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4500 kg of Erifon HD603HP (No Dye) at 53100 mg/l, which is enough for about 85 m3. Can you clarify why you 
would need so much of this hydraulic chemical offshore for these operations? Is there potentially greater 
number of discharges or are they at a potentially higher dosage? 
 
8. In the Osborne-Adams modelling of the hydraulic fluid it mentions in section 5.2 that a residual current of 
0.24 m/s is used. This mimics the residual current shown for operation 4 in the portal, but all the other 
operations show a residual current of 0.024 m/s in the portal entry. Please can you check that the model 
parameter of 0.24 m/s is correct and amend as necessary? 
 
9. MS cannot emulate the RQ shown in the portal or justification for MCS-J using the most up-to-date Cefas 
template and the parameters shown. Please check. 
 
10. In section 1.1 of the CRA it mentions that the proposed full abandonment is set for the summer of 2018. I 
think this should be 2019. Please check. 
 
11. DFE-7002 in the portal mentions a dosage stream of NaCl brine, but it is not used downhole with the brine 
as it is shown as CWS and is described as a pit cleaner in the CRA. Can you check and clarify the dosage 
stream? 
 
12. In the CRA when discussing the discharge of historic chemicals, as shown in table 2 and operation 2, there 
is mention of a corrosion inhibitor discharged in section 3.1, and cement spacers in section 3.2. Can you clarify 
that this was in reference to Oxygon for the corrosion inhibitor and Barazan as the spacer, as it is unclear from 
the descriptions of use if these are the chemicals being referred to in these sections or if there is potentially 
other chemicals that have not been included. 
 
Please address the above comments in an Update. The changes should be clearly outlined in the Change 
Summary and it would also be helpful if these were highlighted throughout the submission. This should be 
submitted to BEIS, stating, that it is in response to Marine Scotland comments. Marine Scotland will review the 
update once notification from the BEIS PORTAL has been received. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any comments or queries. 
 
The assessment of this application was conducted by . Any correspondence should be sent to 
MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
 
Regards 

 
  

Offshore Chemical Coordinator Assistant  
 



From: BST
To: MS PON15
Cc:  (Energy Development & Resilience);  (Energy Development & Resilience)
Subject: FW: CP/1520/3 (Version 1) Application Submitted
Date: 05 June 2018 16:17:10
Attachments: PETS Application

Good Afternoon,

Please be advised that we have received the following variation from AGR, who have requested
this application be dealt with urgently due to commencement this weekend. May I politely

request your comments, where possible, by COP 7th June?

Many thanks in advance,

 

From: ukop@ogauthority.co.uk <ukop@ogauthority.co.uk> 
Sent: 05 June 2018 15:41
To: Environmental Management Team @beis.gov.uk>
Subject: CP/1520/3 (Version 1) Application Submitted
 

UK Energy Portal Message

For the attention of: emt@beis.gov.uk
Subject: CP/1520/3 (Version 1) Application Submitted

The application CP/1520/3 (Version 1) has been submitted to OGA and is now available in your workbasket. 
Below is a summary of the details of the application:

Case Reference CP/1520/3 (Version 1)
Approval Type Chemical Permit
Date Submitted 5th June 2018 15:36:49
MAT Reference DRA/533
Operator AGR WELL MANAGEMENT LIMITED

Log in to your workbasket to view or process this application. 

If you would like to download the additional documentation related to this SAT, please click here. This link will
expire in 14 days.

If this email has been copied to you, you may click UK Oil Portal to logon as yourself.
For assistance or support email: ukop@ogauthority.co.uk or telephone 0300 067 1682.

This message is intended for the addressee only and may contain private and confidential information or
material which may be privileged. If this message has come to you in error you must delete it immediately and
should not copy it or show it to any other person. 

The Oil and Gas Authority is a limited company registered in England and Wales. Registered number
09666504. VAT registered number 249 433 979. Registered office: 21 Bloomsbury Street, London, United
Kingdom, WC1B 3HF. 
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From:
To: MS Chemicals; @beis.gov uk
Cc: Environmental Management Team
Subject: Response to MS comments DRA\533 CP1520-0-Rev1
Date: 23 March 2018 16:26:00
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png

 / Sirs,
 
Please be advised that we have responded to your comments in an update to the Chemical Permit, Risk Assessment and
change summary as requested.
 
Please also find below summary responses to your queries in blue.
 
MARINE SCOTLAND SCIENCE RESPONSE
 
DRA-533
CP-1520-0 (Version 1)
AGR Chemical Permit 204/10a-Cambo E planned well Cambo
 
Marine Scotland, Marine Laboratory has reviewed the Chemical Risk Assessment included in the above Chemical
Permit and has the following comments to be addressed in an update:
 
1. a) Marine Scotland are only able to emulate the RQ for LD-8e during all drill sections when the Log POW is
omitted.  Please note when the DR CHARM algorithm is used all parameters from the Cefas template must be
used.
 
The RQs for LD-8e have been calculated as 0.00008 in all instances.  With this comment in mind, these
calculations have revisited but the same value has been generated in all cases.  Therefore, no changes have
been made to the RQs provided for LD-8e in any of the drilling sections.  Please could you provide additional
advice if you need an update to be made. 
 
b) Marine Scotland are unable to emulate the RQ for EnviroSet R-40L HT using the most up to date Cefas
template version 4.  Please can you provide your working.  Also please note the CS BDF has incorrectly been
used to model this CM product.  Please amend.
 
The batch dilution has been corrected in the portal to reflect that this is a CM product.  The CHARM modelling
has been redone and the RQ given in the portal corrected from 0.0001 to 0.001.
 
c) An incorrect CHARM algorithm has been entered in the portal for ASA-304L during cementing.  Please
amend.
 
This error has been corrected in the portal and the CHARM algorithm is now given as CM.
 
d) The footnote in the completion section of the portal gives the BDF parameters for the completion chemicals. 
However the BDF used for CLEANRIG CHP 50% does not correlate with the that listed and used for all other
completion chemicals.  Please can you clarify.
 
As described in the risk assessment attachment (Section 5.1), CLEANRIG CHP 50% will be used as the rig wash
to keep the surfaces of the mobile drilling rig clean.  As such, it will not be directly involved in well opertaions
or discharged along with the completion fluids, and for this reason it has a different batch dilution factor. 
However, this question has prompted a review of the batch dilution factor used and attempts have been made
to better reflect the charactetictics of the discharge in this case.  As such the batch dilution factor for CLEAN
RIG CHP 50% has been revised, a note regarding the batch dilution factor added to the footnotes, and the RQ
recalculated.
 
2. Section 2.6.2 of the EIA states that before demobilisation the drilling rig will place wireless monitoring
gauges in well 204/10a-4Z.  Please can you confirm the well reference.  Will another well (4Z) be re-entered
during these operations?  Will there be any expected discharge from this well on re-entry?
 
This use of 4Z was a typo and this has been corrected from 4Z to EZ, the subject of the assessmet document. 
No other wells will be re-entered as part of these operations. 
 
3. a) Section 1.2 of the Chemical Risk Assessment contains an incorrect statement “All of the chemicals that
will be discharged to sea were found to have an RQ of less than one or have been categorised as OCNS group E
chemicals. Therefore, it is unlikely that those substances will cause a significant effect upon the marine
environment.”  It should be noted that Milgard XPR has an RQ>1 throughout all WBM drill sections.  Please
amend.
 
This error has been corrected in Section 1.2 of the chemical risk assessment, now stating the “majority” instead
of “all” chemicals.



 
b) This section of the CRA also states “two of the chemicals proposed for use during these operations contain
components that carry a product warning or have been recommended for substitution (SUB)”.  However, the
does not correlate with the portal or the Chemical Risk Assessment where four risk based justifications have
been provided for products with substitution warnings or other environmental warnings.
 
This confusion has arisen due to the different types of warnings and an attempt to differentiate between the
substitution and other warnings.  This part of Section 1.2 has now been corrected as advised.
 
4. a) As Milgard XPR (Silver) has an RQ of 5.073 during drilling the risk based justification provided is
insufficient and includes incorrect modelling results.  RQs which are greater than 1 indicate a significant risk to
the marine environment. In the case of very high RQs Marine Scotland will have to inform the BEIS of the risk
posed by the discharge. There may then be restrictions on discharge conditions on the permit.
 
Further consideration should be given to how the products are being used, in order to ensure that the RQ is as
realistic as possible.
 
• How representative is the batch dilution factor of the actual discharge? Can further dilution be incorporated

either in the pits or with a simple deck hose, either prior to or during discharge?
• How realistic is the batch dilution factor used? Do the limitations of the batch dilution factor result in an

exaggerated RQ, and if so, why?
 
If the RQ indicates a higher environmental risk than is probable, then further investigation / explanation should
be provided to supplement the justification.
 
• What is the actual discharge rate of the chemical and how long will the discharge take to complete? Can you

put this in context with the tidal currents and wind speed in the area?
• Could the length of time between use and discharge of the chemical be sufficient to reduce the toxicity or

result in significant biodegradation of the chemical?
 
During development of the permit applications, the use and discharge of Milgard XPR was looked at in detail by
the project team, due to the high RQ it generated for these operations (5.073).  Through discussions with the
mud suppliers, it was ascertained that a dosage of 1 lb/bbl (2,583 mg/l) was sufficient for this well, reducing
the RQ to 1.015.  This change and RQ was reflected in the justification document, but incorrectly not updated in
the portal.  Corrections to the proposed dosage and resultant RQ have now been made in all portal entries. 
 
Considering it is a Silver chemical and has still generated an RQ of greater than 1, the proposed use of this
chemical has been reviewed again by the project team at this stage.  There is no available replacement for this
chemical, so the team looked at whether its use was definitely required.  This chemical is a contingency option,
which may need to be added into the fluid system and pumped downhole if there were signs of hydrogen
sulphide.  This is deemed to be very unlikely but, given the health and safety concerns associated with
hydrogen sulphide, this option needs to be retained. 
 
Prior to backloading, Milgard XPR may also be added to the mud slops at the surface, to mitigate against the
formation of hydrogen sulphide when storing and transporting slops back to shore.  While still a contingency
option, this usage is more likely in this scenario.  In this case, the chemical would be used at the surface only
and, as it would be added to contained fluids which will be transported to shore, would be transferred with
these fluids and disposed onshore.  In this scenario there would be no discharge to the marine environment. 
This explanation of the more likely scenario for use has been add to the justification text in the risk assessment
attachment. 
 
b) The risk based justification for Milgard XPR also states that it is listed as contingency only for both the
drilling and completion fluids.  However it is listed as both primary and contingency during completion.  Please
amend.
 
As described above, it is not the intention to apply Milgard XPR in all cases, only if hydrogen sulphide gas is
suspected.  This chemical was originally included as a primary chemical within the completion chemicals, as a
build-up of hydrocarbon sulphide was deemed to be more likely at this stage of the operations.  However, as it
has been confirmed that this chemical will not be added as part of the normal operations and is included as a
contingency option, the primary entry has been removed from the Oil Portal. 
 
5. The risk based justification for MCS-J states that the SUB warning has only been applied in the last couple of
years.  This statement is no longer applicable and should be removed.
 
This statement has been removed from the MCS-J justification text as suggested.
 
6. a) Section 3.2 states that the discharge of cement from the cement plugs and sidetrack casing will “not
exceed more than 10% of the chemicals used (Table 1)”.  However FP-16LG has a 20% discharge amount
listed in Table 1 for the pilot hole abandonment and the 9 5/8” sidetrack casing.  Please can you clarify why this
product has a greater discharge amount to the others?
 
This was an error, which has now been corrected in both the portal and the risk assessment attachment.  The
discharge quantity for this chemical will not exceed 10% in either of these two jobs.
 
b) It has been confirmed that cement spacer fluid used ahead of the cement during casing of the 36” x 30”
conductor will be 100% discharged.  Therefore in Table 1 an incorrect percentage discharge has been entered
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From:  (MSS) on behalf of MS PON15
Sent: Friday, 26 June 2020 08:54
To: 'BST'
Subject: Siccar Point Energy - Cambo Phase 1 Field Development Environmental Statement 

- D-4240-2019 -

Dear EMT,  
 
Marine Scotland have received additional information directly from the operator ‐Siccar Point Energy in 
association with  the Cambo Phase 1 Field Development Environmental Statement (D‐4240‐2019).  
 
Could you please advise if you require a response from Marine Scotland and whether this should be 
forward to the Department in the usual manner. 
 
Kind Regards 
 

  
 
 









Cambo
 
Hi ,
 

 forwarded me your e-mail and asked me to take a look.  I’m afraid I just get the same RQ in
all scenarios, so I’m not sure how to proceed with this.  I have attached the CHARM spreadsheet
I have been using, which is just the standard sheet from EOSCA.  Let me know if you think there
might be an error.  However, I’m happy to just update the application based on the highest RQ
you have generated as, as you said, the RQs are all still below one in this case.
 
Thanks,

.
 
 

Senior Environmental Consultant
 
Aurelia Environmental Ltd
Belgrave Business Centre, 45 Frederick Street, Edinburgh, EH2 1EP
E-mail: @aureliaenvironmental.co.uk
Mobile: 

 
 

From: @gov.scot @gov.scot] 
Sent: 27 March 2018 09:50
To: @agr.com>
Subject: DRA-533 CP-1520-0 (Version 2) AGR Chemical Permit 204/10a-Cambo E planned well
Cambo
 
Hi ,
 
Thank you for submitting your update to DRA/533 CP/1520. Most of Marine Scotlands comments
have been addressed other than the issue with LD-8e.
 
The Log POW of LD-8e does have a significant effect on the RQ when using the DR algorithm and
indicates that it accumulates in the sediment.  The highest RQ Marine Scotland has generated for LD-
8e is 0.011 during the 17.5” tophole section.  Although this RQ<1 in this instance the Log POW for
LD-8e very often results in RQs>1.  It may be best if we can find out why your RQs are not changing
when the Log POW is used so that it does not become an issue on future permits.
 
Would it be possible for you send me a copy of your CHARM spreadsheet or all the parameters you
have used in your CHARM calculation of LD-8e in all drill sections?  If not is there a good time for me
to call for us to go through each parameter used?
 
Kind Regards
 

 
Offshore Chemical Risk Assessor
Marine Scotland Science
Scottish Government | Marine Laboratory, PO Box 101| 375, Victoria Road | Aberdeen AB11 9DB 
Tel: +44 (0)131 244 
S/B: +44 (0)131 244 2500 



e: @gov.scot 
w: www.gov.scot/marinescotland

 

 
 
 
********************************************************************** 
This e-mail (and any files or other attachments transmitted with it) is intended solely for
the attention of the addressee(s). Unauthorised use, disclosure, storage, copying or
distribution of any part of this e-mail is not permitted. If you are not the intended recipient
please destroy the email, remove any copies from your system and inform the sender
immediately by return.
Communications with the Scottish Government may be monitored or recorded in order to
secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. The views or
opinions contained within this e-mail may not necessarily reflect those of the Scottish
Government.

Tha am post-d seo (agus faidhle neo ceanglan còmhla ris) dhan neach neo luchd-ainmichte
a-mhàin. Chan eil e ceadaichte a chleachdadh ann an dòigh sam bith, a’ toirt a-steach
còraichean, foillseachadh neo sgaoileadh, gun chead. Ma ’s e is gun d’fhuair sibh seo gun
fhiosd’, bu choir cur às dhan phost-d agus lethbhreac sam bith air an t-siostam agaibh agus
fios a leigeil chun neach a sgaoil am post-d gun dàil.
Dh’fhaodadh gum bi teachdaireachd sam bith bho Riaghaltas na h-Alba air a chlàradh neo
air a sgrùdadh airson dearbhadh gu bheil an siostam ag obair gu h-èifeachdach neo airson
adhbhar laghail eile. Dh’fhaodadh nach  eil beachdan anns a’ phost-d seo co-ionann ri
beachdan Riaghaltas na h-Alba. 
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From: BST <bst@beis.gov.uk>
Sent: 12 June 2019 16:28
To: 'MS.PON15@gov.scot'
Subject: FW: GS/941/0 (Version 1) Application Submitted
Attachments: PETS Application


Good afternoon, 
 
Siccar Point Energy E&P Limited – Application GS/941/0 (Version 1) 
 
Consultee comments have been requested back by the 01st July 2019; due to the commencement of work proposed 
on the 03rd July 2019. 
 
As the consultee notification period is slightly less than 21 days, can Marine Scotland please advise of any issues 
with submitting comments by this deadline. 
 
Kind regards, 
 


 
 
 


 


Business Support Team 
 


Offshore Petroleum Regulator for Environment and Decom
Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy 
3rd Floor, AB1 Building (Wing C), Crimon Place, Aberdeen, 
T: 01224 254138 
E: bst@beis.gov.uk 
   Follow us on Twitter @beisgov.uk 


 
 


From: ukop@ogauthority.co.uk <ukop@ogauthority.co.uk>  
Sent: 11 June 2019 16:42 
To: Environmental Management Team <emt@beis.gov.uk> 
Subject: GS/941/0 (Version 1) Application Submitted 
 


UK Energy Portal Message 


For the attention of: emt@beis.gov.uk 
Subject: GS/941/0 (Version 1) Application Submitted  


The application GS/941/0 (Version 1) has been submitted to OGA and is now available in your workbasket.  
Below is a summary of the details of the application:  


Case Reference GS/941/0 (Version 1) 
Approval Type Application to carry out a Marine Survey 
Date Submitted 11th June 2019 16:37:13 
MAT Reference SA/1155 
Operator SICCAR POINT ENERGY E&P LIMITED 


 
Log in to your workbasket to view or process this application.  
 
If you would like to download the additional documentation related to this SAT, please click here. This link will expire in 14 days.  







2


If this email has been copied to you, you may click UK Oil Portal to logon as yourself. 
For assistance or support email: ukop@ogauthority.co.uk or telephone 0300 067 1682. 


 
 
This message is intended for the addressee only and may contain private and confidential information or material which may be 
privileged. If this message has come to you in error you must delete it immediately and should not copy it or show it to any other 
person.  
 
The Oil and Gas Authority is a limited company registered in England and Wales. Registered number 09666504. VAT registered 
number 249 433 979. Registered office: 21 Bloomsbury Street, London, United Kingdom, WC1B 3HF.  
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