


Lintec’s Technical Manager,
Michael Green, discusses our
clients’ concerns regarding
the recently adopted revised
specification for bunker

fuel - ISO 8217:2010

Although many of the changes introduced in the revised
ISO 8217 are perceived as a real effort to significantly
improve overall quality of bunker fuel, Lintec has
received a great deal of feedback from our clients
outlining their concerns.

The most common of these relate to:
(i) Hydrogen Sulphide (H2S)

(i) Lubricity

(i) Changes to Section 5

Hydrogen Sulphide (H2S)

Although operational issues can be experienced when
high concentrations of H2S are present, the safety of
a vessel’s crew is of paramount importance as far as
Hydrogen Sulphide is concerned.

The new standard does make positive progress by
recognising the need to test for H2S and specifying
a maximum of 2ppm in the liquid phase, with an
implementation date of 2012.

However, if a fuel has an H2S content of 2ppm in
the liquid phase this can equate to around 200ppm
in the vapour phase and at this sort of level even
limited exposure can pose an immediate risk to
human health.

Lubricity

A common mis-conception is that Sulphur is a lubricant
within fuel, and removing Sulphur reduces lubricity.
This is partially correct in that the Sulphur content within
fuel is intrinsically linked to “minor species” such as
Nitrogen, Oxygen and Polyaromatic Species.

It is these linked “minor species” that are directly
responsible for the natural lubricity of the fuel. Sulphur
reduction at the refinery removes the linked “minor
species” and with them the natural lubricity.

Waste chemicals and
changes to Section 5

As fuel treatment becomes more commonplace and the
use of blend / cutter stocks increases, greater numbers
of marine fuels have been found to contain unwanted
contaminants.

Section 5 of the 2005 revision dealt with the “general
requirements” of marine fuel and chemical contamination.
However, it did not highlight specific contaminants, or
acceptable concentrations, and there were no definitive
grounds on which a potential claim could be based.

In an effort to address this, the 2010 version of the
ISO standard Section 5 has been extended. It still
maintains that fuels should be ‘a homogeneous blend of
hydrocarbons which should be free from Inorganic acids
and used lubricating oils’ and that fuel ‘shall not contain
any added substance or chemical waste’ but with the
addition of Annex B, which offers further clarification as
to the nature of these “deleterious materials”.

It goes on to state that fuel should be ‘free from any
material that renders the fuel unsuitable for use in marine
applications’ and that it should be ‘free from bio-derived
materials other than “de minimis” levels of FAME (Fatty
Acid Methyl Esters)’ and cross references Annex A,
which provides specific details.

When these additional annexes are examined we find
that although they do recommend that contaminants
should not be present they stop short of advising which
compounds are classed as contaminants and specifying
acceptable limits for such contaminants.

The use of terms such as “de minimis” would also
appear to cloud the issue further. For example, in
cases where contaminants are found what would be
considered to be a “de minimis” quantity?

Some suppliers may view 100ppm of a particular
contaminant to be “de minimis” whereas fuel buyers
may consider 10ppm “de minimis”.

The fact that a degree of interpretation is required will
always cast doubt on what is an “appropriate” level.

Finally, questions have been raised regarding fuel
producers and whether it will be feasible to provide
fuel that meets the 2010 standard, particularly given
their voiced opinions of the proposals, and whether
any additional costs will be passed on to the purchaser.

Purifier efficiency
monitoring as part
of a planned
maintenance regime

The latest revision of the international standard for
marine fuels, ISO 8217:2010, has seen the specified
maximum combined limit for Aluminium & Silicon
(catalytic fines) reduced to 60 mg/kg from a limit of 80
mg/kg in the previous revision.

However, many major engine builders specify a limit
of 15 mg/kg in the injected fuel, and it is vital that a
vessel’s separators are operating effectively in order to
meet this requirement.

The efficiency of separators can be determined by
carrying out laboratory analysis of the fuel oil both before
and after separation, and including separator efficiency
monitoring as part of a planned maintenance regime
can significantly reduce the likelyhood of operational
problems occurring due to the ingress of catalytic fines.

In order to facilitate the taking of ‘before and after
purifier samples’, Lintec has introduced dedicated kits
(ilustrated).

The kits contain four sample bottles — enough to sample
two purifiers — together with the documentation required
to courier the kit to Lintec’s laboratory facilities using
the Lintec / DHL Priority Advantage Desk (PAD).

The fuel samples are analysed against the full ISO 8217
specification and a comparison made of the analysis
results, with special attention being paid to the levels
of catalytic fines and water content.

The results of the analysis, together with advice and
comment from Lintec’s Customer Service Department,
are then issued to the ship and to the client’s office,
enabling appropriate action to be taken.

Chemical screening
dispels doubts

Prior to placing their vessels on our fuel testing
programme a Hamburg based ship owner raised
doubts about the value of Lintec’s chemical screening
programme, given the relative low cost per sample
screened.

Any doubts regarding the value of chemical screening
were dispelled within weeks when bunkered fuel
containing DCPD and Styrene was identified using
Lintec’s chemical screening technique and reported
to the client.

The vessel concerned was under charter to a large
shipping company which was made aware of Lintec’s
findings.

The two companies then entered into discussions and
it was agreed that Lintec’s advice — that the fuel be
used with caution and if any operational difficulties
were encountered then the use of the fuel would cease
— should be followed.

After seven days operation the vessel began to
encounter operational difficulties, including blocked fuel
filters — as can be seen in the photograph here.

At the next scheduled port of call, and with minimum
disruption, the charterer arranged for the fuel to be
debunkered and replaced with a new fuel stem.

Further analysis was undertaken in order to determine
the exact levels of contamination, following which the
charterer accepted liability for all costs.

Needless to say, the Hamburg ship owner continues
to use our analysis service and, of course, our
chemical screening programme.




