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1. Context for the Workshops 
 

Shell UK Limited, acting on behalf of itself and Esso Exploration and 

Production UK Limited is undertaking a series of focused stakeholder 

dialogue sessions.  The sessions form the companies’ engagement on the 
studies being undertaken in respect of the decommissioning of the oil and 

gas production facilities in the Brent and Penguins field.  The studies 

supporting the decommissioning project are being undertaken to inform the 
development of a decommissioning programme, which will be submitted to 

the UK Government Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) for 
approval.   Further information can be found on the Shell UK Limited website 
at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 

 
Two further such focused stakeholder sessions were held on the topics of cell 

sampling, drill cuttings and re-use of facilities in April 2009 and concentrated 

on the Brent Delta platform in particular.  The style of these events was a 
response to earlier stakeholder feedback from previous sessions that 

engagement focused on topics and issues of specific significance or technical 

challenge would be particularly appreciated.   

 
The workshops were held at two separate locations: one on 28 April 2009 in 

Aberdeen, and one on 30 April 2009 in London.  These two events had an 

identical agenda.  The purpose of organising the events in this way was to 
enable a wider attendance by stakeholders. 

 

The meetings were designed and facilitated on behalf of the companies by an 
independent team from The Environment Council, who have particular 

expertise in facilitating stakeholder engagement events.  This transcript 

report, produced by The Environment Council, forms a combined meeting 

record of the Aberdeen and London workshops. 
 

Focused dialogue sessions have also been conducted previously on the topics 

of cell sampling and gravity-base structure decommissioning in November 
2007 and September 2008 respectively.  Reports and presentations from 

these events can be accessed at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 
 

2. Attendees 

 
For a list of attendees at the April 2009 Aberdeen and London workshops 
please see appendix 1.  A list of organisations invited to these events can 

also be found at appendix 1. 
 

 

3. Background Information 
 

Attendees were sent some background information in advance of the April 

events: 

� Feedback from Shell UK on the previous stakeholder sessions of 

September 2008  

� Briefing information on the topics of cell sampling, drill cuttings and re-
use of facilities to be covered during the April workshops.   

This information can be found at appendix 2.   
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The Brent Decommissioning Project involves a long running programme of 

project studies and stakeholder engagement.  Therefore an introduction 
session was provided prior to the start of each workshop for any participant 

attending an event for the first time.  This was intended to ensure all 
attendees were up to date with progress to enhance their experience of the 

event. 

 
 

4. Introduction 
 

A member of the Shell UK Limited Brent Decommissioning Project team gave 

a welcome to participants.  The facilitators then introduced the following 

aims, agenda and working agreements for the workshops, which were 
agreed by the participants at the outset of both the Aberdeen and London 

meetings.  These are set out below. 
 

4.1 Aims 
 

The Workshop sought to: 

 

• Update participants on progress of the Brent Field Decommissioning Studies 

project and record any thoughts, issues or concerns about the overall project 

(content and process);  
• Present cell sampling alternative proposal and explore stakeholder views and 

issues on the way forward;  

• Brief participants on current industry and Department of Energy and Climate 

Change (DECC) perspectives on drill cuttings and Shell’s work programme with 
respect to drill cuttings;  

• Reflect on work undertaken to date on re-use options;  

• Review future stakeholder dialogue and engagement activities up to development 
of the Decommissioning Programme.   

 
4.2 Agenda  
 
Morning session 

� Welcome, Aims, Agenda, Working Agreements 

� Project and Process Updates 

o Context 

o Decommissioning Studies update 

o Stakeholder engagement feedback from previous events and future proposals 

o Presentation Questions & Answers 

� Cell Sampling – Rationale, review of progress and alternative approach 

o Presentation Questions & Answers 

� Issues raised by cell sampling alternative approach – plenary and group work 
 

Afternoon session 
� Drill Cuttings – overview of current guidelines and Brent Delta drill cuttings 

programme 

o Table and Plenary questions and discussion 
� Re-use – Overview of studies and conclusions 

o Table and Plenary questions and discussion 

� Discussion of Future Topics and issues 

� Next Steps, Actions and Evaluation 
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4.3 Working Agreements 

 

� Mobiles/bleepers off 

� One person speaks at a time  
� Non-attribution 

� Keep to agreed times 

� Responsibility for the record 

 

5. Project and Process Update (Shell Presentation) 

Austin Hand, Director of the Shell UK Limited Brent Decommissioning Project 

gave a project and process update presentation. (This presentation was 
undertaken by Jim Niven, Stakeholder Manager of the Brent 

Decommissioning Project at the London event.)  This covered a status update 

and way forward for the project and an update on the stakeholder 
engagement.  This presentation can be found at appendix 3. 

 
An opportunity for questions of clarification followed.  This question and 
answer session is transcribed below: 

 
 

5.1 Project and Process Update Presentation Question and Answer 
(Q&A) Aberdeen 

 

No questions on the Project Update presentation were raised at the Aberdeen 

workshop. 

 

5.2 Project Update Presentation Question and Answer (Q&A) London 
 

Q: Have Members of the Scottish Parliament been involved? 
A: We have been in contact – [planning] to see them later this year and will run 

similar event (as for [Westminster] parliamentarians) 

 
Q: Submissions of safety case: the earlier these are made and incorporated the 

better 
A: Noted, we will take this message on board. 
 

• [Point of] Clarification: the Heath and Safety Executive (HSE) and the Department 
of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) processes are separate - but [Shell] do 

liaise.  HSE will be looking for more detail on the safety case than DECC. 
 

 

6. Graffiti Wall: An Opportunity to Raise Further Points on the Brent 
Decommissioning Studies Project and Engagement  

An open display space was provided throughout the workshop to give an 

opportunity for further general thoughts and questions arising, both on the 
project and its engagement, to be posted by stakeholders.   
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A series of prompting questions were displayed on flip chart paper by the 

facilitation team as follows: 

� What else would you like to see in the Brent Decommissioning Studies 

newletter? 
� What topics would you like to hear more about? 

� Do you have any other comments on the project or process? 

Participants were encouraged to write their ideas and queries on post-it 
notes and display these for others to see.  The Brent Decommissioning 

Studies team undertook to review and respond to these following the 

workshop.  The participants’ comments have been transcribed below and the 

responses will be communicated to them as soon as possible. 

 
WHAT ELSE WOULD YOU LIKE TO SEE IN THE BRENT DECOMMISSIONING 
STUDIES NEWLETTER? 
 

Aberdeen 
 

• Explanation of why and when the “way forward” is not a straight-line process. 
 

• If sampling becomes a near term need is there a way to abandon, isolate and 

sample from a single cell while platform operations continue?  Even on a different 
platform other than “Delta”.  

 

London 
 

• Explanation of how the cells have [been] used - pumping oil in and water out? 
Produced water?  

 

 

WHAT TOPICS WOULD YOU LIKE TO HEAR MORE ABOUT? 
 

Aberdeen 

 

No comments were posted at the Aberdeen workshop. 
 

London 
 
• Information on non-contentious issues e.g. topsides removal  

 
 

DO YOU HAVE OTHER COMMENTS ON THE PROJECT OR PROCESS? 

 
Aberdeen 

 

No questions were posted at the Aberdeen workshop. 

 
 
London 

 
No questions were posted at the London workshop. 
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7. Cell Sampling  
 
7.1  Cell Sampling, Shell UK Limited Presentation 
 

A presentation followed on rationale, review of progress and alternative 

approach for cell sampling, which was given by Paul Smy, Brent 
Decommissioning Studies’ Execution Manager.  A copy of the slides from the 

presentation can be found at appendix 4.  Please note that sections of the 

presentation contained animation, which have not been reproduced in this 

report document.  The full presentation, including animation, can be viewed 
at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 

 

7.2 Cell Sampling Presentation Question and Answer (Q&A) 

 
An opportunity for questions of clarification followed.  This question and 

answer session is transcribed below: 

7.2.1 Cell Sampling Presentation Q&A, Aberdeen 

 

Q: Expectations on cell content from other sampling experiences: has anything 

unusual or unexpected come up? 
A: The aim is to avoid any surprises.  We have some Brent Spar experience to draw 

on.  We would appreciate any stakeholder input on uncertainties.    

 
Q:  What is the consistency of cell content at bottom? 

A:  We have made up samples using drilling mud – this had the consistency of face 

cream but it could be more gelatinous.  It’s hard to know until cell content is 
accessed.  We have spoken to other operators about this issue and joint industry 

working is being sought.  Shell is planning for a range of possibilities and to be 

able to respond to whatever the consistency is.  We are deferring and not closing 

off any management options.  
 

Q:  What is the composition of the material? 

A:  [Material from] Brent Spar [included] heavy metals – a full suite analysis was 
done for contaminants.  

 
Q:  Is there a good understanding already of cell content without sampling?  
A:  We have a view, but over the course of time cannot guarantee what it might be.  

We should be able to get a good model of the content – but we are not able to 

demonstrate this currently.  

 
Q:  Can you say what the cost might be?  

A:  £30 million for one sample (and this would have to be repeated).  

 
Q: A question was asked about the relationship between prior 

decommissioning of the platform topsides and the execution of cell 
remediation: 

A:  Topside removal would not impede any solution for the [cell] contents.  
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Q: What were the criteria for selecting the remotely operated vehicle specialists? 

A:  We went out to a range of companies with an open invitation especially to those 
with access to small tools and a focus on pipe inspection.  The word is still out to 

technical experts [to come forward with a solution] and the experiment can still be 
set up for further trials to be done.  

 

Q:  How confident are you that you can remove the content? 
A:  Not very.  The content composition and remediation go hand in hand.  

Remediation options are still being investigated; this may help to inform sampling 

requirements.  

 
Q:  Hydrogen Sulphide (H2S): Has this been tested for? 
A:  Water separated from oil is displaced and goes over board (this meets regulatory 

specification).  One of the shut down cells has had water removed for analysis.  
Early analysis is that there is some H2S but this is [well] below [acceptable] levels.  

 

 

7.2.2 Cell Sampling Presentation Question and Answer (Q&A), London 

 
Q: When you started this process did you realise how complex it would be? 

A:  The elements of the task are not new to Shell, but in practice the complexity of 

the situation was considerably more. 
 

Q: What about the integrity of structure for refloat? 

A: The sampling design would be such to maintain this integrity. 
  

Q: If you were to refloat sampling could be done afterwards. 

A: If we don’t refloat, the utility shaft could be flooded - this would make sampling 
easier.  

 

Q: What industry experience exists on sampling? 

A: Ekofisk experience shows that consistency is essential, for example laboratory use 
 

Q: Remotely operated vehicle trials: did any of the companies request further trials? 

A: Many of the companies were confident in advance of trials - but this confidence 
didn’t bear out in practice.  The trial [mock up] is still [available] and further 

experiments are possible. This has been left open for further attempts.   Shell is 
talking with other operators about a joint industry project for cell sampling. 

 

Q: If refloat was not on the cards would cell sampling be easier? 
A:  Hot-tapping would be simpler: [there would be] no pressure difference, so makes 

the process more straightforward. 
 
Q: What other information is needed about cell sampling in order to inform re-float? 
A:  Weight, mass and gravity information is needed for re-float, but other technical 

factors are also significant and may be more so than cell content.  Comparative 

assessment on this is still ongoing. 
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7.3 Cell Sampling Issues 
 

The purpose of the session was to explore participants’ views on any issues 
raised by an alternative approach by Shell UK Limited to cell sampling which 

was to carry this out after cessation of production and removal of the 
topsides of the facilities. 
 

In order to gain initial reactions to the proposal and to identify the range of 
issues for stakeholders that could then be explored in more depth, the 

facilitator asked the question:  
 

� What issues does this alternative approach to cell sampling raise for you? 

 
The participants’ responses are set out in the following sections. 

 

  

7.3.1  Cell Sampling Issues, Aberdeen  
 
Participants did not propose any specific issues around cell sampling for 

further discussion but did have some additional questions for Shell.  These 

and the responses to them are set out below. 

 
Q: One sampling problem was the difficulties of sealing – when will you get 

information about re-float option – is it a theoretical or physical trial?  

A:  That work is still underway.  The structures were not installed with easy removal 
in mind.  There are a lot of aspects that make re-float technically difficult and 

even inadvisable.  If the gravity-base structures were to be left, the fact of the 
cell content would be taken account of in this approach.  The feasibility of the re-
float option will be better known by the end of this year (2009). 

 
Q:  The forward decommissioning programme looks straightforward: If you make a 

decision not to re-float this makes a difference to that [programme].  Can the 

programme timeline be updated accordingly if such a change occurs? 
A: Delaying sampling does not preclude options, so that gives reassurance.  If 

derogation is sought for gravity-base structures it brings a different aspect to the 

cell content, though that does not necessarily make the solution any easier. 

 
Q: Does the delay in cell sampling delay the derogation application? 
A: Do-ability of the re-float is not going to be affected by the result of the cell-

content studies.  
 

Q:  [What about] development of a worst-case specification of cell content, e.g. 

contingencies, onshore options? 
A: Work is underway to explore the various potential routes and this will be mapped 

out by Shell. 

 

Q: Removal of contents: is it technically possible? 
A: The sediment may be such that it cannot be removed.  There may be a range of 

other solutions: capping, bioremediation, etc., if this is the case.  [The best 

possible method would be demonstrated.]  The decommissioning programme is 
fluid and open, not linear, and options can be kept open pending further 

information. 
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In lieu of issues offered by the participants, the facilitators put forward some 
questions regarding the cell sampling about which Shell were interested to 
learn stakeholders’ views.  These questions were: 

 
What would you like to see in place to give you reassurance that the work on 

cell sampling will meet your expectations going forward? 

 
� What continued dialogue do stakeholders expect and what does that look 

like? 

� What work do stakeholders expect can still be done on cell content 

without sampling?  
 

The participants were divided into small groups of mixed sectors of interest 

by the facilitation team to discuss these questions.  The structure of the 
session was intended to enable a range of views to be shared and to allow a 

greater opportunity for contributions to be made.   

 

The record of comments from each group discussion at each workshop is 

transcribed in the following sections.   

 

At the conclusion of the small group sessions, a selection of three key points 
from the discussions was identified within each of the small groups to share 

with the rest of the participants.  These key points are identified within the 
following transcription as underlined text. 
 

7.3.1.1   Cell Sampling Issues Group Work: Yellow Group, Aberdeen 
 

The group facilitator asked the questions: 

 
� What continued dialogue do stakeholders expect and what does that look 

like? 

� What work do stakeholders expect can still be done on cell content 

without sampling?  
 

The participants’ responses and discussion were as follows: 

 

• Technology transfer [needs] more structure – [consider greater] use of ITF (the 

Industry Technology Facilitator) to call for proposals, including [those from] 
universities. 

• Newsletter: [cell sampling should] not [be] on the back burner, [use it to give] 

regular updates.  

• [Give] updates on thinking as clarity [in] dealing with contents [is achieved], [and 

a] spectrum of solutions [should be developed] 

• [Shell could take] learning from the nuclear sector. 

• [Continue the generation of] material for the stakeholder events (pre and post) 
[as this is] good practice  

• Who is the newsletter aimed at - stakeholders or public? 

• [Undertake the] development of scenarios, [including]: 

o Technology 

o End use options 

o Recovery 

• [Consider] how to engage the public – preparing ground as to what is acceptable – 
work with the media. 

• Clarity around timescales [is needed], bringing in reality to communication  

• More information about derogation process [should be communicated] 
• Adaptability [should be built into the] decommissioning plan.
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7.3.1.2   Cell Sampling Issues Group Work: Green Group, Aberdeen 
 

The group facilitator asked the question: 
 
� What continued dialogue do stakeholders expect and what does that look 

like? 

 
The participants’ responses and discussion were as follows: 

 

• Engagement on the other three platforms would be done in parallel.  An update on 

cell sampling could be done in parallel. 
• Content of the cells is the issue.  A matrix would be useful (e.g. chemicals, natural 

degradation – do you want a close system or open system?).  Breaking down all 

these complicated issues into a matrix.  
• Need to tell stakeholders the likelihood of cells’ content.  

• Look at remediation options; [then] present them to stakeholders. 

• A newsletter would be a good communication channel to talk about the options. 
[Include] a good mix [of topics] in the newsletter to maintain interest of all 

stakeholders.  Feedback would be expected/welcome. 

o A good approach, but the contacts database needs to be kept up-to-date, as a 

newsletter would be once every 6 months. 

o Two issues per year [biannual] - make it flexible if there is more content to 

update on.  

o In parallel, put updates or newsletters on the website for people who are not 
on the distribution list.  

o Could link the newsletter to relevant videos on the web: ‘Brent 
Decommissioning You Tube’ 
� Videos [would be] very useful. 

• Newsletter: needs a two-way communication approach. “Contact us if you want to 
know more” approach. 

• ‘Get together’ events would be useful at the decision-making stages.  

• A specific working group on cell sampling is not strongly expected [by 
stakeholders]. 

• Risk [with] a focus group: excluding people who might be interested at some point 

and who were not involved from the beginning.  

 
The group facilitator then posed the question: 
 

� What work do stakeholders expect can still be done on cell content 
without sampling?  

 

Stakeholders’ responses were as follows: 

 
• Develop a “worst case” based on existing knowledge: chemicals used over the 

years (content), consistency.  NB: need to differentiate natural concentrations 

(e.g. Mercury).  Then you can test out some of the remediation options.  Present 
in a Matrix format.  

• Monitoring difficult while cells still in use.  
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7.3.1.3   Cell Sampling Issues Group Work: Orange Group, Aberdeen 

 
The group facilitator posed the questions: 

 
� What continued dialogue do stakeholders expect and what does that look 

like? 

� What work do stakeholders expect can still be done on cell content 
without sampling?  

 

The group participants then put forward a further question for consideration: 

 
• There is a time window [with the delay of cell sampling] – what opportunities does 

this present? 

 
The participants’ responses and discussion were as follows: 

 
• Ongoing inspections of the structure will take place annually.  The life span of cells 

alone may be 100’s of years.  What can be done in terms of:  

o Containment  

o How content can be treated in situ (should cell content not be removed)? 

• Is re-injection still feasible? 

o This is dependent on whether material is recoverable. 
• A full range of remediation options, setting out feasibility 

• There could be uncertainty around biodegradation of cells.  Cell content (especially 

if unknown) could impact on the concrete structure.   Would like to be kept 
informed about the status of the structure: the three strands of biological, 

chemical and technical [status]. 
• Worse case scenario planning: would like information about this.  
• Would like to see how various scenarios play out in the wider decommissioning 

process.  
• The effort being made by the company to achieve sampling:  

o Opportunistic sampling as and when 

o Any learning from other industries is ongoing (e.g. nuclear) 

o An overview of the sorts of technology and ideas that Shell is considering would 

be helpful.  

• Shell could do more work on mobilisation in the interim, for example, ideas on 

steam or heating to facilitate this. 

o Could share information on this with stakeholders. 
• The time window allows more time for planning on worse case scenarios.  

• Cell sampling could help inform other areas of the decommissioning programme, 
for example:  

o Monitoring approaches to cells sampling with regard to drill cuttings;   

o Enabling understanding of drill cuttings content from cell content.  

 
 
7.3.1.4    Cell Sampling Issues Plenary Feedback, Aberdeen 

 
At the conclusion of the small group sessions, the key points from each of the 

discussions, as underlined in the text in the above sections, were shared with 

the other participants.   
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An additional point was added to the feedback from the Yellow Group:    

 

• A newsletter for the general public without acronyms [is needed]. The industry 

does not do enough to bring the public on board early enough. 
 

The lead facilitator then fed back to participants a summary of the main 
points they had raised:     

 

• [There are] no major issues around the delay [to cell sampling]. 

• Two key points to consider: 

o Worst case scenario planning: information on this would be helpful. 

o Newsletters are a good way to communicate in the interim and to wrap in wider 
public. 

 

Finally the Brent Decommissioning team made the following response to the 

stakeholder discussion and points raised: 
 

• [We are] delighted at the interest in scenarios - these are being developed now. 

o ‘Realisations’ have been worked up – these are not complete but are in 

progress, so should be received in this light. 
o The newsletter was originally targeted at stakeholders so had not been tailored 

to a wider audience – so [we are] now aware of the need to be conscious of 

language used – so thanks for this suggestion.  

 

7.3.2  Cell Sampling Issues, London  
 
Participants did not propose any specific issues around cell sampling for 
further discussion but did have some additional questions for Shell.  These 

and the responses to them are set out below. 
 
Q: Any gap can lead to loss of momentum, or the team involved, how can this be 

maintained? 

A: We have hired a soil remediation specialist and option studies will be continuing 
for many years. Studies for alternatives sampling is also still ongoing including the 

salvage industry and nuclear decommission industry.  The project itself is 10-15 

years so continuity is an acknowledged factor.  We have an opportunity for 

ongoing learning and improvement in this time frame.  Ekofisk: this was cold for 
five or six years before clean up was approached - so Shell is well ahead in this 

respect. 

 
Q: What about the issue of degradation and erosion [of the gravity-base structures]. 

A: It’s not in the time frame above - it’s more in the region of 100 years  
 
The following participant observation was made: 

• Can’t see any down side in waiting before proceeding with cell sampling. 
 

In lieu of issues offered by the participants, the facilitators put forward some 
questions regarding the cell sampling about which Shell were interested to 

learn stakeholders’ views.  These questions were: 
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What would you like to see in place to give you reassurance that the work on 

cell sampling will meet your expectations going forward? 
 

� What continued dialogue do stakeholders expect and what does that look 
like? 

� What work do stakeholders expect can still be done on cell content 

without sampling?  
 

The participants were divided into two small groups of mixed sectors of 

interest by the facilitation team to discuss these questions.  The structure of 

the session was intended to enable a range of views to be shared and to 
allow a greater opportunity for contributions to be made.   
 

The record of comments from each group discussion at each workshop is 
transcribed in the following sections.   

 

At the conclusion of the small group sessions, a selection of key points from 
the discussions was identified within each of the small groups to share with 

the rest of the participants.   

 

7.3.2.1  Cell Sampling Issues Group Work, Green Group, London 
 

• Keeping momentum: [Shell to give] Regular updates on [its] thinking.  If 

information [becomes available] use newsletter [to communicate it]. 
• Sampling is just the beginning: Need to deal with what is there 

• Be clear about what [you] want to do with samples.  Refine analysis requirements. 
• Scenario testing [should be undertaken] 
• Ekofisk: Got samples, but removal of material was biggest challenge 

• Joint industry project is a good idea.  Should be a wider brief on cell remediation -
what needs to be learnt?  

• Thinking on cell contents should follow OSPAR rules - start with removals 
(assumption). 

• Better link tools development with cell content analysis. 

• Joint industry project could develop option [similar to the process for] drill cuttings 
• Look closer at capping options. 

• Look beyond oil industry regarding harbour decommissioning  
• [Continue] discussion with stakeholders in focussed fora, [there are] other things 

to talk to stakeholders about such as derogation. 

• [These] events are key milestones. 
• [Stakeholders need to better] understand decision timescales regarding refloat etc.  

• [Consider development of] scenarios leading to studies on impact, linked to 

environmental impact assessment. Feed in learning from other operators.  Don’t 

need to know cell contents to do this - could model contaminants.   Could use 
maximum/minimum values.  

• Use time to develop tools for sampling including tools for remediation 

• [Stakeholder] events [should take place] at least once a year. 
• Question [raised] about longer-term engagement around implementation. 

 

Key points from the discussion 
 

• Use the opportunity to maximise information we get from samples: Study options 

on sampling and remediation. 

• Need for ongoing engagement: These events and also a more focussed approach. 
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7.3.2.2   Cell Sampling Issues Group Work: Orange Group, London 

 
Key points are identified from the discussion appear as underlined text in the 

following transcription. 
 
� What continued dialogue do stakeholders expect and what does that look 

like? 

 

• Health and Safety Executive (HSE) aspects: the most important thing is an early 

heads up. 

• Keep dialogue ‘ticking over’: If you don’t meet-there’s never an opportunity to 
raise things if they come up  

o The newsletter may generate thoughts that need exploring through the dialogue 

context.  However don’t ‘meet for the sake of’ – a difficult balance. 

• Would be pleased to explore any issues that come up, even peripheral ones 

• If there is no new material – is dialogue still needed? 

• One to one opportunities could give opportunity for more people within an 

organisation to become involved 

 

� What work do stakeholders expect can still be done on cell content 
without sampling?  

 

• Opportunist cell sampling will be pursued by Shell  

o What do these opportunities look like? 

o Some information on this may prompt stakeholder ideas 

o Opportunistic samples could also give opportunities for extrapolation on cell 
content 

o Existing information and the sensitivities around it could be something to get 
feedback on from stakeholders. 

• Archive information: What is its extent? 

o Hydro carbon detail exists.  Drain ‘input’, [for example from] sand blasting, is 

more difficult to determine and more approximate. 

• What link is there regarding information on content of drill cuttings to cell content?  

[Is there] some potential extrapolation?   

o Some work has been done on developing mock up of cell content consistency 

• Overview of the archive data available would be useful to stakeholder 

understanding 

•  Is there an opportunity to spend more time on archive research? 

o Though whether this would yield value for money and effort involved is 

debateable  

o May not necessarily bring benefit - you are still waiting for samples 

o A lot of the work on engagement has been quite comprehensive to date. 

• Share information available but there is limited value in extensive extra work 

o Any extra work should add enough value to justify doing it.  Don’t flog it. 

o It is possible to undertake assessment of the value the information will bring 
prior to seeking it. 

• Joint industry project: might this yield too general a result, given the differences 

between facilities? 
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7.3.2.3   Cell Sampling Plenary Feedback, London 

 
At the conclusion of the small group sessions, the key points from each of 

these were shared with the other participants.  Further points were also 
raised from the feedback. 

 

• ‘Invited’ audience for focused cell sampling session?  Need to avoid narrowing 

[involvement] or excluding people. 

• Sites of dismantling and how to treat the waste, monitoring regarding topsides: 

could come up as areas of concern for stakeholders. 

• There is socio-economic impact for local communities to be considered.  Local 

people have local issues: jobs etc – a specific engagement event is needed 
therefore.  

o This will be looked at nearer the time by the company 

o Women’s groups need to be involved regarding potential impacts on families 

o These groups are recognised by the company as being key to engage with. 
 

Finally the Brent decommissioning team reflected that: 
 

• All the above [input] gives the company food for thought (though no surprises). 

 

 

8. Drill Cuttings 
 

8.1 Drill Cuttings, Shell UK Limited Presentation 

 
A presentation on drill cuttings, was given by the Brent Decommissioning 

Removals Team Leader, Darrel Shaw.  This firstly gave participants an 
overview of the views of industry and the Department of Energy and Climate 

Change (DECC) recommendations.  It then outlined the Brent 
Decommissioning drill cuttings programme and status and the potential way 

forward on drill cuttings given present assumptions.  A copy of the drill 

cuttings presentation can be found at appendix 5 of this report and is also 
available at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm.   

 

8.2 Drill Cuttings Table Group Questions  

 

The meeting facilitators then put the following question to participants: 
 

� Considering the content of the pre-reading material and what you have 

heard in the presentation today, what questions does this raise for you? 

 
The participants were asked to work within small groups at tables to 

consider their responses to this question and for one of the participants in 

each group to note down the questions arising.  These have been transcribed 
in the following sections.   



Brent Decommissioning Studies/Cell sampling, drill cuttings and re-use of facilities/Workshops April 2009  15

 

8.2.1 Drill Cuttings Table Group Questions, Aberdeen 

 
8.2.1.1   Drill Cuttings, Table Group A, Aberdeen 
 

• Whilst undisturbed cuttings have a below OSPAR limit release rate, will disturbance 

lead to a higher release rate and therefore further action required? 

• Is it still a valid option to work with the current OSPAR threshold (are these likely 
to be reviewed)? 

• Are there any other challenges, e.g. Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs); 

heavy metal content (Beyond total Hydrocarbon content (THC))? 
• How long have the piles been there? 

• Has any work been done on seabed ecology – differences, variations in species? 
• Will the decision-making process be reported?  
 

 

8.2.1.2   Drill Cuttings, Table Group B, Aberdeen 

 
• How will residual parameters (i.e. Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), heavy 

metals, Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), nonyl phenols) be used in the overall 

decision? 
• What about other chemicals (e.g. as per cell contents)? 

• Temporal variability, composition variability? 
• What comparisons to drill cuttings versus cell contents?  
• What inputs used in the modelling (Long Term Modelling (LTM), Short Term 

Modelling (STM))  
• What is the length of time you will do monitoring in a Monitored Natural 

Attenuation (MNA) scenario? 

• How does the Brent decommissioning volumes of cuttings compare to  
(1) theoretical cuttings production? (2) Other platforms? 

• The time scale of production of drill cuttings?  

• Definition of the 500km2 years (please give)?  

• What is the likelihood of degradation already taken place and how much?  
• Do you have reference sites? How many? How far?] 

• What is/are the modelling (Long Term Modelling (LTM), Short Term Modelling 

(STM)). How done? 
• How robust was the analysis and sampling regime?  

 

8.2.1.3   Drill Cuttings, Table Group C, Aberdeen 
 

• Does Shell believe shallow cores are adequately representative of material deep in 

the pile? 

• Has Shell done a mass balance of cuttings discharged versus cuttings on seabed 
(therefore a justification)? 

• What are you using best available technique (BAT) for? 
• If drill cuttings are recovered, what treatment disposal methods have you 

considered?  

• What impact does Short Term Modelling (STM) have on Long Term Fate Modelling 
(LTFM) (and has it been incorporated)? 

• Are the piles physically stable? 

• How is the footprint established?  
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8.2.1.4   Plenary Feedback on Drill Cuttings, Aberdeen 

 
The meeting facilitators asked each group to select questions to feed back to 

the rest of the participants.  The facilitator also posed the question: 
 

� Are there any comments you have on the approach being suggested by 

Shell or the industry recommendations? 
 

The questions and discussion from this plenary session are transcribed 

below.   

 
Q: What about the dynamics of the situation, e.g. those drill cuttings below OSPAR 

release rate and [impact of] disturbance.  

A: Short-term modelling done by Shell to answer this question.  Need to understand 
activities.  

 

Q: Does Shell believe the sampling is comprehensive? 
A: Shell is limited by the techniques used.  Sensitivity [testing has been] done.  

Cores are limited, but Shell takes maximum value that it finds and applies it 

across the pile.  Not just a matter of quantity but quality.   [Shell has made] use 

of historical data.  The deepest pile is closest to the platform [which is] difficult to 
access (pipes around [it]).  The pile grows in width with time.  Sampling needs to 

be thought through.   

 
Q: What would be the length of time of the monitoring? 

A: Needs to be put in the decommissioning programme.  [Still] to be negotiated. 
 

Q: OSPAR thresholds refer to total hydro-carbon content, but are there other 

contaminants? 
A: Other contaminants (e.g. heavy metals): [Shell recognises] that there is a wider 

range of contaminants.  
 

Q: Has a mass-balance been done? 

A: Yes, but would like to come back to it at a later stage.  
 

Q: Information about the modelling used and techniques? 
A: The mathematical model was developed as a joint industry project. The  

short-term impacts and long-term impacts are parameters well documented.  [It 

is] tested, industry recognised methodology.  
 

Q: The cell tops are elevated. Where are most of the materials?  

A: The volume calculation takes account of the shape of the cells:  [Of] 2500 m3,  

two-thirds are on the seabed and one-third is on top of the cells. 
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8.2.2 Drill Cuttings, Table Group Questions, London 
 

8.2.2.1  Drill Cuttings, Table Group A, London 

 

• If the base isn’t being removed, would it be better to leave everything in place? 

• What are the implications of (accidentally?) disturbing the pile 
• What is the next best option to leaving the piles (if we know that they are going to 

be moved by other project activities)? 

• Have the health and safety implications in the event of cell access also been taken 
into account? 

 
8.2.2.2 Drill Cuttings, Table Group B, London 

 
• What basis does Shell [have for] expecting the drill cuttings to be below the 

OSPAR thresholds? 

• The original analyser.  Was it a consultant?  Have they done work for other 
operators? 

• How far are the Long Term Modelling (LTM), Short Term Modelling (STM) have 

been validated? 
• How much confidence can we have in the models? 

• Can the models be used for/in the other decommissioning activities (e.g. gravity-
base structure, cell contents)? 

• Did Shell look at bio-remediation of drill cuttings? Why not? 
• What does dispersal mean versus covering/re-injection? 
• What clarification can Shell give on what parameters would be looked [at] if 

cuttings were greater than OSPAR thresholds? 

 
8.2.2.3   Plenary Feedback, Drill Cuttings, London 

 
The meeting facilitators asked each group to select questions to feed back to 

the rest of the participants.  The facilitator also posed the question: 

 

� Are there any comments you have on the approach being suggested by 
Shell or the industry recommendations? 

 

The questions and discussion from this plenary session are transcribed 
below.   

 
Q: On what basis does Shell expect drill cuttings to be below the OSPAR threshold? 

A: The initial work showed the piles to fall below the threshold and subsequent data 

is also within the band of the original model.  The worst-case situation has already 
been considered.  Finished results will be available by around June [2009]. 

 

Q: What are the implications of incidentally removing a pile? 
A:  One of the reasons for doing Short Term disturbance modelling is such a situation, 

for example accessing structure for cell sampling.  The current operating situation 
means that some [localised] disturbances [occur when subsea surveys and similar 
activities are done]. 

 
Q: How were the original analyses of the chemical composition done and has this 

been done for other operators? 

A: The contractor used a number of accredited laboratories and fully documented 
procedures exist so the company has the full information on what was done. 
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Q: What methods are used – this can affect results depending on the method? 

A: [The drill cuttings survey, sampling regime and the analytical methods for the 
characterisation of the cuttings piles was devised using the UKOOA Phase III and 

the OLF Guidelines for Characterisation of Offshore Drill Cuttings Piles.] 
 

Q: What is the next best option if pile removal isn’t possible? 

A: A range of options has been identified through the studies but these have not yet 
been ranked.  Covering up can be best to reduce re-suspension, but public 

perception of this is not necessary positive. 

 

Q: How have Long Term Modelling and Short Term Modelling been validated? 
A: The company will [get back to stakeholders] on this question. 
 

Q: What happens if bases are left in place over 100 plus years?  If everything is left 
in place and cell access is required, have health & safety implications to divers 

been considered? 

A: Coverage on cells is fairly localised so the majority of cells are accessible without 
disturbance. 

 

 

9. Re-Use 
 

9.1 Re-Use (Shell Presentation) 
 

A presentation on the potential re-use of oil and gas production facilities, 

was given by the Brent Decommissioning Removals Team Leader, Darrel 
Shaw.  This gave participants an overview of Shell’s research and 
investigations of re-use to date.  It also gave an overview of the issues 

arising and the limitations that had been identified with regard to re-use.   A 
copy of the re-use presentation can be found at appendix 6 of this report and 

is also available at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm.   
 

9.2 Re-Use Table Group Questions  
 

The meeting facilitators then put the following question to participants: 

 

� What are your views on the apparent lack of practical and economic  

re-use for Brent facilities? 
 
The participants were asked to work within small groups at tables to 

consider their responses to this question and for one of the participants in 
each group to note down the comments arising.  These have been transcribed 

in the following sections.   

 

9.2.1 Re-Use Table Group Questions, Aberdeen 
 
9.2.1.1   Re-Use, Table Group A, Aberdeen 

 

• [Recently changed circumstance] Does the probability of a Shetland and/or 

Norwegian electrical inter-connector change the economic picture ([for example 
could you make use of the facility if you] remove the topsides and mount turbines 

on the legs!)? 

• Unsurprising.  
• Have Shell looked at floating turbines (moored adjacent to platform)? 



Brent Decommissioning Studies/Cell sampling, drill cuttings and re-use of facilities/Workshops April 2009  19

9.2.1.2   Re-Use, Table Group B, Aberdeen 
 

• Benefits of delaying decommissioning? New technologies may be on the 
horizon/sustainable development getting maximum life. 

• Could it be used as a base for emergency response? Means of removing employees 
quickly/storage etc. and this cost could be shared.  One off solution. 

• Reuse options demonstrated as not feasible. 

• Recognition reservoir itself offers potential future use. 
• Is it an issue of maintaining the structure – i.e. in reuse for carbon capture? Need 

to consider cost, safety and age of facilities. 

 

9.2.1.3   Re-Use, Table Group C, Aberdeen 
 

• How long would gravity-base structure last for: implications? 

• Potential for new entrants? 
• Link between Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR) and Carbon Capture and Storage 

(CCS)? 
 
The meeting facilitators then asked each group to select comments to feed 

back to the rest of the participants.  In addition the facilitator posed the 

following questions: 
 

� Bearing in mind what you have heard has Shell done enough to explore re-
use?  If not, what else might it do (bearing in mind limitations)? 

 

The comments, questions and discussion from this plenary session are 
transcribed below. 

   

9.2.1.4  Re-Use, Plenary Feedback, Aberdeen 
 

Q: How long would the gravity-base structures last for if re-use is not an option? 
A: Speculation: 400 years for the sub-structure.  Roughly 200 years for the legs.   

 

Q: What are the benefits of delaying decommissioning for re-use? 
A: Technology might evolve in that time.  New options might appear.  Technological 

developments: up in the air.  In a period of recession, if deferred with no benefits, 
the scale of the decommissioning costs is the issue.   

 

A participant then asked a question: if the price of crude oil went up, what 

did that do to the economic operating point? 

A: What is the right time to decommission?  Deferring risks: by delaying it, you could 
get more value out of it; it’s a balancing of the risks.  The window [of opportunity 

for continuing production] is closing.  Cessation of production still needs to be 

agreed.  The operating costs are key.  The price of crude oil has a limited impact. 
 

Q: Export of electricity to the Shetlands: some of the information provided might be 
out-of-date? 
Shell provided a response to this question at the workshop, which The 

Environment Council has clarified with the company to be as follows:  
A:  [While transport of power may be feasible, other aspects of utilising the facilities 

for electricity generation purposes are still problematic, such as environmental 

concerns]. 
 



Brent Decommissioning Studies/Cell sampling, drill cuttings and re-use of facilities/Workshops April 2009  20

Q: Opportunities for continuing the life of the field under new management? 

A: 97% of recoverable reserves have been extracted from the Brent field.  [We are] 
not actively marketing the Brent field. 

 
Q: Could it be used as a base for emergency response? 

A: May be a bit late [speed of responses from the beach would be likely to be as 

good as that from the platform]. 
 

Q: Have we looked at floating turbines (floating structures)? 

A: Not looked at as a discrete option.  Either floating or fixed, costs of setting up a 

turbine are high.  Weather conditions also need to be considered for this option.  
The Brent Delta structure is not an obvious technical option for this technology – 
others would be more appropriate.  

 
 

9.2.2 Re-Use Table Group Questions, London 

 
9.2.2.1   Re-Use, Table Group A, London 
 

• Unsurprised - all options are expensive. 

• Case needed to be explored and needs to be presented. 

• Can anything be done to preserve what is there for future reservoir 
exploitation? 

 

9.2.2.2   Re-Use, Table Group B, London 
 

• What process have Shell gone through to look at reuse? 

• What longer-term developments are being built into current (none) re-use 
options? 

• Tell the story or long list [leading to] preliminary selection, [leading to] study, 

[leading to] position.  Other experience.  

• Can we consider presenting the case in two parts: (1) The reservoir (2) Facilities. 
• Is there any scope for ‘pilot’ reuse schemes in the short term?  'Facility for rent” 

possible?  Small scale to stimulate use/other uses?  Shell to offer at cut price?  

• How do we know that concrete gravity-base structures make artificial reefs? 
• Can we put out figures (hint) involved in some of the uses to illustrate the 

issues? 
• What if decommissioning half [of an installation]?  Impact of costs involved?  

Maintenance costs. 

 
 

9.2.2.3   Re-Use, Plenary Feedback, London 

 
The meeting facilitators then asked each group to select comments to feed 
back to the rest of the participants.  In addition the facilitator posed the 

following questions: 
 
� Bearing in mind what you have heard has Shell done enough to explore re-

use?  If not, what else might it do (bearing in mind limitations)? 

 
The comments, questions and discussion from this plenary session are 

transcribed below. 
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• All the options seems to be expensive 

o Maintenance is £10-£25 million [per annum] 

o Or the options may not exist. 

• Is it worth doing something so that in future more oil and gas is recoverable? 

o Though maintenance needs and costs needs may be prohibitive 

• Facilities are 30 years old – for example some are no longer serviced by original 

providers.  
• What’s the process gone through to look at re-use issues? 

o The Shell End of Field Life Team has sifted through a long list of options.  The 
areas of highest possibility for reuse have then been focused on.  There are two 
aspects to re-use: facilities and reservoir, which need to be looked at 

separately. 
• Other possible options asked about: 

o Short term research studies. 

o Why concrete doesn’t make good artificial reefs. 
• The costings around the various options looked into: [It would be] useful to have 

further information on this to illustrate level of viability. 

• Competitive situation: Brent is not going to be an attractive proposition with 

respect to other potential carbon capture and storage sites. 

 
 

10. Future Engagement  
 

10.1   Future Engagement, Shell Presentation 
 

An overview of the current plans for future engagement on the Brent 
decommissioning studies, was given by the Brent Decommissioning 

Stakeholder Manager, Jim Niven.  This set out the intended next steps for 

participants, to take place in 2010.   A copy of the slide used to illustrate this 
can be found at appendix 7 of this report and is also available at 

www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm. 

 

10.2   Future Engagement, Plenary Discussion 
 

The facilitators then asked participants whether they were comfortable with 
what was planned for future stakeholder engagement.  The responses and 

discussion are set out below. 

 
10.2.1    Future Engagement, Plenary Feedback, Aberdeen 

 

• Quite happy with what was presented but need for ongoing communication.  

• Need for opportunities for joined-up thinking between the onshore and offshore 

[elements of the decommissioning studies]. 

• Provided that information is provided on the web and through the newsletter then 

it’s ok to have the next meeting in 1 year’s time. 

• If stakeholders feel that something or the context has changed, they need to get 

back to Shell and request dialogue if needed.  

• Brent Delta will be used as a benchmark for other Brent platforms. 
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• [Will there be] continuing dialogue on the other three platforms? 

o Differences [exist between the platforms] with the steel jacket [on Brent Alpha] 
and the concrete structures.  Learning from Brent Delta could be used for the 
other platforms.  Shell would demonstrate the similarities/ differences and 

would communicate plans. 

• Shell does not sense [from stakeholders here] that there is a need for an early 

engagement [prior to the comparative assessment] on the other platforms. 

• Study phase for the three other platforms: currently the principles remain the 

same. 

• Build upon this [round of work], engage later on; ensure there is a good level of 
regular contact if things change.   

• [A similar engagement] for the next [phase] seems to be accepted by participants.  

• The more pre-reading you get, the more you get informed participants attending 
workshop.   

• [There was also a stakeholder suggestion that it would be useful to have an idea 

of the presentation material and likely questions to be asked at the workshop in 

advance.] 
• Stakeholder group meetings need to have a wide range of bodies (e.g. 

communities) represented. Regulators cannot contribute as much in meetings due 

to the nature of the role. For next workshop, would be very useful to have a wider 
range of organisations 

• To get more participants, we can give more notice. Variety of reasons for not 
coming (resource constraints/commitments) - no one has challenged the validity of 

the process).  

• Shell’s objectives would be useful to know for these workshops.  

• Today was good, because was focused on specific issues. 

 
 

10.2.2    Future Engagement, Plenary Feedback, London 

 
• Learning from Brent Spar has been to engage early and widely 

o Invitees to this event are followed up to enhance attendance. 

o The way in which the public or the media will be engaged with is going to be 

looked at by the company. 

o There may be a need for more pro-active communications to public and media. 

• Is there a need for a group like this to give more feedback on the selected strategy 
given the previous history of the Spar? 

o Shell is looking for views from stakeholders through these events but ultimately 

needs to take the decision on the decommissioning [programme]. 

o These events engage at a much earlier point than those around the Brent Spar. 

• The next event will be a review point for the emerging plan as it will cover the 

outputs of the comparative assessment work. 

o It’s fine that the next events are not till this point but if any issues are missing 

before then, it would be good to draw on stakeholder views. 

• Will the next event take place post the Independent Review Group’s review? 

o The IRG also take part in these events. 

o The IRG role is to:  

� Go through the entire scientific basis for the decisions – its quality and 

completeness. 
� Act as spokesmen for the public – try to anticipate how the public might 

react to the decisions made by Shell. 
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• The sense from this meeting that the next appropriate dialogue point is at the 

comparative assessment results stage. 

o If there is any need for any engagement on any specialist input then Shell 

should pick this up. 

o The newsletter should be circulated on the basis of when there is something to 

communicate. 

• The Aberdeen event reflected that prior information and notice of feedback being 
looked for by Shell would be useful. 

o London attendees would also appreciate this. 

• The current thinking is that learning from Brent Delta Decommissioning can be 

applied to the other three platforms, which the intention would be to review as a 
group.  What sort of engagement would you, the stakeholder, be looking for? 

o The important thing is to consider the differences between the platforms – 

focus on these to make the best use of people’s time. 

o An overview of the project on the topsides including a timeline. 

• Feel free to contact the Brent decommissioning studies team at any time. Don’t 

wait for the next event. The Shell team are happy to come to you especially if 
there are other people at your organisation you would like the company to meet 

with. 

 

11. Evaluation 
 
The attendees were asked to reflect on their experience of the day’s 
workshop.  The facilitators requested that the participants each complete an 

evaluation questionnaire.  This was to collect participant views both on the 

wider engagement process and the day’s workshop.  This was in order to 
understand how effective the process was, and to inform how the wider 

engagement process for the project might be taken forward.  The questions 
and responses have been collated and transcribed and can be found at 
appendix 8. 

 

12. Close 
 
The workshops were closed with thanks to the stakeholders for their 

attendance and contributions by a member of the Brent Decommissioning 

Studies team.  Closing remarks by Jim Niven at the London workshop were 
recorded by the facilitation team and have been transcribed below. 
 

12.1 Closing remarks, London 

• Thank you for your time we do appreciate it. 

 

13. Actions 

 
There were some action points generated during the workshops.  These are 
set out below. 
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13.1 Aberdeen 
 
Action Who When 

The draft transcript of meeting. 

 

The Environment Council Mid June 

Drill cuttings question and Graffiti 

Wall feedback/answers/responses. 
 

Shell July 

 

13.2 London 

 

Action Who When 

Look at putting animations from Shell 
presentations on website as well as 

the slides. 
 

Shell (Jim Niven) End May 

Feedback and responses to graffiti 

wall and drill cuttings questions. 

 

Shell July 

Transcript – draft to participants. 
 

The Environment Council Mid June 

 
 

 

 

Attendees at these workshops will be kept informed about future stakeholder 
engagement sessions on the Brent Decommissioning Studies.   

 
The next stakeholder events are expected to take place in 2010. 

If you have any specific comments that you would like to make to Shell UK 

Limited on the Project please contact Jim Niven, Stakeholder Manager,  

Brent Decommissioning Studies, Shell UK Limited: Jim.niven@shell.com 
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Appendix 1: Attendees 
 
Aberdeen, 28 April 2009 
 

Name Organisation 

Alison Leslie Aberdeen City Council 

Tracey Mackie  Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

Lorraine Bearcroft Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

Kevin Munro Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

Peter Duffy Environment Agency 

Mike Bowen Esso UK Ltd 

Jorgen Rullkoetter Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Ryan McPherson ITF (The Industry Technology Facilitator) 

Tom Piper KIMO UK Network 

Peter Hayes Marine Scotland 

Ibiye Iyalla Robert Gordon University Energy Centre 

Martin Auld RSPB Scotland 

Fiona Ann Ogilvie Scottish Enterprise 

Michael Curtis Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) 

Rona Hamilton Scottish Executive Energy and Telecommunications 

Austin Hand Shell UK, Project Director, Brent Decommissioning Studies 

Jim Niven Shell UK, Stakeholder Manager, Brent Decommissioning Studies 

Paul Smy Shell UK, Execution Manager, Brent Decommissioning Studies 

Jim Rae Shell UK, Liaison Manager, Brent Decommissioning Studies 

Sunisha Tharappan Shell UK, Communications Advisor, Brent Decommissioning Studies 

Darrel Shaw Shell UK, Removals Team Leader, Brent Decommissioning Studies 

Ann Montgomery Shell UK, Environmental Advisor, Brent Decommissioning Studies 

Peter Fraser University of Aberdeen 
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London, 30 April 2009 
 

Name Organisation 

Mr Mark Kirby CEFAS (Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science) 

Mrs Jan Balaam CEFAS (Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science) 

Mr Keith Mayo Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

Alice Attenborough Esso UK Ltd 

Mr Roy Boag Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Matthew Blackburn Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Mr Graham Morrison Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Mr Torgeir Bakke Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Mr Rob Hendricks Ministry of Economic Affairs, Netherlands 

Mr Einar Lystad OLF Oil Industry Association 

Michael Sutherland Scottish Fishermen's Federation - SFS Services Limited 

Jim Niven Shell UK, Stakeholder Manager, Brent Decommissioning Studies 

Paul Smy Shell UK, Execution Manager, Brent Decommissioning Studies 

Darrel Shaw Shell UK, Removals Team Leader, Brent Decommissioning Studies 

 

Facilitation Team 

 

Name Organisation 

Mike King The Environment Council (Aberdeen and London workshops) 

Suzannah Lansdell The Environment Council (Aberdeen and London workshops) 

Claire Mellier-Wilson The Environment Council (Aberdeen workshop) 

Erica Sutton The Environment Council (Aberdeen and London workshop) 
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As at April 1, 2009 
 

Organisations invited to Brent field decommissioning studies stakeholder events 

Aberdeen and Grampian Chamber of Commerce 

Aberdeen City & Shire Economic Forum (ACSEF) 

Aberdeen City Council 

Aberdeen Renewable Energy Group (AREG) 

Aberdeen Science & Energy Centre 

Aberdeenshire Council 

ACOPS Faculty of Technology  

Association of British Offshore Industries (ABOI) 

Atlantic Frontier Environment Forum 

Bangor University 

Bellona 

British Geological Survey 

BUND (Friends of Earth) 

Bundesumwelt Ministerium 

Bundnis 90 

Carbon Trust 

Cardiff University 

Centre for Ecology & Hydrology 

Centre for Environment, Fisheries & Aquaculture Science (CEFAS) 

Cromarty Firth Port Authority 

Danmarks Naturfredningsforening 

Dansk Ornitologisk Forening 
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Department of Energy and Climate Change 

DG Energy and Transport, European Commission  

DG Environment, European Commission 

East of England Energy Group (EEEGR)  

Energy Foundation 

Energy Industries Council 

Environment Agency 

Environmental Consultants 

Fisheries Research Services Marine Laboratory  

Forum for the Future 

Friends of the Earth Scotland 

Friends of the Earth UK  

Gatty Marine Laboratory  

GMB (General Trade Union for Britain) 

Global Marine Systems 

Greenpeace EV 

Greenpeace International 

Greenpeace UK 

Health & Safety Executive 

Heriot-Watt University 

Independent Review Group 

Institute of Marine Engineering, Science & Technology 

International Marine Contractors Association (IMCA ) 

International Maritime Organization 

IMechE 
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International Navigation Association 

International Research Institute of Stavanger (IRIS) 

International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN)  

Industry Technology Facilitator (ITF) 

Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) 

KIMO UK Network 

 King's College, London 

Marine Biological Association of the UK 

Marine and Fisheries Agency (DEFRA) 

Marine Conservation Society 

Marine Conservation Society Scotland 

Maritime and Coastguard Agency 

Ministerie van Verkeer en Waterstaat 

Ministry of Economic Affairs, Netherlands 

Ministry of Petroleum & Energy, Norway (MPE) 

National Association for Environmental Education 

National Federation of Fishermen’s Organization 

National Oceanography Centre Southampton 

Natural Environment Research Council (NERC) 

Norges Miljovernforbund (Green Warriors of Norway) 

Norges Naturvernforbund (Friends of the Earth Norway) 

NOF Energy 

North Sea Directorate (Rijkswaterstaat) 

North Sea Foundation 

Norwegian Institute for Water Research (NIVA) 
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Norwegian Petroleum Directorate 

Norwegian Pollution Control Authority 

Offshore Contractors Association (OCA) 

Oil and Gas Producers (OGP) 

Oil and Gas UK (OGUK) 

Oljeindustriens Landsforening (OLF) Oil Industry Association 

Ospar Commission 

Peterhead Port Authority 

Plymouth Marine Laboratory 

Rail and Maritime Transport Union (RMT) 

Reading University 

Robert Gordon University 

Royal Institute of Navigation 

RSPB 

RSPB Scotland 

Scarborough Centre for Coastal Studies 

Scotland Office 

Scottish Association for Marine Science 

Scottish Business in the Community 

Scottish Council Development & Industry 

Scottish Enterprise 

Scottish Enterprise Energy Team 

Scottish Environment Link 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) 

Scottish Government 
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Scottish Fishermen’s Federation (SFF) 

Scottish Government - Energy and Telecommunications 

Scottish Government -Enterprise, Energy & Tourism 

Scottish Government, Environment & Rural Affairs Dept. (formerly SEERAD) 
 

Scottish Natural Heritage 

Scottish Wildlife Trust 

Sea Mammal Research Institute 

Sea Watch Foundation 

Seas at Risk 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency 

Shark Trust 

Shetland Islands Council 

Shetland Oil Terminal Environmental Advisory Group (SOTEAG) 

Society for Underwater Technology 

Society of Maritime Industries 

Stakeholder Forum for Our Sustainable Future 

Sullom Voe Association Ltd. 

SustainAbility 

The Chamber of Shipping 

The Chartered Institution of Waste Management 

The Environment Centre(tEC) 

The Highland Council 

The Mammal Society 

The Marine Connection 

The Wildlife Trusts 
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TNO - MEP 

UK CEED (UK Centre for Environmental & Economic Development) 

UNITE  

University of Aberdeen 

University of East Anglia 

University of Southampton 

University of Strathclyde 

Waste Watch 

Whale & Dolphin Conservation Society 

WWF Denmark 

WWF Germany 

WWF International 

WWF Netherlands 

WWF Scotland 

WWF UK 

ZERO 
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Appendix 2: Pre-Workshop Background Information 
(provided by Shell UK Limited) 
 
 
Dear Stakeholder, 

Brent Decommissioning Studies / Project 

 
This communication presents (1) some feedback to the stakeholder engagement event last September and (2) 
some pre-read information for the up coming events on the April 28th (Aberdeen) and 30th (London). 
 
The transcript of the Brent stakeholder dialogue events held last September was posted on our web site in late 
November. The transcript is by the facilitators, The Environment Council. 
 
We have analysed all stakeholders’ comments, ideas and issues as presented in the transcript and we are mindful 
of the issues you have raised in our thinking and on-going studies on the best options to decommission the 
various Brent facilities.  Thank you for your valuable and interesting input. 
 
The following were key issues we heard from the September dialogue event:  

• Comments on issues around when derogation may be acceptable  

• The importance of issues surrounding the sampling and remediation of the cell contents’  

• How important safety is  

• The energy balance/carbon footprint of possible different decommissioning activities  

• That re-use is preferable on paper at least, though in effect with installations of this type and age it 
remains a real technical and economic challenge  

• Legacy issues and liability/accountability being important and that longer term environmental 
monitoring needs to be addressed  

• The need for open reporting, (this is something that we share and I hope are addressing properly)  

• How to best get the most, yet balanced benefit from all the various inputs to decommissioning in terms 
of resources, technology and investment  

 
While the issues raised so far have also been on our radar, it is really useful to have your views expressed directly 
to us, and to understand what is of importance to you, which help shape our thinking in the way we move 
forward. 
 
Although at this stage we may not be able to address all the issues as we still study various technical options, we 
are happy to have further discussion on some of these topics either informally or in stakeholder events. For 
example the next dialogue events will include sessions on cell sampling and our thoughts on re-use ideas and 
issues. 
 
From the analysis of some 100 comments and points raised by stakeholders at the September events, many we 
have been able to group into various broad topics or themes. 
 
Enclosed is some feedback on themes from the gravity base structure discussions from the September 2008 
events and also feedback on themes from previous cell sampling and re-use discussions, which also serve to act 
as background information and pre-reading for the April events. Background material is also supplied on Drill 
Cuttings for these forthcoming events. 
 
It is too early to give substantive feedback on all items. We plan to cover what we have not covered here as the 
project progresses, either at the next dialogue session or through other channels as our studies continue and 
options are developed. 
 
Please bear in mind that, as is the nature of this sort of project, there is a lot that remains unknown or uncertain 
at this stage. This means that as our work progresses the situation may change, and so this information in turn 
may change. But as a part of our stakeholder commitment we think it right to provide you with feedback where 
and when we can. 
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If you wish to contact us further on these topics, or indeed on any issue, please feel free to contact me (Jim 
Niven) by phone (+44 (0)1224 88 1350) or by email via the “Contact Us” facility on the Brent Decommissioning 
Studies www site (www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm ). 
 
Regards 

Jim Niven 
Stakeholder Manager  
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Gravity Base Structures (GBS) structures - status 

 
Points raised by stakeholders included the following themes: 

• Structural integrity during refloat and tow 

• The location, energy balance and ultimate fate of onshore disposal of the GBS 

• Risks to divers during work for refloat option or cell remediation 

• The human safety risks and environmental impact of a GBS failure during refloat/tow 

• Waste management and disposal  

• Recycling options GBS and of materials 

• Costs of the various options 

• Any precedents arising from any of the options 

• Shipping hazards arising from various options (leave in situ or refloat/tow) 

• Long term fate studies, monitoring, liabilities etc. 
 

Possible removal, integrity and HSE challenges of the concrete GBSs are foremost in our studies and no 
decisions have yet been made as to which option may be preferred for decommissioning. We will be taking 
account of safety risks, technical challenges, societal and environmental impacts, and financial considerations. 
 
The GBSs in the Brent field were designed and constructed in the early 1970s. A significant amount of 
engineering progress has been made since then. However one of the difficulties faced by the decommissioning 
project is that it has to deal with what is already there – not what we could design today. 
 
Shell has commissioned numerous studies to evaluate the prospects of removing the GBS. These have included 
going back to the original designers of the structures and another engineering design specialist in this field. The 
output from these “feasibility studies” will be subject of a Comparative Assessment process taking account of 
safety, environmental, technical, societal and economic criteria.  
 
Solutions will be proposed to the UK Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) after we have 
completed studies and fully considered stakeholder input. We shall be following the DECC Decommissioning 
Guidelines and applicable legislation, as well as undertaking wider stakeholder engagement. 
 
As to potential derogation to leave in place, it is too early to say at this point. OSPAR Decision 98/3 recognises 
the decommissioning of concrete installations is likely to present particular problems (DECC Guidelines: section 
7.13, 7.14). We are at present studying options for GBS decommissioning and will evaluate the options using 
criteria specified in the DECC Guidelines. Decisions will be taken only after consultation with DECC and 
stakeholders on the resulting Decommissioning Programme and will follow the process outlined in the 
Guidelines. 
 
We shall continue to keep stakeholders informed as our studies progress to completion. 
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Cell contents 
 
Points on cell sampling at stakeholder events included the following themes: 

• Nature /characterisation of cell contents 

• Cell pressure 

• Develop new technologies for sampling and remediation 

• Environmental impacts of cell failure e.g. during refloat or tow 

• Final disposal of cell contents 

• Safety to divers 

• Possible leaching and its effects  
 
Cell contents status 

 
Originally the GBS storage cells were used for storage of crude oil before it was exported from the platform. 
More recently they have been used for settling and separating the water that is mixed into the crude oil when it 
emerges from the wells.  Shell will be taking account of the safety risks, engineering challenges, and societal and 
environmental impacts to find a balanced solution to managing the contents of the cells.  This is the subject of 
ongoing studies.    
 
As explained in the workshops (in London and Aberdeen), whilst we have samples of mobile oil and water from 
the cells, no sampling of the cell bottom sediment on Brent D platform has yet been conducted as this is proving 
technically challenging. Our specialists have been working intensively on this issue, and our aim remains to try 
and get a sample - as long as this can be achieved safely in order to optimise the cell decommissioning strategy. 
 
We have recently reached the view that the technical and safety risks of attempting to obtain a sample by subsea 
intervention while the platform is still in production are disproportionate to likely results. We are therefore 
discussing an alternative option with various key stakeholders, including the Department of Energy and Climate 
Change (DECC), to postpone subsea sampling until after cessation of production.  
 
The requirement of the regulations can and will still be met in full. Postponing cell sampling via subsea access to 
the cell tops allows us to schedule the sampling activity to a time when the operation can be conducted more 
safely and with a greater chance of success. We are still looking at opportunistic sampling via internal pipework. 
 
As part of the decommissioning studies, a comprehensive environmental impact assessment is being carried out 
to model the likelihood and effect of potential leakage from the storage cells as a result of various 
decommissioning scenarios being adopted. We will be taking account of safety risks, technical challenges, societal 
and environmental impacts, and financial considerations. 
 
 The cell sampling approach will be further discussed at the workshops in April 2009 
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Re-use options 
 
Points raised by stakeholders at the September 2008 events included the following themes: 

• Marine protection area, fish zones/engines 

• Marine or other research uses 

• Important to maintain possible re-use options in the future 

• Technology timescale vs. development of future re-use options vs. structure degradation 
 
Re-use options status 
 
Our studies of various End of Field Life (EoFL) options suggest to us that there are no economically viable 
alternative uses for the Brent facilities, and that when production ceases to be economically viable the facilities 
will need to be decommissioned. Nevertheless we remain willing to consider economically and technologically 
credible proposals. 
 
We have ruled out the following options based on early studies.  
 
CO2 storage does not make technical nor economic sense due to the design-life of infrastructure, the 
construction materials used (the investment required for new pipelines and wells for example), the remote 
location of the Brent Field and distance from CO2 supply.  
 
The current facilities on the Brent field have been assessed for their suitability for CO2 storage/capture. We 
have concluded that the Brent facilities are not suitable for this type of service without significant/extensive 
modifications. This is based on their materials of construction and the fact that they have already exceeded their 
original design life requiring probably replacement of 90% of the facilities. Therefore, if this type of operation 
ever became feasible in the future, it would only make economic sense if developed via new green field facilities 
for this purpose.  
 
In addition capture and transport options for CO2 are unlikely to be determined for another few years making it 
uneconomic to maintain the platforms for that extended period. Decommissioning of Brent facilities does not 
prevent future opportunities for reuse of the Brent reservoir. 
  
Other uses: We have looked at a range of possible re-use options especially related to our business. For 
technical, economic and logistical reasons, none so far have shown potential to warrant further and more 
detailed study. It should be noted that re-use potential options will have to accommodate the expensive 
maintenance and operational costs of these large facilities offshore as well as the ongoing decommissioning 
liabilities. 
 
Some re-use ideas for Brent facilities considered so far: 
CO2 schemes 
Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR) 
Tidal/wave power 
Wind power 
Research use 
Artificial reefs 

 
Re-use will be an agenda item discussed at the workshops in April 2009. 
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Drill Cuttings 

 
The discussion on drill cuttings is part of the overall decision-making process for decommissioning offshore 
facilities. A comprehensive action programme of surveying, sampling and analysis and long-term fate modeling is 
required in order to select the environmentally sound management option for any particular drill cuttings pile.  
 
The accumulation of drill cuttings - pieces of rock mixed with drilling muds which are used to lubricate the drill 
bit in drilling operations- has been the subject of a Joint Industry Project from 1998 to 2004. The results 
compiled by this project formed the basis for the OSPAR Commission Recommendation 2006/5, which 
introduced a management regime for offshore drill cuttings piles.  
 
Recommendation 2006/5 (implemented through the provisions of Petroleum Act 1998) introduced a two-stage 
approach to assess best method of dealing with the cutting piles.  

• Stage 1 involving an initial screening of all cuttings piles using existing information and research to 
determine the persistence and rate of oil loss over the contaminated area.  

• Stage 2 where a study is carried out to determine the best available techniques (BAT) and/or the best 
environmental practice (BEP) for the cuttings pile. This stage will also usually require a cuttings piles to 
be surveyed and characterized in accordance with accepted practice (OLF Guidelines). 

The Recommendation details that where both the rate and persistence are below the thresholds (i.e. oil loss less than 10 
tonnes/year and persistence less than 500 km2yr) and no other discharges have contaminated the cuttings pile, no further 
action is necessary and the cuttings pile may be left in situ to degrade naturally. Where either the rate of oil loss or the persistence are 
above the thresholds, Stage 2 should be initiated at a time to be determined by the Contracting Party, taking into account the rate of 
oil loss, the persistence over the area of seabed contaminated and the timing of the decommissioning of the associated installation (Sec. 
3, Rec. 2006/5) 
 
Following a Drill Cuttings and Environmental Baseline Survey in 2007, we are now carrying out Long Term Fate 
Modeling (LTM) and Short Term Disturbance Modeling (STM) to better understand the environmental impact 
of the drill cutting piles in the Brent field. We have also undertaken conceptual work on a variety of drill cuttings 
management options to assist us in determining the BAT and/or BEP in the event the results of the studies fall 
outside of the OSPAR thresholds. 
 
We intend to fully comply with the OSPAR recommendations and DECC guidelines and are currently awaiting 
the results of the modeling work to inform our choices going forward. We look forward to further discussion 
with you at the dialogue session. 
 
Further information on drill cuttings is available at: 
http://www.ospar.org/v_measures/browse.asp?menu=00520417000000_000000_000000 
 
http://www.oilandgasuk.co.uk/issues/drillcuttings/index.cfm 
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Appendix 3: Project and Process Update (Shell UK Limited 
Presentation) 
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Project status

• CoP dates- discussions continue with DECC

• Brent Delta Wells Plug and Abandonment status as at mid April ‘09: 7 wells 

abandoned, 2 wells suspended; further work temporarily suspended

• Topsides studies – concept selection studies for removals completed 

• Tender documents for 2 major contracts for topsides removals being prepared

o Decommissioning Services Contract (DSC) 

o Removals Front End Engineering Design (FEED) 

• Esso and Shell management shortly to undertake assurance review of proposed 

options for topsides removals 

• GBS studies – external technical studies completed. Derogation vs. removal 

evaluation in progress 

28/30 April 2009 5

Way Forward

Stakeholder dialogue session

April 2009

Comparative assessments

Decommissioning Programme (DP) draft 1

IRG review

Management review

DP draft 1 submission to DECC

DECC review

DP draft 2

Statutory and public consultations

Secretary of State/DECC approvals

Decommissioning – module 

removal commences

Offshore preparation work on modules removals

Stakeholder dialogue session - topic: final proposals

DP draft 3

DECC review and consult with OSPAR

DECC formally requests submission 

of DP

Production stops
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28/30 April 2009 6

Stakeholder Engagement

• Feedback from September 2008 session:

o Transcript report by facilitator on Brent website (November 2008)  

(www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm)

o Responses to Graffiti Board queries sent to all participants (December 2008)

o Additional information and responses sent to participants (April 2008)

o E-newsletter to be hosted on www and sent to all stakeholders via email (May 2009)

• Website routinely reviewed, responses made to public enquiries received via 

‘Contact Us’ link 

• Some initial engagement with parliamentarians

• Ongoing, routine one-to-one meetings with some stakeholders
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Appendix 4: Cell Sampling (Shell UK Limited Presentation)  
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Brent Delta Animation

28/30 April 2009 11

Cell Sampling: Evolution

• Stakeholder input to date

o Minimum 10% sampling over all cells; or until representative analysis is achieved. > 
3cells per GBS

o Industry learning: repeatability and consistency is difficult to achieve

• Original aims

o Sonar map of the storage cell sediments

o 6 litres of fluid collected in 250ml samples

o On-Line profile of fluid column

o Cone penetration test of sediments

o 5 No. x 7m (max) core samples

• Modified aims

o Sonar map of the storage cell sediments

o On-Line profile of fluid column

o Cone penetration test of sediments

o 1 No. x 7m (max) core sample
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FIN D CEN TRE OF THE PLUG
USE DRILL JIG  TO  FIN D POSITION  O F 

HOLES

COVERPLA TE ROTATION  JIG
GUIDE PIN S ATTACHED TO  PLUG TOP
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Drill Trials
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COVERPLA TE DETA IL (5 .2 4m  DIAM ETER)
COVERPLA TE M OUN TED ON TO  PLUG

W ASH IN G  BASEFRAM E IN  POSITION  ON  

CELL DOM E

TOW ER LEVELLIN G FRAME IN  POSITION  

ON  CELL DOME
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Seal Trials
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W ASH IN G  SYSTEM  IN  POSITION  ON  CELL 

DOM E

DOCK IN G STATION  IN  POSITION  (TOP OF 

CELL 1 7 )

VALVE ASSEMBLY VALVE SUPPORT AND LOCATION  FRAME
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TOW ER SECTIO N  1  W ITH  BRA CIN G  – IN  

PO SITIO N

TOW ER SECTIO N  2  – IN  PO SITIO N

DRILLING TOOL COMPLETE WITH 
WASHING SKID

ROV IN  POSITION  ON  DOCKING STATION
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28/30 April 2009 18

UMBILICAL LATCHED IN  POSITION ISOLATION  SLEEVE DEPLOYMENT

SONAR

MAPPING OF CELL PHASE THREE G.A. OF MAPPING TOOL INSIDE TOWER
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Prototype testing
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OPEN

CPT SAMPLE

CPT SAMPLE

CLOSED

OPEN

CLOSED

FIRST SAMPLE 

TAKEN - OPEN

FIRST SAMPLE 

TAKEN - CLOSED

GEO COMBINED CPT AND SAMPLING TOOLS
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FINAL VALVE POSITION WITH 

DROPPED OBJECT COVER IN PLACE
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An Alternative Way Ahead

• Development of cell remediation options requires an understanding of cell 

contents

o But cell sampling is unlikely to give us consistent results; ref. industry experience

• If sample quality is critical for remediation design, then multiple samples will likely 

be required. One sample may not be enough!

o Hence we may need to obtain multiple samples, ideally safely and cheaply

• Proposal is to:

Postpone sampling to a time when it can be done more simply and safely

o After the utility leg is flooded, possibly as part of a subsea attic oil removal campaign 

o And on an opportunistic basis from utility leg (more difficult for remote cells)

28/30 April 2009 23

Mini ROV and PIG Trials
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28/30 April 2009 25

How does the Decommissioning Programme deal with this ?

• Key Factors

o Multiple samples will likely be required

o Cell sampling is best done when the utility leg is flooded (no pressure difference to 

manage)

o Experience suggests a process of evaluate, trial, execute, with more than one 

methodology in the tool box will be required.

• Decommissioning Programme should

o Describe possible remediation options based on best available knowledge.(This may 

include opportunistic sampling results.)

o Detail a future sampling strategy/schedule

o Propose to continue the dialogue process with stakeholders on sampling results and 

the findings of any trials.

o Propose to Update the Decommissioning Programme when an appropriate remediation 

methodology has been developed
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Appendix 5: Drill Cuttings (Shell UK Limited Presentation)  
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• A component of the Decommissioning Programme

• OSPAR Recommendation 2006/5 sets out a 2 stage process for this assessment:

o Stage 1 - screening to determine the persistence and rate of oil loss over the 

contaminated area

o Stage 2 – assessment of the best available techniques (BAT) and/or the best 

environmental practice (BEP) for the cuttings pile

• Stage 2 required where either:

o Oil loss > 10 tonnes / year, or

o Persistence > 500 km2years

• Where results are both below the threshold, the recommended action is for the 

piles to be left to degrade naturally

Drill Cuttings Management

1. Persistence is a measure of the area of the seabed where the concentration of oil remains above 50mg/kg and the duration that this contamination level remains. A 

persistence of 500 km2yr could mean an area of 1km2 is contaminated for 500 years or an area of 500 km2 is contaminated for 1 year.
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• Undertaken at the Brent platform sites 

• Survey programme designed to conform with OLF* Guidelines to:

o Establish footprint topography and volume

o Ascertain the composition of the cuttings piles e.g. THCs*, PAHs*, metals, PCBs* and Nonyl phenols 
(endocrine disrupters) 

o Identify the contaminated area i.e. the area containing THC level exceeding 50 mg/kg dry sediment

o Ascertain the physical characteristics of the cuttings piles e.g. density, water quantity, particle size and 
shear strength

• Survey and sampling using variety of techniques:

o Multibeam echo sounder   

o Piston / vibrocorer

o Box corer

o Grab samples

o ROV corer – for use on cell tops

o Surface profile imaging

• Environmental survey report still being finalised due to issues with original THC 
analyses

*OLF- Oljeindustriens Lanaforeing (Norway); THC-Total Hydrocarbon Content; PAH-Poly Aromatic Hydrocarbons; PCB-Polychlorinated Biphenyls

Drill Cuttings Survey (2007)
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Drill Cuttings Mapping at Brent Delta

• Cell top cuttings

o Volume: 798m3

o Max Ht 1 : 6.8m

• Seabed cuttings

o Volume 2: 1,575 m3

o Max Ht: 10.3m

Note:

1. Above reference elevation, 
2.3m above cell tops

2. DTM surface relative to 
reference datum level of –
143.4m.
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Drill Cuttings Study Work

• Original modelling showed all Brent piles to fall below OSPAR thresholds 

• Challenge over initial analysis method used to measure Total Hydrocarbon 

Content (THC)

• Samples have been re-analysed and verified by independent experts

• Long Term Modelling (LTM) results being re-validated using new THC data 

o Results expected to be within recommended thresholds

• Short Term Disturbance Modelling (STM) ongoing

o To assess the environmental impact caused by human disturbances of the pile 
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Drill Cuttings Study Work

• Drill cuttings on Brent piles expected to fall below OSPAR recommended 

thresholds

• Review of management options - complete

o In depth review of management options:

• Natural degradation 

• Covering 

• Dispersal 

• Recovery and re-injection or return to shore

o Enabler for any future BAT/BEP assessment
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• Complete re-validation of LTM and STM study work 

• If pile falls below OSPAR thresholds then leave in place, unless other project 

activities require drill cuttings removal (e.g. for cell access or GBS refloat)

• If pile exceeds OSPAR thresholds then undertake BAT / BEP assessment to 

determine preferred management option

Drill Cuttings Position
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Appendix 6: Re-Use (Shell UK Limited Presentation)  
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• Potential for reuse requires assessment in the Decommissioning Programme

o Under the waste management hierarchy, the general principle of reuse is 

preferred over recycling and disposal

• Shell has internal guidance policies when considering  potential reuse options 

taking into account:

o Shell’s business requirements

o The characteristics of Shell’s assets

o The diversity of suggested alternative uses

o Their probability of success

Reuse
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Reuse Options on Brent

• Carbon Projects

o Carbon Capture and Storage 

(CCS)

o Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR)

• Research Schemes

• Tidal / Wave power

• Artificial Reefs

(Wind power was ruled out during 

early consideration)
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Carbon Projects

• Brent reservoir offers potential for future carbon projects, but

o Facilities not designed for CO2 service – material compatibility, utility support for Enhanced Oil 
Recovery (EOR)

o Facilities are at the end of their design life – obsolescence, upgrades required

o High maintenance and operating costs

o Hazards introduced by CO2 would have a major effect on the Safety Case

• Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) could be achieved using lower cost solutions, e.g. 
subsea wells

• EOR requires massive capital investment

o 100+ new wells required

o £700 million plus facility modifications

• Brent is not in the proximity of any major sources of CO2

• No transportation infrastructure in place

Conclusion: 

• Facilities not suitable, would need to build new ones

• Decommissioning does not prevent future CCS or CO2 considerations
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Research Use & Tidal / Wave Power

• Tidal / Wave Power

o Maintenance and operating costs are high - approx. £25million per year per platform 

(fully manned)

o Availability of resource – higher yield sites exist closer to shore

o Lack of nearby consumers – requires significant investment to bring the power to 

market

• Research Use

o Facility would need to be maintained to comply with statutory and Shell standards to 

ultimately ensure safe removal

o Operating costs are high – same as noted above

o No known demand from stakeholders

Conclusion: No economic re-use options identified that meet Shell business criteria
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Artificial Reefs

• Brent facilities are not attractive candidates for re-use as artificial reefs

• UK Oil and Gas industry has studied this issue for the North Sea

• No UK legal basis/precedent for artificial reefs (removal of structures is required under 

OSPAR)

• Little/no experience of artificial reefs in North Sea

• Solid concrete structures do not make good reefs. Open lattice steel structures are better

• OSPAR requires that structures must be totally clean

• Little evidence that artificial reefs on UKCS would make big benefit to fish stocks or 

biodiversity

• Useful for recreational purposes (diving, sport fishing etc) 

• Better in shallower (<50m) and near shore waters

• No movement by key interest groups (eg fishing industry) to establish artificial reefs in the 

North Sea

Conclusion: Brent facilities are not attractive candidates for re-use as artificial reefs
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Reuse Conclusions

• Based on work to date, reuse of Brent facilities is not considered a viable option:

o High maintenance and operating costs

o Incompatibility of existing facilities for carbon projects

o Inferior location for power generation projects

o Unattractive as an artificial reef

• While the Brent reservoir may be suitable for future carbon projects, this should 

be done on a Greenfield basis
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Appendix 7: Future Engagement (Shell UK Limited 
Presentation Slide)  
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Way Forward

Stakeholder dialogue session

April 2009

Comparative assessments

Decommissioning Programme (DP) draft 1

IRG review

Management review

DP draft 1 submission to DECC

DECC review

DP draft 2

Statutory and public consultations

Secretary of State/DECC approvals

Decommissioning – module 

removal commences

Offshore preparation work on modules removals

Stakeholder dialogue session - topic: final proposals

DP draft 3

DECC review and consult with OSPAR

DECC formally requests submission 

of DP

Production stops
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Appendix 8: Evaluation Responses  
 
Workshop Evaluation  
28 April (Aberdeen) and 30 April (London) 2009 

 

• The following section comprises the compiled responses to evaluation 
questionnaires. The written questionnaire forms were circulated to 

participants on arrival at the events so that they had an opportunity to 
review them and were then completed by the close of the workshops.  

• Some of the questions in the evaluation forms were designed specifically 
for attendees who had participated in the previous September 2008 

and/or November 2007 workshops and others were specifically for those 

who were attending for the first time.  These distinct questions have been 

identified in the transcribed responses compilation set out below. 

• 24 evaluation forms were returned in total. 

• Please note that the numbering of questions and responses set out below 

is not intended to correspond with that in the questionnaires. 
 

 

1. Expectations that you have of Shell in terms of their engagement with 
stakeholders on the Brent Field Decommissioning Studies 
 

1.1 The main expectations already identified at previous workshops include: 
i) Openness and transparency 
ii) Provision of accurate and timely information 

iii) Feedback loop (i.e. demonstrating what has happened to your 
feedback 

 
To what extent have these expectations been met with respect to this 

April 2009 event (including the feedback from Shell on the September 

2008 events)?   
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ii) Provision of accurate and timely information
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iii) Feedback loop (i.e. demonstrating what has 

happened to your feedback)
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COMMENTS 

 
• Useful to have presentations. 

• Good general session - clear. 

• A very useful and helpful update, hope others have similar views! 
• An open day with relevant information available.  Would have been useful to have 

seen presentations beforehand to enable improved questioning but not essential. 

• Shell position seems to have firmed up into leaving things. 
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1.2 Do you have any other expectations of Shell’s engagement with 

stakeholders that are not reflected in the three themes listed under the 
previous question (1.1)?  Please describe them and indicate whether 

they have been met so far. 
 
 

Other expectation(s) Not met Partially 

met 

Fully met 

 

Clarity of the decommissioning 

process (in terms of time scale and 
activities) – for the wider audience 

(in non-technical terms). 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

  
� 

 

 
COMMENTS 

No comments were provided. 

 
2. Confidence in being heard 

 

2.1 How confident are you that your views and concerns are being/will be 

adequately addressed by Shell? 
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COMMENTS 
 

• I think Shell could have shared more of the other studies or their [existence] 
upfront rather than by question. 

• Think are taking the necessary steps. 
• There is a great effort to ensure that any changes are explained. 

• Shell is aware of public perception following Brent Spar. 

• Transparent and open procedure. 
• Good response from Shell to questions. 

• Feel Shell are listening. 

• Role in the IRG ensures this. 

• Confident because the approach is broad and has elaborated on many things. 
• I am sure Shell will listen. 

• Feeling that Shell are happy to share information and are open to suggestions. 

• General approach by Shell is engaged with environmental issues as a core function 
in this programme. 

• Interactive event & facilitation e.g. website. Involvement of a ‘neutral’ body to 
drive the event & capture the discussions/ issues raised, including potentially 
unwelcome or awkward matters. 

• I am confident to a certain extent that views that are in line with the general views 

of stakeholders presented will be taken on board. 

• Views and concerns were discussed in detail and accurately recorded. 
• All views listened to and responded to. Also, think that TEC recording of all 

comments helps the process. 

• Culture of listening and incorporating. 
• My role in the IRG ensures this. 

• I am confident because the approach is broad and has elaborated on many 
themes. 

• Open meeting.  Views expressed by a range of Shell engagers. 
 

The following question was put only to participants who had attended the 
previous September 2008 and/or November 2007 events. 
 

2.2 Has your confidence changed since the last workshop you attended? 
 

Has your confidence changed since the last 

workshop you attended?
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COMMENTS 

 
• Confident from the first session. 
• I feel fully informed and able to question issues in the meeting and outside them 

directly with key individuals. 
• Process works 

• Practical outcomes from studies 

• Consistent approach by events. 
 

 

The following question was put only to participants who were attending the 

events for the first time. 
 

3. Are there any stakeholders who you consider should be invited to these 

workshops?  If so, please give details of who these stakeholders are. 
 

COMMENTS 

 
• As mentioned the ‘public’, who will as taxpayers have an ultimate interest. 

 
 
4. The Environment Council’s role as convenor and facilitator  

 

4.1. How far has today’s workshop met its aims?  These were to: 
 

• Update participants on progress of the Brent Field Decommissioning Studies 
project and record any thoughts, issues or concerns about the overall project 

(content and process);  
• Present cell sampling alternative proposal and explore stakeholder views and 

issues on the way forward;  

• Brief participants on current industry/DECC perspectives and Shell’s work 
programme with respect to drill cuttings;  

• Reflect on work undertaken to date on re-use options; 

• Review future stakeholder dialogue and engagement activities up to development 
of the Decommissioning Plan.     

 

How far workshop met aims
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COMMENTS 

 
• Simple clear meeting. 

• The approach with smaller groups, questions, answers and discussions is good. 
• Good and informative.  Did not say that you have answers when you don’t. 

• Good presentations giving background. 

• The workshop was quite good. 
• Recognise considerable effort put in by Shell presenters and The Environment 

Council. 

• Meetings are clearly and well run - information is well recorded. 

• Good. 
• Very good at capturing questions and answers and comments. 
• All issues comprehensively covered. 

• Very professional. 
• Think all objectives were met. 

 

4.2 Are there any aspects of these events you would like to see improved?  
 

COMMENTS 

 

• More people will ensure a broad view on public perception on this. 
• Good format, easy relaxed meeting.  Open ideas. 

 
 

The following question was put only to participants who were attending the 

events for the first time. 
 

5. How useful was the 9.00am pre-briefing session in supporting your 

participation during today’s event? 
 

 

Usefulness of pre-briefing session
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COMMENTS 

 
• As it was my first visit an overview of the process of the day and expected 

involvement would have been useful. 
• Good overview of history and gave a flavour of the magnitude of the task. 

• It gave me up-to-date information on the whole process. 

• It was the first decommissioning studies workshop I had attended, and it provided 
a very useful overview. 

• Good background preparation for day ahead. 

• Never been to the stakeholders meetings before and the session reinforced the 

reading - very useful. 
 
6. General comments 

 
6.1 Do you have any other feedback? 

 

COMMENTS 
 

• Very useful. 

• The bigger event of last year was more fruitful, people were more forthcoming 

with comments.  It’s a shame this meeting was not so well attended. 
• Well run, well organised and good venue [London]. 

• Well arranged and open. 

• It would be helpful for the non-regulator stakeholders, for the way in which the 
regulator processes and assessments are undertaken, to be explained and 

described. 
• Enjoyed the interaction with other stakeholders. 
• Very informative and very well coordinated, excellent facilities and lunch. 

• My compliments to the facilitators.  A very important catalyst for discussion 
progress, particularly in the groups. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 


