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OVERVIEW:  Jane Smith participated in the IRF Annual Meeting.  Members presented and discussed topics ranging from training to decommissioning.  Discussions highlighted shared concerns and good practices amongst the countries, including: decommissioning, life extension, data analysis and sharing, bolt failures, regulator training, and maintaining safe operations in a low oil price environment.
BACKGROUND:  The IRF is a group of 10 countries’ regulators of health and safety in the offshore upstream oil and gas industry.  Since its founding in 1993, the IRF resolves to provide international leadership on safety and safety-related regulatory matters for offshore oil and gas activities, continue to strengthen sharing of regulatory practice and experience, and provide a sounding board for key initiatives of members. 

The IRF holds annual meetings that provide the members with a network of peers for consultation, advice, and sharing of information.  During each meeting, the IRF reviews the status of existing programs and initiates new projects.

The Department of the Interior, through BSEE, is a founding member of the IRF.  BSEE assumed chairmanship and responsibility of the Executive Secretariat of the IRF following the 2014 annual meeting and will chair upcoming annual meetings and conferences through 2018. 

IRF Membership:

· Australia – National Offshore Petroleum Safety and Environmental Management Authority

· Brazil – National Agency of Oil, Gas and Biofuels 

· Canada – 

· Canada - Newfoundland and Labrador Offshore Petroleum Board

· Canada - Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board

· National Energy Board

· Denmark – Danish Energy Agency

· Mexico – National Agency for Safety, Energy and Environment of Mexico

· Netherlands – State Supervision of Mines

· New Zealand – WorkSafe New Zealand

· Norway – The Petroleum Safety Authority

· United Kingdom – Health and Safety Executive

· United States – Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement

Sunday, June 11
BSEE held various meetings with IRF member countries in advance of the IRF General Meeting. 

These meetings included: 

· Meeting with the Canada – Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board (CNSOBP) to discuss riser failures. 

· Meeting with the IRF Management Committee (Australia, Norway, and the United States) and WorkSafe New Zealand to prepare for the annual general meeting beginning on Tuesday.  The host, WorkSafe, walked through the logistical and administrative planning regarding the two and a half day meetings.  The Management Committee reviewed the agenda and discussed issues to highlight during the meeting.  
· Meeting with the United Kingdom to discuss the 2018 Offshore Safety Conference and Annual Meeting, tentatively scheduled for September 2018 in Aberdeen, Scotland.  This will coincide with the 40th anniversary of the Piper Alpha disaster.  A possible fee structure was discussed to offset any costs to the host country. 
Monday, June 12
The meeting opened with administrative items, whereby members reviewed and approved the 2015 meeting minutes, reviewed and made additional recommendations to the revisions to the Charter, discussed the 2017 annual meeting and 2018 Offshore Safety Conference and annual meeting, and were provided updates recently made to the IRF website.  (For a list of participating members, please see Appendix A.) 
Each country then presented an update on current activities and challenges, which highlighted shared concerns and good practices amongst the countries, including: decommissioning, life extension, data analysis and sharing, bolt failures, regulator training, and maintaining safe operations in a low oil price environment.

The three working groups – Performance Measures, Asset Integrity, and Culture - also provided a status update.  The groups were established in 2015 to focus on key areas of technical collaboration reflecting shared organizational priorities.  The Performance Measures group will conduct a pilot program, using definitions understood by industry, to uniformly capture and analyze barrier and casual factors information.  Results of this study will be used to develop a longer term strategy for data collection, analysis and use.  The Asset Integrity group developed a draft inspection template, which will be piloted with the North Sea regulators.  Other IRF members will evaluate the template for potential use in their respective jurisdictions.  Finally, the Culture group identified a suite of indicators that may be helpful in evaluating cultural strength and weakness.  Members will reach out to industry for further feedback on the current indicators to facilitate further assessment on the validity and usability of the too.  A workshop may be held in conjunction with the 2017 Offshore Technology Conference in Houston, Texas. 
Tuesday, June 13
The annual meeting wrapped up today, covering two additional sessions - “End of Life”/ Decommissioning and Communication Strategy.  Members concluded the meeting with drafting and approving the 2016 Annual Meeting Communique, to be posted on the IRF website.  

1.  “End of Life” / Decommissioning – Australia, the U.S., Norway, and the U.K. presented its current challenges, applicable legislations, expectations from Operators, and lessons learned regarding decommissioning. Members recognized the mounting obligations on industry regarding decommissioning and concluded that ongoing dynamic communications are necessary between members on this topic.  

2.  Communication Strategy – This session focused on developing a communication strategy to provide relevant information to IRF members and stakeholders on current topics central to the current offshore oil and gas environment.  Articles, authored by a member country, will be posted on the IRF website monthly.   Members agreed on article topics for the next year and volunteered to write one or two. 
Following the annual meeting, BSEE held two additional meetings.  The first meeting was with WorkSafe New Zealand, discussing Safety and Environmental Management System, Incident Trends, and the Well Control Rule.  The second meeting was a teleconference with New Zealand Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) and WorkSafe New Zealand, discussing decommissioning.  EPA prepared a list of questions (please see Appendix B for the list of questions) ranging from the U.S. policy context / framework for offshore decommissioning to the stage BSEE requires operators commit to decommissioning.  BSEE will provide a historic copy of a permit as well as links to requirements for site clearances.  
Appendix A

Participants:
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Stuart Smith


NOPSEMA


Doug Forbes 


NOPSEMA 


Graeme Waters 


NOPTA

Brazil
Marcelo M Borges de Macedo 
ANP


Carlos Agenor Onofre Cabral 
ANP 


Mariana Rodrigues Franca 

ANP 

Canada
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C-NLOPB


Stuart Pinks


C-NSOPB


Robert Normore


C-NSOPB


Claudine Bradley


NEB

Mexico
Luis Martinez


ASEA

Norway
Anne Myhrvold


PSA


Finn Carlsen


PSA

New Zealand
Wayne Vernon


WorkSafe New Zealand


John Knox 


WorkSafe New Zealand 

The Netherlands
Harry van der Meijden

SSM


Vincent Claessens


SSM

United Kingdom
Wendy Kennedy 


BEIS 


David Walker


HSE 

Additional participants from WorkSafe NZ:  Donna Ellis, Rachelle Wemyss, Amanda Wayman , Niska Steele, Steve Watson, Nick Dawtry, Brian Rowland, Michael Mathews, Ross Wilson, Paula Rose, Chris Ellis 

Appendix B

[image: image1.emf]Decommissioning Questions from New Zealand EPA     1.   What is the policy context or framework for offshore   decommissioning   in the US? For  example, is there a requirement for all structures to be removed in line with IMO guidelines?   2.   I understand that submarine pipelines are removed as part of   decommissioning. Is this the  case in all instances or are there circumstances where pipelines are left in situ, if so what is  the criteria for that decision?   3.   In terms of ensuring financial securi ty for   decommissioning, which agency manages this and  what tools do they have to require financial assurance. When in the process is financial  security required? How has the downturn in the O&G industry affected operators’ ability to  honour the security (b ankruptcy etc)?   4.   How is financial liability post - decommissioning   (for any structures or pipelines left behind)  managed?   5.   Do you require operators to contribute to a “slush fund” to pay for any remediation required  for “orphaned” (historical structures that h ave no legally liable owner) structures?   6.   What information is required by BOEM/BSEE in order to grant approval for  a   decommissioning   programme and how is it decided? That is, what criteria do you  evaluate   decommissioning   proposals against, especially any re ferences to “best practise”?   How are environmental effects or the effects on persons with an interest in the area  surrounding the   decommissioning   activities taken into account when deciding to approve or  reject an operator’s proposed programme (remove or l eave structures, the method of  abandoning wells or removing structures/dismantling platforms etc)?   7.   At what stage of the approvals process do you require operators to commit  to   decommissioning? I.e. When granting the production license/permit or at the cons truction  stage or other stage?   8.   What monitoring reports are available for public viewing post   decommissioning? Are there  results of monitoring of dumping structures in - situ, at specific rigs to reef sites and at locations  where all structures have been remo ved?   9.   When considering the   decommissioning   of subsea structures (subsea manifolds etc) what are  the key considerations for BSEE when deciding to approve (or not) the   decommissioning   of  these structures? Are the considerations different for surface structure s (platforms etc)?   10.   Are you able to provide examples of   decommissioning   approvals and associated conditions?      
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1. [bookmark: _GoBack]What is the policy context or framework for offshore decommissioning in the US? For example, is there a requirement for all structures to be removed in line with IMO guidelines?

2. I understand that submarine pipelines are removed as part of decommissioning. Is this the case in all instances or are there circumstances where pipelines are left in situ, if so what is the criteria for that decision?

3. In terms of ensuring financial security for decommissioning, which agency manages this and what tools do they have to require financial assurance. When in the process is financial security required? How has the downturn in the O&G industry affected operators’ ability to honour the security (bankruptcy etc)?

4. How is financial liability post-decommissioning (for any structures or pipelines left behind) managed?

5. Do you require operators to contribute to a “slush fund” to pay for any remediation required for “orphaned” (historical structures that have no legally liable owner) structures?

6. What information is required by BOEM/BSEE in order to grant approval for a decommissioning programme and how is it decided? That is, what criteria do you evaluate decommissioning proposals against, especially any references to “best practise”?

How are environmental effects or the effects on persons with an interest in the area surrounding the decommissioning activities taken into account when deciding to approve or reject an operator’s proposed programme (remove or leave structures, the method of abandoning wells or removing structures/dismantling platforms etc)?

7. At what stage of the approvals process do you require operators to commit to decommissioning? I.e. When granting the production license/permit or at the construction stage or other stage?

8. What monitoring reports are available for public viewing post decommissioning? Are there results of monitoring of dumping structures in-situ, at specific rigs to reef sites and at locations where all structures have been removed?

9. When considering the decommissioning of subsea structures (subsea manifolds etc) what are the key considerations for BSEE when deciding to approve (or not) the decommissioning of these structures? Are the considerations different for surface structures (platforms etc)?

10. Are you able to provide examples of decommissioning approvals and associated conditions?
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