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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 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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Glossary 
 
Acronym /Term Meaning 
CO2 Carbon dioxide 
GBS Gravity Base Structures 
HSE Health and Safety Executive 
IRG Independent Review Group 
LSA Low Specific Activity scale 
NORM Normally Occurring Radioactive Material 
Sullom Voe An oil and liquefied gas terminal in the Shetland Islands 
TEC The Environment Council (facilitation team) 
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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 emerging 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.   
Further information can be found on the Shell UK Limited website at 
www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 
 
The sessions have focused on the Brent Delta platform and it is intended that 
a similar decommissioning engagement approach will be adopted for the 
Brent Alpha, Bravo and Charlie platforms.  The stakeholder events all focus 
on topics and issues of specific significance or technical challenge, following 
earlier feedback from stakeholders that this would be the approach of most 
value to them.   
 
Two focused stakeholder sessions were held on the conclusions of the 
decommissioning studies and proposals for the decommissioning of the Brent 
Delta platform 29 June and 1 July 2010.  The sessions focused on the Brent 
Delta oil and gas facility and covered the following aspects of the platform: 
preferred options for the topsides, drill cuttings and debris, and the gravity 
base structures; the options for cell remediation and the future stakeholder 
engagement programme.  These workshops were held at two separate 
locations, Aberdeen and London respectively.  The purpose of this 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 Aberdeen and London workshops. 
 
To provide a further opportunity to involve stakeholders, an online facility for 
this project is available during July, August and September 2010, which is 
designed to enable stakeholders to access information and give feedback 
about Brent Delta 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 on the range 
of topics described above and also on cell sampling and re-use of facilities.  
These events took place in November 2007, September 2008 and April 2009.  
The reports and presentations from these events can be viewed at 
www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 
 

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

2.1 Welcome by Senior Shell UK Representatives 

The Aberdeen workshop was attended by John Gallagher, Vice President 
Technical, Europe and the London workshop by James Smith, Country 
Chairman Shell UK Limited to support the events and welcome attendees.  
Each gave a short address to open the proceedings. 

2.2 Attendees and Invited Organisations 
 
For a full list of attendees and invited organisations for the June and July 
2010 Aberdeen and London workshops please see appendix 1.  Members of 
the Brent decommissioning project team, with responsibility for developing 
the decommissioning project for the facilities on the field attended to 
participate in the meeting, to meet stakeholders, give information and listen 
to stakeholder views. 
 
2.3 Briefing Material 
 
All stakeholders were sent some briefing information in advance of the June 
and July events on the key topics to be covered.  This included information 
on topsides, drill cuttings and debris, gravity base structures, and cell 
remediation.  A copy of the briefing material can be found at appendix 2.  
 
The Brent Decommissioning Project involves a long running programme of 
project studies and stakeholder engagement.  Therefore an introduction 
session was provided prior to the start of each workshop for any participant 
attending an event for the first time.  This was intended to ensure all 
attendees were given background information about the project, its scope 
and options for decommissioning.  This was aimed at enhancing their 
experience of the event.  The presentation slides used for this session can be 
found at appendix 3. 
 
2.4 Aims and Agenda 
 
The stakeholder workshops sought to: 
 
• To inform stakeholders of the latest outcomes of the studies programme and what 

they are indicating in terms of preferred options for the different components for 
decommissioning of Brent Delta and in turn other Brent platforms. 

• To enable stakeholders to give feedback on the preferred options to both inform 
final recommendations for Brent Delta and its application to the other Brent 
platforms’ decommissioning programme. 

• To review the engagement plans for the other Brent platforms (Alpha, Bravo and 
Charlie). 

 
A copy of the agenda can be found at appendix 4. 
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2.5 Working Agreements 
 
The Environment Council facilitator for the events introduced the aims, 
agenda and working agreements for the workshops, which were agreed by 
the participants at the outset of both the Aberdeen and London events.  
These ground rules of the meetings are set out below: 
 
Ø Mobiles/Bleepers Off 
Ø One person speaks at a time 
Ø Keep to time and task 
Ø Non-attribution 
Ø Responsibility for record 
 
 
3. Project Status and Update 

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

 
An opportunity for questions of clarification followed.  This question and 
answer session is transcribed below: 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
No questions on the project status and update presentation were raised at 
the Aberdeen workshop. 
 
LONDON 

 
Q: Do you have a budget estimate for the cost? 
A: We are in [the concept select] phase, so it’s hard to put an exact figure on it now; 

but we are talking hundreds of millions of pounds [per platform].  
 
Q: Is there a possibility of moving [topsides] via a piece-small process? 
A: This option has been ruled out; the modular structure makes this difficult.  

Accommodation [needed for such activities] cannot stay in place throughout 
decommissioning which is another difficulty [with the option of piece small]. 

 
Q: Has CO2 storage been considered? 
A:  There’s a possible carbon capture operation with platforms nearer to shore. 

There is a long distance to pump CO2 to Brent.  There are better candidates for 
this process.  It remains open as possibility.  

 
4.  Independent Review Group 
 
The Independent Review Group (IRG) is an independent group of scientist 
and engineers, which reviews of 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 

http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm
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An update on the work of the group was provided at the Aberdeen event by 
Torgeir Bakke of the Norwegian Institute of Water Research and University 
of Oslo and at the London event by Brian Wilkinson of the Universities of 
Reading and Newcastle Upon Tyne.  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. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Q: Are the studies publicly available? 
A: When IRG receives them they can be in draft form and are then iterated further.  

The studies will be available when the decommissioning programme is made 
available. 

 
LONDON 
 
At the London event the IRG also set out some further information on its 
other activities: 
 
• The Independent Review Group has attended technical workshops for the project in 

Aberdeen: 
o The range of opinions was large. 
o The group members met consultants and [Shell] experts who’d worked on 

Brent for years. 
o The workshops were very helpful, with high quality input from the [Shell] 

experts.  
• The IRG meets without Shell which tends to allow for more vigorous discussion. 

This has led to our suggestion to also give this opportunity [of discussion without 
Shell present] to stakeholders.   See also section 11 of this report. 

 
Questions from stakeholders followed: 
 
Q: How has the risk of failure [of removal of the GBS by refloat] been established? 
A: This is based on full risk assessments which will come into the public domain. 

The IRG has seen a draft risk assessment and it looks very comprehensive, but 
has not yet reviewed it. 

 
Q: Is the risk of failure unacceptable? 
A: That is for Shell, not the IRG, to say. 
 
Q: Shell need to compare the level of risk to that in which they normally work. 
A:  It’s many times higher in that which they usually work.  

The risk assessment used a Bayesian network analysis, which was done by 
experts.  There was a 2-2.5% possibility of failure of structural integrity 
established.  
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5. Update on Recommended Decommissioning Options 
 
A presentation was provided by Mike Smith the project’s Engineering 
Manager on the recommended decommissioning options for three key 
aspects of the Brent Delta platform: the topsides, drill cuttings and debris 
and the gravity base structures.  A copy of the presentation slides used can 
be found at appendix 7. 
 
An opportunity for questions of clarification followed.  This question and 
answer session is transcribed below. 
 
5.1 Topsides 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Q: What is the sequence for topside removal? 
A: We will not be doing all four at once; it will be phased.  

The earliest likely date for Delta is 2014 or 2015; others will follow.  
 
Q:  What’s the main determinant for a single /staged lift? 
A: Safety implications. 
 
Q: You haven’t yet established a location for recycling - will this be at established or 

speculative yards? 
A: We’ve have done a trawl through existing possibilities and identified what these 

are.  This needs to be updated and will look at both speculative and established 
yards. 

 
LONDON 
 
Q: Topsides: what sort of equipment is on the topsides? 
A: Oil processing equipment, power generation. 
Q: Can this be reused? 
A: It is not in a good enough state and will have to be recycled. 
 
5.2 Drill Cuttings 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Q: How do you sample the drill cuttings? 
A: We went out with a platform supply vessel and the samples taken have been 

analysed onshore in a laboratory.  More information on drill cuttings is available in 
the souk sessions.   

 
The souk session provided printed information such as posters, as well as 
the opportunity for participants to speak one-to-one with members of the 
decommissioning project team and ask questions on drill cuttings and 
other decommissioning topics. 

 
Q: What is the debris comprised of? 
A: These are mainly scaffolding [that has fallen from the platform]. 
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Q: Over what period was the sampling done? 
A: It was a snapshot over one summer, 2007, in two campaigns.  A similar exercise 

was done in 2004 around Brent Alpha, to inform DECC’s recommendations to 
OSPAR.  Accepted industry guidelines were used for the sampling.  

 
Q: Where are the drill cuttings? 
A: These are within the 500m safety exclusion zone, mainly close to the platform. 
 
Q: We are concerned that there’s no residual debris left on the sea bed around the 

zone. 
A: A debris trawl will be done to clear the area and this will be carried out in liaison 

with fishing groups. 
 
Q: If the legs are left, will the 500m safety zone be permanent? 
A: This is a Health and Safety Executive (HSE) stipulation.  

 
Q: If debris is cleared, and allows trawling to go on continuously, could this not 

disturb the drill cuttings? 
A: We will work out how close it is possible to trawl without causing disturbance.  
 
The following comment was also made during the question and answer 
session: 
• [In other cases, once drilling has ceased] hydrocarbons have not been found 

outside 250m; well within the 500m zone [this could also be the case for Brent 
Delta].  

 
LONDON 
 
There were no questions raised on drill cuttings or debris at the London 
workshop. 
 
5.3 Gravity Base Structure (GBS) 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Participants were advised that there would be opportunity for questions on 
the gravity base structures in the subsequent ‘souk’ session and that there 
would be a dedicated discussion session on the GBS to follow.  
 
LONDON 
 
Q: How many penetrations are there in the GBS? 
A: There are 391 in Delta and all of these would have to be sealed.  The conductors 

through legs also have to be sealed.  Even a 4 inch hole could cause a 
compromise for refloat.  Every hole would have to be sealed.  

 
Q: Will the cells be flooded if left in place? 
A: Air would not be left in as this would create differential pressure.  The cells, if left 

in situ, would be left with water in.  
 
Q: How long could the GBS be left before the structure deteriorates? 
A: Some studies have been conducted on this.  It will last 300 years.  There is a 50% 

chance will last up to 500 years. 
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Q: What about public perception on this matter? 
A: There are less than 20 of these [large concrete GBS] structures, three of which 

[are operated by] Shell [on behalf of Shell and Esso], out of 450 structures in UK 
[waters], that would have to be left in place.  According to public sensing done by 
Shell, the public perception has not raised concern, in that people appreciate the 
technological challenges.  Over 600 structures exist altogether in North Sea. 

 
Q: The drilling from platforms: was it done through the base? 
A: Two of the three GBS legs [on the Brent Delta platform] are used for drilling [the 

other is the utility leg].  
 
 
6. Souk Session (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.  Station topics included: EIA scoping report; drill cuttings & debris, 
topsides removals, reuse issues, Gravity Base Structure (GBS), cell contents, 
project execution and stakeholder engagement and re-use. 
 
Participants were able to make their own choice how they prioritised their 
time at these stations.  The stations were designed to enable participants to 
gather information pertinent to their interests and ask questions, also 
enabling one to one conservations with staff, relating to key topic areas.   
 
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 along with points of clarification 
made and actions taken by the Shell project team.  These are set out below.  
Shell will develop responses to the queries and actions and these will be 
provided to participants as a further source of information about the project. 
 
6.1 Cell Contents 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• Is there a favourite option for remediation? 
• Regarding the option to cap the cells, will the capping be permanent? 
• What factors are being looked at to decide between the sub-options for removal? 
• What will happen with the attic oil? 
• Is there any impact likely on Sullom Voe?  Or other receiving terminals? 
• Who governs what is an acceptable end point for the water in the cell? 
• Will potential impacts (related to sediment content) of shipping it through pipelines 

be considered? 
• Have we got any samples from the cells? 
• Is any information from Brent Spar samples available? 
• Is there any Low Specific Activity (LSA)/Normally Occurring Radioactive Material 

(NORM) scale formation in the cells? 
• What are possible environmental impacts of cell contents? 
• Could the cells ultimately be used for storage? 
• Will the cells be monitored if cell contents are left in situ? 
• How do you intend to get into the cell? 
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• Will all 16 cells be accessed? 
• What about taking account of the pressure of the cells when you are accessing 

them? 
• How will the access hole be plugged once the procedure if finished? 
• Has the mechanical plug for sealing access holes in the cells been tested on 

concrete? 
• Will only the attic oil be removed from the cell? What about the other content? 

How will this be determined? 
• If sediments are left in cells, how can you be sure of their content (toxicity, etc.)? 
• What happens over the course of time if contents are left? Will structural integrity 

be monitored and what will this involve? 
• Has the ability to access the cells been confirmed and is there a Plan B if not? 
• Is there any option for removal of GBS later, should feasible technology become 

available in future?  Would this be required under current regulations? 
• How long does Shell have ownership and responsibility for the cells? 
• Is there any indication of increased radioactivity in the cells? 
• Can the fluids be flushed back into the cells? Can the existing pipe work be used? 
• How deep is the sediment layer? 
• What is the life of the concrete structure? 
• What factors impact on the integrity of the concrete cells structure? 
• Are there any other examples of structures being left? 
 
LONDON 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• Has the way the cells have been used, e.g. containing heated oil, affected the 

options for decommissioning? 
• Scraping tankers involves clean up of oil residue etc.  Can any learning from this 

process be applied to cell decommissioning? 
• Is there much variety in the sediment content between the cells? 
• Is there any testing of the water for oil content?   

o What levels of contaminants have been found? 
• Is there a likelihood of residue on the cell walls? 
• Do you get a flow of water through the cells – is there an option for pumping? 

o Could a tracer be introduced to help calculate volume? 
• Can a calculation be made of the maximum sediment depth? 
• Has the sediment depth estimate come from a number of different sources for 

modelling? 
• Are you confident that all cell sediment depths fall between the 1- 7 metre range? 
• Hydrocarbon content, etc: Can you tell from operational history how much each 

cell has been used and how?  
o Does this help you to establish how applicable the modelling from one cell can 

be applied to another? 
• Was the original cell concept for oil content removal by tanker or pipe-work? 
• Is there any way to tell which cell has the most contaminants if you are choosing 

one to sample? 
• Is there any information you have now that would help you to understand the 

composition or consistency of the sediments? 
• If cells are accessed from above would a sample be taken straight from the top 

down? 
• Is use of the pipe crawlers to survey cells still being explored? 
• Is the likely talking point for the public going to be the cells contents? 
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• Will the project planning involve the environmental pros and cons of the 
decommissioning options and include energy balance? 

• Is Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) a favoured option? 
• Do you know more about the cell contents? Can you provide further clarity on this? 

o Could a projection of contents be provided based on current information 
(including gas and hazardous materials)? 

• Are cell contents a show-stopper for any of the proposed cell remediation options? 
Why are the cell contents an issue?  

• How representative are the samples that been taken (water, cells)? 
 
6.2 Drill Cuttings & Debris  
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• What consideration was given to the expectation of Normally Occurring Radioactive 

Material (NORM) arising? 
• Is it likely that there will be any heavy metals? 
• Do you think it would be useful to quantify amounts? 
• Are there plans to do monitoring rather than sampling? 
• The decision about drill cuttings is critical. 
• Why was suction-dredging rejected? 
• Who will remain responsible for what is left there? 
• Could you cap the drill cuttings in some way and then designate it as a no-go 

area? 
• What sort of depth are the cuttings on top of the cells? 
• By removing the debris to allow trawling, that’s a continuous thing, which will have 

more impacts.  There will be lesser impacts by leaving the debris there and not 
allowing access.  Why not [go for this latter approach]? 

• How long have the drill cuttings been there for? 
• If the possibility of removing drill cuttings is there, why not do it then?  It’s a long 

term approach you need to adopt. 
• You need to monitor the piles on top of the cells (e.g. sediments).  Outside 

chemical sampling, you need to also monitor sediments and how they shift. 
• We have 5 years before decommissioning; will 5 years of data be sufficient (in 

terms of monitoring)? 
• Do we know the [composition of] the various levels of the 798m³ of the cell top 

drill cuttings?  
• Is the plan to leave the drill cuttings on the GBS? While doing the remediation of 

the cells, how will you manage the drill cuttings without creating disturbance? 
• Were the samples taken from the surface or through the piles? 
• Will there be odours of drill cuttings being brought onshore. 
• What multi-beam assessment was used and what is its accuracy? 

 
LONDON 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• Buried debris; Have you looked at the hazards of the buried debris becoming 

unburied (e.g. risks of becoming floating debris)?  
• Is it just rocks in all the cuttings? 
• Do you perform an environmental monitoring programme on the piles? 
• What is the dispersion likely to be? 
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6.3 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Report 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• What surveys will you do pre-decommissioning and post-decommissioning? 
• How will the final characteristics compare with previous surveys? 
• How would you police the 500 metre safety zone? 
• The EIA process requires 2 years of data collection: do you have 2 years of data? 
• Would you expect fisherman to trawl right up against the cells and cutting if they 

can? 
• When will the EIA process begin, and for how long? 
• Do you think your snap-shots of data will be sufficient to determine there won’t be 

environmental damage? 
• What about implications for migrating species?  Assume the impact will be minor? 
• Has there been any dialogue on the use of the structure, for example off-shore 

wind? 
• If off-shore wind could be an option in say 20 years time, could that influence a 

decision about legs or legs down? 
• Is there any evidence on more use of the structure by fish after decommissioning? 
• Is the volume of oil in the water the main environmental issue?  What are the 

potential environmental hazards associated with this programme? 
• What should you be trying to do in terms of the programme? Safety – more than 

the operation - it’s what you leave behind as well. 
• In terms of fewer emissions into the atmosphere, do you need to report that? 
• Would the comparative assessment cover emissions? 
 
Actions  
 
What Who When 
Provide 2007 pre-decommissioning 
baseline surveys. 
 

[To follow up via meetings 
with relevant regulatory 
organisations once reports 
are finalised] 

End 2010 

 
LONDON 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• What kind of reef effects do these structures have?  Because they have been there 

a long time.  
• Will there be much noise associated with decommissioning (e.g. cutting, topsides 

removal)?  [This would cause an] impact on marine mammals.  
• What kind of monitoring (of marine animals) is done around the platform? 
• Are you going to assess/ model the environmental effects of a worst case scenario 

of a release of cell sediments when the GBS collapses? 
• Have you included low level radioactive waste (e.g. NORM) on topsides in your 

testing and considerations? 
• What are the levels of NORM?  Is it greater than 10; then between 1- 5?  

(Answer: In the UK it is 14?) 
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Actions  
 
What Who When 

Ensure that a response to the question on 
what levels of radio-activity relate to NORM 
is included in the report. 
 

Shell UK Brent project 
team 

In the EIA 
report 
 

 
6.4 Gravity Base Structures (GBS) 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and Comments 
 
• If a single lift was decided, how would that happen? 
• Can you do a single lift and bring it ashore as a single item? 
• If they were used to store oil, is there any residual oil there? 
• What is the weight of the platform? (Answer: 300,000 tonnes.) 
• How much does it weaken a cell if you have to go in through the cell wall rather 

than the top?  
• How is Shell taking account of the skills needed to deal with GBS? Is [planning and 

provision for the relevant skills being made] now, later, when? 
• How do you know that you can’t take the structure away?  Fifty years ago we 

didn’t think we’d get oil from the North Sea.  No one has tried.  
• Have we done any work on the carbon footprint of decommissioning? 
• Once you take the topsides off, how much does that impact the buoyancy of the 

structure (i.e. if there was excess buoyancy sometime in the future)? 
• In terms of long-term legacy, if you’re leaving it in place, what are the plans for 

long-term monitoring, going on? 
• If you do leave it, how long is the structure stable for? (Answer: Indications are 

400-500 years – it depends on starting conditions.) 
• Why can’t you just let the legs topple and fall onto the cells? What damage would 

it do to the cells, especially in the long-term: 500 years? 
• Do you try to quantify the risks to inform the option appraisals? 
• Is it ultimately DECC that needs to approve the options appraisal? 
• What options have you looked at for re-use? For example, wind turbines are 

getting bigger and bigger and need a base.  Especially as where we are now is not 
where we’ll be in 5-10 years time. 

• Is there any re-use for GBS after removal via refloat? 
• What would be the water depth you’d be planning on taking the legs down to?  

(Answer: at least 55 metres) 
• What has Shell done in terms of bringing the legs down (to minimum 55 metres 

below sea level)?  There are navigation issues. 
 
Points of Clarification 
 
The following point of clarification on the GBS was given by Shell: 
 
• The crack in one of the cells occurred when the structure first went in.  We haven’t 

used the cell, it has been shut off.  We concluded that it cannot be effectively 
sealed. 
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LONDON 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• Is it possible to cut the legs, and then take them onshore? 
• Would a collapse of the legs cause disturbance of the cells and sediments? 
• Will the legs be removed if the structure is left in place and if so how much?   

o What are the challenges relating to removal of legs? 
• Are the cells physically attached together?   

o Is it possible to remove one cell at a time? 
• How was cell 19 cracked? 
• How much buoyancy is there within the GBS? 

o Could you add polystyrene beads (high buoyancy)? 
• Would there be an obligation to fix it again, if scenario 2 (for Shell)? How many 

penetrations would be flooded?  
• Has there been some interest from NGOs on monitoring programmes? 
• What’s the thinking on the Alpha platform?   It will have a major knock on effect 

on other installations. 
• Will Shell be the Duty holder?  Dialogue about the regulatory position is needed 

(installation, etc.).  What regulations do the GBS come under after 
decommissioning? 

• Post-decommissioning stage:  You said you will put one light on.  You said 
helicopters will monitor the lights; does that mean there will be a heliport? 

• Are there risks to marine life with the use of explosives? 
• Does that matter if it crumbles? 
• Would there be an exclusion zone if the GBS were left behind, for example, would 

there be a formal 500 metre zone? 
 
6.5 Project Execution 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• When will all platforms be decommissioned? 
• Are there any skills or capabilities that are not yet present in the market place to 

execute the project? 
• What are the workforce needs/ skills/ timeframes needed for decommissioning? 
• What different skills from installation are needed? 
• Regarding the trawl on sites for onshore disposal: will the contract be awarded on 

the basis of one or several sites? 
• When will you decide the contracting strategy?  For example will Shell manage 

subcontractors or contract project managers? 
• Contracting: Time/ contracting strategy i.e. will this be one platform or field wide? 
• What are the types of industries that do onshore dismantling/ recycling of topsides 

and where are these? 
• Will there be enough contractors to deal with all the decommissioning projects 

(capacity)?  Or may it have to be phased? 
• Might the skills challenge be in volume rather than types of skills? 
• Will you be competing with offshore wind and green-field sites for contractors? 
• Are you accelerating Cessation of Production? 
• What is the timeframe for engineering down? 
• When will contracts start going out to the market? 
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Points of Clarification  
 
The following point of clarification on project execution was given by Shell: 
 
• There are five main contracting areas: 

o Well abandonment 
o Shutting down topsides (whole field) 
o Removals of topsides (whole of one platform contract?) 
o Onshore disposal 
o Underwater pipe-work. 

 
LONDON  
 
Questions and comments 
 
• What is the contractor status for topside removals? 
• Is it a competition between the four contractors working on topsides removals? 
• Could the outcome be an alliance of contractors? 
• How do you balance openness/accountability on contracting and commercial 

confidentiality? 
• What are the key contract areas? 
• How best can you allow the market to engage with operators on decommissioning 

opportunities (new technology)? 
• What’s in it for the supply chain and how do they access it?  
• Are oil companies considering decommissioning costs at the outset now (end-

getting and planning)?   
• What can be done in contracting to get most value to the UK economy/ industries?  

There is most value in engineering, plug and abandonment, rather than disposal, 
which is smaller part of the pie. 

• Have you published the names of who you are working with (the main 
contractors)? 

• Are there any drivers for timescales? What’s the motivation for doing 
decommissioning quickly? 

• When do you put things into motion? How much lead-in time do you need? 
• Where will the wells be? How will it be done?  When?  
 
What  Who When 

[Supply information on the 
UK contracting 
opportunities for] plug and 
abandonment of wells 
 
 

Shell UK Limited 
 
 

Via the Contract and 
Procurement web pages at 
www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm  

 
 
6.6 Reuse  
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and Comments 
 
• Are there definitely no reuse options? 
• Brent as a Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) option? 
• What are the Brent field’s hydrocarbon recovery levels? 

http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm
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• If the structure is left in place, are there any reuse possibilities? 
• What was Brent’s original field life expectancy? 
• How deeply have you looked at reuse options? 
• Has no external agency stepped forward with viable reuse options?  
• What has been done to investigate the positives of leaving it behind (other than 

the cost factor)? 
• Any possibility of modifying the concrete structure to substrate (context: artificial 

reefs)?  
• Why did you rule out wind power?   Technological advancements are quick in the 

wind industry. 
•  Is there any spill-over from Gulf of Mexico onto Brent regarding political opinion?  
• If you are leaving structure (GBS) in place, then re-use.  Otherwise, take it down 

by 55 metres. 
 
LONDON 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• Reuse; what problems come out? 
• What would the costs of reuse involve? 
• Reuse; is it scrap? 
• Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS); what are the long term effects? 
• Have we looked enough at the alternatives? 
• Public Perception: could the platform be adapted for power generating systems? 
 
 
6.7 Stakeholder Engagement 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and Comments 
 
• How do you engage with the supply chain? 
 
LONDON 
 
• What do you do for the supply chain? 
• Has [Brent decommissioning] hit the public street (other than stakeholders)? 
• [Will there be a] media briefing [and what is the] public profile [for Brent 

decommissioning]?   
• What issues came out at the Aberdeen stakeholder event (29 June 2010)? 
 
6.8 Topsides 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Questions and comments 
 
• How many recycling options are there for topsides? 
• How safe is it to take the topsides off? 
• Is there a market for the topsides? 
• Will Shell consider investing in some of the yards? 
• Are there going to be competitions with off-shore wind installations? 
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LONDON 
 
• Is it going to be safe to remove the topsides? 
 
 
7. Gravity Base Structures (GBS) Preferred Option (Feedback Session) 

 
The purpose of this session was to seek feedback from stakeholders on Shell 
UK’s recommended option on Gravity Base Structures.  The GBS is a 
significant aspect of the decommissioning project and the indication from the 
studies is that the structure will be left in place and derogation will be sought 
in the decommissioning programme.  The presentation slide on the GBS can 
be found at appendix 7. 
 
It is intended that a similar decommissioning approach will be adopted for 
the Brent Alpha, Bravo and Charlie platforms where there are similarities 
between these and Delta.  Therefore Delta’s approach has an implication for 
the decommissioning of the Bravo and Charlie platforms which also have 
concrete gravity base structures. 
 
This was an opportunity for the project team to understand stakeholder 
views and for stakeholders give their final input to the Brent 
decommissioning project team’s thinking.  Participants were asked to 
consider their responses to the prompting questions set out below. 
 
 Given the current studies the proposed recommendation for the GBS is for 
the structure to remain in place in the sea, with the “legs up”? 
 
Ø How content are you with this potential derogation case?” 
Ø Are there any particular/major issues for you that Shell UK need to 

include in their thinking? 
 

The stakeholders firstly considered the questions in groups at round tables 
before sharing the key points from their conversations as a plenary group.   
 
ABERDEEN 
 
The feedback from stakeholders was as follows: 
 
• We needed more time at the table to discuss our concerns [as follows]: 

o If you do leave it there, what will happen if the structure cracks; what are the 
environmental impacts?   

o Is it acceptable or not?   
o What is the interplay between the GBS and the content of the cells?   
o With regard to the cells, what about the marine [user] impacts concerning the 

legs being left up? 
 

• We had concerns about the future liability of the remaining structure. 
Shell provided the following clarification: 
o With regard to Shell’s responsibility with the structure staying there: Shell will 

have to set aside some funding, and implement a monitoring programme, for 
example, navigation lights will have to be changed. 

o This is very similar to other decommissioning projects. 



Brent Decommissioning Project/Stakeholder Workshops June July 2010/Combined Transcript Report  16

• My personal opinion is that we don’t know what the environmental impacts will be 
in 500 years.  So why not try and remove the whole structure, then Plan B would 
be to leave it there if Plan A is unsuccessful. 
Shell provided the following response to this point: 
o The problem with that is what could go wrong.  We understand the perspective; 

we will need to find a balance.  
 

• Shell needs to explain very clearly why they are going for derogation, and then the 
plans for going forward.  This needs to be communicated very clearly. 

• Have you engaged with the Lighthouse Board on leaving it in place? 
Shell gave the following response to this point: 
o We will need to do this.  Thank you for the suggestion. 

 
• The derogation application needs to be very clear on why the legs are left there. 

My instinct would be legs down. 
• [My preference is for] legs down, unless we can find a feasible reuse [for the GBS].  
• From an aesthetic point of view, the preference is for legs down. 
• From the fishermen’s perspective, we would prefer the legs up.  Considerations 

need to be given to [variations in the] weather.  Also, consider the deterioration of 
the structure over time.   
o We talked about leaving one leg and cutting the rest only 8 metres below the 

surface; in bad weather the sea can create a 12 metre swell.  The sea has 
tremendous power.  From a safety point of view, we would prefer the legs up, 
with lights on top. 

• There are other sea users as well. 
 
Shell gave some reflections on what it had heard: 
• It’s interesting to get the perspectives from the different organisations.  We need 

to think about the implications for the working environment.  We need to recognise 
[that balancing these implications] is not easy to do.  

• The opinion in the room seems split between the options: of legs up or legs down. 
There are still some issues for Shell to consider. 
 

LONDON  
 
• How much thought has been given to monitoring and long term management? 

o [This would be part of the derogation process.]  We would consider the 
structure; how it is going to degrade [over time].  There would be an agreed 
monitoring process within an agreed timeframe [to check whether the structure 
is behaving as we would expect it to]. 

• Given derogation; it is going to be there for a long time; you need some kind of 
plan in place to ensure monitoring. 
o We have to recognise that over time, it will degrade.   [It’s a question of the 

degradation rate and monitoring that the structure is doing what’s expected] 
• There are still some uncertainties:  Will it still be considered as an installation and 

retain a 500 metre exclusion zone?   
o [Remote Navigation aids will be used on the GBS which will be lifted on and off 

by helicopter.  It will not be manned.]  
o There will be an agreed programme in line with technical expectations. 

• I can see the logic for leaving it where it is.  [However, within 100 years, oil 
companies will be gone.]  300-500 years is a very long timeframe for a company 
to still exist.   
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o There is an increasingly acute curve of expectation from the public [on 
environmental issues].  [Shell could fall behind on these expectations and the 
public might say that the company is just leaving the problem for others to get 
rid of in the future - whether there is stuff in the cells left, or if it is left empty, 
it makes no difference].   

• Has this happened before?  Is there a precedent?  [Is it setting a precedent for 
other platforms to be left?] 
o Regulation says that you cannot use precedent as an argument [you have to go 

through a strict process for derogation]. 
o There are other examples of derogation (for example Ecofisk and Fairfield). 

• [Did the stakeholders at the Aberdeen event address the question of ‘left and clean 
versus left and not clean’?   
o Leaving the GBS in place without the contents is acceptable to most. 
o There was a fairly pragmatic approach to the “sarcophagus”.  The reaction was 

pretty balanced, and not uncomfortable with leaving it in place.  In 400 years, 
there won’t be a problem except concrete on the seabed.] 

• What is the concern exactly? 
o Feelings/public perceptions are the problems.  It is about perception.  There is a 

sense of caution about the potential reaction to this approach, [for example the 
media making an issue of it].  

• [In terms of oil companies’ liabilities, no convention goes beyond 30 years, except 
maybe in Louisiana now.] 
o Nuclear liabilities convention model could be used for establishing liabilities for 

oil and gas. 
• There was the Maureen platform, which was released from the seabed and floated 

out, but it was steel, not concrete. 
• Lessons will be learnt from Brent Delta for Brent Bravo and Charlie but can you 

automatically assume that you can apply the same criteria for Brent Bravo and 
Charlie?  Bravo is similar to Delta, but Charlie is different.  There are differences.  
Do you need more work done to confirm this?  
o We need to.  We are doing work around the other two structures too.  The 

problems of refloating will be different. 
• Regarding the proposal for the structure to remain in place in the sea, with the 

legs up; will you also consider legs down? 
o [This comes back to] the monitoring arrangements, we need to look at what 

happens at sea level [with degradation over time]. 
• Is there any intention to examine in greater detail the prospect of cutting the legs? 

o Shell has done preliminary work on removing the legs and there are significant 
technical challenges.  Shell is looking at the option of leaving the legs above 
sea level, and whether degradation would present a safety risk.  [Additional 
research will be done if there is a driver to take them away (safety risk 
particularly).] 

• From a navigational point of view, it makes sense to have the legs down, but 
fishermen want the legs up. 
o Fishermen want to be able to see the legs.  Others would like them down to 

55m, so that there is a clear shipping channel for vessels.   
• We need to explore what concerns you by leaving it there with the legs up.   

o In the sense of derogation, the steel and concrete, the concern isn’t about 
environmental impact, it’s a question of perception, and whether Shell has done 
its utmost to clean it up; whether it is kept in place or not.  There’s a parallel 
with ships that are wrecks and leaking oil and consequently this is being 
removed.  Compared with that, this is a controlled situation – but this scenario 
could arise and then who would step in? 
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• In terms of reuse, has CO2 sequestration been considered? 
o CO2   sequestration has been looked at in relation to Brent. The actual facilities 

would need to be replaced [to make this possible].  Carbon Capture and Store 
(CCS) is in early stages of development and Brent is not the obvious choice to 
start with.  The problem is the distance at which the platforms are located.  
180m pipeline would be needed.  Shell is looking at a demonstration project 
(with Scottish Power).  The reservoir itself is still available. [CCS might not 
respond well to concrete bonding in the holes in it.]   

• I have no problem with the structure remaining in place with the legs up, as long 
as a monitoring programme is in place, and the programme increases as breaking 
up occurs. 
o Same with the cell content; can’t see what rush is to do anything with the cells; 

don’t see a problem with derogation as long as there’s commitment to 
monitoring and doing something about it when the technology becomes 
available.  It seems very unsafe to get the cell contents out before knowing 
what’s in it.  [Don’t think the two decisions need to be taken at the same time.] 

• North Sea Convention states the option for legs down and 500m exclusion zone 
where possible and this is supported by OSPAR and International Maritime 
Organisation (IMO).   

• Other oil companies have experience, why don’t they come to these events as 
there are lessons to be learnt and no point in reinventing the wheel. 
o We had sessions with ConocoPhillips. We learnt a lot from BP on the Miller field. 

There are other forums in which we engage with other oil companies. 
• The issue of the long-term: Is Shell looking closely at what will arise in years to 

come?  If you leave GBS and cell contents in place, you might be asked in a few 
years time to look at it, and act, forced by new international conventions, even if 
you are given approval now.  International rules may change.  When looking at the 
FTSE index, only 30 years ago, we saw names that mean nothing now.  Shell 
might be in a different place in 50 years. In the future the government might take 
liability in the structure, in exchange for compensation.  There are lots of 
possibilities.  Has Shell identified these risks, especially as the proposal is that GBS 
will be left in place? 
o One of the criteria for cell remediation is residual risk – so that has to be 

balance against risk now. 
• Maureen did not have any oil storage in its base.  It was steel, not concrete, and in 

much shallower water – it’s not a good comparison for Shell’s platforms. 
• Don’t think leaving rigs is a problem as long as a management programme is in 

place – especially given the financial state of the country. 
 
 
8. Cell Remediation Options 
 
A presentation was given by Mike Smith, the Engineering Manager for the 
Brent decommissioning project on the short list of options for cell 
remediation that Shell UK had identified and how these had been arrived at.  
This presentation is available at appendix 8.  Please note that two additional 
presentation slides supplying further information were included in the 
presentation made in London, following the Aberdeen event, to enhance 
understanding.  These slides (pages 6 & 7) are also available at appendix 8.   
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There are two core options, each with two sub options, for cell remediation 
that the Brent decommissioning project team has identified as follows: 
 
Ø Removal and treatment of sediments 

§ Re-inject down waste disposal well (not treated) 
§ Offshore treatment and disposal to sea 

 
Ø Containment of sediments within the existing cells (in situ) 

§ Monitored natural attenuation 
§ Capping of sediments 

 
The purpose of the session was to explore these potential options for cell 
remediation with stakeholders in order to inform Shell’s thinking.  The 
session intended to explore what is important for stakeholders about each of 
the core options, what factors (if anything) would prompt stakeholders to 
switch options, and to gain a sense about whether stakeholders have any 
preferences about the options and why. 
 
8.1 Questions of Clarification on Cell Remediation Options 
 
Following the presentation, there was an opportunity for participants to ask 
questions of clarification. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Q: What is the sediment composed of? 
A: Our expectation (based on information from Brent Spar and Sullom Voe) is that 

it’s a mixture of water, residual oil and sand, roughly.  Sampling will give Shell 
more details. 

 
Q: Are you sure you’ve explored all options for bio-remediation? 
A: I believe we have.  Bio-remediation only treats the surface of the sediments (it 

does not affect the rest).  But we know that is where the leaching occurs: between 
the sediments and the water/inter-phase material.  We know it does not treat all 
of it, but it could provide an acceptable environmental impact.  

 
LONDON 
 
Q:  Are there any nasties in the cells; any heavy metals? 
A: Based on information from samples from other facilities (Brent Spar, Sullom Voe) 

there are no heavy metals.  [For example] there is no mercury; but there could be 
nickel and copper possibly. 
 

Q:  Is there any radioactivity? 
A:  [We believe] there are very low levels of radioactive elements in the sediments. 
 
 
8.2 Group Work on Cell Remediation Options 
 
Participants divided into small groups with a mix of sectors of interest in 
each to discuss the following options and questions: 
 
 



Brent Decommissioning Project/Stakeholder Workshops June July 2010/Combined Transcript Report  20

8.2.1 Removal and Treatment of Sediments (in general): What do you dislike 
about this option? 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Blue Group 
 
• Depends on the risk of an accident and what this risk is. 
 
Green Group 
 
• If you remove materials from the cells, it won’t fall under DECC, it will fall under 

the Marine Scotland Act.  It would mean more work for Scottish officials.  It will 
have to be dealt with and treated as industrial waste.  

• Spillage, contamination. 
• Energy consumption.  Energy Footprint. 
• Can you compare the carbon footprint of removal/ containment! 
 
Offshore treatment and disposal to sea: 
• If you can get below 1% oil, you could dispose of it under DECC regulations. 
 
Orange Group 
 
• The possibility of a loss of integrity during cleanup 
• What to do with the sediments once they’re out. 
• Potential proportionality [how much effort is required and is it worth it for what is 

there]: stakeholders don’t know the sums (volume) [to calculate the task of] 
getting it out.  

• It may be safer to leave it there. 
 
Offshore treatment and disposal to sea: 
• Emulsifying it and putting it back into the environment. 
 
Red Group 
 
• Do not interfere with an inert object – if it’s going to remain stable.  This avoids 

the risks associated with access, for example, creating instability; that may not be 
necessary. 
o Will the content be inert over the course of the containment?  There is a risk if 

it escapes. 
o You will have to have access anyway for attic oil removal? 

• You need a sample to make a judgement – it’s difficult to say without information. 
• Taking it to another well would be a concern: as long as it involves reinjection 

down same well, that’s OK. 
• Consider the Royal Oak example: over time the removal of this material could be 

easier and safer to remove, say in 50 years. 
• Cost of this option: How much are you prepared to pay? 

o The public (tax payer) is also footing the bill. 
• What is Shell’s concern about this option?  

o Environmental risk through handling.  
o Risk to human life.  

• Might removal of cell contents be compulsory in 50 years’ time? 
• What is your view of the difficulties in the treatment of all the contents?  

o Some of these materials may be of value in 50 years and we may want them! 
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LONDON  
 
Blue Group  
 
• It costs more. 
• It takes longer. 
• Technical risk and environmental risk (disposal elsewhere creates a handling risk). 
• Potential for failure; it may not work! 
• How clean is clean?  Authority decision [(a recognised, recommended benchmark)] 

about levels that can be left.  
 
Re-inject down disposal well: 
• If you are creating more emissions then it may not be holistically the best option. 
 
Offshore treat and dispose to sea: 
• How much volume or capacity is required [for treatment to take place]?  Space 

limitations.  Limits options.  
 
Green Group 
 
• You will never remove 100%.  It’s a case of finding the balance of how much is 

acceptable as a treatment process, and what is coming out at the end. 
o The removal percentage is linked to the environmental impact. 

• Lots of risks are involved (potential failures); testing a technology that has not 
been used before.  

 
Re-injection down waste disposal well: 
• Costs implications are high. 

 
Offshore treatment and disposal to sea: 
• Putting it in the sea is not good (Public perception).  
 
 
8.2.2 Removal and Treatment of Sediments (in general): What do you like 
about this option? 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Blue Group 
 
• Is it possible to find a better environmental benefit for the same amount of 

money?  Give money to developing better ship design to avoid oil leaks. 
• There is an ethical legacy issue otherwise 

 
Re-injection down disposal well: 
• I prefer this as it means returning the residue to the well 

o  …and you can cap it as well.  
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Green Group 
 
• Derogation from OSPAR means you need to characterise what you leave there.  

You don’t have to do this if you remove it. 
• Reduced Legacy. 
 
Re-injection down disposal well/ Offshore treatment and disposal to sea: 
• Third sub option: Disposal inside one of the legs? This third option needs to be 

explored further.  
 
Orange Group 
 
• The avoidance of Legacy (like the nuclear spent fuel situation). 
• If you can treat it now, we should, as the chances of doing it later are slim.  Now is 

the time. 
• Clean sea, clean sea bed.  
• If it is doable and proportionate, then we should remove and treat.  
 
Red Group 
 
No specific questions/points were recorded. 
 
 
LONDON 
 
Blue Group  
 
• When GBS collapses, nothing harmful is left. 
• Time limitation: deal with it now and it is done. 
• If GBS needed to be removed in future, it may be easier.  
• Public perceptions, it has the potential to be seen in a better light. 
 
Re-injection down waste disposal well: 
• It is a permanent solution. 
• Going back where it came from; storage. 
 
Offshore treatment and dispose to sea: 
• Location of contaminants is known and can be monitored.   
 
Green Group 
 
• Structural integrity of the cells itself is not challenged. 
• In 2/3 years, it will be done.  It removes the legacy issue. 
• Need to guarantee that if there is any residue left; the environmental impact will 

be minimal. 
 
Re-injection down disposal well: 
• Using existing wells does not have major costs implications. 
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8.2.3 Containment of sediments within Cells (in general): What do you 
dislike about this option? 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Blue Group 
 
• The possibility, should anything ever escape, that it would affect the marine 

environment. 
• It’s highly unlikely that containment forever is practical for a container that will 

degrade over time.  
 
Green Group 
 
• The fact that we don’t know what is in the cells. 
• Quantities/ volume. 
• The pipes will degrade eventually; uncontrolled. 
 
Monitored Natural Attenuation: 
• A clear definition is needed of Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA). How will you 

monitor that?  What is the biodegradation rate? 
• Do you have a reason to believe that natural degradation is occurring? 
• Leakage rates, containment rates need to be assessed.  Then; what’s acceptable 

for rated of leakage? 
• Why is bio-remediation not a suitable solution? 
• You need to have some kind of acceptance criteria for MNA to be able to express 

an opinion, or the viability of the MNA option.  
 
Capping of sediments: 
• Further clarification on capping is needed. 
• What do we want to achieve with the capping? 
• Until you know the volumes you are talking about, you can’t predict it.  There are 

anaerobic/aerobic variations. 
• There will be leaks over time, diffusion of oxygen.  Then, it is essential to have 

identified volumes.  
• There are reputational issues associated with capping.  It might create strong 

criticism. 
 
Orange Group 
 
• You can’t contain it forever; will it be a problem?  What are the quantities? 
• Who is responsible for monitoring? 
• There will be a public perception that it is being dumped. 
• It will inhibit the development of technology if you don’t look for solutions. 
• There is uncertainty about the impact on the environment, fish, and therefore the 

food chain. 
 
Monitored Natural Attenuation: 
• There is a need to investigate the rate of dissolution for MNA. 
 
Capping of sediments: 
• The capping will disappear at some stage. 
• It suggests you’re hiding something.  It implies you’ve left a nasty! 
• You will still need to monitor. 
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Red Group 
 
• Until cells are sampled the assumption should be that the content is hazardous – 

follow the precautionary principle. 
• No one knows about the rate of attenuation, and it would only affect the upper 

sediment layer. 
• There could be future dispersal caused should the structure collapse. 
• I feel uncomfortable not doing anything and leaving the situation for future 

generations. 
• A continuing scenario of access and the risks associated with that. 
• Capping would prevent attenuation of even the top layer of the sediment. 
 
 
LONDON  
 
Blue Group  
 
• Nasty chemicals corroding concrete and its reinforcement, and escaping to sea. 
• Perception issue: Walking away from it, irrespective of efforts. 
• Uncertainty about levels of those chemicals, even with sampling. 
• Long term issue regarding leg collapse, leading to escape of material. 
• In principle you should clean up: it seems the easy option. 
• The setting of a precedent for the rest of the industry. 
• It sounds like you cannot do anything to speed up or enhance the bioremediation.  
• Harder to sell to public, more open to criticism.  
 
Monitored Natural Attenuation: 
• More research required before you can know how to do it; it won’t ever be precise, 

there will be potential risks. 
• How to manage/respond to results of monitoring is a whole area of uncertainty. 
• Element of chance/risk to how much could be achieved. 
• If there is an ‘unnatural’ event, for example the collapse of a cylinder, MNA will not 

happen the way we expect. 
• It only works to a certain level and leaves the rest untreated.   It’s a partial 

solution; not complete.  
 
Capping of cells: 
• The issue of how to monitor cell contents once capped and how it will develop over 

time. 
• You are possibly closing off future options, and for what benefit? 
 
Green Group  
 
• Shell is leaving it behind.  It leaves a legacy issue. 
• Don’t know as of now what is left. Uncertainty on content and volume. 
• Timescales and uncertainty. 
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8.2.4 Containment of Sediments within Cells (General): What do you like 
about this option? 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Blue Group 
 
• If the costs associated with removal were used elsewhere it might bring bigger 

benefits i.e. donated to an environmental NGO, but there’s no mechanism for this 
to happen. 

 
Green Group 
 
• We don’t know the risks of removing content (human risks, risks of catastrophic 

accident). 
• You know where it will be for the next 400 years. 
• Technology might develop in the future that will provide a solution. 
• Lots cheaper.  Probably. 
 
Orange Group 
 
• Potentially the best use of /minimisation of resources. 
• Health and Safety: minimum exposure of risk to people and the environment. 
• Could be a ‘self-healing system’.  Slow dissolution. 
 
Monitored Natural Attenuation: 
• We know enough about breakdown of concrete over time. 
 
Capping of sediments: 
• Would be difficult to monitor if capped. 
 
Red Group 
 
• What about a third sub-option for containment: Dispersal – a slow release of low 

quantities of material via sea water flow?  
• Future technology may enable us to deal with the cell contents later. 
 
 
LONDON  
 
Blue Group  
 
• The possibility of using bacteria suited to cold environments.  
• You don’t have to deal with it on land. 
• Technically it is the easier (easiest and cheapest solution). 
• You would be leaving it undisturbed. 
• Risks during removal are avoided (environmental, technical, safety). 
• It would be cheaper for the tax payer (probably!) 
 
Monitored Natural Attenuation: 
• It proves or disproves the concept of MNA; adds to the literature. 
• Monitored Natural Attenuation sounds better than Natural Attenuation and 

addresses public perception. 
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Capping of cells: 
• It helps to isolate the problem. 
 
Green Group  
 
• Safety. 
 
 
8.2.5 What Factors Would Prompt You to Switch from Removal to 
Containment: 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Blue Group 
 
• The cost to the tax payer, and the use of money that the government could use 

elsewhere.  
• Cost: [For example] £10 billion would be too much 
• The risk of any damage to marine ecosystem 
• Risk to personnel carrying out work.  
• Proving the content of the sediment: sampling would inform the decision.  
• There is a perception that ‘energy use’ is used as public relations by companies.  
 
Green Group 
 
• Health effects from removal. 
• If you can’t remove it; if the technology is not available.  
 
Orange Group 
 
• The nature of the sediment: i.e. harmful to the environment; non-fluid; small 

quantity. 
• Safety; Health; Environment. 
• Radioactivity, if it’s high; how do you bring ashore and dispose of it? 
 
Red Group 
 
• Without knowing the contents of the cells it’s hard to know. 
• It needs to be done safely and to be cost-effective. 
• My concern about switching would be; what would happen if integrity of the cells 

were lost. 
 
 
LONDON 
 
Blue Group  
 
• A major accident affecting people. 
• Environmental trade-offs. 
• CO2 price may affect the willingness to carry on. 
• Physical impracticability. 
• Back to the composition of the contents again – you may want to change.  
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Green Group  
 
• Safety. 
• The risk that removal won’t work. 
• If you show that in the long-term, environmental impact of materials will be low, 

then this is OK.  
• Costs and little benefits, for example, incremental problems faced during removal 

lead you to containment.  
 
 
8.2.6 What Factors Would Prompt You to Switch from Containment to 
Removal 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Blue Group 
 
• A worst-case release scenario compared to total release into the North Sea. 
 
Green Group 
 
• A better understanding of what is in the cells. 
• Not only the physical amounts of the components, but also the chemical elements 

(e.g. mercury) 
• [Note that with regard to] cost implications and the order of magnitude of this:  

Doubling of costs is not a relevant factor [to prevent you from making this switch].  
• If the integrity of the cells [was an issue]. 
• If future degradation tells you that the environmental impact is unacceptable (for 

example the prediction of a catastrophic impact or event). 
• Once you’ve started removal, you might be committed [so at that point you might 

not be able to switch].  
 
Orange Group 
 
• High levels of contents released and unable to be safely distributed. 
• If investigation showed the type of sediment to be too toxic. 
• Safety; Health; Environment. 
• Nature of the sediment. 
 
Red Group 
 
• Assuming a starting point is post analysis: that a technological advancement 

makes removal and treatment more attractive. 
• If there were large volumes of nasty material down there, this would prompt a 

switch. 
o This factor also applies to switching from Removal and Treatment to 

containment. 
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LONDON  
 
Blue Group  
 
• If it’s easy to mobilise. 
• If sampling reveals much more volume and level of hazard than originally thought. 
• If the government requires large bond for possible removal. 
 
Green Group  
 
• The content of what is there. 
• Proven technology of removal. 
• When cells degrade, what is the environmental impact of the materials left? 
• DECC criteria; uncertainty reduced. 
• Business opportunity in the UK (although not many applications). 
 
  
8.2.7 Summary Points 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Blue Group 
 
• Remove and treat is [the majority of] this group’s preferred option: 

o It is the right thing to do environmentally and ethically 
o If technology allows in the future for you to re-float the structure, one obstacle 

has been removed. 
• Note however that remove and treat is not the unanimous preference of this group  
• Cell sampling can tell you what is in there and the decision is better informed.  
• Shell and Esso has its own acceptability criteria for safety.  
• Opportunity cost and overall cost, and how you assess that.  
 
Green Group 
 
• Need cell information before anything else. Need to quantify content: both volume 

and qualities of the content. 
• Success factor is linked to the Environmental Impact Assessment.  
Orange Group 
 
• What is the Best Practical Environmental Option? 
• What is it??  Need to know this before knowing how best to manage: 

o What is in there 
o The level of toxicity 
o The Volume 
o Physical properties (mobility) 
o Cost – effort 

• Can we extrapolate any medium-term information from the pipes – 25 years on 
the sea floor? 

• Public perception has a great impact.  Brent is an icon. 
• If it is sand and water, solid and small volume, leave it where it is.  If it’s nasty, 

get it out. 
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Suggestion:  
• Gather medium-term data from pipes, which have been on the sea floor for 25 

years.  
 
Red Group 
 
Overarching comments from the Containment discussion: 
• It’s a balance of risks, doing something now, as opposed to doing something in 50 

years time. 
o Having an ongoing assessment of this situation. 

• The cost of energy: How much are we prepared to pay as a society for this option?  
 
Summary: 
• The contents of cells, and this uncertainty; is a principle driver for all decisions. 
• Balance the risks of removal and treatment versus leave in situ.  Shell has an 

obligation to review this on a periodic basis. 
• Leaving the risk assessment until later may just be deferring a problem without 

benefit.  
 
 
LONDON 
 
Blue Group  
 
• The decision about the sediments becomes clearer once we know what we are 

dealing with. 
o Shell would still like to know, to what extent do we need to know? 

• You need the perception that Shell has done all it can and has a satisfactory 
solution. 

• There could be changing goal-posts, for example, government regulation or 
standards over time changes things (unforeseen events). 

• Possibility of contents escaping (when will it happen and under what 
circumstances). 

• [You will have to give] satisfaction to those who may influence public opinion. 
• In principle, the public would expect it to be removed. 
• Leaving it undisturbed reduces the short term risk. 
• [If you try to change the situation there are] environmental trade-offs [but we do 

not know precisely what these will be].   
 
Green Group  
 
General Comments: 
• At this stage, it’s difficult how much you could remove.  Trials are planned; it will 

be difficult to know how much you will get out. 
o A full scale pilot trial will be required. 

• Uncertainty on how much you can recover. 
• Do trials on small levels help? (Tools to remove the sediments have not been 

developed yet.) 
• How extensive will the sampling be?  It will determine how you manage the 

content of the cell. 
• Drill cuttings left - contrary to removing cells content. 
• Remove water/sands. 
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Summary Points: 
• You cannot make a decision until you get all the samples. 
• No clear message [has emerged from the discussion] on a preferred option. 
• The use of language is a key factor as we are dealing with perceptions issues (for 

example, you cannot talk about like and dislikes, you should use “appropriate” or 
“not appropriate”). 

 
8.3 Plenary Feedback from Cell Remediation Options Group Work 
 
The participants then shared the summaries from each their small group 
discussions as a plenary group and there were some final reflections on what 
had been heard. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
There were two general areas of agreement: 
• There is no clear preference for one option or another 
• There is a need to find out what is in the cells. 

 
The following points were also made: 
• Sampling is a pre-requisite. 
• Remove and treat is ‘the right thing to do’ but not at any cost. 
• Public perception has an influence on the choice. 
• Leaving risk assessment until later may just be deferring a problem. 
 
Shell gave some final reflections on the discussion: 
• Shell has a dilemma: at what point do you have enough information?  There is a 

threshold where you have to move on.  There has to be recognition that we’ll 
never have perfect information.   

 
LONDON 
 
Shell gave the following reflections on the summary points that they had 
heard from the groups: 
• I would challenge the point that the decision would be easier once we know what is 

in there - it is a dilemma as it may influence the decision either direction. 
• Brent Spar turned out to be mostly hydrocarbons and wax.  It is easier now we’ve 

documented that.  
• There are a lot of technological risks on removal that need to be bottomed out. 

Even with containment, you still need to come back to it [to monitor] every 5 
years or so.  

• We could hold both options in our minds and understand the scientific process 
required to make a decision (and keep both open until know more).  

• The science of the sampling will reinforce one approach or another. 
• It’s a 300 year solution, so it has to be environmentally acceptable 
• We will never have full, perfect information on what is in the cells, so at some 

point you have to make a decision. 
 
Stakeholders then raised the question with Shell about the possibility of 
extrapolation of data from samples to inform the way forward: 
• We have to recognise that cells have had a different operational life so there is a 

question of sampling strategy and the statistical analysis as to upper and lower 
bounds. 

• A decision on Delta is a precedent for Bravo and Charlie. 
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A final point was made about the containment option: 
• Uncertainties with MNA need to be bottomed out: for example what ‘monitoring’ 

means and how it will be reported. 
 
 
9. Cell Remediation Options Selection Criteria 
 
This session was introduced by Mike Smith, Engineering Manager for the 
Brent decommissioning project team.  A presentation was given to introduce 
the criteria being used by Shell UK to inform their selection of an option for 
cell remediation.  The slide from this presentation can be viewed at  
appendix 9.   
 
The Aberdeen event indicated that additional information needed to be 
provided to stakeholders to inform the discussion.  At the subsequent London 
event further information was available to enhance clarity about the sub 
criteria.  This is also available at appendix 9. 
 
The primary list of criteria, is taken from DECC decommissioning guidance.  
The sub-criteria have been developed by Shell UK.  The purpose of this 
session was to ask stakeholders to review the sub-criteria and ranking that 
Shell UK will use to inform their decision making on cell remediation.    
 
There was then an opportunity for stakeholders to ask questions of 
clarification or give comments on the presentation.  At the Aberdeen event 
this was followed by some further consideration by stakeholders of the 
criteria (see overleaf).  At London, due to more time being spent elsewhere 
in the agenda the discussion was not taken further at the workshop but 
participants were to be contacted after the event by The Environment Council 
to request their further comments on the cell remediation criteria. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
• Energy balances aren’t mentioned, the structure will take a lot of energy to 

demolish. 
• It depends on how you measure energy: whether you consider CO2, or what other 

aspects.  
 
LONDON 
 
Q: Are there any simultaneous operations [that will save you time and money]? 
A: We can start deconstruction [as we] plug wells [having] shut down the platforms.  

This would sit within the technical area and risk [criteria].  It’s about planning 
activities.  [It is identified by] a profit and loss calculation.  

 
Q: How is Shell addressing future issues? 
A:  We are looking at global trends.  With regard to Residual Risk: each project has an 

evaluation of likely changing regulations.  Societal, macro changes are also 
considered.  Some of the long-term issues are fleshed out in the handout.   
See appendix 9 for the cell remediation criteria handout.  
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Q: Would ‘acceptability’ be included in the criteria? 
A:  There is much debate about reputation.  We look at potential reputational risk but 

it’s hard to measure.  DECC guidelines include a note that operators may want to 
consider reputation as a factor (and Shell do), but it is not part of the DECC 
criteria.  

 
Q: Regarding other platforms – the analysis for one platform may find acceptable 

limits, but how is this considered cumulatively? 
A: Shell can’t make assumptions about other operators’ decisions.  Cumulative and 

trans-boundary impacts across the Brent field will be looked at through the EIA.  
 
Shell gave the following reflection on the discussion: 
 
• [The balance is between] how clean do you want to be (perception) and can you 

afford to be?  The challenge is navigating a path between the two. 
 
At the Aberdeen event, participants were asked to consider three questions 
in relation to the criteria together in small groups at tables before sharing 
their comments as a plenary group.  These questions and their responses are 
set out below: 
 
Question 1: What, if anything, is missing from the sub-criteria, and why? 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Table 1  
No points were recorded for this question. 
 
Table 2  
• Reputation according to DECC can’t be used as a criteria. Reputational Risks should 

come under: Economic criteria, Financial Exposure. 
• A problem with any of the sub criteria is that they could stop the whole process. 
• Are there any toxic chemicals?  [This should be considered as a] sub criteria of 

Health and Safety.    
• Do not give equal weighting to all criteria.  
 
Table 3 
• Health and Safety and Environment need a Regulatory criterion.  This may be 

implicit but I would like to see it there.  (The option needs to be compliance plus, 
as last time, Shell met compliance but public decided it wasn’t enough). 

• Depends on the audience. 
• Generalised sub criteria need further definition.  Use plain English so that the 

public can understand!  Use ‘Sun speak’. 
• Onshore Communities: this can be split further.  Maybe Shell has them covered, 

but it needs clarity. 
• Energy:  ‘CO2 emissions’ is a synonym for energy use, but you could decrease CO2 

emissions and increase energy use; there may be a disadvantage in that. 
• CO2 emissions from decommissioning will still be less than its operation CO2 

emissions – how did that come to be top environmental criteria? 
• Does Operational Risk cover environmental toxicology and impact? 
• Safety: We need to know how many people, and how many man hours will be out 

there.  
• Recycling is missing – unless this is implicit in Waste-Balance. 
• What does Adaptability mean?  Is Developing Technology included? 
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Table 4 
• Under Technical: add Feasibility as a sub criterion. 
• Under Societal, Onshore Communities: Long term fate modelling is needed to 

understand any negative or accident impacts. 
• Under Environment: add Biodiversity. 
• Advances in technology need to be factored into monitoring/ sampling/ 

technological solutions. 
• Under Economic: Add sub criterion of Future Sea Use. 

 
Table 5 
• Environmental Cost Assessment (under Environment). 
 
Table 6 
• Health risk in general; not just Long-Term Health Risk. 
• Energy Balance, i.e. the energy required in effecting the cell remediation.  Is it OK 

to expend this much energy in this way for this purpose? 
• Public Perception: to the Brent Spar and to Shell, to get early contact [with the 

public about this]. 
• The environmental hazard that the cell, balanced with the remediation option, 

presents. 
 
Plenary Feedback: What if anything is missing from the sub-criteria? 
• There is a lack of clarity about the sub criteria wording. 
• Opportunity cost (linked to tax on society): If money is not spent on one thing, 

could it be better spent elsewhere? 
• The questions [raised in discussion were] more about the weighting of the sub-

criteria. 
• Reputational Risk isn’t covered in the DECC criteria. 
• Biodiversity - if operations would affect local life around structures. 
• Inclusion of the adaptability of technology. 
• Future Sea Use: Whether this could affect intentions, e.g. off-shore energy 

installations. 
 

• Prioritisation: Balanced evaluation with acceptance limits; quantify not qualify – 
answer all the criteria. 
o Behind each sub-criterion is a measurement tool with a measuring point which 

would give a final score and weighting.  There’s a layer of detail behind each 
criteria. 

• The way the criteria are ordered may depend on the audience – a tool for the 
future. 

• Does there need to be ranking for the sub criteria?  Maybe there shouldn’t be; in 
terms of importance they should all have similar ranking. 

 
Question 2: Which sub criteria are of most importance to you, and why? 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Table 1  
• Health and Safety:  the sub criteria are in the right order, if not equal in 

importance. 
• Environment: CO2 emissions should be to the bottom; operational risk to the top.  

o Waste balance should be above residual risk. 
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Table 2  
• This is not a good approach. The right approach is about finding out what’s in the 

cells. 
• You can’t ask un-informed people to give their opinion on sub criteria. 
• You’ve got to start from somewhere, so this list of sub criteria is not a bad start. 
• The importance of the sub criteria will have to be flexible.  
 
Table 3 
• The over-riding one must be Health and Safety.  

o This is very complex though, as what may be safe to humans in the short term 
may have long term detrimental impacts. 

• Everything is a cost: health and safety, time, environmental impact - all these 
cost.  Cost affects fishermen. 

 
Table 4 
• Other Sea Users  

o Move this criterion from Societal to the main criterion of Economic. 
• Environment 
 
Table 5 
• Health and Safety is too hard to assess: [these are] equally important.   

o More favour for Long Term Health Risk [as first ranking]  
• Environment: [add a new criterion of] Environmental Cost Assessment (most 

important) 
o Opportunity cost is better for the environment if spent elsewhere. 

• Societal: Understanding of the complexity: Societal to accept the benefits of the 
solution.  Explain methodically, logically. 

• Economic: Opportunity Cost [as a new sub-criterion]. 
 
Table 6 
• Environment 
• Other Sea Users. 
• Must there be a priority between Health and Safety and Environment?  It’s very 

difficult to decide; probably Risk [is the priority]. 
• A risk assessment, in totality, balancing all the risk assessments made. 

 
 
Plenary Feedback: Which sub criteria are of most importance to you, and 
why? 
• They could be manipulated in many different ways; it’s difficult to put a positive 

stance on them. 
• Didn’t wish to rank them. 
• Net CO2 emissions are just a short-term impact in dealing with the issue. 
• They are interdependent. 
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Question 3: Is the Shell ranking of sub criteria correct or in line with your 
thinking?  If not what might you amend and why? 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Table 1  
• Under Environment: net CO2 emissions wouldn’t be top of the ranking, operational 

risks would be.  Net CO2 emissions would be at the bottom of that ranking, 
because they’re short-term. 

• Waste balance would move up the ranking under Environment, but some sub-
criteria are inter-dependent, making it difficult [to rank].   

 
Table 2  
No points were recorded for this question. 
 
Table 3 
• In the current climate, public perception is a key factor.  Any oil company is being 

scrutinised. 
• We don’t know the justifications for choosing them, so we can’t contradict.  We 

have no understanding of how Shell got there.  
• Why do we have to rank?  Can’t they be equally important? 
• It will depend on the audience – it’s a tool for the future.  
 
Table 4 
• A new sub criterion Biodiversity should sit above Waste Balance (under 

Environment). 
• A new sub criterion Feasibility should come after Application of Technology (under 

Technical) 
 
Table 5 
• Health and Safety: (1) 50:50 or (2) logic (1) Health Risk à (2) CA Risk (but 

public).  
• Environment: [Alternative ranking would be]: (1) Residual Risk (2) Operational 

Risk (3) Waste Balance (4) CO2.  
o Add a new sub-criterion of Environmental Cost Assessment? 

• Societal: [First ranking would be a new criterion of] Tax Cost:  Societal ‘pays’ 
• Economic: Note: Common metrics are needed to determine trade-offs. 
 
Table 6 
• I don’t think the sub-criteria should be ranked; they’re considerations and these 

are dependent on other conditions. 
• Acceptance criteria should be applied to all sub criteria rather than a ranking 

system.  
 
Plenary Feedback: Is the Shell ranking of sub criteria correct or in line with 
your thinking?  If not what might you amend and why? 
• No, not in line with our thinking 

o There’s a lot to be unpacked from the headings – what can it be used for in 
terms of presentation, as well as aiding decision making.   

• No, don’t do it. 
• [You should consider] how [learning from] Brent Spar gets fed in to the overall 

process.  
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Finally, to conclude the session the Shell UK decommissioning project team 
gave their response to the feedback they had heard from stakeholders: 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
• It is difficult [to understand what’s behind the words of the sub-criteria]; we accept 

the feedback that we need to explain what is behind them more. 
• There are lots of issues to deal with and we need to find a balance between them. 
• Without criteria it is hard to portray the reasoning behind our approach 
• Any tool we use will always have weaknesses. 
• The criteria give us a mechanism for how we construct our rationale. 
• With regard to the factor of Reputation: We are trying to come out with a balanced 

solution.  Once we have got preferred concepts then we will need to think: “How 
will these sit with stakeholders in terms of reputation?” 

• There was not much mention of cost today, but it is a real consideration to the UK 
in the current context; though it is not the main one.  

• Comparative Assessment is where the use of the criteria comes in.   
• Meeting criteria in all areas can be done, but not always. 
• Safety is a key factor; we don’t want a fatality on this project and some decisions 

may be purely safety driven, e.g. not using GBS legs as access.  
 
 
10. Future Stakeholder Engagement  
  
A presentation was given by Jim Niven, the Stakeholder Manager for the 
Brent decommissioning project, on future stakeholder engagement on the 
Brent Alpha, Bravo and Charlie platforms.  It is intended that future 
engagement will focus on the differences in the structures between these 
and Brent Delta.  Where there are similarities between the structures, the 
intention is that a similar approach to that for Delta would be followed.  The 
slides from the presentation can be viewed at appendix 10. 
 
The presentation also outlined the forward plan for decision making and 
communications on the Brent decommissioning project and outlined the 
possibilities for further stakeholder engagement on the cell remediation 
topic.   
 
Some questions were then put to the participants to get their feedback on 
the way forward.  These questions and the further questions, comments and 
responses they elicited from the stakeholders are set out below. 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
Question: Would another stakeholder event on Alpha, Bravo and Charlie in 
Quarter 2, 2011 be welcome? 
 
Q: Could that be combined with a dialogue on cells? 
A: We won’t have further data on cells at that point. 
 
Q: How much would be up for discussion on Alpha, Bravo and Charlie? 
A: It’s hard to say at this point.  [We would focus on the differences between the 

platforms compared to Brent Delta, and what this may imply for decommissioning 
options if the same or different to that proposed for Delta.].  We’ll also be looking 
at [the contents of] the decommissioning programme at that point (Q2 2011). 
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Question: Would an information gathering opportunity be welcome?  What 
about if it were less interactive? 
 

• If it’s just information giving it would not be worthwhile to have interactivity. 
• It may depend on how much uncertainty there is, but if information giving only is 

relevant, then you could simply provide information. 
 

Shell UK then made the following observations: 
 

• After this event, there is an opportunity for online engagement for you and your 
colleagues and others who couldn’t attend today’s proceedings. 

• We could offer a similar process for future engagement.  
• We’re not getting huge steer either way about this today. 
• We will check in with you again about this. 
 
Question: Is there more appetite to continue on cell content and remediation 
topics as a focused dialogue session? 
 
Q: The decommissioning programme will be put forward before you have the cell 

contents information – so not sure how the engagement fits? 
A:  The programme is timed based on best current information – the cell content 

information, which would be based on the worse case that Shell has, would be 
included - followed by the actual sampling, which cannot be achieved and 
analysed for some time, as a validation. 

Q: We understand the difficulties, but the timeline is not sufficiently clear to give an 
answer on engagement. 

 
Q: Is the plan for decommissioning going in for all four platforms? 
A: Yes, originally it was only for Delta, but DECC asked for information for the field as 

a whole.  It is also anticipated that there is a lot commonality across the other 
platforms.  Sampling will be more straightforward if all the topsides have been 
removed. 

 
Concluding points from Shell UK on the way forward were as follows: 
 
• Continuing communications to you will carry on: newsletters; responding to your 

enquiries, and there will be general public sensing work including quantitative 
surveys carried out. 

• If you have any new ideas on this let us know. 
• There will also be the online ‘version’ of today’s events available soon to involve 

your colleagues and other stakeholders that couldn’t attend today.  
 
LONDON 
 
Feedback from stakeholders was as follows: 
 
• A future event on the differences between Brent Delta and Bravo and Charlie (and 

Alpha) would be useful. 
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Further information from Shell on the possibilities for future engagement 
was as follows: 
 
• Various update processes have been used for 250 stakeholders from 150 plus 

organisations: Newsletter; direct email 
• For cell sampling and cell remediation there is the possibility of a future event. 

Shell can revisit with stakeholders at the time, to determine how they would like to 
be engaged. 

• Could touch in at the point of the comparative assessment on Alpha, Bravo and 
Charlie (Q2, 2011) to give an update and test the way forward then. 
 

Shell then sought further feedback on the way forward for stakeholder 
engagement: 
 
• Is it appropriate to bring the discussion of pipelines etc. to stakeholders? 

o Yes. 
• There will be bespoke options for pipelines and cables;  
• Perhaps we could engage more remotely; rather than have an event.  
• Work is ongoing, for example concept work on subsea is being done now and we 

could test your views on that.  
• Shell is also undertaking e-engagement for all stakeholder invitees and their 

colleagues. 
• We are doing general public sensing and are half way through this piece of work. 
• Ipsos MORI contacted me, requesting views of the company – how does that 

interact with non-attribution here? 
o The public sensing is very much anonymous.  

 
Shell provided the clarification that if any Brent decommissioning 
stakeholders have been contacted by Ipsos MORI it was a part of an 
entirely separate survey by them for Shell around reputation and opinions 
on the oil and gas industry and companies.  It was not a part of the 
specific Brent specific survey referred to which aimed only at the general 
public. 

 
 
11. Stakeholder Issues 
 
In addition to the agenda provided, and considering the briefing and other 
information available, stakeholders had been asked in advance of the 
workshop by The Environment Council to think about what other topics they 
would like the opportunity to explore with Shell UK at the event and/or 
beyond.   
 
Stakeholders were also asked to think about how they would like to pursue 
these topics, for example: In the workshop in a plenary or breakout session; 
in the workshop in a plenary session without Shell present; in a one to one 
meeting or call with Shell after the workshop; via an email update; or by 
some other means.   
 
The Independent Review Group (IRG) had made the suggestion that 
stakeholder be offered the opportunity at the events for a discussion without 
the Shell UK team present.  The group considered that it was important to 
provide a space for participants to raise issues that they might be less 
inclined to raise directly with the company. 
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ABERDEEN 
 
The following topic was suggested by stakeholders for further discussion: 
 
Stakeholder Issue:  The implications for the three GBS structures left potentially 
with the legs above sea level. 
 
Stakeholders made the following comments in relation to how the topic 
might be addressed at the workshop: 
 
• It is useful to have Shell to be available to answer questions. 
• With regard to the IRG perspective: There seems to not be a strong need or 

message for having discussion without Shell.  
 
The following comments were made about the issue raised: 
 
• The concern around leaving the three GBS in place was the scale of the area and 

how this would impact on shipping lanes, access, and other aspects.  This is now 
clearer. 

• Cell contents are something everyone wants to know about and is another issue to 
be addressed. 

 
LONDON  
 
The following topics were suggested by stakeholders for further discussion: 
 
Stakeholder Issues: 
• Use of UK supply chain and the value of expenditure to the economy.  
• Leaving GBS in place: How many of the 300 penetrations that would have to be 

plugged in a ‘refloat’ and would need to be plugged for the leave in place options? 
• What is the final condition of the cells: would this be flooded? 
• To what extent can Shell use its experience with scrapping oil tankers for cleaning 

of the cells (oil, sediments, etc.)? 
 
The participants at the London event opted to hold a discussion with Shell 
out of the room to see what the opportunity offered.  The discussion and 
issues covered are set out below.  The ‘starting’ questions or comments are 
highlighted in bold. The other comments not in bold are supplementary 
comments made part participants. 
 
• With regard to cell remediation: How far would UK authorities push Shell 

[to take its decommissioning efforts] and how far would they go? 
• And is that a push for the regulators to go further or only so far?  Where does that 

push come from, how far does it go? 
• Firstly, the reason for regulatory bodies to attend these events is to understand 

what the expectations of stakeholders are.  Secondly, there is a public consultation 
process where public can challenge the company and Shell is expected to respond 
to this.  This may not result in a change of plan and the government then has to 
decide whether that’s acceptable. 

• The public may be pushing for as clean as possible. 
• There may be other sectors of the public who don’t want Shell to spend too much 

money. 
• The effort to clean could be infinite. 
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• The regulatory bodies/government needs to explain the balance between the two 
ends of the scale.  

• The government will depend on the IRG to ensure that the studies are robust and 
to test that.  

• Shell has looked into the best industry standards of clean up: the documentation 
demonstrates that.  

• I appreciate the openness and lack of defensiveness by Shell. 
• I feel concerned that government is depending too much on public opinion which is 

not necessarily well informed. 
• The IRG comments on the evidence base but its terms of reference do not allow 

the group to comment on options chosen; so the IRG also has constraints. 
• My understanding is that money will be spent by Shell on decommissioning but 

they will get tax break and the tax payer will pick up the cost.  Is this recognised? 
• Shell has paid tax on production of fuel at rate of 75% so they are entitled to 

deduct costs at same rate from the decommissioning bill. 
• If the public proposes Shell go to the lengths of refloat, then that is not necessarily 

acceptable. 
• Would the public even realise the burden on the tax payer? 
• The HSE role is that the work is carried out safely. 
• What hasn’t come across today is the value to the UK economy of the expenditure 

on decommissioning. 
 

• Do you feel able to speak freely in these sessions? 
• Yes, it is the same whether Shell are in the room or not. 
• Shell has been very open with us. 
 
• With regard to the pre-read: Are you getting timely and the right sort of 

information? 
• From IRG point of view, often there is a delay in receipt of reports, it is not timely; 

and is too close to decision-making time. 
• How do others feel? 
• I have learnt a lot more directly in sessions than have learned from pre-read. 
• The pre-read is good and useful to have. 
 
• Do you feel you can effectively challenge Shell? 
• Yes. 
• It is more that we can talk to them easily in constructive manner than a challenge. 
• If anyone has further ideas and wants to bounce them off IRG before going to 

Shell you are very welcome to do that. 
 
• This session should be looking at whether Shell is driving the outcome in a 

particular direction. 
• I think Shell’s agenda today was seeking approval for GBS derogation and seeking 

views on the options for cell remediation. 
• Considering the tax break, Shell could be doing more than walking away.  

 
• Do you think making decisions on cells based on limited sampling is good 

enough? 
• One is better than none. 
• This conversation indicates that there is more to discuss on cells. 
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• There should be more scientific work before the decision is made on GBS. 
• Legs up or down has not really been explored. No one has fully engaged on this.  It 

also has a relationship to in situ cell remediation option. 
• This is another area to explore. 
• This is not a significant issue as regards the OSPAR requirements.  
 
 
12. 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 11. 
 

13. Way Forward and Actions 

 
ABERDEEN 
 
The facilitation team outlined the next steps of the current stakeholder 
engagement arrangements: 
 
• We will be in touch with you about the electronic process. 
• This event will be repeated again in London on 1 July. 
• The report will come out to you at the end July as draft, which will also incorporate 

comments from the London event  
• There will be an opportunity for you to review the draft prior to a final version 

being circulated and being made publicly available. 
 
There were some action points generated during the workshop.  These are 
set out below. 
 
 
Action Who When 
Send of the draft transcript report of 
meeting to participants. 
 

The Environment Council End July 

Engagement with the Northern 
Lighthouse Board regarding preferred 
option for GBS 
 

Shell UK Ltd Ongoing 
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LONDON 

 
Action Who When 
The draft transcript of meeting. 
 

The Environment 
Council 

End July 

Email London participants to 
request further comment on the cell 
remediation criteria 

The Environment 
Council 

Via the electronic 
process 

Find out what Ipsos MORI 
decommissioning perceptions 
research is being done elsewhere in 
Shell 

Jim Niven, Shell UK 
Limited 

Shell have advised 
that no other 
decommissioning 
opinion surveys have 
been done in Shell.  

 
 
14. Close 
 
The workshops were closed with the following remarks from the remarks by 
Austin Hand, the Director of the Brent decommissioning project: 
 
ABERDEEN 
 
• Thank you from the Brent decommissioning project team, The Environment Council 

and most of all the participants.  We hope you’ve got something from today. 
• I personally wanted to hear your feedback on cell contents, so thank you.  We are 

still mindful of Brent Spar.  The access holes also present a challenge for us. 
• Genuine efforts have made and a lot of work undertaken [with the studies to 

inform the proposals]. 
• Thanks again, we really appreciate it and do follow up with us via the website or 

one to one if you need to.  
 
LONDON 
 
• A balance of pragmatic views has been heard today; for example the balancing of 

risks in relation to leaving cell contents behind or not. 
• The importance of the perception of the issues has been highlighted. 
• The engagement today has been excellent. 
• Thanks very much to all who participated, this has been much appreciated.  
 

All stakeholders will be kept informed about future updates and interactive 
engagement 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 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". 
 

mailto:Jim.niven@shell.com
mailto:gb.wilk@dsl.pipex.com
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Appendix 1: Attendees and Invited Organisations 
 
Aberdeen, 29 June 2010 
 

Name Organisation 

Elaine Robertson Aberdeen City Council 

Ray Shaw Aberdeen Harbour Board 

Alistair Reid Aberdeenshire Council 

Sarah Hillyear  Decom North Sea 

Tracey Mackie  Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

Alice Attenborough Esso UK Ltd 

John Gillies Esso UK Ltd 

Rita Stright Esso UK Ltd 

Colin Martin Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Mhari Pottinger Highlands and Island Enterprise 

Torgeir Bakke Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Gunther Clauss Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Victoria Appleyard Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) 

Tom Piper KIMO UK Network 

Calum Grains Lerwick Port Authority 

Colin Megginson Marine Scotland 

Derek Moore Marine Scotland 

Bruce Stewart Marine Scotland 

Paul Dymond Oil and Gas UK 

Gillian Black Opito 

Ibiye Iyalla Robert Gordon University Energy Centre 

Martin Auld RSPB Scotland 

Dave Gunn Scottish Association for Marine Science 

Karen Craig Scottish Enterprise Energy Team  

Michael Curtis Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) 

John Watt Scottish Fishermen's Federation - SFS Services Limited 

Ian Boyd Scottish Oceans Institute  

Simon Axon Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Frederick Ducellier Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Austin Hand Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Jim Niven Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Gordon Picken Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Gwyn Roberts Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Darrel Shaw Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Mike Smith Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Paul Smy Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Sunisha Tharappan Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

John Gallagher Shell Europe 

Stephen Cooper Shetland Islands Council 

Peter Fraser University of Aberdeen 

Alex Kemp University of Aberdeen 
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London, 1 July 2010 
 
Name Organisation 

Sunil Shastri Centre for Environmental and Marine Sciences (CEMS) 

Brian Nixon Decom North Sea 

Keith Mayo Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

Mike Major Energy Industries Council (EIC) 

Antony Davies Energy Industries Council (EIC) 

Alice Attenborough Esso UK Ltd 

Malcolm Birkinshaw Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Graham Morrison Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Barry Durrant IMechE  

Bill Dover Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Brian Wilkinson Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Rene Coenen International Maritime Organization (IMO) 

Einar Lystad OLF Oil Industry Association 

James Smith Shell UK 

Austin Hand Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Jim Niven Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Paul Smy Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Mike Smith Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Gordon Picken Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Frederick Ducellier Shell UK, Brent Decommissioning Project 

Rachel Bowes Smru Ltd (Sea Mammal Research Unit) 

 

Facilitation Team 
 
Name Organisation 

Donna James The Environment Council (Aberdeen workshop) 

Suzannah Lansdell The Environment Council (Aberdeen and London workshops) 

Winsome MacLaurin The Environment Council (Aberdeen and London workshops) 

Claire Mellier-Wilson The Environment Council (Aberdeen and London workshops) 

Erica Sutton The Environment Council (Aberdeen and London workshops) 
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Invited Organisations, 2010 Stakeholder Events (list at 8 June 2010) 
 

Aberdeen and Grampian Chamber of Commerce 

Aberdeen City Council 

Aberdeen Harbour Board 

Aberdeen Renewable Energy Group (AREG) 

Aberdeenshire Council 

ACSEF (Aberdeen City and Shire Economic Forum) 

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

Association British Offshore Industries 

Atlantic Frontier Environment Forum 

Bangor University 

Bellona 

British Geological Survey 

BUND (Friends of the Earth Germany) 

Bundesumwelt Ministerium 

Bundnis 90 

Carbon Trust 

Cardiff University 

CEFAS (Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science) 

Centre for Ecology & Hydrology 

Centre for Environmental and Marine Sciences (CEMS) 

Cromarty Firth Port Authority 

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 Foundation 

Energy Industries Council (EIC) 

Energy Institute 

Environment Agency 

Environmental Consultants 

Esso UK Ltd 

European Commission (Environment Directorate General ) 

European Commission Maritime Affairs 

European Commission, Directorate General (DG) Energy  
Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency of Germany (Bundesamt für Seeschifffahrt und 
Hydrographie (BSH)) 
Forum for the Future 

Friends of the Earth Scotland 

Friends of the Earth UK  

Gatty Marine Laboratory  

Global Marine Systems Ltd 

GMB 

Greenpeace EV 

Greenpeace International 
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Greenpeace UK 

Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Heriot-Watt University 

Highland Council 

Highlands and Island Enterprise 

IMechE  

Independent Review Group (IRG) 

Institute of Marine Engineering Science and Technology 

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 Scotland 

Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) 

Ministry of Economic Affairs, Netherlands 

Ministry of Petroleum & Energy Norway (MPE) 

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

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 Directorate 

North Sea Foundation  (Stichting De Noordzee) 

Norwegian Climate and Pollution Agency  

Norwegian Institute for Water Research (NIVA) 

Norwegian Petroleum Directorate 

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) 

Reading University 
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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 Executive 

Scottish Executive Energy and Telecommunications 

Scottish Fishermen's Federation 

Scottish Fishermen's Federation - SFS Services Limited 

Scottish Government, Business, Enterprise and Energy Directorate 

Scottish Government, Marine Directorate 

Scottish Natural Heritage 

Scottish Wildlife Trust 

Sea Watch Foundation 

Seas at Risk 

Shark Trust 

Shell UK Ltd 

Shetland Islands Council 

Shetland Islands Council Port Authority 

Smru Ltd (Sea Mammal Research Unit) 

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 

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 Wildlife Trusts 

TNO - MEP 

UCL Energy Institute 

UK CEED 

UK Fisheries Oil and Gas Legacy Trust Fund 

Unite the Union 
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University of Aberdeen 

University of East Anglia 

University of Strathclyde 

Waste Watch 

Whale and 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 Material for Stakeholder Events 
 
Brent Decommissioning Project Stakeholder Events � Pre-Reading Material 
 
To help maximise your feedback on our proposals at the event, please find attached some pre-
reading material on those topics you have previously requested. These are: 
 
1. Drill cuttings  
2. Debris on the seabed  
3. The concrete Gravity Base Structure 
4. Cell contents, especially the sediments  
 
This pre-reading is provided in advance of the workshops so that you can consult with your 
colleagues and come to the events prepared to discuss any thoughts you may have on our proposals. 
 
Overview 
 
Shell began the long-term planning for the final phase of Brent field life in 2006. It was recognized 
then that this is a huge, complex and technically challenging undertaking that will span more than a 
decade.  

 
Shell is committed to proactive and thorough engagement with stakeholders. At present, we are 
investigating options for decommissioning through wide internal and external consultation. 

 
We aim to find decommissioning solutions which provide an appropriate balance between safety 
and engineering challenges, environmental risk management and financial considerations. We are 
also committed to decommissioning Brent facilities in accordance with all relevant regulations and in 
compliance with the OSPAR Decision 98/3. 
 
A final concept for an overall decommissioning program has not yet been selected and we are 
studying the options for the decommissioning of the Gravity Based Structures (GBS), the platform 
topsides and infield pipelines. 
 
1. Drill Cuttings 
 
Proposed recommendation to be included in the draft Decommissioning Programme 
The conclusion of our studies leads us to the view that the best approach is to leave the drill cuttings 
pile in place. This recommendation is in accordance with OSPAR Recommendation 2006/5 for 
offshore cuttings piles. 
 
Background 
Drill cuttings were deposited on the seabed, with some also falling onto the cell tops, when the 
initial wells were drilled from 1977 onwards. However from the late 1990’s onwards, this practice 
changed and drill cuttings have been reinjected down waste disposal wells deep into the seabed. The 
accumulation of drill cuttings - pieces of rock and sand mixed with drilling muds which are used to 
lubricate and cool the drill bit in drilling operations- was the subject of a joint industry project from 
1998 to 2004. The results from the project formed the basis for the OSPAR Commission 
Recommendation 2006/5, which introduced a management regime for offshore drill cuttings piles.  
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Recommendation 2006/5 (implemented through the provisions of Petroleum Act 1998) introduced 
a two-stage approach to assess the best method of dealing with the cutting piles: 
• Stage 1: involves an initial screening of all cuttings piles using existing information and research 

to determine the persistence and rate of oil loss over the contaminated area. 
• Stage 2: where a study is carried out to determine the best available techniques and/or the best 

environmental practice for the cuttings pile. This stage will also usually require cuttings piles to 
be surveyed and characterised in accordance with accepted practice (OLF Guidelines). 

 
The OSPAR Recommendation details that: “where both the rate and persistence are below the thresholds (i.e. 
total oil loss is less than 10 tonnes/ year and the persistence is less than 500 km²yr) and no other discharges have 
contaminated the cuttings pile, no further action is necessary and the cuttings pile may be left in situ to degrade 
naturally. Where either the rate of oil loss or the persistence are above the thresholds, Stage 2 should be initiated at a 
time to be determined by the Contracting Party, taking into account the rate of oil loss, the persistence over the area of 
seabed contaminated and the timing of the decommissioning of the associated installation.” (Sec. 3, Rec. 2006/ 5) 
 
Following a drill cuttings and environmental baseline survey in 2007, we conducted Long Term Fate 
Modelling and Short Term Disturbance Modelling to better understand the environmental impact of 
the drill cuttings piles in the Brent field. It should also be noted that significant quantities of debris 
are likely to be contained within the cuttings pile. The requirement to remove this debris has an 
interface with drill cuttings management (see Section 2 for separate information on debris). 
 
Recommended option 
It is recommended that leaving the pile in place to naturally degrade be adopted as the preferred 
scenario for the Brent Delta cuttings pile. While a wide selection of management options have been 
reviewed for the Brent Delta cuttings pile, the fate modelling, has demonstrated that both long term 
persistence and rate of oil loss from the Brent Delta cuttings pile fall significantly beneath the 
OSPAR thresholds in all modelled scenarios. If this option is accepted, long-term monitoring of pile 
material left on the seabed, including the requirement for future surveys, represents an ongoing 
commitment. 
 
Prior to arriving at this conclusion the following options were also studied: 
 
1. Covering in situ 
• Technically feasible using existing current technology 
• Not practical for cuttings on the cell tops 
• Long term stability, degradation and persistence of the pile cannot be readily monitored 
 
2. Dispersal followed by natural degradation 
• Technically feasible using existing current technology 
• Likely to have a greater short term impact over a far wider area than just leaving the pile to 

degrade naturally 
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3. Recovery to surface 
• Recovery methods are in early stages of development. Remotely Operated Vehicle mounted 

dredge pumps have been used for small-scale trials with some success, but not at the depths 
encountered at Brent Delta 

• Practical only where the pile is adjacent to an existing facility. Although it may be feasible to 
develop vessel based recovery (and processing) systems, extended operational durations and the 
costs involved might make this impractical 

• High ratio of recovered water to pile material means that the operation is very time consuming 
• Recovery of the cuttings would be followed by one of the following: 

o Offshore reinjection: Technically feasible, but condition of existing reinjection equipment 
and availability of suitable disposal wells will drive the cost of this option. 

o Transport of slurry to shore, separation and treatment onshore: Options involving 
transfer of bulk slurries to shore will require very large storage volumes due to the quantities 
of associated water. Transfer and transportation systems do not presently exist on this scale. 

o Separation and treatment of liquids offshore, transport and treatment of solids 
onshore: Separating the associated water offshore and transferring only solids onshore, 
replicates current skip and ship practice and would appear preferable to transferring bulk 
slurries. Opportunity also exists to treat the solids offshore, for example by using thermal 
desorption processes traditionally used on “new” cuttings, and it is possible the whole 
process could be modularised. However this option is not preferred, wishing as we do to 
reduce transport exposure time and environmental impacts on onshore. 

 
4. In-situ bioremediation 
• Technology is still undeveloped 
• Requires significant topside modifications 
• Bioremediation cuttings treatment effectiveness is uncertain and it has extensive time and cost 

requirements 
• Reservations were expressed during the original industry led Joint Industry Project on the 

efficacy of this approach.  
 
5. Long-term storage of the drill cuttings within the GBS cells of the Brent Delta structure 
• Technology to transfer drill cuttings into the cells is available but possible recovery options are 

still only in the early stages of development. 
• Mode of access to GBS cells would probably be subsea, however this option is costly and 

technically also unproven. 
 

It is therefore recommended that leaving the pile in place to naturally degrade be adopted as the 
preferred management scenario for the Brent Delta cuttings pile. This recommendation is in 
compliance with OSPAR Recommendation 2006/5 on a Management Regime for Offshore 
Cuttings Piles.  
 
Further information on drill cuttings is available at: 
www.ospar.org/v_measures/browse.asp?menu=00520417000000_000000_000000 
www.og.decc.gov.uk/regulation/guidance/decommission.htm 

http://www.ospar.org/v_measures/browse.asp?menu=00520417000000_000000_000000
http://www.og.decc.gov.uk/regulation/guidance/decommission.htm
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2. Debris 
 
Proposed recommendation to be included in the draft Decommissioning Programme 
The conclusions from our studies lead us to propose the following: 
• Remove and dispose onshore all large pieces of debris located on the cell tops and seabed, which 

are outside the cuttings pile and within the Brent Delta 500m zone and to 100m either side of 
the pipeline corridor, using platform/vessel based recovery systems. 

• Remove and dispose onshore partially or fully buried items in cuttings piles, where recovery 
does not cause significant disturbance of the cuttings pile.  

• Where removal will cause significant disturbance of the cuttings pile, debris will either be left in 
situ or cropped near the surface of the pile  

 
This proposed recommendation recognises that there are different categories of debris (i.e. cell top 
and seabed) to consider, as well as whether the debris is buried in natural seabed or drill cuttings. 
 
Background 
There is a significant amount of debris on the Brent Delta GBS cell tops and on the seabed around 
the platform. Smaller amounts exist along the pipeline route. The debris on the cell-tops and in the 
near vicinity of the platform consists mainly of under-deck scaffolding that has fallen into the sea 
during storm conditions. 
 
DECC Guidelines [www.og.decc.gov.uk/regulation/guidance/decommission.htm] state a minimum 
requirement to remove all debris within 500m of the platform and 100m of pipelines. However, at 
Brent Delta there is a large degree of interaction between the debris and drill cuttings located on the 
cell tops and seabed. Therefore judgment is required to identify the extent and methods for 
executing debris removal when considering several criteria, particularly safety, environment and cost. 
 
 
3.  Gravity Base Structure (GBS) 

Proposed recommendation to be included in the draft Decommissioning Programme 
Our studies lead us to conclude that refloating the Brent Delta concrete Gravity Base Structure 
(GBS) would present significant technical challenges. Furthermore, on the basis of environmental 
assessment, there appear to be no significant environmental benefits to be gained by removing the 
substructure from its present location offshore in order to dismantle and recycle it onshore. Hence, 
our proposal to be included in the draft Decommissioning Programme would be to apply for 
derogation to leave the concrete Gravity Base Structure in situ. The OSPAR Decision 98/3 
anticipates this derogation option for larger structures and GBSs. 
 
Background 
The Brent Delta substructure is a three-leg reinforced concrete GBS with a base of 19 reinforced 
concrete cells (3 of which form the leg bases, 16 of which can be used for oil storage). The entire 
GBS weighs approximately 308,000 tonnes (including ballast), located in a water depth of 140 
meters. The concrete legs support a plate girder construction modular support frame on which the 
topsides processing facilities are installed.  
 

http://www.og.decc.gov.uk/regulation/guidance/decommission.htm
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The possible reuse of the Brent Delta installation in its existing location has been investigated. It has 
not been possible to identify any technically feasible and economically viable method of reusing the 
facility for oil and gas or non-oil and gas activities to date. Neither have any viable reuse proposals 
have been received by the project. In the absence of any feasible reuse of the installation in its 
present location, studies have been carried out to consider its removal and disposal.  
 
Over the past three years, the feasibility of removing the Brent Delta substructure by refloat has 
been extensively studied by a number of leading engineering consultants. As a first generation 
concrete GBS, Brent Delta was not designed explicitly for refloat and significant uncertainties would 
need to be overcome to address the considerable engineering challenges involved at each step 
leading up to an attempt to refloat.  The majority of the work has concentrated on the different 
facets of technical viability and the resultant associated risks. Health, safety and environmental 
factors and cost also have a significant bearing on the final choice of decommissioning scenario and 
these aspects have also been assessed. 
 
Based on UK regulations and OSPAR Decision 98/3, full removal and onshore disposal of the 
topsides and concrete substructures of the Brent Delta platform was the first decommissioning 
scenario considered. The other alternatives for GBS decommissioning are partial removal i.e. to 
remove the legs to provide a clear draft of minimum 55m or to leave the GBS in place, removing as 
much external steelwork as reasonably practical. 
 
In summary, the primary options considered for decommissioning the GBS were: 
1. Complete removal of the GBS by refloat, tow,  inshore dismantling and disposal or recycling 

onshore 
2. Remove the legs to shore, providing a clear draft of 55m 
3. Leave in place 
 
1. The refloat option 

 
Dr. techn. Olav Olsen (DTOO) and Doris Engineering (DE) were selected to carry out initial 
studies looking at the technical challenges associated with refloat.  DTOO were the original 
designers of Brent Bravo and Brent Delta, DE were the original designers of Brent Charlie. Both 
organisations conducted parallel studies investigating all three GBSs in the Brent Field in order to 
gain a greater understanding of the structural and mechanical vulnerabilities associated with the 
refloat scenario.  
 
The technical risks associated with the feasibility of complete removal by refloat, tow and inshore 
dismantling as well as leaving the structure in-situ were independently analysed by the Danish 
consulting engineers COWI. The risk of being unable to complete the decommissioning scenario as 
planned due to major accidents or incidents was estimated in quantitative terms using state of the art 
methods. Independent experts, predominantly from France, Norway and UK, were used to provide 
specialist input to this technical risk assessment. In addition, historical operational knowledge was 
included to recognise the condition of certain key mechanical systems and structural elements. This 
data provided additional input and validation to the technical risk assessment analysis. 
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The studies identified several significant concerns regarding the refloat option, some of which are 
listed below: 
• There would be a requirement to identify and seal more than 300 different penetrations, 

including 48 well conductor penetrations. We believe that one of the conductor slots sustained 
damage early in the operating life of the platform, but the extent of this damage is not known 
and would be extremely difficult to determine. The success of sealing the conductor slots, as well 
as several other penetrations, could only really be verified when attempting the refloat operation, 
and as such residual risks would remain high until refloat had been successfully accomplished. 

• One of the cells forming part of the base is known to have developed integrity problems early in 
the operating life of the facility. It is known that this cell has sustained internal leaks, and hence 
oil has never been stored in this particular cell. The location and cause of the leak has never been 
fully established. Therefore, it is assumed that the watertight integrity of this cell could not be 
assured through refloat, tow and subsequent inshore dismantling, and the cell would need to 
remain full of water through refloat and tow to an inshore location. This restricts the amount of 
water that could be removed from other cells that acts as counterbalance during refloat, hence 
restricting the amount of buoyancy available. 

• On the basis that one of the storage cells would need to remain flooded during refloat, plus 
operational and installation weight growth and uncertainties associated with residual sediment 
remaining in the cells once the platform has stopped producing, we believe that there would be 
insufficient residual buoyancy to raise the base caisson structure sufficiently above the sea 
surface for inshore dismantling, even if the legs had been removed. 

• There remains very high levels of uncertainty over the feasibility of installing the various systems 
necessary to attempt refloat. Much of what is conceptually proposed does not currently exist or 
where it does exist, has not been used on any other installation. Amongst others, such new 
systems would include: a power and control system, an externally mounted ballast system, an 
under base water injection system, a cell level monitoring system, a cell pressurisation system and 
a platform positioning system. 

• The accuracy of estimated retraction forces, as well as sustainable hydraulic jacking force 
underneath the base, could not be established until attempting the refloat operation; this is a 
residual risk that would remain high until refloat had been successfully accomplished 

• In activities that could take several years with the development of new technologies to complete, 
the safety risk would be substantially higher for complete removal of the substructure versus 
other options; derogation from the OSPAR decision in respect of the complete GBS structure 
would offer the best solution from a safety risk perspective. 

• The technical risk assessment concludes that even at its most optimistic, the risk of technical 
project failure at the outset is many multiples higher than normally acceptable for marine 
operations. 

• A preliminary Environmental Impact Assessment suggests that complete removal of the 
structure would not present the best practicable environmental option (BPEO). 

 
Having considered all the various factors affecting the refloat concept, our studies conclude that it 
would not be technically feasible to attempt to refloat the Brent Delta substructure. 
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2.  Partial Removal to onshore (Derogation) 
 
In this concept, after all other decommissioning activities have been completed and the topsides and 
Modular Support Frame (MSF) have been removed, each of the legs would be removed from the 
structure to give a clearance of at least 55m below Lowest Astronomical Tide. The sections would 
then be transported to shore for final dismantling, recycling and disposal as appropriate. The 
remaining base caisson structure would be left in place. 
 
• Each leg would be removed in one or several sections, weighing up to approximately 6,000 

tonnes. Weather conditions even in fairly moderate summer sea states are such that the legs 
would need to be restrained in some way while the cuts were being performed. 

• Depending on the number of leg sections involved, after removal, the shaft section may need to 
be rotated and placed horizontally on a transportation barge so that it would be stable during 
transportation to shore. 

• All the legs contain steel inside them, so depending on the number and configuration of the 
cuts, this would either have to be removed or restrained to avoid any material moving or 
dropping out during the lift. 

• This concept will require derogation from the OSPAR decision. 
 
3. Leave in place (Derogation) 
In this concept, after the wells have been plugged and abandoned, and the topsides and MSF have 
been removed, the entire structure would be left in place. 
 
• As part of the derogation process, an appropriate inspection process, monitoring regime and 

criteria for carrying out remedial work would be agreed with the regulator DECC for 
implementation post decommissioning. 

• A navigational aid would be installed on top of the cap on just one of the legs and would be self-
contained with its own power.  The unit would be fully replaced every 5 years or so via 
helicopter. 

• This concept requires derogation from the OSPAR decision for the structures that remain. 
 

Recommended option 
Studies indicate that complete removal of the structure would not present the BPEO. It also 
presents prohibitive and significant technical challenges as stated above. Hence our proposed 
recommended option (Option 3) would be to apply for derogation to leave all of the concrete 
Gravity Base Structure in situ. 
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4. Cell Contents (especially the sediments) 

No recommendation is yet proposed pending completion of further studies and obtaining samples 
of the cell contents. 
 
Background 
There are 16 large concrete storage cells at the base of the Brent Delta GBS. These are likely to 
contain: 
• “Attic oil” (oil “trapped” in the dome of the cell) 
• Water, including inter-phase emulsion material between the oil and the water layers 
• Oily sediment on the floor in the base of the cells 
 
We are investigating ways to recover the attic oil with the objective of onward transportation via 
existing pipework and pipeline system using offshore facilities. Alternatively it may be shipped to 
shore for combining with the main oil production stream. 
 
Treating water and inter-phase emulsion materials will depend on factors such as oil content. If oil is 
present at levels below agreed limits, it could be left in situ in the large concrete cells as it is similar 
to oil levels in produced water discharges in current operations. If required however, the water and 
inter-phase emulsion material may be treated in situ or removed for treatment.  
 
The 16 storage cells are large structures measuring some 60m tall with a diameter of 20m. We do not 
yet know how much sediment may be present, but for the purposes of our studies we have 
estimated there might be a range of one to seven meters of sediment in each cell. If this is the case 
then this represents us having to find a solution for a very significant volume of sediment (e.g. 7m of 
sediment depth would be equivalent to approximately 20,000 m³ of material) which may comprise 
approximately one third water, one third solids and one third oil. 
 
Two principal concepts (each together with two sub-concepts) are being studied: 
 
CONCEPT SCENARIO A: Removal and treatment of sediments 
CONCEPT SCENARIO B: Containment within the existing cells 
 
Within these two main concepts there are various subsets and refinements but the information 
presented focuses on the salient points. Please note that the following information is based on 
ongoing studies and hence, is subject to change. This information also attempts to describe some of 
the key considerations at this time. 
 
At this stage, we must stress that no decisions regarding a preferred option have been made. As we 
progress with our studies, we will continue to keep you updated via emails and/or the Brent 
Decommissioning website (www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm).  
 
Some of the key features associated with these two concepts are presented below. 
 
 
 

http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm
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CONCEPT SCENARIO A:  Removal and treatment of sediments     
Removal of sediments to the maximum practical extent 
- Removes sediment from cells 
- Technical feasibility of recovery not yet demonstrated: requires mobilisation of large quantity of 

material from challenging subsea location 
- Highest cost 
- Relatively the highest health and safety risk  
- Requirement for post-operation monitoring not expected 
- Removes long term uncertainties 
 
Post Removal treatment of sediments  
 
Sub-concept 1: Reinject down a waste disposal well after removal 
Removed cell sediment is injected down a disposal well from a host reinjection platform  
- Returns waste back underground 
- Feasibility of reinjection of large volumes of removed sediments yet to be demonstrated 
- Localised solution  
 
Sub-concept 2: Offshore treatment to remove hydrocarbons and disposal (to sea) if within 
licensed discharge levels 
Cell sediment is removed, treated (thermal/ biological/ chemical) and then discharged offshore. 
- Some exposure to the environment (but discharge below regulatory limits) 
- Technical feasibility of treatment at offshore location yet to be demonstrated 
- Operation could be vessel based and therefore independent of well plugging operations 
 
CONCEPT B: Containment within the existing cells 
Sediment left within the cells in a non-capped situation (sub-concept 1) or capped with a capping agent (e.g. sand, 
gravel, grout or bentonite, sub-concept 2)   
- Containment rather than treatment  
- Least technical/implementation challenges 
- Long term uncertainties  
- Lower cost  
- Sediment remains immobile; very slow release into the sea 
- Potential for extensive sampling and long term monitoring required, similar to the ongoing 

monitoring of drill cuttings  
 
Sub-concept 1: Non capped situation  
- “Natural attenuation” at the surface of the sediment will form a barrier between the sediment 

and the water in the cell, thus limiting leaching of oil into the water phase 
- With no exposure to bacteria in the marine environment, degradation in the rest of the 

contained sediments will be very slow 
- Natural attenuation does not work on all potential contaminants  
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Sub-concept 2: Capped with a capping agent  
- Application of capping with sand, gravel, grout, bentonite is at present the most technically 

feasible option 
- Verification of the long-term behaviour of capping would be necessary  
 
To confirm our proposals to manage the cells’ contents, especially the sediments, we need to 
characterise the sediments both qualitatively and quantitatively. As previously indicated to 
stakeholders, cell sampling is now planned after cessation of production some time in 2011. 
 
We will keep stakeholders fully informed and engaged as we progress our studies and development 
of the cell contents management options.    
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Cell Remediation � Concept Selection Criteria 
Primary assessment criteria and sub-criteria proposed for evaluating concepts for cell remediation 
 
Primary criteria Sub-criteria 
• Health & safety Comparative risk assessment  

Long term health risk 
• Environmental Net CO2 emissions 

Operational risk 
Residual risk 

 Waste balance 

• Technical Application of technology 
Management of uncertainty 

 Adaptability 
• Societal Other sea users 

 Regional development 
 Onshore communities 

• Economic Financial exposure  

 Implementation cost 

 Development cost  
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Appendix 3: Introductory Session (Shell presentation slides) 
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Appendix 4: Agenda for the Aberdeen and London Stakeholder Events  
(29 June and 1 July 2010)  
 

Brent Decommissioning Project Stakeholder Events  
Draft Agenda 

08:45 Coffee available 

09:00 Induction for new participants  

09:30 Getting Started & Agenda for the day  
 Aims, Agenda, Working Agreements  
 Welcome  

 Update presentations on Brent Field Decommissioning  
§ Presentation on key activities, engagement and context issues since the last engagement 
§ Presentation from the Independent Review Group 
§ Presentation of recommended options for decommissioning 
There will be the opportunity for questions after each presentation from participants. 

 Souk sessions on key topic areas 
The souk session provides a range of topic stations, resourced by the Shell project team, for 
which participants can choose how they prioritise their time.  It is designed to enable 
participants to gather information pertinent to their interests and ask questions and relay views 
to Shell staff relating to key topic areas.  Station topics will include: EIA scoping report; drill 
cuttings & debris, topsides removals, reuse issues, Gravity Base Structure (GBS), cell 
contents. 

 GBS Table & Plenary discussion 
Given the current studies the proposed recommendation for the GBS is for the structure to 
remain in place in the sea. How content are you with this potential derogation case?  Are there 
any major issues for you that you would like to include in Shell’s thinking? 

Presentation on cell remediation options  
Briefing on how the long list of options for cell remediation has been shortened and the 
associated issues.  

 Questions of clarification. 

12:30 Lunch  

13:15 Cell remediation options - break out groups & feedback 
Review of the core options under consideration – in situ treatment or removal – exploring what 
is favoured under each option, what might make the decision to switch to the other option, 
what is disliked about each option and what would you want to know for the options to 
proceed? 

Cell Remediation criteria presentation & discussion  
Briefing on the criteria Shell is proposing to use to inform their decision-making on cell 
remediation.  This will be followed by table discussions and feedback from participants on 
gaps: what criteria/sub criteria are important for participants and views on Shell’s ranking. 

Future engagement plans for Brent Field Decommissioning presentation & discussion  
Briefing on forward plans for engagement on Brent Delta together with plans for the other 
Brent platforms – Alpha, Bravo and Charlie.  Plenary discussion on advice to Shell on its 
forward engagement plans and keeping stakeholders informed/involved in developments.  



Brent Decommissioning Project/Stakeholder Workshops June July 2010/Combined Transcript Report  75

Stakeholder Issues and Final Feedback to Shell 
Opportunity to address any of the issues raised by stakeholders before or at the workshop and 
for final comments to Shell. 

Way forwards, Actions, Evaluation 

16:00 Workshop closes 

There will be a morning and afternoon break scheduled. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Brent Decommissioning Project/Stakeholder Workshops June July 2010/Combined Transcript Report  76

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: Updates on Recommended Options (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 Remediation Options (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 9: Cell Remediation Options Selection Criteria (Shell presentation 
slides and supporting material) 
Copies of these slides are also available at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 
 
 

 
 

http://www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm
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Cell Remediation Options Selections Criteria – Supporting Material 
 
Health and Safety 

• Safety Assessment.  Based on Potential Loss of Life (PLL) scores for each concept all 
elements of concept (including risks to personnel, risks to other users of the sea & risks to 
those on land).  

• Long Term Health Risk evaluation.  This incorporates those elements not covered in a PLL 
measurement especially associated with health and legacy impacts.  Shell has a project risk 
assessment matrix (RAM) for Long Term Risk Assessment.  This is considered applicable for 
measurement as there is less data available and is seen as more robust than a simple H-M-L 
comparison.   

Environmental 
• Environmental Risk during Decommissioning Operation (Offshore and Onshore).  This 

includes any planned or unplanned emissions (accidental releases) during 
decommissioning.  

• Residual Environmental Risk Post Decommissioning (Offshore and Onshore).  This assesses 
both environmental impacts as well as risk. 

• Net CO2 emissions. This also takes credit for any recovered or recycled hydrocarbons in the 
calculation and is measured in Tonnes.  

• Waste to Landfill. Defined as incorporating “waste” that reaches landfill.  It is assumed that 
treatment and disposal of cell contents offshore will be carried out to acceptable criteria 
and that any recovered and re-used by-products from the treatment that cannot be 
disposed of locally will be re-used in an appropriate and acceptable manner. Therefore 
these are not regarded as waste for the purposes of scoring this sub criterion. Measured as 
total waste in Tonnes: for Waste to Landfill.  Also includes the proportional volume of 
“waste” that remained in the environment post decommissioning (Waste Balance= Initial 
Mass of Waste – Final Mass of Waste + Waste Created during the Remediation).   

Technical 
• Application of Technology.  This was defined to include technology maturity, process 

effectiveness and “do ability” (i.e. the ability to implement simply and successfully).  The 
issue of “supply chain dependency” or “contractors capability & availability” is also 
captured under these sub-criteria.  

• Adaptability. This was defined to include, re-use / repeatability (e.g. for other platforms or 
other programmes) and flexibility (ability to modify / enhance to suit other programmes. 

• Management of Uncertainty. This was defined to cover the flexibility of the solution to 
overcome the range of starting point uncertainties including sediment composition / 
volumes; capacity; facility integrity; and regulatory environment.  

Societal 
• Other Sea Users.  Commercial fishing is considered to be the dominant consideration, with 

assessment of the impact on the following “other users”: ecological, offshore area 
potentially impacted; MOD; cable laying activity; and other oil industry activity.  This 
measure assesses impact in terms of exclusion zone area and in terms of the duration this 
exclusion zone would need to remain in place 

• Regional Development / Jobs and Income.  This covers the potential for local jobs growth 
and losses; changes in income locally; requirement to import workforce; and inflation 
pressures. 

• Impact on Onshore Communities. This covers the potential improvement / impacts on long-
term infrastructure; improvement / impact on amenities (long term / short term); and 
other “indirect” impacts (e.g. commodity / housing impacts, crime and health impacts, 
impacts on general quality of life indicators’).  
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Economic 
• Development Costs. These include an assessment of schedule and spend profile 

implications to design the concept as well as an assessment of “Value” to the wider Shell 
organisation 

• Implementation Costs. This includes assessment of the costs to undertake and manage the 
legacy of a selected concept in terms of schedule and spend 

• Financial Exposure. This includes an evaluation of long-term liabilities and the potential 
impact of change to concept solution mid stream  
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Monitored Natural Attenuation 
 
Key uncertainties: 

• Volume of material 

• Composition of material 
 
Possible Strategy: 

1. Access cells and remove attic oil 
2. Sample each cell to characterise sediments and establish volumes 
3. Complete bench top analyses of attenuation potential for sediment 
4. Verify conclusions of EIA (originally based on conservative assumptions, backed up by existing data) 
5. Establish expected attenuation curve as reference for future monitoring 
6. Develop “cocktail” of biological additives to aid attenuation process and inject into cells 
7. Remove topsides 
8. Monitor sediment over time 
9. Verify attenuation behaviour against expected attenuation curve 

 
Remove and Reinject 

• Volume of material 

• Mobility of material 
 
Possible Strategy: 

1. Modify existing wells to be used as injectors 
2. Access cells and remove attic oil 
3. Use sonar to establish volumes 
4. Mobilise sediments using technology identified and tested onshore 
5. Recover mobilised sediments to topsides for possible treatment (volume reduction, milling of 

solids) 
6. Inject treated slurry in reinjection well(s) 
7. Establish volume of sediment unrecovered (sonar) and confirm agreed level of removal has been 

achieved 
8. Flush and clean remaining cell water to agreed standard 
9. Seal cells 
10. Remove topsides 
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Appendix 10: Future Stakeholder Engagement (Shell presentation slides) 
Copies of these slides are also available at www.shell.co.uk/brentdecomm 
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Appendix 11: Evaluation Responses 
 
Evaluation of the Stakeholder Events: 29 June (Aberdeen) and 1 July (London) 2010 

 
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-two (32) 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. 
 
Responses 
 
1.  Expectations that you have of Shell in terms of their engagement with 

stakeholders on the Brent field decommissioning project. 
 
1.1. The main expectations of stakeholders already identified at previous 

workshops include: 
i) Openness/Transparency 
ii) Provision of Accurate and Timely Information 
iii) Feedback Loop (i.e. demonstrating what has happened to your 

feedback) 
 

To what extent have each of these expectations been met with respect 
to this 2010 event? 
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i)  Openness /Transparency 
 
Comments from participants who indicated that their expectations were 
partially met: 
 
• All Shell employees were very open in answering any questions, however, 

sometimes different people gave different answers i.e. I asked about monitoring 
the cells if they are left in situ and I was told 1) it wouldn't be monitored 2) it 
would be monitored for 4-5 years 3) it would be as long as Shell was in existence. 

• Some key decisions and evaluations still to be resolved. 
• Can never be fully met but would say more towards fully met. 
 
Comments from participants who indicated that their expectations were fully 
met: 
 
• The Shell representatives appeared to be open and willing to share information and 

take on board feedback to inform their decision-making process. 
• My attendance at today’s event was my first introduction to the Brent field and the 

decommissioning plan. Coming in with 'cold eyes' I felt it was a very open dialogue 
session, all comments from stakeholders were well received and appropriate 
feedback provided. 

• Shell participants appeared to be giving honest and full answers. 
• All relevant information was shared. Limits of time available required some 

compromise in detail that is required for thorough/comprehensive understanding. 
• Excellent 
• Excellent level of information provided. 
• Shell team are very open in face to face contacts. 
• Feel can speak freely. 
 
Comments from participants who provided no response on the scale: 
 
• There is some level of transparency, but there is still room for improvement on the 

detail of information presented. 
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ii) Accurate and Timely Information 
 
Comments from participants whose expectations were partially met: 
 
• As much information as was available in the public domain was shared. It is 

understood that commercially sensitive information cannot be shared. There are 
clearly gaps in information (e.g. cell content) that stakeholders are interested in, 
as this information may be critical in decision-making. 

• Further information required on cell contents (of Brent Delta). 
• Technical details not available to assist decision making (cell content). 
• Still a lot of unknowns. 
• No cell contents data make it very difficult to evaluate options. 
• Still too many unknowns. 
• Still waiting for comments re contents of cells. 
• Quite a lot of detail on the day makes it difficult to be as helpful as might be 

possible with earlier provision of detail. 
• Cell content data still awaited. 
• More pre-meeting information would be useful to prepare questions. 
• Asking comments on cell remediation before having data available on what the 

content is: all comments were conditional on finding out more. 
 
Comments from participants whose expectations were fully met: 
 
• My impression was that the information was very accurate and timely and Shell 

committed to providing more if needed/requested. 
• Information provided was clear. 
• Good information before meeting. 
• Obviously an ongoing process with more information to come. 
 
Comments from participants who provided no response on the scale: 
 
• The presentations today did not come up with any accurate information (especially 

on the issue of cell contents). Not very impressive.  
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iii) Feedback Loop 
 
Comments from participants whose expectations were not met: 
 
• No reference to stakeholder issues raised at last workshop and how they they've 

been addressed. Perhaps dealt with in other ways?  But not clear to first timer! 
 
Comments from participants whose expectations were partially met: 
 
• Haven't given previous feedback so difficult to comment. 
• Some feedback sessions/round table discussions were too rushed to enable desired 

level of engagement. 
• It is difficult to measure over 3 year consultation process, so I chose the middle 

option. 
 
Comments from participants whose expectations were fully met: 
 
• Very good feedback loop on the day. 
• Good, queries raised answers. 
• Only my second event but issues raised at last meeting obviously met. 
• Enough mechanisms are provided. 
• Transcript recording is very good. 
 
Comments from participants who provided no response on the scale: 
 
• Don’t know this yet! 
• Not yet had opportunity. 
• No use of feedback seen yet as first time attendee. 
 
 
1.2 Do you have any other expectations of Shell’s engagement with 

stakeholders that are not reflected in the three themes listed under the 
previous question (1.1.)?  If so, please describe them; indicate to what 
extent they have been met so far and say why.  

 
Other Expectations Not  

Met 
Partially 
Met 

Fully  
Met 

Do Esso's views [on the decommissioning 
programme] agree with Shell's? 
 

   

Open and full engagement. 
 

  ü 

Feedback loop: 
We were a sort of panel helping Shell preparing for 
decisions, IRG also plays this role; public 
consultation as part of the regulatory decision may 
in Shell's view run more smoothly. 
 

   

Networking 
 

 ü  

Reviewing content 
 

 ü  

Meeting new people 
 

 ü  
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2. Confidence in being heard. 
 
2.1. How confident are you that your views and concerns are being/will be 

adequately addressed by Shell?  
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2.1  Confidence in Being Heard

 
 
 
Comments from participants who gave a score of 3: 
 
• I think a lot of this will end up being dependent on cost and reputational risk. 
• I believe economics criteria will ultimately score higher even if they are portrayed 

as having less of an impact than say societal or technical. 
• Dependent on how the issues from this session are addressed. 
• Being heard is not the same as being listened to. Some evidence of Shell hearing 

but not listening. 
• Shell certainly have their own criteria, accepting any other views will depend on 

how close it is to their criteria.  More so if they 'demonstrate' that something is not 
practicable, then that point is a 'final' end to any considerations. 

• Economics! 
• I think there is an issue with 'passive engagement' i.e. people are in attendance 

but do not make views known therefore danger is Shell being swayed by feedback 
of vocal minorities. 

• Direct response on the day is good. Not clear how information has been used or 
rejected by the team. 

• This will depend on how Shell respond in the decommissioning programme. 
• Our agenda may have changed over time, receiving the information as we do; for 

Shell the main concern has been and will be: do the minimum that is acceptable.  
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Comments from participants who gave a score of 4: 
 

• Shell representatives came across as willing to listen and take on board comments. 
• Views are currently being addressed/ investigated by Shell. 
• Shell have to balance all stakeholder views plus their own so despite best 

endeavours they may not be able to address all views adequately (or what's 
considered adequate!). 

• Facilitators and Shell listed and took notes - both appeared genuinely keen to 
listen. 

• Seemed open to comment, however more points seem to have been made 
internally in the past. 

• Shell participants seemed to take notice of the point being made. 
• Past and present dealings with Shell and their willingness to listen and act. 
• We are all working towards the same goal of sustainable development albeit with 

our own 'agenda' per se. 
 
Comments from participants who gave a score of 5: 
 

• Open, frank and transparent discussion. No defensiveness on the part of Shell. 
• A listening atmosphere, logical Shell thinking. 
• It's being heard but only time will tell regarding being addressed.  Things are 

obviously listened to and as much information as possible is given back but 
ultimate outcome will be in the decommissioning document. 

• I note the wide range of organisations attending and the range of their interests 
and concerns. 

• Careful attention by Shell and TEC in collecting all views and making them fully 
available. 

• Extensive transcripts of the meeting taken and should be acted upon. 
• This is a useful feed-in to the formal enforcement process (safety case and 

inspection). 
• There is rigor in this process and a desire to ensure all issues are heard and 

addressed so once captured I expect them to be covered. 
 
The following question was only put to participants who had attended 
previous events. 
 

2.2. Has your confidence changed since the last workshop you attended? 
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Comments from participants whose confidence stayed the same: 
 
• Confident last time, confident now. 
• Same issues as before. Still don't know what we are dealing with and its legacy.  
• My high opinion of this remains. 
• I am always reasonably confident about the process. 
 
Comments from participants whose confidence had increased: 
 
• Continuing progress in quality of dialogue. 
 
 
3. The Environment Council’s Role as Convenor and Facilitator 
 
3.1. How far has today’s workshop met its aims? These were to: 

 

• To inform stakeholders of the latest outcomes of the studies programme 
and what they are indicating in terms of preferred options for the different 
components for decommissioning of Brent Delta and in turn other Brent 
platforms. 

• To enable stakeholders to give feedback on the preferred options to both 
inform final recommendations for Brent Delta and its application to the 
other Brent platforms’ decommissioning programme. 

• To review the engagement plans for the other Brent platforms (Alpha, 
Bravo and Charlie) 
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3.1  Workshop meeting its aims 

 
 
Comments from participants who gave a score of 3: 
 
• [Bullet] points 2 & 3 have not been met.  
• Very well facilitated. 
• Some lack of clarity but mostly related to the process objectives versus the ends of 

objectives. 
• The impression given by Shell is (not surprisingly) that they wish to leave as much 

in place as possible and the event is to secure stakeholder acceptance and learn 
how much extra work they may need to do. 
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Comments from participants who gave a score of 4: 
 
• First two bullet points very well met; less so on the 3rd, but I had to leave the 

session for 40 minutes so may have missed the pertinent points. Overall - a very 
well-facilitated event with excellent engagement from Shell representatives. 

• I felt this event was very well run and provided adequate opportunity for all 
stakeholders to voice opinions and concerns and get the information they required. 
If stakeholders had been a little more vocal at times it could have added some 
more value. 

• Details given (as far as it is known) 
• Some examples of facilitator rushing to close sessions too abruptly but recognise 

good work in maintaining a difficult schedule. 
• No plans for Alpha, Bravo, and Charlie as of yet. 
• Engagement plans for Alpha, Bravo and Charlie not justified other than by 

inclusion. 
• TEC are consummate facilitators.  
• Should put more information into the room before you ask questions and then give 

room for it to come out - if this is not quite fitting with your structure, you need to 
capture and then restructure it. 

 
Comments from participants who gave a score of 5: 
 
• All points addressed. 
• I felt there was sufficient and presence of IRG gave added confidence. 
• The time whizzed by! Clear what was expected of us. 
• Good information and plenty of time to gather information. Market session was 

very useful. 
• Addressed the essential issues. 
• Well run event, good approach taken. Introductions and small break outs. 

Professional facilitating. 
• Very impressed by TEC people in asking for feedback and capturing responses. 
 
3.2. Are there any aspects of these events you would like to see improved? 

Please give details. 
 
• The roundtable discussions needed more time.  
• Event well facilitated and organised by TEC. 
• The breakout session - like/dislike was impossible due to nature of subject and so 

many unknowns. 
• Longer for roundtable exercises. 
• Venue - for group of this size hall acoustics were poor. Felt a little like sitting in a 

barn.  
• Slightly rushed for time but all worthwhile content. More 'buffer' time needs to be 

included. 
• Don't think so. 
• More emphasis on renewal rather than cost. 
• I think the programme could be condensed to half a day. 
• I felt the market place forum worked better than the roundtable. 
• The amount of time for inter-stakeholder discussion is too limited. This needs 

improving. 
• Occasionally the time strictures are too strict. 
• Generally OK. 
• The "souk" session went well and allowed good interrogation and, if the questions 

were captured, an uncontrolled insight into what's on people's minds. 
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The following question was only put to participants who were attending the 
events for the first time.  
 

4. How useful was the pre-briefing session in supporting your 
participation during today’s event? 
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4.  Usefulness of pre-briefing session 

 
 
 
Comments from participants who gave a score of 4: 
 
• I had carried out some personal research but introduction did help. 
• Good background. 
• Very good summary, very well presented. 
 
Comments from participants who gave a score of 5: 
 
• Absolutely essential to my understanding of the issues and ability to contribute to 

the session. 
• It was very useful for myself as it was my very first introduction to the project. 

Very well presented.  
• Gave a good overview of the Brent field and where Shell is in relation to its 

decommissioning plans. 
• This gave a good overview of the forthcoming workshop and its objectives. 
• It put the pre-read material in context, and good background for first timer. 
• Very informative - useful context setting. 
• To aid my understanding of the main event. 
• Very good introduction. 
 



Brent Decommissioning Project/Stakeholder Workshops June July 2010/Combined Transcript Report  104

Comments from participants who provided no response on the scale: 
 
• Unfortunately unable to attend but the concept is great and hopefully slides for this 

section will be made available. 
• Did not attend. The pre-reading was very valuable. 
 
 
The following question was only put to participants who were attending the 
events for the first time 
 
5. Are there any other stakeholders who you consider should be invited to 

these workshops? If so, please give details of who these stakeholders 
are. 

 
• Fishing industry. 
• Companies likely to be active in decommissioning sector. 
• Professional engineering bodies (IMECHE, ICHEME) 
• Offshore Contractors Association; Subsea UK; Oil and Gas UK. 
• Representatives from the Decommissioning Technology Forum. Politician? 

Government representative. 
 
 
6. General Comments. 

 
6.1 Do you have any other feedback? 
 
• An excellent event and I look forward to receiving the transcript. Very well 

organised and facilitated - very good engagement from Shell.  
• Very informative and well run and organised. 
• General. Well organised event. 
• Event well facilitated and organised by TEC. 
• Good event overall. Compliments to Shell and TEC for organising. 
• A very informative and open forum.  Good facilitation by TEC. Time scheduling 

monitored and managed well. 
• Well organised day apart from timing issue. Good use of different discussion types. 
• Information on cell sample very important.  Would be good to hear about Alpha, 

Bravo and Charlie, but not fussed if it’s a meeting or written feedback.  
• Overall good event. 
• Enjoyed the complete process.  
• Well run meeting (apart from the comment in section 4 [occasionally the time 

strictures are too strict]) and finished on time! 
• Thank you very much! 
• Good, interesting, fruitful day! 
• It seems very useful to have this stakeholder engagement process - 'black swans' 

are less likely. 
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