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Operated
 
Asset
 
X
 
Roadmap
)
	Location:
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	Main partners:
· Company A%
· Company B%
· Company C%
	
	2024 emissions: 2.3 kt
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	Segment
	e.g. Upstream/Midstream/Downstream

	Asset Type
	e.g. Production Conventional/Unconventional/Offshore/Onshore

	Asset Description
	Please include a brief description of asset composition, e.g.:
120 production wells, 2 FPSOs each with a flare stack, 10 km of subsea gas export pipelines


 (
Level
 
4
 
Overview
)

	Source
	Current Level
	2025
Materiality
	L4 Approach
Please provide a brief overview of technologies and methodologies used, and sampling and extrapolation strategy adopted, e.g.:

	Flaring
Nature of the source : Continuous or intermittent, routine or abnormal
	L3
	74% vs 86% in
2024
	All the flares of the assets were measured, no extrapolation needed for this source.
Uncertainty mostly driven by destruction efficiency.
· Ultrasonic flowmeters measure volume on a continuous basis
· Gas composition determined quarterly with gas chromatography,
· Flare DRE measured with VISR 2x year and average measurement extrapolated to the full year

	Oil loading
Intermittent, routine
	L3
	13% vs 7% in
2024
	· HYSYS simulation conducted to determine loading losses
· Drone mounted TDLAS methane sensor used to measure one loading event at FPSO X during 2024
· Strong agreement with simulation
Uncertainty driven by the nature of the gas used to blanket the tanker before loading, assumption taken in the simulation is blanketing using flue gas.

	Stationary combustion
Continuous, routine
	L3
	12% vs 7% in
2024
	· Exhaust gas sampling conducted quarterly using FTIR
· 50% of the machines measured, results were extrapolated to the full population. Extrapolation possible as all machines are of similar make.
· Uncertainty drive by the fact that FTIR measurements were only performed at a full load.

	Fugitives
Continuous, abnormal
	L3
	0.8%
	· Non-material, will remain at L3
· Asset is subject to annual LDAR requirements


 (
Mitigation
 
Projects/Plans
) (
Please
 
use
 
this
 
section
 
to
 
describe
 
any
 
planned
 
or
 
implemented
 
mitigation
 
measures
 
at
 
the
 
asset,
 
e.g.:
In
 
2022,
 
vapor
 
recovery
 
units were
 
installed
 
to
 
recover
 
gas
 
vented
 
from
 
storage
 
tanks
 
to
 
flare,
 
eliminating
 
this
 
source
 
of
 
methane.
Between
 
2025
 
and
 
2027,
 
closed
 
flare
 
projects
 
will
 
be
 
implemented on
 
both
 
FPSOs
 
to
 
eliminate flaring
 
under normal
 
routine operations (pilot/purge). Gas will only be flared during maintenance activities and during process upsets.
)


 (
Site-level
 
Measurement
 
Overview
)

	Mode/platform
	e.g. Drone, aircraft…
	Detection threshold
	e.g. 1kg/hr under ideal conditions

	Sensor/technology
	e.g. TDLAS
	Any known limitation
	

	Purpose/justification of technology selection
	
	Emission rate quantification method
	

	Technology provider
	Optional (a third-party provider)
	
	

	Measurement campaign details
(e.g.
	e.g. Frequency & number of measurements undertaken, sampling amd extrapolation strategy adopted ( spatial and temporal coverage), weather or access related notes that affected
measurements…


 (
Reconciliation
)

	· What was the scale of reconciliation (spatial and temporal)? e.g. Instantaneous reconciliation was performed during site-level
measurement campaigns at both FPSOs.
· What were the Level 4 used in the reconciliation? e.g. annual Level 4 inventory if annual-scale reconciliation, or Level 4 data
extracted from Scada/data historian at the time of the campaign if instantaneous reconciliation…
· What are level 4 uncertainty main contributors? if different than the annual Level 4 inventory uncertainty detailed n the previous page.
· How were non-measured sources accounted for? E.g. A loading activity was captured during the site level measurement at FPSO X but not at the other FPSO. Emissions from stationary combustion were expected to be below the detection threshold and were not include in reconciliation initially.
· What were the site-level values used in the reconciliation? e.g. average if site-level measurements at reconciliation unit X
· How was site level uncertainty determined?: e.g. : provided by the vendor based on average of 3 surveys.

	Results
	




Reconciliation	Reconciliation	Reconciliation	Reconciliation Unit X - 2024		Unit X - 2025		Unit Y - 2024		Unit Y - 2025
Sum of Level 4 Estimates	Site-Level Measurements

	· What did you find? Can you quantify the discrepancy? e.g. At FPSO X, site level measurements were higher due to an underestimation of loading emissions at L4. At FPSO Y, emission from stationary combustion were found to be much higher than L4 estimate due to an operational issue with one of the units. This was repaired and is not expected to be reflected in the measurements in future.
· How do the findings affect your Level 4 inventory? Did you carry out a second round of investigation to understand the discrepancies? e.g. A follow-up investigation was conducted to reassess the emission rate of the loading event happening at the time of the measurements. The updated emission rate and Level 4 estimates successfully reconciled with the site-level estimates.
· Can this learning be extrapolated? The emission rates for loading event were updated for both FPSO's since the operations were similar at all those sites.
	


 (
Level
 
5
 
Estimate
) (
How
 
was
 
Level
 
5
 
estimate
 
developed? How
 
was
 
temporal
 
variability; emissions below
 
the
 
detection threshold considered? Which U&R
 
pathway?
 
Comment about
 
abnormal emissions, their duration and
 
frequency and
 
emission variability
 
(each
 
asset
 
can
 
have a different answer too)
 
e.g. Level 5 estimate was developed using 
revised Level 4 estimates
. Site-level measurements showed 
loading emissions 
were potentially being underestimated and the L4 approach was
 
adapted. The updated Level 4 estimate successfully reconciled with site-level measurements (
Pathway 1 of U&R
).Abnormal emissions were included using operational and maintenance logs for frequency and duration. The inclusion of a specific abnormal event (loading) in the site-level measurement for FPSO X demonstrated the value of measuring such activities
How was the Level 5 uncertainty determined? 
e.g. To derive the Level 5 uncertainty, the uncertainty calculated for the Level 4 inventory was
 
combined to
 
the
 
uncertainty
 
of
 
site-level measurement for
 
the
 
source
 
that
 
was
 
added
 
to
 
the
 
inventory based
 
on
 
the reconciliation findings
.
)
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