RAWG F-N Curves Comments Feb 05

From Ken Thomas

Hi Rod, Interesting reading.
Your argument on p7 that the assessment should be based on a measure of the area of p/l corridor affected by 1 incident seems v sensible. What I then don’t follow at present is how this leads to your final statement " the effect is that the   IGE/TD/1criteria is then significantly lower (more stringent) than the HSE criteria." Maybe this needs more explanation for non-experts like me! I would have expected that applying over a smaller area made it less stringent.
Your case is based on situations conforming to TD1 - p3 bottom half. What happens when the conclusions are applied to the St Gregory's School/Cromwell Ave situation?
Are we going to be in trouble?
A thought that struck me is the IG/TD/1 curve above the line is labelled "Tolerable risk (if) based upon ALARP considerations". Surely there must be an area of intolerable risk whether ALARP is satisfied or not – as indicated by the higher HSE line.  Have re-attached including some suggested typo amendments.
(See attached file: UKOPA Paper on Societal Risk F-N Curves ktrev.doc)
Ken                   Huntsman Petrochemicals, Runcorn Pipeline Office,
Tel 01928 512677, fax 01928 512644, mob 07889 310696

From Neil Macnaughton

Rod, 

It looks an interesting paper on an important topic. I've passed it on to Mike Considine as he was involved in the original Canvey Island and ACDS work on transport.  We had a lot of discussion on some of the points with the HSE as part of their work on our site COMAH reports - esp, what FN-target to use and why. We disagreed quite strongly with their use of the Canvey Island work which in our view ignored the original application and seemed to be adopting targets without any consultation.  I think there's a difference between using the aggregated FN curve for a whole pipeline (which represents the risk of something nasty happening on the pipeline operation considered as a whole - of interest to an operator for reputation and for operators and national politicians for overall risk management purposes) and the aggregated risk to a specific local population, which is of interest to a planning authority.  As your report shows, different ways of applying the criteria give different results and there's a need to understand the underlying questions in deciding the way forward. 

Neil

From Richard Espiner 

Only had time for a quick skim through this, but some initial thoughts:
1. I agree with Ken that for completeness there needs to be a second 'intolerable' line as proposed by the HSE. however I expect that TD/1 doesn't include this because if you were to get that far outside the TD/1 curve you surely wouldn't be satisfying the code any more. 

2. Societal risk should apply to the society i.e. a group of people, not to the pipeline. This distinction doesn't matter when we are addressing fixed hazardous installations because it is always the same people who are affected if there is an incident, but a cross-county pipeline effectively links several areas of higher risk with large areas of
negligible risk in between. What is needed is some way to divide the population along the pipeline route into discrete groups, and assess the risk to each separately. An analogy is how would you treat a group of people who live in a town between 2 fixed hazardous installations?
3. One big problem I have with the TD/1 F-N curve (Jane will remember this from the distant past) is that it has a slope less negative than –1 at low N i.e. it is not risk averse - from a visual examination of the curve it seems that the 'acceptable' frequency for 10 casualties is a quarter of the frequency for one casualty. To me this brings the whole curve into disrepute. It comes about because the curve is actually an envelope constructed around a large number of risk assessments. Andrew
Francis and I spent a lot of time thinking about these issues when we worked at Advantica, I can't remember all the hard sums now but it might be an idea to get Andrew involved in the discussion. Look forward to debating this in March 
Regards Richard 
From Peter Davis

Rod Interesting paper. You note in the introduction that HSE have questioned an operators demonstration of ALARP. We have a quick debate at on of the WGP meetings when the topic of societal risk was raised. Steve Chatfield stated that HSE would have difficulty judging an ALARP case for a pipeline and currently would consider ALARP to be code compliant. This probably does not help here! At this stage I am not sure what we are trying to demonstrate here apart from the fact that it is not as easy to judge a pipeline as it it a fixed site. In addition, do we want to open a debate on ALARP for pipelines or are we happy to stick to the current HSE position (if they would confirm this) that code compliance is considered a suitable judgement of ALARP. i.e are we potentially opening a can of worms here which does not need t be opened? Note sure would like opinion of others who are dealing with MAHP's. Regards  Peter 
