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Notes of the Final Meeting of the Working Group on Pipelines 
held on 17th October 2006 at the 
Best Western Lancaster House Hotel
Attendance:

G P Walker
Chairman
M Harrison
UKOPA/Huntsman

P Davis 
UKOPA/BPA




N Riley

HSE CI5

R McConnell
UKOPA/Independent Consultant

J Haswell
UKOPA/Secretary

Apologies:

N Jackson
UKOPA/NG



J Haswell explained that due to her error, Steve Chatfield was unable to attend as he had not been included on the original circulation requesting availability for dates.  He had subsequently confirmed that he was happy the meeting went ahead without his attendance on the basis that N Riley was representing HSE.

1. 
Introduction

G Walker welcomed everyone to the meeting and stated this was the opportunity to finally document progress made by WGP and make recommendations for how outstanding actions may be progressed, and for the future interface between UKOPA and the HSE based on the experience obtained during the WGP.  

2. WGP Briefing Note and Actions of the Technical Seminar held on the 13th October 2005

G Walker referred to the Briefing Note (WGP/06/063) and actions of the Technical Seminar of the 13th October 2005 (WGP/06/064) and invited attendees to review these notes.

It was agreed that the Briefing Note provided a reasonable summary of the background progress and conclusion of the WGP work programme.  It was noted that WGP had been an excellent mechanism for progressing issues.  UKOPA had lobbied hard for this Forum and had received support from Kevin Allars.  The WGP had provided a very useful mechanism for expressing views and enabling discussion in a co-ordinated way between UKOPA and HSE.  Specifically, the WGP had provided the opportunity for discussion and understanding of the issues associated with the land use planning zones applied to pipelines.  R McConnell also noted that the Freedom of Information Act had provided the opportunity for HSE to provide detailed information for UKOPA review which had increased understanding significantly in regard to pipeline risk assessment.

It was agreed that as the WGP forum was now terminating, recommendations for future arrangements should be considered.  N Riley noted that one difficulty in this respect is that HSE are likely to lose between 250-300 staff in the period between 2007-2008.  At this stage there is no targeting of specific skill areas but the reduction in resources would need to be considered in defining any mechanisms for future relationships.  
It was recorded that the informal mechanisms in place for detailed working between UKOPA and HSE had worked well but there was a need to monitor the overall situation, in particular with respect to changes in legislation, incidents and new issues arising from these.  Therefore, WGP recommends that UKOPA and HSE continue to monitor in detail progress made through informal discussions, and consider establishing a formal interface to do this.
The actions of the Technical Seminar held on the 13th October 2005 were then reviewed in detail.  Corrections were agreed and it was confirmed that the revised document would be circulated with the notes of the meeting.  It was noted that good progress had been achieved in addressing the actions but outstanding issues were still to be finalised.

Action J Haswell

3. Status Review

3.1 Terms of Reference for Expert Discussions

Informal expert discussions had been the primary mechanism agreed at the Seminar held on 13th October 2005.  R McConnell had drafted terms of reference for these discussions and these were reviewed (Ref. WGP/06/065).  G Walker noted that the terms of reference contained sufficient flexibility and clarity for definition of good working relationships.  He proposed that the topics for joint working be reviewed.  It was confirmed that gasoline is likely to return to the major accident hazard classification and it was therefore agreed that gasoline should be added to the topics for joint working and discussion.  

Action R McConnell

3.2 Technical progress update

R McConnell and P Davis noted that it would be appropriate for WGP to review the work carried out by UKOPA in relation to gasoline so that this work could be recommended by WGP for further progress.  P Davis stated that concerns relating to gasoline are associated with public perception of risk following the Buncefield incident.  In addition, he noted that HSL are investigating the mechanism for the explosion which occurred during this incident so that modelling of the explosion mechanism is possible.  This work is due to start in December 2006.  He noted that the results of this work may identify whether an explosion scenario is credible for a pipeline incident.  

R McConnell gave a technical presentation summarising the work completed for UKOPA / WGP with respect to the risk assessment of gasoline pipelines (this presentation is to be circulated).  The work had addressed a number of key parameters including:-

· failure mechanisms, 
· response time, 
· de-pressurisation, 
· drain-down, 
· hole size required to cause spray, 
· ignition probabilities, 
· probabilities of escape, and 
· failure probabilities based on CONCAWE data.  
R McConnell noted that P Davis had enabled detailed review of CONCAWE data and the UK contribution to this.  R McConnell had considered this in detail and recommended failure frequencies for UK gasoline pipelines taking into account wall thickness, design factor and levels of third party activity in the UK.
The technical aspects of the modelling were discussed in detail.  It was agreed the key issues are the response time, the proportion of gasoline transported in multi-product pipelines, the ignition probability and the issue of delayed ignition occurring at a distance from the pipeline.   P Davis also noted that the vapour released from a gasoline spill, and the performance of this vapour and the likelihood of ignition, are key issues.  Further information may become available from the HSL work due to commence in December.  

It was agreed that the work completed by R McConnell was comprehensive and authoritative and provided an excellent basis for confirming the methodology to be applied to UK gasoline pipelines.  N Riley suggested that this item be added to the agenda for the UKOPA / HSE Strategy Meeting scheduled for 10th November 2006.  This was agreed.

Action J Haswell/R McConnell

It was agreed that other items regarding the technical work had been identified in the update of the actions of the Technical Seminar.
3.3 Societal Risk

R McConnell stated that an F-N societal risk criterion envelope was required for both of the code supplements.  This societal risk criterion is related to a distance over which risks from the pipeline can affect populations in the vicinity of the pipeline.  The TD/1 societal risk F-N envelope is based on a distance of 1.6km.  A similar F-N criterion is needed for other major accident hazard pipelines for inclusion in the PD 8010 supplement.  R McConnell presented proposals for the F-N criterion for inclusion in the PD 8010 supplement, noting that this proposal is based on HSE references for R2P2 and COMAH.  This proposed F-N criterion, when compared with the TD/1 F-N envelope, is very similar with the exception that it does not include the level of aversion at low frequency, high casualty events.  
R McConnell explained this was because the TD/1 envelope is based on cases back-calculated from design cases based on the code and existing land use planning cases that have been considered by HSE and the operator.  With respect to gas pipelines, low frequency events which involve large numbers of people are not possible.  For other major accident hazard pipelines where, for example, flash fires of heavier than air vapours can occur, larger numbers of casualties are possible.  
N Riley stated that HSE were still unable to progress societal risk proposals.  One issue which he noted was of concern is known as the ‘reverse COMAH’ situation, where developments which occur outside the consultation distance are considered as part of the worst possible event under the COMAH case and found to be unacceptable which places responsibilities on the operator to carry out additional mitigation actions.  N Riley stated that HSE see codes as relevant good practice but the current issue which requires consideration is moving from relevant good practice to measures for ALARP.  He proposed that it would be useful for UKOPA to hold discussions with A Rushton and D Carter of HSE.  It was agreed these issues should be raised at the Strategy Meeting on the 10th November.

Action J Haswell

3.4 Update on PD8010 and TD/1 Code Supplements

J Haswell reported that the code supplements were currently being developed for issue for public consultation by both of the Standards bodies.  The UKOPA RAWG had actioned an independent expert review of the TD/1 code supplement.  As a result of the expert’s advice received, the supplement had been restructured and aligned with the code principles which are based on control of risk to the surrounding population and hence the emphasis on societal risk.  J Haswell stated that the current programme for publication of the supplements was to issue for public consultation in January with receipt of comments for expert review by the end of March, with publication scheduled for May 2007.  She stated that the current issue of both supplements was imminent and this would be discussed in detail at the Strategy Meeting on the 10th November.

Action J Haswell

Finally, J Haswell referred to additional comments recently received from HSE which would be covered under Item 5, and stated that these comments would require further amendment and restructuring of the supplement.

4. Outstanding Actions – Proposals to address and Mechanism for delivery and implementation

G Walker observed that the informal expert discussions had proved effective and UKOPA / HSE had scheduled strategic discussions for a meeting to be held in November 2006.  He proposed that WGP recommend that whilst the informal process was fit-for-purpose at present, continued progress and delivery of the work will need continual monitoring and formalisation.  He noted that the advantage of the ACDS Committee structure was the formalisation of consultation that this allowed and asked if any replacement to this had been proposed.  N Riley stated he was not aware of a replacement committee structure but that this would be dealt with by HSE Policy Branch.  G Walker suggested that UKOPA monitor the establishment of any alternative committee and when this occurs, UKOPA / HSE should seek to establish a new Forum for the WGP.    M Harrison and P Davis supported this, confirming that the WGP had been a useful forum for UKOPA which had provided consistent liaison and communication with HSE which should not be lost.  In addition the documentation associated with the Committee provided an excellent audit trail for discussions and decisions.
5. Application of Code Supplements and the process which applies when planning applications fail the PADHI process

N Riley tabled a document which charted the PADHI process and the actions / responsibilities of the various parties involved in this process and offered to explain this in order to commence this item.  He explained that the planning authority has a number of consultees, of which HSE are only one, and many issues other than safety are taken into account.  HSE provide advice via the PADHI process which is available on the HSE Extranet.  It is applied by trained admin staff in the local planning authorities.  He explained that the process includes a number of caveats where the PADHI process recommends that contact with the operator is made, but this is optional and is not always followed by the local planning authorities.  N Riley explained that the process currently operated by HSE includes, in the case of an ‘advise against decision’, that further information is requested from the operator and forwarded to HSE by the local authority, following which HSE will reassess and provide site specific advice.  N Riley explained there were a number of other possibilities where the PADHI process may not be invoked, but the interface between the developer and the pipeline operator may be established.  For example, in cases where a developer has, for various reasons, had the development blocked, the developer may go straight to the pipeline operator to negotiate with the operator to provide risk mitigation.

J Haswell noted that, in addition, land use planning issues were being considered in some cases in the feasibility routing assessments of new pipelines.  N Riley stated that an issue that required further consideration was where encroachments may occur outside the consultation distance.  In such cases, in the event of enactment of a European Directive based on SEVESO II principles, worst case events would require consideration and this would affect developments outside the consultation distance.  In effect, this is the reverse COMAH situation.  J Haswell confirmed that N Riley had provided detailed comments regarding the references to the PADHI process currently in the draft supplements.  In order to address the comments, revisions would need to be made.  The key issue, however, remained the establishment of a transparent and agreed risk assessment methodology for establishing risk-based zones and assessment criteria.  It was agreed this remained a key requirement for the code supplements.  N Riley recommended that this issue be discussed in detail at the Strategy Meeting on 10th November.
Action J Haswell/N Riley
6. Legislation

6.1 European Legislation (update on PSI work program)

P Davis stated that at a recent CONCAWE meeting, it had been confirmed that the PSI was not on the agenda for legislative development in 2007.  He noted that a workshop considering interests in land use planning was being held in Belgium in December.  This workshop would consider the different regulatory roles throughout Europe.  N Riley confirmed he was attending this workshop and had been asked to give a presentation on the UK approach to emergency planning and the role of the Pipeline Emergency Response Officer (PERO).  J Haswell confirmed that UKOPA would supply information for N Riley to use in this presentation.


Action J Haswell

6.2 PSR (update on status)

J Haswell stated that during informal discussions with S Chatfield, the possibility that gasoline would return to the technical agenda had been raised.  P Davis confirmed that this was the understanding of the gasoline pipeline operators, and that HSE had made comments of this type following the Buncefield incident.  He noted that this emphasised the need to consolidate and agree the work carried out by UKOPA through WGP on the risk assessment of gasoline pipelines.

7. AOB

G Walker stated that he would be interested in discussing with UKOPA the possibility of a research student project looking at the new arrangements for land use planning, the process of consultation and collaboration executed through the WGP, and the outcomes in terms of establishment of best practice and codification of this.  UKOPA representatives agreed this could be a useful way of documenting the process for future application.  G Walker agreed to prepare a note for UKOPA consideration.

Action G Walker

M Harrison proposed a formal vote of thanks to G Walker for his Chairmanship of WGP since its formation in September 2001.   He noted that a number of people had been involved and all had acknowledged the commitment and focus G Walker had provided to the WGP through which a lot of meaningful progress had been achieved.  M Harrison stated that UKOPA considered that G Walker had helped maintain the purpose of the Group and kept the Group balanced and in a position to progress through a number of adverse situations.  He acknowledged the leadership and service that G Walker had provided throughout this, and these views were fully supported by all attendees.
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