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	Dear Mr. Jackson


PIPELINE RISK ASSESSMENT ISSUES
I am writing to you as Chairman of UKOPA and Chair of the UKOPA Risk Assessment Working Group to draw your attention to a number of issues, some of which are long standing and others which are more recent, which are of concern to HSE.  I would hope that we can bring these to a satisfactory conclusion reasonably soon.
Pipeline Slabbing

This is an issue which was raised in a UKOPA briefing note and which has been the subject of a number of discussions between UKOPA and HSE/HSL.  Several research reports have been produced by GLND and we have provided technical and editorial comments on these.

On 3rd February, a review of the latest GLND research was sent to you by Dr. Keeley at HSL (Draft MSU/LET/2011/).  Our understanding was that this would be discussed at the RAWG meeting at the end of March.  It is a little disappointing that we have not yet received a UKOPA response to this review given the urgency which you claim is needed in resolving the differences of opinion between UKOPA and HSE.
Given the current state of this work, HSE were surprised that the issue of slabbing was once again raised by BP at the 26th April meeting between HSE, Scottish Government, Perth and Kinross Council and BP in respect to developments in the vicinity of the BP Forties pipeline. Until a consensus can be reached between HSE and UKOPA (which is dependant on our receipt of your response to the HSL review) on the quantitative influence of slabbing on the risks from pipeline release, HSE feels it inappropriate to discuss the issue at such site specific meetings.  
HSE are concerned that, whilst the latest UKOPA sponsored GLND report clearly shows that the values in TD2 and PD8010 Part 3 are no longer valid, no statement has been issued to users of those documents to highlight the potential errors that would be introduced if the current values continue to be used.

IGEM/TD2 and BS PD8010 Part 3

HSE has provided comments on these documents by:
· Formal responses through IGEM and BSI

· Formal comments during UKOPA/HSE liaison meetings

· Informally during conversations between HSE staff and UKOPA/PIE staff

· Informally commenting on the PIE presentation at the TD2 launch in Swindon.

Whilst HSE accepts that they do not “own” these documents, it is clearly in both our interests for the documents to accurately reflect HSE policies where possible, given that we are statutory consultees on land use planning in the vicinity of pipelines. 
Unfortunately, there are a number of areas where IGEM and BSI propose alternative policies/methodologies and have not provided the clarity that HSE suggested (see paragraphs below for specific example).  This has caused a number of avoidable difficulties during meetings between HSE, Local Planning Authorities, developers and developer’s consultants along with associated costs to the various parties.  

Of particular concern is the application of the reduction factors for depth of cover, slabbing, pipeline markers and surveillance frequency. HSE feels that the evidence base for these reduction factors is insufficient to allow them to be used with confidence.

It is also clear that these factors are being applied to the overall failure rates rather than just to the third party failure rates as was intended.  Consequently, the failure rates being used in the risk assessments are overly optimistic and can lead to inappropriate advice on the suitability of developments in the vicinity of the pipeline.

The work that is being carried out by UKOPA and HSE/HSL on these issues may lead to an updating of both the HSE policies and the values in TD2 and PD8010 Part 3.  Consequently, it was of concern to us that, at a recent planning inquiry, IGEM provided a written statement that implied that they had no intention of updating TD2.  This apparent contradiction of HSE’s understanding of the importance of the UKOPA/HSE/HSL work may have contributed to an unwarranted impact on public safety.
More recently, on 3rd February you were sent a report comparing the values calculated using the methodologies in TD2 with values calculated using the HSE’s code PIPIN.  The report also highlighted a number of typographical errors in TD2.  We are disappointed that you have not responded to this report.

Gasoline Pipelines

As you are aware, I attended the recent UKOPA meeting in Leeds and assisted my colleague Karen McDonough with the discussion on the inclusion of gasoline pipeline under the Pipeline Safety Regulations.  There was a commitment to continue working together on this subject.
However, the comments of Professor McConnell implied UKOPA (through PIE) should be more involved in future work on gasoline pipeline risk assessment.  Over the last few years both myself and my HSL colleagues have expended significant resources (both manpower and financial) to address the issues around gasoline pipelines that were raised by UKOPA through Professor McConnell.  The issues have included:

· Flow rates

· Valve shut-off times

· Pool vaporisation

· The use of immediately ignited pools to set inner zones

· Spray fires

· Vapour cloud explosions.

We have tried to keep UKOPA informed of the progress of the work, made presentations at meetings in Buxton at which UKOPA members were in attendance and described the outcomes of the work to Professor McConnell and Peter Davies in person prior to the UKOPA meeting in October last year.  Both appeared satisfied with the results.  It is difficult to see what more HSE/HSL could do to keep you involved whilst retaining our independence.
Depth of Cover

IGEM and BSI have included failure rate modifiers for depth of cover in TD2 and PD8010 Part 3 based on work suggested by UKOPA in Briefing Note 6.  These modifiers are somewhat arbitrary, being an average of the values suggested by earlier British Gas work and the policy values adopted by HSE.  However, the suggested UKOPA reduction values were presented to the HID MARAU Expert Panel in May 2009.  Members decided that there was insufficient supporting evidence to allow HSE to adopt the UKOPA values.

UKOPA agreed to review the available data and derive new values with a greater evidence base.  There does not appear to be any progress on this from UKOPA.  Until such progress is made, HSE must continue to follow its current policy of giving no added credit for depths of cover greater than 1.1m.
Again, no statement has been issued to users of TD2 or PD8010 Part3 to highlight the potential errors that would be introduced if the current values continue to be used.

UKOPA/HSE Relationship

Overall, there appears to be reluctance for UKOPA to accept that there may be flaws in their policies, assumptions and mathematical tools (e.g. FFREQ) which prevents us reaching a consensus position.  HSE, as is normally the case, would prefer to reach a common position where possible. Otherwise, HSE would have little choice but to develop its policies with minimal input from your industry.
Yours faithfully
Dr. Peter J Harper
HM Principal Specialist Inspector
Major Accident Risk Assessment Unit
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