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COMMENTARY: 
 
Further to an enquiry from Peter Waite and subsequent review by Mike Acton, Jane Haswell 
and Neil Jackson, amendments have been proposed to IGEM/TD/2. 
 
The correspondence, proposed amendments and suggested improvements for the next review 
are given below. 
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Correspondence 
 

Comments from Mike Acton on Peter Waite’s Proposals 
 
Page 14 - PARTLY ACCEPTED 
  
The suggestion is not correct, because the risk transect could be constructed for different dose 
criteria, not just "Dangerous Dose or Worse", as described in the third paragraph on the same 
page.  It is factually correct as written, but it would be better to amend the last sentence just 
to say: 
  
"Distances to specified Individual Risk levels can then be obtained from the Risk Transect." 
  
  
Page 15 - NOT ACCEPTED 
  
1st comment - para 1 
  
It is clear from the description in the following sentence that the HSE Individual Risk criteria 
presented in Figure 5 are based on the "historical risk of death" so no change is necessary. 
  
2nd comment - para 2 
  
Again, this is clear from the text of the following sentence that says the zones are based on 
the "dangerous dose or worse" and so no change is necessary. 
  
  
Page 28 - ACCEPTED 
  
Building burning distance - The criterion for damage to property is either the 'spontaneous 
ignition' of wood where self-ignition occurs, or 'piloted ignition' where ignition occurs at lower 
flux levels due to the presence of materials that ignite at lower levels of thermal radiation 
(such as plastic, fabric and vegetation) and then act as a pilot flame. 
 
Secretariat Note: Definition to be included in IGEM/G/4 
  
The results in Appendix 5 and Appendix 6 should also state that they are for the piloted 
ignition of wood. 
  
  
Pages 30 and 31 - NO RESPONSE REQUIRED 
  
  
Page 34 - ACCEPTED 
  
Agreed as suggested. 
  
  
Page 41 - PARTLY ACCEPTED 
  
Agree that "Diameter" should be "Wall Thickness" in Table 5. 
  
However, I don't think we need to repeat the definition of "Pin", "Hole" and "Rupture" every 
time as long as they are defined where first used, i.e. under Table 3 (which does need the 
note to be linked to the table properly). 
  
  
Page 44 - ACCEPTED 
  
Delete “Detailed predictions, including results for pipelines located in S areas, are given in 
A4.2.5.” 



Correspondence 
 

I suggest replacing it with: 
 
“An estimate of the failure frequency for S Area pipelines can be obtained by multiplying the R 
Area hit rate by a factor of 4 (Section 8.1.5).  More accurate predictions can be obtained using 
the FFREQ model, which is available to all UKOPA members via the UKOPA website.” 
  
Page 49 - ACCEPTED 
  
Agreed as suggested. 
  
  
Page 53 - NOT ACCEPTED 
  
The casualty criterion used in this example is defined above on the same page, and does not 
to be repeated.  In any case, we are using the 1800 TDU criterion. 
 
  
He has missed a couple of other points which I would like to add to the list: 
 
 
Pages 37 and 38 
  
The x-axes for all figures should be labelled "Pressure (bar)". 
  
Page 51 
  
The first description in Table 13 has the words "affected by" repeated twice.  Delete one of 
them! 
  
The caption for Table 13 is incorrect.  It should read: 
 
"Table 13 - Pipeline Rupture Failure Frequency due to Natural Landsliding" 
 
Secretariat Note: Amendment already issued in February 2009 for title to Table 13. 
 
 
 



Proposed Amendments 
 

IGEM/TD/2 
COMMUNICATION 1737 

2008 
 
The following amendments (January 2009) apply to all copies of IGEM/TD/2 published in 
December 2008. 
 
Table 3 Delete table and notes entirely and substitute: 
 

DAMAGE 
MECHANISM PIN*1 HOLE*2 RUPTURE*3 TOTAL 

% 
Pin 

% 
Hole 

% 
Rupture 

Third Party 0.006  0.04 0.011 0.057 10.5 70.2 19.3 

Ext Corr 0.035 0.011 0 0.046 76.1 23.9 0.0 

Int Corr 0.003  0 0 0.003 100.0 0.0 0.0 

Mat & Con 0.063 0.013 0 0.076 82.9 17.1 0.0 

Ground Move 0.003 0.004 0.002 0.009 33.3 44.4 22.2 

Other 0.052 0.019 0.002 0.073 71.2 26.0 2.7 

Total    0.264    

 
*1 Equivalent hole diameter up to 6 mm 
*2 Equivalent hole diameter greater than 6 mm but less than pipe diameter 
*3 Equivalent hole diameter equal to or greater than pipe diameter  
Units in failures per 1000 km yr 

 
Table 5 Delete table and notes entirely and substitute: 
 

WALL THICKNESS 
(mm) 

PIN HOLE RUPTURE TOTAL 

< 5  0  0.162  0.061  0.223 
5 to 10  0.012  0.049  0.006  0.067 
10 – 15  0  0.012  0.004  0.016 
> 15  0  0  0  0 

 
 
A4.2.3 3rd paragragh, delete: 

 
Detailed predictions, including results for pipelines located in S areas, are given 
in A4.2.5. 
 
and substitute with: 
 
An estimate of the failure frequency for S Area pipelines can be obtained by 
multiplying the R Area hit rate by a factor of 4 (Section 8.1.5). More accurate 
predictions can be obtained using the FFREQ model, which is available to all 
UKOPA members via the UKOPA website. 

 
Table 11 Delete table entirely and substitute: 

 
WALL THICKNESS 
(mm) 

PIN HOLE RUPTURE TOTAL 

< 5   0.262  0.04   0   0.302 
> 5 ≤ 10   0.031  0.015   0   0.046 
> 10 ≤ 15   0  0   0   0 
> 15   0  0   0   0 

Units in failures per 1000 km yr 
 
 



Proposed Amendments 
 

Table 13 1st Column, 2nd row delete text in the cell entirely and substitute: 
 

Slope instability is negligible 
or unlikely to occur, but may 
be affected by slope 
movement on adjacent areas 

 
 



Suggested Improvements for Next Edition 
 

Section 5 Delete the following sentence from the 5th paragraph: 
 

Distances to risk levels of 10-5, 10-6 and 3 x 10-7 can then be obtained from the 
Risk Transect. 
 
and substitute: 
 
Distances to specified Individual Risk levels can then be obtained from the Risk 
Transect. 

 
A3.8(c) Delete Note 2 to second indent and substitute: 
 

Note 2: The location of very large sensitive developments, for example very large hospitals, 
schools, and old people’s homes, is restricted to outside the outer zone (see also 
Section 7), 

 
Figure 12 Delete figure entirely and substitute: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Suggested Improvements for Next Edition 
 

Figure 13 Delete figure entirely and substitute: 
 

 
 
Figure 14 Delete figure entirely and substitute: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Suggested Improvements for Next Edition 
 

Figure 15 Delete figure entirely and substitute: 
 

 
 
Appendix 5 Add under title of Appendix: 
 

Note: The results in this Appendix are for the piloted ignition of wood. 
 

Appendix 6 Add under title of Appendix: 
 

Note: The results in this Appendix are for the piloted ignition of wood. 
 




