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Marine Environmental Impact of Abandonment and CO, storage

Short term effects -

Operational impact
Long term effects —
Potential future leaks

A

Similar picture for both Abandonment and CO, storage




=
—]
—

W

Monitoring requirements — What if zero leak is not zero?

In 2021, EU Commission
Potential public perception of a leakage risk: made report recommending a
new EU directive to ensure
monitoring of decommissioned
oil and gas infrastructure

Study on Decommissioning of
offshore oil and gas installations: a
technical, legal and political

analysis

Final report

1

CO, / Methane - '

How should the industry act on the
monitoring data collected in the future? Similar Requirements already in place for CO, storage sites.

Zero leak is not Zero!
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*= Acceptance Criteria - Objectives

Challenge to be addressed by project:

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

Objectives: Planning Abanfiiitmen t Leak detected

Develop industry practice and decision support tool for abandoned oil and gas sites Abandonment Q ualification** at site

Similar framework can be used for CO, storage sites (not incl in this project)

Leak detected at seabed - What
Comparison of risk associated to do?
with various abandonment

designs relative to acceptance

Execution as per plan?

Evaluate if further actions (6.¢ laak sizs,

criteria required Environmental impact,

Maonitoring
Baseline quantification of
natural seepage and
leakage scenarios

Systematic overview of
marine specie sensitivity

)
Framework™: " s
Used to quantify and compare (FEmELiEet
abandonment options based on Used for evaluation of
level of risk on environment == abandonment operation

make selel

Used to quantify impact of leak
on environment => make decision
== Action

Risk based

Framework S
Uszed for communication with

Used for communication with authorities
authorities

Uszed for communication with
authorities

Recommended practice
for the industry to adapt as
a Decision support tool

Systematic overview of
monitoring techniques

*Framework does not include investigation and comparison of different barrier material.
**Incl. Legacy wells
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Project components o

RECOMMENDED PRACTICE

WP2: Scenarios WP3: Ecosystem

Risk based abandonment of wells

Species/populations
Ecological habitat
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Monitoring
Acceptance criteria
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Well integrity
Decision-making

A

Decision framework
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1
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Limited measures 1
1
1
1
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i WP4: Acceptance criteria i i WP5: Monitoring i Uncertainty assessment
1 1 1
E : vl ! Recommended practice
: \ | | >~ Pros/cons R e e L LR ey
| = measures E E @l Scenario applicability E
: g‘ I I Detection limits I
V| g Risk Monitoring Technology gaps |
: 9 level ALARP measures measures Costs :
| % Becentability classification | Data requirements E
1
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! Leakage magnitude !
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1 Monitoring measures
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JIP = Set up

Industry Supp

(industry partners)

> JIP to be funded by the industry Vi8°g,;235erver

(authorities and NGQ's)

» 3 years duration

» Advisory committee and industry support ‘ I
_ _ _ Operation commitee
> Need W|de |ndustry baS|S (Project Managerad Project Leads)
-
Project Group
K (DTU Offshore, Norce, UoS, DNV) /
Note: Important that framework and acceptance
criteria are adopted by both authorities and industry Proposed set-up

weeile e
'''''
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Way forward

Contracts to be
signed October 315t
2024

Clarifications and
updates based on
framing input

Framing meeting
with 13 operators
May 15t 2024

Deadline for signed
letters of intent —
June 21st 2024

Planned project kick
off January 1st 2025

» End May share revised updated project description to interested companies
» Please contact us for comments or questions

Important to have as wide participation base as possible to ensure adaptation
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