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ABSTRACT

No formal international standards or "best practice” guidelines exist against which oil
spill response or contingency plans (OSRPs) can be evaluated. Recently, we
developed a two-phase approach to provide the basis for a review of the adequacy of
the draft OSRPs that had been prepared for the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) Pipeline
project and of the state of operational oil spill response readiness. Our approach
involved (a) an initial detailed examination of the content and format of the plans,
based on the concept of a forensic audit, and (b} an assessment of the potential for
the implementation of a feasible and successful response operation. The review
process involved a systematic evaluation of seven planning and seven response
elements and of specific information items that we consider necessary for a complete
OSRP. An information list matrix was used to apply a forensic methodology that could
be used as a checklist against which each of eighty specific line items could be
evaluated. In the absence of any published standards for the format and presentation
of the information within an OSRP we reviewed internationally recognized guidelines
and developed a functional and logical format that could be recommended for the
organisation and presentation of this information. Finally, as the generation of an
information base for an OSRP is no guarantee that the plan will result in an effective
and well-managed response, we evaluated response adequacy and spill readiness in
the context of the purpose and scope of response planning by reviewing eleven
relevant questions. This systematic approach provides a framework and a
methodology that can be applied in a generic manner to define best international
practices for future OSRPs.

1 INTRODUCTION

An QOil Spill Response Plan (OSRP) or Contingency Plan (OSCP) is required for
virtually every oil exploration, production, handling and transfer operation. The format
and content of these plans typically conform to national or regional government
regulations. The purpose of these plans is generally two-fold: (a) to demonstrate to the
regulatory agency(ies) that the operator understands the risks associated with specific
operations and has a management system and appropriate resources to respond
adequately to oil spills, and (b} to provide a management tool defining the procedures
that would be implemented following an oil spill. The review of an OSRP/OSCP
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begins with a checklist of the content to ensure that regulatory requirements have
been satisfied. A separate issue is to evaluate whether the operator is ready to cope
with an oil spill, in terms of the actual response readiness and capability. In other
words, there is a distinction between what is contained in the plan and what the
responders can do in the field. A key challenge is how to determine the actual state of
readiness of the response team.

Many organizations recognize that an OSRP/OSCP is primarily a management tool
that is of limited value to the response team(s). Frequently, separate tactics,
response, or containment manuals are prepared to provide tactical and logistical
guidelines for the initial stages of a response. These manuals or guidelines
supplement the OSRP/OSCP and typically contain valuable information for the
management decision makers.

An assessment of oil spill plan adequacy involves review of the OSRP/OSCP and any
associated tactics/response manuals or guidelines. In addition, operational readiness
typically is demonstrated by table top and field exercises that test the management
and response team. No standards or “best practice” guidelines exist against which to
evaluate oil spill plan adequacy or response readiness. Recently, we developed a
two-phase approach to provide the basis for a review of the draft OSRPs for the
Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) Pipeline project and of the state of operational readiness.
This review was required to ensure compliance of the project with respect to the
agreements between the project funding agencies and the national governments
associated with the pipeline route and the marine export terminal. This paper
describes the approach developed for the BTC pipeline review process as a model
with broader applications for a wide range of operations on large and small scales.

2 REVIEW PROCESS

There is no single standard for OSRPs but there are a number of recognized
guidelines, conventions, and laws (IFC% 1SO 15544* USA®), as well as descriptions
of international best practice with respect to oil spill response planning (e.g., IMO®,
IPIECA’) that can be applied to the analysis of the adequacy of OSRPs. Each of
these documents was developed with different goals and for different audiences and
so there is considerable variance in the content and in the level of detail.
Nevertheless, these references were considered to form an appropriate basis for
developing a review process and a framework against which the BTC OSRPs could
be evaluated. Development of the review procedure initially involved definition of
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those elements that form the core components of an OSRP and then the
establishment of a framework to evaluate each OSRP.

The procedure involved the definition of:

« the critical components that are necessary to enable an oil spill response operation
to be effective and successful, and

« the key contents and information requirements for an OSRP.

Once these components were established, each of the OSRP documents was
evaluated in the context of:

« the organisation and presentation of the information and material in the OSRP, and

» the adequacy of the specific OSRP in terms of whether the plan would enable an
effective and well-managed response to be carried out at the time of a spill
incident.

There are many components to oil spill response planning. Some of the key elements
are a function of the experience, training, and skills of the individuals involved. Other
important aspects are the nature of the national government and the legal framework
of the country and of the agencies that implement the state laws, regulations, and
international agreements. The human elements are intangible and difficult to evaluate.
The review, therefore, focused on the question, “what are the crtical elements
necessary to adequately and appropriately respond to an oil spill and are they in
place?” For an oil spill response operation to be effective and successful, these critical
elements should be contained in an OSRP or a set of OSRPs.

2.1 Critical Components Necessary for a Spill Response Operation

Oil Spill Response Plans (OSRPs) are a key element of preparedness and response.
These plans provide the framework and organisational structure for the activation and
deployment of resources and for the definition of response objectives. An intemnational
panel attempted to define the essential components of a response and agreed that a
successful response would have the six major components described in the
International Convention on Oil Pollution Preparedness, Response, and Cooperation,
1990 (OPRC, 1990)%:

1. acompetent national authority,

a national oil spill contingency plan,

a spill notification procedure,

a minimum level of response resources relevant to the background risk,
regional agreements to enhance sharing of limited response resources, and
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an oil spill response feedback reporting procedure®.
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Other components that were identified by the same panel as contributing to response
effectiveness included the application of a tiered response approach and the
establishment of planning targets for management, training, exercises, equipment,
and financing.

We considered these components and expanded on the six major items defined

above to create a list of seven planning elements that we considered as the key
components of an OSRP that would be required to implement successful oil spill
response operation:

1. awell-defined and efficient spill reporting procedure,

clearly defined notification and communications procedures,

clearly defined roles and responsibilities for management and response teams,
planning that is related to risks,

the presence of a competent national authority,

I

a national oil spill contingency plan, and
7. aminimum level of equipment relative to the perceived and real risks.

We then defined seven response elements that we also considered to be key
components of an OSRP:;

1. the presence of a responsible authority,

2. aknowledge of available resources and a mechanism by which these
resources can be contacted and mobilized,

3. the selection of appropriate response operational strategies by experienced
personnel,

4. afunctional management system with clear lines of command and
communications,

5. equipment that is appropriate for the types of spills that might occur and that is
properly maintained,

6. an appropriate level of realistic training and exercises and the maintenance of
trained personnel, and

7. the support of all parties (intermnal to the company) and responsible government
agencies (external).

Although these two lists (Table 1) are not exhaustive, they provide a solid basis for an
evaluation of an OSRP or a set of related OSRPs. In effect, we consider that an
OSRP should contain information that addresses each of these fourteen components
as part of preparedness to ensure an appropriate response capability.



Table 1 Key Components of a Successful Qil Spill Response Operation

PLANNING ELEMENT RESPONSE ELEMENT
Spill Reporting Responsible Authority
Notification-Communications Resource Base Knowledge
Defined Roles and Responsibilities Strategy Selection
Risk-Based Planning Functional Management System
Competent National Authority Appropriate and Maintained Equipment
National Qil Spilt Plan Appropriate Training and Exercises
Equipment Internal and External Support

2.2 Key Contents of an OSRP

Recognized guidelines, standards, conventions, and laws were reviewed to establish
a list of the information items that are necessary for a complete OSRP. The matrix
format, based on IPIECA guidelines, was modified to include guidance from IFC, 1SO,
IMO, US federal government, and IPIECA documents (see footnotes 2 through 7
above). This information list was then used to develop an information matrix of 80
specific line items that constitute the information considered necessary and
appropriate for a complete OSRP and that could be used as a checklist against which
each OSRP could be evaluated. Matrices were developed to provide a framework
and a checklist for the systematic review of the plans (Table 2).

Table 2 Examples of Line items from the Information and Content Matrix
STATUS
CONTENTS HOCATION ol 5 COMMENTS -
- o ([ W g
in Plan c S =4 RECOMMENDATIONS
5 685
= EqQ|o
1.0 Introduction and Scope | OSRP 1 X
1.1 Purpose & Objective of OSRP1.1,1.2 X | Good
Plan BTC Az
1.2 Regulatory Reqguirements, . _ .
Relevant Agreements, | OSRP 1.4 X | Revise crose refto OSRP Framevorkin
and Guidelines )
1.3 Geographical Limits of Plan | OSRP App. ABTC Az X | Add cross-ref. to Appndx in OSRP Section 1
List specific locations in GA where full IMS
Manual is maintained; suggest a diagram
. (see GOSRP Fig. 5.2) or specific list to show
1.4 Interface with other Plans OSRP 1.3 X GA-OSRP plan hierarchy and related
documents- include Wildlife Response Plan
(?), list of containment manuals wit doc. nos.




The maitrix approach provides a systematic method by which (a) the content of the
plans could be cross-referenced to topics and information items, (b) document
completeness and status could be identified, and (c) specific summary review
comments could be included. The content and information matrix provided a very
effective tool for the review process.

Review comments were provided (Table 2) for each of the 80 line items in the matrix.
A separate table of review findings (Table 3) was provided to summarize the key
findings; columns were subsequently added in this table to document the exchanges
between the reviewers and the plan holders that occurred during the interactive
review and revision process.

Column 3 of the review findings table (Table 3) contains a letter code to indicate
whether the initial review comments or recommendations were:

+ arequired improvement for compliance and/or to meet intemational standards
or best practices (R),

+ related to material that was missing or lacking and that was required for
compliance and/or to meet international standards or best practices (M),

« an issue of discrepancy or consistency between documents andfor source
materials that required resolution (D),

» not strictly necessary to be in compliance or to meet international standards
but that would have been an improvement to conform with international best
practices (1), or

+ a comment or observation that, although not necessarily requiring remedial
action (the item or topic being judged to meet international standards and/or
best practices), would have improved the document (C).

A sixth code was used to indicate a Work In Progress (WIP) for items which had not
been completed at the time of the initial review,

2.3 Organisation and Presentation of an OSRP

Specific or exact plan format and content requirements may be defined in regulations
established at national to local levels. In the absence of clearly regulated
requirements, however, plan organization and format are left to the plan developers.
There are no international standards for the format and presentation of the information
within an OSRP. Therefore, intemationally recognized guidelines were reviewed to
develop a functional and logical format for the organisation and presentation of this
information (Plan Format, Table 4). The exact format of a plan will clearly vary
depending on the scope, as some plans are intended for a Tier 1 facility or response,
whereas, others provide a regional coverage.

In terms of the presentation of the information, based on our own experience, we
consider that it is highly desirable that OSRPs be:

1. as concise as possible, without loss of necessary content,
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2. suitably organized with a section numbering scheme, pagination by section (for
ease of revision), and with all figures and tables numbered.

Also, we consider that it is a distinct advantage to users that all project OSRPs have:
3. acommon design and layout (a ‘template” approach), and

4. acomplete list of acronyms.

Within a set of project OSRPs we consider that the plans should be:

5. integrated at all levels, but at the same time

6. recognize that Tier 1 plans should be “stand-alone” documents that provide
sufficient guidance for any and all Tier 1 efforts within the geographic area of

the plan scope.

Table 4 Key Considerations for OSRP Format/Content and Presentation

11.  FINANCE AND CONTRACTING
12.  TRAINING AND DRILLS
APPENDICES:

A. Contacts

B. Equipment Lists

C. Maps

D. Forms

PLAN CONTENT/FORMAT PLAN PRESENTATION
1. INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE CONCISE/COMPLETE
2. OILSPILLRISKS

DOCUMENT CONTROL
3.  RESPONSE ORGANISATION
4 SAFETY EASE OF USE FORMAT
5. NOTIFICATION ORGANISATION
6.  INITIAL RESPONSE ACTIONS
7. RESPONSE OPERATIONS STANDARD DESIGN
8. WASTE MANAGEMENT ACRONYMS
9. WILDLIFE INTEGRATED
10. LOGISTICS

TIER 1 STAND-ALONE

2.4 Evaluation of the Adequacy of an OSRP

The generation of an information base for an OSRP is no guarantee that the plan will
enable an effective and well-managed response to be carried out at the time of a spill
incident. The information presented in an OSRP is part of a broader preparedness
and response programme. The successful implementation of an OSRP also depends
on some general issues that are more intangible than the plans themselves and relies
a great deal on the individuals involved. Nevertheless, the OSRPs provide the stage
for the equipment and personnel o implement a response cperation. We addressed
these general issues by reviewing ten guestions suggested by an internationally




recognized oil spill response organisation (ITOPF'®) to assess the adequacy of an
OSRP. We have used the topics covered by these ten questions and added an
eleventh, “Is there a Health and Safety Plan that is appropriate for the operating
environment?” in the development of our evaluation (Table 5).

Table 5  Topics Used to Evaluate the Adequacy of the OSRPs (adapted from
ITOPF 1985 — TIP #9)

1. RISK ANALYSIS — Has there been a realistic assessment of the nature and size of
the possible threat, and of the resources most at risk, bearing in mind the probable
movement of any oil spilled?

2. PROTECTION PRIORITIES — Have priorities for protection been agreed, taking into
account the viability of the various protection and clean-up options?

3. RESPONSE, RECOVERY, AND PROTECTION STRATEGIES — Has a strategy for
protecting and cleaning the various areas been agreed and clearly explained?

4. MANAGEMENT ORGANISATION AND TRAINING — Has the necessary
organisation been outlined and the responsibilities of all those involved been clearly
stated with no ‘grey areas’ — will all who have a task to perform be aware of what
is expected of them?

5 EQUIPMENT FOR TIERS 1, 2, AND 3 — Are the levels of equipment, materials and
manpower sufficient to deal with the anticipated size of spill? If not, have back-up
resources been identified and, where necessary, have mechanisms for obtaining
their release and entry to the country been established?

6. WASTE MANAGEMENT - Have temporary storage sites and final disposal routes for
collected oil and debris been identified?

7. NOTIFICATION AND MONITORING — Are the alerting and initial evaluation
procedures fully explained as well as arrangements for continual review of the
progress and effectiveness of the clean-up operation?

8. COMMUNICATIONS — Have the arrangements for ensuring effective communication
between shore, sea and air been described?

9. EXERCISES — Have all aspects of the plan been tested and nothing significant found
lacking?

10. TIER 2 AND 3 PLAN COMPATIBILITY — Is the plan compatible with pians for
adjacent areas and other activities?

11. HEALTH AND SAFETY — Is there a Health and Safety Plan that is appropriate for the
operating envircnment?

"% |nternational Tanker Owner's Pollution Federation (hitp:/Avww.itopf.com/contplan. himl)



The review report presented the findings and comments in the following format:

« A summary list of general and specific Key Findings and Recom mendations.
Each finding or recommendation was accompanied by a letter code to identify
if the item was “R — a required improvement”, “M — missing”, ‘D ~ a
discrepancy’”, “l — a suggested improvement”, or a “C — comment”.

« A summary of the review findings regarding the planning and response
elements for the OSRP using the eight categories listed in Table 1.

 Information matrices (Table 2) in which each of the specific line items was
identified as either “Missing”, “Work in Progress”, or “Compliant”. A review
comment or recommendation was made concerning most of the line items.

« Atable of Review Findings and Recommendations that described the review
item in detail and the recommendation for that item (Table 3). Each of these
Findings and Recommendations was accompanied by one of the five letter
codes.

« A summary of review findings regarding the plan presentation elements for the
OSRP using the eight categories listed in Table 4.

« A summary table of the overall findings of the adeguacy of the OSRP using the
eleven questions presented in Table 5.

A final step in the OSCP evaluation process entailed on-site evaluations of oil spill
response exercises. These regional exercises included management (tabletop) and
field (deployment) components that tested planned response procedures,
organization, communications, and management. The exercises serve to
demonstrate (internally and externally) how the OSCP is applied under simulated spill
conditions and they provide a mechanism to test, critique, and improve the OSCP and
associated documents,

The review recognized that OSRPs evolve during the life of a project as information
changes (equipment lists, contractor contact telephone numbers, etc.), as the results
of ongoing studies or information from other related activities become available, and
as lessons are learned from drills and exercises. These expected changes are normal
and result from a continuing effort to improve the OSRPs and their supporting
documents. In this context, the review report provided recommendations for possible
actions or activities to improve the OSRPs.

3 CONCLUSIONS

The two phase approach developed for the BTC project review initially involved the
definition of:

« the critical components that are necessary to enable an oil spill response
operation to be effective and successful, and

« the key contents and information requirements for an OSRP.

The review then involved four distinct review steps, each directed at different planning
and response components:



First, seven planning and seven response elements were identified as the
key components that would be required to implement successful oil spill
response operations.

Second, recognized guidelines, standards, conventions, and laws were
reviewed to establish a list of the jnformation items that are necessary for a
complete OSRP. This information list was then used to develop a forensic
matrix of eighty specific line items that could be used as a checklist against
which each OSRP could be evaluated.

Third, as there are no standards for the format and presentation of the
information within an OSRP we reviewed internationally recognized
guidelines, and developed a functional and logical format that could be
recommended for the organisation and presentation of this information.

Fourth, as the generation of an information base for an OSRP is no
guarantee that the plan will enable an effective and well-managed
response to be carried out at the time of a spill incident, we evaluated
adequacy and readiness in the context of the purpose and scope of
response planning by reviewing eleven relevant questions and by
evaluating spill exercises.
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Oil Spill Response Considerations in a Multinational Qil Company

Bernard Bennett
Crisis Manager; Oil Spill Planning Advisor
BP Exploration

1. About myself

Please allow me to introduce myself. I have worked for BP for over 31 years mainly
in the field on oil spill planning and response and latterly in the field of crisis
management. [ currently oversee oil response preparedness for BP in the North Sea
for BP Exploration and I am the global oil spill advisor for that business segment. I
work with my colleagues in BP, via our Group Crisis Management Peer Group to
develop global policies on Crisis Management and oil spill preparedness. I have spent
time with OSRL/EARL as responder and training and consultancy. Recently I held a
position on the board of this company. I am currently the Chairman of IPIECA’s oil
spill working group.

2. About BP

An integrated multinational oil and gas company.

BP is a publicly owned super major oil company operating in over 100 countries
worldwide. It has over 100,000 employees and indirectly employs a similar number
through joint ventures and contractors. It is amongst the top 15 companies in the
world and #1 in Europe and UK by market capitalisation.

3. Considerations for planning and preparedness

3.1. Prevention

Let me start first by saying that our number 1 consideration is not to have any spills at
all. BP have set a policy expectation of “ no accidents, no harm to people and no
damage to the environment “ which means no spills. Whether it be Shipping, E&P,
Refining or Distribution we strive to ensure there are no spills. We also consider that
operating in an open manner is the right to do and if incidents do occur we strive to
share them and learn. Eg the recent pipeline incidents in Alaska . BP have recently
introduced a new function:- Safety and Operations Integrity whose task it is to ensure
robust safety processes. A new Standard “ Integrity Management Standard “ governs
this approach.

3.2. Leading or following the international agenda

I believe that a multinational needs to consider where it positions itself in the
international arena of oil spill planning, We consider that taking a leading position is



the right thing to do. By leading you can help to promote your own aspirational vision
(of no damage) with your peers and regulators. Also leading takes us to a place where
we are ahead of regulation. BP led the development of the now internationally
recognised tiered concept of response by setting up the first Teir 3 base in
Southampton, England in 1979 and also leading on the early development of modern
dispersants and protection equipment.

Another example of environmental would be BP’s position on climate change, taking
a decision to manage its emissions well ahead of regulation.

3.3. Consequence of an incident

I 'am sure I do not need to elaborate on the phrase “the higher they are the harder they
fall”. We are very aware of what we do, and the accidents we have, are very much in
the public domain. As I said earlier we operate in an open environment and publish
our performance widely. There is a real business value in reputation. It is hard won
and easy to damage. Thus we must take this into consideration when preparing our
plans and response philosophy. We want to do what is right. These principles are
described in a policy document called the “ Code of Conduct “

3.4. What are we at risk from

In considering our preparedness strategy we do need to look at our risks. Ideally with
our aspiration of no spills we could argue that our preparedness needs to be limited or
low. However we do live in a world where there is uncertainly and occasional events,
sometimes attributable to us and sometimes caused by events beyond our control. We
also live in a world where there is an ever greater interest in our business and oil spills
remains very high on everybody’s agenda. So our consideration is to look at worst
cases as opposed to a solely risk based approach. We also consider the impact of a
major spill on the whole industry, so it is right to encourage our peers to all work
together in enabling a solid response on an industry level and to engage governments
and agencies to prepare with us. Only by common preparedness and understanding
can we ever hope to secure a successful response.

Our consideration for preparedness, after of course compliance to relevant laws, is to
constder acceptability criteria. When we prepare plans we discuss what is an
acceptable level of preparedness with our partners, stakeholders, regulators and local
communities. We consider that we must operate in a manner that these parties find
acceptable. We also consider our own level of acceptability when operating in areas
that are not so mature in their understanding. Through such policies eg environmental
project standards, we strive to ensure a common approach wherever we operate.

4. Considerations for the response preparedness
model we employ

4.1. Locations and oil types

Clearly we operate in every type of location from open sea to inshore waters, land
based sites and across a wide spectrum of climate conditions. Additionally we



transport numerous grades of products from crudes oils to refined products in a
number of different mediums eg pipelines, tankers, barges etc. Flexibility is key.

4.2 Model of response preparedness

We have considered the model for our preparedness and have chosen to utilise the
Tiered concept of response. Where local sites have an immediate capability ( Teir 1),
where there are local arrangements for co-operation ( Teir 2) and where there are
strategic stockpiles of equipment ready to be delivered worldwide ( Teir 3). This is
almost without exception the common industry model and the T2 and T3
arrangements often shared by operators and interested parties. I can take pride in
saying that BP was at the forefront of this model and helps to promote and explain the
model itself and via international associations such as IPIECA . The model is an
effective solution to proving global cover for our areas of risks and operations.

The model does require us to have in place expertise. Our consideration is to have all
of our HSSE personnel competent with at least a basic understand spill preparedness
knowledge, supported by a number if in house professional experts to advising the
local HSSE staff. This is when I get busy with my role of “ Advisor «.

We also must ensure that our partner response communities, our service providers and
others are competent to help us with planning and response. The Tiered model really
helps here, as these facilities become centres of oil spill excellence and provide us
with the resources to support our own in house capability. Our consideration is to
utilise these services and for our in house experts to ensure a quality product is
delivered.

In determining whether or not to completely outsource expertise we considered it
would be much preferable to maintain the “informed buyer” capability. T suggest that
having this capability ensures that the service providers understand the wider oil
company context of their work and gives more ownership of the final products within
our company

4.3. Response team considerations

BP, like most large o1l companies is a risk of many different types of incidents, oil
spills are only one albeit with large consequences if it goes wrong. The consideration
is whether or not to have one type of response organisation to cover all risks or to
have separate oil spill response organisation.

We have chosen to go for the former, ie to have a single team, predominately in house,
that is designed to respond to all incidents. We call these teams;~ Incident
Management Teams ( IMT) and they are , by and large, common across BP. They
allow for a specialist fiinction to be part of the team that fits the relevant emergency,
so for example in the event of an oil spill the specialist(s) would be an oil spill trained
person, either in- house or from a service provider, Normally a mixture of both. As
these teams need to integrate with local agencies in all parts of the world a flexible
approach needs to be taken.



We consider that it is essential to be leading the response when appropriate or leading
the support to agencies as the case may be, and to be visible.

We do have the ability to grow the teams, on a similar Tiered basis, with what we call
Regional Response Teams. These teams of mainly BP staff can support local Incident
Management Teams.

There are over 1000 local IMT’s across BP and approximately 5 Regional response
teams. All are trained and exercised in accordance with what we call our Group Crisis
Management Framework, which is effectively the Group’s operating standard for
crisis management.

I have focused on the front line response teams but we also must prepare for the wider
impacts and thus we have considered the need for what we call Business Support
Teams , whose responsibility is to consider business risk, strategic communications
and ensuring we can continue to operate. Supporting these teams are Country and
Regional networks that consider national and regional issues. The last part of the
Crisis Management structure is the Group Crisis Team, where the Group’s leadership
consider Group wide issues.

4.4, Strategies for response

I do not intent to discuss the practical response techniques in detail in this paper but it
is worth discussing response from a different perspective.

We consider our response priorities in the following order:- People, Environment,
Property; which guides us in decision making and setting priorities. We also consider
it best to “over prepare “for an incident, that is to mobilise teams and resources
immediately upon an alert ready to go into action, and be ready when assessment and
verification of an incident has occurred. We do not wish to delay any response. We do
not wish to “ over react “ by which I mean taking inappropriate measures which could
make matters worse. This is a difficult dilemma on occasions and the guidance we
give responders to always be ready to go into action.

5. Conclusion

I have hoped to describe a number of considerations that we take into account when
determining or prevention, preparedness and response model. All flow from a number
of key policy documents for the BP Group; Our HSSE policy of no accidents, no
damage, no harm. Our ethical policies within the “Code of Conduct”, our Integrity
Management Standard” that stipulates that we must be prepared for emergencies , our
HSSE management system, Getting HSE right and our Crisis Management
Framework.

These all act as the pillars of our arrangements and guide us in the considerations I
have described.

Thank you for your attention



