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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 potential decommissioning of the 

oil and gas production facilities on the Brent and Penguins field.  The 

decommissioning studies 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 approval1.   
Further information can be found on the Shell UK Limited website at 
www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 

 
Two such focused stakeholder sessions were held on the topic of gravity-

base structure (GBS) decommissioning in September 2008.  There are three 

platforms with concrete gravity-base structures currently in operation on the 
field and the workshop concentrated on the Brent Delta platform in 

particular.  The style of these events was a response to stakeholder feedback 

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 9 September 

2008 in Aberdeen, and one on 11 September 2008 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, which has particular 

expertise in facilitating stakeholder engagement events.  This transcript 

report, produced by The Environment Council, forms a combined meeting 
record for the Aberdeen and London workshops. 

 

2. Attendees 

 
For a list of attendees at the September 2008 Aberdeen and London 

workshops please see Appendix 1.  Attendees were sent some briefing 
information on gravity-base structure (GBS) decommissioning in advance of 

the workshops and this can be found at Appendix 2. 

 

3. Introduction 
 

A welcome was given to participants by Austin Hand, Project Director, Brent 
Decommissioning Studies.  The following aims, agenda and working 

agreements for the workshops were then introduced by the facilitators and 

agreed by the participants at the outset of both the Aberdeen and London 
meetings.  These are set out below: 

 

                                            
1
 The Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), which was established in  

October 2008, now undertakes this role, formerly held by the Department for Business 
Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR). 
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3.1 Aims 

 

� Update participants on progress of Brent Field Decommissioning Studies project.  

Understand and record any thoughts, issues and concerns; 
� Share information on work done to date on options for gravity-base structure 

decommissioning;  

� Explore issues raised by different decommissioning options for the gravity-base 

structures and what criteria you feel are important to assess the different options;  

� Share and gain feedback on the comparative assessment process to assess 
different decommissioning options. 

 
3.2 Agenda  

 
Morning session 

� Aims, Agenda, Working Agreements 

� Project Updates 

o Context 

o Stakeholder engagement  

o Presentation Questions & Answers 

� Gravity Base Structure – Challenges and options 

o Presentation Questions & Answers 

� Gravity Base Structure issues and considerations – group work 

 
Afternoon session 

� Overview of comparative Assessment process 

o Presentation Questions & Answers 

� Gravity Base Structure criteria – group work 

� Plenary feedback of criteria work and discussion of comparative Assessment 

� Way forward, Actions and Evaluation 

 

3.3 Working Agreements 

 
� Mobiles/bleepers off 

� One person speaks at a time  

� Non-attribution 

� Keep to agreed times 

� Responsibility for the record 
 

The accompanying slides to the introduction can be found at Appendix 3.
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4. Project Update (Shell Presentation) 

A presentation was made by Austin Hand, Project Director, Brent 

Decommissioning Studies.  This covered the background to the 

decommissioning project, project principles and status, options selection 

process and the Independent Review Group for the studies.  This 
presentation can be found at Appendix 4. 

 
An opportunity for questions of clarification followed.  This question and 

answer session is transcribed below: 

 

 
4.1 Project Update Presentation Question and Answer (Q&A) 

Aberdeen 
 

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

workshop. 

 

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

The following clarifications were made about the Independent Review 

Group’s (IRG) role by one of the attending IRG representatives: 
 

• Independent Review Group:  

o A Health warning regarding the Comparative Assessment studies – the final 

responsibility for the report content lies with Shell and contractors – the 
Independent Review Group cannot select contractors. 

o The Independent Review Group ensures that stakeholder comments are 
properly represented. 

o The Independent Review Group will comment on the studies but not the final 

report. 

o Accountability sits with [the co-venturers] Shell [and Esso] absolutely. 

 

5. Stakeholder Engagement (Shell Presentation) 

A presentation was then made by Jim Niven, Stakeholder Engagement 
Manager, Brent Decommissioning Studies.  This included information on the 

proposed engagement plan and status, and feedback on input from two 
previous stakeholder events held in November 2007 on the topic of GBS 
storage cells.  This presentation, along with some additional information on 

the November 2007 stakeholder feedback can be found at Appendix 5. 

 
An opportunity for questions of clarification followed.  This question and 

answer session is transcribed below: 
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5.1 Stakeholder Engagement Presentation Question and Answer 
(Q&A) Aberdeen 

 
Q: Facilitation of participation, especially NGOs – expect this is being done – but it’s 

not happening.  
A: Yes, we are seeking, proactively, input from NGOs, bearing in mind the need to 

treat all stakeholders equally.   

 
Q: Marine Bill – what influence or impact does this have on our deliberations? 

A: Marine Bill impact: still being evaluated.  
 
Q: Frigg and other similar platforms have undergone decommissioning and this has 

enabled best practice and learning which can be drawn from? 
A: Yes, [we] will be weaving in learning from Frigg. 

 

Q: CO2 balance? Will there be any further information on this today? 
A: Will be raised later – Shell is keen to have your ideas on this. 

 

5.2 Stakeholder Engagement Presentation Question and Answer 
(Q&A) London 

 

No questions on the Stakeholder Engagement presentation were raised at the 
London workshop. 

 

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.   

A series of prompting questions were displayed on flip chart paper by the 
facilitation team as follows: 

� What else do you want to know about the project plans? 

� How do you want to receive information? 

� What else will help give you assurance on the project as it progresses? 

� Other comments or questions? 

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. 
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WHAT ELSE DO YOU WANT TO KNOW ABOUT THE PROJECT PLANS? 
 

Aberdeen 
 

Q: Abandoned wells – how many are without 500 metre safety zones? 
 

Q: Have any of the issues discussed so far impacted the overall schedule 
/decommissioning date? 

 

Q: How will balance between decommissioning costs and environmental protection 

etc. be determined? 
 

Q: Budget and how this influences options – How big is the pot? 
 

Q: Contracting Strategies: (For example: heavy lift as prime?) 
 

Q: Supply chain: UK content percentage? 
 

Q: More information: At what point do we need to understand “the public’s 

perception”? 

 
London 
 

Q: Extent to which they depend on external factors (politics, economics, energy 

policy…)? 
 

Q: Running costs of project? 
 

Q: If there is any leakage from the storage cells: what contingency plans are in 
place? 

 

Q: For how long are the impacts of the project being considered?  The impacts will 
change depending on the time scale considered. 

 

Q: Now that I have heard that the design of gravity-base structures has moved on 

since the Brent days – Sakhalin!  Use the Sakhalin design to demonstrate why the 

Brent gravity-base structures are so hard to remove.  Just a thought. 
 

Q: Is there any future for Brent in view of gas storage and/or carbon capture and 
storage? 

 

 

HOW DO YOU WANT TO RECEIVE INFORMATION? 
 

Aberdeen 
 

Q: Regular emails 
 

Q: Emails with links to the website 
 

Q: Via as few routes as possible – much as is. 

 
London 
 

Q: Email newsletter.  Continue website updates. 
 

Q: Short newsletters: what has happened, what will happen next and when.
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WHAT ELSE WILL HELP GIVE YOU ASSURANCE ON THE PROJECT AS IT 

PROGRESSES? 
 

Aberdeen 
 

Q: Assurance on project: Monitoring on timeline, slippage: how will this impact on 

delivery? 
 

London 

 

Q: How this fits with North Sea structures - decommissioning prospects as a whole. 
 
Q: What is required (legislation, government approval, including Scotland) and 

desired (general consultation). 
 

 

OTHER COMMENTS OR QUESTIONS? 
 

Aberdeen 

 

Q: How many people work on a platform at any time? 
 

Q: At what stage will [the company] contribute funding to the UK Fisheries Legacy 

Trust Fund in respect of any structures left in place after abandonment? 
 

Q: Re. 3.1: Re. “Cell sampling is more challenging than….” What preliminary 
sampling has taken place? Where are results published?  

 

Q: The results of previous meetings should be sent round or posted on website 
before meetings. 

 
Q: Beware of stakeholder fatigue and over consultation. 

 

London 
 

Q: How develop options for removal? 
 

Q: Timetable and sense of continuing stretch. 

 
Q: How will cell integrity be monitored once production stops? 

 

Q: It would be helpful to understand who the other partners in “Brent” are.  It is 

clearly not 100% Shell. 
 

Q: GBS derogation: If left in situ, what conditioning is to be used to minimise impact 

to the environment and to maximize its stability? 
 

Q: Fishing industry: The industry decommissioned trawlers by land scraping. Did not 

dump at sea. 
 

Q: Derogation is not in-perpetuity. 

 

Q: Liability: what are the environmental impacts? What monitoring? 
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7. Brent Delta Gravity-Base Structure (Shell Presentation) 
 

A presentation followed on the gravity-base structure, which was given by  

Paul Smy, Brent Decommissioning Studies’ Execution Manager.  This included 
an overview of the gravity-base, regulatory aspects to decommissioning and 

other similar, recent decommissioning experience.  It covered the progress 

of the decommissioning studies and the decommissioning scenarios currently 
identified, including the various challenges that the structure and these 

options presented.  A copy of the presentation can be found at Appendix 6. 

 

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

7.1 Gravity-Base Structure Question and Answer (Q&A), Aberdeen 

 
A question was raised regarding the content of the cells: 

A: The cells do contain ballast - a mix of sand and gravel.   

o The tri-cells (spaces between the cells) are also filled in this way 

o The skirt of the structure (similar to an up-turned cup) penetrates the sea-bed 
and is filled with concrete. 

 

Q: The process sounds like it’s going to take a lot more time and effort than the 
installation? 

A: Yes there is less uncertainty with designing.   
 
Q: What is the timescale for decommissioning? 

A: There are more unknowns with decommissioning.  For example, what effect the 
sea has had on the structure over time. The uncertainty has to be managed and 

the risks carefully assessed. 

  
Q: Is the derogation just for a limited time? 

A: The derogation can be revisited at any point in the decommissioning, for example, 
some new technology being developed, which may better enable some aspect of 

the decommissioning.   

o This has been reviewed only recently [by OSPAR, and the decision was not to 
amend derogation guidelines] - 2012/13 is the next point of review.  

 
Q: Pressure in cells is being artificially maintained – what happens if they’re left in 

place? 

A: Temperature difference between cell content and sea causes concrete expansion 
hot fluid pumped into cells maintains this [pressure]. 

o The legs would be flooded to sea level, post cessation of production, to 

overcome this issue. 

 
Q: Could they be left as marine protected areas if not removed? 

A: We’ll note this for consideration. 

 
Q: How would any remaining structure be monitored if derogation were sought? 

A: Surveys would be done post-decommissioning to verify the condition of the 

remaining structure. 
 

Q: What about navigation and associated liabilities with a ‘derogated’ structure? 

A: There would be ongoing liability in these circumstances. 
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7.2 Gravity-Base Structure Question and Answer (Q&A), London 

 
A question regarding cell pressure was raised: 

A: Following cessation of production, oil and water will no longer be going into cells – 
these will cool down and pressure will not be actively maintained – temperature 

and pressure will be at equilibrium. 
 

Q: Are the Brent decommissioning issues likely to be repeated at new installations, 

for example Sakhalin? 
A: The newer installations are being engineered with decommissioning in mind, 

including re-float.  They are in shallower waters and have fewer penetrations. 
 
Q: Could the money being spent on the decommissioning be put to better 

environmental use? 
A: This is another viewpoint 

 

Q: There are also potential re-use options e.g. gas storage? 

A: This is being considered, for example, wind farms. 

o Carbon capture is also an option but the facilities are not designed for wet 

carbon dioxide.  Ninety percent (approximately) of the facility might need to be 

replaced to make it suitable – which is not economic.  Also, if carbon capture is 
not coming on line for several years, the facility then has to be maintained for 

several years, for example 20 years. 

 
Q: Potential environmental impacts from facilities: What is known about drill cuttings 

impacts? 

A: Surveys have been done over the years: seabed surveys and sampling; and drill 

cuttings sampling, have both been done recently. 

o Drill cuttings were stopped [some years ago] so none of the cuttings are 

recent.   

o UKOOA guidelines are being taken account of.   

o Awaiting drill cuttings sampling results – future stakeholder workshop planned. 

o The Comparative Assessment process has drill cuttings as a step in the project 
beyond the re-float stage. 

 

Q: How much disturbance (for example from water injection for re-float) would 
result? 

A: We don’t yet understand this – it’s for future study. 

 
The decommissioning experience of other facilities was offered as context to 

the Brent studies: 

• Derogation has been applied for by Ekofisk - topside removed. 

• Frigg has had the topside removed.  Derogation applied for too - though storage 
cells were never used and are empty. 

 

Q: Legs removal: Has the concept of conditioning been discussed to get best 
outcomes? 

A: These questions are not addressed yet as re-float is the first investigation.  

Capping and legacy responsibilities would be anticipated with the ‘legs’ scenarios. 

o All external metalwork/[pipework] will be removed. 
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Q: Every industry has a life cycle.  Other marine users are considering the potential 
impacts of these facilities if they remain – and there are other industries that have 

removal expectations place upon them and have met these.  Even if derogation is 
an outcome, the liabilities and responsibilities of the operator company stay in 

place.  How will monitoring of facilities be done once topsides are removed? 

A: This is still to be looked into as part of the studies. 
 

 

8. Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: 
Group Work 

 

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

by the facilitation team.  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 purpose of the session was to explore participants’ views on the three 

main options so far identified for gravity-base structure decommissioning.  
These are as follows: 
1. Re-float scenario, inshore demolition and onshore disposal 

2. Derogation of gravity-base structure with legs protruding above sea level 
3. Derogation of gravity-base structure with legs removed to –55m (minus  

fifty five metres) below sea level. 

 
The following, prompting questions were posed by the group facilitators 

during the session:  
� What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 

� Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of 
the planning for decommissioning of the gravity-base structure (for this 

option)? 

� Does this option or aspect of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

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

transcribed in the following sections.   
 

At the conclusion of this session, a written summary of key points from each 

group discussion was produced on flip chart sheets.  These were displayed 

together for sharing with the rest of the participants.  These key point 
summaries are included in the transcription below.     
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8.1 Re-Float Scenario, Inshore Demolition and Onshore Disposal  
 
8.1.1  Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Blue Group, 

Aberdeen 

 
RE-FLOAT SCENARIO, INSHORE DEMOLITION AND ONSHORE DISPOSAL 
 
What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• Any case studies available? No benchmark information available. 

• Uncertainties around structural stability and its integrity: 

o In-situ 

o When floating 

• Uncertainties around the removal of water inside, and level of pollutants inside the 

cells (might be just oil, or more) - would need to be found out.  

• Drill cuttings – pollutant: 

o Dispersal or movement of the drill cuttings equals uncertainty.   

o Removal of the drill cuttings allows a better assessment of the centre of 
gravity?  Need more information on that, and how to remove it. 

• [It may be that] drill cuttings [are] mixed with debris (e.g. any sterile items)  

• A plan of a route [is needed]– a corridor to float the structure away (to avoid 
existing pipelines). 

 

 

Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 
planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 

 

• How to dismantle? 
• What is going to be done with the waste onshore or inshore?  Reuse and recycling 

options. 

• Impacts (positive and negative) on the communities.  
• How to handle any pollutants in the cells? (Not just the concrete or steel.) 

• Low Specific Activity (LSA) (Naturally Occurring Radioactive Material (NORM)) 

needs to be taken into account at the beginning of the whole process.  [There 

needs to be an] appreciation of what you are dealing with? 
 

  

Does this option or aspect of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

• Removal of the drill cuttings is very complex. 
• Safety. 

• It’s not just reverse engineering because the facilities have been operated. 
• Balancing the environmental impacts between onshore, inshore and offshore 

operations.  

• Risk of setting a precedent if re-floating option is not pursued. 
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8.1.2 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Green Group, 

Aberdeen 
 

RE-FLOAT SCENARIO, INSHORE DEMOLITION AND ONSHORE DISPOSAL 
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 

 
• The uncertainty [that it will] not fall apart 

• Re-float could cause more environment issues. 

• What to do with [the structure] next and where [to send it] 

• The potential for [the re-float] going wrong 
• Health and Safety Risks. 
• Contamination risks. 

• Can it be disposed of: waste disposal regulations? 
• Could it be recycled? 

 

 
Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 

 

• Removal piece by piece in situ or on seabed. 

• Stabilisation – by air or ballast. 

• No re-floats have so far have taken place. 

• Could the structure be used for something else: gas storage or wind [energy]? 

 

 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

• [Level of] uncertainty [around the feasibility and risks of the option]  

• What happens if it goes wrong?  The legacy. 

• Impact on other platforms. 

• Setting a precedent? (Not necessarily.) 

• Disturbance in immediate environment, i.e. drill cuttings etc. 

 

 
8.1.3  Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Orange Group, 

Aberdeen 
 

RE-FLOAT SCENARIO, INSHORE DEMOLITION AND ONSHORE DISPOSAL 
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• Why do we consider re-float even if ruled out for previous installations? 

o It’s a statutory requirement to treat it on a case-by-case basis. 

• What is the difference between float and re-float?  

o Not designed for re-float  

o Known damage, uncertainties and now heavier with ballast. 

• Major concern: once floating, what then? 

o Could cause problems in shallow water 

o Not many suitable ports 

o Risk of dropping onto a live pipeline 

o Navigation routes could be impacted. 

• Not designed to be towed. 
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Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• Does the structure need to be re-floated in one piece?  Could consider staged 

approach:  

o Not known at present 

• Pollution arising from tank contents – unknown risk due to unknown content of                 

cells 

• Tow-ability!  

• Possibility of refloat to then dispose of at deep sea? 

• Once on-shore, extraction of steel from concrete is a key issue. 

• Cost of landfill.  

• Contaminants in concrete – unknown and likely to vary. 

• Need certainty that structure won’t sink at port. 
 
 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

Orange Group, Aberdeen did not make a specific response to this question 

since they felt they had already responded to it during the discussion 
recorded above. 
 

 

8.1.4  Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Red Group, 
Aberdeen 

 

RE-FLOAT SCENARIO, INSHORE DEMOLITION AND ONSHORE DISPOSAL 
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• The appraisal of the option needs to be robust – and there needs to be confidence 
in it. 

• The risk and potential environmental impact should the structure break up – also 

impact on shipping:  

o Some of the cells content is unknown 

o The re-float has the assumption that cells are empty and clean. 

• NB: Frigg learning is being taken account of.  Cell content is an additional 

consideration following refloat viability. 

• The cost would be immense - this must be a consideration.  

o Taxpayers cover 75% of the cost – usually, high cost would require strong 

grounds for doing this option. 

• Re-float implies that the structure is going somewhere – likely to be Norway or 

possibly Scotland – which would need weather protection and access (sea water 
impact on structure makes re-use unlikely – could therefore be sent to landfill). 

o NB: Shell have yet to undertake studies regarding possible options. 
• The Norwegian supply chain may be the likely recipient of the dismantling/disposal 

of Brent – this would not be of benefit to the UK (while the taxpayer is paying for 

it). 

o …Unless there was a UK engineering partnership 

• The case to OSPAR (Commission for the Protection of the Marine Environment for 

the North East Atlantic) for derogation could not be made purely on a cost basis. 

• Environmental liabilities: what happens if you re-float? 

o A collapse of the structure may potentially be inward, trapping the content.  

o Useful to look at sunken vessels and how they have reacted over time. 

o Industrial liabilities could be mitigated - for example by the Fisheries Legacy 

Trust.  

o Liability responsibility lies with the owner.
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Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• What are the effects on drill cuttings – their disturbance - if removal takes place? 

o What species are using the drill cuttings (a survey could be done prior to 

removal to establish this) and the value of this in relation to the original 

biodiversity. 

• [There is a] need to make clear that each gravity-base structure is assessed on a 
case-by-case basis.  For example, derogation for one gravity-base structure does 

not necessarily follow for another. 

• Ballast: is the content of this known? 

• What about attaching a structure around the gravity-base structure in order to 

refloat it: 

o Additional buoyancy 

o Additional anchoring to prevent movement. 

• [What about] a hybrid: remove the top of the gravity-base structure legs – then 
attempt the refloat and to reduce topple. 

• Note also the energy cost involved in this option.  
• Use of a cofferdam. 

• Using weather windows and their impacts. 

• Towpath route – needs careful consideration - not necessarily problematic. 

 
 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you?  If so, why? 
 

• See comments on risk and cost 

• Hard to answer! 

• It comes inshore for demolition, which is hazardous – so in effect it’s a transfer of 

risk to workers. 
 

 

8.1.5 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Blue Group, London 

 
RE-FLOAT SCENARIO, INSHORE DEMOLITION AND ONSHORE DISPOSAL 

 
What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• Integrity of structure. 

• Basic risks and uncertainties. 

• Safety issues. 

• Creates uncontrolled situation if failure occurs. 

• What to do inshore with materials (contaminated concrete). 

• Leakage of materials. 
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Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning of the gravity-base structure (for this option)? 
 

• Derogation conditions: what condition do you leave it in? 

• Re-float and move to another sea area (deep water). 

• Is there an end date to responsibility for concrete – duty of care down the supply 

chain? 

• Concern over liabilities of small operators. 

• Carrying out the right surveys/engagement with scientific expertise. 

• Resuspension of contaminated materials. 

• Might lose a unique environmental haven. 

• Can you define other benefits – carbon footprint. 

• Is landfill space available? 

• Health hazards with rotting marine life. 

 
 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you?  If so, why? 
 

• Dealing with materials onshore. 

• Level of uncertainty. 

• Political fallout of failure. 

• Safety, during preparation, refloat and disposal. 

• Impact on other pipelines. 

 

 
8.1.6 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Green Group, 
London 
 

RE-FLOAT SCENARIO, INSHORE DEMOLITION AND ONSHORE DISPOSAL  
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• Maureen is an example of a successful re-float (though different structure) but 

learning, with many aspects in mind, should be taken account of.  For example, the 

nature of drill cuttings, the condition of the footprint over time, reuse of materials. 

• Because the structure is moving there are a much greater number of variables so 

the comparative assessment is complex in terms of possible errors. 

• There are many uncertainties - difficult to calculate? 

• How can you rate the severity of potential impacts – some may be more critical 

than others. 

• Is it the best use of resources to do decommissioning?  Might it be better spent 

elsewhere? For example, there are other industries, e.g. coal, where there has 
been a similar kind of legacy. 

• The important factor here is to weigh up all the pros and cons, for example, what 

might be the environmental impact in the long-term. 

• [Re-float] has the advantage of there being no long-term liability. 

• Sedimentation disturbance: Removal would cause massive disturbance – also of 
the drill cuttings.  

• Drill cuttings develop a ‘crust’ over time – which would be disturbed with negative 

consequences. 

o What would recovery be though following disturbance?  Likely 10-15 year 
timeline.  Impact needs to be put into perspective.   

o Need to consider in terms of whole scenario. 
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• Olsen designers – could they be approached for re-float - to tackle holes etc.  

Likely to be very costly, but likely it could be engineered. 

• Weight - ballast around the structure: very difficult to model in terms of calculating 

re-float. 

• An engineering solution does not mitigate against risk. 

o Can be reduced – but at a price. 

• Disposal when structure reaches shore is problematic.  

o Would it be highly contaminated? 

o Not necessary?? 

o Huge energy costs would result in terms of crushing concrete for landfill. 

• Energy balance, resources, skills could be better utilised – in terms of energy. 
 

 

8.1.7 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Red Group, London 

 
RE-FLOAT SCENARIO, INSHORE DEMOLITION AND ONSHORE DISPOSAL  
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• What are the risks to personnel, for example in the event of a vessel capsizing, a 

falling structure damaging pipeline? 

• Risks to divers especially. 

• Need to establish if these risks are greater than usual for industry.  

• Need to focus on successful refloat operations (Maureen and Sweden ECK 

(concrete structure)).  Currently emphasis is on negative issues – [we need] 

balanced discussion. 

• If [there is] concern about concrete deterioration over 30 years, what will happen 

over hundreds of years? 

• Consider deterioration of topsides, and that despite this they will be removed [i.e. 

there are issues related to moving a deteriorated structure]. 

 
 

Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 
planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• Environmental impacts if structure does break up on re-float – need to understand 

and mitigate against. 

• Understanding stickiness of seabed – will any modelling be done on this part of re-

float? 

• Investigate all options for materials once onshore (i.e. not just landfill). 

 
 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 

 

• Risks to personnel. 

• Re-float-ability, if half full of sand. 
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8.2 Derogation of Gravity-Base Structure with Legs Protruding 
Above Sea Level 

 
8.2.1 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Blue Group, 

Aberdeen 

 
DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS PROTRUDING 

ABOVE SEA LEVEL 
 
What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• Legacy issue.  
• Safety threats: who will pay for the maintenance?  Liability: at the moment it 

depends on the company, but government’s involvement needs to be clarified.  

• [The role of the] Fisheries Legacy Trust Fund (constituted in September 2008).  
Long term legacy issues. 

• Collision risks with the protruding legs.  

• Deterioration of the legs: risks for the next hundreds years. 
 
 

Are these other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• Conflict of interests between fishermen and shipping.  Need to weigh up people’s 
opinions because there will be lots of loud voices. 

 
 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

Significant concerns were considered by participants to exist in the following 

areas: 

• Technical feasibility 
• Environment 

• Safety 

• Societal 
• Economics 

 
 
8.2.2 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Green Group, 

Aberdeen 
 

DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS PROTRUDING 
ABOVE SEA LEVEL 

 
What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• It would be visible for shipping - but not from land. 

• Weather damage to existing structures: 

o Navigation - will it crumble away?                               

o Maintenance - will it crumble away? 

• [The need for] long-term maintenance and who pays? 

• There has got to be a process (including money) in place for long-term 

maintenance – something with teeth. 

• Cell contents: what are you leaving behind.  Sampling: what possible changes over 

time to cell content.  

• [What] benefits [are there] to the Marine Environment.  
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Are there other options or considerations you expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• Reuse? (Selling).  Where does the liability sit? 

• Knock it over ([though need to take account of] cell content) 

• Leave one leg above surface [only, to act as a shipping marker]. 

• Collapse it in on itself. 

• Remove tower and cover with rocks. 
 
 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

• Long-term deterioration. 

• What is in the legs – need to get reasonable idea. 

• Time scale of collapse [with] remediation of cell content ([possible] use of 

microbes?) 
 
 

8.2.3  Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Orange Group, 

Aberdeen 
 

DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS PROTRUDING ABOVE 

SEA LEVEL 
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• The potential for re-use needs to be considered, for example: 

o Monitoring stations 

o Fixed engines for fishing  

o Marine protected areas. 

• Long-term liability  

o Hypothetical if the corporation no longer exists – this means ultimately the 

liability rests with the taxpayer. 

• Unclear what the life expectancy of the structures is 

o Maintenance requirements – uncertainty as a result. 

• The specific need to extract polluted water or take other action to prevent leaching. 

• Maintenance needs to enable future oil/gas extraction. 
 
 

Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• Some knowledge with this option as structure has existed for 30 years (i.e. baseline 

information exists). 

• Look into pumping grout into tanks (seal them and create heavy weight). 

• Research what other industries could do with the structure – [has the company] 

talked to other sectors?  Need to get in touch with them.  [Possible sectors include:] 

o Tourism 

o Renewable energy 

o Marine industries 

o Carbon-capture. 

 
Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 

 
• Cell contents.
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8.2.4 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Red Group, 

Aberdeen 
 

DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS PROTRUDING 
ABOVE SEA LEVEL 

 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• This option assumes that cell content has been dealt with. 

• Hazard to shipping?  

o Navigation aids supplied to the remaining structure 

• The pace of the further degradation of the structure over time - a manageable 

issue. 

• Leaving a liability for future generations to manage. 

• Liability sits with company so therefore what would happen in the longer term if 

the company went out of existence. 

• What about use of the structure for renewable energy? 

o Shell has looked at this – not economic (although other companies my be 

interested).  

o There is no impediment to this. 

• Brent is a long way from shore, so it may be less attractive for this reason for re-

use. 

• [Carbon] sequestration/storage? 

o Has been looked at – but fresh build may be more economic and feasible than 

re-use.  For example, much of the structure may need replacing through wear 

etc. 

• The fishing industry has expressed a view that legs are better above water – easier 

to see – less hazardous. 
 

 
Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning (for this option)? 

 

• Navigation aids: Consider [that] a common approach would be useful. 

o Are they still maintained on navigation maps? 

• Are there any issues in dealing with the splash zone area, particular to this option? 

(Protection.)   The concern is about increased degradation of the structure by the 

sea. 
 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

• OSPAR (Commission for the Protection of the Marine Environment for the North 

East Atlantic) will revisit every 5 years if derogation is in place to check whether 

it’s still appropriate, given technological advance  

o The cost of this?  

o Some will fall from government. 
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8.2.5 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Blue Group, London 
 

DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS PROTRUDING 

ABOVE SEA LEVEL 
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• Hazard to shipping. 

• Long-term integrity. 

• Visual aspects – footprint above water. 

• Potential for re-use in future. 

• Contaminant legacy. 

• Visual to shipping. 
 
 

Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 
planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• How clean does it need to be left?  

• Difference between cleaning technology onshore versus offshore. 

• Looking at natural collapse process. 

• Implication of ballast. 

• Concern over subsidence effects. 
 
 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

• Co-existence with other users. 
 
 

8.2.6  Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Green Group, 

London 
 

DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS PROTRUDING 

ABOVE SEA LEVEL 
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• How do you monitor – going back to the facility is hazardous and logistically 

difficult: 
o Could it be done from ships? 

o No specific monitoring scheme in place – but it would be done.  

• What is stakeholder view of importance of leaving clean structure?  

o Depends on integrity of structure  

o Depends on what’s there – are there contaminants in there? 

• Content of cells is not well known.   

o Sampling has a great deal of uncertainty – is one cell representative of others? 

It’s not known. 

o Remediation techniques? – Have specialists involved. 

• The issue is of ‘how clean is clean’? Leaks are possible if anything is left. 

o Need also to think what is practical and pragmatic. 

• Low Specific Activity (LSA) – low radioactive scale – potentially within fluids.  A 
disposal issue. 

• To cap or not to cap and if so how long do you monitor for?  Length: would it be, 

say, 300 years?  

• How do the contaminates behave over time? 

• What happens if there is a collapse: contents are more of an issue – a clean 

structure is needed. 

• Timescale: you need pipes, people and electric available to undertake cell remediation.
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Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• If the structure is made clean – why don’t we deliberately collapse now and make 
artificial reef now – rather than waiting? 

o The issue would be around use of explosives and the impact on marine life. 

o As an industry I don’t think bubble cone barriers as a technique to offset the 

shock wave has been sufficiently explored. 

o It might be too deep for ‘reef’ to have a positive effect – it’s not clear. 

o Rigs to reefs tend to be in shallow waters. 

• Asset integrity: security of supply; using rig as a hotel (bed nights) for 

maintenance on other rigs and repairs.  Using platform as hotel - cut down on 
vessel trips etc. 

o How much could you remove for re-use in this way? 

o Could be costly to install 
• [Carbon capture]: still an option? 

o It may be that the facility needs to be treated as a green rather than a brown 
field site. 

o You would remove all the gravity-base structure to do this. 

o No feasibility studies have revealed any positive re-use options to date: the 
state of infrastructure and distance from shore are both factors that would 

make this less viable. 

 

 
8.2.7 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Red Group, London 
 

DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS PROTRUDING 

ABOVE SEA LEVEL 
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• Shipping navigation risks – would need to be well marked and lit. 

• Long-term liability: for example in 200 years if Shell no longer exists.  

o Whose responsibility is it to maintain indefinitely? 

• Maintenance over 400 years may be more costly than removal now. 

• Generally, responsibility is to return sea to original state. 

• Consider a legacy fund to enable postponed removal for future generations. 

•  May be preferable to not settle for only one option – rather derogation for now 

and removal in future. 
 
 

Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 

 

• Legs up option better fisherman now, but in future risk of deterioration may 

change this. 

• Risk that remaining structure encourages it to be used as dumping ground.  

• This option risks looking bad and public concern that it sets a precedent, moving 

away from OSPAR (Commission for the Protection of the Marine Environment for 
the North East Atlantic) regulation. 

o Challenge to communicate to public. 
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8.3 Derogation of Gravity-Base Structure with Legs Removed to –55m 
(Minus Fifty Five Metres) Below Sea Level 

 
8.3.1 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Blue Group, 

Aberdeen 
 

DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS REMOVED TO –55M 

(MINUS FIFTY FIVE METRES) BELOW SEA LEVEL 
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• [Whether] shipping over the structure would be possible.  

• Optimum depth (difficult to give answer yet…). 

• Mode of failures for the legs (e.g. weak points need to be analysed). 

• Explosive campaigns: risks if long-term campaigns (e.g. noise). 
 
 

Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• Same as for [derogation of gravity-base structure with legs protruding above sea 

level]. 
 
 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

A specific response was not recorded for this question. 
 
 

8.3.2 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Green Group, 
Aberdeen 

 

DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS REMOVED TO –55M 
(MINUS FIFTY FIVE METRES) BELOW SEA LEVEL 
 

 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• Why 55m? – [This is] to the top of the cells, below free board. 

• Out of sight, fishing nets could be at risk ([could be addressed by] Fisheries Legacy 
Trust) 

• Still have 500m zone but policing would be difficult 

• Good navigation should cope with under sea structure  

• Why chop legs off – visual. 
 

 

Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 
planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• Trawler friendly 

• As per [derogation of gravity-base structure with legs protruding above sea level]: 

implode etc.  
 

 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

• The danger of cutting [the structure] down. 

• Contaminated fish.  
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8.3.3  Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Orange Group, 

Aberdeen 
 
DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS REMOVED TO –55M 

(MINUS FIFTY FIVE METRES) BELOW SEA LEVEL 
 
What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 

 

• Removing legs removes potential to monitor effectively. 
• Becomes a hidden danger. 

• What are benefits? Re-enable navigation routes in the area. 

• Risk to fishing – trawling nets becoming stuck on legs. 

• Removing weight adds risks to stability of what’s left. 
• More pressure on sealed tops could make risk of leaching higher.  

• Risks to personnel are higher with sealing at depth.  

 
 

Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 
planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• Need to consider filling stumps and cells with grout (relevant to both derogation 
options). 

• Future monitoring – how it can be done. 

 
 

Does this option or aspect of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 
• Out of sight, out of mind. 

• No easy monitoring. 
 

 

8.3.4 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Red Group, 
Aberdeen 

 

DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS REMOVED TO –55M 
(MINUS FIFTY FIVE METRES) BELOW SEA LEVEL 
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• The relationship between cell content and the gravity-base structure disposal 

solution. 

• Legs would be flooded – [does this] assume that the material within the legs is all 

inert? 

o All material within the legs is cleaned but not removed 

o This means that potentially pipe-work would corrode. 

• Whether legs would be capped is not known yet. 

• One option is to explode the structure to lead to inward collapse – this would be 

preferable to outward collapse. 

• Having legs below –55m gives an increased risk to fishing vessels. 

• Cutting itself has risks associated with it. 

• The –55m [depth] is a regulatory standard for navigation purposes. 

• Many of the [legs protruding above sea level] issues also apply to the –55m option 

• Anything you do sub-sea is more hazardous.  

• Increased risk with –55m [option]. 
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Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 
planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• Coating the whole thing in concrete – sealing the whole thing - this would reduce 

hazard: 

o Could fill each leg 

o Could cap the legs 

o Would need to consider the energy balance of this approach. 
• What are the expectations of fisherman for a protection frame? 

• What about marine environmental issues – don’t want out of sight, out of mind. 

• A lot of work below sea would affect marine life, for example dolphins. 

• Also [need to consider] environmental impacts as it starts to degrade – including 

possible collapse scenarios and the timeframe for these. 
 

 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

• The technical challenge of cutting the legs – and how to prevent them dropping 

onto the [other] legs 

• See previous comments. 

• Increased safety issues associated with this.  

• This seems in some respects the least attractive option.  

• Some of the problems could equally arise if the legs were left – for example, legs 

collapsing on cells in an unmanaged way.  This would be worse. 

o Inspections would continue. 
 

 

8.3.5 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Blue Group, London 

 
DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS REMOVED TO –55M 

(MINUS FIFTY FIVE METRES) BELOW SEA LEVEL 
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• Issues for fishermen – real danger to fishing practice. 

• Cutting process might cause pollution and structural problems. 

• Where is top section going to go? 

• Shipping hazard?  Navigation issues. 

• Cutting on location – more hazardous 

o Very difficult process. 

• -55m does not make engineering sense. 

 
 

Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 
planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• Cutting techniques. 

• Why -55m? 

• Makes future options more difficult. 

• Is natural collapse process different? 

 
Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

• Danger to shipping – navigation hazard: oil spills etc. 
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8.3.6 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Green Group, 
London 

 

DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS REMOVED TO –55M 

(MINUS FIFTY FIVE METRES) BELOW SEA LEVEL 
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• Could the legs be cleaned and collapsed to –55m rather than cutting? 
o Not been explored, but legs would be relatively clean and would be easy to 

clean further 

o This has not been looked at yet: would be easier than cutting? 

• Not sure what advantage does the –55m option have? 

o Ships can go over it! 

o Not actually a problem for ships to navigate past [the legs] – may even be 
useful 

• Would Shell be liable if there were a crash? 

• Could the legs be cut and re-floated?  

o Depends on cost 

o Could be dropped on sea bed 
 
 

Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• What about life extension of the facility?  

o Costs of this (production) have risen 

o The continuation of production will not be worthwhile eventually. 
 

 

8.3.7 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations: Red Group, London 
 

DEROGATION OF GRAVITY-BASE STRUCTURE WITH LEGS REMOVED TO –55M 
(MINUS FIFTY FIVE METRES) BELOW SEA LEVEL 
 

What issues or concerns are raised for you (for this option)? 
 

• Who makes use of sea below – 55m? 

o Fishing nets 

o Submarines 

• Once decommissioned, safety zone is removed – or is it? (Even with a zone, no 

guarantee that it is adhered to.) 

o Statutory requirement is not clear (for both derogation options). 

• Cosmetic aspect may appeal to the public, conversely not seeing structure raises 

danger/risks. 
 

 

Are there other options or considerations you would expect to be part of the 

planning for decommissioning of GBS (for this option)? 
 

• Cutting the legs has not been done before 

• Derogation ‘criteria’ could be reviewed: since 1999 technology has improved, 
therefore [there is] potential to re-float heavier structures. 
o Need to keep up with technology and relate decision to this. 

 
 

Does this option or aspects of it pose difficulties for you? If so, why? 
 

• Future environmental risk especially from cells leaching when structure 

deteriorates.
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8.4 Additional Comments 
 

8.4.1  Red Group, Aberdeen 
 

Red Group, Aberdeen proposed an additional decommissioning option: 
 

• Dismantling in situ. 
 

 

8.4.2  Orange Group, Aberdeen 
 

General Comments 
 

• [The company could] take the opportunity to liaise with the Nuclear 

Decommissioning Authority (NDA) on nuclear decommissioning including liability 
questions. 

 

 

8.4.3  Blue Group, London 
 

Blue Group, London proposed an additional decommissioning option: 

• Topple to seabed.  Create reef. 
 

The group also discussed this additional option in more detail.  The points 
raised are transcribed below. 
 

• 90m clearance; legs topple sideways, leave storage tanks. 

• Difficult to convince public etc. that this would be a good option. 

• Reefs are better in shallow water. 

• Needs to be an environmental benefit. 

• Might be preferable to [limited] structure left. 

• Does it increase the risk of natural erosion – disappear naturally? 
 
 

8.5 Gravity-Base Structure Issues and Considerations Key Point 

Summaries 
 

8.5.1 Key Points Summary: Blue Group, Aberdeen 
 

• Follow the principles of the comparative assessment to weight the pros and cons of 

each option. 

• Legacy issues [must be taken into account].  
• [There is a] need for more information on the feasibility of options. 
 
 

8.5.2 Key Points Summary: Green Group, Aberdeen 
 

• Balance of risk and benefits. 

• More emphasis on benefits. 

• Uncertainty: 

o Long term liability 

o Collapse scenario if you left legs  

o Cell content. 

o Safety case suggests that structures should be left.  Uncertainties are around 

environment and health 

• Need to know what is in the cells before much progress. 
 



Brent Decommissioning Studies/Gravity-Base Structure Decommissioning/Workshops September 2008  26

8.5.3 Key Points Summary, Orange Group Aberdeen 
 

• Cell contents limits options. 

• Alternative uses in situ need more external input. 
• Once refloated, what then? 

• Time period of liability needs to be determined – [needed to maintain] confidence 

in company.  

• The practicalities of monitoring vary for different options. 
• Research into filling structure with inert material [should be conducted]. 
 

 

8.5.4 Key Points Summary: Red Group, Aberdeen 
  

• [This session] has helped me to gain an understanding and a view of my preferred 

option. 

• Ensure that people are informed as this process moves forward and have the 
chance to input – so that the decisions made are understood. 

• One person’s waste is one person’s opportunity – leave options open for these 

opportunities.  

• Timescale: what currently may be the best option may in 50 years not be the best 

option. 
 
 

8.5.5 Key Points Summary: Blue Group, London 
 

• Key issue is getting the balance between safety/navigation and environment right. 

• Related to this is ‘immediate impact’ versus ‘legacy impact’ and structural integrity 

versus value of collapse. 

• This balance will be strongly influenced by public/media perception and cost issues. 

 
 

8.5.6 Key Points Summary: Green Group, London 
 

• Energy mix and security of supply - scenario planning: 

o 35% reduction in energy generating capacity by 2015  

o Time and resources: These are key issues to be considered – is it worth the 

expenditure of energy on decommissioning and justified in this context – this 
need to be considered.  

o The cost needs to be compared with the liability of leaving it. 

• Costs are still not known – how much is placed on society? 

o 75% covered by the taxpayer/ community 

o Societal choice needs to be considered. 

• If the situation changes in 50 years time – can you go back to the facilities if they 
are left and there is a change of mind? 

o Could we ‘mothball’ in consideration of benefits to society of not doing it now? 

o We need to know what we are dealing with before we make that decision! 

 
 

8.5.7 Key Points Summary, Red Group, London 
 

• Need to look at positive experiences of re-float.  

• Better identify risks, and which are acceptable (for all options). 

• Uncertainty around safety zones and responsibility for monitoring with derogation 

options. 
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9. Comparative Assessment (Shell Presentation) 
 
A presentation on the decommissioning studies’ comparative assessment 
process, that would be used to assess the potential decommissioning 

options, was given by the Brent Decommissioning Studies’ Execution 
Manager, Paul Smy.  This was intended to enable participants to understand 
how the comparative assessment process fitted within the Decommissioning 

Studies programme and how this method was conducted.  This included 
information on the UK Government Department for Business Enterprise and 

Regulatory Reform (BERR) guidance on assessment criteria2.  A copy the 

comparative assessment presentation can be found at Appendix 7. 
Further information on BERR’s guidance can be found at: 

https://www.og.berr.gov.uk/regulation/guidance/decomm_guide_110208.doc 
 

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

9.1 Comparative Assessment Presentation Question and Answer 

(Q&A) Aberdeen 

 

No questions on the comparative assessment presentation were raised at the 
Aberdeen workshop. 

 
9.2 Comparative Assessment Presentation Question and Answer 

(Q&A) London 

 
Q: Baysian approach: will it identify factors that will reduce risk as well identifying 

risk? 

A:  Yes, it will indicate whether next steps are viable. 
 

Q: There are more steps in some options than others.  Therefore there is an 
imbalance.  Some will, because of this, have more things that are likely to go 

wrong – how can ‘choice balance’ be achieved? 
A: The aim is to get in as much expert advice as possible.  The model should be 

sensitive enough to take account of this issue.  It should identify where 

uncertainties are likely to make an impact and where these uncertainties won’t.  
[Technical consultant] COWI’s experience of utilising the methodology will be 

brought to bear – it’s not just the methodology coming up with the ‘answer’. 

 
Q: The consequences of failure: the cost in financial terms etc. – is this being 

assessed?   

A: Yes, work is being undertaken and more will be done.  The process will balance 

use of both statistics and judgement.  Technical feasibility is examined first, then 
if viable in technical terms, the other aspects will be examined: environment etc.   

                                            
2
 The role of the Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR) in respect 

to decommissioning is now undertaken by the Department of Energy and Climate Change 
(DECC) which was established in October 2008. 
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10. Comparative Assessment: Group Work 
 

The purpose of the group work was for participants to review the assessment 

criteria for gravity-base structure decommissioning, as per the guidance of 

the UK Government Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory 
Reform (BERR)3.  The BERR criteria are reproduced in the table below: 
  

Assessment Criteria 
  

Matters to be Considered Specific Issues 

SAFETY Risk to personnel 
 

Risks to other users of the sea 
 

Risk to those on land 
  

 

ENVIRONMENTAL Marine Impacts 
 

Other environmental compartments 
 

Energy/resource consumption 
 

Other environmental consequences 

(including cumulative effects) 

  

  

TECHNICAL Risk of major project failure 

  

 

SOCIETAL 

 
 

Fisheries impacts 
 

Amenities 
 

Communities 

  

 

ECONOMIC 

  

  

 

The participants were asked to enhance the criteria table with any further 

elements that they considered particularly relevant for gravity-base structure 
decommissioning.  The participants were then asked to reflect on the ideas 

generated and identify any criteria, matters to be considered or specific 
issues that deserved particular attention, or had particular importance for 
gravity-base structure decommissioning.  The participants were also asked to 

explain why they considered this was so. 
 

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

by the facilitation team for this session.  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 ideas generated by the group for additional elements to enhance the 

criteria were recorded on post-it notes, and added to a wall display of the 

existing BERR comparative assessment table.  These ideas are reproduced 
within the tables in the following sections.  Please note that the original 

comparative assessment components are shown in bold type.  The points 
generated by the participants are shown in normal font and are bulleted.   
 

The subsequent discussion by each group was recorded and has also been 

transcribed in the following sections.  

                                            
3
 The role of the Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR) in respect 

to decommissioning is now undertaken by the Department of Energy and Climate Change 

(DECC) which was established in October 2008. 
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10.1 Comparative Assessment: Blue Group, Aberdeen 
 
Assessment Criteria 

 

Matters to Be Considered Specific Issues 

• FEASIBILITY 

 

  

SAFETY Risk to personnel 

 
Risks to other users of the sea 
 
Risk to those on land 

 

• Diving  (risks associated)  

• Work in the mini-cells (confined sections) 
• Logistics of the demolition (lorries/roads…)  

• Hazardous materials 

• Occupational health (also in societal) 
• Explosions (impacts) (also in technical) 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL Marine Impacts 

 
Other environmental compartments 

 

Energy/resource consumption 
 

Other environmental consequences 

(including cumulative effects) 
 

• Species (Fauna, Flora, Sediments) 

• Data-Gaps for some species  

TECHNICAL Risk of major project failure 

 

• Expertise (Technical Resource) 

o Capability 

o Availability 

• Equipment  

o Availability of technology 

 

• Age of the workforce (knowledge retention) 

• Regulatory powers (for example, 

understanding the conflicts/ tensions between 
departments...) 

SOCIETAL 

 
• Reputation of the brand  

Fisheries impacts 

 
Amenities 

 

Communities 
 

• Public acceptability 

• Pressure groups (expectations from vocal/ 
prominent groups) 

• Media bias 

ECONOMIC 
• Reputation of the brand 

 

• Shell and Treasury Positions  

o UKPLC 

 

• Cost differences: Between options 
• Cost of failure 
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Comparative Assessment: Blue Group, Aberdeen (continued) 
 
What (criteria/matters/specific issues) is particularly important for gravity-
base structure decommissioning and why? 
 
• Feasibility: the ultimate criteria.  

• Acceptability of risk (how much are we prepared to accept and deal with?) 

• Compliance with legislation – is it enough?  A starting point, not an end point. 
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10.2 Developing Cell Sampling Criteria: Green Group, Aberdeen 

 
Assessment Criteria 

 

Matters to Be Considered Specific Issues 

SAFETY Risk to personnel 

 
Risks to other users of the sea 

 

Risk to those on land 
 

• Balance between remote technology versus diver 

intervention  
• Do we have in emergency services disaster 

recovery capacity  

o Note: Council may be responsible if on-shore 

o Consultation Readiness / Resources  

ENVIRONMENTAL 

 

 
 

Marine Impacts 

 

 
 
Other environmental compartments 

 
Energy / resource consumption 

 

Other environmental consequences 
(including cumulative effects) 

 

• Temporary impact from movement of oil based 

muds/drill cuttings. 

• Seabirds, Marine fauna - re-release of pollution 
  
• Capacity to deal with waste streams: process 

capability, for example radioactive scale 

o If no capacity: impact on environment 

• Impact on city and shire carbon neutral (CO2) 

• Do you leave things as they are or move them to 
‘clean up’ 

TECHNICAL Risk of major project failure 

 

• May be technology expensive but human cost high.  

 

SOCIETAL Fisheries impacts 

 
Amenities 

 
Communities 
 

• Risk.  Impact on food chain and economic 

consequences. 
• New decommissioning industries and jobs. 

 
 

ECONOMIC • If anything went wrong – economic 

cost – e.g. fisheries impacts/harbour 

costs (disbenefits). 
• Cost to UK plc/ and taxpayer. 

 

 

• HEALTH IMPACT  
 

 

 

• Risk of catastrophic release to food chain. 
• Food chain impacts also economic impact.  

• Public health risk – resource impact. 
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Comparative Assessment: Green Group, Aberdeen (continued) 
 

What (criteria/matters/specific issues) is particularly important for gravity-

base structure decommissioning and why? 
 

• Everything points back to safety. 
• Risk of major project failure again impacts on all other aspects - if technically 

infeasible almost becomes a ‘non-criteria’! 

• Recognition if things did go wrong – other organisations carry responsibilities, e.g. 
Council. 

• Some of the criteria on a critical path – e.g. safety is key, but only if it cuts 

across/ becomes a factor 
• Risk, uncertainty and consequence. 
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10.3 Comparative Assessment: Orange Group, Aberdeen 
 

Assessment Criteria 

 

Matters to Be Considered Specific Issues 

SAFETY Risk to personnel 
 

Risks to other users of the sea 

 
Risk to those on land 

 

• Personnel affected throughout process 
• Risk analysis of professions/ and activities  

• Execution phase and longer-term safety 

• Impact of onshore disposal e.g. traffic accidents 
• Risk to curious bystanders (public) 

• Specific pollution onshore affecting health e.g. dust  

• Fishing, shipping, other oil and gas.  

ENVIRONMENTAL Marine Impacts 
 

Other environmental compartments 
 
Energy / resource consumption 

 
Other environmental consequences 

(including cumulative effects) 

• Specific pollution onshore 
• Impact of disposal onshore e.g. traffic 

• Standardised life cycle assessment 
• Water pollution during and after activity 
• Species affected by particulate matter and toxic chemicals 

• Anti-fouling and fouling on platforms (including marine 
growth) 

• Disposal of water ballast (30 years old) 

 

TECHNICAL Risk of major project failure 
 
 

 
 

• Lack of previous experience 
• Uncertainty: 1) Cell contents; 2) Structural integrity 
• Harsh environment and delays resulting 

• Number of agencies involved  - contractor management 

SOCIETAL Fisheries impacts 
 

Amenities 
 
Communities 

 
 

• Risk of oil pollution affecting industry 
• Closed zones - temporary and permanent 

• (Immediate) movement of fish 
• Impact of communities: Dust and noise 
• (Short-term) loss of amenities onshore  

• CSR Overarching principle 
 

ECONOMIC  
 

 
 

• Liability: taxpayer or corporation? 
• Liability: uncertainty on level and duration  

• Affordability of options 
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Comparative Assessment: Orange Group, Aberdeen (continued) 
 

What (criteria/matters/specific issues) is particularly important for gravity-

base structure decommissioning and why? 
 

• If refloat, need very early communications to prepare people. 
• Environmental injustice for example, communities already affected by landfill; 

conversely, fewer ‘spokespeople’ at sea 
• Requirements to adapt a port and contingencies in place 
• Reputation is key. 
 



Brent Decommissioning Studies/Gravity-Base Structure Decommissioning/Workshops September 2008  35

10.4 Comparative Assessment: Red Group, Aberdeen 
 

Assessment Criteria 

 

Matters to be Considered Specific Issues 

SAFETY 
 

• Risk associated 

within any 
monitoring – is it 

manageable 

Risk to personnel 
 

Risks to other users of the sea 

 
Risk to those on land 

 

• Need for use of helicopters should be considered as 

a risk. 
• Occupational health issues for those carrying out 

the work – physical and mental. 

 

• Risk from data gathering - e.g. cell sampling 
risk to divers - as an intermediate step to 

putting forward an option 

• See matters under “Safety” from November 
2007 workshop  

ENVIRONMENTAL 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

Marine Impacts 

 

Other environmental compartments (i.e. not just 

marine) – Wildlife/Birds 
 

Energy / resource consumption 
 

Other environmental consequences (including 

cumulative effects) 
 

• What weight you give to any possible re-use 

projects, e.g. demonstration projects - hydrogen 
cell. 

• CO2 energy resource consumption. 

• Onshore disposal site. 
 

• Matters relating to cell content under 

“Environment” from November 2007 workshops 

• Water column changes 

• Minerals spills  
• Timescale of waiting for technology or re-use - 

need to consider degradation of structure (and 

build into decommissioning planning if possible) 
 

TECHNICAL Risk of major project failure 

 

• Possibility of project success: Learning for the 
future 

 
 
 

 

• Development of new types of machinery (e.g. 

for sampling) and expectations on how far this 

can be developed - also applies to monitoring. 
• Are there any other industries that can support 

or have existing technology that could be used 
• Selection of equipment for monitoring - needs 

to have the min. maintenance requirement. 
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Comparative Assessment: Red Group, Aberdeen (continued) 
 

Assessment Criteria 
 

Matters to be Considered Specific Issues 

SOCIETAL 
 

• Resource intensity 
affecting other 
activities 

Fisheries impacts 
 

Amenities 
 
Communities 

 

• Are we developing a saleable skill? 

Decommissioning!  Training /knowledge base. 
 

 

• Fisheries impacts –whether these are in right 
areas for spawning and nurseries - will there be 

a shifting balance in the sea  

o New Zealand example: no take zones  

o May also become a magnet for marine birds 

(could be both positive or negative impact) 

- for example, the area could be toxic. 

• Onshore disposal sites creating impacts on 
communities e.g. rotting marine growth on 

structures. 

ECONOMIC 

 
• Resource intensity 

affecting other 

activities 

 

• Cost/benefit analysis.  

• Affect on GDP (macro or micro economic 
considerations?). 
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Comparative Assessment: Red Group, Aberdeen (continued) 
 
What (criteria/matters/specific issues) is particularly important for gravity-

base structure decommissioning and why? 
 
• Cumulative effects of the criteria/matters/issues across the three platforms. 

• Risks from data gathering and monitoring - and being aware of legacy issues: the 
risks continue beyond decommissioning.  

• Gaining learning – drawing learning available from other industries 

• Skills – benefit to “UK plc”
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10.5 Comparative Assessment: Blue Group, London 
 

Assessment Criteria Matters to be Considered Specific Issues 

SAFETY 

 

• Time factor: an aspect that 
runs through all criteria  

 

Risk to personnel 
  

Risks to other users of the sea 
  

Risk to those on land 
Risk to nearby infrastructure (also societal economic) 
 

• Land: Dust issues /health 

impacts  

ENVIRONMENTAL 
  

• Windows of opportunity may 
not overlap, for example, 

technical versus 
environmental [for example, 

good technical time might be 

poor environmentally, e.g. 

breeding] 
 

• Time factor: an aspect that 

runs through all criteria  
  

Marine Impacts 
  

Other environmental compartments 
 

Energy / resource consumption 
  

Other environmental consequences  
(including cumulative effects) 
 

• Impacts on land - terrestrial 
• Near-shore impacts, for example, harbour in-shore 

• Short-term versus legacy environmental impacts 
   

• Environmental impact and 
seasonal factors 

• Weather windows and breeding 

impacts  

TECHNICAL 

 

• Time factor: an aspect that 

runs through all criteria  
  

Risk of major project failure 
 

• Risk of sitting on hands/not being prepared to “go for it!” 
• Feasibility and time factor: technological advance? 
 

• Vessel availability  

• Effect of minor project failure 

and response/recovery 

• Wait time versus degradation of 
integrity. 

SOCIETAL 

 
• Time factor: an aspect that 

runs through all criteria  

 

Fisheries impacts 
 

Amenities 
 

Communities 

• Reputation management – societal view of Shell and 
economic consequences 

• Employment opportunity 

 

• Reputation management – 
societal view of Shell and 

economic consequences 

ECONOMIC 
 

• Time factor: an aspect that 

runs through all criteria  

 

• Cost for operator  
• Opportunities for supply chain 

• Cost for society 

• Ownership of technology 

• Market forces: oil prices, affect of timing, technology.  
 

• Ability to reserve future 
options, for example, to go 

back, or to re-use - preserves 

future. 
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Comparative Assessment: Blue Group, London (continued) 
 
What (criteria/matters/specific issues) is particularly important for gravity-
base structure decommissioning and why? 
 
• Time versus what you do with it, because of degradation of integrity. 

• Safety. 

• Technical feasibility. 
• Societal (impact on). 

• Transparency of decision-making evidence base: prove gone through due process. 
• Economic impact: Costs and benefits. 
• Can you do it, and can you do it safely? 

• Environmental: Least important because of inert quality, for example, 
concrete/steel. 

o Information needed: what is there? 

o Need to also understand societal perception of that, and reputational. 
• Economic: Can the money be spent to better use/effect? 
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10.6 Comparative Assessment: Green Group, London 
 

Assessment Criteria Matters to be Considered  Specific Issues 

SAFETY Risk to personnel 
 

Risks to other users of the sea 
 

Risk to those on land 

 

• Diving: Keeping this to a minimum  

• Dismantling structures onshore; height 
etc. – associated risks for construction 

workers 

• Risks related to towing and route, for 
example sinking and what might be 

beneath – e.g. towing crews and divers. 

ENVIRONMENTAL Marine Impacts 
 

Other environmental compartments 
 

Energy / resource consumption 
 

Other environmental consequences  
(including cumulative effects) 
 

• What potential environmental benefits are there? 

 

• Benthic habitats: Impacts on quality.  
• Noise and atmospheric pollution. 

• Affect on water quality e.g. fisheries. 

• Fate of cell content and its ultimate resting 
place whether on land or at sea, for 

example, can it be better treated on site? 

• What potential environmental benefits are 

there? 

TECHNICAL Risk of major project failure 

 

• Having contingency planning and this 

being realistic. 

SOCIETAL 

 

Fisheries impacts 

Amenities 
Communities 
 

• What potential skills benefits e.g. new skills, economic 

opportunities are there? 
• Jobs: impact of the different options on jobs in a 

community - generating activity. 

• Wider picture considerations e.g. 75% cost comes from 
taxpayer. 

• Skills set required – planning for these. 

 

 

ECONOMIC • What potential skills benefits e.g. new skills, economic 
opportunities are there? 

• Jobs: impact of the different options on jobs in a 

community - generating activity. 
• Wider picture considerations e.g. 75% cost comes from 

tax payer 

• Skills set required – planning for these. 
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Comparative Assessment: Green Group, London (continued) 
 

Notes on the Criteria Review: 

• Environmental contingency planning is more difficult – there are more unknown 
unknowns – harder to introduce specific criteria for this. 

• The probability of failure factored into comparative assessment: seems very high. 
• Peer review, cutting across comparative assessment - not just UK - international. 

o Pooling experience, either formal/informal - peer review. 

• Value for money.  An economic audit.  NB: A separate assessment, a different 
methodology.  

 

What (criteria/matters/specific issues) is particularly important for gravity-
base structure decommissioning and why? 
 

• If any aspect to an option reveals unaceptability then this is a show stopper – no 

matter what other benefits it has. 
• A pragmatic overview is needed if the regulatory and societal goalposts change. 

• Comparable standards of treatment in society – social justice are important, for 

example, fisherman were advised originally that structures were removable. 

o Not sure this issue will differentiate between options. 

• You need to go through the comparative assessment process, proving it 

technically, before moving to argument that resources are better utilised 

elsewhere. 

o [This process] should not be used as a delaying tactic. 

• Cell content: until you know what’s there, this is holding up further steps or 

knowledge from which to make further judgements. 
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10.7 Comparative Assessment: Red Group, London 
 

Assessment Criteria 

 

Matters to be Considered Specific Issues 

SAFETY Risk to personnel 
 

Risks to other users of the sea 

 

Risk to those on land 
 

 

• Safety of personnel handling toxic materials. 
• Risks of specific activity, for example, diving.  

ENVIRONMENTAL Marine Impacts 
 

Other environmental compartments 

 

Energy / resource consumption 
 

Other environmental consequences 

(including cumulative effects) 
 

• Radioactive/toxic sludge disposal. 
• Content of cells. 

• Risk of leaching. 

• Noise impact and effect on marine mammals. 

• Scale of impact, for example, disturbance. 
• Area and location of disturbance. 

• Long-term (drip) versus immediate (large) impacts. 

 
 

TECHNICAL Risk of major project failure 

 

• Ease of monitoring. 

SOCIETAL Fisheries impacts 
 

Amenities 

 
Communities 

 
• Reputation (impact more widely, 

beyond Shell). 
 

• Radioactive sludge disposal 
• Toxic sludge disposal. 

ECONOMIC • Cost benefit analysis of options 
• Reputation 

 

 

• Ease of monitoring. 
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Comparative Assessment: Red Group, London (continued) 

 

• Major hazard-risk of an accident is a key showstopper. 

• Need to look at worst case for each scenario and what success looks like. 
• Safety and environmental issues very important. 

• Need to understand relative weighting of criteria – make this clear and 
transparent. 

• Every option will have critics. 

• Financial cost should not cloud other issues, but do need to assess financial 
acceptability. 

• Liability (with derogation options).   
 
 
At the conclusion of the group work on comparative assessment criteria, a 

volunteer from each group made a report-back to all meeting participants 

together.  The points were recorded and are transcribed below. 

 

 

10.8 Plenary Feedback on the Comparative Assessment Process, 
Aberdeen 

 
• Risk of stakeholder fatigue over time: need to look at timing of engagement to 

reflect development in project. 
• Regular newsletter in between meetings [would be useful] 

• Stakeholder engagement in other similar processes is via email unless a decision is 

required.  
• More advance materials with prompt questions [would be useful] to enable more 

input on the day (can ask colleagues to input, reflect etc.). 

 

 
10.9 Plenary Feedback on the Comparative Assessment Process, 

London 

 
• You can only plan within the current regulatory framework – there may be 

pragmatic changes in future, which require reasonable flexibility now. 

• A cost benefit analysis is not comparative assessment (one is quantitative, the 
other is qualitative). 

o What does this mean for gravity-base structure decommissioning? 

o Not clear as yet. 
• Other operators may see cost as a deciding factor. 

• [There is an] opportunity to enable new technology to emerge in future. 

o Potential for collaboration on projects where wider industry benefit exists. 
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11. Next Steps 
 
Finally the participants were reminded what would happen next in the 
comparative assessment process and asked to give any reflections on how 

they considered further value could be added the comparative assessment 

process, for example, in terms of further communication and by what means. 
 

11.1 Aberdeen Workshop 
 

• Ask stakeholders specific questions relevant to their area of expertise. 

• Email is good, but workshops are also important, especially at decisions points. 

• Handling technical material: – a ‘layered’ approach [would be useful] with 

headlines and further detail for those interested. 

• The pace of decommissioning studies is irregular: therefore, communications must 
follow this process too. 

 

11.2 London Workshop 
 

• What percentage of invitees has attended one or both events? 

o Approximately 30% of organisations (total [organisations] invited is over 100; 

organisations attending are circa 30). 

• Other operators have organised different types of meetings with smaller groups. 

• Decommissioning events in past appear to have been better attended.  
 

 
12. Evaluation 
 
The attendees were asked to reflect on their experience of the day’s 
workshop, including a review of the aims and objectives of the day. A copy of 

the presentation slide shown and relating to these points can be found at 

Appendix 8.  

 
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 9. 

 

 

13. Close 
 
The workshops were closed with some final remarks by Austin Hand, Project 
Director, Brent Decommissioning Studies.  A copy of the presentation slide 

shown relating to the close of the workshop can be found at Appendix 10. 
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14. Actions 

 
There were some action points generated during the workshops.  These are 

set out below. 

 

14.1 Aberdeen 
 
Action Who When 

Transcript (draft) The Environment 
Council 

End October  
(earlier if possible). 

Graffiti wall questions/answers 

emailed to group 

Shell UK Limited By the time transcripts go 

out. 

Transcript (final) The Environment 
Council 

As soon as possible after 
circulation of draft. 

 

14.2 London 

 

Action Who When 

Transcript from today’s 
workshop (draft) 

The Environment 
Council 

End October 

Pencil in 28/30 April for next 
workshops. 

All Ongoing 

Response to points on graffiti 
wall 

Shell UK Limited End October 

 

 

 

 
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 on 28 April 
(Aberdeen) and 30 April (London) 2008. 

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

Limited on the Studies please contact Jim Niven, Stakeholder Manager,  
Brent Decommissioning Studies, Shell UK Limited: Jim.niven@shell.com 
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Appendix 1: Attendees 
 
Aberdeen, 9 September 2008 
 

Name Organisation 

Jan Falconer Aberdeen City Council / KIMO 

James Knowles Aberdeenshire Council 

Jimmy Gray Cromarty Firth Port Authority 

Ken Gray Cromarty Firth Port Authority 

Nathan Bishop Esso Exploration and Production UK Limited 

Mitch Hosman Exxon Mobil International Limited 

Mr Jim McKie Fisheries Research Services Marine Laboratory  

Bill Dover Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Craig Bloomer Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) 

Jim Dickson Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) 

Pam Forgie NOF Energy  

Bill Murray Offshore Contractors Association (OCA) 

Martin Auld RSPB Scotland 

Sunil M Shastri Scarborough Centre for Coastal Studies 

Fiona Ann Ogilvie Scottish Enterprise 

Janice Milne Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) 

Bruce Stewart Scottish Government, Marine Directorate 

Austin Hand Shell UK Limited 

Jim Niven Shell UK Limited 

Paul Smy Shell UK Limited 

Jim Rae Shell UK Limited 

Simon Axon Shell UK Limited 

Sunisha Tharappan Shell UK Limited 

Lorraine Bearcroft UK Government Department for Business Enterprise and 
Regulatory Reform (BERR) 

Kevin Munro UK Government Department for Business Enterprise and 

Regulatory Reform (BERR) 

Wendy Kennedy UK Government Department for Business Enterprise and 

Regulatory Reform (BERR) 

Jennifer Claxton UK Government Department for Business Enterprise and 
Regulatory Reform (BERR) 

Peter Fraser University of Aberdeen/ Royal Institute of Navigation 

Alex Kemp University of Aberdeen 
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London, 11 September 2008 
 
Name Organisation 

Mark Kirby CEFAS  

(Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science) 

Mrs Jan Balaam CEFAS  

(Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science) 

Jamie Rendell UK Government Department for Environment, Food and Rural 

Affairs (Defra) 

John Best EEEGR (East of England Energy Group)  

Paul Main Energy Industries Council (EIC)  

Nathan Bishop Esso Exploration and Production UK Limited 

Gert Verreet European Commission 

Christian Bussau Greenpeace EV 

Graham Morrison Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Torgeir Bakke Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Brian Wilkinson Independent Review Group (IRG) 

John Campbell International Association of Oil and Gas Producers (OGP) 

Hugh Williams International Marine Contractors' Association (IMCA)  

Rene Coenen International Maritime Organization (IMO) 

Arthur van Dalen Ministry of Economic Affairs, Netherlands 

Julie Wedege Ministry of Petroleum & Energy Norway  

Daniel Jones National Oceanography Centre Southampton 

Samantha Barber Scottish Business in the Community 

David Rennie Scottish Executive Energy and Telecommunications 

John Watt Scottish Fishermen's Federation - SFS Services Limited 

Michael Sutherland Scottish Fishermen's Federation - SFS Services Limited 

Austin Hand Shell UK Limited 

Jim Niven Shell UK Limited 

Paul Smy Shell UK Limited 

 
 
 

Facilitation Team 

 
Name Organisation 

Eva Beresford The Environment Council (Aberdeen and London) 

Mike King The Environment Council (Aberdeen and London) 

Suzannah Lansdell The Environment Council (Aberdeen and London) 

Claire Mellier-Wilson The Environment Council (Aberdeen) 

Erica Sutton The Environment Council (Aberdeen and London) 
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Appendix 2: Pre-Workshop Background Information 
(provided by Shell UK Limited) 
 
Tuesday 09 September, 2008 – Aberdeen 
Thursday 11 September, 2008 - London  
 
Background to the September Stakeholder Dialogue Session   
 
The purpose of this short note is to provide you with some background information to prepare you for 
the discussion on the day of the event. 
 
The eventual decommissioning of the Brent and Penguins oil and gas production facilities is likely to be 
one of the largest decommissioning projects in the North Sea. The size and complexity of the facilities, 
coupled with the need to protect other local infrastructure operations, requires a lot of preparation, and 
the execution of the project will span many years.  
 
At meetings held with stakeholders in January 2007, Shell were requested to focus future meetings on 
specific topics. In November 2007, the first topic-focused engagement discussed the challenges of 
managing the oil storage cells at the bottom of the concrete gravity base structures (GBS). The 
forthcoming event will involve discussions on the potential removal of the Gravity Base Structures, and 
the comparative assessment process, which will help us decide on the most balanced option. 
 
Gravity Base Structure (GBS) 
 
The Brent D platform operating in the Brent field comprises 17,000 tonnes topsides and 178,000 
metric tonnes concrete and steel Gravity Base Structure (GBS) located in 142 meters of water. While 
the topsides will be brought onshore for disposal, the project team is still studying the options relating 
to a number of challenges posed by the Brent D GBS. The structure has been in use for over 30 years. 
Could it technically be re-floated? Can such an operation be done safely? Would it remain stable during 
the refloat operation or en route during the tow to shore? Can the existing (eg drilling) and future holes 
(eg in case of cell remediation) in the base be plugged? What possible impact could there be on the drill 
cuttings on the seabed, and on top of the storage cells during re-float?  What is the CO2 balance of 
various possible options? What do we do with the materials if the GBS is brought onshore? And there 
are many more factors to be addressed. We would like your views to inform our decisions.   
 
Comparative Assessment Process 
 
How do you reach the best overall integrated decision on which decommissioning scenarios to 
recommend? We have contracted a specialist consultancy with considerable experience of the 
comparative assessment process on other decommissioning projects such as Frigg and NW Hutton. 
The proposed comparative assessment process and the criteria that can be used to make the assessment 
will be described and discussed at the forthcoming session. This process is being adopted as it fulfils 
the regulatory requirement to rank potential scenarios and assess these against various evaluation 
criteria, such as safety, technical feasibility, economics, societal factors and environmental impact. 
 
Your views and opinions on these matters are welcome and your feedback will be considered in our 
further studies. 
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Brent Field Background Material 
 
Shell U.K. Limited operates on behalf of Shell and Esso in the Brent Field. 
 
 The discovery   

� It is now 37 years since the rig Statflo drilled the well 120 miles north east of Shetland which 
discovered Brent – the field which would become the backbone of the UK’s North Sea oil and 
gas industry. 

� It was clear almost immediately that the well in block 211/29 in July 1971 was one of the most 
significant finds on the United Kingdom Continental Shelf but no one could have imagined the 
longevity of its importance to the Scottish and UK economy. 

� Five years after the discovery, the first oil started to flow from Brent. 
 

The people  

� Literally thousands of people have worked on or supported Brent operations. This includes 
Shell and contractor staff offshore and onshore – supported by their families, as well as standby 
and supply vessel, tanker, Coastguard and Police crews, and air traffic controllers.  Further 
along the line teams at Sullom Voe (oil export) and St Fergus, Mossmorran and Braefoot Bay 
(integrated gas export) continue the support. 

 
The structures  

� The field was developed through four platforms – Alpha, Bravo, Charlie and Delta – each 
around 900 feet high from the seabed; 460 feet from below the waves to the flare stack. 

� Brent Bravo, built in the Norwegian fjords and towed 345km to Brent, was the first to begin 
production in 1976. 

� Brent Delta came on stream later that year, Brent Alpha in 1978 and Brent Charlie, the largest 
platform, in 1981. 

� The platforms were built to defy a 100 year return storm wave.  
 

The Contribution 

� During its time, Brent has supplied approximately 10% of the UK’s total gas demand. 
� Brent is the UK’s largest oil and gas field.  
� Brent gave its name to Marker Crude, a global benchmark of the financial markets. 
� It has produced around 2 billion barrels of oil and 5.7 trillion cubic feet of wet gas (figures as at 

end 2007)  
� Around 565 miles of drilling has taken place on Brent. That’s approximately the same distance 

between Aberdeen and London.  
� The £1.2 billion redevelopment of the Brent field commenced in 1993 changed Brent field 

from being mainly an oil production field to gas. This: 
- was the largest engineering project ever undertaken in the North Sea; 

- extended significantly the productive life of the field; 

- took three years to plan and five years to execute …. 
- and provided employment for some 3,000 people 
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The Final Field Development Phase  

� We began the long-term planning necessary for the final phase of Brent field life in 2006. This 
is a huge, complex, and technically-challenging undertaking that will span at least a decade. 

� Shell has studied many options for the future of Brent as production has declined, and these 
have led us to focus on the option to decommission.  

� As part of our End of Field Life planning, we are working closely with the Department for 
Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR) on the process for Cessation of 
Production (CoP) as part of a Final Field Development Plan. 
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Appendix 3: Introduction (Presentation Slides)  
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Appendix 4: Project Update (Shell UK Limited Presentation)  
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Appendix 5: Stakeholder Engagement  
(Shell UK Limited Presentation and Handout) 
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Summary of November ’07 Workshops Key Points and Brent Decommissioning team response 
 
Cell sampling progress report: No. 1, September 2008 
 
General update on cell sampling: When the November dialogue 2007 event was held the plan was to 
continue the studies on developing the cell sampling plan with the aim to attempt obtaining a cell 
sample from Brent D during the summer of 2008. 
 

• As the studies progressed it has become clear that obtaining samples during 2008 is more 
challenging than we first thought. The complexity of entering a storage cell via the sea and 
quantifying materials inside a cell on a “live” platform that has an internal pressure different to the 
outside was only fully appreciated as investigations progressed 

• As part of the process, a revised Safety Case requires to be submitted to the Authorities, and the 
complexity of the engineering required is such that this could not be submitted in time for 
processing before activities could commence offshore during 2008. 

• Engineering complications remain to such an extent that any sampling activities will not now be 
achieved this year. We had intended to present the results of any sampling done in 2008 at a 
workshop in December. Clearly such a stakeholder event in December is now not required. 

• It is imperative we do cell sampling safely. The operation should also be conducted in the most 
practical way to maximise the probability of successful sampling . 

 
Our plan now is to hold an event in March/April 2009 to discuss the topic of drill cuttings. By then 
too, we should have a better idea of the development of a sampling programme in the foreseeable 
future. 
 
 
========================================================== 
 
November ’07 Workshops Key Points 

 
What we [Shell] heard How we [Shell] have considered this to date 

1. Sampling:  We heard a range of issues about how stakeholders expected sampling to be 
undertaken and how Shell may build a picture of what might be expected from sampling in 
advance. 

1.1 Sampling:  Shell should use assumptions / 
modelling from other experiences / historical 
records. 

Given the difficulties that we have encountered 
obtaining cell samples, we agree that modelling 
and assumptions based on other experiences are 
useful tools. To this end we are talking to 
ConocoPhillips about their Ekofisk experience; 
the only other direct equivalent of which we are 
aware. Data from Brent Spar might also give an 
indication of the sort of material(s) in the storage 
cells (the Brent Spar was further down the 
production process and included production from 
other Brent facilities). Information and modelling 
from the Brent Spar and Ekofisk can be used to 
help form a picture, and will be useful to support 
any data gained from sampling on Brent D. 

1.2 Sampling:  Use of statistical modelling to 
provide an assumption against which to compare 

We are considering using statistical techniques to 
help inform the sampling and analysis process 
where appropriate.    
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1.3 Sampling:  Use of knowledge from other 
industries – e.g acoustics; salvage; camera 

We are looking within the North Sea diving 
industry as well as Nuclear industry. We have 
found a mapping tool used by the Nuclear 
decommissioning industry to map the contents of 
radioactive storage pits. Intervention into the cells 
is proving very challenging, not helped by the 
structures being situated in a water depth of 140m. 
Development of new technologies is likely to be 
required. 

2. Information sharing:  Stakeholders expressed a desire to know what Shell thinks may be in 
the cells from current information.  
2.1 Information sharing cell contents:  
Volumes, proportions of chemicals etc  

When this is known (if sampling can be 
successfully carried out) the results will be shared 
with the IRG (Independent Review Group) and 
stakeholders. We  welcome stakeholder views on 
the analysis . 

2.2 Information sharing cell contents: What 
information can be gleaned from what is in the 
sediment of pipes? 

Based on current information, the indications are 
that there appears to be little sediment or residue 
in the pipes in the utility shaft. The residues are  
primarily some scale or corrosion product, which 
do not represent “production” originated 
sediments . The main challenge concerns potential 
sediment in the bottom of the cells. Our intention 
is to do what we can to extract samples from such 
sediments. 

3. Sampling programme: We heard that it is important to provide confidence in the sampling 
programme and that stakeholders would like to know what our sampling programme will look 
like and what steps it might take 
3.1 Sampling programme:  
There were a range of suggestions on sampling 
size & range – from 1 platform to 3 platforms 
over time 

An initial sampling methodology and strategy  are 
still in development. It is even more challenging 
than we thought, and this is the reason that we 
won’t be able to get any sampling done this year 
(2008). We intend that our sampling strategy will 
be further developed and refined once the first 
attempts have been analysed. 

3.2 Sampling programme: Suggestions of 10% 
of cells sampled, however if the results from early 
investigations measure up against assumptions 
picture then this may be able to be reduced 

As above. The first attempt will aim to recover 
multiple samples from cell 18 (Brent Delta) of 
bottom sediment, water phase and oil phase. 

3.3 Sampling programme: When sampling 
happens – what are the options about when it 
happens – e.g can it be left to the end where there 
is less potential to have impact on other 
operations – e.g structural integrity? 

As above the strategy including timing is still 
being developed. The Comparative Assessment 
process requires that we identify cell remediation 
options as part of our decommissioning proposals 
therefore ideally cell sampling is required to 
support this. The strategy adopted should not 
preclude/eliminate any of the other practical 
decommissioning options for the installations ( eg 
the GBS refloat scenario). It needs to be 
recognised that we may be unsuccessful getting 
good (or any) samples due to the difficulty of the 
activity. In that case we would be required to 
make proposals on our best understanding at that 
time (see section 1.1). 
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3.4 Sampling programme: Which cells will be 
sampled from – making sure that it is 
representative. 

A study has been done to determine the most 
appropriate initial target cell based on a number of 
factors, including accessibility, minimal 
obstructions, storage history, and the potential for 
being most the most representative. Cell 18 has 
been selected on this basis. A contingency cell has 
also been identified. 

3.5 Sampling programme: Can a cell be 
segregated/isolated for sampling? 

On Brent D cells work in groups of four and it is 
hard to isolate just one. Work is on-going to 
reduce the number of “working” cells. We will try 
and target a cell no longer in production. 

3.6 Sampling programme: How to provide  
confidence and integrity 

It is our intention (given the difficulties noted 
above) to obtain a quantity of samples that are 
sufficiently representative of materials inside the 
storage cells and to keep stakeholders advised of 
developments concerning the analysis and 
associated protocols via the stakeholder 
engagement process.  
 
We have recently awarded a contract to CEFAS, 
an agency of DEFRA who are highly regarded 
with an excellent reputation for sample handling 
and analysis. 
 
All samples will be handled and prepared using 
protocols developed with CEFAS to ensure the 
highest possible quality of the results. 

3.7 Sampling programme: Need to adopt a 
“best endeavours” approach 

We agree. Cell sampling is more challenging than 
first envisaged and further work is in hand to 
manage these challenges. This has led to us 
deferring trying to obtain a sample this year 
(2008). We will keep striving to obtain a sample 
but it must be safe to do so.  We also need to try 
and ensure that the degree of sampling meets our 
needs. 

4. Contingency planning:  We heard that it was important to have a contingency plan in place 
in case sampling failed and that stakeholder input into this may be useful. 
4.1 Contingency planning:   
What if a sample can’t be taken – what is the 
contingency plan – some requests that stakeholder 
input into the contingency plans and their 
acceptability may be important. 

In discussions with BERR they have made the 
point that any decommissioning programme must 
include alternatives if preferred option turns out 
not to be feasible in practice. If cell sampling turns 
out to be safely and technically unacceptable other 
options will be developed as a part of the cell 
sampling strategy. We are working on these but at 
this stage it is too early to say what practical 
alternatives might be. 
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5. Sample Quality:  We heard that how the sample(s) are analysed would be important to 
providing stakeholder confidence in the results. 

5.1 Sample Quality:   
Who is doing the analysis (suggestion of 3 
accredited analysis labs) What is being tested for – 
suggestion of both expected and unexpected 
chemicals (i.e the unknown, unknowns) 

It is our intention that the sample analyses cater 
for the possibility of a wide range of materials and 
chemicals that could potentially impact the 
environment both in terms of quantity and 
toxicity. Our intention is that the sample analyses 
would facilitate accurate hypothesis of the 
materials inside the storage cells, at the time of 
sampling. The set of parameters to be measured 
shall also provide key information with respect to 
the feasibility and design of the potential 
remediation options. 
 
We have recently awarded a contract to CEFAS, 
an agency of DEFRA who are highly regarded 
with an excellent reputation for sample handling 
and analysis. 

5.2 Sample Quality:  Produce data in accessible 
language 

The technical analysis report will be as the 
contract laboratory produces it. However we shall 
engage a technical writer to edit and produce an 
executive summary and non technical version of 
any report conclusions. 

5.3 Sample Quality:  Transparent sampling & 
analysis methods 

 We will keep the IRG and all stakeholders 
advised of analysis process and protocol, the latter 
via these engagements. 

5.4 Sample Quality:  Suggestions of things like 
having a sample B as backup in case need to 
retest, how samples are transported etc 

We agree. The sampling protocol and processes, 
storage, etc will be a full part of the cell sampling 
protocol. It will follow best analytical practice 
according to approved industry, national and 
international standards. 

6. Criteria:  We heard you had many suggestions on the criteria that we might use to make 
decisions on cell sampling.  We heard that transparency of how we will choose between 
different options is important.  
 
6.1 Criteria:  Request for transparency of 
assessment methodology – ie. How will Shell 
choose between different options 

It is our intention that Comparative Assessment 
techniques would be used to evaluate choices 
between remediation scenarios. This process is a 
topic to be discussed at the September 2008 
dialogue event. The Comparative Assessment 
outcomes and potential remediation options will 
be discussed with stakeholders at a future 
workshop. 

7. Technological innovation: – We heard that 
you wanted to know how far and wide have 
we looked for new technological innovation to 
assist in sampling.  
 

We constantly keep our eyes open for new 
relevant and applicable technology. We have some 
of the best technical specialists in oil and gas 
technology at our research base in The 
Netherlands and the Brent studies team now has 
engaged a remediation specialist. We have also 
asked our partners Esso to consult their experts.  
In addition we have gone out to world class 
consultants and vendors for advice, including 
those in the nuclear industry. 
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8. Impacts of sampling:  We heard that you 
wanted to know what potential impacts 
sampling may have on other 
decommissioning activities 

• what are the potential effects of sampling on 
other decommissioning activities – e.g GBS 
refloat, structural integrity. 

 
 

As above (section 3) the cell sampling strategy 
including timing is still being developed. The cell 
strategy adopted must not preclude or eliminate 
any of the other practical decommissioning 
options for the other facilities. Eg if GBS refloat 
scenario remains an option, this must remain an 
option even if and after cell sampling takes place. 

9. Stakeholders:  We hear that you wanted to 
know who had been invited to the workshops 
and whether there were any reasons some 
organisations were not participating.  
 

We too are keen that all relevant stakeholders join 
this process in order to get a full set of views, 
concerns, issues and ideas. The list of invitees 
includes key ENGOs. Again some key 
stakeholders have said they are unable to attend 
the next engagement event.  
 
We have contacted them directly to find out why. 
They appreciated being invited and wished to be 
kept informed but generally they have other 
commitments and priorities. We shall continue to 
keep them informed (of course all can see the 
www site) and we shall continue to raise the Brent 
Decommissioning project as a part of our regular 
company engagements with them. 
 
We shall continue to invite them and of course 
they are welcome to participate in the stakeholder 
dialogue events in the future, or engage with us via 
the website. 
 
We are keen that stakeholders attending the 
dialogue events who may have links to other 
organisations, cascade information to them as 
appropriate. 
 
A list of organisations invited to the dialogue events is 
attached in Appendix . 
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Appendix 
 

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  

Atlantic Frontier Environment Forum 

Bangor University 

Bellona 

Bigelow Lab for Ocean sciences 

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 

Dept. for Business, Enterprise & Regulatory Reform (BERR) 
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Dept. for Food, Environment & Rural Affairs (DEFRA) 

DG Energy and Transport, European Commission  

DG Environment, European Commission 

East of England Energy Group (EEEGR)  

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  

Green Alliance  

Greenpeace EV 

Greenpeace International 

Greenpeace UK 

Health & Safety Executive 

Heriot-Watt University 

Institute of Marine Engineering, Science & Technology 

International Marine Contractors Association (IMCA ) 

International Maritime Organization 

International Navigation Association 

International Research Institute of Stavanger (IRIS) 

International union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN)  

Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) 
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KIMO UK Network 

 King's College, London 

Local Authority Standing Committee on Oil Fabrication (LASCOF) 

Marine Biological Association of the UK 

Marine and Fisheries agency (DEFRA) 

Marine Conservation Society 

Marine Conservation Society Scotland 

Marine Information Network of Friends of the Earth 

Maritime and Coastguard Agency 

Ministerie van Verkeer en Waterstaat 

Ministry of Petroleum & Energy Norway (MPE) 

National Association for Environmental Education 

National Federation of Fishermen’s Organisations 

National Marine Coordination Office 

National Oceanography Centre Southampton 

Natural Environment Research Council (NERC) 

Norges Miljovernforbund (Green Warriors of Norway) 

Norges Naturvernforbund (Friends of the Earth Norway) 

North Sea Directorate (Rijkswaterstaat) 

North Sea Foundation 

Northern Offshore Federation 

Norwegian Institute for Water Research (NIVA) 

Norwegian Petroleum Directorate 

Norwegian Pollution Control Authority 
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Offshore Contractors Association (OCA) 

Offshore Industry Liaison Committee (OILC) 

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 Watch Foundation 

Seas at Risk 

SFT (Norwegian Pollution Control Authority) 

Shark Trust 

Shetland Islands Council 

Shetland Oil Terminal Environmental Advisory Group (SOTEAG) 

Society for Underwater Technology 

Stakeholder Forum for Our Sustainable Future 

Sullom Voe Association Ltd. 

SustainAbility 

The Chartered Institution of Waste Management 

The Environment Centre(tEC) 

The Highland Council 

The Mammal Society 

The Marine Connection 

The Wildlife Trusts 

TNO - MEP 

UK CEED (UK Centre for Environmental & Economic Development) 
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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 6: Gravity-Base Structure  
(Shell UK Limited Presentation)  
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Appendix 7: Comparative Assessment  
(Shell UK Limited Presentation) 
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Appendix 8: Evaluation (Presentation Slide) 
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Appendix 9: Evaluation Responses 
 

Workshop Evaluation  
9th (Aberdeen) and 11th (London) September 2008  

 

• The following section comprises the compiled responses to an evaluation 

questionnaire that was completed by participants at the end of the two 
workshops.  

• 27 evaluation forms were returned in total. 

• Question 1 of the form asked participants to supply their name and 
organisation (optional).  This information has not been included in the 

following transcription since a working agreement for the workshop and 
for the evaluation questionnaire was that all reported comments were 

non-attributable. 
 
 
Q2. Have you attended a previous workshop on the Brent Field 

Decommissioning Project? 
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Q3. Expectations that you have of Shell in terms of their engagement with 
stakeholders on the Brent Field Decommissioning Studies 
 

a. The main expectations already identified at previous workshops are as 

follows.  To what extent have these expectations been met so far? 

Openness/transparency
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Provision of accurate and timely information
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NB: One participant responded that expectations for accurate information 

were met while those for timely information were not. 

Feedback loop i.e. demonstrating what has 

happened to your feedback
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b. Do you have any other expectations of the stakeholder engagement?  

Please describe them and indicate whether they have been met so far. 
 

 

Expectation Not met Partially       

met 

Fully met 

To gain a technical insight 
into the project. 

       

 

 

To appreciate the views of 

the agencies. 

  

 

     

 
  

To gain a balanced view of 
the viability of the project. 

 
 

    

 

 
      

 

Timely.    

 

  

Accurate.     

 

Fairness.     

 

 

Reasonable.     

 

 

A printed list of all expected 

participants. 

 

 

  

Further meetings, future.  

 

  

Visibility of personal 

contribution, in final report, 
albeit not attributable. 

 

Feedback report will determine. 

Information about options.    

 

Progress on factual 
knowledge on key factors 

effecting decommissioning. 

  
Cell content/ 

inventory 
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Q4. Confidence in being heard  
 

a. How confident are you that your views and concerns are being/will be 
adequately addressed by Shell? 

 

Confidence in being heard

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

1 2 3 4 5

Not at all confident------------------Very confident

N
u
m
b
e
r 
o
f 
re
s
p
o
n
s
e
s

 
 

COMMENTS 
 

Approach of Decision Maker 
• Felt that points were being received positively. 

• Participants from Shell were open and honest. 

• Detailed discussion with Shell representatives. 
• Shell has leant from the past. 

• Willingness to meet statutory requirements. 
• Input of Shell seems real - recognise while they make the final decision they/Shell 

recognise need for input. 

 
Feedback Loop 

• Generally confident - but could do with feedback that shows how views are used or 

not used and why. 
• This is due to the transparency of the process and the feedback to come. 

 

Record 

• Possibly post-meeting the recorded points may lack clarity. 
• Recorded information.   

 

Remains to be Seen 
• Stakeholder engagement seems excellent.  But actions will speak louder i.e. 

commissioning studies etc. 

• I take an open-minded view. 

• The openness is there.  It will be a question how Shell will react if the preferred 
option will be technically feasible at outrageous costs. 

 

Role 
• 50% equally partner organisation! 

• Am not a stakeholder in Brent decommissioning process. 
 
Supportive 

• It is very early days in the project we will be pleased to assist Shell in the future. 
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Transparency 

• Because I feel we are and you can see "it" in the notes. 
 

Workshop Process 
• A very useful and informative workshop, focusing ongoing discussions with Shell. 

• Atmosphere very inclusive.  All ideas and contributions welcome. 

• Some people dominated discussion when points not always relevant, maybe need 
for effective chairing in group discussions. 

• There were some strong views represented by others, which I felt were largely 

irrelevant/missing the point, but squeaky cogs etc means these are the ones 

recorded. 
 
 

b. Has your confidence changed since the last workshop you attended? 
 

Change in confidence since last workshop
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COMMENTS 

 
Consistent 

• (Relates to another decommissioning project.) 

• I'm fairly confident and this hasn't shifted. 

• It has been useful, and has stayed the same. 
• Nothing to sway me one way or the other. 

 
First Time Attendance 

• This is first time I have participated. 
• This is the first workshop we attended. 

 
Improvements Observed 
• Better facilitation (!). 
• First Workshop very much an overview only.  This event more detailed. 

• Shell more confident with the project. 
 

Workshop Process 

• Impressed by willingness to engage with stakeholders. 

• Open but limited scope for discussion. 
• Well facilitated. 
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Q5. Are there any other stakeholders that you feel should be invited to these 

workshops? 
 

Satisfied with Invitees 
• None. 

• No all potentially interested parties appeared to have been invited. 

• Content with invite list and open website. 
 

Specific Organisations/Groups 

• Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth and other similar groups, this would further 

balance the discussions. 
• More fishing industry representation. 
• Yes.  Environmental Health, Aberdeen City Council. 

• If not already, SEPA (Scottish Environment Protection Agency). 
• BERR were not present, presumably invited. 

• Other operators who will go through this process in the future. 

• Society for underwater technology (SUT). 
• IMarEST (Institute of Marine Engineering, Science & Technology) 

 

Unable to Comment 

• Not sure who will be attending event in London so don't know. 
 

 

 
Q6. Workshops such as today are a core part of Shell’s engagement with on 

the Brent Decommissioning Studies.   
 

What additional engagement methods would you like? 
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How often they should occur?  
 

E-Newsletter: 
• Quarterly [suggested 9 times in total] 

• As required i.e. when progressed 

• 6 monthly or an update if information available 
• 2 per year 

• Following key project milestones 

• As required 

• 6 months 
• Before each meeting 
• 6 monthly 

• Monthly 
 
Phone call: 

• Quarterly 

 
One to one Meeting: 

•  As progress is made 

• Yearly 

• Quarterly 
 

Website: 

• Ongoing 
• Regular updates 

• Regularly as appropriate 
• 3 month update 
• Prompts by email to major additions to website 

• As required 
• Continuous 

• 1/12 update 

• Quarterly 
• Update as new developments occur 

• As updates are available 

• With news only 

 
Any other comments? 
 
• Focus groups for the future 

• When required 
• To reach another audience: at some stage commission a film (BBC?) to show what 

you have done and the process you went through. 

• It's good to talk. 

• Public written hearing as part of authority acceptance. 
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Q7. The Environment Council’s role as convenor and facilitator  
 

a. How far has today’s workshop met the objectives specified at the start of 
the day?   

 

The workshop’s aims can be found on page 2 of the transcript report. 
 

Workshop met objectives
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COMMENTS 

 

Facilitation 
• Very well facilitated given the complex subject nature. 

• Slick, relaxed facilitation. 
• Enjoyed facilitation process, which was effective. 
• Well facilitated. 

 
Interest Level 

• Very interesting. 

 
Workshop Process 

• More use of individual specialist knowledge could have been made, with a brief 
personal brainstorming by all participants separately, before group discussions. 

• I feel good progress was made; the workshops were good open dialogue and well 
balanced. 

• Excellent, running the process well, providing a platform for Shell and the 

"stakeholders" to stand on. 
• Good discussion, no stage management.  Good venue - not corporate HQ, 

community hall works. 

• Very open and worthwhile process. 
• Good.  There's always too many brainwaves to consolidate in the same day.  I 

sometimes miss "conclusions" but then that's not really the point of them. 

 

Quality of the Event 
• Very professional and well organised. 

• Good as it could be. 
• Generally well organised and focused. 
• Not aware of any gaps. 

• Professionally run. 

• Efficient and careful. 
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b. Are there any aspects of these events you would like to see improved?  
 

None 
• No. 

• None. 
• OK by me. 

 

Pre-Reading 

• Issue papers before the event - this would assist those attending to prepare. 
• More detailed pre-read. 

 

Start Time 
• Slightly later starting time e.g. 10.30 am to allow time to travel to Aberdeen in the 

morning without having to travel the day before. 
• Slightly earlier start time 9.00 or 9.30. 

 

Workshop Process 

• Regular reminders of the aims for the day during the day. 
• Focus groups to answer particular questions on the "day". 

• Afternoon ranking session was difficult and not sure any new insights gained. 
• Work out some arguments by for example asking participants to show 

approval/disapproval more on key issues. 
 
 

Q8. General comments 
 

Decision Making/Transparency 

• After these stakeholder meetings are done and Shell takes the real decision, it 
would be good to send this too to the stakeholders, together with the whole 
comparative assessment outcome and other supporting materials.  Again this 

would also be valuable putting in on the website! 
 

Quality 

• A good workshop! 
 

Stakeholders 

• Remember this is a small representative group.  Engagement with wider bodies, 

scientists, regulators and conservation agencies is essential! 
 

Value 

• Very enjoyable. 

• This was a very informative workshop and I hope the Shell team found our input 

of assistance - many thanks to the organisers. 
• A very useful day's workshop. 

• Day allowed me to consider subject in wider framework of changing energy 

demands and scenarios. 
• Very positive experience pedagogically. 
 

Venue 
• Check the room for no external noise - so we can have the curtains open.  Hope 

you get some of your money back. 

 

Workshop Focus 
• It would be useful to focus on particular issues at these meetings in the future e.g. 

cuttings piles removal. 
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Appendix 10: Close (Presentation Slide) 
 

 


