
 

Graffiti Wall –Questions and Responses 
 
We have taken the questions recorded by The Environment Council on the “Graffiti Board” at the 
last Brent field decommissioning studies dialogue sessions in Aberdeen and London (Sept. 9th and 
11th respectively) and reworded as we have understood them. We hope in this way to provide 
greater understanding to all interested stakeholders. The Shell response to each question follows. 
 
We apologise if we misunderstood the author’s request or point – please contact Shell/The 
Environment Council if this is the case. 
 
Shell also notes that further comments on some of the topics raised below were also highlighted 
during stakeholder discussions at the workshop (as captured in the transcript report).   
 
Board 1: “WHAT ELSE DO YOU WANT TO KNOW ABOUT THE PROJECT PLANS?” 
 
Aberdeen 
 
Q: Abandoned wells – how many abandoned wells are without 500 metre safety zones? 
Shell answer: The majority of the wells to be plugged and abandoned are platform wells within the 
existing 500m zones. However, there will be 9 or 10 wells to be plugged and abandoned at Penguins 
(some 65 km north of the Brent Field) and a single wellhead just outside the Brent 500 metre zone 
at a location designated Brent North. 
 
Q: Have any of the issues discussed so far during the stakeholder events impacted the 

overall EoFL schedule /decommissioning date? 
Shell answer: No decisions on decommissioning or the date for decommissioning have yet been 
made. Shell and its partner Esso are still at the stage of studying the many options for the future of 
Brent and Penguins. Indeed we are working closely with the Department of Energy and Climate 
Change (DECC) on the Final Field Development Plan, including the process for Cessation of 
Production (CoP). At this stage it is not possible to confirm a timeline for the planning process or a 
date for the final cessation of production.  
 
Stakeholder dialogue to date has helped inform the study of options and potential impacts. It is fair 
to say that some of the technical issues are more challenging to resolve than we first anticipated. 
However, our GBS decommissioning studies are progressing well. 
 
Q:  How will the balance between decommissioning costs ($) and environmental 

protection be determined? 
Shell answer: We will aim to reach a balanced decision on which of the various identified 
decommissioning options for the facilities is preferable, based on an Integrated Decision-making 
Process which incorporates technical feasibility, HSE and social impact assessments, together with 
cost estimates. This work will result from a rigorous, transparent, comparative assessment process 
as defined by OSPAR. External stakeholder input is essential to this process and analysis. Hence 
our active stakeholder dialogue is already underway. 
 
Any Decommissioning Programme that follows will be subject to close scrutiny and approval by 
DECC, together with a statutory and formal public disclosure and challenge process. 
 
Q: How large is the decommissioning budget and how will this influence the options 

considered? 
Shell answer: Our priority is to get the decommissioning of Brent right with a balanced solution(s) 
based on good science and detailed studies covering technical, HSE, social considerations.  Of 



 

course cost cannot be ignored and the economics of decommissioning is one of the DECC criteria 
we have to include in our comparative analysis.  
 
Q: What strategy does Shell pursue for contracting services? (For example: procuring 

heavy lift capabilities) 
Shell answer:  An overall Project Contracting Strategy development plan has been approved within 
Shell. The details of this plan are confidential. However, at appropriate times we will include 
summaries of key Contracting & Procurement milestones / activities within our external website- 
www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 
 
 
Q: What proportion of the decommissioning project will be supplied by the UK based 

supply chain? 
Shell answer: Decommissioning options are still being studied and no decisions have yet been made 
as to what will happen to the facilities. Hence we do not know at this stage whether, what or where 
any of the structures may be brought ashore.  
 
It is important that the selected offshore contractors and sites where any of the facilities may 
potentially be brought ashore can do the work to the highest required standards –technical, 
environmental, safety, commercial and societal. Such capabilities will form part of our 
decommissioning studies and will be subject to rigorous tendering and selection processes. 
 
Shell will adhere to Shell General Business Principles, Shell EPE Supply Chain Management 
procedures and comply with applicable regulations such as the EU Utilities Contracts Regulations 
1996 in order to be able to ensure a fair, transparent and non-discriminatory vendor qualification 
and selection process.  
 
Q: More information: At what point do we need to understand “the public’s perception” 

with respect to the decommissioning of the Brent facilities? 
Shell answer: We want to get external stakeholder opinions as early as possible in our 
decommissioning studies’ work. Hence we are going early to stakeholders and holding dialogue 
events (held on three topics already since early 2007). We are keen to get feedback from 
stakeholders throughout the process to inform the decisions to be taken by Shell and our partners 
Esso. We are sharing information with the general public on our website and via the media. All 
stakeholders and members of the public are free to contact us at anytime via our Brent 
Decommissioning Studies website: www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 
 
Any Decommissioning Programme will be subject to discussions with DECC, and there will be a 
formal period of statutory public consultation during which anyone can formally make comments 
and seek responses on the proposed options for decommissioning of the Brent and Penguins 
facilities. 
  
We aim to achieve a ‘no surprises’ submission to DECC by having had full discussions with 
stakeholders throughout the process. 
 
London 
 
Q: To what extent will the decommissioning options for the Brent Field be determined by 

external factors? (e.g. politics, economics, energy policy…) 
Shell Answer: The process by which decommissioning is governed is determined through the 
Petroleum Act of 1998, taking account of international obligations in OSPAR Decision 98/3. 
Expectations for the decommissioning process are outlined in DECC Guidance Notes.  
 



 

Q: Running costs of project? 
Shell Answer: As this information is commercially sensitive and might affect the contractual market, 
these costs remain confidential to the Company and its co-venture partner Esso. 
 
Q: What contingency plans are in place with respect to any leakage from the storage cells? 
Shell Answer: Presently, there are detailed emergency and oil spill response plans and procedures 
covering any unauthorised releases into the sea from the Brent installations.  
 
As part of the decommissioning studies, a comprehensive environmental impact assessment is being 
carried out to model the likelihood and effect of potential leakage from the storage cells as a result 
of various decommissioning scenarios being adopted. 
 
Contingency oil spill/leakage plans will also be developed as part of the operations plan for 
whichever decommissioning option is selected. 
 
Q: Over what timescales are the impacts of the project being considered, given that the 

impacts will change depending on which time scales are covered? 
Shell Answer: In considering the various feasible potential decommissioning scenarios, studies will 
be undertaken on both the short-term and long-term impacts. Their comparative impact will be 
assessed using the Comparative Assessment and Integrated Decision-Making processes being 
adopted by the project. This will allow longer-term impacts to be factored into issues under 
consideration for the decommissioning project duration. 
 
Q: Could modern platform designs and technologies (e.g. Sakhalin) be studied to improve 

understanding of the Brent situation? 
Shell Answer: We are looking at all options including the use of Sakhalin type barges to remove the 
Brent topsides, although this is likely to be more challenging as some of our platforms have 3 legs 
not 4. 
 
The GBSs in the Brent field were designed and constructed in the early 1970s. A significant amount 
of engineering progress has been made since then. However one of the difficulties faced by the 
decommissioning project is that it has to deal with what is already there – not what we could design 
today.  
 
Q: Have alternative uses of Brent been considered? (e.g.  gas storage and/or carbon 

capture and storage) 
Shell Answer: We can rule out some options based on early studies. CO2 storage does not make 
technical nor economic sense due to the design-life of infrastructure, the construction materials 
used (the investment required for new pipelines and wells for example), the remote location of the 
Brent Field and distance from CO2 supply. 
 
The current facilities on the Brent field have been assessed for their suitability for CO2 
storage/capture, as has the reservoir itself. And we have concluded that whilst the Brent reservoir 
may be a viable candidate for a CO2 based Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR) scheme, the facilities are 
not, without significant/extensive modifications. This is based on their materials of construction 
and the fact that they have already exceeded their original design life requiring probably replacement 
of 90% of the facilities. Therefore it would make economic sense to develop new green field 
facilities for this purpose. In addition capture and transport options for CO2 are unlikely to be 
determined for another few years making it uneconomic to maintain the platforms for that extended 
period. Decommissioning of Brent facilities does not prevent future opportunities for reuse of the 
Brent reservoir. 
 



 

Board 2: “HOW DO YOU WANT TO RECEIVE INFORMATION?” 
 
Aberdeen 
 
Communications: 

• Regular emails 
Shell answer: We intend to produce an e-newsletter to keep stakeholders up to date with the Brent 
decommissioning studies. Also there will be other communications via our website.  
 

• Emails + link to www site 
Shell answer: We intend to produce an e-newsletter to keep stakeholders up to date with the Brent 
decommissioning studies. Also there will be other communications via our website. 
 
The site is readily accessible via www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm or by googling ‘Brent Field 
Decommissioning Studies’ 
 

• Via as few routes as possible 
Shell answer: We shall continue the stakeholder dialogue workshop events, timed as appropriate, 
though the formats may vary to suit individual topics/issues/decisions. We also intend to keep 
stakeholders up to date with the Brent decommissioning studies via an email newsletter 
(stakeholders will be free to opt out of receiving these) and other communications via our website. 
 
Periodically, either Shell or The Environment Council may make direct telephone contact to inform 
the dialogue or broach topics of particular individual concern. 
 
As at present, ‘one-to-one’ meetings may take place with organisations as part of regular liaison 
activities or on specific topics of particular interest. 
 
London 
 
Q: Email newsletter.  Continue website updates./ Short newsletters: what has happened, 

what will happen next and when 
Shell answer: We intend to produce an e-newsletter to keep stakeholders up to date with the Brent 
decommissioning studies. Also there will be other communications via our website.  
Q:  
BOARD 3: “WHAT ELSE WILL HELP GIVE YOU ASSURANCE ON THE PROJECT 
AS IT PROGRESSES?” 
 
Aberdeen 
 
Q: How much slippage does Shell expect in the timeline for project delivery? 
Shell Answer: Experience from previous decommissioning projects tells us that final selection of 
preferred solutions takes longer than originally envisaged primarily due to the often-unexpected 
issues encountered. Shell has taken this into account in planning for project execution. Success of 
the project will be measured through realising safe, practical and efficient decommissioning 
solutions, with minimal environmental impact, in preference to meeting delivery deadlines.  
 
London 
 
Q: How does the Brent End of Field Life project fit in with decommissioning of other 

North Sea structures? 
Shell Answer: Brent is a significant and complex decommissioning project that will be one of the 
most challenging in the UK Sector of the North Sea.  Some facilities in th UK and other sectors of 



 

the north Sea have been or are being decommissioned. Each decommissioning project is treated on 
a case by case basis and independently of each other. 
 
Further information on North Sea facts, figures and decommissioning guidelines can be found at: 
www.decc.gov.uk 
https://www.og.berr.gov.uk/upstream/index.htm 
http://www.ukooa.co.uk/issues/decommissioning/index.cfm 
 
 
Q: To what extent will the final decommissioning options be determined by what is 

required (e.g. legislation, government approval, including Scotland) versus what is 
desired (general consultation)? 

Primarily, the fundamental requirement for the decommissioning of the Brent and Penguins 
installations will be the submission to and approval by DECC of a Decommissioning Programme 
developed in consultation with interested parties and subject to public scrutiny through a period of 
statutory consultation. 
 
Approval of well abandonment and plugging operations are subject to a separate Petroleum 
Operations Notices (PON) approval process administered by DECC. 
 
In addition, particular operations will require specific permits and consents, which are processed by 
other regulatory bodies. These relate to topics such as materials handling, vessel operations and 
waste management. This level of permits and consents management is familiar to operators in this 
industry.  
 
The Project Principles set out a clear commitment to full regulatory compliance. Consultation with 
DECC has indicated that ‘best practice’ shall include wider stakeholder engagement and dialogue on 
the methods and impacts of potential decommissioning options, in addition to the contents of the 
formal Decommissioning Programme. Shell has sought to undertake this wider remit through 
various media and has engaged The Environment Council to facilitate stakeholder engagement 
events. 
 
BOARD 4: “OTHER COMMENTS OR QUESTIONS?”  
 
Aberdeen 
Q: How many people work on a platform at any time? 
Shell answer: Currently, there are some 500 people working in the field at any one time. Typically, 
there are 120-150 beds on the Brent B, C and D platforms. Brent A has a smaller workforce of 
some 60-70, as its production is processed on Brent B. 
 
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? 
Shell answer: We are aware of the guidelines with regard to the Industry’s commitments to the 
Fisheries Legacy Trust Fund. However, no options have yet been decided as to what/if any of the 
facilities will be decommissioned and left in-situ (derogation required), so it is too early to discuss 
such specific issues.  
 
Q:  How is the process of storage cell sampling progressing? 
Shell answer: As explained in the September 2008workshop (London and Aberdeen) whilst we have 
samples of mobile oil and water from the cells, no sampling of the cell bottom sediment on Brent D 
platform has yet been conducted. It is proving technically challenging. Our specialists are working 
intensively on this issue, as our aim remains to get a sample - as long as this can be achieved safely 
in order to optimize the cell decommissioning strategy. 



 

 
Q: Can the results of previous meetings be sent round or posted on website before 

meetings? 
Shell answer: The post stakeholder event report and write-up is produced by the facilitators, 
reviewed by participants and subsequently posted on the Brent decommissioning website 
(www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm). The finalised Report of the Nov. 07 workshop was posted in May 
2008 well in advance of the next event held in September 2008. This practice will continue. Shell 
also aims to provide timely responses to key issues raised at the events, ideally before for the next 
event takes place. 
 
Q: Beware of stakeholder fatigue and over consultation. 
Shell answer: We are aware that this might be an issue for some stakeholders. Generally the 
feedback from the majority of stakeholders attending the dialogue events so far is that it is a 
worthwhile process and they are pleased to be engaged at an early phase of this project. We will be 
considering how we might further optimize stakeholder dialogue events by reviewing the timing and 
objectives of future engagements. There are also additional ways for any/all stakeholders to provide 
feedback and views to us and to get information as and when they require it. We hope as many 
stakeholders as possible will continue to come to our dialogue events but fully understand if they 
have other priorities which may prevent them from doing so. In this case we do provide other 
engagement means for the exchange of information and views. 
 
London 
 
Q: How is Shell developing options for removal? 
Shell Answer: Shell has commissioned numerous studies to evaluate the prospects of removing the 
GBS. These have included going back to the original designers of the structures and their 
competitors. The output from these “feasibility studies” will be subject of a Comparative 
Assessment process taking account of safety, environmental, technical, societal and economic 
criteria. 
 
Q: Timetable and sense of continuing stretch. 
Shell Answer: Experience from previous decommissioning projects tells us that final 
implementation has taken longer than originally envisaged. Shell has taken this into account in 
planning for project execution. Success of the project will be measured through realising safe and 
efficient decommissioning solutions, with minimal environmental impact, in preference to meeting 
delivery deadlines. 
Q: How will cell integrity be monitored once production stops? 
Shell Answer: A strategy will be developed for monitoring cell integrity, and much will depend on 
whether the GBS are refloated or will remain in-situ at current locations. Shell will develop an 
appropriate post-decommissioning monitoring and management programme for any facilities 
remaining in the field following the execution of the current Project’s scope of work (still being 
defined). 
 
Should a partial removal or derogation case be the outcome of the decommissioning programme 
submission, a monitoring programme for any remaining facilities / structures will be agreed as part 
of the approval process.  
 
Q: It would be helpful to understand who the other partners in “Brent” are.  It is clearly 

not 100% Shell. 
Shell Answer: Shell is Operator of the Brent Field for and on behalf of Shell U.K. Limited (50%) 
and Esso Exploration and Production UK Limited (50%). 
 
 



 

Questions (answered in earlier pages) as written on the Graffiti Board during stakeholder 
dialogue sessions in Aberdeen and London on 09 and 11 September 2008 
 
Aberdeen 
 
Board 1: “WHAT ELSE DO YOU WANT TO KNOW ABOUT THE PROJECT PLANS?” 
 
Q:  Abandoned wells – how many are without 500 metre safety zones? 
Q: Have any of the issues discussed so for impacted the overall schedule /decommissioning date? 
Q: How will the balance between decomm. costs ($) and environmental protection 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: 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? 
 
 
Board 2: “HOW DO YOU WANT TO RECEIVE INFORMATION?” 
 
Aberdeen 
 
Communications : 

• Regular emails 

• Emails + link to www site 

• Via very few routes as possible 
 
London 
 
Q: Email newsletter.  Continue website updates. 
Q: Short newsletters: what has happened, what will happen next and when 
 
 
BOARD 3: “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). 



 

 
BOARD 4: “OTHER COMMENTS OR QUESTIONS?”  
 
Aberdeen 
 
Q: How many people work on a platform at any time? 
Q: At what stage will 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. 
 
 


