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Abstract

Use of dispersants requires assessment of which environmental values are at stake. In the Barents Sea this issue is of high concern as large oil spills can cause transboundary pollution, affecting the interests of two neighbouring countries. The Joint Contingency Plan in the Barents Sea does not set any specific requirements for use of dispersants and lets Norway and Russia follow their national procedures. The Plan emphasizes that in case of transboundary pollution the decision to use dispersants shall only be undertaken upon common agreement. The paper presents a comparison of the national regulatory approaches of Norway and Russia to using dispersants. The research is based on the analysis of legislative documents and interviews with oil companies, oil spill responders and relevant national authorities. The research reveals that in both countries use of dispersants requires preliminary authorization of the national agencies. In Norway the pre-approval procedure and the algorithm of dispersants involvement in response to a real accident are clearly documented and are regularly tested. This has made the process of approval for using dispersants more efficient. In Russia the lack of practical experience in using dispersants and well-established approval procedures can result in a long and unclear permitting process for each oil spill case. This could seriously hinder the use of dispersants to combat transboundary pollution in the Barents Sea, even if it is considered to be beneficial. We conclude that the development of a harmonized approach for dispersants use in the Barents Sea should be thoroughly assessed.
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Petroleum activities on the Norwegian continental shelf started in the North Sea and have gradually moved northwards to the Barents Sea (Knol & Arbo 2014; Tormodsgard 2014). The Norwegian–Russian agreement on delimitation of the Barents Sea entered into force in July 2011 (Government of Norway 2011; Moe et al. 2011). The agreement opened new opportunities for oil and gas activities in the previously disputed areas and joint development of petroleum resources in the Barents Sea and the Arctic Ocean. In June 2013, the Norwegian government declared the south-east Barents Sea opened for oil and gas activities (Norwegian Ministry of Petroleum and Energy 2013; Knol & Arbo 2014), while the Russian authorities assigned areas, located close to the Russian–Norwegian border, to Rosneft and partners Eni and Statoil (INTSOK 2014).

Development of the petroleum resources in the Arctic waters faces many operational and environmental challenges (Arctic Council 2009; Short & Murray 2011). The Barents Sea is an area with particularly demanding climatic conditions as well as considerations regarding its vulnerable environment (Harsem et al. 2011). The environmental risks of accidental oil spills associated with oil and gas activities, such as exploration, production and transportation, are of special concern (Pavlenko & Gluhareva 2008; Hasle et al. 2009; Jensen & Carroll 2010; Norwegian Ministry of the Environment 2011).

Few countries have sufficient resources for combating large oil spills on their own (Sarkova et al. 2010). Norway and Russia have mutually assisted one another in oil spill response (OSR) in the Barents Sea for more than 20 years. Their cooperation is based on the Agreement for Oil Spill Combatment in the Barents Sea, signed by the governments of Norway and Russia in 1994 (Government of Russia 1994; Ly & Bjerkemo 2011). Under the Agreement the Joint Norwegian–Russian Contingency Plan for OSR in the Barents Sea was developed. These documents provide regulations for cooperation between the competent national authorities on oil spill combatment, joint exercises and regular meetings (Sydnes & Sydnes 2011; Knol & Arbo 2014; SMPC 2014).

Compared to more temperate areas, OSR in the Barents Sea could be challenged by the harsh climate, large distances, long periods of darkness and lack or absence of infrastructure in remote areas (Pietri et al. 2008; Harsem et al. 2011; Velez et al. 2011; Babenko 2013; Knol & Arbo 2014). It requires more time to deliver and deploy OSR equipment, ensure safety of personnel and provide them with the necessary supplies, especially in winter (Sarkova et al. 2010; Lampela & Jolma 2011; Ly & Bjerkemo 2011; Schmidt 2012). As a result timely response to oil spills and use of traditional mechanical recovery (booms and skimmers) in the Barents Sea could be significantly impeded (Lyons & Castaneda 2005; Guevarra 2011). This creates a need for adapting alternative tactics, such as using dispersants, which can be applied from ships or aircraft. Use of dispersants has the potential to treat larger and more remote spills quickly (Steen & Findlay 2008; Coelho et al. 2011; Knol & Arbo 2014).

The aim of the paper is to present the policies and procedures for using dispersants in the Barents Sea in Norway and Russia. Oil spill emergency systems in Norway and in the Russian Arctic were previously studied by Sarkova et al. (2010), Ivanova & Sydnes (2010), Ivanova (2011), Sydnes & Sydnes (2011, 2012) and Belkina (2013). Nevertheless, regulations for using dispersants in a transboundary context in the Barents Sea have not been subject to much academic research. This study is an initial research effort to compare the national regulations and procedures of Norway and Russia that govern the use of dispersants. The main question addressed in this paper is whether there is a harmonized approach for using dispersants in Norwegian–Russian OSR cooperation in the Barents Sea.

	

Oil dispersants

Oil dispersants are chemicals, similar in properties to common dishwashing soaps, which are applied to oil spills to accelerate the natural degradation of the oil (Stoermer et al. 2001; Lyons & Castaneda 2005). Once applied, dispersants help to break down oil into small droplets which mix vertically and horizontally into the water column, where they are rapidly diluted. Naturally occurring microorganisms are then able to act more quickly and degrade the oil (Clark et al. 2005; Guevarra 2011; Joeckel et al. 2011).

As proven in numerous field and laboratory trials, dispersants are most effective when applied before oils have weathered to become too viscous or too emulsified (Chandrasekar et al. 2003; Mullin et al. 2008; Potter et al. 2012). Because spilled oil can dramatically change its properties during the weathering processes, dispersant use has a distinct “window of opportunity” when it is most effective (Trudel et al. 2003). The window of opportunity can vary significantly depending on both the properties of the oil and local conditions (Sørstrøm et al. 2010). Generally for heavier oils, the window of opportunity is not more than two or three days. Hence, it is crucial to start application of dispersant as soon as practicable (SEA Consulting Group 2013). Substantial testing and research, including field experiments in the Barents Sea (Chandrasekar et al. 2003; Sørstrøm et al. 2010), have demonstrated that dispersants can be effective in cold waters (Owens & Belore 2004; Mullin et al. 2008; Belore et al. 2009). Moreover, icy conditions slow down weathering processes, lengthening the window of opportunity for applying dispersants (Bjerkemo 2011; Velez et al. 2011).

Applying dispersants as an OSR strategy has been gaining an increasing level of acceptance from worldwide authorities (Lunel 2001; Steen & Findlay 2008). The change in attitude is largely due to the reduction in toxicity of commercially available dispersants, and in part because conventional mechanical methods have definite limitations (Lyons & Castaneda 2005; Guevarra 2011). Currently available dispersants are generally less toxic than the crude oils they are used to disperse. Potential negative environmental impacts of the use of dispersants result from potentially toxic chemical components in the dispersed oil, not from the chemical compounds in the dispersants themselves (Fuller & Bonner 2001; Lewis 2013).

The overall aim of applying dispersants is to remove oil from the sea surface and prevent it from entering bays and estuaries or stranding on sensitive shorelines, which are considered to be more vulnerable than offshore areas (Stoermer et al. 2001; Lin & Mendelssohn 2005; Coelho et al. 2011). However, saving coastal habitats from oil pollution means exposing organisms in the water column to the high concentrations of the dispersed oil: one location, habitat or group of species benefit at the expense of another. Getting the correct balance is difficult, and conflicts inevitably arise which need to be resolved in the best practicable manner (Lunel 2001; Belkina 2013). Trade-offs must be thoroughly considered in each single case through a process known as net environmental benefit analysis (NEBA). The process requires taking into account the circumstances of the spill, the practicalities of OSR operation, scientific understanding of the relative impacts of oil and clean-up options, and some kind of value judgment of the relative importance of socio-economic and environmental factors (IPIECA 2000; Whelan et al. 2005). A decision on the use of dispersants should be based on what is believed to result in the greatest net environmental benefit, i.e., the least environmental damage (Clark et al. 2005; DeMicco et al. 2011; Guevarra 2011). Based on the NEBA results, the relevant national authorities can take a political decision to allow the use of dispersants in waters under their jurisdiction (Vik 2003; Joeckel et al. 2011).

When dispersants are considered to be applied in seas bordering several countries, the decision should be taken in consultation with all appropriate national governmental agencies (Stoermer et al. 2001; Clark et al. 2005). For instance, countries adjacent to the Baltic Sea, which are the contracted parties to the Helsinki Convention, have agreed to HELCOM Recommendation 22/2, which states that “mechanical means are the preferred response measures in the Baltic Sea, and that chemical agents may only be used in exceptional cases, after authorisation has been granted in each individual case” (Helsinki Commission 2001: 154). The Helsinki Convention allows the use of dispersants only with very strict limitations due to the shallow water depths and limited water exchange in the Baltic Sea (Steen & Findlay 2008; Lampela & Jolma 2011). There are no comparable Russian or Norwegian recommendations relating to the use of dispersants in the Barents Sea (Belkina 2013). The Joint Contingency Plan stipulates that “the existing national decision making process of each Party will be followed to determine whether dispersants or other chemicals will be used to respond to an oil pollution incident. The use of dispersants or other chemicals in situations which can affect the interests of both Parties shall only be undertaken upon agreement” (SMPC 2014: 7).

	

Method of data collection

This study is based on the analysis of publicly available documents combined with a series of semi-structured interviews with Norwegian and Russian experts (Table 1). The formal functions of the organizations that the interviewees represented were a general criterion for selecting them. The interviewees included representatives of oil companies involved in joint Norwegian–Russian offshore projects in the Barents Sea, oil spill responders and national authorities with responsibilities pertaining to OSR. The interviews were carried out in the framework of the project Russian–Norwegian Oil and Gas Industry Cooperation in the High North (Ru-No Barents Project) coordinated by the Norwegian Oil and Gas Partners (INTSOK). INTSOK is a network-based organization that was established by the Norwegian petroleum industry and the Norwegian Government to exchange experience and knowledge of oil and gas industry developments internationally (INTSOK 2014). The main purpose of the interviews was to find out how national procedures for using dispersants are performed in practice.





Table 1Interviews on regulatory approaches to oil spill response (OSR) in Norway and Russia.

						
								Interview no.
								Position
								Country
								Interview language
								Date of interview (all 2013)
						

					

						
								1
								General director, private OSR company
								Russia
								Russian
								13 Jun.
						

						
								2
								Environmental team lead, oil company
								Norway
								Norwegian
								14 Jun.
						

						
								3
								Senior environmental impact assessment specialist, environmental consulting company
								Russia
								Russian
								1 Aug.
						

						
								4
								Lead of OSR department, oil company
								Norway
								Norwegian
								12 Aug.
						

						
								5
								Environmental advisor, Norwegian Clean Seas Association for Operating Companies
								Norway
								Norwegian
								15 Aug.
						

						
								6
								Health, safety and environment manager, oil company
								Russia
								Russian
								21 Aug.
						

						
								7
								Deputy director of health, safety and environment manager department, oil company
								Russia
								Russian
								14 Nov.
						

						
								8
								OSR authorities representative
								Russia
								Russian
								15 Nov.
						

						
								9
								OSR authorities representative
								Norway
								Norwegian
								18 Nov.
						

						
								10
								Senior specialist at the health, safety and environment department, oil company
								Russia
								Russian
								10 Dec.
						

					


The study area is geographically limited to the Barents Sea since Norwegian–Russian cooperation activities are primarily in this area.

	

Regulating dispersants use in Norway and in Russia

This section presents an overview of the central OSR regulations and policies on dispersants use in Norway and Russia. The interviewees comment on how the dispersants regulations are implemented in practice.



The central OSR regulations in Norway

A number of legislative documents cover oil spill preparedness and response in Norway. The most important legislative documents that cover oil spill preparedness in Norway include the Pollution Control Act (1981), which addresses general pollution, the Petroleum Act (1996), which governs Norwegian petroleum resources and development of these (Ly 2001), the Health, Safety and Environment Regulations (PSA 2010a, b, c), which stipulate central OSR requirements, and the Pollution Regulations (Norwegian Environment Agency 2012), which, among other things, address the composition and use of dispersants to combat oil pollution.



Policy on use of dispersants in Norway

In Norway OSR is mainly based on mechanical containment and recovery using booms and skimmers (Sarkova et al. 2010; Ly & Bjerkemo 2011; Sydnes & Sydnes 2011). Dispersants are considered to be supplemental to mechanical recovery (Knol & Arbo 2014). The overall principle is that dispersants should be chosen when their application results in less overall environmental damage than conventional mechanical recovery or no response (Vik 2003). Selection of dispersants as a response strategy must be based upon NEBA. Under the Pollution Control Act the environmental authorities may oblige companies in charge of oil operations (hereafter called operators) to use different OSR techniques. This may include a direct order to establish a contingency system based on dispersants if this is thought to reduce damage caused by an oil spill (Interviews 2, 9).

Use of dispersants requires pre-approval of competent national agencies and must be included in operators’ OSR plans (Pollution Regulations §19-4). There is no “approved list of dispersants” in Norway to which authorities can refer when taking a decision on dispersants use (Interviews 2, 9). However, dispersants should be tested for their effectiveness, natural degradation and algae toxicity and can be allowed for use only by passing these tests (Vik 2003; Pollution Regulations §19-4). The tests results are documented in any OSR plan containing use of dispersants (EMSA 2010).

Operators on the Norwegian continental shelf are obliged to prove the effectiveness of the chosen dispersant on their own crude oils (PSA 2010b, §42). Operators must also test the oil dispersibility in different degrees of weathering of the relevant crude oil in order to assess a window of opportunity for effective use of dispersants under various sea conditions (Lunel 2001; PSA 2010a, §59).

The Norwegian Environment Agency (NEA), under the Ministry of Climate and Environment, is in charge of pollution preparedness requirements and regulations concerning using and testing dispersants (EMSA 2010). The operator submits the OSR analysis involving the use of dispersants as a part of the application for a discharge permit to the NEA for pre-approval (Hasle et al. 2009; PSA 2010c, §34). The Norwegian Coastal Administration (NCA) will receive applications for dispersants use during a real accident and will in cooperation with the NEA be the final authority for decision-making (Pollution Regulations §19-4).

The NEA and the NCA have developed support templates—the Decision Matrix and the Control Form—to clarify information which must be included in the application for using dispersants in case of a real accident (EMSA 2010). The Control Form is a one-page template containing general information on oil spill parameters, location, weather forecast, type of dispersants and application method. The Decision Matrix shall include detailed information on natural dispersion, vulnerable natural resources, depth and distance to shore, possible stranding of oil, chemical dispersibility of the oil spill, wind conditions, strategy for applying dispersants, criteria for operating in darkness, dispersant application capacity, salinity of the surface water, monitoring of the spill and how to quantify the amount of oil remaining after an operation has been completed. Both forms are available on the NCA’s website (Norwegian Coastal Administration 2010).

When use of dispersants is included in the OSR plan and pre-approved by the NEA, only the one-page Control Form should be sent to the NCA before commencing to use dispersants (the Decision Matrix can be sent subsequently). The NCA is on duty on a 24-hour basis and can assess the application and issue permission for dispersants use within 30 minutes of receiving the application (Interview 5). No further official authorization is required prior to commencing the use of dispersants (Pollution Regulations §19-4).

If dispersants are not included in the OSR plan, the operator has to submit both forms to the NCA for their approval. The decision-making in such a case may take much longer as there may be a need for decision support from the NEA, the Institute of Marine Research and others (Interviews 2, 9).

Using dispersants and the approval process are important parts of regular OSR exercises organized by the NCA, the Norwegian Clean Seas Association for Operating Companies (NOFO) and other parties of interest (Ly 2001; Jensen et al. 2011). This results in a quick decision-making process and effective response (Interview 4). In recent years dispersants have been used in Norway in two incidents, one in 2006 and a minor one in 2010 (SEA Consulting Group 2013). Dispersant stockpiles are available in Norway and contain Dasic SLICKGONE NS and minor amounts of Corexit 9527 (EMSA 2010).



The central OSR regulations in Russia

The Russian Federation regulates offshore oil and gas activity in the Arctic through a complex system of rules derived from the Constitution, multiple statutes and decrees, orders, regulations and other sources of law (Prozorovsky 2011; Arctic Offshore Oil and Gas Guidelines Paper 2012). The licensing procedure and requirements for environmental protection, including emergency preparedness, are outlined in the Federal Law on the Continental Shelf of the Russian Federation (Government of Russia 1995; Vodyannik 2012). Russian regulations stress that the right to conduct exploration drilling and produce hydrocarbons, transport and store oil using the associated pipelines and infrastructure on the Russian Continental Shelf can be granted only if the operator has an approved OSR plan (Government of Russia 1998, 2012; Venchikova 2012). The operator shall also provide information on OSR technologies suitable for the ice conditions if petroleum activities take place in ice-covered waters (Government of Russia 2012; Donskoy 2014). In Russia approximately 50 legislative documents can be applied to oil spill prevention and response (Zagvozdkin 2008; Sarkova et al. 2010; Ivanova 2011).

Basic requirements for offshore oil spill preparedness and response are stipulated in numerous decrees issued by the Russian government and various ministries (Chernoplekov 2002; Prozorovsky 2011). The most central ones are the following: decree no. 1188 (On amendments to the decree no. 613 dated 21 August 2000 and decree no. 240 dated 15 April 2002) by the Government of the Russian Federation, dated 14 November 2014 (Government of Russia 2014a); decree no. 1189 (On organization of prevention and response to spills of oil and oil products on the continental shelf of the Russian Federation, in inland sea waters, territorial sea and adjacent zone of the Russian Federation) by the Government of the Russian Federation, dated 14 November 2014 (Government of Russia 2014b); decree no. 53 (On approval of regulations of a functional subsystem for operational actions on prevention and response to oil spill at sea from vessels or facilities regardless their ownership or national affiliation) by the Ministry of Transport of the Russian Federation, dated 6 April 2009 (Ministry of Transport 2009); and decree no. 156 (On approval of instructions on the definition of the lower level of oil and oil product spills for the classification of oil spill to an emergency situation) by the Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation, dated 3 March 2003 (MNR 2003).



Policy on use of dispersants in Russia

Russian oil spill preparedness at sea is based on mechanical containment and recovery (Chernoplekov & Kram 2005). Dispersants are considered to be supplemental to mechanical methods depending on the spill scenario (Belkina 2013). Policy for dispersants use in Russia is outlined in the Regulations on Oil Spill Dispersants Application as of October 2005 (CNIIMF 2005). According to the regulations, use of dispersants must be included in OSR plans and pre-approved by the relevant authorities. The preliminary approval of dispersants means that they have in principle been authorized for use in the inland and territorial seas and the exclusive economic zone of the Russian Federation, and may be applied in OSR operations at a particular site (Interview 8). The preliminary approval also means that a dispersant’s toxicity is tested by the Russian specialized research centres, which have established maximum permissible concentrations (MPC) or tentative safe exposure level (temporary norm) for marine areas (Interviews 1, 3).

Previously the list of the pre-approved dispersants contained OM-6, OM-84, DN-75, dispersants 124v and 124d, Corexit 7664 and Corexit 9527, according to the Order of the Russian State Fishery Committee (Goskomrybolovstvo)—On fishery norms—dated 28 April 1999 (Russian State Fishery Committee 1999). This document is no longer in effect and has been replaced by the Order of the Russian Federal Agency of Fishery Resources (Rosrybolovstvo, former Goskomrybolovstvo)—On approval of water quality norms for fishery water bodies including MPC of harmful substances in fishery water bodies—dated 18 January 2010 (Russian Federal Agency of Fishery Resources 2010). The latter provides MPC only for Corexit 7664. There is no other legal document in force which provides MPCs or temporary norms for using dispersants in Russian Arctic marine waters (Interviews 6, 7).

The environmental advantages and disadvantages of using dispersants shall be assessed at the stage of emergency preparedness planning in the preliminary NEBA. In accordance with the dispersants regulations (CNIIMF 2005), in an actual oil spill situation authorization to use the pre-approved dispersants is also needed. The decision on dispersant use shall be taken in agreement with the territorial bodies of the Environmental Protection Agency (Rosprirodnadzor) and the Russian State Fishery Committee (Rosrybolovstvo) on the basis of NEBA which is undertaken at the time of a real oil spill, that is, NEBA of the actual situation. If a preliminary NEBA has been performed, the NEBA of the actual situation is done in an abbreviated form to evaluate whether the actual situation corresponds to the scenarios given in the OSR plan. If the actual and preliminary scenarios are similar, the authorized representatives of the territorial branches of Rosprirodnadzor and Rosrybolovstvo should endorse the use of dispersant in the given situation. If the actual situation deviates significantly from a preliminary one, a new NEBA must be conducted.

The dispersants regulations (CNIIMF 2005) contain general information on testing and certifying dispersants in Russia, NEBA procedure, dispersants application techniques, etc. However, these regulations, like any other relevant document in Russia, do not stipulate the algorithm for involvement of the pre-approved dispersants into the actual OSR operations (Interviews 6, 10). The lack of a well-established approval procedure could result in a long and unclear permitting process in each oil spill case. While time is spent getting the authorities’ approval, the window of opportunity for applying dispersants can be lost (Chernoplekov & Kram 2005; Belkina 2013).

Another factor which can make it less attractive to use dispersants in Russia compared to mechanical recovery is that using pre-approved dispersants may be considered as “discharge of pollutants into water environment,” which must be paid for in accordance with the Russian environmental protection policy (Sarkova et al. 2010; Donskoy 2014). However, it should be noted that dispersants have not been used yet in real OSR operations in Russia. At least, there are no reliable records (SEA Consulting Group 2013). Thus, there is an absence of practical administration of the fee for discharge of dispersants. The legal side of this issue is controversial and requires additional coordination with environmental authorities, namely Rosprirodnadzor (Interviews 6, 10).

Dispersants use and the approval process are not included into regular national OSR exercises (Interviews 6, 10). This could lead to a total avoidance of dispersants even if their use can be beneficial.

	

Discussion

In neighbouring Norway and Russia dispersants are recognized as an effective technique to combat offshore oil spills and protect sensitive coastlines. In both countries use of dispersants requires preliminary authorization of appropriate national agencies. NEBA is essential to the procedures in both countries and is used to assess what is at stake, whether or not dispersants are used. In contrast to Russian practice, there is no list of approved dispersants in Norway. However, dispersants can be authorized for use in Norway only if they pass specialized tests. It means that any dispersant can be used if the test criteria are met. In Russia only Corexit 7664 is currently approved for application in Russian marine waters.

Norwegian regulations oblige operators to test the chosen dispersant on their own crude oils at the oils’ varying degrees of weathering in order to assess the window of opportunity for using the dispersant effectively. In Russia there is no such requirement, and the implementation of weathering tests depends only on the willingness of a particular operator.

In Norway the pre-approval procedure and the algorithm of dispersants involvement in response to a real accident are clearly documented and are regularly tested at OSR exercises. There is only one governmental body responsible for the decision-making process in a real spill situation, which reduces to a minimum the time required to process the permit (in practice less than 1 h). In Russian marine waters, dispersants have never been used on a large scale. Lack of practical experience and a well-established pre-approval procedure is likely to result in a long and unclear permitting process in each oil spill case.

The Barents Sea has already become an arena for solid OSR cooperation between the governments of Norway and Russia (Sarkova et al. 2010). Why dispersants have still not been incorporated in joint OSR planning and exercises in the Barents Sea can probably be explained by the fact that the responsible national governmental agencies do not have their own dispersants stockpiles in the Arctic region and, as a result, are mainly focused on mechanical containment and recovery (Chernoplekov & Kram 2005). The existing decision-making process stipulated by the Joint Contingency Plan in the Barents Sea does not set any specific requirements for dispersants use and lets both parties follow their own national procedures. In situations which can affect the interests of both countries the decision to use dispersants shall only be undertaken upon agreement (SMPC 2014: 7). However, a well-established and agreed algorithm determining this process in joint OSR operations, where there is a risk of transboundary pollution, does not exist.

Lack of a proper regulatory mechanism for dispersants involvement in real OSR operations in Russia and not testing the decision-making process for using dispersants in Russian national OSR exercises will hinder rather than help to achieve concordance with the Norwegian counterpart and could lead to a total avoidance of dispersants even if their use could be beneficial (Interviews 6, 10).

The unclear situation regarding the application of dispersants in joint OSR operations today will most probably remain without significant changes until the Norwegian petroleum industry comes closer to the Norwegian–Russian maritime border in the Barents Sea. At that stage, NOFO will come on the scene (Interview 5). NOFO is a non-governmental organization, which, on behalf of the operators in Norway, administrates and maintains OSR, including personnel, vessels, equipment and dispersants stockpiles (Ly 2001). If using dispersants is considered to be beneficial by operators and NOFO, a concordance with the Russian side, whose interests could be affected, should be achieved (Interviews 5, 10).

In light of increasing petroleum activities and associated risks of transboundary oil pollution, a possibility to develop a common Norwegian–Russian strategy for using dispersants in the Barents Sea should be thoroughly assessed. If adopted, it would benefit both the Russian national OSR system and the Norwegian–Russian OSR cooperation in the Barents Sea. A harmonized approach would ensure that dispersants are a viable option in cross-border areas in the Barents Sea.

While assessing the possibility of harmonizing the strategy for dispersants use in the Barents Sea, the following key points should be addressed: the need to standardize dispersant testing and (pre)approval methods in Norway and Russia; the need to pre-define areas, seasons and criteria for dispersants use in the Barents Sea; the efficiency of commercially-available dispersants in the Barents Sea with regard to temperature, salinity and the most common oil types; wildlife sensitivity to oil spills and dispersed oil in the Barents Sea; transboundary customs procedures when dispersants need to be imported quickly into the affected country; the need to harmonize a system of claims management for damage compensation for oil spills from offshore installations and vessels in case of transboundary pollution in the Barents Sea.
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