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Transcript of Written Records 
 
This document is a transcript of the flip charts produced during the meeting and is intended as an 
aide memoir for participants.  The points here are reproduced as they were recorded by the 
facilitators, with the following exceptions: 
 
Ø Phrases in bold italics are written by the facilitators to describe the meeting process and aid 

recall of the context in which the participants’ contributions were made. 
 

Ø Words or phrases in [square brackets] have been added by the facilitators to enhance clarity, 
or, where the original meaning is unclear but can be deduced. 
 

Ø Spellings and grammar have been standardised, abbreviations spelled out and punctuation 
inserted where it may help to clarify meaning. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This meeting was designed and facilitated and this transcript report produced by  
The Environment Council. 
 
The Environment Council is a UK registered charity of 40 years standing.  It works to put 
sustainability at the heart of people's choices, decisions and aspirations.  Its goal is to help others 
achieve sustainable decision-making through best practice engagement.  It has long-standing 
experience of raising awareness, training, facilitation and providing a forum for dialogue.  The 
Environment Council helps all kinds of organisations make the difficult and complex decisions 
needed for a sustainable future.  www.the-environment-council.org.uk 
 
If you have any comments or queries regarding this transcript please contact: 
 
Erica Sutton, The Environment Council 
Direct line:  020 8144 6945   
Email:  erica@envcouncil.org.uk 
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All stakeholders will be kept informed about future updates and interactive engagement 
workshops and online events for the project. 

If you have any specific comments that you would like to make to Shell UK Limited on the 
project please contact Jim Niven, Stakeholder Manager, Brent Decommissioning Studies, 
Shell UK Limited: Jim.niven@shell.com  
 
You can also contact the Brent decommissioning project’s Independent Review Group 
directly with any points that you would like them to consider by emailing Brian Wilkinson of 
the IRG at gb.wilk@dsl.pipex.com. Please ensure that your email subject header reads 
"Brent Decommissioning Stakeholder Comments".  Further information on the Independent 
Review Group can be found at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm  
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1. Background 
 
Shell UK Limited, acting on behalf of itself and Esso Exploration and Production UK Limited 
is undertaking a series of focused stakeholder dialogue sessions.  These sessions form the 
companies’ engagement on the technical studies and proposals for the decommissioning 
of the oil and gas production facilities in the Brent field.  These will inform the development 
of a decommissioning programme, to be submitted to the UK Government Department of 
Energy and Climate Change (DECC) for approval, which is anticipated for 2012.  Further 
information can be found on the project pages of the Shell UK Limited website at 
www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 
 
The stakeholder events focus on topics and issues of specific significance or technical 
challenge.  This follows earlier feedback from stakeholders that this approach would be of 
most value to them.   
 
Two focused stakeholder sessions were held to provide an update and to outline the 
proposed options for the decommissioning of the Brent Alpha, Bravo, Charlie and Delta 
platforms.  This included the status of the studies on the possible approaches for cell 
management.  These workshops were held at two separate locations, London and Aberdeen 
on 20 and 22 September 2011 respectively.  The purpose of providing two events was to 
enable a wider attendance by stakeholders and the two events had an identical agenda.   
 
The meetings were designed and facilitated on behalf of the companies by an independent 
team from The Environment Council, who have particular expertise in facilitating 
stakeholder engagement events.  This transcript report, produced by The Environment 
Council, forms a combined meeting record of the London and Aberdeen workshops. 
 
To provide a further opportunity to involve stakeholders, an online facility for this project is 
available during October - December 2011, which is designed to enable stakeholders to 
access information and give feedback about the proposals for Brent decommissioning at 
their convenience.  The online process is intended both for those stakeholders who were 
unable to attend the above events and for those who were able to attend and would like to 
give further feedback. 
 
Focused dialogue sessions have also been conducted previously, which focused on 
aspects of the Brent Delta platform.  These events took place in November 2007, September 
2008, April 2009 and June and July 2011.  The reports and presentations from these events 
can be viewed at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 
 

2. Introduction  

2.1 Attendees and Invited Organisations 
 
For a full list of attendees and invited organisations for the September 2011 London and 
Aberdeen workshops please see appendix 1.  Members of the Brent decommissioning 
project team, who have responsibility for developing the decommissioning programme, 
attended to participate in the workshops, to meet stakeholders, answer their questions, 
provide information and to listen to stakeholders’ views. 
 

http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm
http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm
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2.2 Briefing Material 
 
All stakeholders were sent a set of briefing information in advance of the September events 
on the key topics to be covered.  This included information on the similarities and 
differences between the Alpha, Bravo and Charlie platforms and the Brent Delta platform; 
the Brent Alpha steel jacket; the monitoring programme for any remaining elements of the 
facilities; the Gravity Base Structure (GBS) legs, pipelines and debris, and the storage tank 
(“cell”) remediation options.  To help participants come fully prepared for the workshop, 
questions that were to be discussed during the events were also circulated to stakeholders 
in advance of the workshops. A copy of the briefing material and the questions for 
stakeholders can be found at appendix 2.  
 
The Brent Decommissioning Project involves a long-running programme of project studies 
and stakeholder engagement.  Therefore an introductory briefing was conducted prior to 
the start of each workshop for any participant attending the stakeholder events for the first 
time.  This provided an overview of the Brent decommissioning project, its scope, and the 
key issues and options for decommissioning explored to date.  In addition to these on-the-
day briefings, two introductory briefings by telephone conference and webinar were also 
provided in the weeks running up to the stakeholder workshops.  The purpose of the 
introductory briefings was to give time and opportunity for new participants to become 
better acquainted with the project in order to enhance their participation at the events.  The 
presentation slides used for this session can be found at appendix 3. 
 
2.3 Aim and Objectives, Agenda and Working Agreements 
 
The Environment Council facilitator for the events introduced the aims, agenda and working 
agreements for the workshops at the outset of both the London and Aberdeen events.   
 
The aims and objectives are set out below: 
 
The Aim of Workshops is to:  
• Inform stakeholders of the decommissioning studies and conclusions and enable stakeholder 

views to inform the Decommissioning Programme submitted to Department of Energy and 
Climate Change (DECC). 

 
The Objectives of the workshops are to enable:  
• Stakeholders to be updated on the final conclusions from the studies and proposals for the 

Decommissioning Programme for Brent Alpha, Bravo, Charlie and Delta and raise any final key 
issues. 

• Stakeholders and Shell/Esso to review, discuss and inform the developing cell remediation 
strategy for Brent Bravo, Charlie and Delta proposed for inclusion in the Decommissioning 
Programme. 

• Shell/Esso to hear stakeholder questions, views and issues and in particular any major areas 
of concern in advance of submission of the Decommissioning Programme and formal 
consultation on the Programme in 2012. 

• Input into future engagement plans including for example on cell remediation and following the 
Decommissioning Programme submission.  
 

A copy of the agenda and working agreements for the stakeholder events are set out in 
appendix 4. 
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2.4 Welcome by Senior Shell UK Representatives 

The London workshop was attended by Graham Van’t Hoff, Country Chair, Shell UK Limited 
and the Aberdeen workshop by Glen Cayley, Technical Vice President, Europe to support 
the events and welcome attendees.  Each gave a short address to open the proceedings. 

 
 
3. Brent Project Status and Update 

Austin Hand, Director of the Shell UK Limited Brent Decommissioning Project gave an 
update on progress with the project’s activities.  This presentation can be found at  
appendix 5. 

 
An opportunity for questions of clarification followed.  This question and answer session is 
transcribed below: 
 
LONDON 
 
Q: What surprises have come up with plug and abandonment? 
A: Old tubulars: these were crumbling.  Shale collapsed in some cases.  Shell will remedy these 

but it means that, it’s double time and effort ([though] not increased risk). 
 
Q: Is plug and abandonment permanent? 
A: Yes 
 
Q: Has Shell set a maximum budget for decommissioning and how will the decision be steered by 

economics? 
A: The technical work that we do will inform the budget: the right solution; then how much it costs. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
No questions on the project status and update presentation were raised at the Aberdeen 
workshop. 
 
 
4.  Independent Review Group 
 
The Independent Review Group (IRG) is an independent group of scientists and engineers, 
which reviews the technical quality of the studies carried out by Shell UK to inform the 
proposals for Brent decommissioning.  Further information on the IRG can be accessed via 
the decommissioning project website at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 
 
An update on the work of the group was provided at the London event by John Shepherd of 
the National Oceanography Centre University of Southampton and at the Aberdeen event by 
Brian Wilkinson of Solutions to Environmental Problems.  The presentation slides used by 
the IRG are available at appendix 6. 
 
An opportunity for questions of clarification followed.  This question and answer session is 
transcribed below. 
 

http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm
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LONDON 
 
Q: [Regarding] the ‘health warning’ and the IRG not endorsing everything: Where there are 

outstanding issues, are these clear in each report? 
A: We have a report sheet for each review that lists all comments.  If [there are] any substantial 

issues, we do not close out the report.   People can ask for them [the report sheets] but they’re 
not included [with the report].  (They are mentioned on the website.) 

A:  The final decision on what is included in public reports regarding IRG input and comments is 
yet to be made.  It’s our aim to be as transparent as possible and make reports available on 
the site. 

 
Q:  The comments from the IRG of most interest are those which are at the end of the project, and 

are about where there are outstanding issues. 
A: These would be included. 
 
Q: Drill cuttings: is there sufficient information on variability? 
A: The cuttings information is rather approximate.  It’s very difficult to get sub surface samples.  It 

has to be done on a worst case basis.  This information has not yet been reviewed.  The 
modelling has been challenging: hoping to get to a stage where this is satisfactory. 

 
ABERDEEN 
 
No questions for the Independent Review Group were raised at the Aberdeen workshop. 
 
 
5. Technical Overview and Studies Status 
 
A presentation was provided by Mike Smith, the project’s Senior Project Engineer on the 
technical updates and recommended proposals for the Brent field facilities: the 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA); the Alpha, Bravo and Charlie platforms; the Brent 
Alpha steel jacket; the Gravity Base Structures (GBS) for Bravo and Charlie; the monitoring 
programme for any remaining elements of the facilities; drill cuttings and pipelines.  A copy 
of the slides used during these presentations can be found at appendix 7. 
 
An opportunity for questions of clarification followed.  This question and answer session is 
transcribed below. 
 
5.1 Recommended Proposals and Updates 
 
LONDON 
 
Drill Cuttings 
 
Q: Drill cuttings: How has the leave in place recommendation been got to?  Have [OSPAR] 

thresholds been calculated on single or multi platform basis? 
A: In each case the results to date show release of less than 40% of the threshold and 

persistence of less than 20%. 
 
Alpha Bravo Charlie 
 
Q: A question was asked about the approach to the studies for Alpha, Bravo and Charlie 
A: The strategy for work on Alpha, Bravo and Charlie has been to capture the generic and work 

on the differences.  Previous stakeholder events focused on Delta in depth.  Feedback from 
stakeholders was to focus on the differences for Alpha Bravo and Charlie. 
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ABERDEEN 
 
Pipelines 
 
Q:  When Brent Delta starts to decommission, live pipelines will be in place.  How will they be 

affected? 
A:  It’s a relatively stand-alone platform.  Third parties will not be affected.  The Alpha, Bravo and 

Charlie platforms are more so:  There will be a by-pass for Alpha and Bravo so that production 
won’t be affected. 

 
Gravity Base Structure 
 
Q: Gravity Base Structure (GBS) derogation: in what way will the structure remaining be marked 

out? 
A: All GBS [if they are left with legs above water] will have [the ability to accommodate] two sets 

of navigation aids [so that if one fails a replacement can be installed] and relevant 
organisations including the Northern Lighthouse Board will be consulted.  [If GBS legs are 
removed] the requirements are that leg removal is to –55 metres below Lowest Astronomical 
Tide (LAT). 

 
Cell Contents 
 
Q:  Regarding cells with oil and other contents: what will happen in the long-term: will the content 

be left? 
A:  This will be covered in the afternoon session. 
 
5.2 Cell Survey Project 
 
A presentation followed from John Gillies, Brent Decommissioning Execution Manager on 
the cell (storage tank) survey project.  A copy of the slides used during these presentations 
can be found at appendix 8. 
 
An opportunity for questions of clarification followed.  This question and answer session is 
transcribed below. 
 
LONDON 
 
Q: The 4 metre depth of sediment: why this estimate?  How did you get to it? 
A: It’s a mid range estimate from work done: it’s a best guess. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Q:  Is it possible to know which company manufactures the base plate? 
A:  This is being done by Geoprober Drilling.  We can share more information on that. 
 
Q:  How is the cell chosen for sampling; and does it have drill cuttings on it? 
A:  We want representative information; and some of the cells have very little debris or drill 

cuttings.  Three cells have been chosen of this type and that are suitable for access from the 
platform crane.  We may pick more cells [to sample] in future.  In theory there shouldn’t be a 
big difference between their contents. 

 
Q: If sampling is not successful is there a Plan B? 
A: If we fail we’ll fix the problem and try again.  I don’t see us walking away from the challenge.  

Failure is not an option. 
 



Brent Decommissioning Project/Stakeholder Workshops September 2011/Combined Transcript Report  6 

Q:  There has been excellent technical progress.  Cell access is not only for sampling; they also 
need to be accessed to remove the attic oil? 

A:  Yes, this is correct. 
 
6. Souk Session (information gathering on a range of decommissioning topics) 
 
The souk session provided a range of different topic stations, supplied with posters and 
other information and resourced by members of the Shell project team, so that there was 
opportunity for participants to speak one-to-one with them and to ask more detailed 
questions.  Station topics included: the differences between the Alpha Bravo and Charlie 
platforms and the Brent Delta platform; the Brent Alpha steel jacket removal; the monitoring 
programme for any remaining elements of the facilities; the Gravity Base Structure (GBS) 
legs; pipelines and debris; the storage tank (“cell”) contents and sampling; and the EIA 
scoping report. 
 
Participants were able to make their own choice about how they prioritised their time at 
these stations.  The stations were designed to enable participants to gather information 
most pertinent to their interests and understanding.   
 
Due to the more informal one-to-one style of the session; the full discussion was not 
recorded by the facilitators.  The questions and comments raised by stakeholders at the 
souk were captured.  These are set out below.  The Brent decommissioning project team 
will now develop written responses to the questions so that these can be shared more 
widely and provided to stakeholders as a further source of information about the project. 
 
The technical studies developed by the Brent project team had reached a stage for four of 
the topics covered in the souk, where a likely proposal had been developed for the 
Decommissioning Programme.  These were: the Alpha, Bravo and Charlie platforms; the 
Brent Alpha steel jacket; the monitoring programme for any remaining aspects of the 
facilities; and the Gravity Base Structure (GBS) legs.   
 
At the Aberdeen workshop, for these four topics, stakeholders were asked to indicate on a 
scale, their level of satisfaction with each of the Brent project proposals.  The outcomes of 
these scales were then discussed in a subsequent small group workshop session.  Please 
see section 7 of this report for further details.   
 
Note: At the London workshop, which had taken place two days prior, the process was 
slightly different and the scales were populated as a part of the subsequent small group 
session.  Some stakeholders at the London workshop suggested that the evaluation of the 
proposals might be prone to the influence of other participants’ choices in this setting.  
Therefore the process at the Aberdeen workshop was changed.  It was thought that the 
setting of the souk session might allow the evaluation to be conducted under less scrutiny 
than in front of a small group.       
 
6.1 Brent Alpha, Bravo and Charlie Platforms  
 
LONDON 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• In terms of decommissioning: will Delta be first? 
• Where else is decommissioning being done world wide? 
 



Brent Decommissioning Project/Stakeholder Workshops September 2011/Combined Transcript Report  7 

ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and comments 

 
• Debris: I do not want the sea-bed to be polluted like space. 
• Gravity Base Structures (GBS): How safe is it to leave it?  Will its condition be monitored? 
• Legs up creates a surface hazard:  We are concerned for mariners  
• The starting point [should be clean seas]: We’re never going to be satisfied unless assured all 

is coming out. 
• What are the cumulative effects of drill cuttings?   
• Drill cuttings: Would it not be logical to analyse drill cuttings around all the platforms before 

making a decision? 
• What level of oil is in the drill cuttings? 
• Are the cells the same dimension in Bravo and Charlie as in Delta? 
• I’m happy with the concept of top-side removal but want local economic benefit [from this]. 
• If leaving the GBS are you leaving the cells?   
• Will you monitor the GBS?  What will you monitor?   
• Will you remove the attic oil? 
• Drill cuttings are like a beehive.  Supposing Shell went bust.  Who then carries the liabilities? 
• What are the options to remove drill cuttings?   
• If degradation takes place over many years, will Shell be around to deal with it?  Or who will 

deal with it?   
• If it’s possible to refloat Bravo and Charlie, would Shell do it? 
 
6.2 Brent Alpha Jacket  
 
LONDON 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• What will the approach be for the safety case going forward with the Health and Safety 

Executive (HSE)? 
• Who regulates the topsides (disposal etc)? 
• Is there fishing interest in the space currently occupied by the Alpha jacket’s base? 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• Are all the wells being shut off?  Will any be revisited in future? 
• Are there any radioactive substances (on any rigs)? 
• What is the weight of the whole jacket? 
• Can we have more detail on why [the steel jacket removal proposed is] the Best Environmental 

Option? 
• To which water depth can divers work in the North Sea? 
• How does this process compare to similar projects, for example, North West Hutton? 
• What are the reasons for not removing the full jacket? 
• Does the topside onshore tendering process include suitability of onshore licensing? 
• What determined the height you are leaving? 
• What are the risks of leaving the footings? 
• Could you leave more of the footings in place? 
• Have you considered other uses for the platforms, for example, wind turbines? 
• Is the process [of removing the jacket] diver-free? 
• What is the major driver for leaving some of the footings? 
• The cost is fine, but can you technically achieve full removal the structure? 
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6.3 Monitoring Programme  
 
LONDON 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• Baseline seabed surveys: are they going to be made available before the formal 

decommissioning programme is released? 
• How long is the monitoring commitment, for example is it 100’s of years? 
• What evidence is there for integrity of the concrete cells? 
• How is the decision made to stop monitoring? 
• Will we have a comprehensive understanding of likely impact?  Will monitoring assess against 

this hypothesis? 
• Who will do the monitoring, for example if Shell no longer exists? 
• Does Shell have a financial plan for potential remediation in future (even if Shell as a company 

does not exist)? 
• What will Shell do if the original assumptions were wrong, for example the leach rate, cell 

stability? 
• Regarding monitoring: If environmental impact is not high, will monitoring cease? 
• How good is the inventory of drilling and production chemicals used on rigs so far? 
• Is there potential to control-release the cells over time?   Trial one and assess impact first? 
• When does monitoring cease to be Shell’s responsibility? 
• If things go according to plan, what impacts would occur? 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• Is [the monitoring] to assess what impact the programme has had, or is it to see how much 

leakage? 
• Are the environmental survey reports going to be publicly available? 
• What will be left behind?  How much oil? 
• How quickly will the cells degrade and leak? 
• What exactly is the maintenance plan? 
• What will a longer term monitoring programme look like? 
• Will it be a primarily financial decision on what to do with the cells? 
• Are pipelines going to be cleaned enough to serve as habitat for marine life? 
• How likely is it that contaminants will escape into the sea?  What is the timescale? 
• What financial provision will there be to secure future liability? 
• Long term risk is the key issue: There is a long term difficulty in monitoring: you must monitor 

the long-term integrity of the cell walls.   
• What is the long term contingency? 
• Is there anything we can do biologically or chemically to deal with the sediment? 
• Is there anyone identified to do the monitoring? 
• With GBS “legs up”, what would you be planning to leave? 
• Will you monitor different contaminants separately, i.e. use different methods of detection? 
• There’s not enough detail at this point to decide if I’m satisfied with the proposal. 
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6.4 Gravity Base Structures (GBS) Legs 
 
LONDON 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• Gravity Base Structure (GBS) legs: if cutting the legs below the surface, will these be marked 

with a buoy? 
• If [you use a] single heavy lift, are there any vessels that can do that? 
• Is the availability of vessels an issue for the supply chain of marine development?  Do you think 

there may be a shortage of vessels or competition for them?  Could that impact on costs? 
• Do you envisage a requirement to build more single heavy lift vessels? 
• Will Shell invest in vessels?  Are diving support vessels the exception [i.e. Shell owns rather 

than commissions them?] 
• How much time does it take to remove each leg? 
• How many Gravity Base Structures are there to remove? 
• Do some of the legs have pipes in them?  Will they be sealed?  Will they be marked for 

navigation? 
• Do you think that those contractors conducting the decommissioning studies will then move on 

to delivery? 
• You’ve identified three sites for reuse/recycling processing? Why these sites? 
• Will there be a radio-beacon on the GBS legs? 
• £70 million for removal of each GBS leg: How have you reached that estimate? 
• What sort of maintenance regime will there be for navigation aids with GBS legs down? 
• What sort of length of pipeline is trenched already?   
• How will the structures left (legs) be monitored and maintained?  
• Demolition of legs: what experience is out there [globally] of sub-sea demolition of legs? 
• Are Bravo and Delta slightly different?  Is Bravo an optimised version of Delta?  Is Bravo the 

hub of operations?  Is Delta a more stand alone platform? 
• Charlie has had problems with ‘glugging’ in the cells: how will you monitor the production of gas 

[for all platforms]? 
• How will you detect gas if it accumulates? 
• How are we going to manage the loss of this North Sea history [what process is there in place 

to record the field’s development, use and decommissioning]? 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and Comments 
 
• How high above the water will the legs be if left behind (where would the cut be made)? 
• Do you have any data on wave height? 
• What potential hazards to shipping might there be? 
• Has there been any monitoring of traffic in the area, for example, is it constant?  What if 

something broke down and drifted? 
• How will the navigation lights work?  What simulation studies will be done prior to deployment? 
• Will climate change/higher waves speed up the process of leg degradation? 
• Comment: Whatever decisions are taken may set a precedent for other platforms in future. 
• Has there been any failure mode analysis for the GBS legs? 
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6.5 Pipelines and Debris 
 
LONDON  
 
No questions were recorded on pipelines and debris at the London workshop. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• Are any of the pipelines bundles? 
• Degeneration over time: It’s an unknown and an issue for fishing industries in the long term.  Is 

there any sign on these pipelines of any spanning?  (Any span.) 
• Rock dumping: Not considered a long-term solution by fishing organisations or trawling 

fishermen so why is it ok in the North Sea, as in the Southern North Sea.  Rock dumping is not 
acceptable and against [our] regulations and policy. 

• The estimated ongoing monitoring costs seem low: £0.5 million per annum.  Is that realistic and 
what is it based on, as it seems low based on the number of subsea facilities? 

• What impact on the live subsea infrastructure will the whole decommissioning project have, for 
example, in subsea lifting work, etc? 

• Are the pipelines going to be removed? 
• Have there been any recent incidents of spanning on the Brent pipelines?  (Any span.) 
• If recovery is by cut and lift, what will be the impact?  What will be the integrated 

implementation plan? 
• Flexible lines: what are these exactly?  
• How far will the pipes be cleaned?  What about [sea] life down there and the effects on it? 
• Are pipelines and umbilicals (in treatment terms) treated the same?  How and why? 
• Will the pipelines be cleaned?  What is the diameter range? 
• Will any marine life be affected?  What happens with the cleaning?  To what extent?  
• What is the size of the pipework: Umbilicals; flexibles; rigid? 
• All subsea pipelines not buried should be removed.  The technology is there to achieve this. 
 
6.6 Storage Tank (“Cell”) Contents and Sampling 
 
LONDON 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• Will the radioactive sources be removed? 
• Is attic oil re-useable or a waste? 
• Are there some wells at Brent that have already been used for re-injecting waste? 
• What if the sediment is contaminated with radioactivity? 
• Is the proposal to sample every cell (will sediment be the same in all)? 
• How will the assessment be made regarding the balance between collapse and release versus 

leaching? 
• Who has done this before? 
• When you have one sample, will you go on to do more? 
• I would like to know, what would happen if the cell contents were just released? 
• Comment: There is a difference for me between discharge of oil and water and other more 

hazardous content. 
• Which analytes will be determined for sediment samples collected? 
• What is the risk of damage overall to the concrete structure during the drilling (sampling)? 
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ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and Comments 
 
• Will the topsides need to stay if recover and re-inject is the option selected? 
• Wells: to what extent is Shell using best practice seals for plug and abandonment? 
• Attic oil:  Will you look at that at the same time? 
• Will the attic oil be recovered or re-injected? 
• If you decide to leave the sediment in place and cap, will you use the drill hole from the 

sampling? 
• How will the sampling tool be deployed? 
• Will the sample hole be used for recovering the cell contents? 
• How often will you have to back and monitor if the sediments are left in place? 
• How much consideration has been given to encountering hydrogen sulphide (H2S) and gas 

pressure? 
• Why is there an amount of attic oil? 
• If you don’t recover the sediment, what happens by way of release in 500 years or when the 

cells collapse? 
• How much attic oil is in the cells? 
• How will holes be capped or sealed after the sampling? 
• How confident are you that sampling won’t release attic oil? 
• Would the base plate or plug last 500 years?  (It’s not intended to be permanent.) 
• Ongoing surveying of what is being left behind at £0.5 million seems low per annum?  Suggest 

you take the figure off! 
• If you are going down the single lift route, is this limiting [the operation] to one company? 
• Legacy issues: Cell contents might be more difficult to recover in years to come. 
 
6.7 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Report 
 
LONDON 
 
No questions were recorded on the Environmental Impact Assessment at the London 
workshop. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and Comments 
 
• What are the recovery rates and recyclants, i.e. can different methods recover more or less 

material? 
• Is the sensitivity of the onshore environment taken into account at each facility and for each 

treatment method? 
 
 
7. Recommended Proposals Stakeholder Feedback  
 
The purpose of this session was to seek feedback from stakeholders on Shell UK’s 
recommended proposals for the draft Decommissioning Programme for four key aspects of 
the Brent facilities.  These were the Alpha, Bravo and Charlie platforms; the Brent Alpha 
steel jacket; the monitoring programme; and the Gravity Base Structure (GBS) legs. 
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For each of the above four aspects, stakeholders were asked to indicate their level of 
satisfaction with the proposal.  To this end, evaluation scales were populated by 
stakeholders during this feedback session at the London event and during the souk 
session for the Aberdeen event (as described in section 6).  Stakeholders were divided into 
small groups of mixed sectors of interest to further consider each of the above four aspects 
through discussion of the outcomes of the evaluation scales.  These scales and key points 
from the discussion have been replicated in this section of the report.  Please note that the 
different coloured dots shown on the evaluation scales below represent the different small 
groups into which participants were divided.  The various colours have been replicated here 
for the reference of attendees.  Photographs of the original paper evaluation scales are 
included in this report for reference at appendix 9.   
 
Both the proposals and their evaluation questions were circulated to attendees in advance 
of the workshops, so that stakeholders had an opportunity to consider them with their 
colleagues before hand.  The questions were designed to enable the Brent project team to 
understand stakeholders’ reactions to their proposals at this advanced stage in the 
technical work, which is leading up to a draft Decommissioning Programme being 
submitted to the UK government Department of Environment and Climate Change (DECC) in 
2012.   
 
Note: A further change to the workshop process was made at the Aberdeen event, which 
was based on feedback from stakeholders at the London event, which took place two days 
earlier.  The Brent decommissioning project proposal for and stakeholder response to the 
Alpha, Bravo and Charlie platforms had been evaluated and discussed as a whole at the 
London workshop.  Stakeholders felt that the issues were too complex to be considered in 
this way.  Therefore, at the following Aberdeen event, the discussion around the Alpha, 
Bravo and Charlie platforms was broken down into four component parts: Gravity Base 
Structures, drill cuttings, seabed debris, and topsides. 
 
The small group discussion style of working was intended to enable more time for each 
stakeholder to contribute and to facilitate a more in-depth discussion.  The groups cycled 
through each of the topics in turn, starting with a different topic, and thus had the 
opportunity to review and also comment on the previous group’s discussion on the topic.   
 
Following the group discussions, The Environment Council facilitator for each group 
reported back some key points from the discussion to the stakeholders as a whole (plenary) 
group.  This was supplemented by further commentary from stakeholders.  Key points from 
the discussions and plenary feedback were recorded and are set out below. 
 
7.1 Alpha Bravo and Charlie Platforms  
 
LONDON  
 
Recommended Proposal: 
Brent Alpha, Bravo and Charlie to be dealt with in line with Brent Delta – in line with the 
following principles: Gravity Base Structures (on Bravo and Charlie) remain; drill cuttings 
remain; cell contents currently being evaluated (on Bravo and Charlie); topsides to shore 
and debris removed. 
 
Question for stakeholders: 
This is the proposal that is likely to appear in the Decommissioning Programme.  How far 
are you satisfied with this proposal?  What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
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Alpha Bravo Charlie Platforms 
 
Green Group evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this proposal? 
 
Those stakeholders who felt they needed more information before they could respond to an 
evaluation indicated this by placing their dots below the line. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Green Group discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
Stakeholders who indicated that they didn’t know how to evaluate or couldn’t give a view on 
the scale had the following issues: 
• Not sufficiently familiar with all the topics and issues. 
 
Stakeholders who had indicated that they were moderately satisfied, as shown on the 
evaluation scale, had the following rationale and outstanding issues: 
• A tremendous amount of serious work [has been undertaken by Shell].  I have questions 

outstanding, for example whether a debris survey has been done.  It’s good that Health and 
Safety risks are being considered seriously. 

 
Stakeholders who had indicated that they were ‘not at all satisfied’ on the scale had the 
following issues: 
• [Regarding] Topsides: satisfied [with the proposal]; also [the proposal for] debris; [the proposal 

for] Gravity Base Structures is OK as far as OSPAR is followed.  It’s hard to come to a view on 
cell contents:  [Having] just two options [i.e. leave in situ or remove and re-inject] is a concern: 
Can the contents be treated onshore?  The drill cuttings [proposal causes] deep dissatisfaction: 
The assessment [has been] fully [conducted] on one platform [only].  It’s the wrong approach to 
apply [the proposal for] Delta to the other platforms.  Also, [Shell] should look at Brent 
holistically and not [just] on a platform by platform basis. 
o Shell clarification: The feasibility of reinjection is being looked at for now, but might not be 

possible.  We may review the other options in future.  The current two options are the most 
feasible or likely at this time. 

• The evidence has not been presented currently.  I’m not ready to express an opinion before 
seeing the evidence. 

 
Those stakeholders who had indicated that they didn’t know how to evaluate were asked 
what more they needed to know in order to give a view.  The responses were as follows: 
• [If] Topsides recovery [is feasible, then] the whole structure: why can’t it be removed? I’m 

struggling to understand this and the risks involved i.e. health, safety and environment (HSE). 
o Shell clarification: It’s not just an HSE risk but also a technical risk; whether buoyancy can 

be maintained; and whether the Gravity Base Structure (GBS) can be prised off the 
seabed.  If you want more information, we’re happy to supply this detail.  Not all GBS are 
the same; the later models are more likely candidates for removal. 

 
Other comments on the proposal: 
• What I’m taking from this discussion is that while the project approach of applying Delta to the 

other platforms works for the project, it does not necessarily work in the public domain; we 
need ‘by platform’ evidence and cumulative issues to be considered. 

• There’s a need to consider impacts on other sea users. 
• Cumulative impacts of Brent need to be looked at in conjunction with what other operators are 

doing. 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 
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Alpha Bravo Charlie Platforms 
 
Brown Group evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this proposal? 
 
Those stakeholders who felt they needed more information before they could respond to an 
evaluation indicated this by placing their dots below the line. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Brown Group discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
Stakeholders who had indicated that they were quite satisfied, as shown on the evaluation 
scale, had the following issues: 
• It’s logical to do Brent Delta and then apply the principles to Alpha, Bravo and Charlie: 

Topsides to shore: [the proposal is] fine.  Debris: It’s fine to remove these with Remotely 
Operated Vehicles, but not with divers.  Cell contents: the investigation is good.  Drill cuttings: 
[The approach of] less disturbance is good; the evidence is OK.  Risk to people is minimal. 

• The proposals: my understanding is that [regarding] the decision about sediments, and the 
sampling etc; I can’t think of a better approach.   

• I’m convinced that the Gravity Base Structure refloat is impractical. 
 
Stakeholders who had indicated that they were less satisfied as shown on the evaluation 
scale had the following issues: 
• The write-across of Delta to Alpha is not feasible.  Brent Charlie is very different to Brent Delta.  

We are very familiar with Delta detail, for example the cracked cell; however we cannot decide 
now whether other platforms have the same characteristics.  I might take a different view in a 
year’s time, but don’t have evidence currently.  We don’t know cell contents, but sampling will 
make a decision easier. 

• It’s premature to give a positive view now, as we haven’t seen the evidence.   
• Shell clarification: We’ve come to a similar conclusion on Alpha, Bravo and Charlie based on 

the work we’ve done so far.  What we’re asking is whether it’s a sensible proposal: there are a 
lot of similarities with the basic elements. 

• That’s how I’ve read it: The basic elements are the same so I’m comfortable with it. 
• The statement is premature.  You can’t conflate [conclusions on Delta] into one recommended 

proposal. 
• It’s not unreasonable to apply principles from Brent Delta [to the other platforms]. 
• The key issue is the cell contents: we don’t know what the impact would be.  Would you 

accelerate the collapse?  What controls would you apply? 
• The risk evidence for Bravo and Charlie might be similar to Delta, but it’s difficult to answer the 

question on this basis.  More evidence is needed. 
 
London plenary summary on Alpha Bravo Charlie from the group facilitator and 
stakeholders: 
• [Stakeholders are] not familiar enough with the evidence to give a view; and more evidence is 

needed. 
• There’s a need to look at the cumulative impact of drill cuttings. 
• Health and Safety: [stakeholders have] a level of satisfaction [with this aspect]. 
 
 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 
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The combined evaluation scales for the recommended proposal for the Alpha, Bravo and 
Charlie Platforms from the London stakeholder event are shown below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7.1.1 Gravity Base Structures (Bravo and Charlie) 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Proposal: Shell UK’s proposal is for decommissioning of Brent Alpha, Bravo and Charlie to 
be dealt with in a similar way to the Brent Delta proposals (where there are similarities to 
the Brent Delta platform). 
 
Question for stakeholders: If the proposal appeared in the Decommissioning Programme 
that the Brent Bravo and Charlie Gravity Base Structures remain in situ (derogation case), 
how far would you be satisfied with this proposal? 
 
Gravity Base Structures (Bravo and Charlie) 
 
Evaluation scale: How far would you be satisfied with this proposal? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that the different coloured dots shown on the evaluation scales represent the 
various small groups of mixed sectors of interest into which participants were divided. 
There is no specific meaning to the different groups or identifying colours, which have been 
replicated here and in the group discussion record for the reference of attendees. 
 

Small Group Discussions:  What issues, if any, still remain for you? 
 
Green Group: 
• [The proposal is] in line with [our] policy and expectations, but it doesn’t get [an evaluation of] 

“very satisfied” [because] the ideal is that it would all come out. 
• It’s still an artificially created hazard (i.e. the GBS legs issue). 
• It is still leaving a liability on the seabed; but [there is] recognition of the challenge [of removing 

it]. 
• [There is] still some modelling or studies [information to come] which may shift satisfaction 

further up the scale].  
 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 
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Blue Group: 
• Information is available for Brent Delta, but [Bravo and Charlie] need to be dealt with on a case 

by case basis. 
• Shell Clarification: Note: There is information that has been worked up and studies have been 

done [on Bravo and Charlie] 
• [There are] differences between Bravo, Charlie and Delta:  [these platforms were] sourced 

differently; are they behaving in the same way [in terms of stability; degradation; ability to 
refloat, etc]?   
o Shell clarification Each [platform] has been studied uniquely. 

• Are the Gravity Base Structures still stable without the topsides? 
 
Brown Group: 
• [From the perspective of] our organisations’ interests: [we] accept that [Shell] is wrestling with 

difficult issues: not the ideal scenario, but can live with it. 
 
Purple Group: 
• It’s reasonable to carry forward learning from Delta to others but over the decommissioning 

timeframe it may become more feasible to refloat. 
• Do we know the Gravity Base Structures are the same?   

o Shell clarification: [They are each] a different design, but still have the same problems 
regarding buoyancy etc. 

• [There are] some specific factors on Brent Delta (for example the damaged cell) but do these 
hold for the other Gravity Base Structures?  I have to wait to see the evidence [before being 
able to evaluate]. 

• [Shell] have to show the good arguments for why Bravo and Charlie remain. 
 
Aberdeen plenary summary on Gravity Base Structures (GBS) from the group facilitator and 
stakeholders: 
• [Stakeholders] recognise the complexity [of addressing the GBS decommissioning].  The ideal 

solution is removal, but [they] acknowledge that this is not practical. 
• If new evidence and new technology emerges [stakeholders consider] it may become feasible 

to remove [the GBS]. 
• [GBS left in situ is] a long term liability for the future. 
 
 
7.1.2 Drill Cuttings (Alpha, Bravo and Charlie) 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Question for stakeholders: If the proposal appeared in the Decommissioning Programme 
for the drill cuttings piles at Brent Alpha, Bravo and Charlie to remain on the seabed 
undisturbed, how far would you be satisfied with this proposal? 
 
Drill Cuttings (Alpha, Bravo and Charlie) 
 
Evaluation scale: How far would you be satisfied with this proposal? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 
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Please note that the different coloured dots shown on the evaluation scales represent the 
various small groups of mixed sectors of interest into which participants were divided. 
There is no specific meaning to the different groups or identifying colours, which have been 
replicated here and in the group discussion record for the reference of attendees. 
 

Drill Cuttings (Alpha, Bravo and Charlie) 
 
Small group discussions: What issues, if any, still remain for you? 
 
Green Group: 
• The same principle [to the Gravity Base Structure applies: I recognise] the challenges of 

removal and the potential environmental impact of disturbance, but [am] broadly satisfied. 
• [Conduct a] demonstration trawl [post-debris removal that] scopes [how far out that area] is 

clear [of debris].  
 
Blue Group: 
• The cumulative effect of drill cuttings (for Brent and future platforms) [is an issue] 

o Shell question to stakeholders: Where do you draw the boundary of the cumulative plan?  
• Technology [to remove the drill cuttings] is available, but the complexity is the challenge. 
• When, not if, should we be looking to mitigate [the impact of] what is left behind. 
 
Brown Group: 
• Satisfaction is predicated [on the assumption that] the right sort of modelling and evidence is 

achieved.     
• Debris in drill cuttings: [Shell should] try to clear the seabed as much as possible. 
• [There is/needs to be a] balance between cleaning debris versus disturbing drill cuttings. 
 
Purple Group: 
• Monitoring of the drill cuttings [is still required]. 
• Protecting the drill cuttings over time as the structures collapse [is an issue to consider].  
• [Can the] modelling transfer [to other platforms]?  [It needs to be] reviewed for the other 

platforms. 
 
Aberdeen plenary summary on Drill Cuttings from the group facilitator and stakeholders: 
• Cumulative impact [of drill cuttings] needs to be considered 
• Degradation [of drill cuttings] should be monitored 
 
7.1.3 Seabed Debris (Alpha, Bravo and Charlie) 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Question for stakeholders: If the proposal appeared in the Decommissioning Programme 
for seabed debris within a 500 metre radius of each platform and 100 metres either side of 
the pipelines to be removed, how far would you be satisfied with this proposal?  
 
Seabed Debris (Alpha, Bravo and Charlie) 
 
Evaluation scale: How far would you be satisfied with this proposal? 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Neutral 

Don’t know/ No opinion 

Very 
satisfied 
 
 

Not at all 
satisfied 
17 
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Please note that the different coloured dots shown on the evaluation scales represent the 
various small groups of mixed sectors of interest into which participants were divided. 
There is no specific meaning to the different groups or identifying colours, which have been 
replicated here and in the group discussion record for the reference of attendees. 
 
Seabed Debris (Alpha, Bravo and Charlie) 
 
Small Group Discussions: What issues, if any, still remain for you? 
 
Green Group: 
• [The proposal is] OK, but [I am basing this view] on an assumption that there is nothing beyond 

500 metres.   
• Clarification is needed on whether the exclusion zone remains if the structures are in place but 

the platform is not producing. 
• Question: how far do the drill cuttings extend beyond the platform (see previous material [in 

pre-reading]) and therefore [what] debris are embedded [within them]? 
• I hadn’t appreciated that some debris [were] embedded in drill cuttings and therefore [that their 

removal would involve] disturbance. 
 
Blue Group: 
• Incremental aspect [?]  
• Shell clarification: Surveys go beyond 500 metres and along pipelines (for information) and 

100 metres [either side of pipelines].  
 
Brown Group: 
• [Less satisfied that] 500 metres / 100 metres becomes the de facto radius: Shell should look 

beyond these boundaries /this area.  Sweep in a larger zone and address what (if anything) is 
there and clear it. 

• Don’t use the excuse of drill cutting to not remove debris ([the potential to remove debris from 
drill cuttings] needs an assessment).  Aluminium [scaffolding] poles will be there longer than 
the drill cuttings. 

 
Purple Group: 
• Is there an inventory beyond scaffold poles?  Is there forewarning from historical records [about 

what the other debris might be]? 
o Shell clarification: [The information about the main debris composition being scaffold 

poles is the result of] a survey that was done. 
• Once recovered, then what [would be done] with the debris? 
• Shell clarification: [There is an] assumption that [we] will leave the debris that are in drill 

cuttings, [since] if you remove [the debris], it disturbs [the piles]. 
 
Aberdeen plenary summary on Seabed Debris from the group facilitator and stakeholders: 
• How to deal with drill cuttings in debris combined [was recognised as an issue] 
 
 
7.1.4 Topsides (Alpha, Bravo and Charlie) 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Question for stakeholders: If the proposal appeared in the Decommissioning Programme 
for the topsides of each platform to be removed to shore for dismantling, how far would you 
be satisfied with this proposal?  
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Topsides 
 
Evaluation scale: How far would you be satisfied with this proposal? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that the different coloured dots shown on the evaluation scales represent the 
various small groups of mixed sectors of interest into which participants were divided. 
There is no specific meaning to the different groups or identifying colours, which have been 
replicated here and in the group discussion record for the reference of attendees. 
 
Small Group Discussions: What issues, if any, still remain for you? 
  
Green Group: 
• Pretty satisfied [with this proposal] 
• If [I were to] drift away from [being] satisfied [this would be] predicated on where it is 

dismantled [ i.e. away from Scotland] 
 
Blue Group: 
• I’m conceptually satisfied, but I want to see a share of [the work associated with] it, coming 

back to Scotland. 
 
Brown Group: 
• Happy with topsides being taken away but not so happy with what else is left behind [i.e. the 

Gravity Base Structures] 
 
Purple Group: 
• Satisfied [with the proposal] but [there is the issue of] which port they are being taken to [i.e. 

favouring a UK based port]  
 
Aberdeen plenary summary on Topsides from the group facilitator and stakeholders: 
• Good to see the Scottish economy benefit [from topsides dismantling]. 
 
7.2 Brent Alpha Jacket  
 
LONDON  
 
Recommended proposal: 
Our studies currently lead us to the proposal that the Brent Alpha steel jacket structure 
should be removed to the top of the footings at approximately 85 metres below sea level 
and returned to shore for re-use or recycling.  This is subject to OSPAR endorsement. 
 
Question for stakeholders: 
This is the proposal that is likely to appear in the Decommissioning Programme.  How far 
are you satisfied with this proposal?  What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 
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Brent Alpha Jacket 
 
Brown Group evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this proposal? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Brent Alpha Jacket  
 
Brown Group discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
• [What is] the balance of risk to people: Once the proposal becomes more definite there can be 

a more specific assessment of the risk. 
• An improvement in [my satisfaction on the scale would] come with greater detail of what is 

being proposed; and, how you can go beyond regulations for excellence. 
• Broadly [the proposal] is the right conclusion, is sound and the right balance 
• Leaving some of legs [has the benefit of] not disturbing the drill cuttings 
• Question from stakeholder: Should the structure be more marked [for navigation] (more than 

hydrometrics)?  It’s still quite a sizeable structure. 
• Environmental [considerations]:  The balance point is right: If you go further [with footings 

removal] then drill cuttings may cause more environmental damage. 
• NB: [Regarding the potential for] submarine collision: It may be worth talking to the Ministry of 

Defence.  Obviously a collision would be larger environmental impact. 
• The balance is right: Going further starts to have no significant benefit: It’s As Low As 

Reasonably Practical (ALARP).  [Consider] how much more effort [would be needed] to get 
greater gain. 

• Does it set a precedent?   
o Shell clarification: OSPAR doesn’t allow precedents [to be set on the basis that a 

particular decommissioning approach has previously appeared in an owner/operator 
decommissioning programme]. 

 
 
Green Group evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this proposal? 
 
Those stakeholders who felt they needed more information before they could respond to an 
evaluation indicated this by placing their dots below the line. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Green Group discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
Note: The numbers shown in bold and in brackets, in the following text relate to the 
numbers and evaluation responses shown on the above scale. 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

See comment  
number (2) below 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

See comment 
number (3) below 

See comment 
number (1) below 
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• (2) There is some lack of information influencing [this] assessment [of the proposal], as not 

sure. 
o [What is] the availability of vessels to undertake the work to remove the whole structure in 

one lift?   
o Shell clarification: There is one in production; the assumption is that there will be vessel 

availability. 
• (1) Neutral: [Lack of] detailed information prevents a more accurate assessment, before the 

safety case [has been presented]. 
• (3) Information [is needed] on what cutting techniques [have been considered], and their 

applicability [to Alpha] 
• [Shell should indicate] what are the most critical factors to drive the minus 85 metre decision: 

Technical feasibility; not wanting to disturb drill cuttings; Health and Safety 
• [I would be more satisfied] if OSPAR [confirms the proposal’s] OK, or it’s subject to OSPAR 

[approval] 
• Shell clarification: It’s too early [for OSPAR] to give an assessment. 
• The evidence [for this proposal] is not yet presented or evaluated.  When [the evidence] comes 

in [to us], [I would] expect it to be OK / in line [with my expectations]. 
 
London plenary summary on Brent Alpha Jacket from the group facilitator and 
stakeholders: 
• The balance is OK [between removal and not disturbing the drill cuttings], but stakeholders 

need the detail of how [the proposal] was arrived at. 
• [Stakeholders] want to know the detail of the removal process; the safety issues etc. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Proposal: Shell UK’s studies currently lead them to the proposal that the Brent Alpha 
Jacket structure should be removed to the top of the footings at approximately 85 metres 
below sea level (i.e. leaving a 60 metre structure on the seabed) and returned to shore for 
reuse or recycling.  This is subject to OSPAR endorsement. 
 
Question for stakeholders: If this proposal appeared in the Decommissioning Programme, 
how far would you be satisfied with this proposal?  
 
Brent Alpha Jacket 
 
Evaluation scale:  How far would you be satisfied with this proposal? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please note that the different coloured dots shown on the evaluation scales represent the 
various small groups of mixed sectors of interest into which participants were divided. 
There is no specific meaning to the different groups or identifying colours, which have been 
replicated here and in the group discussion record for the reference of attendees. 
 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 
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Brent Alpha Jacket 
 
Small Group Discussions: What issues, if any, remain for you? 
 
Brown Group: 
• [Most people in the group are satisfied because the Brent decommissioning project] team gave 

clear explanations of the [proposal] 
• The ideal scenario [for the fishing industry] is complete clearance of the site [but it is 

understood that a compromise is necessary]. 
• Some have a concern regarding setting a precedent for the future [by leaving the footings 

behind] 
• [A few stakeholders in the group are not] fully convinced that it’s not technically possible [to 

remove the footings] 
• Shell clarifications:  Yes, it is technically possible but; we have to make a balanced choice 

between safety and cost factors as well as what is technically feasible.   
o An operator cannot claim a legal precedence [to follow this same proposal] but we can 

understand the concern.   
o Reuse for topsides is not a viable option, but recycling is our target.  Options for reuse in 

situ were considered, but this depends on viability (the topsides were installed late 1970’s 
[i.e. the facilities are aged]) 

• Information about the decision-making process: the historical overview and evidence in 
summary [format] will be required by stakeholders.  [Shell should] consider the needs of non-
technical readers.  In line with the Department for Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 
guidelines; [Shell should] include [information on] the pros and cons that were considered. 

• Safety elements [regarding leaving the footings] and around the stability of what will be left, 
were considered from the marine vessel point of view. 

 
Purple Group: 
• The possibility of setting a precedent for the future by leaving the footings behind was 

also an issue for people in this group. 
• Shell clarification: The actual cutting of large diameter legs will be difficult (though easier to 

cut than the GBS concrete legs).  All subsea cutting will be done remotely so there’ll be no 
danger to divers.  [There are] no pollution issues; and little recycling value. 

• Shell clarification: The IRG haven’t seen all the reports but will review all before [the proposal] 
is accepted into the final programme. 

• What will be visible above the surface?   
o Shell clarification: This will comply with Navigation Regulations although [the footings] are 

not considered a hazard to shipping.  The obstruction will be marked for trawlers using the 
most up to date navigation aids and charts. 

• Comment from the Green Group: Consider that it’s an international fleet [i.e. markings and 
aids must be appropriate to and useable by ships from all nations] 

• Some stakeholders in this group consider that the real question is about leaving the footings. 
• Shell clarification: There is no disturbance to drill cuttings this way as opposed to full removal 

[of the footings] 
• Shell clarifications: The physical size rather than weight [of the footings] is the challenge 

o Shell has looked at a range of technical options, the main lift [for the footings] will be by 
crane vessels 

o [It is currently planned that] no explosives will be used.  
 



Brent Decommissioning Project/Stakeholder Workshops September 2011/Combined Transcript Report  23 

Brent Alpha Jacket 
 
Green Group: 
The Green Group also considered the issues associated with footings removal: 
• Explosives should only be used if absolutely necessary due to the impact on marine life. 
• In an ideal world complete removal [of both Alpha jacket and footings] would be completely 

satisfying! 
• Shell can learn from the North West Hutton example 

o Shell clarification: Although [note that] each jacket in the North Sea is different. 
• The stickers (the evaluation coloured dots) indicate broad satisfaction but some nervousness 

[about not removing the footings] 
• There is not much fishing in this area now, but fishing patterns change and we must be sure in 

the long-term. 
• Will decommissioning plans change as technology improves? 
• Many stakeholders in the group agreed that it may be safer to leave [the footings] in situ 
• Comment from the Blue Group stakeholders:  [The decision about whether to leave the 

footings or remove them should involve] careful consideration of the impact on marine life  
• Shell will also always have to consider the benefits of [eventual] final removal. 
• Further comment from the Blue Group: The benefit [of final removal] may be the clean sea 

aspiration 
• Shell clarification: We’re still in the early stages of the decommissioning process and wanting 

to be cautious: it’s an ongoing liability for Shell 
• Expectations are that regulations will become tighter and future structures will consider 

decommissioning [the footings]. 
 
Blue Group: 
• The Blue Group also asked whether decommissioning plans would change as 

technology improves. 
• Rigs to reef concept: This has been successful in other areas.  Trawling also disturbs marine 

life. 
• We can never be completely satisfied because total removal “clean seas” would be ideal 
• Climate change and carbon reduction [i.e. the carbon impact of footings removal] is now 

another consideration that hasn’t been present in the 1990s. 
• Every conclusion has to be tentative in the light of future uncertainties. 

 
Plenary summary from the group facilitator and stakeholders: 
• Broadly satisfied, [though] of course the ideal is to remove it all, but the balance between cost 

and the safety case is well made. 
• There is concern about [the proposal setting] a precedent: each case should be considered on 

its own merits. 
 
The combined evaluation scales in response to the recommended proposal for the Brent 
Alpha Jacket from the London and Aberdeen events are shown below for reference. 
 
 
 
 
 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 
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7.3 Gravity Base Structure (GBS) “Legs up versus Legs down” 
 
LONDON 
 
Likely Recommended Proposal: Legs-Up 
Current indications are that our proposal will be to leave Gravity Base Structures (GBS) in 
situ, but the current GBS legs studies will need to be successfully concluded to fully 
understand the implications of removing the legs or leaving them fully intact.  A final 
recommendation can be made once the studies are completed. 
 
Question for stakeholders: 
If leave in situ “legs-up” is to be proposed in the Decommissioning Programme, how far are 
you satisfied with this proposal?  What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
Gravity Base Structure (GBS) “Legs up versus Legs down” 
 
Brown Group evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this proposal? 
 
Note: Stakeholders were asked to put their dot under the line if they didn’t know how to 
evaluate the proposal 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Brown Group discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
Stakeholders who indicated that they didn’t know how to evaluate or couldn’t give a view on 
the scale had the following issues: 
• Don’t know enough about it to come to a conclusion: want more evidence: what are they made 

of, what’s inside them. 
• They are individual legs, subject to wave action; the strength of the legs is not determined; so 

it’s difficult to comment. 
 
Stakeholders who indicated that their view was somewhere in the middle between satisfied 
and unsatisfied on the scale had the following issues: 
• Legs up seemed sensible due to the risk to people in removal, but in leaving them up with 

loading; [issues such as] how do you monitor them, etc has introduced doubts.  I am 50/50 
[regarding my satisfaction with the proposal]. 

• Question to stakeholders: The cost of £700 million to remove the legs: how does that affect 
your decision? 
o It would be offset against tax. 
o If the money were put into other good works instead of spending it on the legs it would be a 

different issue. 
• Would like to get to a deterministic solution; therefore legs down is more attractive.  However, if 

legs were to fall without breaking the cells; if they would come down piece by piece; if there 
were evidence about this…. 

• Legs down would avoid uncertainty and unforeseen problems, for example legs collapse in 
later years. 

• Legs up, is also a deterministic option.   
• I would prefer puncturing and controlled release of cells over time. 
• It’s safer if legs collapse from being at a lower height 
• Leaching could potentially be controlled by collapse of legs as a sarcophagus? 
• We need modelling and information on the effects of leaching 

o Shell clarification: This work is being undertaken by the company. 
 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 
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Gravity Base Structure (GBS) “Legs up versus Legs down” 
 
Green Group evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this proposal? 

 
Those stakeholders who felt they needed more information before they could respond to an 
evaluation indicated this by placing their dots below the line. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Green Group discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
Stakeholders who indicated that they didn’t know how to evaluate or couldn’t give a view on 
the scale had the following issues: 
• I am neutral about this: it’s a matter of cost.    

o Shell clarification: This is £700 million (subject to change; based on current studies). 
• In this case, the legs studies need to be concluded.  It’s hard to make a judgement until then.  

The final view will be when the studies are finished.  For example, what would happen to drill 
cutting if the legs collapsed.  This is one of the outstanding questions. 

• Why remove the legs now, why not later?  And what is the lifetime of the legs? 
 
Stakeholders who had indicated that they were quite satisfied as shown on the evaluation 
scale had the following issues: 
• Technically, “legs up” is the best solution.  I’m concerned about the risks if you cut the legs off. 
• We don’t want to use Health and Safety as an excuse not to do things. 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated towards the ‘not satisfied’ end of the scale had the 
following issues: 
• We don’t have the evidence yet.  An added concern is the risk of leg collapse 
• Have heard the view expressed that rather than leave things to fate, Shell should act now, 

while there is still integrity of structure. 
• Shell clarification: We can be asked by DECC to revisit the decision later, though obviously 

degradation over time could make this more difficult. 
• There is some degradation already, for example the pipe-work (this is not an argument to do 

things more quickly). 
• Question: The studies that give legs a 200-year lifetime: does this take account of storms and 

climate change? 
o Shell clarification: There is a lot of weather data in the studies; wave heights [in a] climate 

change [scenario] is similar to those of storms. 
 
London plenary summary on Gravity Base Structure (GBS) “Legs up versus Legs down” 
from the group facilitator and stakeholders: 
• What more evidence [is there] to come to view? 
• The deterministic approach [a proposal that would reduce future uncertainty] may be preferred. 
• Cost: should a decision be driven by this?  [Stakeholders had] mixed views on this. 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 
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ABERDEEN 
 
Question for stakeholders: If the proposal for leaving the Gravity Base Structures (GBS) in 
situ “Legs up” (i.e. protruding above the water) appeared in the Decommissioning 
Programme, how far would you be satisfied with this proposal?  
 
Gravity Base Structure (GBS) “Legs up versus Legs down” 
 
Evaluation scale: How far would you be satisfied with this proposal? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that the different coloured dots shown on the evaluation scales represent the 
various small groups of mixed sectors of interest into which participants were divided. 
There is no specific meaning to the different groups or identifying colours, which have been 
replicated here and in the group discussion record for the reference of attendees. 
 
Small group discussions: What issues, if any, still remain for you? 
 
Purple Group: 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated towards the ‘not satisfied’ end of the scale had the 
following issues: 
• Concern that the proposal might become a precedent for the industry. 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated ‘to the left of neutral’ area of the scale had the following 
issues: 
• The extension of the legs that’s required for Charlie. 
• Navigation aids are still possible if the legs collapse. 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated around the ‘neutral’ range of the scale had the following 
issues: 
• What are the advantages or disadvantages of up or down: “Legs up” has the disadvantage of 

navigation issues; [the potential of] longer term partial collapse of the legs and dropping below 
the sea surface with [a resultant] shipping hazard.  If there’s a collapse [of the legs] this could 
lead to damage to the cells; and if sediments are left in place this could lead to pollution in the 
short term and long term.  The advantage of “legs up” is [avoidance] of the [leg removal] cost 
and the technical difficulties of cutting the legs. 

• What happens to liabilities if Shell doesn’t exist in the future?  Have to think about the long term 
liability. 

• If the Gravity Base Structure fails, what possibility is there of a life extension (thinking about the 
risk to the cells)?   

• Acceleration of [GBS degradation] may be beneficial, for example, penetrating cells to increase 
bioremediation. 

• Failure of the cells seems to be the biggest risk; so something to mitigate this risk is important. 
• There is an uncertain outcome [regarding leg collapse]: It could cause the collapse of the cells 

or [result in] containment [of cell contents] through coverage [by material from the legs]. 
• The removal of the legs needs to be done safely; without fatalities. 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 



Brent Decommissioning Project/Stakeholder Workshops September 2011/Combined Transcript Report  27 

Stakeholders who had evaluated towards the ‘satisfied’ end of the scale had the following 
issues: 
• Navigation is easier if the structure is left [“legs up”]. 
• Monitoring is easier if you have access above the water line. 
• It’s easier to access the wells too [if you have access above the water] in case of seepage or 

leakage [from the wells] 
 
Question of clarification: 
• [What about] the costs?  [Is it better to] spend money now to reduce the risk or spend money 

later on potential liabilities?  Costs are also inputted to by the taxpayer. 
 
Green Group: 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated towards the ‘not satisfied’ end of the scale had the 
following issues: 
• Marine traffic and exposure [to risk from legs up] over time: We need to deal with vessels that 

break down and drift: then there’s no emergency structure to deal with that. 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated ‘to the left of neutral’ area of the scale had the following 
issues: 
• [Concern about] collapse of the legs: if uncontrolled; if the cell contents are left in situ.  There is 

a time span in mind [for structural integrity]: If a collapse happens sooner there would be a 
release of the contents. 

• “Legs down” is a second preference to total removal. 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated around the ‘neutral’ range of the scale had the following 
issues: 
• I’m not clear about the reasons, both positive and negative for legs being up or down: originally 

legs up and visibility seemed important, but I recognise that navigation issues are [also] 
important. 

 
Stakeholders who had evaluated towards the ‘satisfied’ end of the scale had the following 
issues: 
• It is a more focused hazard to the fishing industry if the legs are down. 
 
Stakeholders who expressed their view as ‘don’t know’: 
• Would like information on safety risks with regard to “legs up” and “legs down”. 
• Risks can simply be transferred: for example if you don’t remove the legs it’s safer for workers; 

but not for mariners. 
• We recognise the difficulties on both sides, but still people have a preferred position. 
• People who have selected “neutral” [on the evaluation scale] are not necessarily ‘neutral’. 
• If the decision is “legs up” what does this mean for the future?  Will it be revisited if technology 

moves on? 
• Setting a precedent [for other decommissioning by the approach taken with Brent] is also a 

concern. 
 
Blue Group: 
 
• Stakeholder question: Controlled collapse [of the legs]: is this possible? 

o It would be considered dumping at sea. 
o  [The legs] would also need processing and an end route if brought ashore. 
o Shell clarification: Technical work has not been done regarding controlled collapse, only 

toppling, though there is a risk of [the legs] landing on the cells. 
o Navigational safety is an issue if toppling; if the structure is not low enough where it lands 

(there’s only 25 metres to play with): Need to know how to remove it safely. 
o Wait for the ‘Son of Dibner’!  Technology may move on enough to enable [toppling/ 

controlled collapse]. 
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Stakeholders who had evaluated around the ‘neutral’ range of the scale had the following 
issues: 
• I’m moving from “neutral” to “don’t know”: there’s not enough information. 
Question of clarification: If the studies were complete and all issues known: what would your 
view be? 
• Happy for [the legs to be] in situ if the technical information to support this proposal is there. 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated towards the ‘satisfied’ end of the scale had the following 
issues: 
• Navigation aids are preferable to buoys: so [legs up] is safer. 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated towards the ‘very satisfied’ end of the scale had the 
following issues: 
• If seen and marked it’s safe [for navigation] (and hopefully technology is moving on to enable 

better navigational aids in future). 
 
Brown Group: 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated towards the ‘satisfied’ end of the scale had the following 
issues: 
• Legs up:  You are left with hazards, but better marking, so it is preferable. 
• I anticipate monitoring of the structure long-term and action taken as necessary. 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated around the ‘neutral’ range of the scale had the following 
Issues: 
• Uncertainty about concrete degradation [in] 300+ years: if it becomes unsound, what then? 
• Stakeholder question: Is there a conservation plan to keep it safe? 

o Shell clarification: This is under consideration. 
• There may be learning [that could be applied to Brent] from conservation projects on land 

o Shell clarification: The assumption is that the concrete will degrade: that is implicit in the 
Decommissioning Programme decision.  It will not be repaired. 

 
Stakeholders were asked; if they were not satisfied, what would make the proposal better? 
• Total removal of the legs would be preferable to legs up (though do not want the -55 metres 

option). 
 
Plenary summary from the group facilitator and stakeholders: 
• There was a range of satisfaction: 
• Issues that were raised: Whether the decision could be revisited in future.  Question about 

marine traffic [and risk through vessel break down and drift].  Question about risk transference 
[if you did remove legs (to workers) and if you don’t (to mariners)]; recognition of navigation 
issues and [worries about] uncontrolled collapse [of legs onto cells]. 

• Reasons for satisfaction: Good navigational visibility.  Long term monitoring [was expected 
with the legs up proposal].  Best case would be to get rid of all of the legs.  

 
The combined evaluation scales in response to “if the proposal for the Gravity Base 
Structures to be left in situ “Legs up” appeared in the Decommissioning Programme” from 
the London and Aberdeen events are shown below for reference. 
 
 
 
 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 
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7.4 Monitoring Programme 
 
LONDON 
 
Recommended Proposal: 
After debris clearance and independent verification of a clean seabed, a post-
decommissioning seabed environmental survey will be completed and reported to DECC.  
In addition, visual surveys of the derogated platforms and sonar surveys of the remaining 
pipelines will be completed over 1 or 2 seasons.  The results of these different surveys will 
then be discussed with DECC in order to agree cost-effective monitoring and survey 
programmes to: (i) Assess the immediate impacts, if any, of the decommissioning 
programme itself; and (ii) Monitor the condition and effects of derogated structures over the 
long term. 
 
Question for stakeholders: 
This is the proposal that is likely to appear in the Decommissioning Programme.  How far 
are you satisfied with this proposal?  What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
Monitoring Programme 
 
Green Group evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this proposal? 
 
Those stakeholders who felt they needed more information before they could respond to an 
evaluation indicated this by placing their dots below the line. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Green Group discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
Note: The numbers shown in bold and in brackets, in the following text relate to the 
numbers and response shown on the above evaluation scale. 
 
• (1) Lack of information on the approach, or detail of the programme; which understand [Shell] 

can’t provide until [they’ve] done the initial survey and monitoring. 
o [Shell] need to explain more about the longer term monitoring, for example [in a period up 

to] around 50 years.  ([Note:] Shell expects to still be there!) 
o Shell clarification: DECC guidance talks about remedial work in future.  Therefore [there’s 

a] balance [between] what [to] take out now; to take out the need for monitoring later. 
o Shell clarification: Cross-North Sea monitoring may be more likely.  Also, the Fisheries 

Legacy Trust [has a] potential monitoring role. 
o [We] don’t know what will be monitored ([Shell should] provide more information) 

• (2) Satisfied with the Shell approach and acknowledge [there will be a] timely provision of 
information [in due course]. 

• (3) [The concern is about] what [information] is not there.  More information/context [is needed].  
[This information need is] tied to the impact hypothesis and therefore [this] judgement [of not 
satisfied]. 

See comment  
number (2) below 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

See comment 
number (3) below 

See comment  
number (1) below 
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Stakeholders considered that the monitoring programme needed the following elements: 
• [An] independent review of monitoring outcomes [and of the] programme  
• [Include] a description of what might be there: based on previous history [of what has been] 

used [on the platforms], for example, chemicals; and [include] the expected and the 
unexpected. 

• [The monitoring programme should be subject to] periodic review: Methods and understanding 
will change. 

• Link [the monitoring programme] to mitigation 
• [It would be considered] a positive development if there were long term cross-industry 

collaboration 
 
Monitoring Programme 
 
Brown Group evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this proposal? 
 
Those stakeholders who felt they needed more information before they could respond to an 
evaluation indicated this by placing their dots below the line. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Brown Group discussion: 
 
• What do you mean by monitoring?  [For the] GBS [this implies only] visual inspection: therefore 

how much would be gained? 
• Should there be core sampling [of the drill cuttings]?  What are you looking for in the 

monitoring? 
o Shell clarification: [ Following the post decommissioning survey we shall monitor the sea 

bed to determine if the impact of the footprint of the remaining drill cuttings is increasing or 
declining] 

• [There is] some difficulty with [answering] the question [of ‘satisfaction’ because of] the range of 
timescales and measures [being considered]. 

• Unable to take in the breadth [of the programme].  One or two seasons seems too short to 
develop a picture on environmental or structural aspects. 

• [I’m] happier because DECC will define what monitoring is reasonable. 
• [There is] uncertainty [about] what is the fate of concrete over the long term. 
•  [Monitoring] depends on what is left behind, for example [a scenario of] “legs down” and empty 

cells [compared with] “legs up” and full cells. 
• DECC is a good regulator but the Treasury will also be a big influence. 
• [There’s a potential offset in] taking the liability (and monitoring demands) away now, versus a 

collapse or unintended scenario [in the future]: [i.e. taking the pain early rather than later]? 
 
London plenary summary from the group facilitator and stakeholders: 
• The level of complexity and uncertainty was acknowledged:   

o There’s a need to look for the unexpected. 
o There’s a need for collaboration across the industry [to maintain best practice monitoring in 

the longer term]. 
o [The question was raised about] what happens if monitoring throws up an issue, [how 

would it be addressed]. 
• It’s difficult to give a response [to evaluate a level of satisfaction] given the current level of 

information. 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 
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ABERDEEN 
 
Monitoring Programme 
 
Question for stakeholders: If a monitoring programme (as shown in the pre-reading material 
and presentation slides and as shown in the souk to participants) appeared in the 
Decommissioning Programme, how far would you be satisfied with this proposal?  
 
Evaluation scale: How far would you be satisfied with this proposal? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that the different coloured dots shown on the evaluation scales represent the 
various small groups of mixed sectors of interest into which participants were divided. 
There is no specific meaning to the different groups or identifying colours, which have been 
replicated here and in the group discussion record for the reference of attendees. 
 
Small group discussions: What issues (if any) still remain for you?  
 
Blue Group: 
• Are you going to monitor for different contaminants? 

Is there a proposal to have an exclusion zone around the Gravity Base Structures (GBS)?  [If 
so], ecosystem development would be a way of monitoring [for any contamination] 

• Is the intention to set an initial baseline of environmental status? 
• There is a question about how much £0.5 million would give in terms of surveying the integrity 

[of the structures]. 
• Will you have budget available for future issues? 
• Is there any kind of similarity between long-term monitoring here and in the nuclear industry 

(what can we learn)? 
• To what extent will currently abandoned wells be monitored in the future? 

 
Brown Group: 
• What thought went into the frequency of monitoring?  What criteria were there for the 

timescale? 
• Are there any plans to get feedback on movement/degradation [for example, use of] probes for 

monitoring in real time? 
• The monitoring methods in place will stand the monitoring programme in good stead. 
 
Purple Group: 
• To whose standard will monitoring be done? 
• Are you expecting the UK government Department for Energy and Climate Change (DECC) to 

set up a monitoring group? 
• Are we talking about a flexible monitoring programme that is adapted depending on what is 

found or expected? 
• The importance of identifying the relevant factors and objectives for monitoring [should be 

recognised]. 
• Will there be a requirement for a monitoring fund? 
• What exactly would be the nature of monitoring for the concrete structures, e.g. cameras? 
• What is the remediation process if concrete structures dangerously degrade? 
• What will you do with drill cuttings?  [There is a] danger of disturbance [over time]. 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 
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Green Group: 
• The main issue is not having information: more detailed background about where the proposal 

has come from. 
• What action does the monitoring trigger?  This is the real concern.  [What are the] steps to deal 

with degradation?  I want to know that there will be appropriate mitigation. 
• [There is a] concern about the spanning of pipelines; [that these may degrade and crack due to 

the forces exerted on them over time].   
• What long term provision is there within Shell to deal with liability? 
• What are you going to do with the results of monitoring?  Will you revise predictions and the 

basis of monitoring; and revisit decisions [as necessary if this is indicated]? 
• The Decommissioning Programme needs to expand on actions emerging from the monitoring 

programme, i.e. what Shell would do in response. 
• Decisions on what [Shell] have left need to be revisited on the basis of emerging technologies  
 
Aberdeen plenary summary on the Monitoring Programme from the group facilitator and 
stakeholders: 
• Satisfied with the proposal, though ‘the devil is in the detail’ and want to see more of the 

[specific] proposal 
• Will proposals have long term fitness for the future over hundreds of years? 
 
 
The combined evaluation scales in response to the recommended proposal for the 
monitoring programme from the London and Aberdeen events are shown below for 
reference. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7.5 Concluding Plenary Discussion on the Recommended Proposals 
 
LONDON 
 
A further plenary discussion on the four decommissioning areas with recommended 
proposals took place at the London event.  The main points from the discussion are below: 
  
• Ensure decisions are based on evidence, not assumptions about read across [from one 

platform to another]. 
• Dialogue with Independent Review Group will happen and in six month’s time we could be 

having a different conversation.  Work has only just been completed so a review still has to 
take place. 

• It’s difficult to unpack everything (all the various issues) from the single evaluation response. 
• The Environment Council clarification: We’ve tried to narrow down at this point close to the 

Decommissioning Programme to give Shell a sense of where people are at [with their views on 
the proposals].  [It would be] good to have [stakeholders’] feedback on future dialogue events 
and the breadth of information and topics to be covered. 

• Yes, [agree] may be more satisfied if coming back in six month’s time. 
• [Achieving] physical control would give more confidence. 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 
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• Brent Delta: we had all the issues and familiarity to give a view [on this platform]: we have 
learned a lot so this will help us with the review of Bravo and Charlie and on to Alpha; and 
make it quicker.  It’s a question of having the time to review and deliberate.  It’s not about 
starting at the beginning but needing more detail on the differences. 

• Assuming legal requirements are met; whatever your solution, you then need to look at what 
the impact would be.  At that point you can then take a view from stakeholders.  Monitoring and 
management is also clearer at this point. 

• There’s a need to have a view of the holistic impact of the proposals.  This may or may not give 
a different perspective, but you won’t know until this point. 

 
 
8. Other Engagement Sessions and Opportunities 
 
8.1 Open Space Session 
 
As part of the programme for the day, a ‘stakeholder space’ session was offered during the 
latter part of the afternoon.  This was for stakeholders to optionally use the time as: 
 
a)  Flexitime to ease tight timings for afternoon agenda items 
 
b)  Time for additional issues identified; either: 

• Raised from the review of recommended decommissioning proposals 
• Other issues identified during the day  

 
There was also the option of stakeholders having this conversation together with Shell not 
present in the room.  This had been offered at the 2010 events at the suggestion of the 
project’s Independent Review Group (IRG) who felt it might introduce a different dynamic to 
the discussions and free stakeholders from any potential inhibitions. (See section 4 for an 
update on the work of the IRG.) 
 
The stakeholder space session was used at both workshops to ease time available for the 
afternoon sessions at both the stakeholder events.  The second option (b) and the option to 
have a conversation with Shell outside the room were not taken up at either the London or 
Aberdeen meetings. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
At the Aberdeen session, the following observations were made by stakeholders: 
 
• There are a number of areas in the topics regarding technology moving on and the change that 

that could bring.  Brent has a long lead time: If technology changes in the short term and the 
project tries to respond, this will have economic implications. 

• Dialogue with stakeholders: It’s fundamental that it takes place.  What happens if ‘Joe Public’ 
doesn’t agree that an option is the best technical /environmental /economic option?  Need to 
learn lessons from Brent Spar [in this regard].  Would not like [there to be] any comeback from 
an adverse response from the public. 

• I would encourage Shell to stay in the room: Dialogue needs to be visible [in order] to progress. 
 
Response from Shell to the above comments: 
• Would propose to use the flexible space as extra time for the afternoon. 
• We look hard at the technology available today [to address Brent decommissioning needs].  It’s 

fairly crude; [for example] the cutting equipment. 
• Clean seas in an aspiration, but we recognise the limitations [of the Brent context] 
• Carbon impact is also a factor in cleaning the sea with climate change:  Even if you could do it 

would you want to do it? 
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• We’re in a different time and place post-Brent Spar with the 1998 OSPAR Decision; so we 
have a wider ranging regulatory framework.  Engagement has been done better: earlier and 
with more people included; and the Independent Review Group is involved. 

• General public sensing has been done.  A range of views not dissimilar to this room [has 
emerged]: People would like clean seas, but are pragmatic. 

• We feel the situation has moved on since Brent Spar. 
• With regard to cumulative impact: there are hundreds of [oil and gas] installations.  Most will be 

removed [in their entirety]: 70 – 80% of them.  This compares with 44 cases in Europe where 
derogation is likely. 

• More media engagement is also being done to get information on Brent ‘out on the streets’. 
 
8.2 One-to-One Briefings 
 
As part of the workshop proceedings, the attention of stakeholders was drawn to the 
opportunity to sign up for a future one-to-one briefing with the Shell project team if they 
considered that, in addition to the workshop interactions, further discussion about the 
Brent decommissioning project would be helpful to their organisation.  One organisation 
requested a one to one at the London event and no participants signed up for a one to one 
at the Aberdeen event.    
 
 
9. Cells (Storage Tanks): Contents Management, Exposure Scenarios and Impact 

Modelling and Decision Structure 
 
9.1 Cells (Storage Tanks) Management Presentation 
 
A presentation was given by Mike Smith, the Senior Project Engineer for the Brent 
decommissioning project on cell contents management, exposure scenarios and impact 
modelling and the decision structure for the storage tanks (cells).  This presentation is 
available at appendix 10.   
 
Following the presentation stakeholders were given the opportunity to ask questions of 
clarification and these and the project team responses are set out below. 
 
LONDON 
 
Q:  If mobilisation is not possible and you know the contents; the leaching process is more likely to 

be slow: in which case the environmental impact could be low.  I would like more information 
on leaching in this case. 

A:  This information will become available with the trial (starting 2013 Q3/4): information will then 
be available 2014.  With that information you need to get a range established of the leaching, 
for example, compared with the sea floor. 

 
Q:  Is energy balance [considered] in the [concept select] criteria? 
A:  This is accounted for in CO2 emissions. 
 
Q:  Is there a possibility that the decision could be taken on a single sample? 
A:  You can go to statistical theory to work out reliability: we will never get to that point; so we are 

going for a midway.  There may be an opportunity to take further samples later.  Volume and 
composition are the key points of analysis. 

 
Q: Are there any production history [records] to help inform contents information? 
A: Yes 
 
Q:  My concern would be if you’re just basing the decision on one sample. 
A:  The intention is to do a full analysis of the sediment. 
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Q:  Is the cost of sampling high because it’s ‘hot tapping’?  Would it be easier and cheaper to 
sample as cold tapping? 

A:  Keeping concrete under compression ([maintaining] drawn down) is necessary from a safety 
point of view.  Also [cold tapping is] not much cheaper. 

 
ABERDEEN 
 
Q: Will re-injection be into an old reservoir and not into a virgin area? 
A: Yes, into a water area of an existing reservoir. 
Q: It’s good to hear it’s going back to where it came from: [would this be] good PR? 
 
Q:  Cell contents: How would the modelling and review be done and by whom? 
A:  The environmental modelling will be reviewed internally [at Shell] and by the Independent 

Review Group.  The outputs [from the modelling] would also be reviewed by the Independent 
Review Group.  Consultants would do a study to determine the parameters of acceptability. 

 
Q:  Why are field trials taking so long? 
A:  [It takes] 15-18 months for slurrification trials.  We have negotiated availability with a contractor 

already for 2013. 
 
9.2 Cells (Storage Tanks) Decision Structure, Stakeholder Feedback 
 
After the presentation and question and answer session, there was time for stakeholders to 
ask further questions of the Shell project team within small groups sitting around tables. 
This was supported by a member of the team at each table and in addition with Mike Smith, 
the project’s Senior Project Engineer, who had conducted the presentation, moving 
between tables as a roving support to answer questions.  This was followed by a 
discussion, again in small table groups:  Stakeholders were firstly asked to consider their 
level of satisfaction with the proposal for the cells decision structure for the 
decommissioning programme and indicate this on a scale.  Discussion of the outcomes 
then followed.   
 
Recommended proposal: 
The Decommissioning Programme will detail the strategy by which a decision will be made 
as more information on the contents of the cells becomes available.  (Two options are being 
studied “leave in situ” and “remove and re-inject”.) 
 
Question for stakeholders: How far are you satisfied with this decision strategy approach? 
 
The scales and key points from the subsequent discussion from each group are reproduced 
below.  Photographs of the original paper evaluation scales are included in this report for 
reference at appendix 11.  The make up of each group was self-selecting and each group 
record has been assigned an arbitrary letter of identification to enhance navigation of the 
text in this report. 
 
LONDON 
 
Group A 
 
The following points were made prior to the evaluation being undertaken, during an 
opportunity to gain further clarity on the decision tree through asking questions: 
• The extent to which one sample informs the decision is a concern. 
• The decision structure is helpful as it shows different alternatives and is open. 
• Including a control chart to determine when you have enough information would be useful to 

add: a good way forward [that] would fit with this model. 
• Not satisfied currently, but with modifications I could be.  [The decision structure] needs more 

clarification. 
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Evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this decision strategy approach? 
 
Those stakeholders who felt they needed more information before they could respond to an 
evaluation indicated this by placing their dots below the line. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Group A discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you (focusing on the decision 
strategy proposed)? 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated towards the ‘not at all satisfied’ end of the scale had the 
following issues: 
• The biggest issue is that the [workshop] presentation and the diagram are different.  The 

diagram is a dichotomy of options.  It needs to be clearer about what’s being described. 
• [The diagram/decision structure] needs to show a clear idea about how the points relate 

together in time. 
 
Stakeholders who indicated that they didn’t know how to evaluate on the scale had the 
following issues: 
• With the first sample at 2011; this should be mentioned in the decision chart. 
• What is the leaching [of the cell contents]: the rates; the volumes?  This information could be 

the basis for deciding on Leave in Place at point [number] 4/5 on the decision chart.   
• [Consider the example of] the Ekofisk sample: this had no mobility: it did not move on a spoon. 
• The first and second samples will be key indicators. 
• [Stakeholders] need to see the plan moving forward. 

o Shell clarification: Shell intends to provide this. 
 
Group B 
 
Evaluation Scale: How far are you satisfied with this decision strategy approach? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Group B discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you (focusing on the decision 
strategy proposed)? 
 
•  [Clarity is needed on the] presumption that [Shell] won’t lift the cells: (Shell are not refloating 

but it’s not clear [to stakeholders] that this has been ruled out). 
• If contents leach is that a problem? [There is] uncertainty about contents and leaching rate. 
• Shell clarification: Decision tree is there to help with the ‘what if’ questions 
• Shell clarification: The GBS legs and cell walls are +/- 0.5m thick, but the legs are under 

more strain. 
• What if you discover [that the cell contents are] not mobile enough to re-inject but too 

dangerous to leave?  [There are] no options left in this case; the strategy needs to plan for this 
eventuality.  [I] would feel more comfortable if knew this was being planned for (for example, 
either make some cells immobile or increase releases with others simultaneously). 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 
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• Does Shell monitor leaching?  
o Shell clarification: Yes, [there is] environmental monitoring periodically.  [No oil leaks have 

been seen.] (Note one cell has never been used [for oil storage but does leak water only]). 
• What about the scenario ‘can mobilise but not reinject’?  How much cutting has been re-

injected elsewhere?   
o Shell clarification: There is experience of injection now from elsewhere to help here, e.g. 

volumes and local geology.  Uncertainty about volumes is a key factor. 
• What if you can mobilise, but can’t reinject on the same platform?  The hazards of 

transportation need to be added on in this case and weighed up against leaving in place.  
• [Can you] adjust leaching by fixation?   

o Shell clarification: Capping is part of the strategy. 
• [I’m] happy on the presumption that the full decision tree is more comprehensive and 

addresses the ‘double negative’ of too dangerous to leave / too hard to mobilise.  At decision 
#5, what would happen next in that case? 

• Are there other circumstances when new processes will be needed?  
o Shell clarification: Yes there are shades of grey between leave in place and recover / re-

inject (e.g. move 4 metres of sediment, leave the rest) 
• What have DECC said [about the decision strategy]  

o Shell clarification: No major problems with decision tree for cells. NB: OSPAR regulations 
say do nothing is not an option, so can’t be included in decision tree.  Waste must be 
characterized.  

 
Group C 

Evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this decision strategy approach? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Group C discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you (focusing on the decision 
strategy proposed)? 
 
• Shell clarification: [The decisions that will be made are] predicated on getting a good 

understanding.  Sampling takes place in 2011 and then if appropriate the trial 
• Are other [remediation] options possible? [Could you] build a sarcophagus? 
• Neutral on the evaluation scale: I’m not interested in decision trees [I just want to know about 

the decision]. 
• I feel comfortable with the outline process: the first sample is all important.  
• Is [the decision] based on [only] one sample? 

o Shell clarification: The objective is to get as much information as possible; talking about 
‘one sample’ is misleading.  NB: We will not be able to get statistical approach. 

• Cell remediation is not an isolated problem; it relates to other decisions, for example, the 
collapse of the legs 

• Shell clarification: Even if [the decision is] to leave [the contents] in place, we need to know 
what we are leaving in place. 

 
At the conclusion of the London group discussions, The Environment Council facilitator for 
each group reported back some key points from the discussion of each of the proposals to 
the stakeholders as a single whole (plenary) group.  This was supplemented by further 
commentary from stakeholders.   Key points from this plenary feedback were recorded and 
are set out below. 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 
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• Satisfaction is predicated on information coming back from sampling.  [Note that] one sample is 

[considered by stakeholders to be] insufficient. 
• The concept of a double negative [scenario]: can’t re-inject, but the content is dangerous.  The 

decision strategy needs to show and/or include this scenario. 
o Shell clarification:  This is being considered and planned for by Shell, along with other 

worst case scenarios 
• Further information [needs to be added]: a control chart [to show when you have enough 

information] and the decision strategy needs to show how points relate in time. 
• [The decision strategy is] not a decision tree but is trying to show which steps to put in place 

and when. 
• Worst case scenarios need to be included. 
• Currently it is not a good decision strategy, but it could be improved: [Shell] needs to unpack 

the other considerations behind the chart. 
• It may be possible to look again at mobilisation with treatment onshore.   

o It’s not clear where this might become feasible on the chart currently. 
• Is there ever a [point] where you say ‘Leave in Place’?  To what extent do you continue to 

sample?  This isn’t currently clear. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Group A 
 
The following points were made prior to the evaluation being undertaken, during an 
opportunity to gain further clarity on the decision tree through asking questions: 
• Reinjection is not a new concept or technology.  While there is analysis still to be done, I would 

like to see remove and re-inject [as the proposal] as it’s already a proven concept; it’s just a 
question of choosing the right well.  Not in favour of leave in place. 

• The decision tree still contains many uncertainties: the contents; removability; re-injectability; 
and how these inter-relate.  [With] the absence of a sample and [knowledge of] volume; you’re 
asking people to go down a track where the outcome is unknown. 

• I’m reassured if the intention is that proposals go to Department for Energy and Climate 
Change (DECC) after samples are taken (also depending on what’s in the sample). 
o Shell clarification: Note that samples may continue post submission to DECC. 

• If [you are] waiting until the samples are processed [then] the approach would be more 
acceptable. 
 

Evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this decision strategy approach? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Group A discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you (focusing on the decision 
strategy proposed)? 
 
Stakeholders who had evaluated towards the ‘satisfied’ end of the scale had the following 
issues: 
• Reinjection is not a new technology and will improve.  It seems sensible; its reliability [is 

known].  Once the samples are analysed: that remains [to be seen]. 
 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 
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Stakeholders who had evaluated around the ‘neutral’ range of the scale had the following 
issues: 
• It’s the known knowns and the unknown unknowns: Have all bases been covered?  On the 

surface is seems ok, but has everything been considered?  Could any other sediments not yet 
considered, also be components? 
o Shell clarification: Yes, this is feasible. 

• Have Shell considered all means of determining content, for example geophysics?  If the 
quantity of material is very small and has high pollutants it’s less problematic; and vice versa: if 
the quantity is high and the pollutants are high, then there is more of a problem. 
 

Group B 
 
Evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this decision strategy approach? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Group B discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you (focusing on the decision 
strategy proposed)? 
 
• Shell clarification: [It’s] highly likely that these sediments will be particular to these [Brent 

field] structures.  [There are] many future uncertainties until more data [becomes available] but 
[we] also need to move forward as fast as possible. [Remediation] hasn’t been done before on 
this scale. 

• Shell clarification: [There is a] range of opinion within the Shell team [about what the final 
approach might be.  [There will be a] final call, either [for] further field trials or option selection, 
depending on current understanding. 

• [What might happen] if the contents were left in the cells?   
o Shell clarification: H2S (hydrogen sulphide) would only be a hazard if people were going 

there; but they’re not.  [We are] unlikely to remove H2S [if it is present, due to] (safety 
issues).  H2S is a result of natural degradation, but there won’t be a build up of pressure.   

o Stakeholder comment: [There is] no sudden explosive danger expected. 
• What if you can’t re-inject? 

o Shell clarification: [We are] pretty convinced that re-injection is feasible 
• It has been done [before] and hasn’t always worked 
• Shell clarification: [It] has been successful in the USA 
• [The] other option is shipping it out: How feasible is that as a Best Environmental Option?  

[Wouldn’t] re-treating it would take massive energy use? 
• Shell clarification: Bio-remediation has been considered 
• My neutral verdict [on the evaluation scale] is based on still feeling cautious about potential 

outcomes of the process. 
• Most stakeholders in the group agreed: [It’s] still early days, so it’s difficult to form an 

opinion. 
• Shell clarification: The material to be re-injected will be mainly water, to aid the process, and 

anyway it will be dirty water by then. 
• What contamination is likely? Surely [this can be] based on what Shell have put in the cells? 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 
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• Shell clarifications: [The cell] content may be more predictable than on-shore facilities 
because everything that goes off-shore has a purpose and probably has been recorded. 
o The expectations are based on historical records and Brent spar [and are likely to include]: 

Sand fines coated with Brent crude, sea water, PCB’s from 1970s transformers; and paint 
from the 1970s. 

o [The platform’s] drains always empty into the cell system. 
• Some [stakeholders] think there might not be any problematic content but it’s responsible to 

check and monitoring has to take place wherever [the content] ends up 
• Stakeholders in the group agreed that: the process helps to avoid making decisions based 

on opinions and assumptions.  It sets out requirements for information at each stage.   
• Stakeholders also agreed that: chemicals are [now] much more regulated than they were in 

the 1970s. 
 
Group C 
 
Evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this decision strategy approach? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Group C discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you (focusing on the decision 
strategy proposed)? 
 
• Trigger levels on types or quantities of material:  Will the company think about what is 

acceptable or not acceptable in those terms and the consequent decision-take [so that this 
forms part of the decision strategy?]. 

• [Has the company] any idea of the volume of oil in the sediment. 
• Concept select criteria: Why use net carbon as a criterion (for an oil company!) 

o Shell clarification: The criteria used are a given [from the DECC guidance]. 
• If the GBS legs are left up and there is consequent impact [e.g. from a collapse] on the cells; 

how does that fit into the risk criteria? 
o Does exposure of the sediment mean release? 
o Is it better to reduce liability now or leave till later? 

 
The stakeholders were asked what to them would make the decision strategy more robust: 
• [Concept select] criteria: [Shell] need [to provide] more detail behind [the criteria] and what the 

tipping point is.  [This] would help external confidence.  For example, “If [the contents 
contained] above a percentage of Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB) then [Shell] would remove 
[it]”.  Is [there] some [way] to describe what makes [the cell contents] “OK to leave” and “too 
nasty; must go”? 
o But dose [or exposure] is important too; [as well as volume in that consideration]. 

• Risk matrix/structural failure versus substance.  [Structural failure needs to be considered in 
the decision strategy to inform the decision] 

• Is cost the criteria? 
o  [There is a] view that cost between leave in place and remove and re-inject is potentially 

not that different.   
o Don’t think [cost] criteria a big defining factor 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 
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• Shell clarification: The cells entered (for sampling) [are] chosen for minimum disturbance [of 
drill cuttings] 
o But the removal of attic oil is needed anyway, so will be able to access sediment [in all the 

cells as ultimately] need to get to them all anyway.  
• Will the decision [of which cells to enter] be made platform by platform? 

o Shell clarification Probably platform by platform and definitely have to characterise any 
waste left behind. 

• Is the [cell contents/sediment] composition likely to be similar [across the cells]? 
• Is the sediment capable of being re-injected?   
• Shell clarification: [We] might need more than one well [for re-injection] 
• Re-injecting [sediment] back into the place it came [from]: Has all the sediment come from the 

well [originally?] 
o Shell clarification: [This is] unlikely, for example, the PCBs are not from oil. 

• [If] volumes [exceed well capacity]: What if the contents are very hazardous; what would you 
do: Use ‘skip and ship’ to another well? 
o Shell clarification: [The cell sediment] probably can’t go to another field [in these 

circumstances] 
o Shell clarification: [We could potentially] take [the sediment] ashore; though [this is] not an 

attractive option; so then may cap and leave. 
• Is there a formal process to go back and review the decision because of technology advances? 
• What is the critical timing on this [for taking a decision on which option]? 

o Shell clarification: Use of the topsides is one of the critical aspects and the plugging of 
wells.  Therefore the critical point is completion of plug and abandonment. 

• [Shell need to present the selection] criteria up front and [also the] basis of decision (i.e. so 
[these factors are] not massaged afterwards) 

• [There needs to be] an external [demonstration of] robustness (for example [on] criteria, 
[through use of] stakeholder group weighting). 

• [This is] a first [for a decommissioning project] therefore DECC’s other criteria for release [of 
substances] is not applicable. 

 
GROUP D 
 
Evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this decision strategy approach? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Group D discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you (focusing on the decision 
strategy proposed)? 
 
• What can you do to modify the cell contents to make them injectable?  

o Shell clarification: Once we know the chemical and physical composition we will know 
whether it is injectable or how it can be made injectable. 

• If you consider that there is a 60% chance of making the contents injectable; would you think it 
justifiable to take a punt on this?  

• It seems there are quite a few options around re-injection (in terms of treating the cell contents 
to make them injectable) – it would help to define these more clearly. 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 
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• If you injected down a well, would you still monitor it?  If you have mixed it with other chemicals 
then it has been altered and it’s not a case of simply returning the same material to the 
reservoir?  
o Shell clarification:  We aren’t required to monitor what is reinjected, for example, we are 

not required to monitor abandoned wells after the immediate post plug assessment. 
• Is it the injectivity that will determine the decisions about the cells?  

o Shell clarification: No, it’s one of 4 or 5 variables that have to be considered.  For 
example, even if you can inject, but the contents are not environmentally damaging, what 
would be the environmental benefits of re-injection? What environmental risks are you 
taking in removing the contents?  

• Shell clarification: Putting [a layer of capping material on the sediment inside] the cells makes 
the (degradation) process much slower and controls the pathway that the cell contents are 
released from the cells.  

• Shell clarification: Bringing [all] the cell contents [in total] on shore has been discounted 
because of the risks of contamination, the large volumes/quantity of material and the 
environmental impacts of treatment and disposal on land.  

• Why not bring on shore, extract the sand (and use), clean the water and put that back to the 
sea? 
o Shell clarification: Because there are likely to be very high levels of oil.   This option has 

been considered seriously and investigated and is an issue that has been previously 
discussed with stakeholders.  However, bringing on shore cannot be totally discounted 
because of the potential scenario that the cell contents are too damaging to be left in situ 
and it’s not possible to reinject. 

• I am still concerned that the ways of deciding the main options (leave in situ and mobilise/ 
reinject) should be better explained: I would like a fuller explanation of why some options are 
not technically feasible. 

• Attitudes to the environment change over time and views on the risks of the options for the 
cells may change too; and leave in situ may be considered unacceptable.  

• Shell clarification: Removing the topsides would close off some of the options for dealing with 
the cells. 

• In terms of the two preferred options is there anything that could happen to change these? The 
balance of the impact between leaving in cells and mobilising/ reinjecting or moving onshore for 
treatment and disposal? 
o Shell clarification: Everything could turn on its head when we get the sample and it 

depends on several variables: Bio-availability, toxicity, extractability, injectability, mobility. 
• If the cell contents are left in situ is it Shell’s intention just to monitor the situation or to continue 

to look for other options? 
o Shell clarification: Don’t think the intention is to look for remediation options unless we 

come to a view that we don’t want to leave the contents in the cells.  
 
GROUP E 
 
Evaluation scale: How far are you satisfied with this decision strategy approach? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Not at all 
satisfied 

Neutral Very 
satisfied 

Don’t know/ No opinion 
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Group E discussion: What issues (if any) still remain for you (focusing on the decision 
strategy proposed)? 
 
• Need to know what you’re dealing with before deciding what action to take.  The content of the 

cells will determine what action to take. 
• Can you close the cell; get oil out without danger; [without] removing the other content? 
• Is there a difference between water and sediment removal?  Do you want to re-inject water as 

well as sediment? ([This would involve] a large volume.) 
• Problem of H2S (hydrogen sulphide) dissolved in water: Do you need to treat it in order to move 

it?  [It’s a] complex portfolio if you consider the cells as a whole. 
• [The strategy] must cater for a wide variety of scenarios, depending on the content:  

Transferring slurry would be difficult – if [it contained] H2S you would need a closed system to 
move it. 

• Is water is pumped out from the wells [prior to reinjection]? 
• Is seawater contaminated with mixed organics?  Would Shell be happy putting toxic water into 

the sea?   
• It’s essential that we monitor for safe limits of contaminants: [limits should be] acceptable/ 

tolerable 
• The management plan must be flexible enough to deal with whatever results you get; 

especially if you’re under time pressure.  You need to have enough time to deal with whatever 
is found [in the cells].  

• All these options are offshore options.  Have other things (onshore) been fully considered?  
([This] may well be a question [from the public].) 

• What happens if a minority of the public pushes back (like with Brent Spar)?  Don’t want to see 
the solution driven by minority opinion.  

• [There is a] question of public perception: how will people react to the ‘toxic hotspots’ message. 
• Will the cells always contain water? 
 
At the conclusion of the London group discussions, The Environment Council facilitator for 
each group reported back some key points from the discussion of each of the proposals to 
the stakeholders as a single whole (plenary) group.  This was supplemented by further 
commentary from stakeholders.  Key points from this plenary feedback were recorded and 
are set out below. 
 
• Shell really genuinely want to hear the range of opinions; [there are] a great variety: from; ‘you 

don’t need to look’, to ‘thank goodness you are’ (looking at the cell contents).  [For those who 
selected] neutral [on the evaluation scale]: proof is still outstanding. 

• There is awareness that the process contains uncertainty, so there is satisfaction that some of 
the technology is developed (re-injection).  Some people chose neutral [on the scale], because 
of the ‘unknowns’. 

• Broadly supportive [of the approach].  The main concerns are about what you might find and 
the need to treat different types of contents in different ways. 

• Broadly satisfied [with the approach].  Within that, there are concerns about discounting the 
option of bringing the content onshore, plus the environmental impact of leaving [the contents] 
in place (and bringing onshore).  [There’s a] need to continue stakeholder engagement on 
these issues. 

• Broadly satisfied [with the approach].  [Shell] need to be more transparent on the criteria and 
have it weighted up front (and not back-fitted): This is about addressing external perceptions.  
[There’s a] need to continue the conversation on these issues. 

• [Shell] need to consider the external issue of drill cuttings in relation to the route chosen, as 
well as the internal issue: [(the contents)] of the cells. 
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Shell response to stakeholder comments: 
 
• [The cell contents management option of] onshore disposal: we note that this issue has been 

raised. 
• Toxicity thresholds were mentioned: Norwegian data has some information on this. 
• Much of what has been highlighted by stakeholders has been addressed, so there is a need for 

clarity in the Decommissioning Programme about what’s been done. 
• Ultimately public opinion will have a bearing, so we need to be clear about the approach we’ve 

used.  The stakeholder response today suggests that we’re going in the right direction. 
 
The combined evaluation scales in response to the recommended proposal for the cell 
management decision process from the London and Aberdeen events are shown below for 
reference. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. Future Stakeholder Engagement  
 
10.1 Future Stakeholder Engagement, Presentation 
  
A presentation was given by Jim Niven, the Stakeholder Manager for the Brent 
decommissioning project, on future stakeholder engagement on the project.  The slides 
from the presentation can be viewed at Appendix 12. 
 
After the presentation there was an opportunity for stakeholders to ask questions of 
clarification.  Questions and answers raised at the London event are set out below.   
 
LONDON 
 
Q:  Our main focus is getting work-force involvement: Those going through implementation.  Can 

they be included in these forums? 
A:  We can look closer or at different involvement if needed.  There are [already] contacts with 

union representatives. 
 
Shell then put the following questions to stakeholders: 
• I’m interested in knowing how you’d like to receive the information from the project: is it 

packaged the best way for you? 
• The structure and approach to the workforce: Would it be information giving (a newsletter?) or 

participation (attending forums)? 
Stakeholder response: 
• It would be helpful to have safety representatives present to help spread the word back to the 

workforce.  There’s a lot of knowledge held by people that work out there day to day. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
There were no questions from stakeholders on the presentation at the Aberdeen event. 
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Very 
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10.2 Future Stakeholder Engagement, Feedback from Stakeholders 
 
Feedback on the following three aspects of future engagement was sought from 
stakeholders on the questions below.  Stakeholders were asked to consider these in a short 
discussion session, sitting in small groups around tables, and then key points were shared 
from each of the tables back to the participants as a whole group.  The key points recorded 
are set out below. 
 
The three aspects were: 
(1) What topics would you like considered for the next set of events in 2012?  
(2) Is a 60-day consultation period on the Decommissioning Programme appropriate?  
(3) What would you suggest a proposed stakeholder working group on cell management 

could do to add most value?  (The group is proposed to review, inform and run 
alongside the decision-making process for cell remediation.) 

 
LONDON 
 
(1)  Question for stakeholders: What topics would you like for a 2012 event? 
 
The following were suggested as potentially of interest to stakeholders: 
• Looking again at new /peer review data 
• Monitoring plan and impact hypothesis 
• Case by case and sites together 
• Cell remediation: decision strategy update 
• What would inform a working group 
 
Stakeholders also suggested the following topics: 
• Workforce engagement update 
• Presentation of data on cell sampling 
• Monitoring data: more detailed proposals 
 
The process for dealing with these topics was discussed: 
• The breadth of topics sounds like more than a one day event; otherwise would have to include 

a lot of pre-read and preparation for stakeholders. 
• Could also do some lead up events by phone/webinar? 
• I found the induction webinar helpful to get into the right mindset. 
 
There were further queries and discussion around the 2012 event: 
• Is there enough time before the Decommissioning Programme submission for a further event to 

add value? 
o In 2012 Q2: information on legs will be available; on the EIA; on sampling. 

• The Decommissioning Programme will be very far forward at this stage so stakeholder 
feedback would have to be strong to change things. 

• A lot of information has been provided to date and effort made to engage. 
 
(2)  Question for stakeholders: Is a 60-day consultation period appropriate? 
 
Stakeholders confirmed that a 60-day period was fine. 
 
Shell clarified the following: 
• The Decommissioning Programme will be [some] 120 pages with all the data underpinning that 

available. 
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(3)  Question for stakeholders: What would you suggest a proposed stakeholder working 
group on cell management could do to add most value? 

 
There was further discussion on how the cell management working group would work in 
more detail: 
• Would be helpful to keep participation broad, as a range of input is so useful 

o Envisage a group of 10-12 people covering the range of interests 
o The group would be dedicated to cell remediation as the ‘big ticket’ item for stakeholders 

• Where will the group add value? 
o Independent public confidence that the evidence and/or solutions are sound.  That it’s not 

just based on in-house expertise: Having this separate reinforcement. 
o It won’t be a consensus or arbitration body. 
o We want an external view of whether [the approach to the cells is] robust. 

• Why/how is it different from this group? 
o It’s a smaller more focused group 

• Will this add any further value?  Isn’t it a replication of these events? 
o This is a smaller event than Aberdeen.  A small group would be more practical, could meet 

more frequently.   
o We would still continue to inform this group 
o The cell group would involve ‘single’ meetings i.e. not ‘one Aberdeen, one London’ as with 

regular dialogue meetings 
o The cells group would continue to run beyond the Decommissioning Programme 

[submission]. 
o It has the potential to follow the progress of sampling. 

• The cells group would be representative of this wider group. 
• We would also be looking for stakeholder inputs/ views [through the cells group] on the Multi-

Criteria Decision Analysis being produced with [Shell consultants] Catalyze. 
• Once plans for the cells group are firmed up, we will take soundings on how it sounds. 

 
ABERDEEN 
 
(1)  Question for stakeholders: Regarding the 2012 event: What topics would you like to 

have?  
 
Stakeholder responses: 
• Something on the sampling results. 
• The other suggestions made in the presentation [see appendix 12] were also liked by 

stakeholders. 
 
Question of clarification to stakeholders:  
• [What about] webinars? Can they be part of the mix? 
• Stakeholders indicated that they were happy to do topic chunks via this means. 
 
(2) Question for stakeholders: Is a 60-day consultation period on the Decommissioning 

Programme appropriate?  
 
Stakeholder responses: 
• Around half of the stakeholders in the room indicated that this was ok.   
 
Other views were as follows: 
• I think that you could justify 90 days.  My resource has been cut, so 30 days is very little time to 

read the appendices and 60 days will go very quickly. 
 
Further question of clarification to stakeholders from Shell:  
• Is there anything else Shell can do to help you respond? 
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Some questions from stakeholders and answers from the Shell team followed: 
 
Q:  During the consultation period, will there be road-shows? 
A:  Approaches to the consultation are still being thought about.  We can look at this idea.  These 

dialogue events are part of the warm-up to the consultation. 
 
Q:  One of the strengths of these events is that you benefit from other stakeholder ideas and feed 

off that.  I’m concerned that we may loose that with a webinar. 
A:  Agree, though ultimately you need to have your own view. 
 
Further stakeholders responses: 
• We need another event to close out these issues and which includes the structure of the 

Decommissioning Programme.  An event supplemented by a webinar. 
• Can DECC also give their input on the Decommissioning Programme at the next event? 
 
Further question of clarification to stakeholders from Shell: 
• Is there anything we can do to assuage any fears about aspects of the decommissioning for 

the next event? 
 
Stakeholder response: 
• I would like to see the fine detail on the GBS legs (the submission for the Decommissioning 

Programme). 
 
(3) Question for stakeholders: What would you suggest a proposed stakeholder working 

group on cell management could do to add most value? 
 
Stakeholder responses: 
• The stakeholder group should present challenges to Shell and give robustness, for example, 

taking cell contents on shore to me would be undesirable; this was floated as an idea today.   
• Shell clarification: The group could give feedback on criteria and weightings: detail to be 

determined. 
 
Question of clarification to stakeholders:  
• Is the general idea OK? 

 
Stakeholder response: 
• The feeling is that it’s a good idea, but it needs to cover the range of stakeholders and sectors 

and keep other stakeholders informed. 
• It could have sub groups, giving, for example, regulatory or industry-specific views to input to 

this [group]. 
 
 
11. Evaluation 
 
The attendees were asked to reflect on their experience of the day’s workshop.  The 
facilitators requested that the participants each complete an evaluation questionnaire.  This 
was to collect participant views both on the wider engagement process and the day’s 
workshop.  This was in order to understand how effective the process was, and to inform 
how the wider engagement process for the project might be taken forward.  The questions 
and responses have been collated and transcribed and can be found at appendix 13. 
 



Brent Decommissioning Project/Stakeholder Workshops September 2011/Combined Transcript Report  48 

12. Way Forward and Actions 
 
There were some action points generated during the workshop.  These are set out below. 
 
LONDON 
 
Action Who When 
Draft a transcript of the workshop 
(including Aberdeen) and send to 
stakeholders 

The Environment Council End October 2011 

Electronic process engagement Stakeholders who want 
to sign up (by email) 

October, November [and 
December] 

Workshop [presentation] slides to go up 
on Brent decommissioning website 

Shell UK 1st October 2011 

 
ABERDEEN 
 
Action Who When 
Produce draft transcript of the workshops The Environment 

Council 
End October 2011 

[Post the presentation] slides up on the 
Brent Decommissioning website 

Shell UK 1st October 2011 

Sign up (if you want to) to the electronic 
engagement process 

All participants Through October, 
November and December 

 
 
13. Close 
 
The workshops were closed with the following remarks by Austin Hand, the Director of the 
Brent decommissioning project.  These are summarised below: 
 
LONDON 
 
• Thank you for participating today. 
• The next session (2012) will give us some conclusions: we would like to see you at the next 

event. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
• This has been a genuine engagement session; very lively.  Even within the Shell team we have 

debates.  We should conclude with a gathering next year to wrap up. 
• We have a field-wide Decommissioning Programme in preparation; [this is] more complex than 

most.   
• The Department for Energy and Climate Change (DECC) have been involved throughout the 

course of the project. 
• I would encourage you to read the ‘e’ newsletters from Brent 
• The Environmental Impact Assessment: we regard this as independent as it is undertaken by 

consultants Det Norske Veritas. 
• The Brent team are contacted world-wide for advice and experience on decommissioning. 
• Thanks everyone, it was a great day and we appreciate all your input. 
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Appendix 1: Attendees and Invited Organisations 
 
 
London, 20 September 2011 
 
Name Organisation 

Neil Golding Energy Industries Council (EIC) 

Arnold John Environment Agency 

Stephen Aston Environment Agency Northern Ireland 

Alison Langford Esso UK Ltd 

David Santillo Greenpeace International 

Paul Adamson Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Graham Morrison Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Gunther Clauss Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Bill Dover Independent Review Group (IRG) 

John Shepherd Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Jan Roth Johnsen Ministry of Petroleum & Energy Norway  
(OLJE- OG ENERGIDEPARTEMENTET) 

John Gillies Shell UK – Execution Manager, Brent Decommissioning 

Austin Hand Shell UK – Project Director, Brent Decommissioning 

Gill Hay Shell UK – Communications Advisor, Brent Decommissioning 

Gordon Picken Shell UK – Brent Decommissioning Programme Manager 

Jim Niven Shell UK – Stakeholder Manager, Brent Decommissioning 

Mike Smith Shell UK – Senior Project Engineer, Brent Decommissioning 

Graham Van’t Hoff Shell UK – Country Chair 
 
 
Brent Decommissioning Project, Cell Decision Process Technical Studies 
 
Carmen Carmona Catalyze 

Ivan Lax Catalyze 
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Aberdeen, 22 September 2011 
 
Name Organisation 

George  Yule Aberdeen and Grampian Chamber of Commerce 

Suzanne Harwood Aberdeen City Council 

Alistair Reid Aberdeenshire Council 

Ken Gray Cromarty Firth Port Authority 

Sarah Hillyear  Decom North Sea 

Sam Coupland Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

Mick Creary Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

Terri Kelbie Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

Tracey Mackie  Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

Saravan Marappan Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

Alison Langford Esso UK Ltd 

Rita Stright Esso UK Ltd 

Colin Martin Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Miles Oglethorpe Historic Scotland 

Jorgen Rullkoetter Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Brian Wilkinson Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Holly Niner Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) 

Calum Grains Lerwick Port Authority 

Colin Megginson Marine Scotland 

Mr Derek Moore Marine Scotland 

Neaz Hyder Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) 

Dave Bevan National Federation of Fishermen's Organisations 

Alan Piggott National Federation of Fishermen's Organisations 

Ann Bell North Sea Commission 

Mike Spain Northern Lighthouse Board 

Jenny Stanning Oil and Gas UK 

Miriam McDonald RCAHMS (The Royal Commission of the Ancient and Historic 
Monuments of Scotland) 

Ibiye Iyalla Robert Gordon University Energy Centre 

Michael Curtis Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) 

Tracey Samson Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) 

Michael Sutherland Scottish Fishermen's Federation - SFS Services Limited 

Simon Axon Shell UK - Brent Decommissioning 

Anita Barton Shell UK - Brent Decommissioning 

Glen Cayley Shell UK - Technical Vice President 

Frederick Ducellier Shell UK - Brent Decommissioning 
 

Continues overleaf 
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Aberdeen, 22 September 2011 (continued) 
 
Name Organisation 

John Gillies Shell UK – Execution Manager, Brent Decommissioning 

Austin Hand Shell UK – Project Director, Brent Decommissioning 

Gill Hay Shell UK – Communications Advisor, Brent Decommissioning 

John Ironside Shell UK  - Brent Decommissioning 

Eric McWilliam Shell UK  - Brent Decommissioning 

Jim Niven Shell UK – Stakeholder Manager, Brent Decommissioning 

Gordon Picken Shell UK – Brent Decommissioning Programme Manager 

Gwyn Roberts Shell UK - Brent Decommissioning 

Mike Smith Shell UK – Senior Project Engineer, Brent Decommissioning 

Stephen Cooper Shetland Islands Council 

Tommy Coutts Shetland Islands Council 

Jim Grant Shetland Islands Council 

Elaine Ball  SOTEAG (Shetland Oil Terminal Environmental Advisory Group)  

 
Brent Decommissioning Project, Cell Decision Process Technical Studies 
 
Peter Miles Catalyze 

Carmen Carmona Catalyze 
 

The Environment Council Facilitation Team 
 
Eva Beresford London event  

Nicola Builder London event 

Sian Ferguson London and Aberdeen events 

Rowena Harris Aberdeen event 

Suzannah Lansdell London and Aberdeen events 

Tim Morrell Aberdeen event 

Erica Sutton London and Aberdeen events 
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Invited Organisations, 2011 Stakeholder Events (list at 8 September 2011) 
 
Aberdeen and Grampian Chamber of Commerce 

Aberdeen City Council 

Aberdeen Harbour Board 

Aberdeenshire Council 

ACSEF (Aberdeen City and Shire Economic Forum) 

Advisory Committee on Protection of the Sea, Europe (ACOPS) 

Association British Offshore Industries 

Bangor University 

Bellona 

Bellona Europa 

British Geological Survey 

BUND (Friends of the Earth, Germany) 

Bundesumwelt Ministerium 

Cardiff University 

CEFAS (Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science) 

Centre for Ecology & Hydrology 

Centre for Environmental and Marine Sciences (CEMS) 

Countryside Council for Wales 
Cromarty Firth Port Authority 
left Local Authority Standing Committee on Oil Fabrication (LASCOF) 
Danish Fishermen's Association 

Danmarks Naturfredningsforening 

Dansk Ornitologisk Forening 

Decom North Sea 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) 

Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

EEEGR ( East of England Energy Group)  

Energy Industries Council (EIC) 

Energy Institute 

Environment Agency 

Environment Agency Northern Ireland 

Environmental Consultants 

European Commission Directorate General (Environment DG ) 

European Commission Directorate General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (DG MARE) 

European Commission, Directorate General (Energy DG) 
Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety 
(Bundesministerium für Umwelt, Naturschutz und Reaktorsicherheit (BMU)) 
Forum for the Future 

Friends of the Earth (England & Wales)  

Friends of the Earth Scotland 

Global Marine Systems Ltd 

Greenpeace EV 
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Greenpeace International 

Greenpeace UK 

Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Heriot-Watt University 

Highland Council 

Highlands and Island Enterprise 

Historic Scotland 

IChemE 

IMechE  

Institute of Marine Engineering Science and Technology (IMAREST) 

International Association of Oil and Gas Producers (OGP) 

International Marine Contractors' Association (IMCA)  

International Maritime Organization (IMO) 

International Navigation Association 

International Research Institute of Stavanger (IRIS) 

ITF (The Industry Technology Facilitator) 

Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) 

KDM German Marine Research Consortium 

KIMO UK Network 

Lerwick Port Authority 

Marine Biological Association of the UK 

Marine Conservation Society Scotland 

Marine Management Organisation (MMO) 

Marine Scotland 

Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) 

Ministry of Economic Affairs, Netherlands 

Ministry of Petroleum & Energy Norway (MPE) 

National Association for Environmental Education 

National Federation of Fishermen's Organisations 

National Oceanography Centre Southampton 

Natural Environment Research Council (NERC) 

NOF Energy  

Norges Miljøvernforbund (Green Warriors of Norway) 

Norges Naturvernforbund (Friends of the Earth Norway) 

North Sea Commission 

North Sea Directorate 

North Sea Foundation  (Stichting De Noordzee) 

Northern Ireland Fishermen’s Federation 

Northern Lighthouse Board 

Norwegian Climate and Pollution Agency  

Norwegian Institute for Water Research (NIVA) 

Norwegian Petroleum Directorate 
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Offshore Contractors Association (OCA) 

Oil and Gas UK 

OLF Oil Industry Association 

Oljeindustriens Landsforening (OLF) 

Opito 

OSPAR Commission 

Peterhead Port Authority 

Plymouth Marine Laboratory 

Rail Maritime and Transport Union (RMT) 

RCAHMS (The Royal Commission of the Ancient and Historic Monuments of Scotland) 

Reading University 

Robert Gordon University 
Robert Gordon University 
Energy Centre 
Royal Institute of Navigation 

RSPB 

RSPB Scotland 

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 Fishermen's Federation 

Scottish Fishermen's Federation - SFS Services Limited 

Scottish Government 

Scottish Government Energy Markets 

Scottish Natural Heritage 

Scottish Oceans Institute (Sea Mammal Research Unit (SMRU)) 

Scottish Wildlife Trust 

Sea Watch Foundation 

Seas at Risk 

Shark Trust 

Shetland Islands Council 

Shetland Islands Council Port Authority 

Society for Underwater Technology (SUT) 

Society of Maritime Industries  

SOTEAG (Shetland Oil Terminal Environmental Advisory Group)  

Southern Norway Trawlers Association (Sør-Norges Trålerlag) 

Stakeholder Forum for a Sustainable Future 



Brent Decommissioning Project/Stakeholder Workshops September 2011/Combined Transcript Report  55 

 
SustainAbility 

The Chamber of Shipping 

The Chartered Institute of Waste Management 

The Environment Centre(tEC) 

The Mammal Society 

The Marine Connection 

The Sullom Voe Association Ltd 

The United Kingdom Hydrographic Office 

The Wildlife Trusts 

UCL Energy Institute 

UK Cable Protection Committee 

UK Fisheries Oil and Gas Legacy Trust Fund 

Unite the Union 

University of Aberdeen 

University of East Anglia 

University of Southampton 

University of Strathclyde 

Whale & Dolphin Conservation Society 

World Conservation Union (IUCN) 

WWF Denmark 

WWF Germany 

WWF International 

WWF Netherlands 

WWF Scotland 

WWF UK 

ZERO 
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Appendix 2: Briefing Materials and Questions for Stakeholder 
 
Dear stakeholder, 
 
Thank you for your continuing interest and participation in our engagement activities for the Brent 
decommissioning project.  At the forthcoming stakeholder events for the project in September this year, we 
will be presenting some of our final conclusions on our proposals and plans prior to the anticipated 
submission of the Brent decommissioning programme in 2012. 
 
Stakeholders have often informed us that they like to receive briefing material ahead of the dialogue events on 
Brent decommissioning so they can come to the sessions well prepared.  In the past we have supplied 
stakeholders both with feedback on issues they have raised at previous events and with information for the 
sessions ahead. As the engagement on Brent decommissioning has progressed over the past few years we 
have supplied increasing amounts of such information.  
 
Attached to this letter are a series of papers by way of information for stakeholders ahead of the next set of 
events on 20th September in London and 22nd September in Aberdeen. 
 
This information is extensive this year and comprises the following: 
 

1. Some response information to issues raised by stakeholders at the 2010 events (as analysed from the 
transcript report produced by The Environment Council and posted on the Brent decommissioning 
project website: www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm) 

2. Some more specific information in response to the questions raised by stakeholders at the “souk” 
sessions at the 2010 events. 

3. Following the “e-Engagement” done on line last year as a follow up to the 2010 events, we received 
some further comments and we provide some relevant response information. 

4. Finally, there is a tranche of information by way of pre-reading for the September events this year. 
Included in this is a cover sheet which lists the topics to be included and, as requested by 
stakeholders, highlights what in particular we would like you to come to the events prepared to 
discuss please. 

It is a lot of information and we appreciate that this makes a requirement on your time to read it all, but we 
feel it will add further value to the time that you spend at the events.  However, if you need to prioritise 
your reading, we would direct your attention to item 4 on the list above, the pre-reading for the 
events coming up, so you can come to the event with some views and feedback from your 
organisation on some of the agenda topics for the day. 
 
This year there are many Brent stakeholders coming to the events for the first time and we recognise that 
these stakeholders may not be able to be put in full context all the information in this communication. With 
this in mind, and to assist “new-comers” build an understanding of the Brent decommissioning project, we 
will be holding a brief introduction session on the scope and background of the project early in the morning 
of the events. In addition we are looking to set up some “virtual” introductory sessions via webcast or telecon 
before the events. The objective is for those that are new to the project to gain some familiarity with Brent 
decommissioning ahead of the dialogue events in order to support their participation. More information on 
these virtual meetings will be sent to these stakeholders shortly by The Environment Council. 
 
As always however, if any stakeholder wants to contact us directly on any aspect of the project or the 
information contained with this communication please don’t hesitate to contact me Jim Niven 

http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm
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(jim.niven@ shell.com ) or Gill Hay (Gillian.hay@ shell.com ) or via the “Contact Brent” email facility on the 
www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm website. 
If you would like to take part in the September events but have not yet confirmed your attendance, please 
contact Erica Sutton (erica@ envcouncil.org.uk) at The Environment Council, independent facilitators for the 
stakeholder events, to register or obtain further information. 
Thank you and we look forward to seeing all those of you who can come to the events on 20th September in 
London and 22nd September in Aberdeen. 
Regards 

 
 
 
Jim Niven  
Stakeholder Manager 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:jim.niven@shell.com
mailto:Gillian.hay@shell.com
http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm
mailto:erica@envcouncil.org.uk
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This information is for update purposes only. No specific stakeholder input is requested. However if stakeholders 
wish to raise any points arising from this status information, there will be a short agenda session on the day to 
facilitate this. 
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roject status  

ll four platforms remain currently in production mode, but spent much of the year shut in while the three 
eavy protective frames (fenders) at the waterline of the Brent Bravo platform were removed and replaced 
ith a rope protection system. Resumption of production will take place on the platforms when all the 
ecessary work is completed and restart can be done in a safe manner.  Brent A and B have resumed 
roduction. 

ell abandonment work continues on Brent Delta and Bravo. Some 25 of the 40 wells on Brent Delta and 2 
f the 38 wells on Brent Bravo have been completed (as at June 2011). The upgrade of the rig equipment on 
rent Alpha is in progress with the aim of starting plugging and abandoning work in Q3 this year. 
rent Delta CoP [cessation of production] is currently planned for year end 2011/ 1Q 2012, Brent Alpha and 
ravo planned for around year end 2012 (dates remain undefined). Brent Charlie is currently planned to be 
e last platform to cease production. 

nder the Brent Decommissioning Services Contract [DSC], it is planned to start engineering down 
ecommissioning work offshore on Brent Delta in Q4 this year, essentially when CoP is reached on the 
latform.  

ther contracts in progress include the topsides removals and onshore dismantling contracts. Topsides 
movals FEED studies deliverables are currently being assessed (single lift and modular removal options) 

nd the pre-qualification for the onshore dismantling contracts has commenced.  
he Brent Alpha/Bravo/Charlie topsides studies are now completed (as for Delta last year); including the 
rent Bravo and Charlie GBS refloat technical assessment studies, which will be discussed further in the 
eptember events. [See also the GBS pre-read]. 

ork is well underway on the cell survey project the objective of which is to enter a storage cell on Brent 
elta later this year to determine more information about the cell contents. The aim is to map the sediment 

istribution and depth and recover samples from at least one cell. Newly designed equipment has been 
rdered and testing of some other equipment has commenced.   

nvironmental and social impact (EIA) assessment scoping report setting out the key issues being addressed 
nd evaluated in the full EIS study has been completed and has been sent to stakeholders for comments. The 
IA is underway and planned for completion in Q1 2012. Stakeholder views can still provide input to the 
IA work. 
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Also studies are on-going on the Brent pipelines bypass project which involves the parts of the multi-partner 
pipeline system which needs to be “disconnected” from Brent Bravo. 
 
Finally, on one point that stakeholders have previously mentioned is what is happening about sharing learning 
across the industry. Two activities that are happening are: 
 

1. Under the UK Oil and Gas industry association (OGUK) a joint industry decommissioning 
“baseline” project has been set up to study various aspects of future decommissioning  comprising 
three workstreams 
i. Infrastructure 
ii. Environment 
iii. Stakeholders 

  

2. Under the global Oil and Gas Producers Association (OGP) a working group made up of operators 
of gravity base structures is being established to share information, study findings and other 
learnings. Most GBSs are in the Norwegian and UK sectors of the North Sea. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Brent Alpha, Bravo and Charlie platforms � what is different to Brent Delta? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommended Proposal 
 
Brent A, B and C to be dealt with in line with Brent D – in line with the following principles: GBS (on B and 
C remains), drill cuttings remain; cell contents currently being evaluated (on B and C); topsides to shore and 
debris removed.   
What is requested from stakeholders for the September stakeholder events? 
 
This is the proposal that is likely to appear in the Decommissioning Programme.  How far are you satisfied with 
this proposal?  What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
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The two attached charts (see pages 4 and 5) indicate the main differences between the platforms. Commentary 
on the significance in terms of decommissioning is described in the comments given below. 
 
Topsides (All) 
• All four platforms have steel topsides of differing weight, Brent Alpha being the lightest (16,500 tonnes). 

All topsides will be removed to shore for dismantling with a targeted 95% of the material destined for 
recovery.  

 
Brent Bravo and Charlie vs. Brent Delta GBS structures 
• These three platforms have concrete Gravity Base Structures (GBS) each of the order of 300,000 tonnes. 
• Brent Bravo is essentially the same design as Brent Delta with three legs and 16 oil storage tanks (“cells”) 

in the base (“caisson”) 
• Brent Charlie is a different GBS design with four legs and a total of 36 cells for various uses in the base 
• Due to the pipework arrangements in the storage tanks, Brent Charlie has trapped attic oil in the 

underside of the tank roof like Brent Delta. Brent Bravo is believed not to have any attic oil 
• Brent Bravo and Brent Charlie oil storage tanks will contain water, oil/water interphase material and oily 

sediments like we believe is present in Brent Delta 
• Our studies indicate that the risks identified to remove Brent Delta’s GBS by refloat and which are 

considered unacceptable, also apply to the Brent Bravo and Charlie GBSs. In this case all three GBSs are 
derogation cases. 

• The three GBSs have different amount s of “external steel”. The most notable example of this is that 
Brent Charlie’s conductors are external to the legs and are located between two of the four legs. 
Conductors are large diameter (30” to 36”) steel tubulars from the drilling rig on the platform and piled a 
few 100 meters into the bed that guide the initial drilling of the wells. External steel will be removed 
where safe to do so. The conductors will be cut above the surface of the seabed at a point on Brent 
Charlie, just above the top of the storage tanks, 84 meters below the sea surface. 
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Cell Management 
• As with Brent Delta’s storage tanks, it is too early to say what the preferred Brent Bravo and Charlie cell 

management option may be. The two options being studied for Brent Delta as notified to stakeholders 
[i.e. (A) Leave in place” or (B) “Remove and reinject”)] will also be applicable to Brent Bravo and 
Charlie and will be studied. [See also the cell management pre-read material for further information]. 

 

Brent Alpha 
• Brent Alpha is a steel “jacket” structure and so unlike Brent Bravo, Charlie and Delta has no oil storage 

tanks. 
• Studies are on-going as to how much of the Brent Alpha steel jacket may be removed. 
• At a jacket weight of 14,300 tonnes, the footings are a potential derogation case. We are currently 

completing our jacket removal studies. There are two options being addressed, (1) removal down to -84 
meters leaving the footings or (2) full removal down to the seabed. (See separate pre-read document). 

 
Drill cuttings 
• There are some 160 wells in total and as was the practice for oil and gas production in the 1970s, drill 

cuttings were discharged to sea. As a result there are cuttings piles around each platform.  
• Like the cuttings piles at Brent Delta the piles at the other three platforms all fall below the OSPAR 

Recommendation 2006/5. Stage 1 threshold in terms of oil content and persistence. As a result as 
notified to stakeholders with Brent Delta, it will be proposed that the cuttings at Brent Alpha, Bravo and 
Charlie will also be left undisturbed to degrade naturally.   
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26January 2012

Survey programme designed to conform with OLF* Guidelines to:
Survey and sampling using variety of techniques:
Environmental survey report still being finalised due to issues with original THC 
analyses

Drill Cuttings

Survey results
Alpha Bravo Charlie Delta

Cell top cuttings (height) n/ a 3.0m 8.5m 6.8m
Cell top cuttings (volume) n/ a 592m3 6,973m3 798m3

Seabed cuttings (height) 4.0m 11.2m 9.5m 10.3m
Seabed cuttings (volume) 6,506m3 4,635m3 5,266m3 1,575 m3

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

Debris 

• Like Brent Delta all three platforms have debris on the seabed typically scaffolding and other items lost 
over board during 35 years of operations. Like Brent Delta all debris will be removed within a 500 metre 
radius of each platform and 100 metres either side of any pipelines on the seabed. A seabed survey using 
a vessel performing an over-trawl of the area will be conducted after the debris removal operations. 

• Debris will not be removed if doing so will result in a significant disturbance of any drill cuttings piles 
present.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Pr
e-r

ea
ds

 a
nd

 co
ve

r l
ett

er 
–B

ren
t s

ta
ke

ho
lde

r d
ia

log
ue

 ev
en

t 2
01

1 
 

63
 

 

9
Se

pt
em

be
r 

20
11

Br
en
t –

A
lp
ha
, B
ra
vo
, C
ha
rl
ie
, D
el
ta

Br
en
t A
lp
ha

Ty
pe
:

Pl
at

fo
rm

, S
te

el

To
ps
id
es
 w
ei
gh
t :

16
,5

00
 g

ro
ss

 /
15

,5
00

 (d
ry

 ) 
to

nn
es

Ja
ck
et
 w
ei
gh
t:

14
,3

00
 to

nn
es

 (e
xc

l. 
pi

le
s)

N
um

be
r 
of
 s
to
ra
ge
 c
el
ls
: 

n/
a

W
el
l s
lo
ts

: 
28 D
iff
er
en
ce
s

St
ee

l s
tru

ct
ur

e

N
o 

oi
l s

to
ra

ge
 c

el
ls

Br
en
t B
ra
vo

Ty
pe
: 

Pl
at

fo
rm

, C
on

cr
et

e,
G

ra
vi

ty
 b

as
ed

To
ps
id
es
 w
ei
gh
t: 

24
,1

00
 g

ro
ss

 /
23

,1
00

 (n
et

) t
on

ne
s

G
BS
 w
ei
gh
t: 

33
1,

30
0 

to
nn

es

N
um

be
r 
of
 s
to
ra
ge
 c
el
ls
:

16
 

W
el
l s
lo
ts
:

38 D
iff
er
en
ce
s

C
on

cr
et

e 
st

ru
ct

ur
e

G
ra

vi
ty

 b
as

ed
 s

tru
ct

ur
e 

w
ith

 o
il 

an
d 

w
at

er
 s

to
ra

ge
 c

el
ls

Br
en
t C
ha
rl
ie

Ty
pe
:

Pl
at

fo
rm

, C
on

cr
et

e,
G

ra
vi

ty
 b

as
ed

To
ps
id
es
 w
ei
gh
t:

31
,0

00
 g

ro
ss

 /
30

,0
00

 (n
et

) t
on

ne
s

G
BS
 w
ei
gh
t:

29
0,

00
0 

to
nn

es

N
um

be
r 
of
 s
to
ra
ge
 c
el
ls
:

32 W
el
l s
lo
ts
:

40 D
iff
er
en
ce
s

C
on

cr
et

e 
st

ru
ct

ur
e

G
ra

vi
ty

 b
as

ed
 s

tru
ct

ur
e 

w
ith

 o
il 

an
d 

w
at

er
 s

to
ra

ge
 c

el
ls

Br
en
t D
el
ta

Ty
pe
:

Pl
at

fo
rm

, C
on

cr
et

e,
G

ra
vi

ty
 b

as
ed

To
ps
id
es
 w
ei
gh
t: 

23
,5

00
 g

ro
ss

 /
22

,5
00

 (n
et

) t
on

ne
s

G
BS
 w
ei
gh
t: 

30
0,

90
0 

to
nn

es

N
um

be
r 
of
 s
to
ra
ge
 c
el
ls
:

16 W
el
l s
lo
ts
:

48 D
iff
er
en
ce
s

C
on

cr
et

e 
st

ru
ct

ur
e

G
ra

vi
ty

 b
as

ed
 s

tru
ct

ur
e 

w
ith

 o
il 

an
d 

w
at

er
 s

to
ra

ge
 c

el
ls



Pr
e-r

ea
ds

 a
nd

 co
ve

r l
ett

er 
–B

ren
t s

ta
ke

ho
lde

r d
ia

log
ue

 ev
en

t 2
01

1 
 

64
 

 

10
Se

pt
em

be
r 

20
11

K
ey
 D
iff
er
en
ce
s 

Br
en
t B
ra
vo

•
G

BS
 ( 

= 
de

ro
ga

tio
n 

 c
as

e)

•
Si

m
ila

r 
to

 B
re

nt
 D

el
ta

 ..
. 

bu
t

•
N

o 
at

tic
 o

il 
in

 th
e 

st
or

ag
e 

ce
lls

 (l
ik

el
y 

ca
se

)

•1
6 

oi
l s

to
ra

ge
 c

el
ls

•
2 

dr
ill

in
g 

le
gs

, 
1 

ut
ili

ty
 s

ha
ft

Br
en
t C
ha
rl
ie

•
G

BS
 ( 

= 
de

ro
ga

tio
n 

 c
as

e)
•
D

iff
er

en
t d

es
ig

n 
to

 B
B/

BD
...

•
A

tti
c 

oi
l t

ra
pp

ed
 in

 th
e 

st
or

ag
e 

ce
lls

 a
nd

 s
om

e 
co

ol
in

g 
ce

lls
•
8 

oi
l s

to
ra

ge
 c

el
ls

, 
2 

di
es

el
 s

to
ra

ge
 

ce
lls

, +
22

 v
ar

io
us

 c
oo

lin
g 

ce
lls

•
H

ea
vi

es
t t

op
si

de
s 

(n
ea

rly
 x

2
Br

en
t 

A
lp

ha
)

•
W

el
l c

on
du

ct
or

s 
ex

te
rn

al
 to

 le
gs

Br
en
t A
lp
ha

•
St

ee
l j

ac
ke

t –
co

m
pl

ex
 

st
ru

ct
ur

e

•
fo

ot
in

gs
 =

 d
er

og
at

io
n 

ca
se

•
N

o 
oi

l s
to

ra
ge

 c
el

ls

•
Li

gh
te

st
 o

f t
he

 to
ps

id
es

Br
en
t D
el
ta

•
G

BS
 ( 

= 
de

ro
ga

tio
n 

 c
as

e)

•
Si

m
ila

r 
to

 B
re

nt
 B

ra
vo

 ..
. 

bu
t

•
A

tti
c 

oi
l t

ra
pp

ed
 in

 th
e 

st
or

ag
e 

ce
lls

•1
6 

oi
l s

to
ra

ge
 c

el
ls

•
2 

dr
ill

in
g 

le
gs

, 
1 

ut
ili

ty
 s

ha
ft



Pre-
 

Brent Alpha jacket removal pre-read 
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Recommended proposal 
 
Our studies currently lead us to the proposal that the Brent Alpha steel jacket structure should be removed to the 
top of the footings at approx 85m below sea level and returned to shore for re-use or recycling.  This is subject to 
OSPAR endorsement.  
 
What is requested from stakeholders for the September stakeholder events? 
 
This is the proposal that is likely to appear in the Decommissioning Programme.  How far are you satisfied with 
this proposal?  What issues (if any) still remain for you?  
reads and cover letter –Brent stakeholder dialogue event 2011  65 

at is the Brent Alpha jacket? 

e term “jacket” in the offshore industry refers to a steel structure that is usually piled into the seabed and 
ports the platform superstructure (“topsides”). Brent Alpha is the only one of the four Brent platforms that is 
teel jacket. The jacket, installed in 1976, weighs around 16,500 tonnes and stands in water deep enough to 

pletely submerge the London Eye at a depth of 140m below sea level. 

at are the decommissioning requirements for such large steel jackets? 

rrent legislation for the decommissioning of producing North Sea oil and gas installations prohibits leaving a 
el jacket structure completely in place at sea. OSPAR Decision 98/3 however recognises that there may be 
ficulty in removing the ‘footings’ of large steel jackets weighing more than 10,000 tonnes, that were installed 
ore 9th Feb 1999.  

erefore where significant reasons (to be discussed in the September events) for leaving all or part of the 
tings in place can be demonstrated as preferable to returning them to the shore, derogation to leave these 
ts can be sought. OSPAR 98/3 defines the 'footings' as those parts of a steel installation which connect the 
ucture to the sea bed. Parts of these structures are therefore located beneath the sea floor. 

e proposal for Brent Alpha is to cut the steel jacket at -84.5m below sea level, proposing to leave the section 
ow this in place as a derogation case. The steel removed will be taken to shore where it will be recycled and 
sed.  

y cut to -84.5m below sea level? 

The risk to personnel undertaking the jacket removal operation is significantly lower than the full removal 
option. Technically, removal to -84.5m LAT* presents the lowest risk of the options. 

Removal to -84.5m also avoids the technical and environmental risks associated with disturbing the drill 
cuttings piles on the sea bed and removing the lower jacket sections. 

owest Astronomical Tide 
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• Removal to the -84.5m level is viewed as being the best environmental option, although there is little to 
distinguish between the options in terms of environmental impact. 

• Any long term obstruction risk to fishing vessels caused by leaving behind the lower section of the jacket at 
60m above the sea bed is judged to be manageable and low. 

• The impacts in terms of prolonged effect on seabed sediments, loss of fishing grounds and any small 
possible release of contaminants from the anodes are considered very localized and relatively insignificant.  
 

• Historical fishing data shows a low level of fishing activity and low value of catch from the Brent area. 
There will be a low residual risk to fishermen through leaving the footings in place. Mitigation measure will 
be put in place for any structures left in place. The 500m exclusion zone already in place around the 
structures will remain and sites will be marked on relevant charts and maps. Information on these structures 
will also be documented in the FISHSAFE database. This is a system that helps fishermen to fish safely in 
UK waters providing them with navigational information on oil and gas related surface and subsurface 
structures.  

 

Why not remove the entire Brent Alpha steel jacket down to the sea bed? 

• The levels of technical and execution risk increase as more of the jacket is removed. Total removal 
represents the most technically challenging option. Removing the entire jacket also carries increased 
operational environmental risks associated with disturbing the drill cuttings. This risk is greatly reduced with 
partial removal.   
 

• Short term execution safety risk has to be evaluated against long term residential risk to safety from leaving 
part of the structure on the seabed. Removing the jacket in its entirety will remove any long term safety risk 
to other users of the sea but, because of the extended nature of the operations, deep under the water, 
exposes operational personnel to potential higher risks in the short term.  

 

• The cost of full removal is over twice that of removal to -84.5m. This increase in expenditure is not viewed 
to be justified in the absence of environmental benefit.  
 

• There is a direct relationship between scope, schedule and cost. The greater the extent of removal (i.e. level 
of compliance) the longer the removal activity and greater the cost.  
 

• Similarly, there is a direct link between the energy usage and emissions discharges expended during the 
removal and disposal activities against the amount of energy saved from recovering and recycling steel from 
the project.  

 

 
This recommendation should be revisited if new techniques and /or vessels become available and technical 
feasibility of total removal can be demonstrated. 
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Will the jacket footings left behind provide a beneficial artificial reef? 

There will be some “artificial reef” effect around the jacket footings on the seabed. Although knowledge on this 
topic is limited, it is believed that this potential “reuse” of the footings in 140m water depth would provide only 
a relatively low level of benefit in this part of the North Sea. 
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Monitoring programme pre-read 
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Recommended proposal 
After debris clearance and independent verification of a clean seabed, a post-decommissioning seabed 
environmental survey will be completed and reported to DECC.  In addition, visual surveys of the derogated 
platforms and sonar surveys of the remaining pipelines will be completed over 1 or 2 seasons. 
 
The results of these different surveys will then be discussed with DECC in order to agree cost-effective monitoring 
and survey programmes to (i) assess the immediate impacts, if any, of the decommissioning programme itself; and 
(ii) monitor the condition and effects of derogated structures over the long term. 
 
What is requested from stakeholders for the September stakeholder events? 
 
This is the proposal that is likely to appear in the  Decommissioning Programme.  Are you satisfied with this 
proposal?  What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
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ackground information 

e are in the process of formulating the monitoring programme post Brent decommissioning. This has to be 
cluded in the decommissioning programme submitted to DECC. As a part of the regulatory process, the full 
ecommissioning programme will be subject to public consultation (planned Q4 2012) and so stakeholders will 
lso have an opportunity then to comment on the proposed monitoring regime. 

he owners of the Brent Field –fully acknowledge their responsibilities with respect to future liabilities for any 
emaining facilities. Our decommissioning programme is likely to propose that derogation from the general rule 
f complete removal is sought for the concrete GBS (Gravity Base Structures), and possibly the footings of the 
rent Alpha jacket.  The drill cuttings are likely to be left undisturbed on the seabed as none exceeds the 
resholds stipulated in OSPAR Recommendation 2006/5.  Pipelines do not fall under OSPAR Decision 98/3 

ut are subject to individual Comparative Assessments; it is likely that some will be removed and some left 
uried or trenched in place.  On completion of the decommissioning programme, therefore, the seabed, any 
erogated structures, and the remaining pipelines will have to be monitored for many years to come. In dialogue 
ith DECC, Shell as the operator will establish a full and responsible monitoring programme to achieve this. 

n the meantime, some background information is presented below to help stakeholders coming to the 
eptember events develop their input and views. Shell will take full account of stakeholder views on this issue 
hile developing its monitoring proposals. 

egulatory Requirements 
etroleum Act 1998, as amended by Energy Act 2008 

q Operator to implement arrangements for monitoring, maintenance and management of the 
decommissioned site, and any remains of installations or pipelines that may exist.  
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q Scope and duration to be agreed between operator and DECC. 

DECC Guidance Notes 
q After removal of seabed debris, independent verification of seabed clearance will be required. 

q In addition to debris surveys, a post-decommissioning environmental seabed sampling survey should be 
undertaken – especially to monitor levels of hydrocarbons, heavy metals and other contaminants in 
sediment and biota. 

q In most cases, a second survey will need to be undertaken some time after the post-decommissioning 
sampling.  Any further surveys will depend on the results of earlier work and the circumstances of each 
case. 

q If concrete structures or steel footings are left in place, owners will have to monitor the condition of 
what remains at appropriate intervals. 

q Form and duration of the monitoring programme will depend on particular circumstances, and if 
necessary will be adapted with time. 

q The survey strategy should be developed in consultation with DECC’s Offshore Decommissioning Unit 
(ODU) who will consult with other Government Departments. 

q Details of the survey strategy should be specified in the Decommissioning Programme. 

 
DECC also set out some more specific guidance on pipelines as follows: 
 
Pipelines 
 
DECC Guidance Notes, 2011 
 

q Operator to devise a “suitable monitoring programme” with DECC and in consultation with other 
Government Departments. 

q Details to be specified in the Decommissioning Programme. 

q The structure and duration of monitoring depend on prevailing circumstances. 

q May have to be updated with time. 

Typical programme 
 

q Post-decommissioning survey on completion of decommissioning work. 

q After each survey, submit inspection reports to DECC ODU. 

q If surveys show potential hazard to other users of the sea, the operator is to propose appropriate 
maintenance or remedial work. 
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Long-term monitoring 
 

q Risk-based monitoring scheme based on pipeline stability and potential impact. 

q Establish a monitoring scheme for each line based on its individual burial history and condition. 

q Conduct inspections for a fixed period of time depending on the risk criteria. 

q Then move to “reactive” surveys, only if concerns about the pipeline arise.  

Our Proposed Process 
 
The proposed process to determine suitable monitoring programme post decommissioning Brent is to include 
origin, design, reporting and review. 
 
To date, we have undertaken extensive environmental monitoring by way of drill cuttings surveys and 
environmental monitoring surveys. After decommissioning we shall undertake monitoring activities that are 
consistent with DECC’s Decommissioning Guidelines. These will help us to understand (i) the impact, if any, 
that the offshore decommissioning operations themselves have had on the environment; (ii) possible long-term 
impacts from the presence of pipelines and derogated structures left in place on the seabed; and (iii) the 
continued recovery of the local seabed from the effects of the historic discharge of drill cuttings. This 
information will allow the owners, in dialogue with DECC and other government departments, to determine if 
unexpected adverse effects have arisen, and to agree efficient, necessary mitigation measures..  
 
We estimate that a responsible and appropriate monitoring programme will, on average, cost about £0.5 million 
each year in the first few years.  
 
In summary 
The monitoring programme is being devised at present, and a full monitoring regime will be included in the 
Decommissioning Programme. An example of a typical monitoring schedule after decommissioning is shown in 
the table below. 
 

Year 1 Debris sweep 

Verification of clear seabed 

“As-left” structural surveys of derogated platforms and pipelines 

Post-decommissioning seabed environmental survey 

 

Report to DECC and discussion of monitoring programme 

 

Year 3 Structural surveys of derogated platforms and pipelines 
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Report to DECC and discussion of monitoring programme 

 

Year 5 Seabed environmental survey 

 

Year 10 Structural surveys of derogated platforms and pipelines 

Seabed environmental survey 

 

Report to DECC and discussion of monitoring programme 

 

 
We welcome views and comments from stakeholders, to inform the development of our monitoring proposals. 
Our proposed monitoring programme will comply with DECC’s requirements, and be fully available for 
stakeholder review and comment when the Decommissioning Programme goes out for public consultation. 
Information on our monitoring plans will be made available to stakeholders. 
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GBS �legs-up� vs. �legs-down� pre-read 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The legs 
 
Brent Bravo and Delta GBSs have
extending vertically from the main 
one metre thick at the base. Brent C
upwards from the main structure on
one metre thick at the base. In all c
and pre-stressing steel. To a great
hardware inside the legs. Leg remo
complications. 
 
The main structure on the seabed i
storage of hydrocarbons or seawate
legs rise from the caisson to over t
seen ‘topsides’ are placed.  
 
Regulations 
 
If the legs could be removed, the In
be removed to at least -55 meters b
Tide (LAT). This way they should n
 
Currently we believe that although t
aspects that need to be considered.
or no environmental advantage but
current studies, our preference wou
protruding above the water. The rem
art navigation aids installed. 
 
Considerations 
 
At the time of writing, leg remova
consider include:  

Likely recommended proposal
 
Current indications are that our pro
need to be successfully concluded to fu
intact. A final recommendation can 
 
What is requested from stakeh
 
If leave in situ “legs up” is to be pro
proposal?  What issues (if any) still
 

posal will be to leave GBS in situ, but the current GBS legs studies will 
lly understand the implications of removing the legs or leaving them fully 
be made once the studies are completed.  

olders for the September stakeholder events? 

posed in the Decommissioning Programme - are you satisfied with this 
 remain for you? 
ue event 2011  72 

 a very similar design and each platform has three reinforced concrete legs 
structure on the seabed, each a maximum 20 metres diameter and just over 
harlie has a different design and has four reinforced concrete legs extending 
 the seabed, each with a maximum diameter of almost 15 metres and almost 

ases each of the legs contains a significant amount of high tensile reinforcing 
er or lesser extent, there are also significant quantities of steelwork and 
val operations can be expected to be fraught with technical challenges and 

s called the caisson, and this contains a number of storage cells used for the 
r. Although the exact dimensions differ for each platform, in each case the 
wenty metres above sea level and above this is where the more commonly 

ternational Maritime Organisation (IMO) stipulates that they would have to 
elow the surface of the water, commonly referred to as Lowest Astronomical 
ot be a hazard to shipping. 

he cutting operation itself might be technically feasible, there are many other  
 There would be significant safety challenges in removing the legs, with little 
 at very significant cost. Therefore, pending conclusive outcomes from our 
ld be to leave the structures where they are, with the legs initially intact and 
aining structure would be clearly marked, fully charted and with state of the 

l feasibility studies are being commenced. Some of the issues we need to 
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• The fate of the caisson and the  legs 
• Safety risks to personnel - significant offshore work would be required to remove the legs 
• Reducing potential shipping hazards and satisfying International Maritime Organisation requirements 
• Feasibility of recycling volumes of concrete onshore 
• Degradation of the legs or the effects of falling debris 
• Liability issues Environmental impacts resulting from energy expenditure (and CO2 emissions) associated 

with any subsea operations in the marine environment, onshore dismantling and disposal 
• Technical risks generally associated with any such operations; including cutting technologies, restraint and 

support systems, as well as lifting and transportation operations - the likes of which have never been done 
on such massive structures in such water depths 

• The legs would have to be restrained and supported during the cutting operations. This is a considerable 
technical challenge with significant technical risks 

• The steelwork and hardware inside most, of the legs would need to be secured, made safe or removed for 
all the cutting, lifting and transportation operations and it is questionable whether all of the steel work could 
be accessed for such activities 

• Initial estimates suggest that it would cost in the region of £70 million per leg; with 10 legs across Brent 
Bravo, Charlie and Delta to remove, in which case the total bill could be in the region of £700 million 

 

Our on-going studies 

We are studying the feasibility of cutting through the concrete legs and removing them. If this were feasible we 
would not favour leaving them on the seabed, as this would not be permitted under OSPAR Convention 
Decision 98/3. Therefore if removing the legs is feasible they would need to be returned to shore for possible re-
use in a marine environment, recycling or disposal. Although the disposal of the substructure of a concrete 
installation – and by implication part of such a structure - at a deep-water site is an option, the DECC Guidelines 
stipulate that this must be considered against the UK Government announcements at the time of the OSPAR 
Decision 98/3 when Ministers stated that “there would be no toppling and no local or remote dumping of offshore 
installations.”. We are also investigating the potential effects of various leg degradation and collapse scenarios in 
more detail in an attempt to understand the implications of leaving the legs in-place and at intact inform the 
decision-making process. 
 
Issues being studied 
 
• What cutting technologies might work, e.g. diamond wire cutting or using abrasive water jetting.  
• Where and how many cuts to make and how the legs might be temporarily restrained and supported 

meantime? 
• How might steelwork and hardware inside the legs be dealt with and made safe as part of the leg removal 

process? 
• How might legs be lifted and transported to shore? 
• Environmental  impacts from cutting offshore  
• Environmental impacts of returning the cut legs back to shore and being broken up 
• How to support the legs to allow cutting 
• Costs 

 



Pre-reads and cover letter –Brent stakeholder dialogue event 2011  74 
 

So far we have carried out only a relatively high-level investigation into the use of explosives for 
decommissioning GBS; this includes toppling of the legs and takes into account the results of a Joint Industry 
Project conducted several years ago. In general terms, however, we would not be in favour of such an approach 
for the reasons given below. 
 
Why can�t explosives be used? 
 
At this time we view the science behind such a technique as inexact and the consequences with respect to 
possible damage to the storage cells and the environment difficult to predict. The use of explosives on one metre 
thick concrete walls of the legs could also be considered unreliable, especially at the water depths required. 
Primarily this is because if explosives were used it would be difficult to forecast the state in which the legs would 
remain, and it would also most likely preclude any desire to cap the legs if required as part of the operation. We 
would also not favour using explosives for environmental reasons as the potential environmental impact would 
be very difficult to predict with certainty. 
 
As the use of explosives in this manner has never been done before, there are significant uncertainties with such 
an approach and it would be difficult to predict with any degree of certainty how the legs may topple. This in 
turn would make it very difficult to ensure the storage cells in the base of the GBS remained intact. Further, 
firing explosive charges to topple a structure would be the “point of no return”, and may result in an unplanned 
situation from which it may be impossible or extremely difficult and dangerous to recover; that is the end result 
may not enough to fully topple and not enough to ensure 55m clearance from sea-level, requiring further work 
to complete the operation. 
 
Why doesn’t Shell remove the concrete legs of the GBS structures by other means? 

Although cutting and removal of structures such as GBS legs in these water depths has never been done before, 
the feasibility of various removal and disposal scenarios – including leaving the legs on the seabed are still being 
investigated. Studies are underway to assess what may be the technical, economic, safety and environmental 
benefits and pitfalls of removing the legs as opposed to leaving them where they are but intact. 
 
How long will the GBS last in the North Sea if left in situ? 
 
As mentioned earlier, how the legs might fail is extremely difficult to predict with any degree of certainty, but 
current indications suggest that the legs could remain largely intact for a period between 150 and 300 years, but 
this currently ignores the effects of debris falling onto the caisson and how this might affect the legs and the way 
they are supported. The caisson structure itself might be expected to remain largely intact for a considerably 
longer period of time - in excess of 500 years, but this does depend on the size, shape and effect of debris falling 
from the legs as they degrade, particularly in what’s called the splash zone around sea-level. A more detailed 
study into possible leg degradation mechanisms and how they might affect the caisson structure has commenced 
and should be completed late 2011. 
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Storage tanks (�Cells�) Management pre-read 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 Recommended proposal 
 
The Decommissioning Programme will detail the strategy by which a decision will be made as more information 
on the contents of the cells becomes available. Two options are being studied (“leave in situ” and “remove and re-
inject”).   
 
What is requested from stakeholders for the September stakeholder events? 
 

• Are you satisfied with this approach?   

• What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
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Background 
 
The concrete gravity base structures (GBS) of the Brent Bravo, Charlie and Delta platforms contain a number of 
very large storage tanks or “cells”. Having been used for oil storage throughout the 35 year production history of 
the platforms, over time an amount of sediment from the production wells suspended in the oil, may have 
settled out sinking to develop a layer at the bottom of the cells.  
 
The cells are likely to contain some oil, an “interphase” oil/water layer, water and probably a layer of sediment at 
the bottom of the cell. The liquid components can be removed and treated if required. Sediments which may 
contain approximately a third of oil (the other sediment components being sand and water) could potentially be 
present to a depth of between one to seven meters. Thus each platform may contain as much as 20,000 m3 of 
oily sediment material.  
 
As presented at the last stakeholder engagement events we have examined a range of options to manage the cells 
and we have narrowed these down to two. 
 
Concept A � �Leave in Place� (with or without capping)  
 

n Remove attic oil and interphase layer 
n  Leave water phase in place (after in-situ treatment if necessary) 
n  Leave sediment in place after in-situ treatment 

Concept B � �Remove and Reinject�  
 

n Remove attic oil and interphase layer 
n  Remove water, if necessary and dispose down an existing well (to be replaced with sea water) 
n  Remove sediment and dispose down an existing well 

Studies are continuing to evaluate the technical, economic, environmental, safety and social factors in both 
options to enable a balanced, integrated decision on the preferred concept.  
 
[Stakeholders have provided some feedback on these concepts at the previous 2010 events] 
 
Update 
 
The objective of current studies and plans is to enter one of the cells on Brent Delta to survey the contents and 
obtain some sediment material to obtain enough information to be able to complete a robust comparative 
assessment in accordance with OSPAR 98/3 and DECC Decommissioning Guidelines. This also reflects 
previous stakeholder feedback that sampling should be pursued in order to reduce uncertainty as far as possible. 
This includes substantiated data on predicted environmental impacts and operational efficiency.  
 
Some key uncertainties for the cell management options are as follows: 

• Cell access and sampling  
o baseplate installation on the roof of the cell domed tops 
o drilling stack fixed on the cell tops to drill into each cell 
o weather impacts 
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o sampler tool 
o  Sonar devise working when inside the cell 

• Nature of sediment  
o composition  
o volume  
o mobility 

• Dilution and extraction success  
o remediation stack to be fixed on to the domed roof of each cell,  
o dilution rate of the sediment with water to allow it to flow up to the topsides 
o  extraction rate from the floor of each cell 

• Reinjection success  
o mechanical failure of the equipment to reinject sediments into the well,  
o process equipment on the topsides once sediments are extracted to allow reinjection 
o  erosion 
o  Wells’ integrity to stand up to the volume and type of sediments being reinjected 

• Stakeholder understanding 

Cell survey project 
 
Plans are progressing for an attempt later this year (2011) to drill subsea into one of the storage cells in the Brent 
Delta GBS. Special equipment has been designed and developed and on shore trials have demonstrated the 
feasibility of the concept. The concept is to drill a 7” hole vertically through the concrete domed roof of the 
target storage tank (“cell”). Then a base plate will be fixed to the roof, followed by another piece of apparatus to 
guide the drill and a valve and to prevent the cell contents from escaping during the drilling operation. Finally a 
hole will be drilled and the concrete core removed. 
 
Two investigative operations will then be completed inside the cell. Firstly a sonar device will be put through the 
drilled hole into the cell to assess the contents (e.g. volumes of the various layers and their distribution) and 
whether there are any deposits on the walls and floor of the cells. Secondly we will take a sample of the sediment 
material from the bottom of the cell. 
 
Whilst this survey project is limited in its scope, extracting some material will inform our thinking and serve to 
reduce uncertainty around our rationale for the cell contents. This cell survey project is scheduled to take place in 
October or November 2011, weather permitting. The budget for this single cell survey is £35 million which 
comprises the research and development of new technology to enable the project to be executed, development 
of safety requirements and all the offshore work associated with completing the survey.  
 
What is in the cells? 
 
The cell survey project will provide us with some information. It has not been possible to access the cells using 
the existing pipework. However, based on other sources of data (some suggested by stakeholders) we have 
developed a view of the cell contents including the possible components of any sediment. The sources of 
information available to us include: 
 

• Previous data from Brent Spar 
• Storage tanks at Sullom Voe  
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• GBS drilling legs 
• Historical production records 
• Sampling of water and interphase material in the cells 
• “Minicell” and “minicell annulus” 
• Pig wax (wax obtained from pigging (cleaning and structural integrity testing) operations in the pipework 

 

Based on some of the sources of information above we estimate that the volume of any sediment in the Brent 
Bravo and Delta cells may vary between wide range of some 1,000 m3 and 20,000 m3. Brent Charlie platform’s 
cells may contain up to 6,000m3.  
 
Also based on the other information sources listed above, it is possible that the following components could be 
present in any sediment:  
 

• BTEX (Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene, Xylene) 
• H2S 
• NORM 
• TPH (Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon) 
• PAH (Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons) 
• PCB (Polychlorinated Biphenyl) 
• Heavy Metals: Arsenic (As), Cadmium (Cd), Chromium (Ch), Copper (Cu), Mercury (Hg), Nickel (Ni), 

Lead (Pb), Zinc (Zn) 
 

Possible environmental contamination caused by these compounds is a function of concentration and exposure. 
As they are contained within the cells, they do necessarily represent a hazard. Studies on possible exposure and 
possible environmental effects are underway e.g. cell release scenarios and impact modelling and coupled with 
the environmental impact assessment (EIA).   
 
Cell release modeling studies 
 
We are modeling possible collapse scenarios and addressing three main questions: 
 

 How may the legs collapse and how many cells may fail? 

 How may the contents be exposed to the sea? 

 What may the cell contents contain?  

The modeling studies will address the possible release of cell contents if collapse and cell failure were to occur. 
As previously indicated we do not yet know the volume or composition of the sediments in particular. For 
modeling a range of volumes of exposure to the sea water are being considered from some 2500 m2 of 
sediments and some 34000m2 (one cell) of the sea water contained in the cells, a most extreme exposure case of 
45500m2 sediments and half a million m3 of the sea water inside the 16 cells is being considered. 
 
Cell managment stakeholder working group 
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In the light of these ongoing studies and current uncertainties, our proposals for the preferred management 
options for the storage cells may not be determined until 2013.  
 
In order to develop a deeper level of understanding of the issues and information about the rationale we are 
following as we progress down the decision making process for the cells, we offer the opportunity to establish a 
small stakeholder focus group specifically on this topic. 
 
We propose the decision about the cell management options, as with the other aspect of Brent 
decommissioning, to remain with the owners of Brent, however to inform and optimize our decision making 
process we see the role of such a stakeholder working group to be: 
 

• Be informed to a greater depth on our rationale and technical studies going forward along the cell 
management decision process 

• To feedback views on the weightings that should be applied to selection a preferred option 
• To review our assessment process and evaluation 
• To act as a communications conduit for other relevant/linked stakeholders 

 
We envisage such a group to be 3rd party facilitated and made up of a small number of stakeholder 
representatives drawn from a number of interested groups, for example (but to be discussed), the regulator, 
some of the relevant statutory and formal consultees, IRG, NGO community and academia.  
 
Stakeholder views are sought on this “deeper” more dedicated stakeholder approach on this issue and if this 
approach is progressed if they would wish to participate.  
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Pipelines pre-read 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Within the scope of the Brent decommissioning project there are some 38 assorted pipelines, flowlines, 
umbilicals and power cables totaling over 300 kms in length, all requiring decommissioning. These lines for the 
most part interconnect the four Brent platforms in the field and some other subsea structures e.g. the redundant 
Brent flare anchor or Brent Spar anchor blocks, some subsea valves or manifolds etc. 
 
Pipelines 
 
There are 38 various pipelines, umbilicals and power cables in the scope of the Brent decommissioning project. 
 

• 20 different Rigid pipelines (total length 194km) 
• Seven flexible flowlines/risers  (total length 7km) 
• Nine umbilicals  (total length 63km) 
• Two power cables (total length 25km) 

 

Structures on the seabed: 
 

• One  approximately 180 mts - the Valve Assembly Spoolpiece (VASP) on 36” FLAGS line 
• One approximately 130te – the SPAR Base PLEM 
• One of approximately  100 mts each, comprising: 

o Brent Bravo SSIV 
• Two approximately  50 mts, each comprising: 

o SPAR Base PLEM Protection Cover 
o Penguins Production SSIV 
o Penguins Gas Lift SSIV 

• Three of approximately  10 mts each, comprising:  
o Brent A umbilical splitter box 
o Penguins production riser seabed anchor clamp 
o Penguins gas lift riser seabed anchor clamp 

 

Concrete Mattresses*: 
 
There are some 500-600 concrete “mats” in total, with an estimated weight of approximately 2000 tonnes. 
 
[*Mattresses are flexible structures comprising a series of linked precast concrete blocks, which typically are placed over a pipeline to 
provide dropped object protection or prevent movement of the pipeline on the seabed].  

What is requested from stakeholders? 
 
Stakeholders are requested to come to the events with views on the proposals where we have 
them at the current time and which are described below, bearing in mind there is still work to 
be done on some of the pipelines. Also stakeholders are asked to indicate any particular issues 
from their viewpoint we should consider in our pipelines decommissioning proposals. 
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Debris: 
 
There is debris shown on sonar surveys performed  in the platform 500m safety zones (mostly scaffolding poles 
lost overboard during bad weather etc).There is less debris along the pipeline routes. 
 
Proposals for the removal of pipelines etc   
 
Some of the comparative assessment work has been completed and the following are the proposed removal 
options for various types of lines.  
 

• 10 of the flexible flowlines, umbilicals and cables (total 9.6km) to be recovered by reverse reeling on to a 
vessel. These lines are lying exposed on seabed. 

• Three of the rigid pipelines, two of the umbilicals and one cable (total 91.0 km) to be left in their 
existing trenches in the seabed. 

• One rigid pipeline to be left in its existing rock-dump (52km). 
• One rigid pipeline, three flexible flowlines and two umbilicals to be recovered by cut and lift (total 

7.2km). (All are short exposed lines, except Brent seven lines which are already cut in multiple sections.) 
• The long Penguins Gas Lift pipeline and Penguins control umbilical is yet to be decided 
• A comparative assessment process has been carried out for the flexible items (ie flexible flowlines / 

risers, umbilicals and cables), based on available information. The main proposed recommendations at 
present are: 

o Flexible products on seabed: to be recovered by reverse reeling;  
o Flexible products lying in existing trenches: to be left in situ;  
o Very short flexible products: to be recovered by cut and lift  

 
The comparative assessment process for rigid pipelines is ongoing. There are three main options currently being 
assessed, which are: 
 

1. Leave on seabed (with four approaches to the cut ends – see next paragraph) 
2. Trench whole length 
3. Recover by cut and lift. 

 
The four different possible approaches for the cut ends of pipelines left on the sea bed are: 
 

o trench ends 
o leave ends tied-in at GBS / jacket 
o rock-dump ends 
o fit protective anti-snagging covers on ends  

 
In accordance with DECC guidelines, and supporting the concept of decommissioning subsea facilities within 
regulatory framework, the subsea structures shall be removed as well as the concrete mattresses (where 
responsible, safe and effective to do so). 
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All main debris on seabed is to be removed from Brent installations’ 500m zones and within 100m either side of 
decommissioned pipelines, except where removal would unduly disturb drill cuttings. Pre and post 
decommissioning surveys and post-debris removal over trawling will be performed. 
 
The above is our current thinking but more work is to be done to complete comparative assessment for rigid 
pipelines, determine detailed pipeline cleaning requirements and constraints, with specialist input and to 
investigate diver-less techniques for recovery of pipelines and debris. 
 
The cost of decommissioning the pipelines and other subsea scopes and removing debris is estimated at 
approximately some £200 million including contingencies.   
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Future stakeholder engagement pre-read 
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Recommended Proposal 
 
– A further set of events may be held in Q2 2012 just before submission of the Decommissioning 

Programme. 

– The Decommissioning Programme planned to be submitted in Q3 2012 and will be followed by a 60 day 
consultation period. (DECC recommend a minimum of 30 days) 

– A facilitated smaller stakeholder group is proposed to focus on stakeholder input and review of the cell 
management options moving forward and beyond the submission of the Decommissioning Programme.  

What is requested from stakeholders for the September stakeholder events? 
 

• Is a 60-day consultation period on the Decommissioning Programme appropriate? 

• What topics would you like considered for the next set of events in 2012? 

• Your views are sought on the proposed stakeholder working group on cell management to review, inform 
and run alongside the decision making process for cell management? 
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urther set of dialogue events  

he consultation draft of the Decommissioning Programme (DP) is planned to be submitted to DECC around 
 Q3 2012 and will then be subject to a period of formal public consultation. 

f we were to have another set of dialogue events we could have these in Q2 next year when we hope to have 
ompleted an initial draft of the Decommissioning Programme. Some stakeholders may wish to be informed 
bout the document, its structure and contents. 

lso some stakeholders may want to some other topics to be discussed or to review some of the previous topics 
overed in earlier dialogue events (these are presented on the Brent website in the stakeholder section at 
ww.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm ) . 

e request stakeholder to come to the September events with their views on this please. 

ommunications going forward 

e propose to continue to keep stakeholders informed on the project’s progress and ongoing work, with further 
sues of the e-Newsletter and web updates, and also where appropriate, via direct mailings to stakeholders.  

ertain individual stakeholder meetings will continue and of course if any stakeholder wishes to contact us on a 
pic or if they want to meet us to talk about any aspect of the project, we welcome contact and opportunity to 

o this. 

http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm
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Public consultation period 
 
As mentioned above the consultation draft of Decommissioning Programme will be subject to a period of 
formal public consultation when stakeholder comments to the Brent decommissioning proposals may be 
submitted to DECC. The draft DP will be sent to stakeholders as well as being posted on our website as well as 
DECC’s.  
 
Currently our thinking is for a relatively compact high level Decommissioning Programme document which will 
cover several other much more detailed decommissioning plan documents – one each for the four platforms and 
one for subsea facilities including pipelines. The high level primary document will be the one put up for formal 
consultation by stakeholders but all the other five documents will be made available to stakeholders if they 
require them for their review purposes. This way we hope to make the volume of information (and paper) 
manageable but not to withhold any / all the required information to stakeholders.  
 
We propose to have a 60 day formal “consultation” period for stakeholders to review our plans. The minimum 
period as indicated in DECC’s Decommissioning Guidelines is 30 days. This formal period of disclosure is 
planned to be some time in Q4 2012. It is not proposed to hold any meetings or events in this period. Hence the 
proposal above if stakeholders wish, for a “closing” pair of events before the DP is formally submitted. 
 
Cell management stakeholder working group. 
 
In the light of ongoing studies and current uncertainties, our proposals for the preferred management options 
for the storage cells may not be determined until 2013. In order to develop a deeper level of understanding of 
the issues and information about the rationale we are following as we progress down the decision making 
process for the cells, we offer the opportunity to establish a small stakeholder focus group specifically on this 
challenging topic. 
 
We propose the decision about the cell management options as with the other aspect of Brent decommissioning, 
to remain with Shell and Exxon, however to inform and optimize our decision making process we see the role of 
such a stakeholder working group to be: 
 

• Be informed to a greater depth on our rationale and technical studies going forward along the decision 
process 

• To feedback views on the weightings that should be applied to selection a preferred option 
• To review our assessment process and evaluation 
• To act as a communications conduit for other relevant/linked stakeholders 

 
We envisage such a group to be 3rd party facilitated and made up of a small number of stakeholder 
representatives drawn from a number of interested groups, for example (but to be discussed), the regulator, 
some of the relevant statutory and formal consultees, IRG, NGO community and academia.  
 
Stakeholder views are sought on this “deeper” more dedicated stakeholder approach on this issue and if this 
approach is progressed if they would wish to participate.  
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Brent Decommissioning Stakeholder Events 
20 September (London) & 22 September (Aberdeen) 2011 

 
 
Questions for stakeholders 
To help participants come fully prepared for the workshop we ask that you consider the following 
questions which will be discussed during the day for the following topics.  
 
Brent Alpha, Bravo and Charlie platforms   
 
Recommended Proposal: 
Brent A, B and C to be dealt with in line with Brent D – in line with the following principles: GBS (on 
B and C remains), drill cuttings remain; cell contents currently being evaluated (on B and C); 
topsides to shore and debris removed.   
 
Question for stakeholders:  
This is the proposal that is likely to appear in the Decommissioning Programme.  How far are you 
satisfied with this proposal?  What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
Brent Alpha jacket removal  
 
Recommended proposal: 
Our studies currently lead us to the proposal that the Brent Alpha steel jacket structure should be 
removed to the top of the footings at approx 85m below sea level and returned to shore for re-use 
or recycling.  This is subject to OSPAR endorsement.  
 
Question for stakeholders: 
This is the proposal that is likely to appear in the Decommissioning Programme.  How far are you 
satisfied with this proposal?  What issues (if any) still remain for you?  
 
Monitoring programme  
 
Recommended proposal: 
After debris clearance and independent verification of a clean seabed, a post-decommissioning 
seabed environmental survey will be completed and reported to DECC.  In addition, visual surveys 
of the derogated platforms and sonar surveys of the remaining pipelines will be completed over 1 
or 2 seasons.  The results of these different surveys will then be discussed with DECC in order to 
agree cost-effective monitoring and survey programmes to:  
(i) Assess the immediate impacts, if any, of the decommissioning programme itself; and  
(ii) Monitor the condition and effects of derogated structures over the long term. 
 
Question for stakeholders: 
This is the proposal that is likely to appear in the Decommissioning Programme.  Are you satisfied 
with this proposal?  What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
GBS “legs-up” vs. “legs-down”  
 
Likely recommended proposal: 
Current indications are that our proposal will be to leave GBS in situ, but the current GBS legs 
studies will need to be successfully concluded to fully understand the implications of removing the 
legs or leaving them fully intact. A final recommendation can be made once the studies are 
completed.  
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Question for stakeholders: 
If leave in situ “legs up” is to be proposed in the Decommissioning Programme - are you satisfied 
with this proposal?  What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
Storage tanks (“Cells”) Management  
 
Recommended proposal: 
The Decommissioning Programme will detail the strategy by which a decision will be made as 
more information on the contents of the cells becomes available.  Two options are being studied 
(“leave in situ” and “remove and re-inject”).   
 
Questions for stakeholders: 
• Are you satisfied with this approach?   
• What issues (if any) still remain for you? 
 
Future stakeholder engagement  
 
Recommended Proposal: 
• A further set of events may be held in Q2 2012 just before submission of the Decommissioning 

Programme. 
• The Decommissioning Programme planned to be submitted in Q3 2012 and will be followed by 

a 60 day consultation period. (DECC recommend a minimum of 30 days) 
• A facilitated smaller stakeholder group is proposed to focus on stakeholder input and review of 

the cell management options moving forward and beyond the submission of the 
Decommissioning Programme.  

 
Questions for stakeholders: 
• Is a 60-day consultation period on the Decommissioning Programme appropriate? 
• What topics would you like considered for the next set of events in 2012? 
• Your views are sought on the proposed stakeholder working group on cell management to 

review, inform and run alongside the decision making process for cell management? 
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Appendix 3: Introductory Briefing (Shell presentation slides) 
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Appendix 4: Agenda and Working Agreements for the Aberdeen and London Stakeholder Events  
 

Brent Decommissioning Stakeholder Events 
20 September (London) & 22 September (Aberdeen) 2011 

Draft Agenda 
08:45  Coffee available  
 
08:45  Induction for new participants  
 
09:30  Getting Started & Agenda for the day  

 Aims, Agenda, Working Agreements and issues review 
Welcome from Graham Van’t Hoff, Country Chair Shell UK (London) / Glen Cayley, Technical 
Vice President (Aberdeen), 

 
09:50  Update presentations on Brent Field Decommissioning  

• Presentation on key activities since the last engagement, Austin Hand, Project Director 
• Independent Review Group – Presentation on overview of activities  IRG member 
• Overview presentation of conclusions from studies, Mike Smith, Engineering Manager There will 

be the opportunity for brief questions after each presentation.  
 

 “Souk” sessions on key topic areas 
The souk is designed for participants to gather information pertinent to their interests and ask 
questions and relay views to Shell staff.  Stations will include:  
• Plans for Brent Alpha, Bravo and Charlie;  
• Brent Alpha Jacket proposals;  
• Pipelines;  
• EIA scoping report;  
• Gravity Base Structure (GBS) legs,  
• Cell contents/sampling strategy; and  
• Management and Monitoring 

 
 Review of Proposed Recommendations – breakout session 
Participants review proposals for Brent Alpha Jacket; GBS legs, Management & Monitoring and 
Brent A, B, C, commenting on proposals and recording outstanding issues.  

 
12:30 Lunch  
 
13:15 Plenary Feedback on Proposed Recommendations  

Review of participant’s views on proposals  
 

 Cell Remediation Decision Strategy  
• Presentation on the factors and process by which it is proposed that Shell will make a 

decision on the final cell remediation option – Mike Smith, Engineering Manager  
• Breakout session reviewing the proposed approach to cell remediation.  

 
Future engagement plans for Brent Field Decommissioning  
• Briefing from Jim Niven, Stakeholder Manager on forward plans for engagement and 

consultation.  
• Plenary discussion on advice to Shell on its forward engagement plans and keeping 

stakeholders informed/involved in developments.  
 

Stakeholder Space and Final Feedback to Shell 
This space has been purposely left unstructured to respond to any key issues raised during the day 
or for stakeholders to discuss issues without Shell in the room if they wish.  

 
Way forwards/ Actions/ Evaluation 

 
16:00  Workshop closes 

There will be a morning and afternoon break scheduled. 
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Working Agreements for the Aberdeen and London Stakeholder Events 
 
• Mobiles/Bleepers off 
• One person speaks at a time 
• Keep to time and task 
• Non-attribution 
• Filming and photos (long shots) are OK [Aberdeen only] 
• All take responsibility for the record  
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Appendix 5: Project Status and Update (Shell presentation slides)  
 
Copies of these slides are also available at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm  
 

 
 
 

 

http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm
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Appendix 6: Independent Review Group (presentation slides) 
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Appendix 7: Technical Overview and Studies Status (Shell presentation slides)  
 
Copies of these slides are also available at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm  
 

  
 
 

 
 

http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm
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Appendix 8:  Cell Survey Project (Shell presentation slides)  
 
Copies of these slides are also available at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 
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Appendix 9: Recommended proposals: Original evaluation scales 
 
 
Section 7.1 Alpha Bravo and Charlie Platforms 
 
LONDON 
 
Green Group: 
 

 
 
 
Brown Group: 
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Section 7.1.1 Gravity Base Structures (Bravo and Charlie) 
 
ABERDEEN 
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7.1.2 Drill Cuttings (Alpha, Bravo and Charlie) 
 
ABERDEEN 
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7.1.3 Seabed Debris (Alpha, Bravo and Charlie) 
 
ABERDEEN 
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7.1.4 Topsides (Alpha, Bravo and Charlie) 
 
ABERDEEN 
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7.2 Brent Alpha Jacket  
 
LONDON  
 
Brown Group: 
 

 
 
Green Group: 
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7.2 Brent Alpha Jacket  
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7.3 Gravity Base Structure (GBS) “Legs up versus Legs down” 
 
LONDON 
 
Brown Group: 
 

 
 
 
Green Group: 
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7.3 Gravity Base Structure (GBS) “Legs up versus Legs down” 
 
ABERDEEN 
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7.4 Monitoring Programme 
 
LONDON 
 
Green Group: 
 

 
 
 
Brown Group: 
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7.4 Monitoring Programme 
 
ABERDEEN 
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Appendix 10: Cells (Storage Tanks) Management (Shell presentation slides) 
 
Copies of these slides are also available at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm  
 

 
 
 

 
 

http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm


 

130 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 

131 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 



 

132 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 

133 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 

134 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 



 

135 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 



 

136 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 

137 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 

138 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

139 
 

Appendix 11: Cell management decision process: Original evaluation scales 
 
 
 
9.2 Cells (Storage Tanks) Decision Structure, Stakeholder Feedback 
 
LONDON 
 
Group A 
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Group B 
 

 
 
Group C 
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ABERDEEN 
 
Group A 

 
 
Group B 
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Group C 
 

 
 
Group D 
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Group E 
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Appendix 12: Future Stakeholder Engagement (Shell presentation slides) 
 
Copies of these slides are also available at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm


 

145 
 

 
 
 



 

Appendix 13: Evaluation Responses 
 

Introduction and Background 
 
• The following section sets out the compilation of responses to the evaluation questionnaires 

that were circulated to and completed by those who participated in the workshops.  
• Some of the questions in the evaluation forms were designed specifically for attendees who 

had participated in the previous workshops and others were specifically for those who were 
attending for the first time.  These distinct questions have been identified in the transcribed 
responses in this section. 

• Thirty-one (31) evaluation forms were returned in total. 
• Please note that the numbering of questions and responses set out below is not intended to 

correspond with that in the questionnaires. 
• Not all respondents gave responses to all of the questions; and where answers were given, not 

all respondents gave responses to all parts the question. 
 
Responses 
 
1.  Expectations that you have of Shell in terms of their engagement with stakeholders on 

the Brent field decommissioning project:  The three main expectations of stakeholders 
already identified at previous workshops are set out below.  To what extent has each of 
these three expectations been met with respect to the 2011 events: whether not met, 
partially met or fully met? 

 
1.1 Openness and Transparency  

 

N
r

 
The extent to which stakeholder expectations on openness and transparency have been met: 
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Those participants who indicated that their expectations regarding openness and 
transparency had been partially met made the following comments: 
 
• Intent good, some data missing but that is recognised as 'in train'. 
• Not apparent why decisions regarding A, B, C were sought at this stage. 
• Working groups to focus on technical issues. 
• The information provided was very good but it would appear that due to the current progress in 

the project there is still a lot of data to be collected before a full consultation can be undertaken. 
 
Those participants who indicated that their expectations regarding openness and 
transparency were between partially and fully met made the following comments: 
 
• Difficult to say without results of survey work analysis etc. 
• This is my first event and I found it very informative. 

umber of 
esponses 
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Those participants who indicated that their expectations regarding openness and 
transparency had been fully met made the following comments: 
 
• Shell has shared with us all the technical information they have.  Maybe the tax-back 

implications are not that clear! 
• Open discussion at the event.  Stakeholder views taken away.  Good access to information on 

the website. 
• Very open dialogue - all comments appear to be considered. 
• Everybody's opinions were taken on board 
• Very informative workshop sessions allowed for openness, views to be expressed /recorded, 

live issues considered with live dialogue. 
• Has answered any queries I may have had. 
• All questions were answered unreservedly. 
• Questions answered fully. 
• All questions answered as fully and honestly as possible with information available at this time. 
• Shell staff very open and informative - sessions also very well handled. 
• Provision of wide range of information and rationale; answering equally wide range of 

questions and actively seeking opinion and feedback. 
• Open and full discussions. 
• Through presentations, discussions and breakout sessions representative(s) from Shell were 

forthright with their comments and responses to issues thrown up. 
• Level of information available and willingness to provide answers. 
• Open, frank and transparent workshop. 
• Open discussion. 
 
1.2 Accurate and Timely Information 
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Those participants who indicated that their expectations regarding accurate and timely 
information had not been met made the following comments: 
 
• Sought "decisions" for which relevant information was not presented. 
 
Those participants who indicated that their expectations regarding accurate and timely 
information had been partially met made the following comments: 
 
• Too early to define if the questions raised are responded to adequately. 
• Some key information which would be invaluable to inform stakeholder comment not made 

available, so far, though I don't think this is intentionally withheld. 
• As above [Intent good, some data missing but that is recognised as 'in train'.] 

The extent to which stakeholder expectations on accurate and timely information have been met: 

Number of 
responses 



 

 

• Information sent in timely manner but greater detail required. 
• Questions premature. 
• Summaries of information from studies and plan of work made more information? 
• Further details of cell study and monitoring data required as becomes available. 
• The information provided was based on a number of assumptions and it would appear that 

some options have already been discounted at a very early stage. 
 
Those participants who indicated that their expectations regarding accurate and timely 
information had been between partially and fully met made the following comments: 
 
No comments were made. 
 
Those participants who indicated that their expectations regarding accurate and timely 
information had been fully met made the following comments: 
 
• The only gaps are as a result of Shell not having the time to produce it.  Would like more 

research being done on leachate from drill cuttings. 
• Informative and explaining variables/ unknowns regarding decision-making process. 
• Information flowed from one section to the other. 
• A large amount of information has been provided and a lot of effort has gone into these 

stakeholder events. 
• Quite comprehensive and timely information given. 
• Enough staff on hand to answer questions.  Confident that this will continue as events unfold in 

the long-term. 
• Information has been provided whenever available and after full consideration by Shell. 
 
1.3 Feedback Loop (i.e. Shell demonstrating what has happened to stakeholders’ feedback). 
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The extent to which stakeholder expectations on the feedback loop have been met: 
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e participants who indicated that their expectations regarding the feedback loop had 
 partially met made the following comments: 

ot clearly stated what has happened to previous stakeholder feedback. 
irst event attended - however appears from the project documentation that this is happening. 
s above:  [Too early to define if the questions raised are responded to adequately.]  As it is 
y first involvement difficult to assess.  Based on the amount and quality of the information on 
e web I feel that this would move to be fully met. 
eems good so far but will reserve judgement as this is my first meeting for some time. 
elatively small number of people at London meeting: limited feedback. 
irst attendance and will reserve opinion until more involvement achieved. 

ber of 
onses 
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Those participants who indicated that their expectations regarding the feedback loop were 
between fully and partially met made the following comments: 
 
No comments were made. 
 
Those participants who indicated that their expectations regarding the feedback loop had 
been fully met made the following comments: 
 
• Remarks made at previous meetings were made available to each participant. 
• Upfront information shared. 
• Knowing that any input I may have had would help shape the future Decommissioning 

Programme 
• A lot of information was provided before today regarding Shell's answers to questions at 

previous events. 
• Excellent - good use of documentation too (and pre-circulation material too). 
• Fully covered in reading material, and extensive capture of comment and questions. 
• Report produced on stakeholder events. 
• I have been to previous events and I feel although progress is being made there is still a lot of 

work to be undertaken.  Early consultation is always good. 
 
Those participants who did not indicate a response as shown on the chart made the 
following comments: 
 
• Addressed previous concerns. 
• Would have been good to know how London went. 
 
2. Do you have any other expectations of Shell’s engagement with stakeholders, not 

reflected in the three themes above (question 1)?  If so, please describe them, indicate 
to what extent they have been met (whether not met, partially met, or fully met) and say 
why. 

  
Description To what extent met Why 

I suspect the general public's 
knowledge of the 
decommissioning process is 
non-existent.  Public option will 
dictate success or otherwise of 
project. 

Not No further comment 
supplied 

It is always good to get a wide a 
cross section of engagement on 
these stakeholder groups. 

Partially More environmental group 
engagement may be 
considered. 

Shell has been open and 
provided full information on 
decommissioning project. 

Fully No further comment 
supplied 

Happy to attend these meetings 
and provide support to the Shell 
team. 

Fully No further comment 
supplied 

Maybe it would be useful to 
invite Norwegian Maritime 
Authority and Oil and Gas 
experts from Overseas. 

Fully No further comment 
supplied 

 
 



 

 

Nu
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3. Confidence in being heard: How confident are you that your views and concerns are 
being/ will be adequately addressed by Shell?  Please score from 1 to 5 where a score 
of 1 is “not at all” and a score of 5 is “very confident”. 
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Stakeholder confidence that their views and concerns are being / will be adequately addressed: 
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se participants who indicated a score of 1 on the chart made the following comments: 

acilitators were keen observers and ensured inclusion.  The day was well planned and the 
ompany representatives and IRG members keen to listen and engaged. 

se participants who indicated a score of 2 on the chart made the following comments: 

omments were made. 

se participants who indicated a score of 3 on the chart made the following comments: 

 left the stakeholder event feeling that in some areas the Shell team have already decided on 
he outcome, and this may be as result of short term business plans rather than long term 
enefits. 

se participants who indicated a score of 3.5 on the chart made the following comments: 

 will need to review the follow up responses from the event in which I have been involved. 
 have a lot of confidence that my views and concerns have been heard and captured in 
eeting records which is a very positive start.  What I cannot currently judge is the extent to 
hich they will ultimately be addressed - time will tell! 
hell appears to be willing to be challenged and respect [constructiveness] 

se participants who indicated a score of 4 on the chart made the following comments: 

ecognise that Shell cannot please everyone - so other stakeholders' views and technical 
apability will influence ability to address my concerns 
n today's session pre-reading to assess process; spot technique allowed for individual opinion/ 
oncerns raised in group activities, all taken on board.  Welcome receiving the recorded 

nformation in due course.  A thoroughly informative and enjoyable event superbly facilitated. 
eing new to the project, I'm unsure if I have fully grasped the size of the project. 

 feel that every effort has been made to obtain my views, and all my concerns have been met. 

Not at all confident --------------------------------------------------------------------------------Very confident 
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• The day in general has been very informative with concerns addressed in a professional 
manner in terms that could be understood. 

• Per previous response, concerns extensively captured (and in full view of the meeting) and 
answered via various media. 

• Shell and partners appear willing to engage and listen. 
• I think Shell will/do listen to all views of the stakeholders but at the end of the day there will still 

be an element of doing things at the lowest cost with least reputational risk. 
• Concerns raised were alleviated and discussed during the open 'souk' session. 
• There are other pressing issues to be addressed. 
• Shell has been open and upfront on this issue.  Values others' ideas with respect. 
 
Those participants who indicated a score of 5 on the chart made the following comments: 
 
• My area of regulatory responsibility is very narrow and is being addressed. 
• Since Shell seems to be holding these stakeholder events, there is a commitment to openness 
• Shell seems to be fully engaged with the stakeholders, and fully take on board everyone's 

opinions. 
• Because I chair the IRG! 
• Good note taking by Environment Council and feedback from speakers at event. 
• Questions recorded and fully answered where information available to do so and where not 

available agreement from Shell that more needs to be released in future. 
• As demonstrated by documentation of previous stakeholder engagement, and excellent work of 

facilitators on the day. 
• Openness to comments and suggestions 
• Process provides views to be aired and heard. 
 
4. Has your confidence that your views and concerns are being/ will be adequately 

addressed by Shell changed since the last workshop you attended?  Please indicate 
whether your confidence has decreased, stayed the same or increased, and please say 
why. 

 
Note: This question was only asked of those participants who had attended a previous 
stakeholder event for the Brent decommissioning project. 
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Whether stakeholder confidence that views and concerns are being/will be addressed has changed: 

Number of 
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Those participants who indicated that their confidence (that their views and concerns are 
being or will be adequately addressed) had decreased made the following comments: 
 
• See 2.1 [I left the stakeholder event feeling that in some areas the Shell team have already 

decided on the outcome, and this may be as result of short term business plans rather than 
long term benefits.] 

 
Those participants who indicated (that their confidence that their views and concerns are 
being or will be adequately addressed) had stayed the same made the following comments: 
 
• I remain similarly confident about transparency and relevance. 
• Same openness as before 

 
Those participants who indicated (that their confidence that their views and concerns are 
being or will be adequately addressed) had increased made the following comments: 
 
• The decommissioning process is accelerating and information is being made available. 
• Commitment to do sampling 
• This is also probably due to having a much greater understanding of the decommissioning 

industry and risk and issues involved. 
• Further information has been presented since 2010 event - especially with regard to cell 

contents and proposed options. 
• Many previous concerns have been dealt with. 
• Received more in depth information compared to previous meetings. 
 
5. How far has the workshop met its aims and objectives?  These were as set out below.  

Please score from 1 to 5 where a score of 1 is “not at all” and a score of 5 is “fully”. 
 
The Aim of Workshop was to:  

• Inform stakeholders of the decommissioning studies and conclusions and enable 
stakeholder views to inform the decommissioning programme submitted to DECC. 

The Objectives of the workshop were to enable:  
• Stakeholders to be updated on the final conclusions from the studies and proposals for the 

Decommissioning Programme for Brent Alpha, Bravo, Charlie and Delta and raise any final 
key issues. 

• Stakeholders and Shell/Esso to review; discuss and inform the developing cell remediation 
strategy for Brent Bravo, Charlie and Delta proposed for inclusion in the Decommissioning 
Programme. 

• Shell/Esso to hear stakeholder questions, views and issues and in particular any major 
areas of concern in advance of submission of the Decommissioning Programme and formal 
consultation on the Programme in 2012. 

• Input into future engagement plans including for example on cell remediation and following 
the Decommissioning Programme submission.  

 
Please see the chart on the next page. 
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 ot at all confident --------------------------------------------------------------------------------Very confident 
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ipants who indicated a score of 2 on the chart made the following comments: 

ent Council worked as a team supporting each other and the stakeholders.  Positive 
ssional.  "Dots" on scale should/ might be better as a 'blind' and some of the 
 were too bounded - meaning the 'dot on the scale' was harder to position. 
o solicit "decisions" regarding A, B, C etc was premature. 

ipants who indicated a score of 3.5 on the chart made the following comments: 

ts were made. 

ipants who indicated a score of 4 on the chart made the following comments: 
 

the final conclusions from A, B, C, D were provided. 
n discussion enjoyed the format of the day to be involved. 
pen, inclusive and honest dialogue with good reception of diverse views and 

 and flexibility in running the event. 
rmation still to come, but process is good. 
sentatives from The Environment Council have been extremely helpful and hard-

 The aims and objectives of the workshop have been met. 
nt will dictate how the wider public opinion views Shell's actions. 
formation and clarification has been provided during the workshop since last year. 
med.  Controlled discussion schedule. 
as well presented and allowed for stakeholders’ views to be put forward in the time 

ilable. 
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Those participants who indicated a score of 5 on the chart made the following comments: 
 
• Simply excellent. 
• The Environment Council seems to be very professional 
• Answered all the questions posed, raised objective view points. 
• Key issues lifted up giving time for serious consideration and to take a deeper dive. 
• Has explained well future studies/projects in these areas. 
• Seemed to meet all these areas well.  Excellent mix of stakeholders. 
• Range of questions, comments and contributors. 
 
6. Are there any aspects of these events you would like to see improved?  Please give 

details. 
 
• No [Three respondents gave this answer] 
• Altogether very well organised and run with good willingness to adapt to ensure key points can 

be discussed. 
• As above: ["Dots" on scale should/ might be better as a 'blind' and some of the questions were 

too bounded - meaning the 'dot on the scale' was harder to position.] 
• Better locations maybe. 
• Questions not precise. 
• Need to achieve better turnout from "real" stakeholders. 
• Perhaps rotational grouping i.e. with different people (organisational representative) at different 

times to broaden scope of understanding how all issues land with all parties. 
• A little bit more historical context on Brent (e.g. main contractors, design rationale, pioneering 

achievement) would be good.  This was touched on by Technical Vice President, Glen Cayley.  
Helps explain some of the issues being faced now. 

• Session from DECC to allow stakeholder feedback/ concerns on regulation and future 
regulation 

• No - Good model for future. 
• Videos on Brent installations.  Subsea photos.  Transportation of decommissioned parts safely 

to shore.  Transfer of oil /residue/ contaminated waste - pollution prevention aspects. 
 
7. Are there any other stakeholders who you consider should be invited to the 

workshops? 
 
Note: This question was only asked of those participants who had not attended a previous 
stakeholder event for the Brent decommissioning project. 
 
• No 
• Workforce involvement - from offshore the elected Safety Representatives under SI971.  

Offshore Safety Representatives Regulations. 
• KIMO (invited already?) Seas at Risk?  CEFAS? 
• I'll look at the list - but until review; shows good breadth 
• Statoil; Norwegian oil company. 
 
8.  Any other feedback on the stakeholder events? 
 
Decommissioning Topics/ Issues 
• A formal process of reviewing the structures etc that are left on the site, in light of monitoring, 

new technology and risk and knowledge over the next 100 years plus, such that when 
technology and cost allows they can be removed. 

• Is there any need for regulations by HSE/MCA under which the "decommission" would be 
carried out?  This will give the public confidence that Shell is obliged to follow safety/pollution 
prevention, safety of life. 

• More on pipelines next time. 
• The need to gain more knowledge of the contents of the cells is a major factor and you should 

consider holding a further meeting of the group when this is available. 
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Meeting style and process  
• Move to an online engagement now so appears plenty of us have had chance to meet Shell 

face-to-face. 
• For a statutory consultee (such as JNCC) it might be a better use of time not to attend such 

events but to submit comments after watching relevant presentations on the internet.  These 
events are almost too 'stakeholder' focussed and we don't really have the time to commit to 
these events which are less environmentally focused and where we are not talking specifics. 

• Good format, well controlled through Environment Council facilitation, comments well captured.  
Thank you! 

• Good facilitation by Environment Council (I am averse to breakout groups but these worked 
well).  2) "Open voting" with sticky blobs is dodgy - one opinion can lead the rest.  

• Well run and facilitated event. 
• A well structured workshop providing all the necessary information.  The setting, facilities and 

catering were also excellent. 
 
Information provided 
• Overall good, but there were still too many unknowns to allow stakeholders to make informed/ 

reasonable "decisions". 
• Venue was good, preceding 'read data' essential for focussed discussion. 
 
Involvement of Shell and Esso 
• Not sure why Esso had such a low profile at the event. 
• Having the main players of the Shell team was a significant advantage to the stakeholders 

attending and it is hoped our attendance was of assistance to them.   
 

General remarks 
• Very useful event – thank-you! 
• Very interesting experience!? 
• Good attempt to get stakeholder engagement. 
• A very interesting and informative day.  Thank you. 
• Found it very useful and informative. 
• Venue very good.  No background noise.  Well done. 
• Excellent workshop.  Shell deserves a big thank you for the ongoing work.  Good luck. 
• Thank you for inviting me. 
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