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PIPELINE RISK ASSESSMENT ISSUES
Dear Dr Harper,

This letter is in response to the letter that you sent to me as Chairman of UKOPA on the 9th May 2011 raising a number of issues of concern to the HSE.  I have highlighted each of the issues raised in your letter in the attached Appendix and provided a UKOPA response against each of these issues.

As stated in my initial e-mail response to your letter I am surprised by the tone of the comments in your letter, I had thought that UKOPA and HSE had established a good working relationship in the last couple of years which I believe has been to the mutual benefit of both parties.  I feel that we have made a lot of progress around the issues you have raised and UKOPA would want to continue to work with the HSE to further progress these issues. I recognise that progress in some of the areas has not been as quick as probably both parties would have at times liked, but I believe that this is quite often the case when dealing with difficult technical issues across a number of different organisations.  

As I mentioned during our recent telephone conversation I would like to arrange a meeting with you to discuss how we can improve our working relationship as soon as convenient. I believe that this would be a good initial step in ensuring that UKOPA and HSE can continue to work together productively to the overall benefit of the pipeline industry.  UKOPA consider that in future the scheduling of regular technical review meetings, say every 3 months, would also be a positive step forward in ensuring that the outstanding issues are progressed in a timely manner.  We would be interested in your views on this suggestion. 
I am hoping that the attached Appendix adequately addresses your concerns and that  we can continue to work together co-operatively on pipeline risk assessment issues. 
Yours faithfully

Neil Jackson
UKOPA Chairman
APPENDIX

Pipeline Slabbing

HSE Comment:- It is a little disappointing that we have not yet received a UKOPA response (to the HSL review of UKOPA report on slabbing produced by GLND) to this review given the urgency which you claim is needed in resolving the differences of opinion between UKOPA and HSE.
UKOPA Response:-

The e-mail that I received from Dr Keeley stated the HSL document was going to the HSE Panel meeting and that the document was being provided for information only, so UKOPA did not believe that they were being invited to comment.  I had an informal discussion with you regarding the HSL report at the UKOPA meeting in Leeds in February and it was at this meeting that you mentioned that you would be interested in our comments.  Subsequent to the UKOPA meeting I asked GL Noble Denton to review the HSL report on UKOPA’s behalf which they have now done.  We will be providing comments as result of this review in a separate communication to you. 
HSE Comment:- 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.  
UKOPA Response:-

It is inappropriate for me to comment on a specific site meeting between a UKOPA member company and individuals from the HSE that I was not present at, but you should note that any views expressed about slabbing at this meeting were not made on behalf of UKOPA or as a result of any discussion regarding this specific case with UKOPA prior to the meeting.  Slabbing is a protection measure that is required by the pipeline design codes in some cases and as an option in other cases, so I believe it is understandable and reasonable that it will be raised at meetings where pipeline risk reduction measures are being discussed.   
HSE Comment :- 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.

UKOPA Response:-

The risk reductions for slabbing in TD/2 and PD 8010-3 are broadly in line with values that have been applied by the pipeline industry for 30 years. These values are not considered to be in error or unsafe.  In fact further reducing the risk reduction factors for slabbing as the HSE is suggesting means that it is less likely that slabbing will be used as a pipeline protection measure by pipeline operators in the future.  This is because the perceived benefit in terms of risk reduction would be reduced when pipeline operators undertake a cost benefit analysis as part of their ALARP demonstrations.  This could have the end result that pipelines will be less safe in future as fewer pipelines will be slabbed.
As mentioned in our response to an earlier comment we will expand on our views on the proposed risk reduction factors in a separate communication to you covering our response to the HSL report.  You should note however that we propose recommending to the relevant standards bodies that TD/2 and PD 8010-3 are amended to include a note stating that the recommended values are considered to be appropriate for cost benefit analysis but when considering the acceptability of planning applications the HSE may choose to apply lower risk reduction factors because of their duty of care. 
IGEM/TD2 and BS PD8010 Part 3

HSE Comment :- 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.

UKOPA Response:-

Depth of Cover – data collected by UKOPA and EGIG indicates that the failure frequency due to external interference reduces as depth of cover increases beyond 1.1 m.  TD/2 included a proposed correlation between depth of cover and failure rate, this was based on the best information that was available at the time that the code was published, and was believed to be reasonably conservative in that the benefit of depth of cover is only identified up to 2.0 m depth and the maximum benefit claimed was a factor of 2 risk reduction.   
This reduction factor was given significant consideration, and was considered to be a good reflection of best practice.  Following further discussions with HSE and HSL after the publication of TD/2 UKOPA have agreed to review this work to improve this correlation, noting that the current risk reductions quoted in the codes are low.  This work is ongoing and it is not at a stage where we are able to recommend amendments to TD/2.  Although we believe that the current correlation could be improved we do not believe that it results in any significant errors when undertaking pipeline risk assessments. 

Slabbing – see above
Pipeline markers – TD2 and PD 8010-3 note a reduction factor Rmp for additional high visibility marker posts, as this was a measure that HSE specifically required for the uprating project carried out by National Grid (then Transco) in 1999.  The benefit in risk reduction terms of pipeline markers, as I am sure you will appreciate, is very difficult to quantify and some judgements will need to be applied in defining these values, TD/2 and PD 8010-3 do not recommend a risk reduction factor.  It is however believed that marker posts must provide some benefit (otherwise the code would not require them) and therefore it is appropriate that they should be recognised in TD/2 and PD 8010-3 as a potential risk reduction measure.

Surveillance - UKOPA’s view is that surveillance is an important measure in controlling external interference in specific situations (eg managing R area infringements and infrequent large events), and that that risk reduction due to more frequent surveillance is applicable to risk management of short term/temporary events/developments, and in fact should be encouraged rather than not applied.
For both pipeline markers and surveillance a similar argument as slabbing applies, i.e. if the codes show there is not any benefit from applying these measures then pipeline operators will not apply them and pipeline will become less safe.

In summary, TD/2 and PD 8010-3 represent industry best practice and try to reflect the risk benefit of the protection measures recommended in the relevant primary pipeline codes TD/1 and PD 8010-1.  Both these primary pipeline codes allow risk assessment for operational risk management. 
HSE Comment :- 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.

UKOPA Response:-

The codes TD/2 and PD 8010-3 make it clear the risk reduction factors apply to external interference only, both in the main text and in the examples given.

HSE Comment :- 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.
UKOPA Response:-

We understand that IGEM were asked when the TD/2 was being updated and they factually answered that their documents are revised once every five years.  In the case of TD/2 the responsible IGEM committee, the IGEM Gas Transmission and Distribution Committee, has agreed that because it is a new document that an update sooner than the standard 5 years will be undertaken (I know because I chair the committee) and the intention is to commence a review of this document in the coming months.  Independent of this review as mentioned earlier some more immediate amendments of the documents have already been sent to the IGEM and BSi for their consideration.  

HSE Comment :- 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.

UKOPA Response:-
This report was sent to UKOPA for information, a response was not invited. A response is however now being prepared.
Gasoline Pipelines

HSE Comment :- 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……….It is difficult to see what more HSE/HSL could do to keep you involved whilst retaining our independence.
UKOPA Response:-

At the UKOPA meeting attended by HSE in February, HSE requested UKOPA comments regarding how proposed changes to PSR 96, including the classification of gasoline as a dangerous fluid, could be achieved without legislation. It is in this context that comments regarding UKOPA input to the approach to the risk assessment of gasoline pipelines were made. 

However with respect to gasoline UKOPA submitted a proposal for how LUP zones could be implemented for gasoline pipelines in 2007 (UKOPA paper 14 Feb 2007) by assessing inner zones based on pool fire distance, and middle and outer zones based on risk, all based on principles outlined by the Atkins report CRR 210/1999.  At a meeting at Bootle with HSE on 2 November 2007, HSE promised that UKOPA’s proposals would be considered by HSL in due course. However UKOPA have not received a reasoned response to these proposals, and furthermore, the calculation methods for the zones now proposed by HSE are unclear and have not been shared with UKOPA.

Depth of Cover

HSE Comment :- 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.
UKOPA Response:- 

See earlier comments regarding depth of cover.

HSE Comment :- Again, no statement has been issued to users of TD2 or PD8010 Part 3 to highlight the potential errors that would be introduced if the current values continue to be used.

UKOPA Response:-
See earlier response with regard to amendments that are currently being progressed.

Additionally TD/2 and PD 8010-3 were drafted by an expert industry panel and comments from HSE were actively sought during the consultation process. The preparation of the documents was subject to challenge, independent expert review and full public consultation.  All the comments received including the HSE’s were addressed prior to publication. 
We believe that these documents have undergone a more rigorous review and consultation process than would normally be required for a new standard.  However we accepted that these additional levels of review and scrutiny were necessary as our aim was to produce a document that represented industry good practice and would be accepted by all of the relevant technical experts and key stakeholder groups.  
UKOPA/HSE Relationship

HSE Comment :- 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.
UKOPA Response:-
UKOPA considers that an open relationship with HSE is of great importance and wishes to ensure this can continue.  It should however be recognised that this is the first time that we are aware of that pipeline risk assessment methodology has been codified in this way anywhere in the World.  You should note that we have had a lot of interest from other countries when the work that UKOPA has been undertaking in codifying risk assessment approaches has been presented at international conferences.  As with all standards we expect the documents to evolve as knowledge and approaches develop. To draw parallel, Edition 1 of TD/1 is a long way from Edition 5 but it was generally accepted that Edition 1 was the best reflection of pipeline design, operation and maintenance requirements at the time it was issued.  
TD/2 states that the document is not intended to replace HSE methodology but to provide a consistent methodology that pipeline operators and developers could apply when presenting a case to a Local Authority.  We believe that these documents are resulting in safer pipeline networks in the UK by helping pipeline operators understand pipeline risk management and supporting a consistent approach to quantified risk assessment based on sound assumptions, recognised risk models and supported industry data.  We would hope that the HSE would be supportive of this approach.  UKOPA does not consider these documents to be in error, but will look to improve their content in future editions
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