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FAULT DATABASE EMAIL DISCUSSION JAN-FEB2005

Roger Ellis e-mail Feb 16 2005

The criteria we employed in reporting was to report any metal loss no matter how small that we have physically verified on the pipeline. What this has meant is for NWeP when we first identified AC corrosion we were digging to inspect defects that we would of historically not looked at, as we needed to understand the nature of the defect. We have therefore a lot of defects with very small metal losses. This surfaced in the analysis that Jane did when the HSE were questioning if the Transco data was representative of the other pipelines.

For the meeting there are 2 issues:

1. How the data is used
2. How the data is reported.

The latter is probably easy to agree but we need to ensure that it does not lead to an incorrect interpretation of the data.
Jane has to leave after lunch so we need to look at how the data is used as one of the first items or perhaps in the RAWG meeting.
I have copied Jane and Rod in this note as it links closely with the work they are doing.
Roger Ellis
Manager Pipeline Group Shell UK Oil Products Limited

From: Hicks, Ray 
Sent: 16 February 2005 11:18

Subject: RE: UKOPA Fault Data
Ken, Roger,
So the main issue appears to be what the repair criteria is for piggable lines (i.e. % of wall thickness for general and pitting corrosion) and what the criteria is for instigating excavations from the CIPS and coating defect surveys (i.e. is it all coating anomalies that are excavated, or only where the CP system is not effective and where there is a coating anomaly? – for Transco this depends on the %SMYS of the pipeline). This may of course vary from company to company but once this is understood the group can then agree that whatever is excavated is recorded as a fault with the correct classification and defect sizing as appropriate, unless there is a false indication from the inspection or survey (but this is also useful information in any reliability study, so we may wish to include a 'false indication' field also, but that it is not recorded as a fault). If the criteria for excavation is different there may need to be a means of
recording this criteria also. 
(Nb: I also wanted to raise the current 'Extent of Damage' classification i.e. Coating Only, No loss Slight, No loss Severe, Product Loss Slight, Product Loss Severe and Fracture, as these may also be confusing, Lots to discuss at the next meeting!
Rgds.......Rays

From: Ken E Thomas 
Sent: 26 January 2005 18:38

To: Ellis, Roger A SUKOP-CME/20/01

Roger, Ray
Agree it is important to debate further to get best value out of database. My problem though is that we have around 1500 cases of recorded wrap defects from the time when we were doing Pearson surveys. I am sure that we have debated this in the past and concluded that the one
fairly standard definition is whether a repair ie a cut-out or clamp/shell, has been required.
A means of getting the best out of the database , while recording all possible data would be to classify inputs as: 

A Leaks

B Damage/corrosion requiring cut-out or clamp/shell
C Damage/corrosion - dress and wrap only required - probably still
needs a minimum metal loss value.
D Wrap repair only
E Other incidents ?

Also need to fit dents into this somehow.

One could assume that A and B might then be fairly consistent across the population, but CDE would depend on how hard people have looked and recorded - comparisons between pipelines should therefore be treated very cautiously.

For the future if we can agree on standard criteria for investigation of OLI /CIPS /DCVG these could be used , but our experience is that it is very unusual to find nothing when one follows up an inspection anomaly, even though the sizing may have been conservative. Decisions on what to dig for further investigation will be very much history and context related. e.g. on NWEP I would expect that anything that might be construed as ac corrosion would receive a lot of attention! 

Ken
Huntsman Petrochemicals, Runcorn Pipeline Office,

Roger Ellis 

26/01/2005 09:50 Subject: RE: UKOPA Fault Data 
I agree with Ray, we have recorded all faults we discovered. A repair in my opinion is making any change to what you find, be it coating damage repair or a structural repair. What I believe we agreed to include was anything that was physically found. i.e. if you had a pig/CIPs/DCVG of whatever indication but had not verified it by exposing the location then these were not included, but everything found was. I feel we need to establish a clear set of rule for reporting so  confusion does not occur in the future.
An item for the next FDMG agenda.
Roger Ellis

From: Hicks, Ray 
Sent: 26 January 2005 09:30
Subject: RE: UKOPA Fault Data
All,
The issue of criteria for data entry (damage) is important. Speaking on behalf of the Transco Fault Data Collection scheme I can say that we record ALL damage data where the fault was excavated, so that includes coating damage only as well as more serious defects. Ultimately the number of faults will effect the incident frequency and the defect size distributions, parameters that will affect the integrity / reliability of the pipeline which is then used in Risk Assessments.
My recommendation is to record any level of damage that is discovered. Any other views?
Rgds.....Ray

From: Ken E Thomas 
Sent: 25 January 2005 16:15
Subject: UKOPA Fault Data
All,
I attach a spreadsheet summarising the WGEP faults entered in the Huntsman section of the UKOPA Damage Database. (See attached file: WGEP faults.xls)
Technically we have over-reported in that only faults 1 and 2 meet the criteria set for entry ie that a repair was adjudged necessary. 
I will check that this is not penalising our record - I dont think so on the data published so far since that has all been based on leak incidents. However with the advent of the mechanical damage model it may be the case that the more damage that is reported, the higher the  predicted failure rate will be. It may therefore be that even though we encourage all incidents to be reported, it is appropriate that an indicator is set on whether the criteria for damage are met.
Linton / Mike
From the records held in the pipeline offices are we happy that this is a full picture?
I am not sure of the remit that Jim gave Dave Slater on data collection – I assume all Scottish sector faults have been entered, but this should be confirmed.
I will compile a similar table for TPEP, but this will have many more entries.
Ken
Huntsman Petrochemicals, Runcorn Pipeline Office,
‘-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Roger Ellis email 27 April 06 Hydrotest data

It is proposed that we include hydro test failure data in the fault database. The logic and rationale I support as does Robert Owen from Transco. I would welcome any comments.
Simon, 
Can you please review with Robert how we can ensure the old Transco data is captured in the UKOPA database and how we can include the data from other member companies.

Any questions please get back to me.

-----Original Message-----
From: Jane Haswell
Sent: 25 April 2006 13:04
To: Ellis, Roger A SUKOP-ENG/61/01
Subject: FW: UKOPA and Hydrotest Failure Data

Roger,
Please see note below from Andrew Cosham. He makes three significant poin ts which are worth urgent consideration by the UKOPA FDMG, my interpretation is:-

i) the UKOPA fault data base will not include pre-commissioning hydrotest failures ( mainly because the Transco failures are to be excluded, I assume because they occurred some time ago, were fully investigated and understood, procedures and specifications were amended to prevent future occurrences?) 


ii) Hydrotest failures should be recorded - lack of recorded failures under active monitoring is significant, particularly as manufacturing quality may vary (ref Fluxys hydrotest failure of Corinth pipe - Nov 2004)

iii) The Parloc database., which is held in high regard by HSE, does record this data.

Could this query be considered at the next FDMG meeting? I suggest the FDMG considers:

Can the data be reinstated, if not, can active monitoring be actioned and in addition, can UKOPA publish details of the previous data, as referred to in the IPC 2006 paper.

Andrew - would it be possible to send a copy of the draft paper to Roger for his consideration?

Thanks Jane
-----Original Message-----
From: Cosham, Andrew
Sent: 24 April 2006 17:58

Jane
A question/comment about the UKOPA Fault Database.  The background to the question is that in a paper describing a historical review of pre-commissioning hydrotest failures (written by Robert Owen, Robert Eiber, Jan Spiekhout and myself), submitted to IPC 2006, we have made use of the pre-commissioning hydrotest failure data in the 'British Gas'
Fault Database.  Robert Owen mentioned that the 'British Gas' Fault Database is being archived and that most of the data will now be in the UKOPA Fault Database, but that one of the pieces of information that will not be in the 'new' database is information on pre-commissioning hydrotest failures.

One of the conclusions of the paper is that "Reliable historical data on failures during the precommissioning hydrotest is necessary to quantify trends over time, and to understand the causes of failures.  The pipeline industry as a whole is not coherently recording this data.  It should be."  In simple terms, the premise that hydrotest failures are
very rare is, nowadays, largely based on anecdotal information, because the data is not now routinely gathered.  The data is useful.  The PARLOC reports, for North Sea pipelines, do included limited data on hydrotest failures.

Thought that would mention the existence of the paper (but note that it has not yet been reviewed) and its conclusions, should the type of data that is recorded in the UKOPA Fault Database be reviewed and reconsidered. 
Andrew
