Comments on Revisions of TD/2 and PD 8010 Part 3
	Page
	Section
	Comment

	IGEM TD/2 V7

	All
	
	Consistency between “external interference” and “third party damage” (see, in particular, Appendix 5)?

	All
	
	Inconsistency in font size.

	17
	4.7.3
	This paragraph implies that the risk assessments in TD/2 are fatality based whereas HSE’s risk assessment are dangerous dose based.  The sensitive population is accounted for in HSE’s method by assuming a lower risk criteria rather than using the same risk criteria but a lower consequence threshold.  This may be covered in notes 3 and 4 on the next page.
As an aside, some populations are described as sensitive because of society’s “duty of care” rather than just a difference in vulnerability to thermal radiation.  There is also an element of “difficulty to organise and evacuate” with these populations.

	24
	6.7
	This should include “thermal effect distance” to match the text on Figure 7.

	27
	8.1.1
	HSE would not consider the other causes to be negligible.  To do so would require error free monitoring and maintenance systems.  Since these are operator based, there is always the potential for mistakes, etc.  You appear to recognise this in Section 8.1.3.

	27
	8.1.4
	I think ref. 28 should be ref. 29.  Has this been written yet?

	34
	8.3.1
	I think ref. 28 should be ref. 29.  

	46
	A4.1
	No mention is made of the critical defect size described earlier in the document (e.g. S4.4.1)

	47
	A4.2.1
	For information, the values on Figure 13 are approx. 2/3 of those that HSE would calculate and the df=0.72 line on Figure 14 is 10% less than HSE would estimate.  This will lead to differences in calculated frequency values between TD/2 and HSE LUP assessments and could cause difficulties.  Is it worth including a note to this effect?

	49
	A4.2.2
	Table 3: Figure 7 should be Figure 8. Figure 8 should be Figure 9.
I assume that the 3 example pipelines are X65 steel.

Using the formula on Figure 9, I think Rwt for example 2 should be 0.25 not 0.28.

	50
	A4.3.1
	The absence of ruptures does not mean they cannot happen.  HSE assumes a low, non-negligible value.

	53
	A4.5.1
	Figure 8 should be Figure 15.

	58
	App 5
	Under “Mitigation Measures”, the risk reduction value of 0.05 is still used rather than the 0.1 value given in Table 2

	60
	App. 6
	For information, the frequency values in Table 8 lower than HSE would calculate.  This will lead to differences in calculated frequency risks between TD/2 and HSE LUP assessments and could cause difficulties.  Is it worth including a note to this effect?

	PD 8010 Part 3 Dec 2012

	All
	
	Inconsistency in font.

	5
	Foreword
	PD 8010-Part 3 is no longer new since this is the 2nd version of the document.

	8+
	
	Figures 1 to 6 are missing.

	15
	5.2
	Should this document include critical defect lengths for substances other than natural gas; these are given already in TD/2.

	21
	6
	Test below Figure 5 is a repeat of some of the text above Figure 5.

	24
	7
	Figure 7 is missing but the replacement figure appears appropriate.

	28+
	8.2+
	Figures 8 to C.3 are missing.  Replacement Figures 10 to B.3 appear appropriate.

	
	
	

	
	
	N.B. The relevant comments on TD/2 above should be applied to PD 8010 part 3.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


