Acceptance Criteria —
Abandoned Oil and Gas fields
IS zero leak zero?
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New JIP - Recommended Practice/Acceptance Criteria for:
Abandonment Design - Evaluation/Qualification of legacy wells - Assessment of detected leaks

Challenge to be addressed by project:

Post

Zero leak is not zero. When planning abandonment of Planning Leak detected
an Oil and Gas field risk-based approaches are being Abandonment Abandonment at site
adopted, however, this is hampered by the lack of a Qualification

commonly agreed acceptance criteria. Similarly, a risk-
based approach can be adopted when evaluating
barriers for legacy wells but again an acceptance criteria
Is needed. Finally, if a leak is detected after
abandonment an acceptance criteria is required to
evaluate which action is needed.

Leak detected at seabed
— What to do?

(e.g. leak size,
Environmental Impact,

Monitoring)

Comparison of risk
associated with various
abandonment designs
relative to acceptance
criteria

Execution as per plan?

Evaluate if further
action required

Objectives:

Develop industry practice and decision support tool for | UL WP3: Ecosystem
abandoned oil and gas sites

Species/populations | Species impact

Ecological habitat o—| Species sensitivity ) I ..
i . Ves/curren s~ po|| | Bioindicators
PrOJECt SCOpE- '\I{\(/e?nSZ{*aturz ts ! EISreiLa;fjs { ¥ Critical leak factors
o« . . Uncertaint 7 | Damage potential
» Resilience of marine environment Leakage rates D y - BB Corceniration
. . . Duration 'N‘] Lt Adverse effects
» Potential leak scenarios (with CH4 - but same Site ~ | uncertainty
Fluid composition s p ,‘;a:
methodology can be used for CO2) Dropletsica WP6: Recommendations

Leakage scenarios Uncertainty

» Upscaling to North Sea level
» Risk based approach

Risk-based P&A

' Monitoring
Acceptance criteria

Ecosystem assessment

_ _ . Well integrity
Project information:

S Decision-making
Uncertainty assessment
»The JIP is a collaboration between Norce, DNV,
University of Stavanger and DTU Offshore Recommended practice

Pros/cons
Scenario applicability
Detection limits
Technology gaps

Risk ALARP Costs

level measures Data requirements
acceptability

WP4: Acceptance criteria WP5: Monitoring

»The JIP will run for 3 years and will be funded by
industry partners signing up for the project
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> The JIP will invite the North Sea authorities to be

observer on the development of the acceptance
criteria Decision framework

Leakage magnitude e .
ge mag Monitoring measures

For more information
or for sign-up please contact:
Deadline for signed

eters of ntent ~ June L e N Charlotte N. Larsen: clarsen@dtu.dk
Charlotte Lassen: chalas@dtu.dk

University DT DTU Offshore
of Stavanger Danish Offshore Technology Centre
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