PIWG 16 016
[bookmark: _GoBack]From: Paul.Grant@hsl.gsi.gov.uk [mailto:Paul.Grant@hsl.gsi.gov.uk] 
Sent: 06 April 2016 08:50
To: Pailor, Graeme <Graeme.Pailor@SABIC.com>
Cc: Neil Jackson (neil.jackson@nj-se.co.uk) <neil.jackson@nj-se.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Engineered Composite Repairs research programme

Graeme 

Many thanks for your note. I have answered your specific questions below, but there are a couple of points worth mentioning. 
Firstly, it will be the Steering Group that dictates the direction, priorities and focus of the project, within the structure of the existing scope of work. We have tried really hard during the development of this programme to reflect the views of the stakeholders (operators, repair companies and HSE) about what they want the focus to be and how they want to see the project delivered, rather than dictate what we think are the issues that should be addressed. As such, the proposed programme provides sufficient detail on the objectives and approach behind each work package, but not too much that is prescriptive so that the steering group can still influence the detail (for example, geometry of test samples, inspection techniques they wish to be evaluated, etc). 

Your thoughts on whether the programme sufficiently addresses any specific issues around buried pipelines is a reasonable question. I believe the aspects of long-term integrity that we will be considering are just as relevant for both applications (above ground and buried) but it may be that there are some additional considerations that your members would like to see addressed. David and I would be very happy to discuss this with the membership if it helps, to see whether those concerns can be reflected in the programme. 

Look forward to hearing from you soon. 

Best wishes 

Paul 



1.    Is the project primarily aimed at ‘above-ground’ assets? 
The initial scope of work was agreed upon by a number of UK offshore oil & gas operators and repair companies. As such, this reflects their main applications (pipework and vessels). 
2.    Who were the consultation group who took part in the scoping sessions? Did this group include any pipeline operators? 
The following companies attended one or both of the scoping workshops: Shell, BP, EnQuest, Taqa, CNRI, BG Group, Maersk Oil, Petrofac, Marathon Oil, WTR, Belzona, Clockspring, Furmanite and IMG Composites. Since then we have also engaged with National Grid, Petroineos, Sellafield, Chevron, Stork, Woodside Energy, Dana Petroleum, Centrica and Essar amongst others. 
3.    You mention below that the project will go ahead with a minimum funding level. Will all 5 of the topics outlined in the brochure still be addressed? 
The minimum funding level has been established as a point at which we believe we can address all 5 of the topics at some level. As outlined above, the Steering Group will own the project and will therefore define the priority work packages and the relative levels of effort given the budget. Our intention is to continue to recruit further partners once the project starts but again, it is up to the Steering Group how it wants to address this. Our proposal at this time is to secure the necessary financial commitment from our partners, obtain project commitment through an agreed contract, but only to countersign these once the minimum funding has been reached. 
4.    If no further industrial partners come forward will the existing partners be expected to increase their contribution to meet the full funding requirement? 
As above, all the work packages can be addressed within the minimum funding but it will be up to the Steering Group if it wishes to raise the contribution level to allow a more detailed programme if further partners are not forthcoming. Our intention has always been to develop the detail behind each work package once the Steering Group has been formed. 
5.    In work package 1 the scope suggests that partners will be expected to bring existing experience to bear. If there is no / limited existing experience within the UKOPA members how will we be able to contribute to this package? Will our inability to bring forward existing experience invalidate our participation in this group and hence mean we cannot access the results? 
We are already aware of a range of procedures from which we can draw good practice. Of course, our interaction with dutyholders is far wider than will be reflected by the steering group alone and they will be able to decide whether further input from outside the group is valuable. 
6.    We have similar concerns regarding work package 3 about our inability to supply ‘used’ examples of composite repairs from buried locations. 
We already have a number of decommissioned repairs in the lab, plus the promise of further examples to look at. Our expectation that these will be made available to us whether or not the operator joins the partnership. In this instance, any specific experimental data from the analysis of the repair would be shared with the operator but clearly the wider review would not. 
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