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DICUSSION ON WHAT SHOULD GO INTO THE FAULT DATABASE APRIL 2005

All,
One of the actions arising from the FDMG meeting on 8th March 05 was to agree a reporting protocol for all operational faults (excavated only). Attached is a first draft for you to comment against and to raise any issues associated with this. Please pass your comments back to me by Friday 15th April.
Thanks.....Ray


Roger,
While much of what you say is sensible, not having a lower limit on definition of a fault is not when it comes to the practicality of entering historic data. When you look at this data in detail it can be of no possible use on deciding overall failure rates of pipelines in general.
Have you tried to apply it to records of the Shell 6" and 12" in the MultiRoute which were built to similar standards as TPEP?

When we exposed TPEP before slabbing it at the M&S car park at Warrington we recorded 60 wrap defects in 200 metres. Most of our pig digs find some sort of marking when we get down to the pipe -either from the natural roughness from the pipe manufacture process , or dressing in the mill. It is examined and classified as insignificant in terms of pipe integrity. What then is the value of recording it in the database? What I am trying to establish is a limit to screen out what may be termed the natural variability of pipe from the 1960s.

Your point about sites of ac corrosion less than 0.2 mm deep is an interesting one. At this level it is little more than a wrap fault – what is the initiation of the wrap fault? However theorising on this would not be helped by looking at the overall UK fault database, where 99.9% of the
pipeline mileage has not been examined for this -it is well below the reporting threshold for intelligent pigs. You have only found these small initial sites from the presence of more developed defects - which quite correctly should feature in the database.

Ken Thomas   Huntsman Petrochemicals, Runcorn Pipeline Office,


from: Roger Ellis
Subject: RE: Fault Reporting Protocol 
Ken,
Whilst your table makes logical sense I do not think it is realistic to go back and classify all the defects in the existing database. I think what you have established is a screening tool for use in the complete data base.i.e. you could screen on 1. failure, 2. fault with measurable metal loss
(>0.2mm), and 3. fault with no measurable metal loss (<0.2mm).

I do however believe it should not be left to the operator to decide if or not to put the fault in. All faults identified should be entered in the database and if they are insignificant then could be filtered out when screening the data. The fundamental principle of the fault database is to
record all known faults on pipelines. How we analyse them afterwards is a secondary issue and not putting them in because an operator decides they are not important is not the way forward and may cause us to loose some of the potential benefits. i.e. using the criteria for C some of the faults we found resulting from AC induced corrosion would not be in the database which would not be acceptable.

Roger Ellis Manager Pipeline Group Shell UK Oil Products Limited

From: Ken E Thomas 
Sent: 05 April 2005 13:16
Subject: Re: Fault Reporting Protocol
Ray, Robert, Roger (around the ragged rascal ran!)
To try to address this to all parties satisfaction can we set it up in the same manner as we have on the infringement reporting database ie to classify the entries knowing that different operators data will not be to a consistent standard at the lower significance end. I have set this out in the table attached. There may be other details to be discussed further eg how is cracking
classified - my inclination is that it is not a class in itself, but should be entered as information against eg the dent in the full database. Fatigue ( should it ever become an identifiable fault ) would go in with corrosion. Also I have set the limit at which metal loss has been/can be reliably
recorded as 0.2 mm - this figure could be amended in the light of other opinion - but we need some definition such that we can easily separate out our entries such as "light corrosion - unmeasurable" or "grind marks from mill"

Ken
Huntsman Petrochemicals, Runcorn Pipeline Office,

Subject: Re: Fault Reporting Protocol
Ray
Following suggestions from Ken and Roger, I would add the following. I support that only faults investigated from excavations should be recorded, i.e. features identified by on-line inspection but not investigated are not recorded. However, coating repairs and minor grind repairs should be recorded, so I would support removing the 0.2mm threshold - it is better to record even minor faults, and these can then be screened out, if necessary, during the appropriate database query.
Regards
Robert Owen Safety and Engineering National Grid Transco


Ken,
Whilst your table makes logical sense I do not think it is realistic to go back and classify all the defects in the existing database. I think what you have established is a screening tool for use in the complete data base. i.e. you could screen on 1. failure, 2. fault with measurable metal loss (>0.2mm), and 3. fault with no measurable metal loss (<0.2mm).
I do however believe it should not be left to the operator to decide if or not to put the fault in. All faults identified should be entered in the database and if they are insignificant then could be filtered out when screening the data. The fundamental principle of the fault database is to record all known faults on pipelines. How we analyse them afterwards is a secondary issue and not putting them in because an operator decides they are not important is not the way forward and may cause us to loose some of the potential benefits. i.e. using the criteria for C some of the faults we found resulting from AC induced corrosion would not be in the database which would not be acceptable.
Roger Ellis Manager Pipeline Group Shell UK Oil Products Limited
I agree with Kens comments though felt we need to record all physical faults inspected. I have suggested a further revision to the reporting protocol which is attached. Once it is agreed it needs to be embedded within the actual database.
Roger Ellis

From Ken Thomas

Without wanting to labour this issue, I feel this needs further description and examples to avoid variation in interpretation.

As I see it we have 2 aims which may at times conflict. It is thro structuring this protocol that we can best ensure that both are met.
a) To include as much info as possible so that analysis can be made.
b) To ensure that minor incidents or findings are not mis-interpreted as significant and hence result in an over-stated failure frequency.
While all incidents or departures from the norm on a major hazard pipeline must be treated seriously, many are of very low consequence and do not contribute to the overall risk from the pipeline.
Only pipelines that are regarded as buried are included. These may have short stretches at beginning and end, or at feature crossings, that are above ground. Fully ag pipelines have a different design philosophy and are subject to different failure mechanisms. Or should we exclude all ag sections altogether?

Compressor and let-down stations and metering installations are not included. Intermediate block valve compounds are included, but seal or joint leaks that are due to wear or adjustment are not. Should there be a seal failure due to blow-out or fracture of a sealing element, that should be included.

Intelligent pigging may find many low-level defects or variations in wall thickness. Only those considered of significance to justify excavation and further examination shall be entered in the database.

Subject to these definitions, then I would propose the revised protocol as attached.

Ken



