approach, and as such, there is no need for a 
new legal requirement. Conversely, two trade unions did not recognise this as a new 
requirement and asked for the legal duty in the Directive to be placed on operators. 

DECC and HSE response 

The approach to implementing this requirement was overwhelmingly supported, and DECC 
and HSE will therefore adopt the proposal. As this is a new Directive requirement, we must 
introduce an appropriate duty into UK legislation. We must also ensure that the requirement 
is enforceable, so copying out the Directive’s duty is not appropriate without some 
elaboration. 

Question 40: Do you agree that, as industry already transports HSE and DECC 
inspectors offshore, and provides accommodation and meals when appropriate, that 
there will be no additional cost to industry from this requirement? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 47 Percentage of total 

Yes 41 87% 

No 6 13% 

Summary of responses 

87% of respondents agreed with the assumption in the IA that there would be no additional 
costs incurred from the requirement to transport HSE and DECC inspectors offshore. Four 
respondents disagreed because they felt that the CA model being proposed would result in 
more inspection visits. 

DECC and HSE response 

There was overwhelming agreement that there would be no additional costs for transporting 
inspectors and DECC and HSE consider the assumption in the IA to be appropriate. 



          
      

         

   

   

  

         
         

     

   

         
         

 
 

        
 

         

   

   

  

         
          
        

            
           

   
  

            
        

             
         

    

   

            
           

         
           

       
      

 
        

           
            

         
 
         

      

Question 41: Do you agree with our assessment that reporting major accidents to the 
CA would impose no additional cost? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 46 Percentage of total 

Yes 41 89% 

No 5 11% 

Summary of responses 

89% of respondents agreed with the assumption that reporting major accidents to the CA 
would impose no additional cost. Those who disagreed felt that there would be some new 
reporting requirements and therefore a cost would be incurred. 

DECC and HSE response 

There was overwhelming agreement that there would be no additional costs and DECC and 
HSE consider the assumption in the IA to be appropriate. 

Question 42: Do you agree with the transitional arrangements proposed by DECC and 
HSE? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 44 Percentage of total 

Yes 26 59% 

No 18 41% 

Summary of responses 

The majority of respondents agreed with this proposal, but there were many comments and 
concerns expressed by both those who agreed and those who disagreed. Just under half of 
those who agreed made no specific comments, but others said they would welcome 
guidance and information on the practical arrangements. A few had concerns about the 
capacity and resources of the CA and a few had concerns about the timeframes and the 
impact on industry. 

Of those respondents who disagreed, two expressed concerns about the capacity of the 
regulator and timeframes, whereas others indicated they could not make an informed 
decision until they had seen the detail of the practical arrangements. Just under half of those 
who disagreed believed that the proposed arrangements were a misinterpretation of the 
Directive and argued that alternative arrangements and dates should apply. 

DECC and HSE response 

On balance, there was support for the proposed transitional arrangements, but many of the 
concerns from those who both supported and objected to the proposal related to the need 
for guidance in this complex area. We propose to adopt this proposal, accompanied by a 
commitment to produce additional guidance. We expect the guidance will build on the recent 
letters sent to all operators and owners of offshore installations, which outlined what these 
transitional arrangements meant for their installation(s). 

A few respondents were concerned about the regulators ability to deliver these transitional 
arrangements (e.g. the timetable for the assessment and acceptance of safety cases), HSE 
and DECC firmly believe that if the commitments outlined in the letters sent to Industry are 
met by operators, owners and regulators, these transitional arrangements can be delivered. 

It was noted that some respondents felt that the UK has misinterpreted the transitional 
arrangements applying to non-production installations (i.e. they should be captured within 



             
         

         
         

      

 
 

             
     

         

   

   

  

        
         

            
         

          
      

         

   

      
         

 
          

             
          

   
 

        
           
           
   

 
 

          
     

        

   

   

  

        
        

         
      

        
         

the July 2018 deadline, and not July 2016 deadline). DECC and HSE consider that the 
interpretation detailed in the IA is correct and that there is an increased infraction risk 
associated with the July 2018 approach. Although this point was raised with the European 
Commission, they declined to provide advice that supports the respondents’ position, and 
DECC and HSE therefore propose to retain the 2016 deadline. 

Question 43: Do you agree with the proposal that OIAC be used to deliver the 
Directive’s requirements for a mechanism for tripartite consultation? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 46 Percentage of total 

Yes 43 93% 

No 3 7% 

Summary of responses 

93% of respondents agreed that Offshore Industry Advisory Committee (OIAC) should be 
used to deliver the administrative mechanism for tripartite consultation. A very small minority 
suggested using Step Change. Many of those who agreed suggested changes to ensure 
that using OIAC fulfils the Directive requirements. These suggestions included changing the 
structure, increasing the meeting frequency and expanding the terms of reference and 
membership to incorporate the environmental aspects. Several respondents referred to the 
COMAH strategic forum and suggested that a similar forum could be considered for OIAC. 

DECC and HSE response 

As there was overwhelming support to use OIAC to deliver the Directive’s requirements for a 
mechanism for tripartite consultation, this proposal will be adopted. 

DECC and HSE recognise that the Terms of Reference and membership of OIAC will need 
to be updated to deliver this new role. In addition, the reconstituted OIAC will be asked to 
review its ways of working, including frequency of meetings, to ensure they are appropriate 
for its new role. 

Some respondents have asked DECC and HSE to consider establishing a Strategic Forum, 
similar to that adopted under the COMAH Competent Authority. HSE and DECC will 
consider the need for such a Forum, when considering how to deliver the offshore CA (see 
response to Question 1). 

Question 44: Do you agree with the proposed approach to transposing the 
Directive’s environmental requirements in relation to OPEPs? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 51 Percentage of total 

Yes 36 71% 

No 15 29% 

Summary of responses 

71% of respondents supported the proposals for transposing the Directive’s environmental 
requirements in relation to OPEPs. Fifteen respondents disagreed with the proposal. There 
was some concern from owners of non-production installations as to what might be required 
in the OPEPS as there was no differentiation in the OPRC Schedule 2 between a non-
production installation OPEP and a production installation OPEP. Four of the respondents 
who disagreed, nevertheless considered that the proposal faithfully copies out the Directive 



           
        

   

   

          
 

          
         

     
 

         
            

  

 
 

          
 

          
 

        

   

   

  

        
            

        
             

           
  

 
         

          
   

    

           
     

 
 

           
           
      

        

   

   

  

          

requirements. Both those who disagreed and those who agreed commented on the need for 
further clarity and guidance on the OPEP requirements and how they would be applied in 
practice. 

HSE and DECC response 

Given the substantial support for this proposal, DECC and HSE will adopt this approach. 

DECC has reviewed the OPRC amendments to provide greater clarity and liaised with IADC 
and their members to provide additional information regarding the required content of an 
OPEP for a non-production installation (NPI). 

DECC will also provide written guidance to address specific issues detailed in the responses 
such as details of the OPEP requirements, their application and the timing of submission of 
the plans. 

Question 45a: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 174 hours of staff time to prepare and submit a decommissioning OPEP to 
DECC? 

Question option Number of replies: 23 Percentage of total 

Yes 14 61% 

No 9 39% 

Summary of responses 

61% of respondents agreed with the estimate of time taken to prepare and submit a 
decommissioning OPEP. Of those who disagreed, four respondents considered the costs to 
be underestimated. However, only two respondents provided alternative time estimates with 
one suggesting that the figure be rounded up to 200 hours and the other suggesting that 250 
hours might be more appropriate given the requirement for internal company review and 
approval. 

Other respondents thought that the costs would vary depending on the operator/installation 
concerned or considered that they could not agree with the estimate at this stage because of 
uncertainty over the requirements. 

HSE / DECC response 

Overall, there was substantial support for these estimates and DECC and HSE consider the 
assumption in the IA to be appropriate. 

Question 45b: Do you agree with the estimates in the IA to cost the following: 
Around 140 hours of staff time to add the additional Directive requirements to both 
existing and new OPEPs for production installations? 

Question option Number of replies: 27 Percentage of total 

Yes 19 70% 

No 8 30% 

Summary of responses 

70% of respondents agreed with the estimates. Those who disagreed either considered that 



            
          

 

    

             
             

 
 

             
 

           
       

        

   

   

  

          
         

        
          

             
       

    

            
    

 
 

           
 

            
  

        

   

   

  

         
        

       
         

         
        

          
 

    

          

the costs were underestimated or that the costs were likely to vary depending on the specific 
operator and installation. However, they did not provide any alternative costs for 
consideration. 

HSE / DECC response 

Overall, the estimates were largely supported and the range in the IA will capture any under-
estimation. As a result, DECC and HSE consider the assumption in the IA to be appropriate. 

Question 45c: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 35 hours of staff time to consider the additional Directive requirements when 
submitting an OPEP for a production installation for review? 

Question option Number of replies: 29 Percentage of total 

Yes 20 69% 

No 9 31% 

Summary of responses 

69% of respondents agreed with the estimates of staff time needed to consider the additional 
Directive requirements when preparing a production installation OPEP for review. Four of 
those who disagreed considered that the costs were underestimated. The remainder 
considered that there was either too much uncertainty around the requirements to estimate 
the costs or that the costs would vary depending on the operator and the installation. Only 
one respondent suggested an alternative estimate of around 45 hours. 

HSE / DECC response 

This estimate was substantially supported and DECC and HSE consider the assumptions in 
the IA to be appropriate. 

Question 45d: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 174 hours of staff time to prepare and submit an OPEP for existing and new 
non-production installations? 

Question option Number of replies: 29 Percentage of total 

Yes 17 59% 

No 12 41% 

Summary of responses 

59% of respondents agreed with the estimates of staff time needed to prepare and submit an 
OPEP for existing and new non-production installations. Five respondents considered the 
time to be under-estimated with one suggesting 200 hours as a conservative estimate and 
another suggesting 300 hours. Five of the respondents considered that there was still 
uncertainty around who was responsible for specific OPEP deliverables in respect of 
production installations and given this uncertainty could not agree with the estimates. Two 
respondents considered that the costs were likely to vary from operator to operator and 
installation to installation. 

HSE / DECC response 

On balance the estimates were supported and DECC and HSE consider the assumptions in 



    
 

         
      

      

 
 

               
 

             
   

        

   

   

  

          
    

         
           

           
            

       

    

        
           
          

 
 

         

 
 

           
 

             
    

        

   

   

  

         
       

       
          

        
          

    

the IA to be appropriate. 

Noting the comments regarding uncertainty about the requirements, DECC will provide 
guidance to ensure that roles and responsibilities are clarified and to explain what is required 
to be included in an OPEP for a non-production installation. 

Question 45e: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 17 hours of staff time to prepare and submit an OPEP for a non-production 
installation for review? 

Question option Number of replies: 26 Percentage of total 

Yes 14 54% 

No 12 46% 

Summary of responses 

54% of respondents agreed with the estimate of staff time required to consider the additional 
Directive requirements when preparing and submitting a non-production installation OPEP 
for review. Seven of the respondents who disagreed considered that this was an under-
estimate. Two of the respondents provided estimates for the additional work of 25 and 35 
hours respectively. Other respondents who disagreed either felt that there was too much 
uncertainty about the requirements to comment on the estimate or that the costs were likely 
to vary dependent upon the operator’s resources and internal procedures. 

HSE / DECC response 

The estimates were supported by a narrow margin. Only two respondents provided 
alternative estimates and it is therefore considered that there is no strong case to justify 
alternative estimates. On this basis, DECC and HSE consider the estimates to be 
reasonable. 

Guidance will be provided to clarify the requirements for a non-production installation OPEP. 

Question 45f: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 80 hours of staff time to prepare and submit a well operations addendum to 
support a well notification? 

Question option Number of replies: 30 Percentage of total 

Yes 19 63% 

No 11 37% 

Summary of responses 

63% of respondents agreed with the estimate of staff time to prepare and submit a well 
operations OPEP addendum. Five of those who disagreed considered that this was 
underestimated, but only one provided an alternative estimate of 960 hours. Two 
commented that further guidance was needed to determine the requirement before they 
could comment and others considered that the costs were likely to vary depending on the 
operator’s resources. One respondent referred to the cost of modelling that would have to 
be taken into account. 



    

              
             

 
 

            
 

           
  

        

   

   

  

        
        

              
          

          
  

    

        
           

       
 

         

 
 

           
          

        

   

   

  

      
          
           

           
 

          
         

          
        

    

         
          

           

HSE / DECC response 

As the estimates were largely supported, DECC and HSE consider the assumption in the IA 
to be appropriate. Further guidance will be provided in relation to the requirements. 

Question 45g: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 105 hours of staff time to prepare and submit an OPEP addendum to support 
a combined operations notification? 

Question option Number of replies: 29 Percentage of total 

Yes 19 66% 

No 10 34% 

Summary of responses 

66% of respondents agreed with the estimates of staff time that would be needed to prepare 
and submit an OPEP addendum to support a combined operations notification. Those who 
disagreed either considered the costs to be a significant underestimate or that there was too 
much uncertainty to agree with the cost estimates. Only one of the respondents provided an 
alternative estimate of time and this was significantly higher than the focus group estimated 
at 960 hours. 

HSE / DECC response 

There was substantial agreement with the estimates. Those who disagreed did not provide 
significant reliable information that would allow the costs to be revised. DECC and HSE 
therefore consider the estimates in the IA to be appropriate. 

DECC will be producing guidance to clarify the requirements. 

Question 46: Do you agree that the requirement to have an approved OPEP before 
operations commences will not result in any additional costs to industry? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 47 Percentage of total 

Yes 31 66% 

No 16 34% 

Summary of responses 

66% of respondents agreed that possession of an approved OPEP before operations 
commence will not result in any additional cost to industry. Those who disagreed were 
concerned that there may be an incremental cost in providing a non-production installation 
OPEP in addition to the existing requirement for a SOPEP. 

A number of respondents sought further clarification of the requirements, and others were 
concerned about the potential impact on contractual and project timings should an OPEP not 
be approved. There were also a number of concerns raised about the linkage between 
approval of the OPEP and acceptance of the safety case. 

HSE / DECC response 

As stated in the consultation document, this is already a requirement implemented by 
withholding other environmental approvals, and we do not therefore anticipate that the legal 
obligation will result in any additional costs. Timings for OPEP submission will be aligned 



          
           

             
    

 
           
          

   

 
 

             
         

 

        

   

   

  

         
              

        
        

          

    

        
         

            
            

      
          

          
   

 
       

            
     

 
           

        
 

 
 

with the safety case timings to ensure that all relevant submissions are assessed and 
approved or accepted in a timely manner. Given the substantial support for the assessment 
that this will not incur any additional costs, DECC and HSE consider the assumptions in the 
IA to be appropriate. 

It was noted that owners of non-production installations were concerned to find out what will 
be required in their new OPEPS. DECC is working with industry to establish suitable 
guidance. 

Question 47: Do you agree that the requirement to carry out OPEP exercises and 
retain evidence of those exercises will not result in any additional costs to industry? 
Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 46 Percentage of total 

Yes 36 78% 

No 10 22% 

Summary of responses 

78% of the respondents agreed that carrying out and retaining evidence of OPEP exercises 
will not result in any additional costs to industry. Those who disagreed were largely the 
owners of non-production installations who considered this to be a new requirement and as 
such, it would have a cost implication. There were also concerns as to how the exercises 
would be carried out – particularly for drilling rigs that were in transit. 

HSE / DECC response 

The requirement to undertake OPEP exercises involving both production and non-production 
installations is part of the existing regime. Non-production installation OPEP exercises are 
currently undertaken by staff on the non-production installation in accordance with the OPEP 
prepared by the operator. Under the new regime, the requirement to undertake such 
exercises will be detailed in the non-production installation OPEP. 
Non-production installations in transit are not considered to be oil and gas installations under 
the OPRC regulations and will only be required to undertake OPEP exercises when on 
location and involved in oil and gas activities. 

As there was substantial support for the assessment that there would be no additional costs 
involved in carrying out and retaining evidence of OPEP exercises, DECC and HSE consider 
the assumptions in the IA to be appropriate. 

Further detail will be provided in guidance in relation to the requirement to conduct 
exercises, and the information that must be included in the non-production installation 
OPEPs. 



          
            

      

        

   

   

  

         
            

        
         

          
         

    

    

          
           
          

  

 
 

          
       

        

   

   

  

       
           

          
          

       
  

    

         
          

            
         

        
          

           
            

 

 
 

Question 48: We estimate that the provision to prohibit operations where: no OPEP is 
in place; the OPEP is deemed insufficient; or the requirements are not met; will not 
create any additional costs for industry. Do you agree or disagree? 

Question option Number of replies: 46 Percentage of total 

Agree 34 74% 

Disagree 12 26% 

Summary of responses 

74% of respondents agreed that the power to prohibit operations will not result in any 
additional costs to industry. Many of those who disagreed were owners of non-production 
installations who were uncertain about the implications as the requirement for a non-
production installation OPEP was new. Others referred to the potential costs of reworking a 
non-compliant OPEP and the potential for delays to the commencement of operations, which 
would have contractual implications. None of those who disagreed provided an estimate of 
the additional costs. 

HSE / DECC response 

There was substantial support for DECC’s view that there would not be any additional costs 
resulting from this requirement. Those who disagreed did not provide any indication of the 
additional costs that could be incurred. On this basis, DECC and HSE consider the estimate 
to be appropriate 

Question 49: Do you agree with the proposed approach to transpose the Directive’s 
environmental requirements in relation to SEMSs? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 54 Percentage of total 

Yes 22 41% 

No 32 59% 

Summary of responses 

41% of respondents agreed with the proposal and 59% disagreed. Responses were split 
between those in favour of an integrated SEMS and those in favour of a separate EMS and 
SMS, with more support being expressed for integration. Five respondents also queried the 
need for the proposed OSDEF Regulations and argued that the EMS review requirements 
should be contained within the SCR2015. Many respondents referred back to their response 
to Question 19. 

HSE / DECC response 

In view of the industry comments, we now intend to incorporate the Directive requirement 
within the SCR2015. However, to allow flexibility, operators and owners will still be able to 
have either an integrated SEMS or separate EMS and SMS, but they will be required to 
prepare a document outlining how these separate systems work together as a SEMS. The 
organisation’s SEMS or SMS and EMS must also be integrated within the overall 
management system of the company as required by the Directive. An adequate description 
of the SEMS, incorporating relevant integration information, will then need to be included 
within the safety case. This revised proposal means that we will no longer proceed with the 
OSDEF Regulations. 



             
  

            
 

        

   

   

  

         
         

         
            

      

    

            
          
        

             

 
 

           
 

           
    

        

   

   

  

        
         

        
           

          
      

    

             
           

          
         

  

 
 

Question 50a: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
additional requirements: 
Around 24 hours of staff time to extend the EMS requirement to decommissioning 
operations? 

Question option Number of replies: 26 Percentage of total 

Yes 14 54% 

No 12 46% 

Summary of responses 

54% of respondents agreed with the estimates of staff time to extend the EMS requirement 
to decommissioning operations. Those who disagreed largely focused on the differing 
resources of operators and the internal review and approval processes and as a result 
considered that the costs were an under-estimate. Three of those respondents who 
disagreed provided alternative estimates – 150 hours, 48 hours and 50 hours. 

HSE / DECC response 

These estimates were supported by a majority of respondents. However, given the change 
of approach as a result of the consultation responses (detailed in the response to Question 
49 above), the original assumptions have been considered in conjunction with HSE’s 
assumptions relating to the Directive’s SEMS requirements for the purpose of the final IA. 

Question 50b: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 24 hours of staff time to add the Directive requirements to new and existing 
EMSs in relation to production installations? 

Question option Number of replies: 29 Percentage of total 

Yes 18 62% 

No 11 38% 

Summary of responses 

62% of respondents agreed with the estimates of staff time to add the Directive requirements 
to new and existing EMSs in relation to production installations. Nine of those who 
disagreed considered that the time had been underestimated, with three providing 
alternative estimates – 100 hours, 176 hours and 48 hours respectively. One respondent 
indicated that costs would depend on the specific operator and installation and one objected 
to the use of time to create a safety environment. 

HSE / DECC response 

The estimates were largely supported. However, given the change of approach as a result 
of the consultation responses (detailed in the response to Question 49 above), these 
original assumptions have not been detailed in the final IA but have been considered in 
conjunction with HSE’s assumptions relating to its proposals for implementing the Directive’s 
SEMS requirements. 



             
  

          
  

        

   

   

  

        
       
          

          
             

             
          

  

    

           
            

           
       

   

 
 

           
 

          
        

  

        

   

   

  

         
         

            
         

             
           

               
          

    

    

        
            

       
          

Question 50c: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
additional requirements: 
Around 24 hours of staff time to add the Directive requirements to existing EMSs 
for non-production installations? 

Question option Number of replies: 28 Percentage of total 

Yes 15 54% 

No 13 46% 

Summary of responses 

54% of respondents agreed with the estimates of staff time to add the Directive requirements 
to existing EMSs for non-production installations. Thirteen respondents disagreed. Five of 
those who disagreed considered this to be an underestimate, but only one provided an 
alternative estimate of 50 hours. Five respondents noted that until such times as guidance 
on the draft legislation and outstanding clarifications are in place, it is difficult to quantify how 
much additional staff time will be required, with three commenting that 24 hours seemed low. 
Others commented that costs would vary from operator to operator depending on their 
internal procedures. 

HSE / DECC response 

This estimates were supported by a majority of respondents However, given the change of 
approach as a result of the consultation responses (detailed in the response to Question 49 
above), these original assumptions have not been detailed in the final IA but have been 
considered in conjunction with HSE’s assumptions relating to its proposals for implementing 
the Directive’s SEMS requirements. 

Question 50d: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirements: 
Around 3,139 hours of staff time to prepare an EMS in accordance with the Directive 
requirements for owners of non-production installations, where the owners do not 
currently have an EMS? 

Question option Number of replies: 28 Percentage of total 

Yes 15 54% 

No 13 46% 

Summary of responses 

54% of respondents agreed with the estimate of staff time for owners of NPI’s to prepare an 
EMS in accordance with the Directive requirements. Thirteen respondents disagreed. Two 
considered it to be an under-estimate. Four respondents noted that until such times as 
guidance on the draft legislation and outstanding clarifications are in place, it is difficult to 
quantify how much additional staff time will be required. Three of the respondents 
disagreed, but noted that this requirement would not apply to them, although one suggested 
rounding the figure up to 3,500 hours. Two commented on the fact that the cost was likely to 
vary between operators and would depend on the scope of the system (e.g. whether it is 
global, European or UK specific). 

HSE / DECC response 

The estimates were supported by a small margin but there was no significant information 
provided to allow the costs to be revised. Given the change of approach as a result of the 
consultation responses (detailed in the response to Question 49 above), these original 
assumptions have not been detailed in the final IA but have been considered in conjunction 



      
 

 
             

  

 
 

             
  

           
  

        

   

   

  

      
           

           
             

 

    

          
           

        
          

      

 
 

           
       

        

   

   

  

        
      

      
         

          
         

   

    

          
           

        

 

with HSE’s assumptions relating to its proposals for implementing the Directive’s SEMS 
requirements. 

The request for further clarification on the requirements has been noted and will be 
addressed in guidance. 

Question 50e: Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
additional requirements: 
Around 61 hours of staff time to consider the Directive requirements when reviewing 
an EMS? 

Question option Number of replies: 33 Percentage of total 

Yes 28 85% 

No 5 15% 

Summary of responses 

85% of respondents agreed with the estimates of staff time to consider the Directive 
requirements. Of the five respondents who disagreed, three considered the costs to be 
underestimated, but did not provide any alternative. One referred to the fact that costs were 
likely to vary from operator to operator and one objected to the use of time to create a safety 
environment. 

HSE / DECC response 

As the estimate was overwhelmingly supported, DECC and HSE consider the estimate in the 
IA to be appropriate. Given the change of approach as a result of the consultation 
responses(detailed in the response to Question 49 above), these original assumptions have 
not been detailed in the final IA but have been considered in conjunction with HSE’s 
assumptions relating to it’s proposals for implementing the Directive’s SEMS requirements. 

Question 51: Annex 4 sets out how DECC think that the new requirements might work 
in practice. Do you agree with the proposed approaches? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 47 Percentage of total 

Yes 30 64% 

No 17 36% 

Summary of responses 

64% of respondents supported DECC’s proposed approaches to the new requirements. 
Seventeen respondents did not agree – comments covered a diverse range of issues often 
referring back to comments made against specific questions elsewhere in the consultation. 
Issues raised included disagreement with the need to signpost environmental documents 
within the safety case, requests for more clarification about the OPEP requirements and 
confusion about safety, environmental and overall management systems and the way in 
which these would work together. 

HSE / DECC response 

The proposed approaches were largely supported. However, it is recognised that there are 
a number of areas where further clarification is required and these areas will be addressed in 
the guidance to support the new legislation. 



 

          
   

        

   

   

  

         
              
          

          
          
       

 
        
        

         
    

    

         
           

         
               

        
            

       
            

       
       

         
 

       
      
        

        
       

 
           

           
        

            
   

 
 

Question 52: Do you agree with the proposed approach to implementing the 
Directive’s licensing requirements? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 49 Percentage of total 

Yes 20 41% 

No 29 59% 

Summary of responses 

59% of respondents did not support the proposed approach to implementing the Directive’s 
licensing requirements. Of those 29 responses, 12, all from industry, said the submission of 
additional safety information for the purposes of granting a licence is unnecessary. They 
went on to propose that the Licensing Authority should be able to approve the operator 
subject to subsequent scrutiny of a safety case. Two responses suggested qualifying the 
‘cost of degradation’ with a reference to liabilities provided for by national law. 

Other respondents proposed that the Regulations should distinguish between: financial and 
‘submittal liability’ and between licensees for different areas within a Licensed Area. Others 
asked how the liabilities imposed by the Directive would interact with those provided for in 
commercial agreements like Joint Operating Agreements. 

HSE / DECC response 

DECC believes that the responses suggesting that “submission of additional safety 
information for the purposes of granting a licence is unnecessary” are based on a 
misconception. They appear to assume that DECC and HSE propose to shift the whole 
regulatory burden of OSD competence to the award of a licence, but both Article 4 of the 
Directive and Regulation 3 of the Licensing Regulations clearly require that "the particular 
stage of offshore petroleum operations” shall be taken into account, and neither DECC or 
HSE have proposed requiring any information before award of a licence than could 
reasonably be expected to be available at such an early stage. DECC and HSE have also 
now developed a multiple operator model which will identify specific requirements for 
licensees and operators, and the timing of such considerations, and we will discuss the 
burdens thoroughly with industry in the course of further development of the proposals. 

In relation to proposals to exclude “cost of degradation”, or to make OSD obligations subject 
to existing contractual arrangements, or to distinguish between different parties to a licence 
when defining the ‘Licensee’, DECC and HSE do not believe that such exclusions or 
diversification of liabilities would either be effective if attempted, or consistent with 
Government policy of using ‘copy-out’ to deliver the Directive requirements. 

It was noted that seven respondents were concerned about “the ambiguous use of the term 
'liability' and in particular, what was referred to as “submittal liability.” DECC and HSE have 
clarified the position with industry, stressing that, where the Directive deals with liabilities, it 
directs that they are to rest with the licensee. As a result, we believe that the concern has 
been satisfactorily addressed. 



               
     

        

   

   

  

         
         

    
  

           
            

           
       

           
         

    

       
        

             
          
        

 
         

         

 
 

             
 

           
   

        

   

   

  

          
           
           

         
         

          
            

           

    

           
                

    

Question 53: Do you agree that the changes to the licensing regime will not result in 
any significant additional costs for industry? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 43 Percentage of total 

Yes 12 28% 

No 31 72% 

Summary of responses 

72% of the respondents disagreed and considered that the changes to the licensing regime 
would result in significant additional costs for industry. None offered an alternative estimate 
of costs. 

Fourteen respondents, all from industry, said that submission of additional safety information 
for the purposes of granting a licence is unnecessary. One respondent said that the cost 
estimate did not take account of the costs of obtaining additional financial security, whilst 
acknowledging that prudent operators/licensees would already have adequate security. 
Another respondent said "should all licensees be required to develop internal duty 
holder capability an enormous increase in industry cost would be expected" 

HSE / DECC response 

The costs of compliance with the Directive's requirements in relation to OPEPs, safety 
cases, etc. are dealt with under questions relating specifically to those subjects. As noted 
under Question 52, DECC and HSE are not proposing to routinely impose all competency 
requirements before the award of a licence, so DECC and HSE do not accept that these 
requirements will significantly increase the cost of getting a licence. 

DECC and HSE have developed, with industry, a multiple operator model, that will not 
require all existing operators to "develop internal duty holder capability". 

Question 54. Do you agree with the estimates used in the IA to cost the following 
requirement: 
Around 65 hours of staff time to provide sufficient evidence of the financial 
arrangements for development wells? 

Question option Number of replies: 28 Percentage of total 

Yes 19 68% 

No 9 32% 

Summary of responses 

68% of respondents agreed with the estimate of staff time to provide sufficient evidence of 
the financial arrangements for development wells. Of the nine respondents who disagreed, 
six considered the cost to be underestimated. Reasons for this included that the 
requirements are not yet clear, that the administration involved in gathering and providing 
sufficient arrangements for development wells was likely to be greater than for E&A wells 
and that there may be a requirement for additional authorisation for expenditure or changes 
to insurance cover. Only one of the six provided an alternative, an estimate of 130 hours. 
Other comments were that the costs would vary dependent upon the specific well. 

HSE / DECC response 

Given the substantial support for this estimate and the lack of any detailed evidence to 
support the adoption of a higher cost, DECC and HSE consider the assumption in the IA to 
be appropriate. 



 
 

        
    

        

   

   

  

     
            
       

          
         

      
      

 
          

    
           

           
              

           
     

    

          
          

           
        

       
        

           
          

          
            

             
           
             
            

        
      

 
 

Question 55: Do you agree with DECC’s proposal to continue to approve the 
appointment of operators? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 47 Percentage of total 

Yes 26 55% 

No 21 45% 

Summary of responses 

55% of respondents agreed with DECC’s proposal to continue to approve the appointment of 
operators. A number of comments were made including that the licensing authority should 
continue to have some responsibility and input into the process for pre-approving licence 
operators as a separate process from the contractual appointment of operators under a 
relevant operating agreement. The licensing authority being well-positioned to require certain 
information and assurances and to conduct background checks around the identity and 
financial robustness of a proposed operator. 

Of the 21 respondents who disagreed, many felt this represented gold plating and would 
introduce unnecessary duplication in a multi-operatorship scenario as each case would have 
to go through a rigorous regulatory assessment by the CA before acceptance. Respondents 
suggested that approval of the appointment of the operator would be a duplication of effort, 
be bureaucratic and add no value and that there was an opportunity to simplify the process. 
They also felt that it was incorrect to say the proposal would pose no additional burden when 
a formal 'approval' process necessarily involves additional work. 

HSE / DECC response 

DECC and HSE acknowledge the concerns and comments of respondents. The Directive 
only requires that the Licensing Authority should have a power to object to the appointment 
of an operator appointed for the purpose of implementing the Directive requirements. 
Initially, DECC and HSE intended to maintain an approval procedure for operator 
appointments while it was proposed that a single operator model could implement the 
Directive requirements. The licence operator and the Directive operator would therefore be 
the same entity, and maintaining the approval process in line with the existing Model Clause 
provisions was considered to be a more robust approach. However, following consideration 
of the industry responses to the consultation, it has been agreed that new operatorship roles 
– the well operator and the installation operator – will be created to implement the Directive 
requirements, and these new roles will be subject only to the no-objection procedure set out 
in the Directive as opposed to requiring the prior approval of the Secretary of State. As such 
there will be no gold plating and the Licensing Authority will only have a right of objection 
after the event for the operatorship roles that have been created solely to implement the 
Directive requirements. This will have no impact on the existing licence operatorship 
arrangements, which will now be separate from the Directive requirements. 



             
        

        

   

   

  

       
    

 
          

           
          

    

    

          
       

 
          

         
       

 
 

           
        

    

        

   

   

  

        
      
       

            
             
        

  

            
            

  

 
 

Question 56: Do you agree that the existing UK legislation and guidance outlined in 
Chapter 4 meet the Directive requirements for Articles 29 and 30? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 40 Percentage of total 

Yes 39 98% 

No 1 3% 

Summary of responses 

98% of respondents agreed that existing UK legislation and guidance meets the Directive 
requirements for Articles 29 and 30. 

The one response which disagreed offers an alternative view rather than disputing that the 
existing legislation and guidance meets the requirements for the external emergency plan. 
That view was that there should be one plan taking into consideration all internal and 
external influences rather than separate plans. 

Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) response 

There was overwhelming support for the proposal and on this basis, MCA consider that the 
existing UK legislation and guidance meets the Directive Requirements. 

As the National Contingency Plan must deal with shipping and harbours as well as offshore 
installations, it would not be appropriate to have one combined plan. Rather the internal 
plans must all dovetail into the National Contingency Plan. 

Question 57. Do you agree that there are no additional costs/savings to business, 
public or civil society organisations, regulators or consumers related to external 
emergency response and preparedness? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 30 Percentage of total 

Yes 23 77% 

No 7 23% 

Summary of responses 

77% of respondents agreed that there would be no additional costs/savings to business, 
public or civil society organisations, regulators or consumers related to external emergency 
response and preparedness. However 23% of respondents disagreed with the statement, 
believing that the potential for increased costs existed, but that the increase could not be 
accurately forecast and would vary depending on the scope of the operation, the individual 
emergency situation and the scale of the information exchange requirement. 

MCA response 

Given the substantial agreement with the view that there are no additional costs/savings and 
the lack of any new information or estimated costs, MCA considers the assumption in the IA 
to be appropriate. 



         
      

           
  

         

   

   

  

       
     

       
        

        
 

  

       
          

            
         

      
          

    

 
 

             
         
         

     

         

   

   

  

       
     

            
         

        

  

         
       

          
          

    

 
 

Question 58: Can you think of any situation where an offshore installation would ever 
be used for anything other than activities connected with those outlined in the 
definition of an offshore installation in AOGBO and MAR? If yes what would that 
activity be? 

Question option Number of replies: 44 Percentage of total 

Yes 15 34% 

No 29 66% 

Summary of responses 

Although the majority of respondents couldn’t think of a situation when an offshore 
installation would ever be used for anything other than activities connected with those 
outlined in the definition of offshore installation, 15 respondents offered suggestions for 
possible future uses of installations. These included: wind farms or accommodation for wind 
farms; power generation hubs; transformer or control platforms; utilities; gas storage; or 
helicopter functions. 

HSE response 

As some respondents have expressed the view that offshore installations could be used for 
purposes not associated with oil and gas operations (e.g. related to wind farms), HSE cannot 
simply continue to apply the safety case regime to all structures at all times. HSE will 
therefore update the definition of offshore installation in its offshore major hazard legislation 
to ensure that these regulations do not apply when an offshore installation is used for other 
purposes, but will continue to apply (e.g. for decommissioning and dismantling) when they 
stop those other activities. 

Question 59: HSE proposes to take these steps to ensure that it can continue to 
regulate high risk decommissioning and dismantling activities associated with 
offshore installations that have been used for other purposes, using its offshore 
major hazard regulations. Do you agree with this approach? Yes/No. 

Question option Number of replies: 45 Percentage of total 

Yes 44 98% 

No 1 2% 

Summary of responses 

All responses to this proposal strongly supported HSE continuing to regulate high risk 
decommissioning and dismantling activities associated with offshore installations that had 
been used for other purposes. The one respondent, who disagreed, supported the proposal 
in their comments and as such may have mistakenly disagreed. General comments noted 
that this will ensure safe decommissioning and removal through regulatory measures. 

HSE response 

There is overwhelming support for HSE to continue to regulate high risk decommissioning 
and dismantling activities associated with offshore installations that have been used for other 
purposes, using its offshore major hazard regulations. HSE will therefore adopt this 
proposal. The approach to deliver this goal will need to be refined following consideration of 
the responses to Question 58. 



        
     
       

         

   

   

  

      
   

  

        
     

           
           

        

 
 

              
          

 

         

   

   

  

        
         

            
        

      
    

 
         

        
      

  

          
     

 
 

Question 60: If necessary, do you agree HSE should take steps to maintain its 
jurisdiction to regulate decommissioning activities associated with offshore 
installations when a licensee is not in place? Yes/No. 

Question option Number of replies: 44 Percentage of total 

Yes 44 100% 

No 0 

Summary of responses 

100% of respondents supported HSE continuing to regulate decommissioning activities 
when a Licensee is not in place. 

HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for HSE taking steps to maintain its jurisdiction to regulate 
decommissioning activities associated with offshore installations when a licensee is not in 
place, and HSE will adopt this proposal. In practical terms, the changes that DECC are 
making to the licensing regulations to implement the Directive will deliver what is required by 
ensuring that an operator is in place for dismantling/decommissioning activities. 

Question 61: Do you agree with HSE that, as UCG pilots are due to start in the next 3-5 
years, it is important that onshore oil and gas major hazard regulations should be 
revised to include UCG? Yes/No. 

Question option Number of replies: 31 Percentage of total 

Yes 29 94% 

No 2 6% 

Summary of responses 

94% of respondents agreed on the importance of revising the onshore oil and gas major 
hazard regulations to include underground coal gasification (UCG). The Coal Authority has 
issued conditional UCG Licences and the first pilot projects are expected to begin in the next 
few years. Respondents supporting the proposal said it was “sensible to extend the existing 
provisions towards imminent UCG operations” adding that workers undertaking this activity 
should be protected by a suitable regime. 

Of the two respondents who disagreed, one misunderstood that the consultation included 
proposals for some legislative changes outside the scope of the Directive, and the other 
provided comments confirming support for the proposal. 

HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for the proposal to bring UCG within the scope of HSE’s 
onshore oil and gas major hazard regulations and HSE will therefore adopt this proposal. 



            
       

         

   

   

  

          
         

         
        

        
        

      
        

  

         
    

 
 

           
      

         

   

   

  

    
    
           

             
      

 
         

         
            

       

  

         
       

 
         

       
          

 
 

Question 62: Do you agree with the estimated cost to industry of complying with the 
onshore major hazard regime when undertaking UCG work activity? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 14 Percentage of total 

Yes 11 79% 

No 3 21% 

Summary of responses 

There were just 14 responses to this question, with many respondents adding a note that 
this activity was outside their experience. However, 79% of those that did respond agreed 
with the estimated costs to industry for complying with the onshore major hazard regime 
when undertaking UCG work activity. Those who disagreed said they were unable to 
estimate costs but felt they would be similar to the costs for other work activities that are 
already covered by the Borehole Sites and Operations Regulations 1995 (BSOR) and 
Offshore Installations and Wells (Design and Construction, etc.) Regulations 1996(DCR). 
The estimates in the IA were based on these current costs. 

HSE response 

There was substantial agreement with the estimated cost and HSE consider the 
assumptions in the IA to be appropriate. 

Question 63: Do you agree with HSE that bringing these gas storage activities within 
its onshore oil and gas major hazard legislation would maintain standards? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 33 Percentage of total 

Yes 32 97% 

No 1 3% 

Summary of responses 

97% of respondents agreed that bringing hydrocarbon gas storage activities within its 
onshore oil and gas major hazard legislation would maintain standards. General comments 
provided in support of the proposal were that it will ensure consistency, prevent regulatory 
gaps and ensure that risks are controlled under a proven regime. It was also noted that 
companies are currently voluntarily working to these standards. 

One respondent objected to the proposal because the onshore regime does not require 
independent verifiers and as such may not need the same high level of integrity as the 
offshore regime. We agree that the onshore and offshore regimes are different and this is 
why we are proposing that the BSOR apply to this activity. 

HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for bringing gas storage activities within HSE onshore oil 
and gas major hazard legislation, and HSE will adopt this proposal. 

HSE cannot consider including elements of the offshore safety regime in our onshore 
regulations (e.g. verification schemes), as this would be gold plating of current European 
requirements and a risk based case for such a change has not been made. 



           
        

     

         

   

   

  

      
       
       

  

        
       

 
 

            
     

 

         

   

   

  

          
        
          

      
        

           
        

  

         
    

 
 

        
      

         

   

   

  

         
           

         
          

Question 64: Do you agree with HSE that bringing these gas storage activities within 
its onshore oil and gas major legislation would ensure a level playing field between 
existing and new contractors? Yes/No. 

Question option Number of replies: 31 Percentage of total 

Yes 31 100% 

No 0 

Summary of responses 

100% of respondents agreed that bringing gas storage activities within onshore oil and gas 
major legislation would ensure a level playing field. There were no significant comments, 
other than general agreement to the proposal. 

HSE response 

All respondents agreed with the rationale for bringing gas storage activities within HSE’s 
onshore oil and gas major legislation and HSE will adopt this proposal. 

Question 65: Do you agree with the estimated cost to industry of complying with the 
onshore major hazard regime when undertaking these onshore gas storage activities? 
Yes/No. 

Question option Number of replies: 16 Percentage of total 

Yes 11 69% 

No 5 31 

Summary of responses 

Only 16 respondents answered this question, with many adding a note that this was outside 
their experience. Eleven agreed with the estimated costs for complying with the onshore 
major hazard regime when undertaking gas storage activities, for the most part considering 
that this was a reasonable estimate. Those who disagreed said costs would be variable and 
two respondents said they were unable to estimate costs but felt they would be similar to the 
costs for other work activities that are already covered by the BSOR and DCR. The 
estimates in the IA were based on these current costs. 

HSE response 

There was substantial support for the estimated cost and HSE considers the assumption in 
the IA to be appropriate. 

Question 66: Do you agree that there would be negligible costs to industry for 
reporting these additional well dangerous occurrences? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 28 Percentage of total 

Yes 20 71% 

No 8 29% 

Summary of responses 

71% of respondents agreed that there would be negligible costs to industry for the proposed 
changes to reporting well dangerous occurrences (e.g. a blowout) under RIDDOR. Those 
who disagreed felt that there would possibly be an increased cost associated with the 
changes, but did not provide any information that could be used to revise the estimates. 



  

        
     

 
 

        
       

         

   

   

  

    
       

            
       

  

         
           

        

 
 

        
         

  

         

   

   

  

      
     

        
           
          
    

  

        
            

         
      

 
 

HSE response 

There was substantial agreement that the cost would be negligible and HSE considers the 
assumption in the IA to be appropriate. 

Question 67a: Do you foresee any unintentional consequences from HSE’s proposed 
approach to handling the Offshore Installations (Safety Zones) Regulations 1987? 

Question option Number of replies: 47 Percentage of total 

Yes 0 0% 

No 47 100% 

Summary of responses 

100% of respondents could not foresee any unintentional circumstances from HSE’s 
approach to handling the Offshore Installations (Safety Zones) Regulations. The consensus 
of opinion was that they agreed with the efforts to reduce the stock of regulation and felt that 
this approach should lead to clearer understanding of the regulatory requirements. 

HSE response 

There were no unintentional consequences identified from HSE’s approach to handling the 
Safety Zones Regulations. HSE will adopt the proposal to mesh the remaining requirements 
of these Regulations into SCR2015 and revoke the Safety Zones Regulations. 

Question 67b: Do you foresee any unintentional consequences from HSE’s proposed 
approach to handling the Offshore Installations (Logbook and Registration of Death) 
Regulations 1972 

Question option Number of replies: 47 Percentage of total 

Yes 1 2% 

No 46 98% 

Summary of responses 

98% of respondents could not foresee any unintentional consequences from HSE’s 
approach to handling the Offshore Installations (Logbook and Registration of Death) 
Regulations 1972. The consensus of opinion was that they agreed with the efforts to reduce 
the stock of regulation and felt that this approach should lead to a clearer understanding of 
the regulatory requirements. The one respondent who disagreed, agreed in principle but 
wanted checks made to ensure the regulations didn’t overlap with maritime legislation. 

HSE response 

There are no unintentional consequences identified from HSE’s approach to handling the 
Logbook and Registration of Death Regulations. HSE will adopt the proposal to mesh the 
remaining requirement to register deaths on offshore installations into the Offshore 
Installations and Pipeline Works (Management and Administration) Regulations 1995 (MAR). 



        
       

 

         

   

   

  

      
      

          
        

       
     

  

         
          

         

 
 

        
       

  

         

   

   

  

     
    

            
         

 

  

         
          

           
 

 
 

Question 67c: Do you foresee any unintentional consequences from HSE’s proposed 
approach to handling the Offshore Safety (Miscellaneous Amendments) Regulations 
2002? 

Question option Number of replies: 47 Percentage of total 

Yes 1 2% 

No 46 98% 

Summary of responses 

98% of respondents could not foresee any unintentional consequences from HSE’s 
approach to handling the Offshore Safety (Miscellaneous) Regulations 2002. The 
consensus of opinion was that they agreed with the efforts to reduce the stock of regulation 
and felt that this approach should lead to a clearer understanding of the regulatory 
requirements. The one respondent who disagreed, agreed in principle but wanted checks 
made to ensure the regulations didn’t overlap with maritime legislation. 

HSE response 

There were no unintentional consequences identified from HSE’s approach to handling the 
Offshore Safety (Miscellaneous) Regulations 2002. HSE will adopt the proposal to update 
the definition of ‘offshore installation’ into SCR2015 and then revoke the 2002 regulations. 

Question 67d: Do you foresee any unintentional consequences from HSE’s proposed 
approach to handling the Offshore Installations (Inspectors and Casualties) 
Regulations 1973? 

Question option Number of replies: 46 Percentage of total 

Yes 0 

No 46 100% 

Summary of responses 

100% of respondents could not foresee any unintentional consequences from HSE’s 
approach to handling the Offshore Installations (Inspectors and Casualties) Regulations 
1973. The consensus of opinion was that they agreed with the efforts to reduce the stock of 
regulation and felt that this approach should lead to a clearer understanding of the regulatory 
requirements. 

HSE response 

There were no unintentional consequences identified from HSE’s approach to handling the 
Inspectors and Casualties Regulations. HSE will adopt the proposal to mesh the remaining 
requirements of these regulations into a new regulation in MAR and revoke the Inspectors 
and Casualties Regulations. 



        
        

         

   

   

  

     
        

             
           

  

  

         
             

      

 
 

             
         

       

         

   

   

  

        
          

           
            
   

  

        
      

            

 
 
 

Question 67e: Do you foresee any unintentional consequences from HSE’s proposed 
approach to handling the Submarine Pipelines (Inspectors etc.) Regulations 1977? 

Question option Number of replies: 46 Percentage of total 

Yes 0 

No 46 100% 

Summary of responses 

100% of respondents could not foresee any unintentional consequences from HSE’s 
approach to handling the Submarine Pipelines (Inspector etc.) Regulations 1977 (SPIRs). 
The consensus of opinion was that they agreed with the efforts to reduce the stock of 
regulations and felt that this approach should lead to a clearer understanding of the 
regulatory requirements. 

HSE response 

There were no unintentional consequences identified from HSE’s approach to handling the 
SPIRs. HSE will adopt the proposal to mesh the remaining requirements of these 
regulations into a new regulation in MAR and revoke SPIRs. 

Question 68: Do you support the rationale for HSE placing the ‘installation owner’ 
duties outlined in the Offshore Installations (Logbooks and Registration of Death) 
Regulations 1972 on the operator or owner of an offshore installation? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 48 Percentage of total 

Yes 47 98% 

No 1 2% 

Summary of responses 

98% of respondents supported the rationale for placing duties outlined in the Offshore 
Installations (Logbooks and Registration of Death) Regulations 1972 on the operator or 
owner of an offshore installation. Across the responses this was considered to be a logical 
tidying up of outdated legislation. One respondent disagreed with the proposal but didn’t 
provide any comments. 

HSE response 

There is overwhelming support for HSE’s approach and HSE will adopt the proposal to place 
the “installation owner” duties outlined in the old Offshore Installations (Logbooks and 
Registration of Death) Regulations 1972 on the operator or owner of an installation. 



          
      

       
 

         

   

   

  

      
       

       
  

  

          

 
 

            
      

         

   

   

  

           
          

            
           

        
         

           
    

  

         
           

       
  

 
 

           
 

         

   

   

  

        

Question 69: As operators and owners are already reporting deaths and loss of 
persons associated with an offshore installation, HSE assumes that there is no 
additional cost associated with this change. Do you agree or disagree with this 
assumption? 

Question option Number of replies: 43 Percentage of total 

Yes 42 98% 

No 1 2% 

Summary of responses 

98% of respondents agreed that as operators and owners are already reporting deaths and 
loss of persons associated with an offshore installation, there would be no additional cost 
associated with this change. One respondent disagreed but just said there would be 
‘minimal impact. 

HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for this assumption and HSE will retain this in the final IA. 

Question 70: Do you agree with HSE’s initial assessment that the PFEER ACoP 
should be kept, updated and simplified where appropriate? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 45 Percentage of total 

Yes 45 100% 

No 0 

Summary of responses 

All respondents agreed with HSE that the PFEER ACoP should be kept, updated and 
simplified where appropriate. There was general agreement that industry find the ACoP 
documents to be useful and “aid the understanding of the intent and detail of the legislation”. 
One respondent commented that “The ACoP has stood the test of time and is understood 
and accepted by Industry. It does require updating and Industry should support this.” 
Another said that the ACoP is ”a well-used and influential document and needs to be 
maintained due to its many links to safety case information, on the information and approach 
required to demonstrate compliance with the regulatory requirements.” 

HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for keeping the PFEER ACoP and HSE will update and 
simplify it as proposed. HSE welcomes the positive statements testifying that this ACoP is a 
valuable source of information that helps industry to practically apply the legal requirements 
and demonstrate compliance. 

Question 71: Do you agree with the main changes proposed to the PFEER ACoP? 
Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 39 Percentage of total 

Yes 38 97% 

No 1 3% 

Summary of responses 

A number of respondents commented that the amendments appeared reasonable, 



            
         

      
 

           
    

          
        

         
         

 
            

        
    

           
   

 
          

          
 

  

         
         

 
     

 
 

     
   
        
               

 
         

      
         

            
        

 
        

           
              

        
        
  

 
        

       
      

 
            

             
      

 

appropriate, logical and had no great impact on current requirements. HSE noted that whilst 
answering this question on the PFEER ACoP, some respondent’s comments were actually 
directed towards the draft PFEER Regulation. 

Several respondents requested that HSE provide further detail / guidance on a particular 
subject. For example: 
There is uncertainty regarding the definition of a performance standard and clarification on 
the duty holder’s responsibilities in this area would be welcome. “Additionally, change (h) in 
reference to the requirement for the Totally Enclosed Motor Propelled Survival Craft 
(TEMPSC) capacity for 150% of personnel would benefit from clarification”. 

There was a view from one respondent that the specification of “150%” as opposed to 
“adequate spare capacity” constitutes ‘gold plating’ because the ACoP currently requires 
TEMPSC places for 150% of persons on board, unless an alternative standard is justified. 
This change is not an increase in standards, but a clarification of what is required, and is 
therefore not gold plating. 

One response also indicated that the requirement for 150% capacity for TEMPSC needs to 
be clarified to ensure that redundancy and availability are considered for potential loss of a 
single TEMPSC. 

HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for the proposed changes to the PFEER ACoP , with 97% 
agreeing to the changes and just one respondent disagreeing with them. 

HSE identified several topics were respondents provided similar comments. These were in 
relation to: 

a. Unclear responsibilities between duty holders and operators, 
b. TEMPSC provision, 
c. Further explanation on detection systems, alarm settings and their capabilities 
d. Undertaking a further review of the ACoP once the changes had been made. 

The one respondent who disagreed with the proposed changes commented on the blurred 
responsibilities for duty holders and operators, (which was also raised by two other 
respondents). HSE has subsequently contacted the respondent who confirmed the 
comments related to the draft PFEER Regulations, and not the ACoP. These comments will 
be therefore be considered in conjunction with comments on the draft legislation. 

Regarding TEMPSC provision, HSE agrees that clarification of the guidance would be 
beneficial and will update the ACoP to address these concerns. HSE also notes the request 
to provide further guidance on N+1 but feel this is not appropriate. N+1 is one of many 
approaches which a duty holder may take to achieve compliance and it is their responsibility 
to determine the most suitable approach as indicated by the Regulation 5 PFEER 
assessment. 

The requests for greater detail regarding detection systems and their capabilities has been 
considered. As a result we have reviewed the proposed changes and added further 
explanation that will provide greater clarity to this subject. 

With regard to providing a further opportunity to review any additional changes to the PFEER 
ACoP, HSE does not intend to formally consult but will share emerging drafts with Industry 
and the trade unions for comment.. 



 

            
       

  

         

   

   

  

         
        

       
 

 
        

   
 

          

  

        
           

 

 
 

           
  

         

   

   

  

         
        

         
       

 
   
     
    
   
        

 

  

         
          

    
 

  
         

Question 72: Do you agree with HSE’s initial assessment that the Health Care and 
First Aid on offshore installations ACoP should be kept, updated and simplified where 
appropriate? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 44 Percentage of total 

Yes 43 98% 

No 1 2% 

Summary of responses 

98% of respondents agreed with the proposal to retain the Health Care and First Aid ACoP. 
Those who marked their replies as publically available made the following comments: 
“The ACoP provides suitable guidance. Updating and simplification of the wording would be 
appreciated” 

“We strongly support the retention of the ACoP” 
“Should be retained, updated and simplified” 

The one respondent, who disagreed with the proposal gave no reason why they disagreed. 

HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for keeping the Health Care and First Aid on Offshore 
Installations ACoP and HSE will update it and simplify it as proposed in the consultation 
document. 

Question 73: Do you agree with the main changes proposed to the Health Care and 
First Aid on offshore installations ACoP? Yes/No 

Question option Number of replies: 42 Percentage of total 

Yes 40 95% 

No 2 5% 

Summary of responses 

95% of respondents agreed with the proposed changes to the ACoP. A number of 
respondents commented that the amendments appeared reasonable, appropriate, logical 
and had no great impact on current requirements. However, some respondents provided 
more detailed views that cover the main subject areas listed below: 

a. Offshore Medic recruitment 
b. The suitability of Paramedics as offshore medics 
c. Additional roles of offshore medics’ 
d. Complaints about offshore medics 
e. Establishing a voluntary register for offshore medics 

HSE response 

There was overwhelming support for the proposed revisions and HSE will adopt the 
changes. However, HSE specifically wishes to provide the following comments in relation to 
each subject area mentioned above: 

Offshore Medic recruitment 
HSE considers it is the responsibility of the employer to select a competent offshore medic, 



          
      

           
         

         
       

 
      

          
       

        
   

 
   

         
             

       
    

 
  

           
         

         
 

    
        

       
         

 
       

            
 
               

        
            
            
     

 

not HSE. HSE’s role as the Regulator is to ensure there is a system in place that enables 
individuals wishing to be offshore medics, have appropriate experience and are trained to a 
standard that ensures competency. (Training alone does not necessarily mean a person is 
suitable). Where the employer feels they are not competent to recruit offshore medics then 
they should seek advice e.g. consult a medical practitioner and/or a nurse with offshore 
experience or an experienced offshore medic. 

The suitability of Paramedics as offshore medics 
Paramedics are considered suitable for the role of offshore medics as paramedic training 
incorporates not only acute trauma but primary care management and is subject to 
professional clinical and regulatory oversight by the Health Care Professionals Council 
(HCPC). 

Additional roles of offshore medics 
Medics whether they are nurses, paramedics or other competent individuals can all 
discharge a role in health surveillance but they require the appropriate level of training. The 
role of health surveillance provision is a subsidiary one and it should not dominate the role of 
the offshore medic. 

Complaints about offshore medics 
HSE would disagree that there is no mechanism to refer an offshore medic to ourselves. If 
there is evidence that an Offshore Medic’s ‘clinical practice’ was in question, then details can 
be put in writing to HSE for further investigation. 

Establishing a voluntary register for offshore medics 
HSE has no issue with a drive by industry to professionalise the role of the offshore medic 
and HSE would be prepared to be involved in any early discussions to establish such a 
voluntary register where it is linked to a professional body. 

Unfortunately, we are unable to incorporate a voluntary register into this ACOP as the 
proposed register is voluntary and not subject to any form of regulatory oversight. 

It should be noted that it is not a regulatory requirement that HCPC or Nursing and Midwifery 
Council registered offshore medics are required to maintain this registration if they wish to 
act as an offshore medic. As the regulation specifies that to act as an offshore medic 
subject to them being considered suitable by their employer, they are only required to hold a 
current certificate as an offshore medic. 


