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1. Introduction

Shell UK Limited, acting on behalf of itself and Esso Exploration and Production UK Limited is undertaking a 
series of focused stakeholder dialogue sessions, which have been taking place since 2007.  These form part 
of the companies’ engagement on the technical studies and proposals for the decommissioning of the oil 
and gas production facilities in the Brent field.  The engagement will inform the development of a 
decommissioning programme, to be submitted to the UK Government Department of Energy and Climate 
Change (DECC) for approval.  

Two such focused stakeholder sessions were held in London and Aberdeen on 12 and 19 November 2013 
respectively.  The purpose of these events was to update stakeholders on the current project status and 
activities and to seek feedback on its emerging options and recommendations.  This document forms a 
combined summary record of the London and Aberdeen events.

The aims of the events were as follows:
 To update and brief participants on the current project status, activities, emerging options and 

recommendations; 
 To establish participants’ reactions, issues and comments on emerging options and recommendations; 
 To update participants on the process moving forward to public consultation and gain feedback on 

ongoing stakeholder engagement plans.

For further information relating to these events and Brent Decommissioning please go to the project’s web 
pages at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm

2. Overview of the Project

2.1 Project Status and Activities 

An update presentation was provided to stakeholders on the progress of the project by the Shell UK project 
team.   Stakeholders raised no questions of clarification following the presentation.

2.2 Emerging Recommendations and Options

Stakeholders were provided with an overview of the status of the different decommissioning activities for 
the Brent field.  It set out the key decommissioning activities and how they would be addressed during the 
events, depending on their stage of development.  

 Topsides, gravity base structures (GBS), well plug & abandonment, pipelines and debris all either have 
recommendations underway, or, the approach is very certain and there are no options to be considered 
for them: There was opportunity for people to ask questions about these topics.

 Brent Alpha steel jacket and drill cuttings each have a strong recommendation from Shell UK for the 
decommissioning: Time was given to review stakeholders’ reactions to the recommendations and any 
issues arising.

 Gravity base structure (GBS) legs and cell contents management:  Most time was allocated to hear 
stakeholder issues on the options for these topics, in order to inform the final selection of a 
recommendation.  

Questions of clarification raised by stakeholders after the presentation covered the following topics:
 The Gravity Base Structure (GBS) cell sampling approach and its technical issues, specifically whether 

butterfly valves could present difficulty. 
 The available window for GBS cell sampling operations during the winter months.
 How the NASA sphere, which is to be used for the GBS cell survey, will operate.
 The volume and nature of the sediment and material in the GBS cells – both in and above the sediment. 
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 GBS cell sampling results and whether the indicated cell management option could affect topside 
removal.

 The dependency of the decommissioning programme’s submission on GBS cell sampling taking place.
 The scope of the decommissioning programme in terms of the facilities it will include.
 Whether learning achieved from decommissioning sequencing will help to reduce costs.
 How far cost will influence decommissioning recommendations. 
 The tax regime in relation to the cost of decommissioning and the cost to the taxpayer.
 Effects on communities from the decommissioning and Shell’s approach to engaging them. 

3. Independent Review Group (IRG) Activities 

The Independent Review Group is an independent group of scientists and engineers.  It reviews the technical 
quality of the studies that are carried out by Shell UK to inform the proposals for Brent decommissioning.   
Members of the IRG provided an update on the work of the group to stakeholders. 

Questions of clarification raised by stakeholders covered the following topics:
 The IRG’s remit and role in the decision-making.
 The point at which the IRG comments on the evidence used to make the decision on decommissioning 

recommendations.
 How the IRG is funded.

4. Gravity Base Structure (GBS) Cell Management 

4.1 Cell Content Management and the Cell Management Stakeholder Task Group (CMSTG) Presentations

The following update presentations were made to stakeholders relating to gravity base structure (GBS) cell 
contents management for the Brent field:
 An overview of the cell management challenge
 The Multi Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA) process, as followed by the Cell Management Stakeholder 

Task Group (CMSTG); what it did and the conclusions reached
 Observations on the MCDA process, given by one of the CMSTG stakeholder participants (London event).

Questions of clarification from stakeholders in relation to cell management covered the following topics:
 Whether additional cell contents data beyond the sampling would be gathered, when the attic oil was 

removed from the cells. 
 The lifetime of the GBS cells’ structure and whether this would be increased by removal of the GBS legs.
 The cost of each of the cell management options. 
 Whether the chosen cell management option would be replicated on each GBS platform. 
 The composition of the cell sediment capping material used in one of the management options and how 

this would be introduced into the cells.

A question of clarification was also raised in relation to the MCDA process, as undertaken by the CMSTG:
 The nature and robustness of the MCDA process; whether the weighting of the model was judgemental. 

4.2 Cell Management Emerging Options

The three emerging options for cell management were set out.  These are considered by Shell to be the most 
favoured, pending verification by Shell’s comparative assessment on this topic and are as follows:
 Sediment Leave in Place
 Sediment Leave in Place plus Capping Material
 Sediment Removed by Vessel to Onshore. 
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Stakeholders were asked a key question: For each emerging GBS cell management option, how satisfied 
would you be if this were the recommendation?

Stakeholders were asked to place sticky dots on a scale, drawn on flip chart paper, which ranged from 
“unsatisfied” to “satisfied” to reflect their reaction to each of the above options.   This was used as a means 
to prompt a discussion to explore stakeholders’ reactions to the options in more detail.  The output of the 
session is summarised below.  

Note: A similar process was repeated for subsequent topic sessions.  Stakeholders who placed a dot in the 
“unable to respond” area of the scales included regulators who felt it was inappropriate to express a 
preference for the options.  

SEDIMENT LEAVE IN PLACE 

Key issues driving stakeholder dissatisfaction 
 Considered a “do nothing” option and that publicly this would be perceived as such. 
 The precautionary principle should apply and that this should not be an issue left to future generations.
 A sense of duty and responsibility to the company to return to a clean seabed.  
 Uncertainty of the cell contents and therefore an inability to make a judgement about the risk and 

impact of eventual release.  Greater information on the content raised by stakeholders included: 
 How similar or different cell contents are to drill cuttings.
 How “safe” or how harmful the sediment is. 
 Volume, consistency, toxicity information. 

Key issues that might make this option more acceptable/ increase satisfaction for stakeholders
 Knowledge of what is in the cells and likely impact. 
 There is an expectation with this option that monitoring would need to be in place and with the 

implication that the option could be reviewed in light of results.
 Overall there was a preference for a GBS ‘legs down’ scenario  - both in terms of facilitating any future 

intervention and also retaining greater stability of the GBS structure. 
 A clear rationale and reasoning for why this would be the right choice of option (this is against an 

expected backdrop of public concern).
 Clarity on responsibility, commitment and liability for the cells into the future.

Key issues relating to a “can accept” response from stakeholders
 A parallel being drawn with drill cuttings (i.e. the assumption it is similar in content).

Key issues driving stakeholder satisfaction 
 It is the lowest risk option– least risk to health and safety but also of something going wrong and a near 

shore spill.  
 Parallels drawn with historic drill cuttings and therefore an implication not to disturb.  
 It provides an ability to revisit as necessary in the future. 

Unsatisfied SatisfiedCan accept

Unable to respond
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SEDIMENT LEAVE IN PLACE PLUS CAPPING MATERIAL 

Key issues driving stakeholder dissatisfaction
 It delays the inevitable longer (assuming eventual release of cell contents).
 It increases uncertainties in terms of capping material used and the reliability of a cap at the time of any 

catastrophic collapse of the GBS cell walls/legs?

Key issues that might make this option more acceptable/ increase satisfaction for stakeholders
 Characterisation and knowledge of the cell contents. 
 More information on what would provide the cap and its efficacy over time.
 Combining with a “legs down” option to provide greater robustness of the structure over time and 

nature of any exclusion zone. 

Key issues relating to a “can accept” response from stakeholders
 The only issues recorded was that as a “Leave in Place” option was unacceptable this option at least 

means the company has “done something”.

Key issues driving stakeholder satisfaction 
 It is a pragmatic compromise – taking away some of the concern of the risk of moving the sediment to a 

new location and provides some comfort against just “Leave In Place”. 
 Delay to and slowing of the release of the cell contents and minimising dispersion once the cells collapse.  

SEDIMENT REMOVED BY VESSEL TO ONSHORE 

Key issues driving stakeholder dissatisfaction
 Moving the problem onshore and volumes going to landfill and increased traffic movements. 
 The higher risk associated with greater activity– particularly risk of spills inshore or on-land.
 Greater resource used - energy and emissions.
 Cost particularly if the content wasn’t “that bad”. 

Key issues that might make this option more acceptable/ increase satisfaction for stakeholders
 Procedures and evidence on how risks posed by this option will be mitigated/ managed. 
 Greater cell content knowledge and sharing of that information and extent of possible environmental 

impact of the cell contents.
 Cost in relation to whether it was an appropriate use of cost.

Can accept

Unable to respond

Unsatisfied Satisfied

Can accept

Unable to respond

Unsatisfied Satisfied
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Key issues driving stakeholder satisfaction
 Satisfaction hinged on finding out more about the contents. 
 Capability to deal with sediments onshore- more controlled environment and the technology and 

capability to treat it currently exists.
 It is perceived as being the better thing to do environmentally - reducing the overall environmental risk 

and meeting the need of “cleaning up after yourself”.
 Option may create more jobs.
 In the public’s mind the contents would be “dealt with”.

Other issues raised through the discussions on cell contents management
 Communicate why the Remove and Re-inject option and Monitored Natural Attenuation options have 

been put aside as some stakeholders see some merit in these.
 Be mindful of public concerns (both on and off-shore) and communications around any option 

recommendations.
 Whilst acknowledging that any residual sediment left still has to be assessed, it would appear that there 

is a level of acceptability of “doing what is possible”, being seen to make the effort and sharing the 
knowledge learnt from that. 

 Does this issue need to be dealt with now (i.e. the GBS will be there for many centuries) and can it be 
revisited in the future?  

 Technological advances: There is a sense that things could change over the coming years and may help 
address the challenge.

5. Gravity Base Structure (GBS) Legs 

5.1 GBS Legs Presentation

A presentation was provided to give stakeholders an overview of the gravity base structure (GBS) legs 
options being considered by Shell UK.

Questions of clarification raised by stakeholders after the presentation covered the following topics:
 The risk of collision of vessels during decommissioning operations and vessel activity.
 Whether the steel structures in the GBS legs would need to be removed regardless of whether the legs 

were left up or down.
 The basis of data used in Shell’s planning on wave height and currents, and how much this might change.
 Whether the GBS legs option might be revisited later with technical advances.
 The contributors who informed the International Association of Oil and Gas Producers (OGP) industry 

perspective set out in the presentation.
 The end point for the legs once they are cut for the GBS ‘legs down’ option. 
 Whether there was potential to lay the GBS legs down if cut next to the GBS cells to provide an added 

barrier and protection to the cells.
 Whether the scenario of a collapse of the legs if left in place would be considered dumping by default.

5.2 GBS Legs Emerging Options

The two options for the GBS legs were set out as follows:
 Legs up (to remain in situ)
 Legs down (legs cut to –55 metres below sea level).

The key question asked of stakeholders was: For each emerging GBS Legs option, how satisfied would you 
be if this were the recommendation?
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LEGS UP (TO REMAIN IN SITU) 

Key issues driving stakeholder dissatisfaction
 The long-term degradation of the structure would mean that the navigational benefit of leaving the GBS 

legs up was a short-term benefit only.   The long-term outcome, particularly if a structural collapse took 
place at the splash zone, would be a much worse situation for fishing vessels and other types of vessel 
navigation.  

 Debris from the legs collapsing would present a future navigational and snagging hazard.   
 Risks to navigation from a collision while the legs remained.  The fact of other GBS being present in the 

North Sea was regarded as having the potential to increase this risk.  
 Concern that the option is non-compliant with International Maritime Organisation (IMO) regulations.   
 The future collapse and potential for consequent damage to the structure of the GBS cells from the 

degraded legs presenting a risk and an uncertainty.
 If there were any possibility that the legs would need to be removed in future, Shell should act now.  The 

reasons given for this were: 
 Structural integrity was more certain at this time, which was optimal for removal.  
 The structure would present more risk to vessels in future as it degraded and more risk and technical 

difficulty for removal.  
 A concern that the company might not exist in future to do the work.  
 Cost implications for removal now would be less.

 The general existence of uncertainty about what would happen to the legs in future, inherent in leaving 
them in place.  

 Abandoning a deteriorating structure due to the likely visual impact.   
 The requirement for maintenance of the structure for the navigational aid. 
 There were some information needs identified that related to dissatisfaction with the option:

 Whether the ‘legs up’ option creates a future decommissioning precedent for the wind industry.
 More information about the current state of the integrity of the GBS structure.

Key issues that might make this option more acceptable/ increase satisfaction for stakeholders
 The legs up option to be a deferral of the decision for ‘legs down’:   

 It was still important for the legs ultimately to be taken down, rather than to allow a collapse, with 
monitoring and review being seen as necessary in the interim.  

 Prudent to wait until technology was more advanced before removing the legs.   
 A benefit seen in starting a technology development programme, perhaps even resulting in “total 

removal” being an option in future.
 The possibility of reinforcing the legs and reducing deterioration and corrosion over time.  However, this 

was also regarded as just putting off the problem.
 Some stakeholders reflected that there was no potential for an increase in acceptability:  Issues driving 

this included concern about uncontrolled collapse. Leaving removal until later was thought to be 
unrealistic as the difficulty of such an operation would increase over time.   

 The fact that there is a legal requirement for the legs to be marked for navigation.   
 Continued monitoring in conjunction with the legs up.

Unsatisfied SatisfiedCan accept

Unable to respond
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 A number of stakeholder information needs had the potential to make the option more acceptable: 
 Understanding risk:  For example, hearing that the risk of vessel collision was relatively low, which 

was originally envisaged to be greater.  Requiring greater detail and to “see the numbers” in order to 
increase understanding and assurance on risk.  More information on the risk assessment to help 
decide whether legs up could be acceptable.

 Greater understanding about why DECC had given approval for the FRIGG GBS to be left with legs up.
 To look at degradation of other coastal structures to get a better understanding of the speed and 

impact of structural degradation. 

Key issues relating to a “can accept” response from stakeholders 
 An expectation that monitoring would take place and decisions would be kept under review along with 

any issues arising.  In addition there were a number of conditions:
 That the company would consider removal in future.  
 That awareness should be raised among seafarers about the structure.  
 That this approach was not more acceptable than dealing with the legs now.

 A requirement for assurance on legacy issues and that someone would take responsibility for the 
structure in the long-term, regardless of Shell’s long-term future.

 Being influenced by the fact of other decommissioned GBS being allowed to remain.

Key issues driving stakeholder satisfaction 
 The ‘legs up’ option addressed the needs of fishing and other vessels for navigation since ‘what could be 

seen could be avoided’.    
 Benefits gained from a deferral of taking the GBS legs down and technological advance, prior to 

degradation issues arising were highlighted:  
 Future technology might make total removal possible i.e. beyond the – 55metre mark.  
 Technical risk reduction would also be achieved by increasing certainty about the methodology in 

the future.  
 Legs up for now would mean options could be kept open and could increase understanding about 

the degradation process.  
 There was potential (and that it was preferable) to deal with all North Sea GBS structures as a 

cluster.
 Risks associated with leg removal operations being avoided by leaving them in place. 
 Collision risk being thought unlikely.

LEGS DOWN (LEGS CUT TO –55 METRES BELOW SEA LEVEL) 

Key issues driving stakeholder dissatisfaction
 The risk of removal: Whether it is actually “worth it” in view of the associated risks. 
 Concern that a potential technical failure during leg removal would compromise safety of the 

decommissioning personnel, including divers and impact on the cells leading to sediment release.  
 A perception that it would be a safer approach for the leg removal to be done piecemeal and cut into 

smaller sections.

Can accept

Unable to respond

Unsatisfied Satisfied
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 The needs of fishing vessels, due to the hazard not being visible and the absence of a navigation aid.
 That neither legs up or down really work for fisheries.
 Not leaving the seabed clear.
 Concern that removal of legs would set a precedent, leading to a push to remove even more of the GBS.  
 Initial satisfaction with the legs down option changing after hearing about the costs involved.

Key issues that might make this option more acceptable/ increase satisfaction for stakeholders
 Issues covering the type, safety and maturity of the methodology:

 Leaving the cut legs in situ beside the structure particularly if the legs could be removed piecemeal 
instead of in a single large section.  These approaches were thought to be safer.  In addition, time, 
energy, effort and money would be saved and having material brought ashore was disliked.  

 Building a cofferdam to make the work on cutting safer.  Even blowing the legs up, while it was 
acknowledged this was not a viable, was regarded as a safer removal option.  

 Preparation work for removal be done now, but that cutting the legs was deferred for technological 
advances to be made.

 More certainty over the technology and cutting method.   
 Reassurance and satisfaction over the safety case.  

 Factors related to enhancing the safety of the fishing industry:
 An exclusion zone, to ensure that no fishing is carried out in the area in order to offset snagging risk 

from the cut down GBS.
 A warning system for fishermen to be provided.
 For some, concerns about safety for fishing vessels and crews were not allayed by the above ideas.  

The point was made that while the legs down GBS would be marked on FishSAFE, it still would not be 
as safe as being able to see the legs.  The obstruction would appear on sonar, but this was often too 
late to prevent danger.   

 Marking the cut down legs with a buoy might increase safety, however, it was considered that in bad 
weather buoys might not be seen.

 There were some information needs identified that related to the possibility of making the legs up 
option more acceptable:
 What happens to the material from the cut legs when brought ashore?
 What potential impact on marine life there might be from the cutting process, for example from any 

noise generated?

Key issues driving stakeholder satisfaction 
 A preference to take action to remove the GBS legs now while the structure was sound.  The benefits 

cited in relation to this were: 
 Helps to retain the integrity of the GBS cells by avoiding leg collapse 
 Prevents navigation risk arising from degradation at the splash zone.  

 Contrary to concerns about snagging risk for fishermen, it was pointed out that: “fisherman can now 
‘see’ underwater with current technical equipment”.

 Re-use and recycling of leg materials such as aggregate and steel if brought to shore; although the true
sustainability of this was queried, taking account of the whole lifecycle and all financial, social and 
environmental impacts.   

 A cleaner seabed was also a benefit highlighted.
 Protection for vessels by removing the navigation risk.  
 Positive benefits were attached to Shell taking proactive control of the situation, taking responsibility 

and setting a good precedent.  
 Conventions and regulations, in particular OSPAR and the International Maritime Organisation (IMO) 

being addressed.
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Key issues driving a ‘don’t know’ or ‘unable to respond’ response from stakeholders
The reason for dotting the ‘unable to respond’ area of the scale in some cases came from regulators who felt 
it inappropriate to assign a preference.  Other stakeholders’ reasons were as follows:
 A ‘third’ option, to cut the legs level with the cells would be more satisfactory since this would be a 

single area to deal with in terms of snagging risk.   Further to this a clean seabed would be the ideal.
 Another driver for this response was that while vessel collisions were relatively rare, snagging incidents, 

which happened daily, were therefore relatively common, and included two losses of vessels and one 
loss of crew in the last 10 years.   

Other stakeholder comments from the discussion on the GBS Legs Options
 The need for a holistic approach to the recommendations for the Decommissioning Programme was 

indicated.  The issue of the GBS legs could not be looked at in isolation to the rest of the Programme.
 The Ministry of Defence (MoD) may have a view on this issue.
 The GBS legs, if left up, were seen as a legacy issue, which touched on Shell’s reputation: and whether 

Shell would really want such a visible legacy from Brent.
 With regard to the issue of government tax relief for decommissioning costs: There was a view that 

there was a lack of public awareness of this.
 Whether there were opportunities for trade-offs; for example: leave legs up and take more other 

material away, pursue legs down and leave more material.
 The significance of where, or with whom, the greatest level of impact might lie in relation to the choice 

of option.
 Consider removal in ten years hence with the benefit of greater knowledge and understanding.   There 

might also be a change in OSPAR rules to take account of in that time.
 Enhancements to the legs down option, for example covering the legs over once they were cut, in order 

to smooth the surface profile to reduce the possibility of snagging and to avoid leaving ‘corners’ in the 
remaining structure.

 There was a balance of risk to be considered in choosing the option: Whether that was now to people in 
the decommissioning operation for the legs down option, or in the future to shipping (navigation hazard) 
and the environment (cells impact) with the legs up option.

 Balance of the risk presented by the options to fishermen:  
 If the legs were taken down, that would present more risk now, but eventually the legs would fail 

and that would present more risk later.  
 The deciding factor or balance might be to create more certainty by cutting down now to a known 

depth.

6. Alpha Jacket Emerging Recommendation

A presentation was provided on Shell UK’s emerging recommendation for the Brent Alpha steel jacket and 
the rationale for its selection.  Stakeholders raised no questions of clarification following the presentation. 

The recommendation on the Brent Alpha jacket is as follows:
 The Brent Alpha jacket will be cut down to –84 metres below the Lowest Astronomical Tide (LAT) level.  

The steel removed will be taken to shore where it will be recycled and reused.  The jacket footings will 
remain in place.

The key question asked of stakeholders was: How satisfied are you with this emerging recommendation?
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ALPHA JACKET CUT DOWN TO –85 METRES 

Key issues from stakeholders who were dissatisfied with the recommendation
 This leaves another residual structure as a snagging hazard for fishermen.   Note that if a captain is on 

the bridge they will watch the sonar, but the crew on watch may not.

Key issues from stakeholders who “can accept” the recommendation
 Recognise the practicality of option.  The safety of personnel is also important.
 Would always want the industry to keep trying to improve.

Key issues from stakeholders who were satisfied with the recommendation
 It delivers tangible action and clears the sea apart from net fouling where navigational electronic 

warning is possible.  
 It removes and recovers material of residual value.
 There is a need to start re-skilling people for the onshore processing: local employment opportunities.
 If the plans and conditions around this option are comprehensive, action can be taken if issues arise.
 It avoids surface navigation issues but leaves the footings so as not to disturb debris/cuttings or incur 

risk to life by removal.
 The best option aside from removing it completely. If something is recommended by OSPAR then it’s 

probably the best thing to do.

7. Drill Cuttings Emerging Recommendation

A presentation was provided on Shell UK’s emerging recommendation for the drill cuttings and the rationale 
for its selection.  

Questions of clarification raised by stakeholders following the presentation covered the following topic:
 What if any content in the drill cuttings is not covered by OSPAR and whether this should be of concern. 

The recommendation on drill cuttings is as follows:
 All drill cuttings on the seabed will be left in place undisturbed as they do not exceed thresholds 

stipulated in OSPAR Recommendation 2006/5

The key question asked of stakeholders was: How satisfied are you with this emerging recommendation?

DRILL CUTTINGS LEFT IN PLACE UNDISTURBED 

Unsatisfied SatisfiedCan accept

Unable to respond

Unsatisfied SatisfiedCan accept

Unable to respond
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Key issues from stakeholders who were dissatisfied with the recommendation
 More information is needed about what is in the drill cuttings piles.

Questions of clarification from stakeholders who were between dissatisfied and satisfied with the 
recommendation
 Can current infrastructure onshore handle it?
 What are the other constituents of the cuttings?
 The cuttings will eventually erode and expose the core:  Is this below the OSPAR recommendation?

Key issues from stakeholders who were satisfied with the recommendation
 It falls within the OSPAR recommendations so its best to leave them undisturbed
 Notwithstanding the above, a desire to see the seabed return as close as possible to its former state.
 The difficulty of handling sediments: being a safer option to leave them undisturbed and concern that 

disturbance will mobilise the sediment.  
 That bioremediation will occur slowly.
 Bringing drill cuttings on shore will use more resources and energy and emissions.
 The technicalities of removing the cuttings outweigh the issues of keeping them.
 Removing the drill cuttings is hugely expensive, produces lots of wastewater and the impact from the 

drill cuttings is very localised.

Other questions of clarification and comments
 Long-term monitoring plans need to be in place, and what these are.  
 Interest was expressed in following the “recovery” of ecosystem function (or not) with time.

8. Pipelines Preferred Recommendations 

There was a further presentation, on Shell UK’s preferred recommendations for pipelines and the rationale 
for their selection.  No questions were raised on this topic.

9. All Topics (“Souk”) Session

A session was provided at the events that covered the range of topics associated with Brent 
decommissioning.  The purpose of the session was to enable stakeholders to ask more detailed questions 
about the topics one-to-one with the Shell team.  Issues highlighted by stakeholders are summarised below:   

Cell Contents Management
 The potential to assess rates of bacterial activity in terms of oil breakdown and the cap.
 To possibility of measuring the actual benthic/ marine impact of a single cell fracture rather than 

attempting to model a complex but inevitable impact.

Debris
 The potential to remove all debris:  not just Shell (tyres etc.)
 The impact of concrete leaching on the marine environment.
 Whether debris that is not related to operations, but within the 500metre area, will be removed.

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
 Make EIA data freely available.
 Share ‘best practice’ in EIA protocols.

Topsides; Contracts; Supply chain issues
 Understanding for all elements what the real benefit is.  Whether it is this the best use of public money 

in benefiting the marine environment
 How much the public understand cost and what will happen when they become aware?
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10. Plenary Review 

Final comments made and issues raised by stakeholders covered the following topics:
 There are lots of opportunities to establish best practice; so it would be useful to identify where these 

exist in order to improve the environment.
 It would be useful to take a cell sample to measure the impact on the environment in order to build 

confidence in the Leave in Place options.

11. Forward Stakeholder Engagement Plans

An overview was given of forward stakeholder engagement plans.  This included:
 Highlighting the opportunity for stakeholders to seek one-to-one meetings with the Shell team to discuss 

any issues in more detail following the stakeholder events.
 Confirmation that there will be a 60-day public consultation process alongside the Decommissioning 

Programme submission, increased from the statutory 30 days to take account of stakeholder feedback.  
 The potential for a further event in 2014, prior to the Decommissioning Programme submission to DECC

and stakeholders were asked for feedback on this idea, including:
 Whether, if Shell provided a way to find out more about cell contents in future, this would be of 

interest to stakeholders
 Whether it was better to come together like the present stakeholder events or in an alternative 

format.

There was a general reflection that stakeholders would be interested in a way to find out more about cell 
contents in future.   Other feedback included the following:
 A really useful event: Taking time out today enables focus.  As Shell gets nearer the Decommissioning 

Programme it is even more important to have face-to-face time with stakeholders.
 All the stakeholder engagement has been beneficial, but the audience does change – so could go on 

forever. 
 Moving forward there will be some real meaty data and need to engage the wider technical and 

scientific community. This has been done to some extent with the IRG.  The difficulty may be with 
potential cost of people’s time.

 The presentations worked well, because they were so clear, even for people deeply involved.  
 It has been useful to hear comments from others and where people agree or disagree.
 The event was very informative today, but hard to make space for, so Shell should also consider smaller 

sessions for quick updates.

Final questions of clarification raised by stakeholders covered the following topics:
 How much cell contents would need to change from current assumptions to make a difference to the 

cell options.
 How quickly Shell can process data from cell sampling.  
 Whether a similar process to the stakeholder engagement would be done with the general public.


