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Record of Meeting with Z Chaplin, HSL, 2nd Nov 2011, HSL Buxton.


            
RAWG/11/032
Present:-




             

Z Chaplin 
HSL



R McConnell
UKOPA

J Haswell 
UKOPA


1 Meeting Objectives 

It was agreed the meeting was informal, the main points to be addressed were:-
I) HSL access to the UKOPA database
II) Discussing correspondence relating to the HSL review of TD/2.

III) Reviewing outstanding issues discussed with HSE/HSL in November 2010.
2 HSL Access to UKOPA Database
R McConnell has supplied the UKOPA database including all data requested to Z Chaplin. Z Chaplin confirmed receipt, but has no had time to review in detail. She asked if depth of cover data was included. R McConnell confirmed that the recorded depths of features investigated is included but the design depth of cover is not included. He confirmed the addition of this data to the UKOPA database is being considered, as this information is notified to HSE. Z Chaplin confirmed that P Harper is using this data in his consideration of the effect of depth of cover.
Z Chapin to review, confirm acceptability and request additional information as required.
3 HSL Review of TD/2
The HSL review of TD/2 and the UKOPA response to this were discussed. The following points were noted:-

i) Z Chaplin stated the purpose of the HSL review of TD/2 was identify differences between  the methodology in TD/2 and PD 8010_3 and that used by HSE. 

ii) A number of HSL points relating to methodology had been recorded to describe the differences between the HSE and industry methodologies. Such differences relate to in the predictive models for external interference (PIPIN and FFREQ) and use of failure data (eg HSE do not apply reduction factors to corrosion or material and construction defect failure rates recommended in TD/2 and PD 8010_3, and will continue to use CONCAWE data for spiked crude pipelines) and were not intended to be critical of the industry methodology.

iii) Z Chaplin noted a number of areas in the documents where additional notes clarifying where the HSE methodology differs would be helpful. It was agreed that the HSE methodology, noting any differences with the industry methodology, would be confirmed in the updates to TD/2 Appendix 3 and PD 8010_3 Annex A. 

iv) Z Chaplin stated that the use of reduction factors for external interference in the current versions of the standards is not clear and requires further explanation. J Haswell and R McConnell confirmed that it was intended that further explanation and detail of  the generic model would be included in the updates, and further explanation of the application of risk reduction factors to this model will be included. 

v) A significant content of TD/2 Appendix 4 is considered by HSL to be approximate. In addition numerical and typographical errors in TD/2 Appendix 4 (not the equivalent PD 8010_3 Annex B).  It was confirmed that UKOPA now considered the majority of this content would be removed to simplify the appendix/annex in the update. Any remaining content containing errors identified by HSL will be corrected.
Z Chaplin confirmed that the HSL report on the review of TD/2 was still draft, and this would be revised to address UKOPA feedback where appropriate.  However she stated on several occasions that she expected HSE’s methodology and approach to risk assessment would always be more conservative than Industry’s approach, and therefore total agreement would never be achieved.
R McConnell asked how the HSL review and updates of PIPIN and MISHAP were progressing. 
Z Chaplin confirmed the PIPIN update is complete. She also stated that the update involved changes to make the software more reliable and to include HSL’s update of operational failure data (as detailed in the report provided to UKOPA for comment), no significant changes in the methodology had been made. The five damage distributions used by PIPIN have been updated using UKOPA damage data and applying the statistical analysis developed by Penspen for UKOPA. Z Chaplin agreed to send the report detailing the changes to PIPIN to R McConnell and J Haswell.

The update of MISHAP is in progress and is expected to continue over the next couple of years, and HSL are discussing consequence modelling with GLND. However, she stated it was unlikely that the update of MISHAP would include the same methods as used in GLND’s PIPESAFE.
In discussion it was noted that the requirements of HSE with respect to setting conservative LUP zones would differ from industry risk control requirements. It is possible the updates to PIPIN and MISHAP might result in significant changes to existing LUP zones, although revision of LUP zones is not currently planned.
4
Outstanding Issues
The issues discussed with HSE and HSL in November 2010 were discussed as follows:-

i) Reduction factors for depth of cover – J Haswell confirmed that further work is being carried out by GLND, and it is intended the report should be available for consideration at the RAWG meeting planned for December, and that once agreed by UKOPA it will be sent to HSE.
ii) Material and construction defect failure rate for spiked crude pipelines  - R McConnell noted that as a result of HSL’s analysis of CONCAWE data, the failure rate used by HSE is high, This has been raised on a number of occasions, and is the cause of the high failure rates applied to BP’s Forties pipeline. Z Chaplin agreed to review and confirm the current recommended failure rate.

iii) Classification of the Palaceknowe incident – this incident is classified as a rupture under “Other/Ground movement” by HSE. J Haswell noted that P Harper had agreed to review the incident to confirm whether HSE would classify as a component failure rather than a pipeline failure. Z Chaplin stated no change had been agreed.

iv) Ground movement failure rate – Z Chaplin stated that HSL were reviewing in detail the reports covering the derivation for a failure rate for natural landsliding supplied by UKOPA. She noted that an error had been identified in the calculated average wall thickness for pipelines in zones 4 and 5.  She stated the review should be complete by early 2012, after which discussions on further work, including possible joint work with UKOPA could commence. 

