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202500470130  –  Redacted for Release 

 

DECC 1 - ORIGINAL - Readout Officials call with Shell 17032025 

Read out – Call with Shell 

 

17 March 2025 

Microsoft Teams 

 

Present 

• Representatives from Shell 
• SG Officials: EITPU 

 

 
• Shell noted that a refreshed Strategy would be published on 25 March. 
• Shell shared their views on the two recently published consultations from UK Government on 1) future 

North Sea energy policy and 2) the approach to EPL Post-2030. 
• Future ministerial engagement was discussed with SG officials reiterating a willingness to continue to 

engage at an appropriate time. 
 

Ends. 
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DECC 2 - ORIGINAL - 202500470130-  Readout of Officials call with Shell 03062025 

 

Read Out – Officials call with Shell 

Tuesday 3 June 2025 

• Shell representatives 
• SG Officials 
 

Key points discussed: 

• Overview of Shell’s engagement with UKG on the recently closed consultations. 
• Shell shared an update on the Shell and Equinor IJV (announced in December 2024). 
• Mossmorran – with Shell offering to have a further conversation with SG officials on this matter. 
 

Ends 
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DECC 3 -  ORIGINAL - 202500470130 - Shell consultation responses - DESNZ and HMT - received 
03062025 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com>  
Sent: 03 June 2025 17:05 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]< [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot> 
Subject: Shell consultation responses 

 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

As discussed, sharing the Shell responses to the recent UK Govt consultations. 

 

Regards 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
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DECC 4 - ORIGINAL - 202500470130 - Secretary of State letter on Building the North Sea's energy future 
consultation – attachment to DECC 3 –  

30th April, 2025 
 

Dear Secretary of State, 
 

Re: Shell U.K. Limited response to consultation on Building the North Sea’s Energy Future 

 
We welcome the opportunity to respond to the UK government’s consultation on Building the North 
Sea’s Energy Future. Shell U.K. Limited (Shell) shares the government’s aspiration for a fair, orderly 
and prosperous transition to net zero, which maximises opportunities for growth and integration, and 
avoids unnecessary cost and complexity. 

 
The North Sea oil and gas sector is a triumph of UK engineering, innovation, and collaboration. For 
decades it has provided the UK with the energy we need to live and work, while safeguarding our 
energy security and generating billions in revenues for the Exchequer, helping to fund public services. 
And with the right policy, fiscal, and regulatory environment, it can continue to do so, even as the 
basin matures. 

 
It should be noted that while this is an important consultation on the future of the North Sea, there 
are two live policy considerations which Shell considers having greater priority. These are the 
publication of updated Environmental Impact Assessment guidance to account for scope three 
emissions post the Finch ruling and the ongoing fiscal consultation into the Energy Profits Levy 
successor regime. Put simply, without a functioning regulatory process and an internationally 
competitive fiscal regime, the decline of the UK North Sea is accelerating, and will likely do so further 
if these issues are not resolved swiftly. Should the government conclude that its position is indeed to 
restrict access to future licensing, it should not underestimate the symbolism that investors will read 
into this decision with respect to the government’s willingness to support its domestic oil and gas 
sector. 

 

The Climate Change Committee estimates that demand for oil and gas will be in the region of 13-15 
billion barrels of oil and gas equivalent by 2050, the statutory net zero target. Offshore Energies U.K. 
(OEUK) forecasts that the UK is on track to produce only 4 billion of these barrels under current 
investment conditions. In a more supportive environment, OEUK estimates it could produce 2-3 
billion barrels more, but the delta between the expected demand and supply capability demonstrates 
the UK’s reliance on imports of oil and gas to meet its energy needs. Shell has a portfolio of 
opportunities which, with the right fiscal and regulatory environment, could significantly contribute to 
domestic production. 

 

Shell U.K. Limited 

The Silver Fin Building 

455 Union Street 

Aberdeen 

Ed Milliband 
AB11 6DB

 

Secretary of State 
United Kingdom

 

Department for Energy Security and Net Zero  
Tel +44 122488 2000 

55 Whitehall 
Internet http://www.shell.co.uk 

London, SW1A 2HP 

http://www.shell.co.uk/
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While there is no credible scenario where the UK’s total demand for oil and gas is met by domestic 
production, we believe that, while demand remains, the UK should strive to produce as much as 
possible domestically, given the tangible benefits to the country. These include energy security, 
revenues to the exchequer, the safeguarding of skilled jobs, and the anchoring of vital skills and 
capability. It should also be noted that gas imports, as an alternative to domestic production, often 
come with higher Scope 1 emissions. Any policy choice which accelerates the decline of domestic 
supply will simply result in an increase in the transfer of such benefits to those countries which continue 
to supply the UK. 

 

This is the context the government should have in its mind as it approaches the issue of future licensing 

on the UK Continental Shelf, which is in our view the big question at the heart of this consultation. 

The consensus view within industry is that there are very limited genuinely greenfield opportunities 

remaining in the UK. We believe the real question for government to address is not whether new 

licences should be issued, but how best to administer licensing in the future to get the most out of 

existing oil and gas infrastructure while managing future decommissioning activity in a smooth and 

predictable manner. 

 
The geological reality of the North Sea, and the fact that most (though not all) remaining opportunities 

in the basin are close to existing infrastructure, means that we don’t believe an overall ban on new 

licences is required. Rather, and as set out in more detail in our consultation response, the government 

should take a nuanced and flexible approach to licensing. This will help ensure an orderly transition 

which prioritises the longevity and success of the UK’s industrial base and facilitates its continued 

contribution to UK growth. 

 
With respect to the role of the North Sea Transition Authority (NSTA), we fully support its 

continuation as a competent authority and believe it should retain Maximising Economic Recovery 

(MER) as its central objective. As the consultation document observes, MER does not mean extracting 

all available oil and gas but acting to ensure value to the nation through the best use of resources. 

Moreover, the central obligation’s requirement to take appropriate steps to assist the Secretary of State 

to meet net zero obligations implicitly recognises the NSTA’s broader role in sectors beyond oil and 

gas. 

 
One example of this is the North Sea Transition Forum (NSTF). The NSTF, which I co-chair alongside 

Stuart Payne, is a tri-partite body spanning government, regulators and industry. It was set up nearly a 

decade ago as a unique vehicle for collaboration, with the objective to provide strategic direction for 

the offshore oil and gas industry, and to drive key priorities, including net zero. The work of the NSTF 

has helped the NSTA to evolve to deliver not just for oil and gas but for other areas vital to a successful 

transition. 

 
In common with the government, Shell wants a smooth transition to net zero that maximises new 
opportunities for interconnectedness within the UK Continental Shelf. By retaining the flexibility to 
award licences, the government can help extend the lifecycle of existing infrastructure and maintain 
and create jobs and growth, while providing low carbon energy that can help the UK transition to net 
zero. 

 

In this way, government and industry can work together to ensure the North Sea continues to deliver 
in the best interests of the UK, both now and for decades to come. 
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Please note that certain information contained in this letter may be commercially sensitive to Shell. Shell respectfully 
requests that you promptly inform and consult us if this letter (or its contents) is the subject of, or forms part of, a 
request under the Freedom of Information (Scotland) Act 2000 and/or the Environmental Information (Scotland) 
Regulations 2004 or other applicable legislation. 
 
I am copying this letter to Michael Shanks MP (Minister for Energy), James Murray MP (Exchequer Secretary to the 
Treasury) Ian Murray MP (Secretary of State for Scotland) and Stuart Payne (Chief Executive, North Sea Transition 
Authority). 

 

 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Simon Roddy 

Senior Vice President Upstream, Shell UK 
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DECC 5 - ORIGINAL - 202500470130 - Shell UK letter to XST on Oil & Gas Fiscals Consultation - 28 May 
2025 - attachment to DECC 3 

Shell U.K. Limited 

The Silver Fin Building 

455 Union Street 

Aberdeen 

James Murray MP 
AB11 6DB

 

Exchequer Secretary 
United Kingdom

 

HM Treasury 
Tel: +44 122488 2000 

1 Horse Guards Road 
www.shell.co.uk

 
London SW1A 2HQ 

 

28th May, 2025 

 
Dear Exchequer Secretary, 

 

Re: Oil and Gas Price Mechanism – A consultation to develop a predictable fiscal response 
to future oil and gas price shocks 

 
Shell U.K. Limited (Shell) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the HM Treasury consultation on 

an oil and gas price mechanism to respond to future price shocks. The North Sea oil and gas sector is 

a triumph of UK engineering, innovation, and collaboration. For decades it has provided the UK with 

the energy we need to live and work, while safeguarding our energy security and generating billions in 

revenues for the Exchequer, helping to fund public services. And with the right policy, fiscal, and 

regulatory environment, it can continue to do so, even as the basin matures. 

 
It should be noted that while this is an important consultation on the future of the North Sea, Shell 

considers the publication of updated Environmental Impact Assessment guidance (to account for 

scope three emissions post the Finch ruling) to be equally as important to the sector. Put simply, the 

decline of the UK North Sea will continue to accelerate without a functioning regulatory process and 

an internationally competitive fiscal regime. 

 
The Climate Change Committee estimates that demand for oil and gas will be in the region of 13-15 

billion barrels of oil and gas equivalent by 2050, the statutory net zero target. Offshore Energies U.K. 

(OEUK) forecasts that the UK is on track to produce only 4 billion of these barrels under current 

investment conditions. In a more supportive environment, OEUK estimates the domestic industry 

could produce 2-3 billion barrels more. The delta between the expected demand and supply capability 

demonstrates the UK’s reliance on imports of oil and gas to meet its energy needs. Shell has a portfolio 

of opportunities which, with the right fiscal and regulatory environment, could significantly contribute 

to domestic production, with associated revenues to the Exchequer. 

 
While there is no credible scenario where the UK’s total demand for oil and gas is met by domestic 

production, we believe that, while demand remains, the UK should strive to produce as much as 

possible domestically, given the tangible benefits to the country. These include energy security, 

revenues to the Exchequer, the safeguarding of skilled jobs, and the anchoring of vital skills and 

capability. Any policy choice that accelerates the decline of domestic supply will simply result in an 

increase in the transfer of such benefits to those countries which continue to supply the UK. 
 
 

http://www.shell.co.uk/
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This is the context the government should have in its mind as it approaches the issue of the future fiscal 

regime – designing a regime which is stable, predictable, can rebuild investor confidence and ensures a 

fair share for government in high price environments. 

 
Shell, together with industry colleagues, advocated for a progressive fiscal regime ahead of the 2025 

Autumn Statement and we are pleased to see the progressive principle is reflected in the proposals 

detailed in the consultation. We welcome the fact that the proposals would become a feature of the 

permanent regime, targeting incremental gains above clearly defined high price thresholds. At a high- 

level we believe both proposed mechanisms could work and being progressive in principle we believe 

both are a significant improvement on the current Energy Profits Levy (EPL) regime. Recognising that 

there are a number of uncertainties and assumptions in how each of the proposed mechanisms will 

work in practice, based on the information we have at present we have a clear preference for the Profit- 

Based Mechanism as we believe that targeting profits, rather than revenues, is the most appropriate way 

to target additional gains enjoyed during high prices. 

 
Beyond the specific considerations contained in our consultation response, I also want to take the 

opportunity to advocate for the mechanism to be implemented as soon as practically possible, and 

certainly well before 2030. As referenced earlier, the UK industry is at a critical moment given the lack 

of a functioning regulatory regime and an uncompetitive and volatile fiscal regime. [Redacted - 

R.10(5)(f)]. The existing EPL applies though windfall conditions have long since disappeared. Delaying 

the introduction of the EPL successor regime to 2030 risks investment and revenues being lost to the 

UK and only serves to increase the UK’s reliance on imported oil and gas. Perhaps more importantly, 

the world-class capability the UK has, its skilled workforce and supply chain companies, will be lost to the 

UK, possibly permanently, should there be a continued freeze on investment because of the prevailing 

regulatory and fiscal environment. 

 
I want to take this opportunity to put on record Shell’s appreciation for the constructive dialogue with 

you and your officials since coming into office in July last year. The consultation document 

demonstrates an understanding of many of the key issues raised by the industry in our engagement with 

Treasury since July. While the closing of the consultation marks the end of this phase we fully appreciate 

that there is much work to do to design, legislate and implement a fiscal regime which is stable, 

predictable, can rebuild investor confidence and ensures a fair share for government in high price 

environments. The Shell team remains committed to working constructively with the HM Treasury 

team to support this critical activity. 

 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 

 
Simon Roddy 

Senior Vice President Upstream, Shell UK 
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DECC 6 - ORIGINAL - 202500470130 -  Shell UK Ltd response to HMT consultation on Oil  Gas Price 
Mechanism 28 May 2025 – attachment to DECC 3 

 
 

Shell U.K. Limited 
Silver Fin 455 Union Street Aberdeen AB11 6DB Tel  +44 122 4880326 

 
HM Treasury www.shell.co.uk 

Via email: ogpricemechanismconsultation@hmtreasury.gov.uk 
 

 

28 May 2025 

 
Subject: Oil and Gas Price Mechanism: A consultation to develop a predictable fiscal 
response to future oil and gas price shocks 

 
Shell U.K. Limited1 (Shell) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the HM Treasury consultation on an oil and 
gas price mechanism to respond to future price shocks. 
 
Shell, together with industry colleagues, advocated for a progressive fiscal regime ahead of the 2025 Autumn 
Statement and we are pleased to see the progressive principle is reflected in the proposals detailed in the 
consultation. We welcome the fact that the proposals would become a feature of the permanent regime, 
targeting incremental gains above clearly defined high price thresholds. At a high-level we believe both 
proposed mechanisms could work and, being progressive in principle, we believe both are a significant 
improvement on the current Energy Profits Levy (EPL) regime. Recognising that there are a number of 
uncertainties and assumptions in how each of the proposed mechanisms would work in practice, based on the 
information we have at present, we have a clear preference for the Profit-Based Mechanism (PBM) as we 
believe that targeting profits, rather than revenues, is the most appropriate way to target additional gains 
enjoyed during periods of unusually high prices. 
 
We have only responded to the questions in the consultation where we feel we have a unique insight or 
perspective to share. Please don’t hesitate to contact us if you would like any further information about the 
responses below. 
 
Question 6: Do you envisage any challenges to applying a RBM on a transaction basis? If so, please explain 

(including an assessment of the additional administrative burden). Linked to this, please provide comments 

on whether using the first point of sale following extraction as the tax point achieves the right outcome. If 

you produce oil or gas, please provide information on how your organisation sells its oil and gas, as well as 

your record keeping practices. 

 
While we appreciate that a Revenue-Based Mechanism (RBM) could work in principle, Shell does not support 

the RBM as described in the consultation document. A transaction-by-transaction approach 

 

1 The companies in which Shell plc directly and indirectly owns investments are separate legal entities. In this document 
“Shell” is sometimes used for convenience where references are made to Shell plc subsidiaries operating 
in the UK upstream oil and gas industry in general. Likewise, the words “we”, “us” and “our” are also used to refer to Shell 
plc subsidiaries operating in the UK upstream oil and gas industry in general or to those who work for them. 
These terms are also used where no useful purpose is served by identifying the particular entity or entities. 

http://www.shell.co.uk/
mailto:ogpricemechanismconsultation@hmtreasury.gov.uk
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would add to the administrative burden both for industry and HMRC. [Redacted - R.10(5)(f)] 

 
Applying a fiscal mechanism on a per transaction basis (as opposed to per annum basis), could also introduce 

greater uncertainty when undertaking the economic valuations used to underpin investment in projects. 

When we model future investments, we use low-case, middle-case and high-case price scenarios over decades, 

assuming that price volatility (or even the seasonal swings seen with gas prices) will smooth out over the long-

term. However, a fiscal mechanism that triggers on a per-transaction basis would introduce uncertainty. The 

threshold will likely be met some of the time, even if the average price is below the threshold. This would need 

to be considered as part of an evaluation, possibly requiring different ‘expected tax rate’ ranges depending 

on which price scenario is in use, the type of hydrocarbon, and the frequency of transactions expected. This 

complexity introduces a degree of additional risk and makes it more difficult to make sound investment 

decisions. 

 
Question 7: The government would welcome representations on the exceptional costs (above inflationary 

changes) that companies may experience during unusually high prices. Please provide supporting evidence. 

 
Historical data tells us that costs incurred by operators to produce are quick to rise when oil prices increase and 

slow to reduce when oil prices decline. There are two major factors which contribute. The first is that higher 

prices stimulate activity which creates scarcity in availability of capability for such activity, e.g. vessels or 

drilling rigs, and therefore market demand drives a higher price. The second, harder to define, factor is the 

costs incurred to undertake this activity. For example, the main fuel on a drilling rig is diesel, which itself will 

increase in cost with higher oil prices. 
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The chart below shows oil price versus rig rates over the last five years. There is a clear correlation between 

the increase in oil price experienced at the start of 2022 and rig rates. It should be noted that this period 

covers the COVID pandemic and it is not possible to completely isolate the impact of prices versus increased 

activity post pandemic. 

 
The chart below shows that contract prices for both jack-up and semi-submersible rigs in the North Sea have 

almost doubled from December 2020 when oil price had recovered to $59/barrel from a low of 

$31/barrel earlier in 2020. What is interesting to note is that prices are locked in for longer than the oil price 

increase. From an operator perspective in the UK, the higher oil price has resulted in an increased cost base 

(per below) and increased tax take post the introduction of the EPL in June 2022. 

 

 

Question 8: The government would welcome your views on the overall design of the PBM. 

 
Successful fiscal regimes that deliver enduring value for the economy are based on a clear and stable set of 

principles. These should serve the fiscal, economic, and energy policy objectives of the government, whilst 

ensuring a fair return for the energy sector and providing sufficient confidence for companies to continue 

investing in long-term projects. Shell therefore supports the following high-level principles for the EPL 

successor regime: 

 
a) Certainty and stability 

 

• To ensure that investors have sufficient confidence in their tax-modelling assumptions and in project 

economics, fiscal rules should be stable and predictable over a typical project lifecycle. 

• Targeted taxes should be progressive and capable of swiftly rebalancing when upside subsides. 
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• The mechanism by which such a tax is applied and then unwound should be clear and transparent 

to investors. 

 
b) Balanced risk and rewards 

 

To support the UK’s competitiveness for capital on an international scale, it’s crucial to recognise the 

importance of balancing competitive returns for both the government and energy sector. 

 
• The fiscal regime should allow both the government and companies to make a competitive return. 

The tax burden must be appropriate to the maturing nature of the basin, the size of the opportunities, 
and should encourage further investment. 

• Targeted taxes should be profit-based and only applicable to the unusually high profits, ensuring 
that increased costs associated with production during exceptional high-price environments are 
considered and should not apply if a company is loss-making. 

• Investors should be entitled – at a minimum – to full recovery of operating and capital costs through 

tax relief, in line with well-established corporate and international tax norms. 

 
While Shell acknowledges that, in certain circumstances, the PBM could give rise to unusual outcomes (for 

example, depending on a company’s sequencing of its capital expenditure), overall Shell believes the PBM 

satisfies the above principles. Shell believes that the successor to the EPL should be simple to administer, 

profit-based (in line with the broader UK fiscal regime and other mature basins internationally), and only 

applicable to the unusually high profits, ensuring that increased costs associated with production during a 

high-price environment are considered. Therefore, based on our current understanding, Shell supports the 

PBM as currently proposed. 

 
Question 9: The government would welcome your views on the tax base and definition for adjusted ring 

fence profits for the PBM. 

 
Shell supports that the PBM seeks to target gains from unusually high prices by taxing a proportion of profits 

above a price threshold. Shell also supports using an adjusted ring fence profits figure to calculate the PBM, 

allowing full recovery of operating and capital expenditure. 

 
In considering the tax base we believe the impact of decommissioning deductions should be noted given the 

potential for unusual outcomes. Under UK legislation, owners of offshore oil and gas infrastructure are jointly 

and severally liable to decommission the infrastructure at the end of a field’s economic life. The costs of 

decommissioning are significant and form part of a normal project lifecycle. In addition, denying deductions 

for decommissioning expenditure within the PBM could result in unusual outcomes. For example, consider a 

late life field that is being decommissioned but still has a small amount of production generating revenues. 

Even though the field is loss-making and cashflow negative, as the decommissioning costs far outweigh the 

revenues from production, it could still be subject to the PBM. 

 
If the PBM is to target gains from unusually high prices, Shell’s view is that Petroleum Revenue Tax (“PRT”) 

refunds related to decommissioning losses should be excluded from the tax base, aligned with s.1(5)(d) Energy 

(Oil and Gas) Profits Levy Act 2022. 
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There are some non-hydrocarbon revenue types within the ring fence. For example, the tariff paid to gas 

terminals and other infrastructure owners for transportation and processing of hydrocarbons (s.291 

Corporation Tax Act 2010). Tariff contracts are often agreed across extended time periods (5 to 15 years) and 

are therefore not directly related to unusually high commodity prices. 

 
Question 10: Do you agree that the most appropriate way to account for the different oil and gas markets 

in a profit calculation is to use a proxy rather than attempt to apportion costs? Please provide additional 

detail to support your view. In addition, what proxy would be most appropriate to use? 

 
Shell acknowledges that using a proxy comes with challenges, including potentially arbitrary allocations of 

costs between oil and gas activities. However, given the considerable complexity of apportioning costs 

between oil and gas activities, Shell supports using a proxy as the most appropriate approach. 

 
While Shell has no strong preference for either a revenue or a production proxy, we note that using production 

as a proxy could result in unusual outcomes in certain circumstances. Differences exist between production 

and revenue as a result of field composition and the infrastructure that can be accessed for transportation 

and processing purposes, which results in a difference between products produced from a field and products 

sold from the same field. As an example, the Shearwater field in the North Sea is a gas condensate field and, 

if offshore production was used as a proxy, the volumes produced from Shearwater would be treated as gas 

under the PBM. However, while the field produces gas condensate, liquid production is exported to the Forties 

Pipeline System and this results in a portion of Shearwater’s production being sold as crude oil, not as gas. 

Using offshore production as a proxy would therefore result in a different, and less accurate, allocation of 

profits for the Shearwater field than using a revenue proxy. 

 
Question 11: Do you agree that, if possible, the mechanism should utilise the existing CT administrative 

provisions? The government would also welcome views on the best approach to administer this new 

mechanism (as well as an assessment of additional administrative costs), with a view to minimising the 

administrative burden. 

 
Shell agrees that the new mechanism should utilize the existing CT administrative provisions wherever 

possible, however this could add to the administrative burden in the following cases: 

 
• Using the existing instalment regime for ring fence companies would require companies to anticipate 

unusually high prices in advance, which is unrealistic in price shock scenarios. While under the PBM it 
might be possible to estimate average prices for the year to determine whether the threshold would 
be breached, for the RBM it would be both challenging and administratively burdensome to attempt 
to estimate the price for each transaction in advance to determine whether the threshold is breached. 

 
• It is unclear how the existing CT administrative provisions, which rely on an annual return, could be 

adapted for the RBM, which applies on a transaction basis. Given the volume of transactions (see 
Question 6 for further detail) it would add a considerable administrative burden if a return needed to 
be filed for each transaction. 
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Question 12: Do you agree with the government’s overall assessment that, in comparison with a PBM, a 

RBM better targets additional gains as a result of unusually high prices? Please provide additional 

comments to support your view. 

 
Shell does not agree that the RBM better targets additional gains as a result of unusually high prices as 

currently proposed. Shell’s view is that the RBM would need to be redesigned to be effective once 

implemented, whereas the PBM better satisfies the government objectives in Table 1.A of the consultation 

document as currently proposed. 

 
a)  Delivers a fair return on the nation’s resources at times of unusually high prices 

 

To support the UK’s attractiveness for capital on an international scale, it is crucial to recognise the importance 

of balancing competitive returns for both the UK government and investors in the North Sea. The tax burden 

must be appropriate to the maturing nature of the basin, the size of the opportunities, and should encourage 

further investment. 

 
While Shell supports that both the PBM and the RBM only seek to tax a proportion of profits or revenues 

above a threshold, by not allowing a tax deduction for costs the RBM does not deliver a fair return for the 

government and industry. Investors should be entitled at a minimum to full recovery of operating and capital 

costs through tax relief, in line with the broader UK corporation tax regime and other fiscal regimes in mature 

basins. The mechanism should also account for the increased costs associated with production during a high-

price environment (for further detail, please refer to our response to Question 7). 

 
b) Predictable and provides certainty 

 

On the assumption the thresholds are set at a level to ensure only profits or revenues arising from price shocks 

(outside the normal structural fluctuations in commodity prices) are captured, Shell agrees both mechanisms 

should provide predictability and certainty. 

 
However, applying the RBM on a transaction basis could reduce predictability and add complexity when 

modelling projects (for further detail, please refer to our response to Question 6). This could be mitigated if 

the RBM also applied on an annual basis. 

 
c) Minimises distortion on investment decisions 

 

If thresholds are set at a level to ensure only profits or revenues arising from price shocks (outside the normal 

structural fluctuations in commodity prices) are captured, Shell agrees both mechanisms should minimise 

distortion on investment decisions. 

 
However, the RBM could produce unusual outcomes in certain circumstances (particularly if the threshold for 

the RBM was set at a higher level than the PBM). 

 
We believe that the RBM could inadvertently penalise companies that are investing in the UK North Sea. The 

Final Investment Decision in a project should not be materially influenced by either the RBM or the PBM 

(assuming the price thresholds are set outside the normal structural fluctuations in commodity prices), there 

could be unusual outcomes whereby the RBM penalises a company investing in the UK. 
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To help illustrate this point take two notional, entirely fictious companies, Company A and Company B. These 

two companies have the same revenues and the same operating costs, but while Company A is investing in 

the UK, Company B is not (note the below average prices, thresholds and rates are hypothetical and this 

example assumes the RBM applies on an annual basis to ease comparison). 

 

$ Company A Company B 

Revenue 1,000 1,000 

Operating costs 300 300 

Capital costs 400 0 

Profits 300 700 

 
RBM Revenue Average Oil Price Threshold Excess RBM at 38% 

Company A 1,000 $120/bbl $100/bbl 20% of 1,000 = 200 76 

Company B 1,000 $120/bbl $100/bbl 20% of 1,000 = 200 76 

 
Despite Company A investing $400 in the UK, it pays the same amount of RBM as Company B, which is not 

investing in the UK. 

 
PBM Profits Average Oil Price Threshold Excess PBM at 38% 

Company A 300 $120/bbl $90/bbl 33% of 300 = 100 38 

Company B 700 $120/bbl $90/bbl 33% of 700 = 231 88 

 
As demonstrated above, Company B (which is not investing in the UK) would pay less tax under the RBM than 

it would under the PBM. This results in the unusual outcome whereby the RBM as proposed penalises the 

company investing in the UK (with a higher relative tax charge) and advantages companies not investing in 

the UK (with a lower relative tax charge). 

 
• The RBM may not be considered a tax on income with implications for Pillar 2 (as it may not be 

treated as a Covered Tax) and with implications for international investors’ ability to obtain double 
tax relief under the UK’s tax treaty network. 

 
• The North Sea is a high-risk basin, where returns struggle to compete with other basins, impacting 

the UK’s attractiveness to international capital. Introducing a revenue-based tax, regardless of 
threshold, has the potential to send a negative signal to investors. 

 
d) Minimises additional administrative burdens for taxpayers and HMRC 

 

Please refer to the response to Question 6 for further detail on the greater administrative burden of the RBM 

if it applies on a transaction basis. 

 
e) Recognises the difference between oil and gas markets 

 

Shell acknowledges that it is easier to recognise the difference between oil and gas markets within the RBM. 

The application of a proxy within the PBM could result in distorted outcomes in specific 
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circumstances (for example, if a company is incurring capital expenditure on an oilfield but generating the 

majority of its revenues from gas production). However, Shell believes the use of a proxy within the PBM can 

effectively recognise the difference between the oil and gas markets without introducing additional 

complexity. 

 
Question 13: Do you agree that two thresholds (one for oil and one for gas) are sufficient to effectively 

administer the new mechanism? If not, please provide detail on the variance between different blends, 

types and categories of oil and gas, the material impact on project economics as well as how many and 

which additional thresholds the government should consider. In particular, how should the thresholds 

account for NGLs to ensure that the mechanism effectively targets gains arising from unusually high prices? 

 
Shell agrees that two thresholds (one for oil and one for gas) are sufficient to effectively administer the new 

mechanism. Any additional thresholds to account for Natural Gas Liquids (NGLs) or for different blends, types 

and categories of oil and gas would increase complexity and the administrative burden and will generate 

uncertainty around the correct treatment. 

 
Question 14: Do you agree with the government’s current approach that the threshold for oil should be set 

in dollars per barrel and that the threshold for gas should be set in pence per therm? In particular, the 

government would welcome views on what currency the oil threshold should be set. 

 
Shell supports setting the threshold for oil in dollars per barrel (Brent) and for gas in pence per therm (NBP). 

 
Question 16: What are your views on an appropriate ‘look back’ period (and to what date) to consider 

when analysing historical prices? 

 
Shell supports a ‘look back’ period of 10 years for both oil and gas. 

 
Question 19: Do you agree that the government should consider the historical oil and gas prices, oil and gas 

price forecasts, as well as the cost associated with operating and investing in the UK/UKCS when setting 

the thresholds? Are there any other factors the government should consider? Should any factor hold greater 

weight? 

 
Shell supports the proposed principles outlined by Offshore Energies UK (OEUK) for determining unusually high 

prices: 

 
• Historic prices should be used given this is a stronger reference of the market as opposed to 

forward curves. This also allows for greater clarity around the normal price scenario in the 
market to be considered, recognise the response to the market given global events and the 
abnormalities. 

• The period used to set the methodology for both oil and gas prices should be the same to give a 
common reference point. Proposed the look back period would consider the last 10 complete 
calendar years recognising the structural shift in Brent and NBP in recent years. 
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• The reference price from historic data should not be an average but instead an order 
of magnitude such as 1 standard deviation. The threshold must exceed normal 
movements in the market and sustained structural changes. 

• The separate reference point for oil and gas as outlined above should be set and 
then adjusted annually for inflation, giving certainty to the market and Government 
should a high price environment arise. 

• The threshold should be defined by a methodology rather than goal-seeking a 
specific rate of return. This would be delivered by the threshold being set at a level 
which exceed the normal movements in the market, and therefore the underlying 
cost profile with adjustments. 

 
The methodology above also assumes a profit-based mechanism is used to capture rent from 

unusually high prices, if a revenue mechanism was introduced and the rate not adjusted this 

threshold would have to be revised upwards. 

 
Question 21: Do you agree with the overarching principle of adjusting the threshold? 

 
Shell supports that the successor regime to the EPL will be a permanent mechanism to respond 

to future oil and gas price shocks which will only target profits generated from unusually high 

prices. However, if the industry enters a sustained cycle of higher prices, the supply chain will 

adjust, and costs will increase, meaning an unusually high price could become a breakeven 

price. If the new mechanism continued to apply in that circumstance, it would not be targeting 

profits from unusually high prices. Therefore, Shell supports the overarching principle of 

adjusting the thresholds to reflect changing market conditions and structural movements in 

commodity prices to ensure the mechanism only targets profits arising from price shocks. 

 
Question 22: Do you agree that the most appropriate mechanism is a UK GDP deflator? If 

not, what would be more appropriate? What other challenges do you envisage of using a UK 

GDP deflator if the oil threshold was set in dollars per barrel? 

 
Shell supports the proposal to adjust the threshold using a UK GDP deflator and would 
recommend that thresholds are adjusted annually. 
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DECC 7 - ORIGINAL - 202500470130 - Shell consultation responses to SpAds – also had 
attached DECC 5 AND DECC 6  

[Redacted – Out of Scope] 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com>  
Sent: 10 June 2025 17:48 
To: David Hutchison <david.hutchison@gov.scot> 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@truenorth.scot 
Subject: FW: Shell consultation responses 

 

Davie 

 

Good to catch-up yesterday, thought helpful to share the attached cover letters we shared with 
UK Govt on the recent Future of the North Sea and Fiscal Consultations.  Do let me know if 
helpful to follow-up on either of these, 

 

Regards 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
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DECC 8 - ORIGINAL - 202500470130 – Email correspondence between Shell and SG 
Officials to follow up from ameeting 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com>  
Sent: 06 June 2025 10:39 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]< [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot> 
Subject: RE: Follow up 

 

 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] reacted to your message:  

 

 

 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 4, 2025 4:08:04 PM 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)] <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com> 
Subject: RE: Follow up  

  

Think Secure. This email is from an external 
source.  

Hi [Redacted - R.11(2)], 

  

Could we go for 11am on Thursday 12th please? 

  

Cheers, 
[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

  

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com>  
Sent: 04 June 2025 12:14 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]< [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot> 
Subject: RE: Follow up 

  

Hi [Redacted - R.11(2)], 

  

[Redacted - R.11(2)] has the below availability next week to connect for 30 mins: 

  

Tuesday 10th 9am – 9.30am  
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Wednesday 11th 3pm – 5pm  

Thursday 12th 11am – 12pm  

  

Can you confirm if any of the times above work for you? 

  

Thanks 

[Redacted - R.11(2)]  

[Redacted - R.11(2)]  

Business Support to: 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

[Redacted - R.11(2)]  

 

Shell U.K. Limited 

Shell Centre, London SE1 7NA, Registered in England No. 140141 

Correspondence: The Silver Fin Building, 455 Union Street, Aberdeen, AB11 6DB 

Tel: [Redacted - R.11(2)] 

Email: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com 

Web: http://www.shell.co.uk 

  

 

  

  

  

 

 

http://www.shell.co.uk/
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From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]< [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com>  
 

  

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot>  
Sent: 04 June 2025 11:52 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]< [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com>; [Redacted - R.11(2)] 

  

Think Secure. This email is from an external 
source.  

Hi [Redacted - R.11(2)], 

  

Good to hear from you. How are you fixed either tomorrow or Friday afternoon? 

  

Cheers, 
[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

  

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com>  
Sent: 03 June 2025 17:11 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]<[Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot> 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)]<[Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot> 
Subject: RE: Follow up 

  

[Redacted - R.11(2)] – lovely to have chance to catch-up in person. 

  

[Redacted - R.11(2)] – good to be in touch again, happy to connect as useful, do let me know 
when might suit, 

  

Regards 

[Redacted - R.11(2)]  

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot>  
Sent: 03 June 2025 17:10 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]< [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com> 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot 
Subject: Follow up 
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Think Secure. This email is from an external 
source.  

Hi [Redacted - R.11(2)],  

  

Thanks again for the discussion this afternoon, as always really helpful. 

  

We spoke briefly on Mossmorran and the direction of travel for the site, on this you welcomed a 
follow up conversation on this with [Redacted - R.11(2)] (in copy) who holds the policy interest 
within SG. Likely reconnecting you both on this matter for a follow up discussion. 

  

Again, really welcome your time this afternoon. 

  

Many thanks 

  

[Redacted - R.11(2)]  

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

Energy Industries Transition Policy and Funding Unit 
Scottish Government  
Atlantic Quay  
150 Broomielaw  
Glasgow  
G2 8LU  

Please note that I am now working from home and available via mobile [Redacted - R.11(2)] 

  

Please note that my non working day is a Wednesday. 
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MD 1 - SHELL Chemical Permit 30_02a-A4 Jackdaw Note to Operator Email 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]On Behalf Of MS Chemicals 
Sent: 14 May 2025 13:20 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com; [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)] (Energy Security) <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk>; OPRED 
<opred@energysecurity.gov.uk> 
Subject: DRA-997 CP-3162-10 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 30/02a-A4 Jackdaw Note to 
Operator 

 

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

  

DRA-997 

CP-3162-10 (Version 1) 

SHELL Chemical Permit 30/02a-A4 Jackdaw 

 

We have some comments and would appreciate a response as soon as possible. 

  

Regards,  

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
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MD 2 - SHELL Chemical Permit 30_02a-A4 Jackdaw Note to Operator Attachment 

 
SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

 
DRA-997 
CP-3162-10 (Version 1) 
SHELL Chemical Permit 30/02a-A4 Jackdaw 
 
Scottish Government, Marine Directorate (SGMD) has reviewed the Chemical Risk Assessment 
included in the above Chemical Permit and has the following comments to be addressed in a further 
version: 
 
1. Section 2.1 of the EA Justification document states ‘operations running until 31st March 2026 31st 
August 2025 to cover batch drilling operations of the four wells and any schedule/operational delay’.  
Can you clarify if you are expecting the perforation operation to last a year with operational delays? 
 
2. The Change Summary states ‘Additional chemicals required for perforation operations have been 
added to the permit in the completions section’.  Eight of the additional products are CHARMable and 
have a batch dilution factor of 5.02 E-04 according to Table 3-1 of the Chemical Risk Assessment 
document. 
 
a) Can you clarify if there will be one batch of 9.2 m3 of perforation fluid or multiple batches? 
 
b) The risk based justification for AMFR20360A provided in Section 5.5.11 of the Chemical Risk 
Assessment document states ‘AFMR20360A is an antifoam product that may be required for use in 
well testing’.  Can you clarify if AMFR20360A will be used in the perforation fluid with the BDF 
parameters entered in Table 3-1? 
 
Please note that using 8.55 mg/L and 9.2 m3, SGMD calculates the required amount to be 0.08 kg. 
177.4 kg has been entered in the Portal which is sufficient allowance for over 2000 batches.  Is there 
a well test fluid which would contain this product rather than the perforation fluid? 
 
c) The risk based justification for EMBR48636A provided in Section 5.5.14 of the Chemical Risk 
Assessment document states ‘The emulsion breaker (demulsifier) EMBR48636A is used to assist with 
oil/water separation’.  Can you clarify if EMBR48636A will be used in the perforation fluid with the 
BDF parameters entered in Table 3-1? 
 
Please note that using 8.85 mg/L and 9.2 m3, SGMD calculates the required amount to be 0.08 kg.  
180.5 kg has been entered in the Portal which is sufficient allowance for over 2000 batches.  Is there 
another fluid which would contain this product rather than the perforation fluid? 
 

 

Marine Directorate 

 

T: +44 (0)131 244 2500 

MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 


 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

Cc [Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

14 May 2025 
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3. Would it be possible to check with your supplier the reason for the substitution warning label for 
SAFE-LUBE?  SGMD would not expect specific component information to be provided i.e. information 
that is commercially sensitive, name of component/s etc. 
 
4. The risk based justification for AMFR20360A provided in Section 5.5.12 of the Chemical Risk 
Assessment document states ‘The dosage for this application is higher than that on the Cefas 
template’.  This does not correlate with Cefas template Version 6.  Can you confirm that the dosage 
for AMFR20360A during the perforation operation is 8.55 mg/L? 
 
5. The risk based justification for COILGARD NS provided in Section 5.5.14 of the Chemical Risk 
Assessment document: 
 
a) Has the UKNP Level as 3 in the header and text.  This does not correlate with Cefas template 
Version 2.  Can you confirm the UKNP Level for COILGARD NS? 
 
b) COILGARD NS generates an RQ of 1.586 during the perforation operation. RQs which are greater 
than 1 indicate a significant risk to the marine environment.  Can this be put into context with wind and 
currents in the area in line with the justification for BaraDemul W-461 (Section 5.5.12)? 
 
6. LATEX 3000 generates an RQ of 3.843 during the perforation operation. RQs which are greater 
than 1 indicate a significant risk to the marine environment.  Further consideration should be given to 
how the products are being used, in order to ensure that the RQ is as realistic as possible. 
 
1. Any dilution should be incorporated into the risk assessment by calculating the dosage of the 
chemical into the volume of the carrier fluid. 
2. How was the batch dilution factor derived, and how representative is this 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? 
3. 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? 
 
Please note that there is a repeated sentence within the justification, ‘Whilst the RQ generated for this 
discharge is >1, the concentration will be swiftly diluted by wind, wave, and current effects in the area 
around the asset. The average residual current in the area is approximately 0.2 m/s’. 
 
7. SGMD cannot emulate the RQ generated for Musol E Solvent during the perforation operation. Can 
you confirm that Cefas template Version 7 has been used to generate this RQ? 
 
8. The risk based justification for Losseal W D199 provided in Section 5.4.9 of the Chemical Risk 
Assessment document has been update to include ‘Losseal W D199 also has a product warning for 
plastics and synthetic polymer microparticles’.  However, this product is used as a ‘Losseal is planned 
as a contingency option in a loss circulation’ and LCM containing plastic cannot be discharged.  Can 
you clarify if Losseal W D199 will be used for LCM during cementing operations? 
 
Please address the above comments in a further Version.  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 DESNZ, stating, that it is in response to SGMD comments.  
SGMD will review the further Version once notification from the DESNZ 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 [Redacted - R.11(2)].  Any correspondence 

should be sent to MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
 
Regards 
 

[Redacted - R.11(2)]Offshore Environmental and Chemical Coordinator 
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MD 3 - SHELL Chemical Permit 30_02a-A3 Jackdaw Note to Operator Email 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)] On Behalf Of MS Chemicals 
Sent: 13 May 2025 15:53 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com; [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)] (Energy Security) <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk>; OPRED 
<opred@energysecurity.gov.uk> 
Subject: DRA-998 CP-3163-17 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 30/02a-A3 Jackdaw Note to 
Operator 

 

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

  

DRA-998  

CP-3163-17 (Version 1)  

SHELL Chemical Permit 30-02a-A3 Jackdaw 

 

We have some comments and would appreciate a response as soon as possible. 

  

Regards,  

[Redacted - R.11(2)]  
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MD 4 - SHELL Chemical Permit 30_02a-A3 Jackdaw Note to Operator Attachment 

Marine Directorate 

 

T: +44 (0)131 244 2500 

MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 


 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

Cc [Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

13 May 2025 

 

 

 
SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

 
DRA-998  
CP-3163-17 (Version 1)  
SHELL Chemical Permit 30-02a-A3 Jackdaw 
 
Scottish Government, Marine Directorate (SGMD) has reviewed the Chemical Risk Assessment 
included in the above Chemical Permit and has the following comments to be addressed in a further 
version: 
 
1. Section 2.1 of the EA Justification document states; “operations running until 31st March 31st 
August 2025 to cover batch drilling operations of the four wells and any schedule/operational delay”.  
Can you please clarify if you are expecting the perforation operation to last a year with operational 
delays. 
 
2. The Change Summary states; “Additional chemicals required for perforation operations have been 
added to the permit in the completions section”.  Eight of the additional products are CHARMable and 
have a batch dilution factor of 5.02 E-04 according to Table 3-1 of the Chemical Risk Assessment 
document, therefore 
a) Can you please clarify if there will be one batch of 9.2 m3 of perforation fluid or multiple batches. 
 
b) The risk based justification provided for AMFR20360A within the Chemical Risk Assessment (CRA) 
document states;”AFMR20360A is an antifoam product that may be required for use in well testing”.  
Can you please clarify if AMFR20360A will be used in the perforation fluid with the BDF parameters 
entered in Table 3-1. 
 
Please note that using the dosage of 8.55 mg/L and 9.2 m3, SGMD calculates the required amount to 
be 0.08 kg. 177.4 kg has been entered in the Portal which is sufficient allowance for over 2000 
batches.  Is there a well test fluid which would contain this product rather than the perforation fluid. 
 
c) The risk based justification provided for EMBR48636A within the CRA document states; “The 
emulsion breaker (demulsifier) EMBR48636A is used to assist with oil/water separation”.  Can you 
please clarify if EMBR48636A will be used in the perforation fluid with the BDF parameters entered in 
Table 3-1. 
 
Please note that using the dosage of 8.85 mg/L and 9.2 m3, SGMD calculates the required amount to 
be 0.08 kg.  180.5 kg has been entered in the Portal which is sufficient allowance for over 2000 
batches.  Is there another fluid which would contain this product rather than the perforation fluid. 
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3. The risk based justification provided for AFMR20360A provided within the CRA document states; 
“to replicate the same performance in the field a higher dosage is required”.  Please clarify as the 
dosage of 8.55 mg/l enterd in the Portal is less than the dosage provided in the Cefas template, 
Version 6.  Can you please confirm if the dosage provided is correct. 
 
4. The risk based justification provided for COILGARD NS within the CRA document has the UKNP 
Level as 3 in the header and text.  This does not correlate with Cefas template Version 2, please 
clarify and amend accordingly.  
 
5. As the RQ generated for COILGUARD NS is greater than 1 for consistency and mitigation, 
dispersion and dilution in relation to current speed etc should be included within the risk based 
justification. 
 
6. As LATEX 3000 generates an RQ of 3.843 during the perforation operation.  RQs which are greater 
than 1 indicate a significant risk to the marine environment.  Further consideration should be given to 
how the products are being used, in order to ensure that the RQ is as realistic as possible. 
 
1. Any dilution should be incorporated into the risk assessment by calculating the dosage of the 
chemical into the volume of the carrier fluid.  
2. How was the batch dilution factor derived, and how representative is this 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. 
3. 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. 
Please note two sentences within the risk based justification provided for Latex 3000, discuss the 
concentration being diluted upon discharge. 
7. SGMD cannot emulate the RQ for Musol E Solvent during the perforation operation using the latest 
Cefas template version 7.  Please clarify. 
 
8. The risk based justification provided for Losseal W D199 within the CRA document has been 
update to include ‘Losseal W D199 also has a product warning for plastics and synthetic polymer 
microparticles’.  However, this product is used as a planned contingency option in a loss circulation” 
and LCM containing plastic cannot be discharged.  Can you clarify if Losseal W D199 will be used for 
LCM during cementing operations. 
 
Please address the above comments in a further Version.  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 DESNZ, stating, that it is in response to SGMD comments.  
SGMD will review the further Version once notification from the DESNZ 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 [Redacted - R.11(2)].  Any correspondence 

should be sent to MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
 
Regards 
 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
Offshore Environmental and Chemical Coordinator 
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MD 5 - SHELL Chemical Permit 30_02a-A1 Jackdaw Note to Operator Email 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)] On Behalf Of MS Chemicals 
Sent: 13 May 2025 15:10 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com; [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com 
Subject: DRA-999 CP-3164-12 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 30/02a-A1 Jackdaw Note to 
Operator 

 

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

  

DRA-999 

CP-3164-12 (Version 1) 

SHELL Chemical Permit 30/02a-A1 Jackdaw 

 

We have some comments and would appreciate a response as soon as possible. 

  

Regards,  

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
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MD 6 - SHELL Chemical Permit 30_02a-A1 Jackdaw Note to Operator Attachment 

Marine Directorate 

 

T: +44 (0)131 244 2500 

MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 


 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

Cc [Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

13 May 2025 

 

 
SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

 
DRA-999 
CP-3164-12 (Version 1) 
SHELL Chemical Permit 30/02a-A1 Jackdaw 
 
Scottish Government, Marine Directorate (SGMD) has reviewed the Chemical Risk Assessment 
included in the above Chemical Permit and has the following comments to be addressed in a further 
version: 
 
1. Section 2.1 of the EA Justification document states ‘operations running until 31st March 2026  31st 
August 2025 to cover batch drilling operations of the four wells and any schedule/operational delay’.  
Can you clarify if you are expecting the perforation operation to last a year with operational delays? 
 
2. The Change Summary states ‘Additional chemicals required for perforation operations have been 
added to the permit in the completions section’.  Eight of the additional products are CHARMable and 
have a batch dilution factor of 5.02 E-04 according to Table 3-1 of the Chemical Risk Assessment 
document. 
 
a) Can you clarify if there will be one batch of 9.2 m3 of perforation fluid or multiple batches? 
 
b) The risk based justification for AMFR20360A provided in Section 5.5.11 of the Chemical Risk 
Assessment document states ‘AFMR20360A is an antifoam product that may be required for use in 
well testing’.  Can you clarify if AMFR20360A will be used in the perforation fluid with the BDF 
parameters entered in Table 3-1? 
 
Please note that using 8.55 mg/L and 9.2 m3, SGMD calculates the required amount to be 0.08 kg. 
177.4 kg has been entered in the Portal which is sufficient allowance for over 2000 batches.  Is there 
a well test fluid which would contain this product rather than the perforation fluid? 
 
c) The risk based justification for EMBR48636A provided in Section 5.5.14 of the Chemical Risk 
Assessment document states ‘The emulsion breaker (demulsifier) EMBR48636A is used to assist with 
oil/water separation’.  Can you clarify if EMBR48636A will be used in the perforation fluid with the 
BDF parameters entered in Table 3-1? 
 
Please note that using 8.85 mg/L and 9.2 m3, SGMD calculates the required amount to be 0.08 kg.  
180.5 kg has been entered in the Portal which is sufficient allowance for over 2000 batches.  Is there 
another fluid which would contain this product rather than the perforation fluid? 
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3. The risk based justification for AMFR20360A provided in Section 5.5.11 of the Chemical Risk 
Assessment document states ‘The dosage for this application is higher than that on the Cefas 
template’.  This does not correlate with Cefas template Version 6.  Can you confirm that the dosage 
for AMFR20360A during the perforation operation is 8.55 mg/L? 
 
4. The risk based justification for COILGARD NS provided in Section 5.5.13 of the Chemical Risk 
Assessment document: 
 
a) Has the UKNP Level as 3 in the header and text.  This does not correlate with Cefas template 
Version 2.  Can you confirm the UKNP Level for COILGARD NS? 
 
b) COILGARD NS generates an RQ of 1.586 during the perforation operation.  RQs which are greater 
than 1 indicate a significant risk to the marine environment.  Can this be put into context with wind and 
currents in the area in line with the justification for BaraDemul W-461 (Section 5.5.12)? 
 
5. LATEX 3000 generates an RQ of 3.843 during the perforation operation.  RQs which are greater 
than 1 indicate a significant risk to the marine environment.  Further consideration should be given to 
how the products are being used, in order to ensure that the RQ is as realistic as possible. 
 
1. Any dilution should be incorporated into the risk assessment by calculating the dosage of the 
chemical into the volume of the carrier fluid. 
2. How was the batch dilution factor derived, and how representative is this 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? 
3. 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? 
 
Please note that there is a repeated sentence within the justification, ‘Whilst the RQ generated for this 
discharge is >1, the concentration will be swiftly diluted by wind, wave, and current effects in the area 
around the asset.  The average residual current in the area is approximately 0.2 m/s’. 
 
6. SGMD cannot emulate the RQ generated for Musol E Solvent during the perforation operation.  
Can you confirm that Cefas template Version 7 has been used to generate this RQ? 
 
7. The risk based justification for Losseal W D199 provided in Section 5.4.9 of the Chemical Risk 
Assessment document has been update to include ‘Losseal W D199 also has a product warning for 
plastics and synthetic polymer microparticles’.  However, this product is used as a ‘Losseal is planned 
as a contingency option in a loss circulation’ and LCM containing plastic cannot be discharged.  Can 
you clarify if Losseal W D199 will be used for LCM during cementing operations? 
 
Please address the above comments in a further Version.  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 DESNZ, stating, that it is in response to SGMD comments.  
SGMD will review the further Version once notification from the DESNZ 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 [Redacted - R.11(2)].  Any correspondence 

should be sent to MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
 
Regards 
 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
Offshore Environmental and Chemical Coordinator 
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MD 7 - SHELL Chemical Permit 30_02a-A1 Jackdaw Note to Operator Email 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]On Behalf Of MS Chemicals 
Sent: 14 May 2025 13:07 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com; [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)] (Energy Security) <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk>; OPRED 
<opred@energysecurity.gov.uk> 
Subject: DRA-1000 CP-3165-11 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 30/02a-A2 Jackdaw Note to 
Operator 

 

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

  

DRA-1000  

CP-3165-11 (Version 1)  

SHELL Chemical Permit 30/02a-A2 Jackdaw 

 

We have some comments and would appreciate a response as soon as possible. 

  

Regards,  

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
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MD 8 - SHELL Chemical Permit 30_02a-A2 Jackdaw Note to Operator Attachment 

Marine Directorate 

 

T: +44 (0)131 244 2500 

MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 


 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

Cc [Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

14 May 2025 

 

 

 
SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

 
DRA-1000  
CP-3165-11 (Version 1)  
SHELL Chemical Permit 30/02a-A2 Jackdaw 
 
Scottish Government, Marine Directorate (SGMD) has reviewed the Chemical Risk Assessment 
included in the above Chemical Permit and has the following comments to be addressed in a further 
version: 
 
1.  Section 2.1 of the EA Justification document states; “operations running until 31st March 31st 
August 2025  to cover batch drilling operations of the four wells and any schedule/operational delay”. 
Can you please clarify if you are expecting the perforation operation to last a year with operational 
delays. 
 
2. The Change Summary states; “Additional chemicals required for perforation operations have been 
added to the permit in the completions section”. Eight of the additional products are CHARMable and 
have a batch dilution factor of 5.02 E-04 according to Table 3-1 of the Chemical Risk Assessment 
document, therefore 
 
a) Can you please clarify if there will be one batch of 9.2 m3 of perforation fluid or multiple batches. 
 
b) The risk based justification provided for AMFR20360A within the Chemical Risk Assessment (CRA) 
document states;”AFMR20360A is an antifoam product that may be required for use in well testing”. 
Can you please clarify if AMFR20360A will be used in the perforation fluid with the BDF parameters 
entered in Table 3-1. 
 
Please note that using the dosage of 8.55 mg/L and 9.2 m3, SGMD calculates the required amount to 
be 0.08 kg. 177.4 kg has been entered in the Portal which is sufficient allowance for over 2000 
batches. Is there a well test fluid which would contain this product rather than the perforation fluid. 
 
c) The risk based justification provided for EMBR48636A within the CRA document states; “The 
emulsion breaker (demulsifier) EMBR48636A is used to assist with oil/water separation”. Can you 
please clarify if EMBR48636A will be used in the perforation fluid with the BDF parameters entered in 
Table 3-1. 
 
Please note that using the dosage of 8.85 mg/L and 9.2 m3, SGMD calculates the required amount to 
be 0.08 kg. 180.5 kg has been entered in the Portal which is sufficient allowance for over 2000 
batches. Is there another fluid which would contain this product rather than the perforation fluid. 
 
3.  The risk based justification provided for AFMR20360A provided within the CRA document states; 
“to replicate the same performance in the field a higher dosage is required”. Please clarify as the 
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dosage of 8.55 mg/l enterd in the Portal is less than the dosage provided in the Cefas template, 
Version 6. Can you please confirm if the dosage provided is correct. 
 
4. The risk based justification provided for COILGARD NS within the CRA document has the UKNP 
Level as 3 in the header and text. This does not correlate with Cefas template Version 2, please 
clarify and amend accordingly.  
 
5.  As the RQ generated for COILGUARD NS is greater than 1 for consistency and mitigation, 
dispersion and dilution in relation to current speed etc should be included within the risk based 
justification. 
 
6. As LATEX 3000 generates an RQ of 3.843 during the perforation operation. RQs which are greater 
than 1 indicate a significant risk to the marine environment. Further consideration should be given to 
how the products are being used, in order to ensure that the RQ is as realistic as possible. 
 
1. Any dilution should be incorporated into the risk assessment by calculating the dosage of the 
chemical into the volume of the carrier fluid.  
2. How was the batch dilution factor derived, and how representative is this 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. 
3. 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. 
Please note two sentences within the risk based justification provided for Latex 3000, discuss the 
concentration being diluted upon discharge. 
7. SGMD cannot emulate the RQ for Musol E Solvent during the perforation operation using the latest 
Cefas template version 7. Please clarify. 
 
8.   The risk based justification provided for Losseal W D199 within the CRA document has been 
update to include ‘Losseal W D199 also has a product warning for plastics and synthetic polymer 
microparticles’. However, this product is used as a planned contingency option in a loss circulation” 
and LCM containing plastic cannot be discharged. Can you clarify if Losseal W D199 will be used for 
LCM during cementing operations. 
 
9. Can you please confirm the quantity of stock still remaining for UNIFLAC-L D168 as UNIFLAC-L 
D168A has been added as a replacement with the same amount as the primary and contingency use 
of the incumbent combined. Can you please confirm the likelihood of this product being used and how 
realistic is it to assume 127500 kg will be required as this product has a SUB and O-VII warnings and 
HQ and RQ’s >1. 
 
10. SGMD cannot back calculate the use and discharge of the aborted application of UNIFLAC-L 
D168A using the discharge volume and dosage provided. Please clarify and amend accordingly.  
 
11. Would it be possible to check with your supplier the reason for the substitution warning for SAFE-
LUBE as there may be more than one reason. SGMD would not expect specific component 
information to be provided i.e. information that is commercially sensitive, name of component/s etc. 
 
Please address the above comments in a further Version. 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 DESNZ, stating, that it is in response to SGMD comments. 
SGMD will review the further Version once notification from the DESNZ 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 [Redacted - R.11(2)].  Any correspondence 

should be sent to MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
 
Regards 
 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
Offshore Environmental and Chemical Coordinator 
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MD 9 - SHELL Chemical Permit 211_13a- 19 Penguins East Discussion with Operator 23_04 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com>  
Sent: 23 April 2025 12:29 
To: MS Chemicals <MS.Chemicals@gov.scot> 
Subject: RE: DRA-1015 CP-3638-0 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 211-13a- 19 
Penguins East Note to Operator 

 

Hi [Redacted - R.11(2)], 

 

No problem, thanks for confirming our calcs are in order. 

 

Regards 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot On Behalf Of MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
Sent: 23 April 2025 12:01 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)] 
Subject: RE: DRA-1015 CP-3638-0 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 211-13a- 19 
Penguins East Note to Operator 

 

Think Secure. This email is from an 
external source.  

Good Afternoon [Redacted - R.11(2)],  

 

I apologise profusely, you are completely right about me using the discharge rates – my 
mistake! I have recalculated them using the correct volume and they seem to be in 
order so happy for you to forget that comment.  

 

Kind Regards,  

 

 

[Redacted - R.11(2)]| Offshore Chemical Risk Assessor 
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SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT MARINE DIRECTORATE | SGMD: NET ZERO | Scottish 
Government 

Email: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot | Currently WFH 

 

 

 

 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com>  
Sent: 22 April 2025 15:23 
To: MS Chemicals <MS.Chemicals@gov.scot> 
Subject: RE: DRA-1015 CP-3638-0 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 211-13a- 19 
Penguins East Note to Operator 

 

Hi [Redacted - R.11(2)], 

 

Thanks for getting back, happy to wait until tomorrow. 

 

Thanks 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

 

 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot> On Behalf Of 
MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
Sent: 22 April 2025 15:20 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]< [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com> 
Subject: RE: DRA-1015 CP-3638-0 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 211-13a- 19 
Penguins East Note to Operator 
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Think Secure. This email is from an 
external source.  

Good afternoon, 

 

[Redacted – R.11(2)] 

Are you happy to wait or do you want to see if another assessor could answer your 
query? 

 

Kind regards, 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

Offshore Environmental and Chemical Coordinator, Offshore Energy Environmental 
Advice, Marine Directorate 

Scottish Government, Marine Laboratory, 375 Victoria Road, Aberdeen AB11 9DB 
T: 0131 244 2500 

E: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot  

 

*Please contact by email.  

 

 

 

 

 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com>  
Sent: 22 April 2025 15:14 
To: MS Chemicals <MS.Chemicals@gov.scot> 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk; OPRED@Energysecurity.gov.uk 
Subject: RE: DRA-1015 CP-3638-0 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 211-13a- 19 
Penguins East Note to Operator 

 

Good Afternoon, 
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Just wanted to follow this up – are you able to advise please? 

 

Thanks 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)] 
Sent: 18 April 2025 08:18 
To: MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk; OPRED@Energysecurity.gov.uk 
Subject: RE: DRA-1015 CP-3638-0 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 211-13a- 19 
Penguins East Note to Operator 

 

Good Morning, 

 

Could you please clarify/confirm comment No 4 in the attached (4. SGMD cannot back 
calculate the dosages given for all of the Aborted cementing discharges using the 6m3 
or 40m3 stated. Please clarify.) 

 

We think the discharge rates rather than the discharges volumes (51m3 and 35m3) may 
have been used in your calculations. 

 

 

 

Thanks 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot> On Behalf Of 
MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
Sent: 15 April 2025 14:52 
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To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]< [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com> 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk; OPRED@Energysecurity.gov.uk 
Subject: DRA-1015 CP-3638-0 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 211-13a- 19 
Penguins East Note to Operator 

 

Think Secure. This email is from an 
external source.  

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

 

DRA-1015  

CP-3638-0 (Version 1)  

SHELL Chemical Permit 211-13a- 19 Penguins East  

 

We have some comments and would appreciate a response as soon as possible. 

 

Regards 

 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

Senior Offshore Chemical Risk Assessor, Marine Directorate 

Scottish Government, Marine Laboratory, 375 Victoria Road, Aberdeen AB11 9DB 

 

The Scottish Government 

 

 

 

To see how we use your personal data, please view our privacy notice 
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Marine Directorate | Marine Directorate Blog | @ScotGovMarine | Marine Directorate 
LinkedIn 

 

 

 

 

 

**********************************************************************  
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. 

********************************************************************** 

 

 

**********************************************************************  
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. 

********************************************************************** 
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**********************************************************************  
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. 

********************************************************************** 
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MD 10 - SHELL Chemical Permit 22_30b-A5 Shearwater Note to Operator Email 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]On Behalf Of MS Chemicals 
Sent: 25 April 2025 13:16 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com; [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)] (Energy Security) <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk>; 
OPRED <OPRED@Energysecurity.gov.uk> 
Subject: DRA-1029 CP-3407-5 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 22/30b-A5 
Shearwater Note to Operator 

 

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

  

DRA-1029  

CP-3407-5 (Version 1)  

SHELL Chemical Permit 22/30b-A5 Shearwater 

  

We have some comments and would appreciate a response as soon as possible. 

  

Regards 

   

 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

Offshore Chemical Risk Assessor, Marine Directorate 

Scottish Government, Marine Laboratory, 375 Victoria Road, Aberdeen AB11 9DB 
T: 0131 244 2500 

E: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot  

 

 

Marine Directorate | Marine Directorate Blog | @ScotGovMarine | Marine Directorate 
LinkedIn 
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MD 11 - SHELL Chemical Permit 22_30b-A5 Shearwater Note to Operator Attachment 

Marine Directorate 

 

 

T: +44 (0)131 244 2500 

MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 

 
 

 

 

 


 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL UK LTD 
 

Cc [Redacted - R.11(2)]- Shell 

 
25 April 2025 

 

 

___ 
 
SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

 
DRA-1029  
CP-3407-5 (Version 1)  
SHELL Chemical Permit 22/30b-A5 Shearwater 
 
Scottish Government, Marine Directorate (SGMD) has reviewed the Chemical Risk Assessment 
included in the above Chemical Permit and has the following comments to be addressed in a further 
version: 
 
1. A brief explanation as to why changes to the chemical permit are required is usually included in the 
change summary along with the list of changes.  Please can you clarify why Nuosept 78 & MB-5111 
require to be added to the cement spacer fluid.  Biocides are not typical cement spacer chemicals 
therefore please can you clarify what conditions you expect to encounter during casing of this well?  
Will these products be effective given spacer fluid “has a limited shelf-life (c. 12 hours) after which its 
integrity becomes compromised. “ 
 
2. Both Nuosept 78 & MB-5111 generate RQs>1 when part of the cement spacer fluid (contingency & 
aborted). 
The risk based justification should provide further consideration on how the products are being used, 
and discharged during cementing, as per the justifications for other cement products.    
 

• SGMD recommend that the justification state if the 20% operational discharge is likely to be 
diluted during cleaning of the pit but that this cannot be quantified. 
 

• Also a discussion of the aborted discharge must be provided explaining that this would be a 
one off discharge and clarifying the likelihood of this taking place. 

Please address the above comments in a further Version. 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 DESNZ, stating, that it is in response to SGMD comments. SGMD will 
review the further Version once notification from the DESNZ 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 [Redacted - R.11(2)]. Any correspondence should 

be sent to MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
 
Regards 

 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
Offshore Chemical Risk Assessor 
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MD 12 - SHELL Chemical Permit 207_01 PL6377 Victory Note to Operator Email 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)] On Behalf Of MS Chemicals 
Sent: 30 May 2025 13:18 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)] (Energy Security) <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk>; 
OPRED <opred@energysecurity.gov.uk>; [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com' <[Redacted - 

R.11(2)]@shell.com> 
Subject: PLA-1032 CP-3380-2 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 207/01 PL6377 
Victory Note to Operator  

 

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

  

PLA-1032  

CP-3380-2 (Version 1)  

SHELL Chemical Permit 207/01 PL6377 Victory  

 

We have some comments and would appreciate a response as soon as possible. 

  

Regards 

  

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

Offshore Chemical Risk Assessor, Offshore Energy Environmental Advice, Marine 
Directorate 

Scottish Government, Marine Laboratory, 375 Victoria Road, Aberdeen AB11 9DB 
T: 0131 244 2500 

D: [Redacted - R.11(2)] 

E: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot  

 

The Scottish Government 
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MD 13 - SHELL Chemical Permit 207_01 PL6377 Victory Note to Operator Attachment 

Marine Directorate 

 

 

 

T: +44 (0)131 244 2500 

MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 

 
 

Copied in  

 

 


 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

30 May 2025 

 

 

___ 
 
SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

 
PLA-1032  
CP-3380-2 (Version 1)  
SHELL Chemical Permit 207/01 PL6377 Victory 
 
Scottish Government, Marine Directorate (SGMD) has reviewed the Chemical Risk Assessment 
included in the above Chemical Permit and has the following comments to be addressed in a further 
version: 
 
1. SGMD are unable to emulate the revised amount of RX-5255 in treated seawater in Operation 2.2.  
1,190,000 L x 632.5 mg/l / 1,000,000 = 752.675 kg not 762.675 kg as in the Table or Operation 2 of 
the portal.  Please note, the amounts discharged in Operations 5, 10, 13 & 14 add up to 752.675 kg.  
Please amend. 
 
2. Operation 2.3 requires to be amended as the pipeline overflush is no longer 20% if the pipeline 
volume.  As the pipeline volume has been reduced the overflush (338 m3) is now 28%.  Please 
amend. 
 
3. The description of Operation 5 incorrectly states that the RX-5255 discharged is from pipeline 
flooding in Operation 2.3.  Please amend as this should be 2.2. 
 
4. a) The description of Operation 8 states that the downline will be “flushed with dyed MEG gel and 
connected to the Victory PLEM”.  The PLEM deadleg will then be flushed “using dyed MEG gel”.  
However only GlycoLube D is listed for use during these operations. Any dyed MEG is already in the 
structure and will only be discharged.  Please can you clarify. 
 
b) Can you clarify if the discharge of 460 L GlycoLube D at the seabed is from flushing clean the 
downline.  If so, how is it mixed and discharged with the fluids already in the system (dosage stream 
of Dyed Glyco/MEG)? 
 
5. The final “Note” in the description of Operation 8 needs to be amended. Its states all the remaining 
GlycoLube D (4,460 L) will stay “in the spools until start-up of the Victory field (see Operation 24).”  
However: 
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a) Operation 25 is start-up of the Victory well 
b) There is a discharge of 130 L of the remaining GlycoLube D during Operation 9. 
 
6. a) During Operation 9, RX-5209 sticks will be inserted into the MPFM pipework with 0.03 kg (10%) 
discharged during insertion.  Please amend the portal where a discharge of 0.3 kg has been entered. 
 
b) Along with the 10% discharge during insertion there is also a further discharge of 0.27 kg of RX-
5209 sticks from the pipework.  Please can you why RX-5209 inhibitor sticks are required in this 
operation if they are 100% discharged. What purpose do they serve? 
 
7. a) The description of Operation 10 states that the downline will be “flushed with dyed MEG gel and 
connected to the HTT PLEM pipework”.  The pipework will then be flushed “using dyed MEG gel”.  
However only GlycoLube D is being used during these operations.  The dye (RX-5255) is already in 
the structure in treated seawater and will only be discharged.  Please can you clarify. 
 
b) Can you clarify if the discharge of 300 L GlycoLube D at the seabed is from flushing clean the 
downline.  If so how is it mixed and discharged with the fluids already in the system (dosage stream of 
Dyed GlycoLube)? 
 
8. During Operation 13 when the flood, clean & gauge pig receiver is removed from the HTT PLEM 
and the dewatering pig receiver installed there is expected to be a small discharge of seawater 
treated with RX-5255 used originally in Operation 2.2.  When applied RX-5255 was dosed in to the 
seawater at 550 ppm / 632.5 mg/l, please can you clarify how it has become more concentrated?  
SGMD would have expected the discharge dosage to remain the same and the discharge volume to 
be 0.53 m3 if 0.2915 litres (0.335225 kg) is expected to be discharged. 
 
9. RX-5209 inhibitor sticks are inserted into the HTT PLEM when the dewatering pig launcher is 
installed during Operation 13.  The remaining 0.27 kg of these sticks will be discharged in Operation 
14 during dewatering.  Please can you clarify the purpose of these sticks?  Will they have had time to 
function before they are discharged? 
 
10. When calculating the discharge dosages of chemicals in Operation 14 it has been based on a 
total volume of 17,760 L which is a combination of the 17,100 L of MEG and the 654.0875 L of RX-
5255.  However, 654.08775 L is the volume of RX-5255 within 1,189,250 L of treated seawater .  
Therefore if both these fluids will combine then the discharge volume should be 1,206,350 L and the 
dosages based on that volume. 
 
11. The portal entries in Operation 15 do not correlate with the operation description in the CRA.  It 
states 222 kg of MEG & 0.0212 kg of RX-9022 will be used and discharged however the portal entries 
are for 18,981 kg MEG & 1.8126 kg RX-9022.  Please amend. 
 
12. Please can you clarify the reference to Operation 26 in the “Note” in the description of Operations 
16, 17, 19, 20 & 21. 
 
13. Incorrect discharge codes have been used for products discharged in Operations 14-20 of the 
portal.  As DOF is available it should be used for all subsea discharges.  Please amend.  
 
14. The dosage entered for RX-5955 sticks in Operation 21 of the portal is incorrect.  Please amend 
to 125 mg/l to match the dosage in the OA calculation. 
 
15. The description of Operation 22 states that two downlines will be used, one pre-filled with 85:15 
MEG/Water and the other pre-filled with Oceanic HW460R v2. 
a) Can you please confirm that these are pre-filled onshore or are these filled on the DSV? If on the 
DSV then a use must be listed here. 
 
b) Please can you clarify the fate of this pre-filled fluid.  Are the downlines flushed subsea prior to 
connecting to the UTA at the Victory tree? What happens to the pre-filled 85:15 MEG/Water & 
Oceanic HW460R v2 when the downline is used to inject 374 L Oceanic 100 & 370 L Oceanic 
HW460R v2 into the umbilical? 
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16. During Operation 22 there will be a discharge of pre-filled fluid (5.1 L of Oceanic 100 & 5 L of 
HW460R v2) already in the umbilical and described in Section 2 of the CRA.  Can you please clarify 
there will be no discharge of DS-1617 which is also in the pre-filled umbilical? 
 
17. Is it possible to confirm if Oceanic 100 & HW460R v2 were pre-filled neat in different cores of the 
umibilical?  If so, please can you clarify how they will mix prior to discharge resulting in a discharge 
dosage less than neat for Oceanic HW460R v2?  SGMD would have expected these to both be 
discharged neat if in the umbilical neat. 
 
18. Similarly, is it possible to confirm how Oceanic 100 & HW460R v2 discharged in Operation 23 mix 
prior to discharge resulting in a discharge dosage less than neat for Oceanic HW460R v2?   
 
19. SGMD are unable to emulate the use and discharge of Monoethylene Glycol (MEG) – pure form 
and all dilutions in Operation 24 of the portal.  Please amend. 
400 L x 1.11 (s.g) = 444 kg MEG 
 
20. Chemicals remaining in the system: 
a) It states 550 L of dyed MEG will remain in the “pipeline header deadleg in the Victory PLEM”.  
Please amend as according to Operation 16 this remains in the HTT PLEM. 
 
b) SGMD are unable to emulate the amount of RX-9022 left in the pipeline header deadleg in the 
Victory PLEM (Op 19). Please amend. 
0.058 L x 1.06 (s.g) = 0.06148 kg RX-9022 
 
21. SGMD are unable to emulate the subsea modelling provide for Oceanic HW460R v2 in 
Operations 22 or 23.  The worst case toxicity entered in the OA spreadsheet (0.1349 mg/l) does not 
correlate with the most up to date Cefas template Version 5.  Please amend.  Please note, the PNEC 
is also incorrect. 
 
22. Risk based justifications must be provided in Section 3.3 of the CRA for GlycoLube D and RX-
9022 which both carry substitution warnings. 
 
Please address the above comments in a further Version. 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 DESNZ, stating, that it is in response to SGMD comments. 
SGMD will review the further Version once notification from the DESNZ 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. Any correspondence should be sent to 
MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
 
Regards 

 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
Offshore Chemical Risk Assessor  
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MD 14 - SHELL Chemical Permit 23_16 PL1043 Arran Note to Operator Email 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)] On Behalf Of MS Chemicals 
Sent: 15 May 2025 15:10 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com; [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)] (Energy Security) <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk>; 
[Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk; OPRED <opred@energysecurity.gov.uk> 
Subject: PLA-1043 CP-3658-0 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 23/16 PL1043 Arran Note to 
Operator 

 

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

  

PLA-1043  

CP-3658-0 (Version 1)  

SHELL Chemical Permit 23/16 PL1043 Arran 

 

We have some comments and would appreciate a response as soon as possible. 

  

Regards,  

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
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MD 15 - SHELL Chemical Permit 23_16 PL1043 Arran Note to Operator Attachment 

 

Marine Directorate 

 

T: +44 (0)131 244 2500 

MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 


 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

Cc [Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

15 May 2025 

 

 

 
SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

 
PLA-1043  
CP-3658-0 (Version 1)  
SHELL Chemical Permit 23/16 PL1043 Arran 
 
Scottish Government, Marine Directorate (SGMD) has reviewed the Chemical Risk Assessment 
included in the above Chemical Permit and has the following comments to be addressed in a further 
version: 
 
1. Part 4.3.2 within the EA Justification document states; “Relevant assessment of the chemicals to 
be used and subsequent CHARM modelling has been undertaken” and Part 3.2 within the Chemical 
Risk Assessment (CRA) document states; “A CHARM risk assessment was carried out for chemicals  
which will be discharged at the surface”. Please clarify as the discharges for this application are 
subsea only. 
 
2. SGMD would have expected the contents of each core to be neat and within individual cores. Can 
you please confirm if this is the case as the modelling provided is for all the products being 
discharged together. 
 
3. Please note the density provided for SCAL16662A within Table 1-1 of the CRA document is 
different to the density provided in PRA/52 CP/35, please clarify. 
 
4. Part 3.1 within the CRA document state; “A discharge rate of 1m3/hr has been used to calculate 
the 10% discharge of the sticks”.  Please clarify as no sticks are to be discharged. 
 
5. The toxicity used for the subsea discharge of SCAL16662A does not corelate with the latest Cefas 
template version 5, please clarify and amend accordingly. Please note SGMD cannot emulate the T1 
value due to the different toxicity. 
 
6. Using the discharge volume and dosage provide, SGMD cannot calculate the estimated discharge 
amount entered in the Portal and the CRA document for SCAL16662A. Please clarify. 
 
7. The risk based justification provided in PRA/52 CP/35 for Castrol Transaqua SP states; “Castrol 
Transaqua SP will replace Castrol Transaqua HT2 (Section 1.2.3.18) as the hydraulic fluid used to 
actuate the hydraulic valves on the Arran and Columbus subsea trees, manifolds and wells. The 
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replacement is expected to occur in September 2024 at the earliest”.  Can you please confirm if the 
replacement has taken place and if Castrol Transaqua SP would be discharged during venting of the 
core instead of Castrol Transaqua HT2.  
 
8. SGMD would advise the risk based justification provided for Castrol Transaqua HT2 be updated to 
include the status on replacement with Castrol Transaqua SP. 
 
Please address the above comments in a further Version. 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 DESNZ, stating, that it is in response to SGMD comments. 
SGMD will review the further Version once notification from the DESNZ 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 [Redacted - R.11(2)].  Any correspondence 

should be sent to MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
 
Regards 
 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
Offshore Environmental and Chemical Coordinator 
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MD 16 - SHELL Chemical Permit 15_12 PLU2784 Gaupe Note to Operator Email 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)] On Behalf Of MS Chemicals 
Sent: 08 May 2025 09:55 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com; [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)]  (Energy Security) <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk> 
Subject: PLA-1067 CP-3660-0 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 15/12 PLU2784 Gaupe Note 
to Operator 

 

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

  

PLA-1067  

CP-3660-0 (Version 1)  

SHELL Chemical Permit 15/12 PLU2784 Gaupe 

 

We have some comments and would appreciate a response as soon as possible. 

  

Regards,  

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
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MD 17 - SHELL Chemical Permit 15_12 PLU2784 Gaupe Note to Operator Attachment 

Marine Directorate 

 

T: +44 (0)131 244 2500 

MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 


 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

Cc [Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

08 May 2025 

 

 

 
SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 
 
PLA-1067  
CP-3660-0 (Version 1)  
SHELL Chemical Permit 15/12 PLU2784 Gaupe 
 
Scottish Government, Marine Directorate (SGMD) has reviewed the Chemical Risk Assessment 
included in the above Chemical Permit and has the following comments to be addressed in a further 
version: 
 
1. Section 4.4.1 of the EAJ document states that “the umbilicals contain flushing chemicals used 
during flushing scopes in 2023.”  Can you please clarify if there will be any discharge of these flushing 
chemicals from the flushed lines when the umbilicals are cut during these operations.  If so please 
can you clarify what these “flushing chemicals” are and on what permit the use and discharge is 
covered. 
 
2. Residual fluids will be discharged from PLU2784 (MEG/Water & WAXTREAT DF3694) and 
PLU2785 (EPT-2337, MEG/Water & WAXTREAT DF3694) when the blocked lines when the 
umbilicals are cut.  Please can you clarify what permit the use of these chemicals was covered. 
 
3. Tables 3-1 & 3-2 of the Chemical Risk Assessment state that one of the blocked lines in PLU2784 
& PLU2785 contains MEG/Water.  The product listed is MEG (all grades).  Is it possible to confirm 
that the MEG listed in the portal is diluted within the associated lines. 
 
Please address the above comments in a further Version.  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 DESNZ, stating, that it is in response to SGMD comments.  
SGMD will review the further Version once notification from the DESNZ 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 [Redacted - R.11(2)].  Any correspondence 

should be sent to MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
 
Regards 
 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
Offshore Environmental and Chemical Coordinator 



54 
 

MD 18 - SHELL Chemical Permit 23_22 PL2027 Pierce Note to Operator Email 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]On Behalf Of MS Chemicals 
Sent: 06 June 2025 10:16 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com; OPRED <opred@energysecurity.gov.uk>; [Redacted - 

R.11(2)] (Energy Security) <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk> 
Subject: PLA-1113 CP-3600-1 (Version 2) SHELL Chemical Permit 23/22 PL2027 Pierce Note to 
Operator  

 

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

  

PLA-1113  

CP-3600-1 (Version 2)  

SHELL Chemical Permit 23/22 PL2027 Pierce 

 

We have some comments and would appreciate a response as soon as possible. 

  

Regards 

  

 [Redacted - R.11(2)] 

Offshore Chemical Risk Assessor, Offshore Energy Environmental Advice, Marine 
Directorate 

Scottish Government, Marine Laboratory, 375 Victoria Road, Aberdeen AB11 9DB 
T: 0131 244 2500 

D: [Redacted - R.11(2)] 

E: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot  

 

The Scottish Government 
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MD 19 - SHELL Chemical Permit 23_22 PL2027 Pierce Note to Operator Attachment 

Marine Directorate 

 

 

 

T: +44 (0)131 244 2500 

MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 

 
 

Copied in  

 

 


 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
 

SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

06 June 2025 

 

 

___ 
SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

 
PLA-1113  
CP-3600-1 (Version 2)  
SHELL Chemical Permit 23/22 PL2027 Pierce 
 
Scottish Government, Marine Directorate (SGMD) has reviewed the Chemical Risk Assessment 
included in the above Chemical Permit and has the following comments to be addressed in a further 
version: 
 
1. a) During Operation 3 there may be a possible discharge of  Castrol Transaqua SP, METHANOL 
(all grades), SCAL12504A & PARA12200A.  Please can you clarify on what permit the use of these 
chemicals was covered.  
 
b) SGMD would have expected these chemicals to be in the cores of the jumper at neat dosages.  
Therefore, please can you clarify how they will mix prior to discharge. SGMD would have expected 
these to be modelled separately and at the neat dosages. Please amend. 
 
2. The description of Operation 4 in the CRA states that the discharge volume from the downline is 
400 L however the subsea discharge volume entered in the portal for both ACPC19610A & 
PARA12200A is 0.8 m3 (800 L).  As one downline flush takes place at the start of these operations 
and the other at the end it is not possible that the two downline volumes will mix prior to discharge.  
SGMD would have expected these to be modelled separately and at the neat dosages. Please 
amend. 
 
3. a) The riser will be flushed with three line volumes of ACPC19610A which equals 100 L.  This will 
be followed by another three line volumes of PARA12200A also 100 L.  According to the operational 
description the last line volume (30 L) of PARA12200A will remain in the umbilical until start up.  
SGMD would have expected this final line volume to be the last of the three used to flush however 
this is an additional 30 L that has been added to the total use along with the downline and three line 
volumes.  Please can you clarify if there will actually be four line flushes with PARA12200A.  
 
b) The operational description states that the last line volume of PARA12200A will remain in the 
system until start up and then be discharged into the production system.  Please can you clarify if this 
discharge has been included on the production permit (PRA/261 CP/1650) or will a variation be 
submitted. 
 
4. a) Is it possible to clarify the discharge of ACPC19610A & PARA12200A returning to the FPSO 
after flushing operations.  It states that “The FPSO will route the discharge to a container at the top of 
the riser”.   Can you please clarify if these two chemicals will mix with any other fluids in the slops 
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container prior to discharge?  If so the BDF and discharge dosages should be based on the total 
volume.  Currently the BDF has only been based on 100 L.  
 
b) Please can you clarify the discharge dosage of ACPC19610A & PARA12200A when discharged as 
slops from the container on the FPSO.  The portal states the dosage stream is “Neat” however the 
dosages provided are not neat (100 L).  Nor are the dosages based on ACPC19610A & 
PARA12200A mixing prior to discharge (200 L).  
 
5. Is it possible to clarify the discharge rate of chemicals being discharged subsea in Operations 3 & 
4.  The portal states 1 m3/hr however Osborne Adams modelling has been based on 2.4 m3/hr. 
 
6. a) The risk based justification for PARA12200A contains incorrect information on the purpose of 
this chemical.  It describes RX-5208.  Please amend. 
 
b) As PARA12200A carries a Substitution warning a replacement schedule must be provided.  If there 
is no replacement schedule for this chemical then this must be stated. 
 
Please address the above comments in a further Version. 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 DESNZ, stating, that it is in response to SGMD comments. 
SGMD will review the further Version once notification from the DESNZ 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 [Redacted - R.11(2)]. Any correspondence should 

be sent to MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
 
Regards 

 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
Offshore Chemical Risk Assessor  
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MD 20 - SHELL Chemical Permit Gannet A Note to Operator Email 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)] On Behalf Of MS Chemicals 
Sent: 02 April 2025 11:47 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@Shell.com; [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com' <[Redacted - 

R.11(2)]@shell.com> 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)] (Energy Security) <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk>; OPRED 
<OPRED@Energysecurity.gov.uk> 
Subject: PRA-53 CP-66-79 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit Gannet A Note to Operator 

 

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

  

PRA-53  

CP-66-79 (Version 1)  

SHELL Chemical Permit Gannet A 

 

We have some comments and would appreciate a response as soon as possible. 

  

Regards,  

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
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MD 21 - SHELL Chemical Permit Gannet A Note to Operator Attachment 

Marine Directorate 

 

T: +44 (0)131 244 2500 

MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 

 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

Cc [Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

02 April 2025 

 

 

 
SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

 
PRA-53  
CP-66-79 (Version 1)  
SHELL Chemical Permit Gannet A 
 
Scottish Government, Marine Directorate (SGMD) has reviewed the Chemical Risk Assessment 
included in the above Chemical Permit and has the following comments to be addressed in a further 
version: 
 
1. The risk based justification provided for CLAR13281A describes how during the trial this product 
will, be injected at a minimum and maximum dose rate.  As the trial was successful this part of the risk 
based justification should be updated. 
 
2. The risk based justification provided for CLAR13281A states; “The composition is proprietary to the 
supplier and therefore we are unable to confirm the substance(s) responsible for the substitution 
warnings”.  SGMD would not expect specific component information to be provided i.e. information 
that is commercially sensitive, name of component/s etc.  However, would it be possible to check with 
your supplier the reason for the substitution warning.  
 
3. The risk based justifications provided for CLAR10577A, CLAR26036A and CLAR26102A and 
states; “This chemical has been selected in offshore bottle tests in 2024”.  Can you please clarify if 
2024 is correct. 
 
4. The risk based justification provided for CLAR10577A state; “ ChampionX is aware of the 
substitution warning and we are continually developing more environmentally acceptable alternatives 
for use in the North Sea”.  Please clarify as this product does not have a substitution warning. 
 
5. Please note for part 1.2.1 CLAR26102A has been recertified and TEG has a missing HQ.  
 
Please address the above comments in a further Version.  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 DESNZ, stating, that it is in response to SGMD comments.  
SGMD will review the further Version once notification from the DESNZ 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 [Redacted - R.11(2)].  Any correspondence 

should be sent to MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
 
Regards 
 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
Offshore Environmental and Chemical Coordinator 



59 
 

MD 22 - SHELL Chemical Permit 29_07- 11 Curlew B+D Note to Operator Email 

 
From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]On Behalf Of MS Chemicals 
Sent: 04 June 2025 14:07 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com 
Cc: [Redacted - R.11(2)] (Energy Security) <[Redacted - R.11(2)]@energysecurity.gov.uk>; OPRED 
<opred@energysecurity.gov.uk> 
Subject: WIA-1401 CP-3673-0 (Version 1) SHELL Chemical Permit 29/07- 11 Curlew B+D Note to 
Operator  

 

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

  

WIA-1401  

CP-3673-0 (Version 1)  

SHELL Chemical Permit 29/07- 11 Curlew B+D 

 

We have some comments and would appreciate a response as soon as possible. 

  

Regards,  

[Redacted - R.11(2)]  
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MD 23 - SHELL Chemical Permit 29_07- 11 Curlew B+D Note to Operator Attachment 

 

Marine Directorate 

 

T: +44 (0)131 244 2500 

MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 


 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
SHELL U.K. LIMITED 

 

04 June 2025 

 

 

 
SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT, MARINE DIRECTORATE (SGMD) RESPONSE 

 
WIA-1401  
CP-3673-0 (Version 1)  
SHELL Chemical Permit 29/07- 11 Curlew B+D 
 
Scottish Government, Marine Directorate (SGMD) has reviewed the Chemical Risk Assessment 
included in the above Chemical Permit and has the following comments to be addressed in a further 
version: 
 
1. FybeCarb* is being used as a lost circulation material (LCM) within operation 1 and the 
product contains a plastic and microplastic warning, as per OIC ruling in 2013.  If zero discharge of 
the LCM chemical that contains plastics/microplastics warning during an operation could not be 
guaranteed, then the LCMs is not permitted for use in that operation.  Please check and clarify and 
amend or remove from the operation. 
 
2. The RX-5722 and RX-5954 sticks are discussed as having a 10% discharge on insertion, but 
the worst-case scenario discussed is future access to the well where 90% of the sticks will be 
discharged.  If you are modelling the future situation of discharge for these sticks then it would be 
based on 90% of all the sticks in the volume of the cavity they were left in. And as 10 of each stick is 
being applied to each of the wellhead cavities SGMD would expect the discharge amount to be the 
90% of 10 sticks in the cavity volume (for dosage assumptions).  However, the modelling presented 
seems to just take 90% of a single stick being discharged in 0.9 m3 within 0.9 of an hour.  Insertion 
assumptions are industry expectations for individual sticks when dissolving and discharge factors are 
hard to establish.  But once the sticks are within a cavity/pipeline then all the sticks within are 
assumed to dissolve and treat that volume of liquid so any discharge after that point have known 
parameters that should be modelled.  Can you check and clarify or amend the modelling as 
necessary? 
 
3. Additional to question 2, the application of the sticks seems to be 10 sticks applied to the 4 
wellheads.  RX-5722 at 0.1 kg would indicate 1 kg total to each wellhead, so 4 kg overall.  But RX-
5954 has a per stick weight of 0.125 kg, so 10 applied to each of the 4 wellheads would indicate 5 kg 
total, but only 4 kg is shown.  Can you clarify if less than 10 sticks are being applied to some of the 
wells for RX-5954? 
 
4. Can you confirm that the STACK-MAGIC ECO-F V2 is not applied neat as a hydraulic fluid 
and confirm what it will be diluted in, as the dosage shown and used for the modelling assumptions is 
not a neat dosage? 
 
5. Please note that in the RX-1236 justification it mentions that the high RQ is driven by the 
dosage and toxicity of the active component.  The HQ of the product is gold and the dosage being 



61 
 

used is lower than the Cefas template, indicating that the dosage is not the driving factor for the high 
RQ.  It would appear in this situation the BDF is one of the driving factors. 
 
6. Some of the information in Curing Initiator 40 justification as to reason for the SUB warning 
does not fully correspond to the information from Cefas.  Would it be possible to check with your 
supplier the reason for the substitution warning?  SGMD would not expect specific component 
information to be provided i.e. information that is commercially sensitive, name of component/s etc. 
 
7. There seems to be a minor discrepancy with the water depth shown between CRA and portal.  
In all the Osborne-Adams calculations in section 4 of the CRA it is 91 m, but the portal shows 93 m3.  
Can you confirm which is correct? 
 
8. RX-1236 OA calculation in section 4 of the CRA shows a volume of 105 m3, but the portal 
entry shows a volume of 160 m3 discharge.  Can you clarify which is correct and amend as 
necessary. 
 
9. There is a minor discrepancy in section 6 of the EAJ where it has a commencement date of 
2nd June, but the portal and section 2.1 of the EAJ shows 12th June commencement.  Please check 
and amend. 
 

The assessment of this application was conducted by [Redacted - R.11(2)].  Any correspondence 

should be sent to MS.Chemicals@gov.scot 
 
Regards 
 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 
Offshore Environmental and Chemical Coordinator 
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MD 24 - Cefas Template Query Email 

From: [Redacted - R.11(2)]On Behalf Of MS Chemicals 
Sent: 09 June 2025 10:24 
To: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@shell.com 
Subject: RE: CEFAS Template Query 

 

Hi [Redacted - R.11(2)], 

 

Sorry but I’m not able to send you the actual templates.  

 

I have included a link to the Cefas ranked list though.  If you are having trouble with 
Schlumberger you could try and contact Cefas for the template information.  Not sure if they 
would give it to you but you could ask. 

 

Downloads and useful links - Cefas (Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture 
Science) 

 

Kind Regards 

 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

[Redacted - R.11(2)] 

Offshore Chemical Risk Assessor, Marine Directorate 

Scottish Government, Marine Laboratory, 375 Victoria Road, Aberdeen AB11 9DB 
T: 0131 244 2500 

E: [Redacted - R.11(2)]@gov.scot  

 


