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Roger, 

Thanks for your response. I understand the point you make, but think that although the relationship with HSE (Peter) has been friendly in the last 2-3 years, in reality the transfer of knowledge and information has been to HSE from UKOPA rather than the other way. In addition, no major agreements with HSE have been achieved, instead Peter’s letter actually states UKOPA guidance relating to slabbing, depth of cover and surveillance is in error. 

I think the relationship has already stepped back 15 years to the time of the Transco joint programme of work with HSE. This was ended by HSE when John Murray took the lead in the HSE’s Fundamental Review of Risk project. John Murray is now Peter’s boss….. 

Peter’s response to Neil’s request for a face to face meeting indicates that there is a higher level political position, and that a response from UKOPA must be prepared before any further discussion takes place.  In preparing the response, it must be expected that it will be circulated within HSE at a senior level. 

Regards  Jane 

From: roger.ellis

Sent: 06 June 2011 17:15

Subject: RE: Response to HSE Letter

Jane,

I feel all the information is extremely useful and I am sure factually correct but do think we need to consider where we want to be in the future with HSE. They have taken the initiative to adopt what seems an adversarial approach and I am not sure if this is an individual, local or wider HSE remit and we do need to consider where we want to be in the future. Some things we can do without them and others are best done with them. I am concerned that this letter or its implications if we respond in the same light could set us back years in the working relationship.

I see Neil has not got very far in engaging Peter Harper in a meeting but at this stage I do feel a softer approach than is reflected in your wording is the 1st step.   We need to understand what it is about and it surely can’t be just about T in the Park and the BP issue. We can speak Wednesday but thought I would give you my initial impression

 Roger Ellis

From: Jane Haswell 

Sent: 06 June 2011 10:06

Neil, Roger,

Please see attached:-

i)                    HSE letter with proposed responses inserted in red text.

ii)                   Additional points for inclusion in the response to HSE.

iii)                 Comments on the HSL review of TD/2.

The above  are intended to provide input to the drafting of the formal UKOPA response to the letter. In preparing the above, I have used discussions with Rod (who is back tomorrow) and the email from Graham.

Having spent some time on this, I am now convinced that the motivation for the letter is based on HSE’s ongoing concerns (discussed over several years) about developments in the vicinity of the BP Forties pipeline. It is clear that HSE wish to stop specific developments adjacent to this pipeline, and rather than insist that their views on protection are applied or call an enquiry on the grounds of safety which would generate major political and commercial reaction, instead want UKOPA to change its advice regarding good practice risk mitigation which is in line with pipeline codes and therefore force industry to take responsibility for restricting development. In this respect  I feel that HSE consider maintaining a good working relationship with UKOPA is secondary, so it is important that the UKOPA position is carefully considered.

I hope this is of use and would appreciate comments.

Regards Jane 

When: 08 June 2011 14:00-15:30 (GMT) Greenwich Mean Time : Dublin, Edinburgh, Lisbon, London. 

Where: Teleconference - dial in 0207 0819473 code 1206706#

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*

As agreed I have arranged this teleconference to review the issues raised in the HSE's letter, attached.

I have invited all of the RAWG but recognise that at this relatively short notice not all of you may be able to dial in.

Also note,

I have contacted Peter Harper about having a face to face meeting to discuss the working arrangements and working relationship going forward and he said he would discuss this with his boss, and decide whether it was a) appropriate to have such a meeting b) to have the meeting before or after the UKOPA response to his issues letter.

Sent 23 May 2011

Peter,

just a short initial note to let you know that I have received and read your e-mail listing your concerns around pipeline risk assessment and TD/2. I must admit that I was a little bit surprised by the tone of these comments, I believe that UKOPA and HSE have established a good working relationship in the last couple of years and ha=e made a lot of progress around the issues that are raised in your e-mail. 

UKOPA will need a bit of time to consider and respond to the issues that you have raised and will provide you with a response within the next couple of weeks. I am hoping we can agree a way forward with the issues that you have raised that addresses your concerns and that we can continue to work together co-operatively on pipeline risk assessment issues. I think the co-operative approach that we have established in the last couple of years has worked well and is to the overall benefit of the pipeline industry and is the best way improving pipeline safety within the UK. 

Regards 

Neil Jackson 
UKOPA Chairman

From "Goodfellow, Graham" 

Further to other comments, please find my initial views on each area raised by Dr Harper:

a)     Slabbing

Although I still have some concerns regarding the GL work, specifically the provenance of some of the fault tree input values, I think UKOPA needs to be firm with resisting reducing the slabbing factor – for use in operational QRAs – any further or it will end up as not ALARP and overall risk levels will rise. If the HSE wish to use a lower factor in setting LUP zones, then we can probably live with it as long as any planning difficulties can be resolved via full QRA. We need to ensure that they understand, at the very least, that if they want a single value and think the effect is less than 1 order of magnitude it will increase risk.

I’m also unsure how the HSE would take into account a limited length of slabs when setting zones and it may be that there resistance is related to their calculation process – have they set up look up tables for P and D combinations and apply the appropriate frequency to a base transect? This might make it difficult to for them to deal with slabbing that doesn’t extend for the whole interaction length. Again, we need to be firm that we shouldn’t let software drive policy in the face of logic.

I also think that the current UKOPA approach of submitting reports that reduce the damage reduction factors whilst incorporating mathematical and engineering errors has undermined the long held values based on previous sound work. It has appeared that we have responded to previous HSE unhappiness with reduced values that do not have a good engineering grounding and in the face of typical real life uncertainties, we may need to stop treating the damage reduction factors as just abstract mathematical constructs.

b)    TD/2 and 8010:3

HSE do not seem to understand that these documents represent industry best practice not HSE methodology. The section on how HSE undertakes its own assessments was for information – and admittedly to stop them changing it without notice. It is in HSE’s direct interests for these documents to reflect their policy. The effect on operators interest may be limited to future interaction with HSE being more difficult. I agree with Jane’s point that we can’t change codes that were subject to significant external review just because it is inconvenient for the HSE.

I’m unsure about the IGEM statement about the lack of future updates to TD/2 – I’d always presumed it would go on the standard update cycle (or when we all could no longer remember the process last time.) 

TD/2 is clear that the depth of cover, surveillance and slabbing factors are for external interference and if these are being applied incorrectly then they would be at liberty to reject any submissions based on incorrect work. I’d be very keen to know who is using these incorrectly.

c)     Gasoline pipelines

Not sure what the problem is here – I’m sure Rod/PIE/UKOPA were identifying our commitment to continue working with HSE/HSL. Again HSE may be trying to justify a political decision using faulty logic.

d)    Depth of cover

By trying to come to a compromise view of depth of cover that both sides could live with – despite some level of arbitrariness – we may have caused ourselves problems and in hindsight may have been better sticking to the original factors based on previous work. Now we may have to update the depth of cover analysis.

I disagree strongly about the ‘potential errors’ – are the HSE saying that depth of cover has no effect on 3rd party damage rates. Also, the TD/1 criteria was created using the appropriate factor for the average system depth of cover so it is reasonable to use this approach in assessments to be judges by this criteria.

e)     Relationship

People in glass houses etc. We are aware that there are flaws in the methods etc. otherwise we wouldn’t have been continuing to investigate these areas but I believe strongly that industry methods are more accurate than HSE models. I think that they need to understand that there approach is designed to give them control over LUP not necessarily to undertake operational QRAs – it may be that there is no consensus position as we have different aims and we return to the previous regime where they did not agree with industry approach for their use but accepted reasoned arguments based on these approaches.

Regards,

Graham

Graham Goodfellow | Head of Risk & Reliability

I agree and perhaps Neil you letter should be a little more formal and less convivial, e.g. miss out the ‘hopes’ and just say we will get back to them.

We should as suggested aim to get this initial letter out this week and then follow up with the detail the strategy of which we can discuss

Roger Ellis

From: Jane Haswell [mailto:jane.haswell@pieuk.co.uk] 

Sent: 18 May 2011 19:51

Subject: RE: Issues of Concern 

Neil,

I suggest you include an initial sentence that the content and tone is of great surprise (or alternative wording) as UKOPA considered the relationship with HSE to be positive/constructive. This is important as the underlying theme of Peter’s note is that UKOPA has reneged on this.

Regards

Jane  

From: Jackson, Neil W [mailto:neil.w.jackson@uk.ngrid.com] 

Sent: 18 May 2011 19:28

To: Phill Jones; Roger Ellis; Jane Haswell; rodmcconnell@btinternet.com

Subject: RE: Issues of Concern 

I propose sending the following initial response, any comments?

Peter,

just a short initial note to let you know that I have received and read your e-mail listing your concerns around pipeline risk assessment and TD/2. We will need a bit of time to consider and respond to the issues that you have raised, hopefully UKOPA will be able to provide you with this response within the next couple of weeks. I am hoping we can agree a way forward with the issues that you have raised that addresses your concerns and that we can continue to work together co-operatively on pipeline risk assessment issues. I believe we have established a good working relationship in the last couple of years and have made a lot of progress. I think this co-operative approach is to the overall benefit of the pipeline industry and is the best way improving pipeline safety within the UK. 

Regards 

Neil Jackson 

From: Phill Jones [mailto:phill.jones@pieuk.co.uk] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2011 1:25 PM

To: Jackson, Neil W; Roger Ellis

Subject: RE: Issues of Concern 

Hi Both,

For what it is worth, and based on my experience, I would recommend that an initial response is sent fairly quickly expressing surprise at the content and tone of the letter, and confirming that a formal response will be prepared and sent within say one or two weeks (it could easily take two weeks to do this) . I agree with the offer to discuss but would  strongly recommend that this included in the second letter so that the Association would have its formal and well considered response documented and registered. It appears to me that Peter Harper has changed his position and attitude for some political reason and to enter into discussions without responding formally would in my opinion weaken UKOPA’s position.

Regards,

Phill Jones

From: roger.ellis@shell.com [mailto:roger.ellis@shell.com] 

Sent: 18 May 2011 13:07

To: jane.haswell@pieuk.co.uk; neil.w.jackson@uk.ngrid.com; 

Subject: RE: Issues of Concern 

Neil,

Whilst I support Jane’s sentiments and views and think we need to be careful in the tone of our response. We have developed what I thought was a good working relationship with HSE and this letter and the tone comes a bit out of the blue.

I agree with an immediate response but very much expressing our surprise and the offer of routes to resolve the issues and differences rather than tackling any in the letter. I think the offer of a face to face meeting would be a good idea. 

We do need to understand what has driven the issue of this letter to determine the best way of tackling it. It seems to be going back to the old ways of an adversarial approach which I hope is not in anyone’s interest.

We have a management council meeting next Tues and a number of other people should be available on Wed as you indicated to discuss   

Roger Ellis

Manager Pipeline Group

From: Jane Haswell [mailto:jane.haswell@pieuk.co.uk] 

Sent: 18 May 2011 10:29

To: 'Jackson, Neil W'; Ellis, Roger A SUKOP-ENG/90/01; 

Subject: RE: Issues of Concern 

Neil,

Rod and I have discussed the letter from Peter, and we feel that UKOPA should send an immediate response stating i) surprise at the content and tone of the letter, which is against UKOPA’s understanding of the current relationship with HSE and HSL, and ii) that you are taking advice and will provide a  formal and comprehensive response on behalf of UKOPA.

I agree with the comments Neil (MacNaughton) sent yesterday. Rod has made the point that UKOPA had established what we understood to be a good working relationship with both HSE and HSL, and it would be a pity to loose this. It may be worth sending a quick written response to the letter as above, and then suggesting a meeting to discuss the detailed response so that Peter is aware of the stance UKOPA is taking  before receiving the full reply.

Regarding the full reply I feel this should be drafted diplomatically and should cover all points raised, but should also point out that UKOPA cannot simply agree to change code documents which have been drafted with expert input and full consultation (Including HSE) simply because HSE does not agree with them. This comment relates specifically to slabbing and depth of cover, and I will draft a response for all to comment on.  The letter notes that HSE has provided comments informally, we acknowledge this but must point out that in these discussions, we have stated that HSE/HSL’s stance does not agree with the UKOPA view, and more detailed discussions are needed to ensure both views are understood, and a common position established. Rod has pointed out we have not responded yet to HSL’s review of TD2 – we will prepare a response but can say there are errors in HSL’s interpretation which will require discussion.

Finally, I recommend that this is considered urgently by the Management Council, and the UKOPA response established and implemented urgently

Regards

Jane  

From: Jackson, Neil W [mailto:neil.w.jackson@uk.ngrid.com] 

Sent: 17 May 2011 17:57

Subject: FW: Issues of Concern 

All,

I have received the attached latter from Peter Haper in HSE.  I am not sure what has prompted this letter, other than that there appear to have been a number of issues around TD/2 recently that have caused the HSE concern in terms of how it is being used and interpreted.  As you can see the whole tone of the letter is very strident and formal (e.g. starting with the e-mail being sent to Mr Jackson).

I suggest we need to put together a response that is robust in responding to the issues raised but also tries to reduce the temperature a little.  I will discuss these issues with those of you who are attending the UKOPA seminar next week, I will also arrange a telephone conference subsequently for the other RAWG members that are not attending the seminar.

Please pass on any initial comments,

Regards 

Neil Jackson 

From: Peter.Harper@hse.gsi.gov.uk [mailto:Peter.Harper@hse.gsi.gov.uk] 

Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 11:54 AM

To: Jackson, Neil W

Subject: Issues of Concern 

Mr. Jackson,

Please find attached a letter which outlines a number of issues that are of concern to HSE. I hope the letter is self-explanatory.

I await your organisation's response.

Regards,

Peter J Harper

HID CI5G

Tel. 0151 9513411

"barry.mackay@sgn.co.uk" <barry.mackay@sgn.co.uk>View contact detailsTo: Jane/Neil 

Agree that we need to respond in a positive (cooperative) manner stressing the effort put in by both parties and advising a detailed response will follow. 

 We certainly want to respond point by point to the other issues to ensure all the issues raised are dealt with. 

I agree with Jane's comment that we can not as an organisation change TD/2 or 8010. We can presumably put forward to these bodies a view that having worked with the HSE as operators we feel the approach (rational) needs to be reviewed. I think that is all we can do (and we can only do it once a new approach is agreed). 

Reading between the lines the HSE appear to have been put under pressure and have reacted following some unsatisfactory/difficult meeting involving themselves, the Scottish Government, Perth and Kinross Council and in this case BP as operator. The main grievance appears to be that having discussed the issue at length with UKOPA and having expended much effort they did not expect TD/2 or 8010 to be brought forward on the ground as the defining document for decision making or to have slabbing proposed as a satisfactory solution. Surely the response is that we understand their concern and wish to resolve the matter but that they should understand that nobody in an operating company is in a position to unilaterally step forward and change the agreed TD/2 or 8010 approach. Whilst the companies are discussing the matter with the HSE through UKOPA an individual operator who will have knowledge of that discussion as some levels is not in a position to instruct personnel out in the field that there will likely be a new standard soon or to divert from the use of current documents. The principle is that people in the field work to the current standard until the change is developed, assessed, agreed and signed off/authorised. 

Whilst the situation that occurred at the meeting may be undesirable or awkward I can not see how the HSE would expect it to be otherwise until a new standard is in place or at least some sort of bulletin is issued by UKOPA and the companies issue an instruction to relevant staff. 

My words may not be at the right level diplomatically but hopefully reflect the underlying principles that have perhaps been missed. 

Regards 

Barry

"Hall, Phil" <phil.hall@uk.bp.com> 

Neil

As far as the BP reference is concerned, this was a political meeting at which HSE were very upset with the Scottish Government and the local council. They had completely ignored the HSE's advice and had granted planning permission for T in the Park. The meeting was for the HSE to re-state their objection and the outcome of the meeting from their point of view was successful. The Government and Perth and Kinross Council committed to move the concert within a couple of years to another location nearby. The landowner will lose out and will be looking for compensation from us.

I deliberately stayed away from the meeting as it was not a technical meeting, but it stayed into technical areas. When the BP Wayleaves representative described how they managed TPA risk at T in the Park, HSE stated that 80% of the failure frequency is mechanical, with TPA only 5%. This is an ongoing disagreement we have, and is so different to what we believe, it all went downhill after that. I had previously made our Wayleaves people aware of the potential for getting risk reduction from slabbing and it was at this point that it was mentioned.  

Yes, happy to discuss when you're ready. 

Regards 

Phil 

Phil Hall 

To: "Jackson, Neil W

Oh dear! There is a lot of self-justification in the letter - is it as much aimed internally as externally? Have the HSE been embarrassed by recent events?

regards

Neil Macnaughton

Process Safety Specialist

INEOS Chemicals Grangemouth Ltd
From Jane Haswell May 2011:-

The tone of the letter is disingenuous in that HSE seeks to belittle UKOPA and make assertions which are not true.

It is clear that HSE wish to stop specific developments adjacent to the BP Forties pipeline, and rather than call an enquiry on the grounds of safety which would generate major political and commercial reaction, instead want UKOPA to change its advice regarding good practice risk mitigation which is in line with pipeline codes and therefore force industry to take responsibility for restricting development.

Regarding comments on the review of TD/2 and PD 8010-3, this document was sent to UKOPA for information, no response was invited. A response has been prepared, this shows there are a number of factual inaccuracies in the review. This is unfortunate as UKOPA offered to meet with HSL and explain the background to the development of TD/2 and PD 8010-3. In addition none of the technical background papers referenced in the documents or supplied by UKOPA to HSE/HSL have been taken into account. 

TD/2 and PD 8010 pt 3 both went through a rigorous development process, in which HSE were requested to become involved in on several occasions. The documents were subject to major challenge, UKOPA initiated independent review work which was taken into account, and there were two major public consultations. Taking this into account, technical feedback (particularly inaccurate and uninformed feedback) at this stage is counter productive.  

The key issue is that HSE do not agree with the risk reduction factors for slabbing and depth of cover, but they do not acknowledge the reasoning applied by UKOPA. Instead, rather than acknowledge a difference in opinion, the letter states that TD/2 and PD 8010-3 are in error, this is misguided and misinformed. In this respect, HSE are now inappropriately inferring that their lack of involvement in the development of TD/2 and PD 8010-3 means these documents are incorrect, and in addition the lack of acknowledgement of the main pipeline code principles that are behind the logic is renders HSE as professionally isolated. To achieve consensus it is necessary to become involved in the development, and in this respect HSE have failed both in the detail and frequency of their involvement in work undertaken by UKOPA. This was invited on several occasion and not achieved. In the event of major, escalated criticism, this will be made public by UKOPA and the code bodies. 

