
Summary of November ’07 Workshops Key Points and Brent Field Decommissioning Studies 
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 of attempting to obtain a cell 
sample from the Brent Delta installation                                                                                                                        
during the summer of 2008. 
 

• As the studies have 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, has only become fully appreciated as investigations have progressed 

• As part of the process, a revised Safety Case requires to be submitted to the Authorities, and the 
complexity of the engineering required to support this is such that this Case could not be submitted 
in time for processing before activities would have to 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 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 also handled 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.    

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 some 
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 when 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 in getting good (or any) samples due 
to the difficulty of the activity. If this is the case, 
we would be required to make proposals on our 
best understanding at that time (see section 1.1). 



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 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 ongoing 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 a preferred option turns out 
not to be feasible in practice. If cell sampling turns 
out to be unacceptable technically or in terms of 
safety, 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. 

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 
and 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 an integral part of the overall 
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 will 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 
engagement event 

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 has now 
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. 

8. Impacts of sampling:  We heard that you 
wanted to know what potential impacts 
sampling may have on other 
decommissioning activities? 
For example, 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 nor eliminate 
any of the other practical decommissioning 
options for the other facilities. For example,  if the 
GBS refloat scenario is 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 prominent 
stakeholders have said they are unable to attend 
the next engagement event (September 2008).  
 



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 Studies 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. 
 
  

 


