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Proposed Scope of Work for Revision of TD/2 and PD 8010 pt 3
Outline of Required Revisions:-

1 Title – Change of title to Application of pipeline Risk Assessment

Purpose - to remove the inference that the standards apply only to LUP.
2 Look at how to revise TD/2 and PD8010 Part 3 to provide greater distinction between the assumptions that would be made in LUP cases against assumptions that would be made for ALARP assessments.
Purpose - to address concerns raised by HSE.

This will require specific discussion between senior UKOPA representatives and HSE, and allocation of actions for specification of drafting requirements.

3 TD/2 & PD 8010 pt 3, Section 8.2, Factors for Reduction of the External Interference Failure Frequency for use in Site-Specific Assessments

i) Depth of Cover - Revision of Figure 9

Purpose – Revision of Figure 9 in accordance with depth of cover analysis carried out by GLND for UKOPA, plus any additional work actioned. Initial assessment is that the revised curve proposed by GLND will result in an increase in predicted risk level of approximately 50%.

ii) Slabbing - Revision of Table 2

Purpose – Revision of current reduction factors of 0.16 and 0.05 to be replaced by single reduction factor of 0.1, in accordance with slabbing analysis carried out by GLND for UKOPA. This will decrease risk levels at sites with slabbing + protection installed by a factor of 10 (rather than the current decrease of a factor of 20).
4 TD/2 Appendix 3 & PD 8010 pt 3 Annex A, Summary of HSE Methodology for the Provision of Advice in the Vicinity of Major Accident Hazard Pipelines in the UK.

Purpose – HSE to draft revisions for approval.
5 TD/2 Appendix 4 & PD 8010 pt 3 Annex B, Failure Frequencies for UK Pipelines 

i) A4.1, B2 All damage mechanisms

Purpose – review and update reference to UKOPA Failure data. 
ii) A4.2, B3 Prediction of Failure Frequency due to external interference

Purpose – Major update, address comments raised by HSE/HSL.
Options:-

1. Major simplification – remove generic failure frequency curve, FFREQ predictions and example calculations, replace with outline of requirements for predictive methodology, UKOPA damage statistics & hit rate and benchmark predictions.

Advantage – will minimise effort, allow publication and application of damage statstics and provide transparent guidance.
Disadvantage – potential difficulties obtaining agreement of methodology and bench mark solutions with HSE. 

Note:- UKOPA’s strategy should be agreed before commencing work.
2. Outline requirements for predictive methodology, update the generic failure frequency curve, include UKOPA damage statistics, hit rate and benchmark predictions, remove FFREQ predictions and example calculations.

Advantage – will be feasible in reasonable timescale, and allow publication and application of damage statistics.
Disadvantage – potential difficulties obtaining agreement of methodology and bench mark solutions with HSE. 
Note:- UKOPA’s strategy should be agreed before commencing work.
3. Review and update – retain but update generic model, include UKOPA damage statstics,  update FFREQ.
Advantage – retains current structure.
Disadvantage – will require significant time and effort updating FFREQ, potential difficulties agreeing with HSE -  a) FFREQ update (ie inclusion of microcrack model), b) predictions and examples. 

Note:- UKOPA’s strategy should be agreed before comencing work.

Option 2 is recommended

iii) A4.5, B8,  Pipeline Failure Frequency due to Ground Movement

Purpose – Update Table 13 to include of leak frequency, update section on man made ground movement
Options:-

1 Simple revision to Table 13 to include leaks based on assessment of UKOPA & EGIG data, add explanatory text on man made ground movement.
2 As above plus inclusion of pipe wall thickness correlation (as presented by G Leach to RAWG).

3 Carry out joint programme of work with HSE/HSL to provide predicted man made failure frequencies.

Option 2 is recommended, Option 3 to be postponed until next revision.

6 TD/2 Appendix 5 & PD 8010 pt 3 Annex C, Examples of Site-Specific Calculations 

Purpose – Update existing examples to take account of revisions. 

Outline Programme
	Activity
	Target date

	Confirm agreement of revisions to DoC recommendations
	End September 2011

	Circulate scope for review and comment,
	RAWG, comments by end September 2011

	Discuss and agree scope with HSE
	NJ and RE to discuss with PH – UKOPA meeting 20th October 2011

	Consider how to revise risk standards to provide greater distinction between LUP and ALARP assessments
	UKOPA to prepare approach, and arrange UKOPA/HSE meeting - mid November.

	Technical meeting to agree scope and actions
	Late November 2011

	Prepare technical justifications and draft changes (assume recommended options are selected)
	End February 2012

	Review and comment by Technical Review Group
	End March 2012

	Prepare worked examples 
	End April 2012

	Review and approve worked examples
	Mid May 2012

	Submit revisions to main Committees (TD/1 and PSE/17/2)for approval
	Approval by end June 2012

	Prepare DPCs and issue for comment
	July – September 2012

	Address comments and finalise published documents
	End November 2012

	Publish revised documents
	End December 2012
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