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INTRODUCTION & OBJECTIVES 

Following the adopted process of consultation as an integral part of 
decommissioning, Stakeholder Consultation Workshops for the Brent Field 
Decommissioning Studies Project was held in The Gordon Highlanders’ 
Museum, Aberdeen on 16 January 2007 and in the RSA, London on 18 
January 2007. Both workshops had the following objectives – 

• To ensure active involvement of stakeholders 
• To impart understanding of Shell’s values, principles and logic on the 

approach to the Brent Field decommissioning project. 
• To outline the processes Shell will be following in developing a full 

decommissioning programme for submission to the DTI. 
• Provide an initial opportunity for Shell to listen and for participants to 

raise issues for consideration. 
• To agree principles for future dialogue – frequency, reporting back etc. 

FORMAT OF THE WORKSHOPS 

In keeping with the stated objectives of the event, presentations were 
delivered to stakeholders, by members of the Brent Decommissioning Project 
Team. These presentations covered Shell’s Values and Principles, an 
overview of Project Issues and Scope, and the Regulatory Framework and 
Options Selection Process, showing the constraints under which the project 
will be conducted. During these presentations, questions were asked and 
answered, for clarification and expansion purposes. These are listed in the 
Appendices. Following this, round table discussions were held in syndicates. 
Free and open discussion was encouraged, with the following guidance for 
syndicates – 

▪ From your experience and perspective – what do you consider are the 
major areas of concern and issues to be addressed with respect to the 
environmental/ social/ economic and resource use impacts of the 
project? 

▪ Which topics would you like discussed at future meetings? 
▪ What forms of engagement are required as the project moves forward? 
▪ Does the planned process ensure inclusiveness, independent 

evaluation and transparency? 

Syndicates were assured that this was only guidance for discussion, and any 
other aspect relevant to the project was equally welcome. 

The meeting was conducted under amended Chatham House Rules. 
Accordingly questions recorded in the Appendices are non-attributable. 
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CONSOLIDATED OUTPUTS 
 
ABERDEEN WORKSHOP 16 JANUARY, 2007 

SYNDICATE OUTPUTS. 

Issues & Areas of Concern 

Installations 

The fact that the installations were not designed for removal was 
found to be a negative influence on the entire decommissioning 
process. The operating life expectancy of the FLAGS line is another 
design unknown and therefore a concern for participants. Pre-
decommissioning options for additional infrastructure development 
utilising installations and systems by other third party users, or by 
other nearby platforms should be considered, and what provision 
Shell had made for looking at reuse and continued production was 
remarked upon. Water column and benthic surveys were specific 
requests. Balancing safety concerns with environmental concerns 
and realizing the health and safety issues were highlighted as 
critical. 

Field Infrastructure 

The size and scope of the plan was a concern. Would one enormous 
plan be constructed, or would it be individual installation plans. 
These plans must have realistic costing and some advantage in 
external auditing was seen. Over the lifetime of such a plan changes 
were inevitable in legislation, the economic environment and in 
public expectations. This would demand flexibility in the project to 
take account of these things. Should the divestment option be 
realized part way into the plan implementation, any pre-work 
should still be seen to be valid. The overall strategy should include a 
validated environmental management system with both the culture 
and commitment to take it forward. This could be supported by an 
environmental research strategy. Efforts should be directed to 
reducing the time lag between submitting proposals on the 
cessation of production and commencing decommissioning. The 
availability and retention of historical data and lessons during the 
progress of the project demand a robust document control and 
retention strategy and system. 

Political/ External 

Clarification of the issue of long term liability for environmental 
monitoring and maintenance is an essential element. External 
issues such as the support of innovation connected with the 
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decommissioning plan, and interactions with fisheries interests need 
to be considered. The wider political issue of a further devolved or 
independent Scotland needs to be monitored. 

Environmental 

Two broad concerns were highlighted – environmental practices and 
waste disposal. With respect to practices, participants were 
concerned to fully understand Shell’s meaning of Sustainable 
Development with respect to the maintenance of biodiversity. Key 
indicators for the environmental aspects of Sustainable 
Development are needed, and in particular the carbon footprint of 
the entire project must be considered. Best practice in terms of 
specifics such as handling drill cuttings is tricky to identify, as “best 
practice” is always evolving. Other operators’ experience should be 
considered within this context. Baseline data is critical, from surveys 
of drill cuttings deposits to the contents of cells. 

Shell has a high accountability for waste disposal associated with 
Brent decommissioning. Correct and complete inventory is critical 
for planning, as are disposal routes for all waste streams including 
the NORM wastes, such as LSA scale, produced in operations over 
the field life. Landfill capacity will be a major consideration, since 
there are no Special Waste sites in Scotland. It may be that 
independent verification of waste inventory will be necessary. 

HR/ Social 

Specifically for staff operating and supporting the field and its 
installations, sensitive communication is necessary. Understanding 
should be reached that this is the beginning of a long project, in 
order to diffuse any alarm with respect to potential for job losses. 
Retraining is an option. 

Engagement 

Participants gave most attention and ideas to this topic. The 
substance was on who to engage, how to engage them, and what to 
engage them about. 

Two broad groups need to be engaged. These are the public 
(particularlylocal communities) and the business community, some 
of which will form the supply chain. Remembering that the public 
will include individuals with no professional interest, this will need a 
variety of approaches. Local communities may be collectively 
impacted by the project, and may need to be engaged specifically, 
not forgetting communities outside the Aberdeen locale, such as 
Orkney and Shetland. The business community will need a separate 
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engagement, and representative bodies may need specific 
attention. NGOs such as Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth 
should be included in future dialogue. 

A strategy for an open communications system should include 
provision for milestone events which would warrant engagement. 
The message could be modified to “RE-commissioning” Brent rather 
than decommissioning, indicating an actual end of the resource and 
the beginning of the new industry, with new challenges and 
solutions. The engagement could encompass a number of different 
formats including more stakeholder workshops, specific web sites, 
video diaries etc. As in any communication medium, participant 
fatigue must be avoided. 

Regular feedback to interested parties is essential, and in order to 
produce positive publicity indicating pre-planning and good 
stewardship, some indication of timescale should be broadcast at an 
early opportunity. Explanations to the work force regarding the 
need to maintain assets will avoid a flight of expertise and a loss of 
local knowledge. Levels of awareness regarding the complexity 
surrounding the project should be raised, not least to those firms 
which could be part of the supply chain, and targeted meetings on 
the environment and on safety aspects will be necessary. There is a 
need to communicate that opportunities for further development 
have been evaluated and are being discussed, together with an 
indication to other operators of what opportunities and restrictions 
there are, such as access to infrastructure. Taxpayers must be 
satisfied that Shell has optimised production from the field. 

Engagement process attributes 

Attributes of the Engagement Process should be aimed at resolving 
the balance between acceptance by the Regulator and public 
acceptance. The process needs a defined timetable or 
understandable timescale. Getting the involvement of the right 
stakeholders and maintaining a broad diversity of these is an issue. 
The capacity and role of attendees needs to be clear. The 
involvement of University Students, University of the Third Age, 
Rotary Clubs etc. is advocated. 

Opportunities 

Several opportunities present themselves, including those in the 
societal sense. The re-use of structures in situ as wind farms is the 
more conventional, but how to ensure learning is fed back into 
other decommissioning projects and into new designs is equally 
valid. The decline in jobs following initial decommissioning could be 
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offset by the creation of a Centre of Technical Excellence on 
Decommissioning in Aberdeen. This would attract people into the 
industry, and be a vehicle to address the skills shortage. 

Future topics/ meetings 

Future meetings should be more targeted on specifics, have a clear 
focus, and be geared towards building confidence in what Shell is 
doing. Clarification of the waste inventory would be a potential issue 
to address at a future meeting. 

Clarification 

▪ What are the cost and tax implications? 

Review of the workshop. 
Good bits. 

▪ We influenced Shell thinking. 
▪ The process was at the right time. 
▪ Everyone had a voice. 
▪ The constraints have been outlined-complexity is obvious. 

 
Things to improve on. 

▪ The emphasis is too much on “decommissioning”. How about 
“re-commissioning”? 

▪ The room size was just adequate for the numbers. 
▪ More detail of process is needed for future workshops. 
▪ We need feedback on how the outputs will be used in the 

process. 
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LONDON WORKSHOP 18 JANUARY, 2007 
SYNDICATE OUTPUTS. 

Issues and Areas of concern 

INSTALLATIONS 

The balance between technical feasibility and overall risks needs to 
be carefully assessed. An objective view of long term positives and 
negatives is needed in order to challenge the perceived easy route 
of derogation. Derogation will present problems of long term 
monitoring, and may curtail opportunities for future interventions in 
structures as they deteriorate. 

 FIELD INFRASTRUCTURE 

The need is for a process which will be transparent, which will allow 
correct weighting for environmental, cost, energy use, safety etc., 
and will facilitate integrated decision-making over its life span. This 
will demand an iterative approach, where learning, adaptability and 
flexibility are process attributes. Learning will demand good 
reporting of all activities within the project, with performance 
criteria and accountability within the whole stakeholder range 
demanding major audit effort. The importance of good and 
accessible data is a crucial element. Learning should be for new 
designs as well as for other decommissioning projects. The scope of 
the decommissioning project and the DTI approach to this should be 
subject to some review. 

POLITICAL/ EXTERNAL 

DTI expectations for the project versus the reality of the situation 
will require to be reconciled. Consideration of the requirements of 
Government Departments other than the DTI will also be necessary. 
In terms of the legal context, the concept of perpetual liability must 
be reviewed in light of nuclear site and other decommissioning 
experience. The effect on the project of any Scottish Independence 
bid is an imponderable. 

Public perception, regarding the Brent Spar legacy and the fact that 
UK taxpayers will provide a large part of the decommissioning costs 
will need careful handling. 

The input of the Independent Review Group should have a role in 
the quality control of the decision making process, and this should 
be the subject of communications. On the basis of the principle that 
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there should be no unknowns, research and monitoring of 
environmental impact is most important. To this end, extending the 
science, looking to new areas as part of the project work could be 
achieved by providing access to a “science network” of expertise 
from the outside world. Contributions from such a network of 
“partners” will need to be carefully defined, understood and 
communicated. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

Environmental issues raised many comments. The impact of 
carrying out the entire process, together with the impact of what is 
left following the process was queried. This was both a heritage and 
a resources issue, and short-term impact versus long-term 
persistence was in the balance. The responsibility for the entire life-
cycle including cost, waste and safety issues has to be realised. This 
project and its evolution was seen as an opportunity for Shell to set 
a benchmark for environmental management opportunities. 

Issues to resolve include the inventory of pollutants, with the need 
to remove uncertainty by a better perspective. In the context, this 
raises the question of how clean is “clean” – what quality of 
cleanliness needs to be attained? The fate of the gravity structures 
and jackets is problematic, as is disturbance of the sea floor by 
cutting piles, and consequent impact on fisheries. The onshore 
location of waste management facilities is no less problematic.  

An assessment of the impact of leaving structures in situ is needed. 
Sampling of waste streams even in that event, and anaerobic 
digestion for cleaning cells are examples of techniques to be 
utilised. Real time learning is surely available from Gulf of Mexico 
experience following Hurricane Katrina. Lastly, it was raised that 
deep-sea disposal should still be considered as an option. 

HR/ SOCIAL 

There is a risk of becoming stuck within the technical mindset, and 
this must be resisted by bringing in societal aspects. For instance, 
safety must be given equal weighting with the environment. There 
is also an opportunity to retrain the workforce in the specifics of 
engineering, environmental and safety aspects of decommissioning 
programmes. 
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Engagement 

The choice and procurement of the right expertise through 
engagement is an issue for Shell in making optimum investment. 
NGOs could be involved more in order to demonstrate transparency, 
and this could include membership of the Independent Review 
Group. That Group should first answer the question of can and 
should NGOs such as Greenpeace, WWF etc. be included. The 
management of outputs from the IRG in terms of quality assurance 
needs a process to be developed. 

The process of engagement must be clear to all who are engaged, 
rather than just indicating that “there is a process”. An engagement 
map and a communications plan are essential elements, with a clear 
timeline which can be reviewed, together with Shell’s expectations 
of the outputs. Transparency of milestone decisions and clarity of 
the underlying thinking will ensure accessibility for interested 
stakeholder. In order to avoid “stakeholder fatigue”, a task force 
approach was advocated in order to ensure effective focus. These 
engagements should have published agendas, and pre-reading 
updates to give informed discussion. Experience from other 
industries should be included, and the timing of these task force 
meetings should be in line with the overall plan critical path. The 
Independent Review Group needs to be advertised and publicised as 
part of the engagement process, for a clear stakeholder 
understanding of their part in the overall picture. Website discussion 
groups and blogs could also be part of the wider engagement 
process. 

Stakeholders need to understand the change management 
implications of new technologies and their influence on execution 
options. There is a preconception that decommissioning has a 
negative environmental effect, and there is therefore the need to 
tell the entire story, rather than just present the technical 
challenges. 

Engagement process attributes 

Attributes of the engagement process should be: 

▪ Stakeholders will see what is being done, ensuring delivery. 
▪ Clarity of issues within their context and understanding of 

option implications and criteria. 
▪ Quality of information presented should satisfy stakeholders. 
▪ Independent evaluation of process planning and delivery will 

ensure confidence in optimum effort on Shell’s part. 
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Opportunities 

▪ Use infrastructure to advance a new technology where there 
is no risk to production. 

▪ Look at advancing corrosion in pipelines and other structures. 
▪ Record the corporate memory both public and private by the 

use of technology. 
▪ Long-term responsibility and liability. 
▪ The terms of reference for the Independent Review Group 

should be made available. 

Future topics/ meetings 

▪ Possibilities for the cleaning of gravity structures. 
▪ The use of explosives and other techniques of removal. 
▪ The rigs to reefs concept. 
▪ How damaging are hydrocarbons to the marine environment? 

Review of the workshop 

The workshop was well received and thought by participants to have 
been correctly timed. They were appreciative of being brought in to 
the process and thinking this early in the project. The venue was 
right for participants. 

Extra Observations. 

▪ New regulations may be imminent (from DTI etc.). Should the 
industry as a whole try to influence this at an early stage? 
There also may be new regulators, e.g. the Marine 
Management Organisation (MMO), with a consequent transfer 
of regulatory authority. 

▪ New directives, such as the Marine Strategy Directive seem 
not to have major influence and impact directly on the 
offshore industry. 

▪ Collaborative communications within the industry as a whole 
on decommissioning was advocated, rather than Shell “going 
it alone”. 
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APPENDIX 1. 
ABERDEEN WORKSHOP 16 JANUARY, 2007 

 
List of Participants 

 
Name Forename Organisation 
   
Auld Martin RSPB 
Bevan Dave NFFO 
Bloomer Craig JNCC 
Cairns Lorraine Scottish Executive 
Campbell Alan Aberdeenshire Council 
Crutchfield Zoë JNCC 
Curtis Mike SEPA 
Daniel Ewan Aberdeen City 
Davis Jim Scottish Enterprise Energy Team 
Dobson Donald HSE 
Dolman Sarah Whale & Dolphin Conservation 

Soc 
Dymond Paul UKOOA 
Harris Steve UKOOA 
Hoogerbrugge Wynand Robert Gordon University 
Kelley Bob Facilitators UK 
Macdonald Duncan Maritime and Coastguard Agency 
Mayo Keith DTI 
McKie Jim FRS Marine Lab 
Molloy Jake OILC 
Moore Derek FRS Marine Lab 
Palmer David SEERAD 
Robertson Peter Robert Gordon University 
Shepherd John NOC Southampton (*IRG) 
Stewart Bruce SEERAD 
Sutherland Michael Scottish Fishermens Federation 
Watt Elizabeth DTI/PILOT 
 
 
Hosts – Shell U.K. Limited 
 
Dyer Phil 
Hemmings Bob 
Montgomery Ann 
Rae Jim 
Smy Paul 
Turner Mike 
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PARTICIPANT OBJECTIVES. 

▪ Marine safety issues. 
▪ Stakeholder viewpoints. 
▪ Independent review group-concerns and viewpoints. 
▪ The public consultation process. 
▪ Local implications. 
▪ Application of the regulations. 
▪ Strategic review. 
▪ Environmental issues. 
▪ Business opportunities. 
▪ Timescale. 
▪ Education requirements. 
▪ Effects on the community. 

 
ISSUES AND ACTIONS.   
PROJECT ISSUES. 

▪ What is the percentage of recovery from the field? 
▪ What are the distances between installations? 
▪ What pipeline lengths are involved? 
▪ Is Penguin part of the decommissioning overall plan? 
▪ What is in the cells of the gravity structures? [Oil, water, 

ballast etc] 
▪ Are the cells  in the gravity structures joined together or 

separate? 
▪ Are drill cuttings deposited on top of the cells? 
▪ What areas do drill cuttings cover? 
▪ What quantities of cuttings have been deposited [of what 

order of magnitude]? 
▪ What is the percentage of cuttings on top of the cells and the 

percentage of cuttings on the seabed around the installations? 
▪ How deep are the cuttings piles around the platforms? 
▪ Are oil-based cuttings deposited? 
▪ Is seabed survey data available? 
▪ Is there any NORM (Naturally Occurring Radioactive Material) 

deposited around the platforms? 
▪ In terms of the environmental habitat, could removal of the 

installations be a worse option than leaving them there? 
▪ Are all the cells in use on platforms or any closed off? What is 

the access challenge? 
▪ How will we know exactly what is in the cells? How will we 

sample for this information, and are there lessons from Brent 
Spar on this? 

▪ What is the design legacy?  Were these structures designed to 
be raised and removed? 

▪ Do we need to retain the platforms in order to maintain 
pipeline integrity? 
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▪ What is the range of types of pipelines? 
▪ Before decommissioning, are other opportunities being 

considered such as divestment etc? 
▪ Are there any extra problems of well abandonment within a 

decommissioning programme? 
▪ Can this site be used for carbon dioxide sequestration? 
▪ Since Brent Charlie is connected to Penguins, will Penguins be 

the first to be decommissioned? 
▪ If they can be lifted and re-floated, what are the towing draft 

requirements for the gravity structures? 
 
REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

▪ What does derogation permit? What can be left in situ? 
▪ Regarding the marking of undersea obstructions that may be 

left, who is responsible for maintenance which would be 
needed for any such markers and what is the timescale for 
such maintenance? 

▪ What are clean up requirements in terms of derogation? 
▪ How will the structures be cleaned if they are left in situ? 
 

SYNDICATE OUTPUTS. 
SYNDICATE ONE 

▪ Not designed for removal. This is a negative influence. 
▪ Document control. This is an issue regarding historical data 

retention and availability. 
▪ Development of an environmental research strategy. 
▪ What is best practice? E.g. in handling drill cuttings. How do 

we know what is best practice, since it is evolving? What is 
other operators’ experience? 

▪ We need supply chain involvement. 
▪ What does Shell mean by Sustainable Development with 

respect to maintenance of biodiversity? More detail is required 
and we need key indicators of the environmental part of 
Sustainable Development. 

▪ Long-term monitoring systems for cuttings piles. A 
management strategy is needed. Who has liability for the 
future, say 100 years plus? 

▪ Reuse of materials, for example steel. 
▪ What are the cost and tax implications? 
▪ The carbon footprint of the project must be considered. 
▪ How to build flexibility into the project to take account of 

changes in legislation, the economic environment, and 
expectations? 

▪ Wellheads. How do we ensure no corrosion? 
▪ How to ensure learning from decommissioning feeds back into 

commissioning projects [new designs]. 
▪ Reuse of the structures for renewables such as wind farms. 
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▪ Pipelines. Mitigation and monitoring measures? 
▪ Decline in jobs following the decommissioning “mini-boom”. 

Centre of technical excellence based in Aberdeen? 
▪ Resourcing craftsmen. Attracting people into the industry and 

engineering. Address the skills shortage. 
▪ Weather – impact on the project. 
▪ Community engagement. 
▪ Communications with the general public and public 

acceptance. 
▪ Regulatory acceptance versus public acceptance. 
▪ Ensure regular quality feedback to interested parties. 
▪ Engagement with communities outwith Aberdeen, such as 

Orkney and Shetland. 
▪ Understanding that this is the beginning of a long project. 

Defuse any alarm with respect to job losses. 
▪ Water column and benthic surveys. 
▪ Health and safety issues? 
▪ List the stakeholder meeting invitees and attendances. What 

is the capacity and role of the attendees? 
▪ Will all the pre-work be re-used if the divestment option is 

realised? 
▪ Reduce the time lag between submitting proposals and CoP. 
▪ Is there an order for taking out the platforms as part of the 

decommissioning process? 
 
SYNDICATE TWO 

▪ Decommissioning. Have all other options been explored, such 
as the sale or purchase of the assets and the remaining 
reserves? 

▪ Definition should be given to timescale at an early 
opportunity. This would give 

o Positive publicity to explain future opportunities to the 
supply chain. 

o Pre planning and good stewardship. 
▪ Explain to the workforce that they will be required to maintain 

assets in order to avoid a “flight of expertise” and a loss of 
local knowledge. 

▪ There is a requirement to raise the level of awareness to the 
complexity of what has to be done for decommissioning in 
terms of 

o Engineering 
o Safety 
o Environment 
o Economics will take care of themselves. 
o Describing the current Brent environment. 

▪ Engagement of business community representative bodies 
(e.g. NSIG, EEGR, NOF) perhaps via “decommissioning road 
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shows”. The DTI and Scottish Enterprise Energy Team plan to 
host these. Shell could join in. 

▪ Create a video diary as part of the engagement. 
▪ Open communications strategy. 
▪ Perhaps not “decommissioning Brent”, but the next phase in 

the “life cycle of Brent”. 
o New challenges bringing the opportunity for developing 

new solutions, therefore a natural end of the 
hydrocarbon resource and the beginning of the new 
industry. 

o “Re-commissioning”. 
▪ A dedicated web site within the Shell site to promote and 

inform interested parties. 
 
SYNDICATE THREE 
Major areas of concern and issues to be addressed. 

▪ An environmental management system. Validation, culture 
and commitment taken forward. 

▪ Surveys. Baseline data is needed. 
▪ Staff. 

o What happens to them in terms of retraining etc? 
o Communication. 

▪ Landfill capacity. 
o No special waste disposal sites in Scotland. 
o Where can waste to go? 

▪ Political issues. 
▪ Devolved Scotland? 
▪ Drill cuttings. What is in the cells? 
▪ LSA Disposal routes. 
▪ Pre decommissioning options. 
▪ Commercial - other third party uses. 
▪ Development options - other platforms nearby if production 

continued? 
▪ Pipeline life expectancy? FLAGS. 
▪ Will there be one enormous plan or individual installation 

plans? 
▪ Keeping the plan up to date in terms of technology and 

legislation. 
▪ Realistic costing of decommissioning plans. External 

auditing? 
▪ How will innovation be supported? 
▪ What teams of looking at re-used and continued 

production? 
▪ Fisheries interactions. 
▪ Long-term liability, including the long-term environmental 

monitoring proportionate to cost [if applicable]. 
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What form of engagement? 
▪ An up-to-date website. 
▪ Communications strategy. 
▪ How do you communicate with the public? [those 

without a professional interest]. 
▪ A newsletter or leaflet. 

o How would this impact the public? 
o What language would be used for different 

stakeholders? 
▪ Stakeholder involvement - other workshops. 

o How will the results be shared? 
o How often would these take place? 

▪ Provide information and pre-reading prior to the 
meetings. 

▪ Targeted meetings. 
o On the environment. 
o On safety. 

▪ When to talk to stakeholders? 
 
Does the process ensure inclusiveness, independent 
evaluation and transparency? 

▪ We need an expected timetable. 
▪ Getting involvement of the stakeholders and 

maintaining a breadth of these 
o Involve university students. 
o Involve the University of the Third Age. 
o Involve Rotary Clubs. 

 
Topics for future meetings. 

▪ Clear focus. 
▪ More targeted on specific issues. 

 
SYNDICATE FOUR 
Issues and concerns. 

▪ Include NGOs such as Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth in 
future dialogue. 

▪ Reconciling safety concerns with environmental concerns and 
getting the right balance between these. 

▪ Need to communicate that opportunities for further 
development have been depleted. 

▪ Consider continuing the infrastructure for other fields. 
▪ Need to communicate to other operators what opportunities 

and restrictions there are, such as access to infrastructure. 
▪ Satisfy the taxpayer that Shell have got the most out of the 

field. 
▪ Waste disposal - high accountability. 
▪ Inventory - is it correct and complete? 
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▪ Are disposal routes correct? 
▪ Independent verification of waste inventory. 
▪ No uncertainty and vagueness about waste. 

 
Topics for future meetings. 

▪ Clarification of the waste inventory. 
▪ How to build confidence in what Shell is doing. 
▪ Independent review group input - demonstrate independence. 

 
Forms of engagement. 

▪ Develop a web site. 
▪ Engagement sessions should be at crucial times, but beware 

of “fatigue”. 
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APPENDIX 2 
LONDON WORKSHOP18 JANUARY, 2007 

 
List of Participants 

 
Name Forename Organisation 
   
Best John EEEGR 
Bett Brian NOC, Southampton 
Coenen René International Maritime Organization 
Hughes Alan NOC, Southampton 
Kaariainen Janne NOC, Southampton 
Kelley Bob Facilitators UK 
Kirby Mark CEFAS 
Lansdell Suzannah Environment Council 
Nilsen Hanne-Grete OSPAR Commission 
Roberts Julian IUCN 
Shastri Sunil University of Hull - Scarborough 
Vereet Gert EC – DG Environment 
Widdows John Plymouth Marine Laboratory 
Wilkinson Brian Independent Review Group (*IRG) 
 
 
Hosts – Shell U.K. Limited 
 
Dyer Phil 
Hemmings Bob 
Montgomery Ann 
Rae Jim 
Smy Paul 
Worrall Dan 
 
 
PARTICIPANT OBJECTIVES. 

▪ Questions. 
▪ Deep-sea disposal option. 
▪ Engagement. 
▪ Listening and learning. 
▪ Fact finding. 
▪ Contribute. 
▪ Addressing comments adequately during the project. 
▪ The business community engagement. 
▪ Innovation. 

 
ISSUES AND ACTIONS.   
PROJECT ISSUES. 

▪ What is the general water depth in the Brent Field? 
▪ Are the cell tanks used for storage in the gravity structures? 
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▪ No dates have been given, but what is the assumption on 
timescale for this major project? [Brent platforms will cease 
production within six to ten years from now] 

▪ Is abandonment the correct word to use? This is a technical 
word and its use in other than technical situations can give a 
perception of walking away from the problem. Is a change in 
terminology now appropriate? 

▪ The Brent reservoir could become an asset if there are 
storage opportunities. [Carbon dioxide storage is an option 
within the Reuse Study, however storing carbon dioxide would 
need new facilities and new materials] 

▪ Frigg is an unique structure. Can its decommissioning really 
be used to learn lessons for Brent decommissioning? 

▪ Shell policies as presented are aspirations. They have good 
intent and are good norms but are not unique to Shell. 

▪ Are there any candidates for derogation? [The original 
designers of the gravity structures have been asked to 
consider problems of their removal in terms of their original 
design] 

▪ How much of the decommissioning costs will be picked up by 
the UK taxpayer? [currently, around 70%] 

 
REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

▪ What length of pipelines exists overall in British waters? [ 
More than eleven thousand kilometres] 

▪ The Independent Review Group (IRG) is still forming as a 
group of experts, and others can be seconded to it. This group 
warmly welcomes stakeholder input. The terms of reference 
for this group are available. 

▪ What is Shell’s liability for something left on the seabed, for 
its maintenance etc? Is transfer of management of this 
feature something to contemplate for the future? 

▪ With Esso as a joint partner, reputation aspects apply equally 
to them. Is this an issue? [Shell and Esso alignment is 
essential on all matters regarding field operation. All partners 
in a field’soperations accept joint liability within the 
decommissioning program regulations] 

▪ In terms of reputation management, it could be that a 
derogation bonus for use in other causes could be useful. Is 
this open for debate? [This is not currently under discussion 
as it was covered some years ago. There is however, the trust 
fund for fishermen] 

 
ROUND TABLE OUTPUTS. 
TABLE ONE.   

▪ Making use of survey and evaluation studies - make more 
use of these and exploit the knowledge. 
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▪ Extend the science – look to new areas as part of the 
project work. 

▪ Provide access to a “science network”. 
▪ Need to tell the story - not just a technical challenge but a 

wider perspective - develop skills. 
▪ Don’t get stuck in the technical mindset, but bring in 

societal aspects. 
▪ Engagement - the nature of the process is not just “there 

is a process”. Transparency is needed, keeping a continual 
flow. 

▪ Environmental issues.  Short-term impact versus a long-
term persistence. 

▪ Derogation - long-term monitoring? Opportunities for 
future intervention? 

▪ The importance of good and accessible data is a crucial 
element. 

▪ Removal - technical feasibility versus risks - challenged to 
easy route of derogation [predictive mode]. What are the 
positives and negatives? 

▪ Heritage and resources issues - putting things right in the 
future? 

▪ Integrated decision-making - all inputs have to be visible. 
▪ Public/ private partnership - not just the operator’s 

decision - not just Shell but a framework for broader 
guidelines? Define contributions from partners. 

▪ Engagement of expertise from the outside world. 
▪ Reporting of stakeholder activity – audit - criteria, 

performance, and accountability. This needs a clear 
process and aims. 

▪ The legal context - why perpetual liability? Is this current 
nuclear industry practice? 

▪ Project in the wider context - not just this one case - 
decommissioning/ carbon dioxide? Waste is an industry 
issue, and not just offshore but onshore too. 

▪ Inventory of pollutants - need to remove uncertainty by a 
better perspective. How clean is “clean”? 

▪ Lifecycle responsibility to answer all of the “why’s” - cost 
versus waste versus safety. 

▪ Scope - re-use? 
▪ Decommissioning program scope - DTI approach: 
▪ How can one DCP (Decommissioning Programme) cover 

the work scope and timeframe? 
▪ Managing change and likelihood? 
▪ Advancing technology. 
▪ Strategic framework and matrix. 
▪ DTI Expectations versus “reality”. 
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▪ Due diligence - the late arising opportunity. Do we retain 
the opportunity to evaluate properly? 

 
Forms of engagement. 

▪ No fixed timetable as yet. Transparency of milestone 
decisions will ensure stakeholder access. 

▪ Not necessary to mobilise everyone: 
▪ Ensure confidence in the plan being communicated - a 

platform, website or virtual network. 
▪ Shell contribute to where they can make optimum 

investment. 
▪ Shifting panorama versus stakeholder fatigue and 

constituents. A task force approach ensuring effective 
focus. 

▪ Independent Review Group - quality control and/or the 
stakeholder champion? Gap analysis – feedback - review? 

▪ Independent Review Group and Shell communications - 
defined process of support/ access. Clear understanding of 
their role should be promoted. 

 
Future meetings. 

▪ Wide-based meetings to parallel decision. 
▪ Terms of reference for the forum are very important, with 

Shells expectations outlined. 
▪ The shape of the overall program - an engagement map 

and communications plan with a clear and reviewable 
timeline. 

▪ Updates for pre-reading to justify further engagement. 
Publish an agenda. 

▪ Give a better picture on options and what the inputs are. 
Build and options matrix which is dynamic. 

▪ New technologies may influence execution options. 
Stakeholders need to understand the valuation and change 
management implications. 

 
Planned process criteria. 

▪ We will see what you do! 
▪ Make sure Shell deliver! 
▪ Know where the issues are and what the option 

implications and context of all issues and criteria are. Give 
a base case. 

▪ The quality of information. 
▪ Transparency, taking account of being good and being seen 

to be good. 
▪ Consider independent evaluation of how the process has 

been planned and delivered. 
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TABLE TWO. 
Issues and areas of concern. 
Environmental: 

▪ Impact of what is left. 
▪ The impact of carrying out the process. 
▪ Project footprint. 
▪ Cutting piles. 
▪ Disturbance of the sea floor. 
▪ Impact on fisheries. 
▪ Monitoring the program throughout the project-reactive. 
▪ Real time learning post hurricane “Katrina” in the Gulf of 

Mexico – modeling impacts and effects. 
▪ Assess the impact of leaving in situ. 

 
General: 

▪ Ownership. 
▪ Good communication. 
▪ Quality control of the decision-making process - Independent 

Review Group input? 
▪ Iterative approach to project – learn – adapt - be flexible. 
▪ Feedback - learn from the first and then adapted for the next, 

also influence new designs. 
▪ Research and monitoring of environmental impact is most 

important. 
▪ There should be no “unknowns”. 

 
Concern. 
Environmental: 

▪ Try anaerobic digestion for cleaning the cells. 
▪ The fate of the gravity structures and jackets? 
▪ Deep-sea disposal is an option!! 

Social: 
▪ Opportunity for training in engineering and environmental 

matters. 
▪ Retrained a work force for decommissioning. 
▪ Safety: 
▪ Equal weighting to environment 

 
Forms of engagement: 

▪ Open questions and answers on a web site, blog or discussion 
groups. 

▪ Continue in mixed groups. 
▪ How do we choose or procure the right expertise? 
▪ Transparent. 
▪ Publishing experience in technical journals. 
▪ Involve NGOs more to demonstrate transparency. 
▪ Other industries-nuclear-space. 
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▪ Timing in line with critical path. 
 
Opportunities: 

▪ Use infrastructure to advance a new technology where there 
is no risk to production. 

▪ Look at advancing corrosion in pipelines and other structures. 
▪ Record the corporate memory both public and private by the 

use of technology. 
▪ Long-term responsibility and liability. 

 
TABLE THREE. 

▪ Public perception [UK taxpayer] 
▪ Brent Spar legacy? [associations?] 
▪ Independent Review Group- NGO representation is missing 

[Greenpeace-WWF-etc.] Can and should NGOs participate? 
▪ How will Shell manage the Independent Review Group 

outcome in terms of quality assurance of the process? 
▪ Focus groups looking at subjects such as drill cuttings? 
▪ Publicise the Independent Review Group process to improve 

understanding of their relationship and role. 
▪ Integrated decision-making - How? Transparency of the 

process, weighting for environmental, cost, energy use, safety 
etc.  should be understood. 

▪ Scottish independence - effects?? 
▪ Consideration of government departments other than DTI. 
▪ Sampling of waste streams. 
▪ Location of waste management facilities? 
▪ Human health cost versus re-used or recycling benefit. 
▪ Opportunity for shell to set a benchmark for environmental 

management opportunities. 
▪ Preconception that commissioning has a negative 

environmental effect. 
 
Future topics: 

▪ Possibility to clean gravity structures. 
▪ Use of explosives? Techniques of removal. 
▪ Terms of reference for the Independent Review Group to be 

made available. 
▪ Rigs to reefs concept - proposal. 
▪ How damaging are hydrocarbons to the marine environment? 
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