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KEY POINTS 

 The move toward an ALARP principle in place of good oilfield practice is supported  
 

 There is a potential for an unintended consequence of increased administrative burden 
associated with the regulations duplicating effort between WOMPS, Safety Cases and 
Environment Plans and through moving the obligation to titleholder (as per Environment 
Plans) rather than the operator (as per safety cases)  
 

 Opportunity exists in a number of areas to increase operational flexibility without 
detriment to the effectiveness of regulatory oversight 
 

 Industry looks forward to further engaging on this important issue to enhance clarity and 
understanding of the framework 
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GENERAL 

APPEA supports the principle of adopting the ALARP approach to replace ‘good oilfield practice’ 

and suggest that this should be applied for the life cycle of a well.  

APPEA members are interested in understanding when NOPSEMA intends to update the current 

guidelines on the application of ALARP and how this will be extended to reflect the proposed 

changes to Wells regulations. 

APPEA also supports the objectives based approach to regulation in a consistent, efficient and 

effective manner.  APPEA notes the suggested revision of approach toward increasing titleholder 

obligation instead of operator obligation serves to increase regulatory burden. This is in 

contradiction to the stated intent to reduce regulatory burden. 

APPEA is concerned that these proposals may have an unintended consequence of also increasing 

administrative burden by replicating information that may be held in associated safety cases and 

environment plans.  APPEA would suggest that accepting cross-referencing between these 

documents, where applicable, could increase efficiency for titleholders and regulator. 

APPEA’s members welcome the opportunity to engage more deeply on these issues. 

 

DUTIES OF PARTIES (REF SECTION 3) 

APPEA notes that the proposed amendments to duties of parties will have implications beyond 
operators and titleholders and suggest that the consultation should include contractors, service 
companies, consultants and interested individuals. 

 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF WOMP (REF SECTION 4) 

The Department’s intent with respect to verification is unclear – can more information be 
provided to assist titleholders? (e.g. is this expected to be akin to the UK Well Examiner system?) 

There is considerable concern that requirements for describing response plans for well incidents is 
an unnecessary duplication of items more appropriately covered under Safety Cases and 
Environment Plans, which already suffer from duplication. 

There is concern that there may be some overlap between the requirement for description of 
contractor management and competency assurance processes and the duties of various parties – 
industry seeks further discussion in this area. 

Additional flexibility could be provided in the regulations to permit early low-risk construction 
activities to commence prior to WOMP approval (e.g. installation of conductor or surface holes). 
Similarly, there may be opportunity to provide flexibility for the timely execution of contingent 
well activities with a subsequent regulator review process to follow. 
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NOTIFICATION OF SPECIFIED WELL ACTIVITIES (REF SECTION 6) 

There may be an opportunity to improve the relationship between notifiable activities and non-
notifiable activities with risk profile.  

The logic to require notification of 10 days prior to well activities on production installations and 
21 days prior to drilling activities is not clear.  APPEA is concerned that a 21 day notice period 
would unnecessarily reduce operational flexibility to respond to unplanned events. 

There is an opportunity to improve the relationship between notification periods and operational 
requirements by standardising the notification period at 10 days. 

Certain well operations, such as wellhead maintenance and wireline interventions, appear not to 
require notification.  The link between risk profile and requirement for notification is not 
understood and it would be helpful to clarify a variety of scenarios to illustrate which situations 
require notification and which do not. Some suggested examples include, bringing a well into 
production (well activity or operational), or converting a production well into an injection well. 

 

TERMINATION AND WITHDRAWAL OF A WOMP (REF SECTION 8) 

There is some confusion over this section.  APPEA suggests that a clarification is made to confirm 
that a WOMP remains effective indefinitely even beyond the 5 year review. This will address the 
potential for a proposed revision to be rejected, whilst maintaining Titleholder compliance in this 
scenario. 

 

WOMP REQUIREMENTS FOR INACTIVE, SUSPENDED AND ABANDONED WELLS (REF 

SECTION 9)  

APPEA suggests that there are some opportunities to provide clarity for specific scenarios, such 
as: 

New titleholder’s regulatory responsibilities when a titleholder takes over a permit with existing 
WOMP’s for suspended, shut-in or abandoned wells.   

How wells are to be treated that were abandoned prior to WOMP regulations being introduced.  

APPEA also notes that the term, “temporary abandonment” is not consistently defined or used by 
industry.  Its use is likely to cause confusion. 

 

WELL ACCIDENTS AND DANGEROUS OCCURRENCES (REF SECTION 10)  

There is concern that this creates duplication against existing safety and environment reporting 
requirements. 
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The proposal suggests increasing bureaucracy for titleholders by placing a duty on them, as 
opposed to the approach taken under the safety regulations of placing the reporting obligations 
solely on the Operator. 

The feasibility of this approach is questioned.  

The need for consistency in reporting these incidents is supported and industry notes the need for 
clear definitions to assist operators in this regard.  There is a risk that such definitions may lead to 
an inappropriate level of reporting and industry would appreciate the opportunity to be consulted 
in this area. 

The proposal to extend Operators recording obligations to all titleholders will serve only to 
compound the administrative burden for petroleum activities for no improvement in the 
management of risk.   

Companies already determine internal requirements for recording of data on incidents 
irrespective of regulatory requirements.  An engagement with the regulator to discuss emerging 
risks or specific risks is already possible and does not require revisions to regulations. 

 


