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Introduction

1.
The Association would like to thank Maritime NZ for the opportunity to comment on proposals to amend various marine protection rules. This submission is made on behalf of:
· OMV New Zealand

· Origin Energy
· Todd Petroleum Mining

· AWE
2.
Of the proposed changes our industry is exempt from Ship to Ship Transfers as outlined in Part 103. Also, since the industry does not work in areas below latitude 60 degrees south the changes in relation to use of heavy fuel oils in the Antarctic Sea do not affect us. Accordingly we make no comment on those provisions.

3.
The key aspects of the amendments which apply to the petroleum industry are mentioned throughout a number Marine Protection Rule Parts and addressed in full under Part 200 – Offshore Installations – Discharges.  Hence, the following comments are based on the amendments to Part 200.
Clause 32 – Definitions

4.
The Association supports the proposed introduction into Rule 200.2 of various new terms and definitions: oil residue (sludge); oil residue (sludge Tank); oil residue (sludge tank); oily bilge water and oily bilge water holding tank.
Clause 33 - Oil residue (sludge) tanks

5.
The document proposes that Rule 200.20 (b) read:
The owner of an offshore installation must ensure that it is fitted with an oil residue (sludge) tank - 
(b) designed and constructed so as to allow it to be cleaned and emptied for transport to shore or at a reception facility; and  
We submit that this amendment requires further clarification to ensure the Oil residue (sludge) tanks are not expected to be removed and transported to shore.  We suggest that the clause be amended to refer to the contents of oil residue (sludge) tanks, not the tank itself, which is generally a fixed piece of infrastructure on a vessel.

(c) provided with a designated pump for disposal that is capable of taking suction from the tank; and 
Not all ‘vessel’s will have a designated pump as some will be provided by the off take vessel during the transfer process not the vessel the product is being transferred from.  Why is this required? Does it matter that a vessel may use a general pump to provide suction to transfer material from the Oil residue (sludge) tank or use another vessels pump?  
We suggest the wording be changed from “designated pump” to “ensure an appropriate pump is provided for the purpose of taking suction from the tank”.
(d) having no discharge connections to the bilge system, oily bilge water holding tank, tank top, or oily water separators except that the tank may be fitted with drains, with manually operated self-closing valves and arrangements for subsequent visual monitoring of the settled water, that lead to an oily bilge water holding tank or bilge well, or an alternative arrangement, provided such arrangement does not connect directly to the bilge piping system.”  
We find this sentence confusing. Although the intent is understood it could be better worded for clarity of understanding.
Clause 34 - Issue, duration and renewal of an International Oil Pollution Prevention Certificate for an offshore installation

6.
The Association agrees with the following proposed amendments.
Rule 200.26 is amended by revoking subrule (2)(a) and substituting it with the following new subrule:

(a) must be in the form contained in MARPOL Annex I Appendix II and the appended Form A, or if an FPSO or an FSU supplement, either in that form or in the form

specified in resolution MEPC.139(53) “Guidelines for application of the revised MARPOL Annex I requirements to FPSOs and FSUs” as may be amended by IMO from time to time; and”.
Clause 35 - Schedules

7.
The Association agrees with the following proposed amendments.

The Schedules to Part 200 are amended by:

(a) revoking Schedule 3: 

(b) revoking Schedule 4. 

Subpart B - Minor Corrections

8.
The Association supports the minor corrections proposed in this subpart. 

General Commentary

9. For the benefit of future rule changes and proposals, it would be useful to indicate that most requirements in Part 200 originate from the ‘marine-based’ requirements of ships and sea-going vessels. Given this precedent, requirements for offshore installations in New Zealand have been ‘adapted’ to suit such installations (such as FPSOs and platforms) – both stationary and both designed to ‘contain’ oil. 
10. Furthermore, when installations such as platforms are designed, installed and approved by the regulator to operate as ‘normally unmanned’, the current applicable requirements do not necessarily cater for such equipment, requirements and record-keeping. 
11. It would be better if such regulation were industry specific in this regard both for the practicality of operations as well as compliance capability. Perhaps this is a matter we could discuss further in due course.
John Pfahlert
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