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Executive Summary

Introduction

1. The primary purpose of the IFRLUP project is to implement recommendations (relevant to HID) from the Safety Policy Directorate (now PG) led Fundamental Review of Land Use Planning.  A key recommendation of the review was: 

“The criteria and methodology used for setting planning zones and for “calling in” planning applications should be reviewed and, if necessary, revised and then published.”

2. Product P5 addresses the methodology element by carrying out an appropriate and proportionate review of the models and methodologies most commonly used by HSE’s Methodology and Standards Development Unit (MSDU) in setting Consultation Distances (CDs).  The key aim of the review being to prioritise the models and methodologies by development need.

The Assessment Methodology
3. To meet the needs of P5 and ensure the wide range of models and methodologies used by MSDU were assessed in a fair, robust and comparable way an assessment methodology was developed by a multidisciplinary team which included representatives from:

· The IFRLUP project team

· MSDU

· WS Atkins –(Independent external expert) 

· HSL

· HID OPU

4. The methodology developed was a judgmental process relying on a common team of people carrying out the assessments to achieve a suitable degree of consistency. 

5. The assessment team assessed each selected model/methodology against a set of 3 key criteria and 3 supplementary criteria.  

· Fitness for purpose - How well does the model 
or methodology meet HSE’s risk assessment needs?

· Risk to HSE - Is the model/methodology likely to 
be challenged?


· Wider influences - Are there any external drivers
 likely to require changes?


· Extent of use - How much need is there 
for this model/methodology?

· Likelihood of successful development. - How easy is it 
for development of the model/methodology to be carried out?     

· Snapshot information - Where historic site data 
is used how valid is this data?

6. Each criterion was assessed against a number of sub criteria and scored to assist the later analysis stage.

7. To validate/verify the findings of the assessment team an independent specialist team from HSL assessed a small selection of models and methodologies and compared results with those of the P5 team to ensure the assessments had been thorough, complete and consistent.

8. Also MSDU topic specialists play a key role in advising on use of models and methodologies and were interviewed independently by HSL to provide supporting information regarding where further development work may be required

Prioritising Models and Methodologies for the Assessment

9. With approximately 80 models and 20+ methodologies in the MSDU portfolio it was impractical to assess all of them.  Consequently the models/methodologies were prioritised to review those most commonly used.  (See table below)

	MODELS AND METHODOLOGIES (RISK ASSESSMENT TOOLS)

	STREAM

	TOXIC RISKAT – including assessments of DENZ and CRUNCH (and as applied to chlorine, ammonia and hydrogen fluoride

	PASKER

	MEM

	FLAMCALC – as applied to LPG 

	GASP

	DRIFT

	FIREPEST

	YELLEVAP

	SANDRA

	RASP (as applied to sulphur trioxide) 

	TOEM ( as applied to 20% oleum) 

	REACTPOOL

	PRAM PSR

	PIPERS

	PIPIN

	MISHAP

	TRAM

	POOLFIRE 6

	LPG RISKAT – as applied to LPG


Results

10. There were four elements to the results of this review;

· Model assessments

· Methodology assessments 

· Topic specialist interviews

· HSL independent review

11. The results of these elements were analysed in a thorough multistage approach resulting in the selection of the models and methodologies (see table below) considered most appropriate for development or replacement.


	MODELS AND METHODOLOGIES (RISK ASSESSMENT TOOLS)



	REACTPOOL

	SANDRA

	TOXIC RISKAT

	MISHAP

	DRIFT 

	PASKER


Note: 

· Although only a limited number of methodologies have been individually marked out for development, it is assumed that the model development process will drive that of the methodologies. Any methodology involving a model chosen for development will itself have to be at least revised. 

· The PCAG documentation of methodologies is in general need of updating – this process is at its early stages and is supported by the P5 findings

Conclusions on Assessment Process

12. Overall, it is concluded that the recommendations for development are based on a rigorous analysis of reliable data obtained from the P5 programme, and that those recommendations are justified. 

13. The reliability of the assessment procedure used to obtain the data, and therefore the data generated by it, is fully supported by the conclusions of the independent HSL comparative study.

Key Criteria





Supplementary Criteria
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