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IOGP Europe supports the European Commission’s simplification efforts as outlined by President
von der Leyen’s Political Guidelines 2024-2029 and reaffirmed in the Budapest declaration of
November 2024, underlining that regulatory simplification is a central and urgent political priority
for this Commission. To this end, we have developed proposals for targeted adjustments to the EU
Methane Emissions Regulation that should be addressed by the upcoming Energy Omnibus.’

OGP Europe strongly supports the EU’'s ambitious goal of reducing methane emissions and remains committed to
enhancing environmental performance across the energy value chain. We recognize the critical role of effective methane
management in addressing climate change and advancing the sustainability of our industry. However, we are concerned
that some provisions within the Regulation may inadvertently create compliance burdens that are disproportionate to

the actual environmental impact, potentially leading to unintended consequences. In particular, we believe that these
provisions could undermine the EU’s energy security, particularly at a time when strengthening the EU’s energy supply is of
strategic importance. Our key concerns include:

e Domestic requirements set by Chapter 3 inadvertently create obligations that are not technically implementable (e.g.,
quantification of methane emissions subsea), require disproportionate efforts with negligible environmental impact (e.g.,
LDAR surveys with repair thresholds of 1g/h), dismiss technology neutrality principle (e.g., criteria prohibiting the use
of continuous methane emissions monitoring systems), and/or ignore operational realities (e.qg., flare stack upgrades).
Without timely intervention, the remaining domestic oil and gas production in Europe will decline at an accelerated
pace, further increasing the EU’s vulnerability to global energy market volatility and geopolitical developments.

e Importer requirements set by Chapter 5 introduce a new layer of compliance risks and contractual complexities
for LNG importers, which are likely to increase financial and operational burdens along the energy supply chains,
leading to reduced supply options for the EU and increased costs for compliant molecules.? This is in contradiction
with the Affordable Energy Action Plan and the general objective of the EU’s energy security architecture. The
importer requirements do not fully account for the complexities of global energy trade and intricate value chains,
as well as operational realities. If fundamental challenges are not properly adjusted (e.g., MRV equivalence criteria,
implementation timeline, lack of technical details), importer requirements could jeopardise the EU’s sourcing
flexibility of affordable energy.

Our aim is to assist in the streamlining of the regulatory framework, ensuring that it remains both implementable and fit to
ensure the competitiveness of European industries in a rapidly evolving global market. Targeted adjustments to the Regulation
are necessary to ensure that the environmental objectives are aligned with technically feasible and effective implementation.
For the purpose of simplifying the EU regulatory framework, please find below a set of concrete proposals for immediate
legislative action. These proposals aim not only to support the European Commission’s sustainability objectives but also to
ensure that changes to the EU Methane Regulation are implemented in a way that safeguards the EU’s energy security.

! EC, 'REGULATION (EU) 2024/1787': https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=0J:L 202401787
2 ACER, 2025, '2025 Monitoring Report: Analysis of the European LNG market developments'’: https://www.acer.europa.eu/sites/default/files/documents/Publications/ACER-
LNG-Monitoring-Report-2025.pdf
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EU Methane Emissions Regulation (EU) 2019/942: Chapter 3 - Domestic Requirements

Proposals addressing fundamental implementation challenges

Recommendation

Justification

Delete Type 2 Leak Detection and Repair (LDAR) survey
obligation for upstream components, such that operators are
able to prioritize surveying and repair of possible leaks which
have a material environmental impact.

Focusing only on Type 1 LDAR surveys [i.e. with 17 g/h repair threshold) ensures a more practical, impactful, and efficient approach
to reducing methane emissions, especially in operational contexts where smaller leaks are harder to detect, repair, or justify
economically. For example, Norway's onshore processing facility 'Kérste’ alone comprises of approximately 95,000 components
(with many more potential leaking points), and 60 offshore installations on the NCS collectively have more than 2.4 million
components.

Emission levels corresponding to Type 2 LDAR survey repair thresholds (i.e. 1 g/h) are negligible even if multiple of such leaks are
considered. Note that methane leak of 17 g/h leaking for a year corresponds to the methane emissions from a dairy cow in the EU.
The Regulation should therefore (1) focus on Type 1 LDAR surveys with a repair threshold of 17g/h, and (2] progressively enhance
LDAR survey sensitivity as detection technologies improve and leak patterns evolve. Further, we would like to reiterate that the
minimum detection threshold(s) secondary legislation being developed by the European Commission should be set at the same
level as the repair threshold.

Detecting leaks below 17 g/h often requires significant effort relative to the volume of emissions reduced, leading to
disproportionately high costs for minimal or even negative environmental impact, especially in facilities with declining production

or nearing decommissioning. Operator’s field experience and multiple studies show that emission distributions are highly skewed,
with a few number of sources accounting for a large fraction of emissions. Focusing on leaks above the 17g/h threshold will address
more than 98% of total leaked volumes.?

Identifying and repairing very small leaks often requires more intrusive interventions, increasing downtime and operational
inefficiencies. Detection devices appropriate for Type 2 LDAR surveys require close proximity (few centimetres) of each individual
component. Starting with a higher threshold allows operators to manage initial efforts effectively, with the potential to lower
thresholds over time as technologies improve.

Moreover, current LDAR survey obligations will significantly increase the operational costs, which may negatively contribute to
affordability of crude oil and natural gas in the EU. Assessment shows that annual cost related to implementation of Article 14 in
Norway is estimated at €175-265 million for the 60 offshore installations, and €44-66 million for four onshore facilities.*

3 Felipe J. Cardoso-Saldana, Tiered Leak Detection and Repair Programs at Simulated Oil and Gas Production Facilities: Increasing Emission Reduction by Targeting High-Emitting Sources, 2023: https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.est.2c08582
4 OffshoreNorge, 2024 'EU Methane Regulation - Offshore Norway's consultation response’ (Norwegian): https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/a0a3f821f4cb4dcbaebc146e069fa7b3/offshore-norge.pdf?uid=0ffshore Norge
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Amend LDAR requirements applicable to subsea and subsea Prescribed LDAR requirements should not go beyond commercially available quantification technologies for subsea and subsea
bed components in the absence of appropriate commercially bed components [i.e., 17g/h repair threshold, which requires quantification). The Carbon Limits report does not provide sufficient
available quantification technologies.® evidence to establish a methane-specific minimum detection limit for subsea leak detection technologies under realistic
operational conditions.® Reported MDLs are theoretical, based solely on sensor performance under ideal lab settings and fail

to account for substantial real-world uncertainties, such as sensor placement, underwater currents, acoustic interference, and
biogenic methane sources, drastically affecting detection reliability.

Current technologies cannot independently verify methane emissions underwater, and the presence of methane in seawater does
not necessarily indicate a leak. Subsea pipeline integrity is already effectively managed through established systems like intelligent
pigging and pressure monitoring.

A prescriptive LDAR requirement is therefore not appropriate in this context; instead, a systems-based approach, such as outlined
in API TR 17TR16, offers a more practical and effective framework by using process data and event-driven deployment of sensors to
detect and respond to leaks. Best practices in Norway indicate an alternative approach to subsea LDAR, involving a mass balance
system offering continuous monitoring and external visual inspections conducted as part of the pipeline integrity programs.

Requirements set by the Regulation will significantly increase operational cost for minimal or even negative environmental impact,
while risking operators’ non-compliance.

Assessment shows that annual cost related to implementation of subsea and subsea-bed LDAR activities is estimated at €88-175
million. For active wells and subsea components, repair requirements could lead to significant production losses, resulting in
substantial economic and supply-related consequences, potentially impacting both domestic and export markets.”

Exclude annual quantification obligation for offshore inactive In the case of offshore inactive wells and temporarily plugged wells, Remotely Operated Vehicles (ROVs) can be used to monitor
wells and temporarily plugged wells in the absence of bubble activities around wells. However, to determine whether bubbles are associated with natural seepage or a leak from the
appropriate commercially available quantification technologies.® | reservoir will require additional laboratory inspections and extensive gas sampling and analysis. This will in many cases lead to
more emissions from monitoring/analysis/repair activities than the potential reduction.

As for all subsea methane emissions, a significant share will be converted to other compounds before reaching the water surface
and atmosphere. Scientific findings show that as methane is released, it rapidly dissolves into the surrounding water, while gases
like nitrogen and oxygen enter the bubbles.” This two-way gas exchange can result in bubbles containing little to no methane by the
time they are detected - raising concerns about the applicability of Article 18 provisions on offshore wells.

Further, the estimated repair cost per well ranges from €8.8 million to €88 million, depending on the complexity of the well.

5 Carbon Limits, 2023 ‘Overview of subsea methane emissions detection and quantification technologies’: https://cdn.prod.website-files.com/63e3b74820155d49e193aa74/651fb3ff986b35ba28811ab5 Overview-of-subsea-methane-emissions-detection-and-
quantification-technologies---Version-2.0.pdf

¢ https://www.carbonlimits.no/projects/overview-of-subsea-methane-emissions-detection-and-quantification-technologies-éxw7y

7 OffshoreNorge, 2024 'EU Methane Regulation - Offshore Norway's consultation response’ ([Norwegian]: https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/a0a3f821f4c64dcbaebc146e069fa7b3/offshore-norge.pdf?uid=0ffshore_Norge

8 Carbon Limits, 2023 ‘Overview of subsea methane emissions detection and quantification technologies’: https://cdn.prod.website-files.com/63e3b74820155d49e193aa74/651fb3ff986b35ba28811ab5 Overview-of-subsea-methane-emissions-detection-and-
quantification-technologies---Version-2.0.pdf

9 SINTEF, 2022 ‘Oxidation of methane in seawater - Laboratory experiments and the use of models - 0C2022 A-114': https://sintef.brage.unit.no/sintef-xmlui/handle/11250/3038685
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Provide a realistic pathway for the use of all advanced
detection technologies (incl. continuous monitoring)

to encourage innovation and continuous improvement,
enhancing industry’s capacity for early detection and repair of
potential leaks.

Set criteria permitting use of advanced technologies, namely capability of such technologies to meet source-specific measurements
set by Article 14(4(a)) and corresponding minimum detection limits/repair thresholds set by Article 14(7) and (8], should be amended
such that operators can use advanced detection technologies as long as it can be demonstrated to the competent authorities

that the combined use of the advanced technology with the periodic leak detection and repair surveys has a greater emissions
abatement potential for a site than the periodic leak detection and repair surveys.

Ensure that the requirements set by the EU Methane
Regulation do not unnecessarily restrict the use of different
technologies.

Terms like “as close as possible” limit the technologies usable and exclude application of new solutions that may not require being
placed close to leak.

Detection techniques are usually specific to technologies. Therefore, specifying detection techniques will likely exclude perfectly
appropriate technologies.

Each solution will usually come with manufacturer specifications for operation, maintenance instructions and training, which could
be referred to if needed.

Independent verifiers will also be able to check if these instructions/ techniques are followed, hence, no specific detection
techniques need to prescribed.

Proposal seeking (i) extension of the 18-month timeline
beyond 5 February 2026, to ensure that operators are given
sufficient time to upgrade all flare stacks to comply with the
destruction and removal efficiency by design level of at least
99 %, and (i) exemption of oil and gas operations which are
nearing the end of their productive lifecycle and/or upgrading
the equipment would have a worse environmental impact in
terms of emissions and/or upgrading of equipment would
compromise safety.

The investment cycle for flare stack replacements in oil and gas operations typically spans several years. On average, the planning,
procurement, and installation of a new flare stack or substantial upgrade can take 2 to 5 years. The timeline includes engineering
assessments, permitting, material sourcing, and physical installation, all of which are influenced by the complexity of the stack, site
logistics, and operational constraints.

For example, older facilities often require extensive assessments and design adjustments before replacements can take place,
while newer or modular facilities might streamline some of these processes. Administrative delays, such as permitting and
equipment availability, can further extend this timeline, particularly for specialized high-capacity systems like those used in LNG
facilities.

Many oil and gas production sites are currently operating close to the end of their productive lifecycle. This means that installing
new equipment may only bring short-term, and hence minimal, incremental methane emissions reduction and/or even cause a
negative environmental impact in terms of emissions. If these circumstances can be demonstrated, and as already provided for in
Article 15(4), competent authorities should be given the option to exempt oil and gas operators from this requirement.




Proposals streamlining implementation, reducing the reporting burden, and reflecting the principles of proportionality

Recommendation

Justification

Recognise principle of materiality throughout the Regulation.

Without clear alignment with the principle of materiality, the Regulation may inadvertently drive actions that increase overall
methane emissions rather than reduce them.

For example, requiring the replacement or repair of a component with very low fugitive emissions below any meaningful environmental
significance could trigger operational interventions such as depressurization, venting, or flaring, which may release more methane
and CO, than would have been emitted had the component remained in service. Such actions undermine the Regulation’s climate
objectives and reduce the efficiency and credibility of mitigation programmes.

To avoid net-negative environmental outcomes, the Regulation should explicitly acknowledge that mitigation measures must
be proportionate to the material impact of the source. Embedding the materiality principle in the implementation of mitigation
obligations will ensure that resources are focused on high-impact sources.

Recent study reveals that subsea equipment inspections, surveys and leak repairs generate significant carbon emissions, with fuel
use contributing 99% of the total footprint. Emissions vary greatly based on vessel choice, travel distances, and the efficiency of
operations. Leak repairs can often produce more emissions from the ships than the leaks themselves, especially in remote areas.

In compliance with the EU Methane Regulation, leak detection may result in emissions of 9.9 tCO2e per leak, while leak repair may
account for 217 tC0O2e per leak."” Subsea leaks at the level of 17 g/h (corresponding to 4.2 tCO2e per year) will be converted to other
compounds in the water before reaching the atmosphere, amount dependent on water depth and physiological factors."

Apply the same flexibility in frequency to all pipeline
components and materials where similar design pressure
exists.

There is no technical justification for restricting this flexibility solely to steel pipelines while excluding other components [such as
valves, flanges, fittings, or metering stations) operating under identical pressure and risk management conditions. Like pipelines,
these components are typically integrated into the same pipeline integrity management systems and are subject to the same

standards of monitoring, maintenance, and inspection. Therefore, when risk-based integrity assessments demonstrate that these
assets are operating safely and within performance thresholds, the same principles of proportionality and efficiency should apply.

Failing to extend this flexibility creates an inconsistent regulatory approach, where similar technical and risk profiles are treated
differently without a sound basis. It may also lead to redundant or unnecessary surveys, diverting resources from higher-risk areas
and reducing the overall efficiency of LDAR programmes.

Recognise operational realities.

Recommendation to delete ‘lasting less than 24 hours given that production tests usually last more than 24 hours.

Exclusion of economic considerations is impractical in certain operational contexts. The proposed term “meaningfully feasible”
allows for proportionality in enforcement by allowing regulators and operators to assess feasibility based on technical,
environmental, safety, and reasonable economic factors, ensures that all relevant aspects are considered.

10 Carbon Limits, 2024 ‘Carbon footprint of subsea LDAR': https://cdn.prod.website-files.com/63e3b74820155d49e193aa74/66df21b0df6e2471ced4c91d Carbon-footprint-of-subsea-L DAR---2024-09-04---final-v3.pdf

" Sintef, 2022 ‘Oxidation of methane in seawater - Laboratory experiments and the use of models - 0C2022 A-114": SINTEF Open: Oxidation of methane in seawater - Laboratory experiments and the use of models - 0C2022 A-114
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EU Methane Emissions Regulation (EU) 2019/942: Chapter 5 - Importer Requirements

Proposals addressing fundamental implementation challenges

Recommendation Justification
Conditional deferred implementation based on preparatory To allow market participants to prepare for/adjust to new requirements, the implementation timeline should be adjusted based on
actions. the EC’s adoption of follow-up legislation/measures, which need to be developed urgently to provide market participants with the

clarity and certainty about future requirements which is also key for the conclusion of new energy supply agreements.

Premature enforcement of importer requirements could lead to non-compliance by importers, triggering penalties, reducing the
availability of natural gas, crude oil and/or coal, and potentially driving supply to other markets. The limited sourcing flexibility could
further increase the price of imported natural gas and crude oil - mirroring the 2022-2023 market trends when loss of significant
Russian natural gas and crude oil volumes translated into higher prices.

The ACER’s 2025 Monitoring Report highlights that importer requirements introduce a new layer of compliance risks and
contractual complexities for LNG importers:™

e Fscalating requirements are likely to increase financial and operational burdens along the LNG supply chain.

e Complicate LNG contract negotiations - this could lead to reduced supply options for the EU and increased costs for compliant LNG,
potentially presenting short-term risks for Europe’s energy security.

e While the capital investments needed to deploy advanced methane monitoring and mitigation technologies will generally fall to
producers, the associated costs may be passed through to importers via higher contract prices.

In the absence of a consistent international process standard for the Measurement, Reporting, and Verification (MRV) of methane
emissions, it is important that technical challenges are addressed before imposing compliance burdens on importers, thereby
reducing legal, commercial, and operational risks.

The Regulation is underpinned by secondary legislation, which will be developed by the European Commission at a later stage (e.g.,
methodology for calculating methane emission by 5 August 2027), and additional measures, such as assessing maximum methane
intensity levels for imports by 5 August 2029. Allowing for sufficient time for compliance after the European Commission assesses
and adopts follow-up measures is paramount for setting clear and achievable provisions (incl. methane intensity thresholds) for
importers and third-country producers.

2 ACER, 2025, "2025 Monitoring Report: Analysis of the European LNG market developments’: https://www.acer.europa.eu/sites/default/files/documents/Publications/ACER-LNG-Monitoring-Report-2025.pdf
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Subjecting imports to MRV requirements as prescribed in the EU Methane Regulation or OGMP 2.0 Level 5 (i.e. source-level and
site-level quantification of methane emissions, reconciliation), verified by a 3rd party by 1 January 2027, and setting maximum
methane emissions thresholds by 5 August 2030 does not recognize the following:

e A regulatory misalignment between the EU and major crude oil and natural gas exporting countries will persist until a consistent
international process standard for MRV is established. The ISO standard for upstream MRV is not expected to be finalized by
2027/2028. Furthermore, the timeline and details associated with the US DoE led Measurement, Monitoring, Reporting and
Verification [MMRV) Framework are still unclear.

e Making some form of certification at producer level available to exports in third countries as a pathway for compliance will be
required to address the challenge of traceability of molecules. Establishing such compliance solutions at scale, in particular in
third countries with large and/or complex trading markets will require additional time.

» Key technical details associated with the OGMP 2.0 Level 5 reporting, such as specific methodologies for methane quantification
and acceptable reconciliation practices, are still being refined. The OGMP 2.0 implementation plans (incl. timelines) may be
affected by the continuously evolving framework and the lack of a third-party verification standard and verifying bodies.

Under this revised proposal, importers would be able to continue the collection of methane emissions and abatement information
based on regulatory and voluntary reporting programs in third countries until such time as there is an established MRV standard
and sufficient preparation time for implementation is given to market participants.




Revising the MRV equivalency criteria. There is currently uncertainty around the requirements to obtain Level 5 under OGMP 2.0 and the ability to achieve third-party
verification of this level. This proposal would give producers additional options for methods to improve the quality of methane
reporting information and provide data that is needed to inform both EU intensity calculations and producer-level abatement

programs at OGMP 2.0 Level 4.

Setting OGMP Level 4 with a plan for Level 5 enables technically more realistic global uptake and limits the likelihood of trade
disputes resulting from the application of the Regulation, with very little - or no substantive - reduction in MRV standards.
Requiring Level 5 upfront risks excluding key producers who may not yet have the technical capabilities, data infrastructure, or
access to advanced measurement technologies needed to comply. Level 4, by contrast, still ensures robust, asset-level, source-
based emissions reporting calibrated with measurements, offering a credible foundation for monitoring and reducing emissions.
Crucially, it supports a progressive “methane reduction journey,” where the focus is on continuous improvement and demonstrated
emissions reductions over time, rather than immediate compliance with the most stringent standards. Such approach lays the
groundwork for a future transition to Level 5, without delaying action today.

The country-level equivalency definitions, as proposed, have challenges with an assessment of any individual country, as each third
country has adopted unique methane reduction and reporting requirements. This proposal would streamline the approval process
for additional frameworks by the Commission and includes more objective criteria against which the Commission could compare
other frameworks, including regulatory reporting frameworks. This would also give certainty to third-country governments that
are seeking to establish national reporting programs aligned with EU requirements on the criteria that would be needed to ensure
that their protocol is deemed acceptable by the Commission and focus country efforts on improving inventories to inform methane
reduction decision-making within their jurisdictions.

Several countries outside the EU have strong regulatory GHG reporting regimes (e.g., Australia, U.S., UK). While these GHG
reporting regimes may be structured differently than the EU approach, they have the same intended outcome of collecting and
publicly reporting accurate GHG emissions data. These regulatory bodies should be allowed to act as a third-party verifier for
purposes of the EU Methane Regulation, and the data reported to their respective country reporting program should be accepted.

Proposal introducing additional criteria for the imposition of Crude oil, natural gas molecules are mixed during transportation and processing, making it nearly impossible to identify their
penalties to recognize that imports may not be able to trace source. This lack of traceability complicates the importer’s ability to link imported molecules to specific producers and their assets.
the imported volumes to a specific producer in 3rd country. This should be addressed in allowing for different possible pathways for compliance.

Acceleration of the development of methodology for The methodology for calculating the methane intensity is urgently needed for industry/producers to understand what will be
calculating the methane intensity. considered for the ultimate threshold. This is also urgently needed for the determination of low carbon hydrogen.




Proposals required to align with the adjustments made to implementation timeline

Adjusting the timeline for EC assessment according proposed
implementation timelines.

Article 29(5) requires a delay after the implementation of 29(1) - in line with the proposal in point 10. This is needed to ensure that
the EC has gathered relevant data.

Delay the penalties regime in line with the proposed
implementation timelines.

Please see the justification on page 6-7.

Proposals streamlining implementation, reducing the reporting burden, and reflecting the principles of proportionality

Streamlining reporting obligation.

Importers have an “all reasonable efforts” test on incorporating these terms in the first instance.

Where the exporter has been unwilling to agree, having an annual justification creates unproductive bureaucracy for the importer in
repeating the exercise with the exporter, for the CA in evaluating it and a business risk for the importer which it cannot manage.

Carry out an impact assessment of key importer
requirements.

Itis important that the EC carries out an Impact Assessment, given that no assessment has been made for Chapter 5 requirements
introduced during the trilogues.

Proposal seeking clarification of ‘importer’ definition.

The proposal seeks to establish a consistent and comprehensive definition of ‘importer’ to address legal uncertainties and
administrative challenges related to the placement of goods on the EU market by entities not established in the Union. Anchored
in the Union Customs Code, the proposal clarifies that for importers not established in the EU, a declarant established within the
Union may submit import declarations and act on behalf of the importer through indirect representation.

Clarification amendment seeking partial deletion to recognize
challenges for crude oil and natural gas imports due to the
complexity of tracing supply chains, limited data availability,
and the administrative burden on importers.

Maintaining wording in point 2 risks non-compliance from third countries, potential trade disruptions, and misalignment with
international standards, impacting market competitiveness and energy security. For additional details, please see justification in
amendment Nr. 10.




EU Methane Emissions Regulation (EU) 2019/942: General

Proposals streamlining implementation, reducing the reporting burden, and reflecting the principles of proportionality

Recommendation Justification
Allow reports to be 3 party verified, with a ‘limited Article 8 sets out detailed requirements for third-party verification of reported methane emissions. While independent verification
assurance’ level. is essential to ensure data credibility, the extensive number of emission sources across the value chain makes comprehensive

verification highly resource intensive. To ensure proportionality and consistency with related EU legislation, it is proposed that the
Regulation specify that third-party verification be conducted at a “limited assurance” level, in line with the approach outlined in the
EC Omnibus proposal for the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD)."

Proposal seeking harmonized implementation across the To ensure the effective, consistent, and transparent implementation of the Regulation, we recommend that the EC and MS develop
Union. unified procedures and rules (e.g., reporting templates, penalties) to avoid persisting uncertainties.

3 EC, 2025 'Proposal amending Directives 2006/43/EC, 2013/34/EU, (EU) 2022/2464 and (EU) 2024/1760°: https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/892fa84e-d027-439b-8527-72669cc42844 en?filename=COM 2025 81 EN.pdf
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