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NOTES OF UKOPA / HSE MEETING
HELD AT DARESBURY ON 9™ FEBRUARY 2001

Attendance:

K Allars — HSE T Findlay — UKOPA (BP)

R Turner — HSE P Siddals — UKOPA (Transco)

N Briscoe — HSE R McConnell - UKOPA (ABB Eutech)
D Bosworth — HSE J Haswell - UKOPA (Advantica)
BACKGROUND

The meeting had been agreed by HSE (K Allars) in response to requests by
UKOPA relating to:

1) Initiating joint work with HSE to develop pipeline risk criteria for use in
the provision of land use planning advice. UKOPA had proposed that this
work should extend work previously carried out jointly by Transco and
HSE to develop risk criteria for high pressure gas pipelines (ref. letter
from T Findlay, UKOPA Chairman to S McCready-Shea, HSE Pipeline
Safety Policy - April 2000).

i) Establishing a route for UKOPA input to the Fundamental Review of
Siting and Land Use Planning Policy for Pipelines (ref. letter from T
Findlay, UKOPA Chairman, to N Starling, Chairman, Major Hazards Sub
Committee — June 2000).

HSE POSITION RE RISK ASSESSMENT AND LAND USE PLANNING

R Turner clarified the HSE position for Transco pipelines, stating that, with
respect to the joint Transco / HSE work relating to risk criteria and their use in
land use planning advice, a methodology had been developed by HSE and
actioned for practical trials. However, experts involved (M Bilio, P Wright) had
moved on, and as there were flaws in the model and issues not taken into account,
the overall methodology had not been rolled out for routine decision making. The
current status was that field units use a BPD-based decision matrix to confirm the
acceptability of proposed developments. Where acceptability could not be
confirmed, the case is referred to MSDU. MSDU carried out more refined
consequence modeling and risk analysis prior to either advising on acceptability
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or referring to the MSDU LUP ‘Panel’ for peer review and decision. All critical
decisions were taken on the basis of risk.

R McConnell requested an explanation of the existing flaws and outstanding
issues in the methodology. R Turner explained the flaws related to:

1) Consequence modeling is currently limited to vertical gas jets only.

i) The weighting of failure rates for high pressure operation requires further
consideration (R Turner acknowledged the publication of the UKOPA
database was seen as major progress in this respect).

Outstanding issues relate to how shelter from thermal radiation is taken into
account (this is a major issue when considering large outdoor events /
developments such as pop concerts and arenas etc).

T Findlay asked how cognizance was taken of the use of engineering methods to
protect pipelines from damage, such as slabbing.

R Turner confirmed that HSE recognized the value of these techniques, but that
slabbing or depth of burial may not be considered to give sufficient protection in
some situations (e.g. where a development was proposed within the ‘fireball’
radius from a rupture of a rural pipeline). J Haswell / P Siddals stated that as
slabbing and depth of burial were widely used as pipeline protection measures by
Transco, an HSE view that these techniques did not offer adequate protection
could have major implications. It was agreed further discussion on this issue was
needed outside the meeting.

R McConnell asked how transparent HSE could make the final panel decision
process. R Turner explained that it was HSE’s intention to make all its processes
as transparent as possible, but details of individual decisions are only available in
case papers, which are confidential.

R McConnell asked if HSE considered whether expert peer review had a role to
ensure consistency. R Turner stated that the purpose of the panel approach was to
ensure consistency. HSE inspectors would be prepared to discuss the basis for
decisions with operators in respect of relevant individual cases and HSE aims to
be as transparent as possible regarding the general approach and methodology.

R Turner stated that the HSE procedure for dealing with LUP cases in the vicinity
of gas pipelines could be forwarded to UKOPA on request.

J Haswell to request HSE procedure for providing LUP advice.

Action: JVH
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With respect to non-Transco gas pipelines, R Turner stated that decisions had
always been made on a risk basis, although inner zones may be on the basis of the
‘“fireball radius’, and while this would continue, the software tools were not
considered robust enough to be issued.

R McConnell stated that a distinction must be drawn between risk and most
severe consequence, in most cases the probable frequency of this event means that
on a risk basis, mitigating action is difficult to justify on an ALARP basis.

R Turner stated that for land use planning issues, HSE provides advice to the local
planning authority under planning regulations. HSE advises on safety aspects of
proposed developments in the vicinity of notified pipelines. The intention of the
advice is to ensure that safety aspects are given proper consideration in the
decision on the granting or otherwise of planning permission. In giving this
advice, it is assumed that the risk from the pipeline has been controlled ALARP
so that LUP considerations are based on residual risk. Any decision to modify the
pipeline to enable a development to proceed is not for HSE but is rather for the
developer and pipeline operator, presumably, generally as a result of commercial
considerations.

T Findlay stated that in reality, pipelines are safe but if seen to be difficult to deal
with under legislation, operators will resort to road / rail transportation which
poses a much higher societal hazard.

R McConnell supported this point, stating that the published risk levels around
airports were:

Inside 10™* — removal of development
10 to 10” — new developments limited
Outside 10 — no restrictions

P Siddals stated that the issue related to the view that pipelines were not viewed
as transportation assets, but as extensions to chemical / hazardous installations.

R Turner stated that although pipelines are used for transportation, in any
location, they are full most of the time, whereas in the case of tankers, their
presence is transitory. R McConnell acknowledged this, but stated the societal
risk issue was associated with the cars/lorries etc. which followed the tanker and
would be affected in the event of an accident at any time and in any location.

R Turner stated that HSE had considered the issues, and felt that there was no
justification for further controls/limitations to be placed on road/rail transportation
at this time.
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R McConnell asked if this issue could be tabled for further discussion. R Turner
agreed this may be useful although any issues involving road/rail would involve
other bodies as well as HSE.

UKOPA input to LUP Policy

Returning to UKOPA’s requests, K Allars proposed that a pipelines specific
working group reporting to the Major Hazards Sub Committee be formed. This
working group could then discuss and work on pipeline specific issues, reporting
to the MHSC and ultimately to ACDS.

This forum would allow issues of pipeline risk assessment methodology, risk
criteria and associated Land Use Planning aspects to be presented and debated
within a joint industry/HSE group to help mutual understanding and resolution.

Decisions on new methodology or criteria are ultimately taken by HSC through
the ACDS Committee, so joint representations to ACDS from a pipeline sub-
group would be the most effective way to influence pipeline policy.

K Allars suggested that UKOPA considers this suggestion and responds in writing
to HSE (K Allars), suggesting a chairman, constitution, terms of reference etc.

HSE would then draft a proposal to the MHSC for approval. This was agreed.

Action: UKOPA (R McConnell / JV Haswell

HSE FUNDAMENTALREVIEW OF RISK

D Bosworth reported on HSE’s work to date. The fundamental review was likely
to propose that risk levels / criteria be reviewed and revised if no longer valid.
The final report should be available by August 2001. HSE expect that work to
address the recommendations will be mandated through ACDS.

In response to a request from UKOPA for access to the reports to date, D
Bosworth stated the reports had open government status and could be forwarded
to interested parties on request.

J Haswell agreed to request reports on behalf of UKOPA.

Action: JVH

PSR Amendments

UKOPA representatives acknowledged HSE’s request for a limited discussion
only on this topic. HSE agreed to give a brief update only at this meeting.
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N Briscoe stated that the route for any changes could only be effected through
formal consultation, approved by Ministers. Ministers would expect the proposal
to be clearly justified in terms of costs and benefits, and that stakeholder interests
and concerns had been fully considered.

With respect to emergency planning issues, following a brief discussion, K Allars
stated that UKOPA has stated its point, and a middle ground between operator
considerations and the stance for legislative requirements does not exist. HSE
confirmed the decision to include emergency planning requirements had been
made by ACDS, so the area for discussion must now centre on what is needed for
compliance.

J Haswell confirmed that, following clear confirmation that the decision to

progress these amendments has been taken, the UKOPA EP Work Group would
work with HSE to draft compliance requirements.

4. ANY OTHER BUSINESS

T Findlay, in closing remarks, thanked HSE for attending the meeting, and for
proposing a way forward for discussion of mutual issues concerning pipeline risk
assessment and Land Use Planning.

JVH/CH
08.04.01



