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Apologies:
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UKOPA/Huntsman


1 
Notes and Actions of WGP Meeting Held on 28th January 2004
The Notes were accepted as an accurate record of the meeting.

1.1
Actions Arising (Not covered on Main Agenda)
1.1.1
WGP Remit, Terms of Reference and Membership (Previous item 1.1.4)
(i) 

Preparation and submission of a short briefing note and dates for future WGP to A Hall 
(Chairman, MHSC).







Action outstanding – J Haswell














(ii)
Contact LA Representatives on MHSC (Dick Tregea, Halton and Ian Shuttleworth, 
Derbyshire) and ACDS (Val Bowman, Tyne and Wear) with outline of current WPG agenda 
and invitation to attend future meetings.






Action outstanding – J Haswell

1.1.2 WGP Report No 9 to MHSC (Previous Item 8)

Submitted to J Savin, MHSC.







Action Closed

3
Proposals for Future Working
3.1
Letter from and Response to S Coldrick
Reference papers:-WGP/03/0028 (Letter G Walker to S Coldrick – Proposals for Future Working) WGP/04/0027 (Letter S Coldrick to G Walker Re Proposals for Future Working), WGP/04/0030 (draft reply G Walker to S Coldrick) 
G Walker reviewed S Coldrick’s response to WGP/03/0028 (WGP/04/0027, Letter from G Walker to S Coldrick re proposals for future working of WGP), in which S Coldrick i) reported that following an HSE reorganisation, MSDU now reported to Dan Mitchell, ii) confirmed that HSE was resource constrained and resources are directed to the current priority - the IFRLUP project, iii) stated that HSE’s future strategy was to focus upon activities only HSE can do, and iv) advised that industry should progress delivery of the proposed work programme using an independent expert rather than HSE to audit the results.

A draft response to S Coldrick was tabled and reviewed (WGP/04/0030). 
During discussion the following points were made:

· The peer review process for authoritative journal publication is lengthy and may result in an unacceptably long timescale for delivery.

· As part of its new strategy (ref) HSE is moving towards acceptance and use of external expert sources of information, technical models and methodologies.

· HSE has established precedents for requesting reviews on current issues to be carried out by recognised and independent bodies, and providing the review is carried out in a way that all authorities and stakeholders can input to, accepting the risk associated with the results.

· WGP should look to operate a governance procedure to the delivery, review and acceptance of the work on a faster timescale than would be possible via journal publication, and ensure that HSE will accept and apply the results of the process applied to independent review.
It was agreed that the WGP response to HSE should be revised to address the following:-

· The letter to be addressed to D Michell, copy to S Coldrick.

· Acknowledgement of the progress and current status of the IFRLUP P5 output (reported under item 4.1)
· Confirmation that the technical work to be delivered by UKOPA via WGP will be guided by the output of P5 and co-ordinated with P6 such that it supports this and can be input, ratified and approved through the delivery of P6. 
· Propose a joint funding approach to technical work specified to address HSE HID and industry priorities.

· Confirm that technical work will be specified to address the development of technical tools without seeking to prescribe their application. 
It was agreed that J Haswell should revise the draft letter and circulate for comment/amendment.






Action J Haswell

3.2 Chairman’s Report


Reference paper:- WGP/04/0029 – Chairman’s Report – Technical Work Programme.
A draft “Chairman’s Report” summarising the status of the WGP technical work programme and proposing that future delivery is undertaken by UKOPA with review and approval by WGP with formal ratification and acceptance by MHSC and ACDS was tabled and reviewed.

The following points were noted in discussion:

· The report requires redrafting to support the WGP response to D Mitchell, confirm collaboration with HSE IFRLUP, align directly with relevant areas of the current ACDS/MHSC agendas, and ensure that an ongoing route for consideration and discussion by MHSC and ACDS is properly established.

· The report should be structured to present the way in which the WGP has established it’s way of working, the experience to date, pipeline issues identified for future resolution in relation to ACDS and MHSC agendas (ie LUP consultation zones and societal risks) and proposals for future working.  
The report should be presented to A Hall, through his attendance at the next WGP meeting.
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Technical Work Programme

4.1 WGP Interface with HSE IFRLUP
Reference Papers:- WGP/04/0028 (Notes of P5v Meeting at Bootle Held on 31st March and 23rd April to Assess HSE Pipeline Risk Assessment Methods), WGP/04/0031 (Letter R Thomas to R McConnell re contribution to IFRLUP P5 review).
R McConnell provided a comprehensive progress report based on WGP/04/0028, the main points were:-
· One of the P5 recommendations is that the criteria and methodology used for setting planning zones and for “calling in“ planning applications should be reviewed and, if necessary, revised then published.  This recommendation is supported by concerns that have been expressed by some external stakeholders, that the Land Use Planning advice given by HSE is too cautionary.  
[Jane – not happy with this -  P5 was set up to review the methodologies used for setting land use planning zones.  Calling-in planning applications is not connected with this at all.   Also P5 recommendations are not known yet and have not been issued – we are awaiting the report from Richard Thomas which he promised for end of May}
· IFRLUP P5 involves review of existing models (+70) and methodologies (26) used by MSDU to ensure they are fit for purpose. 

· The process applied to the P5 review and scoring (detailed in WGP/04/0028) was comprehensive, well executed and reported. Key decisions are to be reviewed by MSDU Panel. [not sure where you got this from – I think IFRLUP and HID management are more likely to review the outcomes, and make the decisions – no doubt the MSDU panel will review the outcomes, but I am not sure why this is relevant.  Of more relevance is the point that MSDU panel will always retain the right to set and review key technical assumptions relating to the methodology applied for setting LUPs, but that is a fact of life at present, and I do not think it is relevant to record it in these minutes – Rod]
Pipeline risk tools assessed were :-

MISHAP (consequence analysis for natural gas pipelines), PIPIN (pipeline integrity programme for assessment of failure frequency), PRAM (outdated and no longer useable code previously used to set pipeline LUP zones), PIPERS (general purpose pipeline risk assessment, now limited to gasoline pipelines) and TRAM (Toxic Risk Assessment Method, not currently available).
Key points recorded relating to pipeline risk tools are:

· MISHAP:-

The jet fire model (PIPEFIRE) is crude simplistic and may warrant future development, similarly the 
initial gas release model, the current assumptions regarding hole sizes (set during the 
HSE/Transco joint programme of work) should be reviewed. It was noted that HSE assume 
an ignition probability of 50% for proposed developments rather than the 10% probability 
indicated by operational data to account for the higher probability in the vicinity of 
developments.

· PIPIN:-


The development of a new limit state model for the prediction of 3rd party interference 
damage being undertaken by Advantica for UKOPA was noted, together with the possibility 
of incorporating an improved model which would reduce the discrepancies between 
stakeholders was recorded.


The work being undertaken by Transco to modify the assumed “natural failure rate” due to 
geological effects was noted.


A “must fix” recommendation relating the HSE model’s failure to provide realistic 
predictions (particularly in relation to the Transco network) was recorded.


HSE agreed to review  [No  - a copy has been given to HSE, but there is no commitment on their behalf to review it  - it is a personal initiative on my part}  HSE have been given a copy of  the fault tree paper for risk mitigation due to slabbing/marker tape.  , 
[suggest you do not connect the next comment with slabbing – it only applies to some changeable features – some in HSE believe that slabbing could be seen as mitigation without the need for law to enforce it].  but will account for mitigation is generally only included for natural features when it is considered part of the “operating licence” and 
is therefore legally enforceable (this does not account for natural or optional features).

The failure rate data used in PIPIN for natural gas pipeline sis to be reviewed for 
application to other pipelines  [ by whom?  Not HSE]. 

In recording potential development points, it was noted that pipelines give rise to a 
disproportionately large area covered by land use planning, so over-cautious assumptions 
will give rise to a disproportionately large effect on land use planning advice, and in 
addition, the number of referrals to MSDU is considered high in relation to the hazards.   
· PRAM:-


This model was recorded as obsolete and not technically defensible, it is was strongly recommended 
that it is replaced by updates and improvements to MISHAP and PIPIN to enable 
application to other substances.

· PIPERS:-


P5 recorded that this will be used to set LUP zones for [up to] 7000 kms of gasoline pipelines, 
which have to date had no LUP restrictions. It is being reviewed and developed in 
accordance with issues raised by the WGP Technical Meeting on Gasoline Pipelines – 
November 2003. Test cases indicate there is a discrepancy in the prediction of middle 
zone distances which is thought to be due to failure data used. It was noted that over 
simplification resulting in over-cautious advice which may result in difficulties in years to come.would result in disputes which may be 
difficult to defend.

· TRAM:-


Recorded as not currently available. There are a number of short toxic pipelines with no set 
LUP zones, this is actioned for review but the priority is considered low.  
R McConnell noted that the P5 review had identified a number of development requirements, and that through the process HSE acknowledged that a number of pipeline LUP zones needed to be updated. He observed that a number of key development areas are covered by items 1 – 3 of the work programme proposed by UKOPA, and a number of the updated LUPs (ie ethylene, gasoline and spiked crude) are covered by items 4 – 6. 
R McConnell reported that the initial report covering the output from P5 is scheduled for completion (by Richard Thomas) at the end of May. He stated that the methodology applied to the P5 review process was good, it allowed full and open discussion and was comprehensively recorded. R McConnell noted that while the mechanics of the model development requirements identified were straight forward, difficulties lay in the discussion and agreement of the assumptions to be undertaken by the MSDU Panel. He also noted however that the existence of WGOP had allowed an industry input to the dialogue which would otherwise have may not occurred. Finally and in colclusion, R McConnell stated that the P5 review has clarified a wide number of issues and requirements, but as yet there is no route map for their resolution. 
R McConnell reported that the output of P5, to be reported by R Thomas, will be considered by an internal HSE HID research Panel, which will prioritise and allocate finance for in a broader process covering all HSE research requirements. In this respect the original proposal for the P6 process is likely to change, and it is not clear at this stage how P6 is to be delivered. R McConnell stated there may be an opportunity for some developments to be progressed through jointly funded programmes of work.  Jane – this is hearsay and I would prefer that it was not reported.
The need to co-ordinate the WGP work programme with P6 (or its alternative) was discussed in some detail and agreed, and the interest in progressing work through a jointly agreed and jointly funded route was fully supported.
G Walker reviewed a letter from R Thomas (HSE) to R McConnell, thanking him for valuable input to the P5 deliverable for note by WGP. G Walker requested that in responding to the letter, R McConnell should note WGP’s intent to work in collaboration with P6 priorities for pipelines, and highlight the potential for and interest in jointly funded work programmes.   






Action R McConnell

4.2 Gasoline Action List – Progress Review
Reference paper – WGP/04/0022.
The action list generated following the November joint Gasoline Technical Meeting was reviewed and updates noted as follows:-

· MSDU have decided that The HSE methodology will not account for soil permeability.

· Failure rate data requires review ( to be actioned via UKOPA have taken the initiative in developing the CONCAWE database for application to gasoline pipelines in the absence of better up-to-date data)
· Leak detection systems – while most systems have good leak detection systems, their use is not enforceable so they will not be accounted for in the generic HSE methodology.
· Leak rate and pool size are under further review to consider whether the pinhole delayed ignition pool size set at 100 metres should be changed to e.g. 30 metres. 
· The HSE methodology will not include an escape factor from the spreading pool of gasoline as suggested by W S Atkins (escape from the pool fire is allowed for in the HSE fire radiation model but this has little effect on the main assumption of 100% fatalities in the spreading pool).
· The MSDU peer review has actioned further work, the results are not yet available. UKOPA has been requested[not really true – better to say that UKOPA has agreed to review pipeline codes and advise on suggest any justification for a prescribed inner zone.

The action list is to be updated and monitored as part of WGP’s remit to ensure due process is applied consideration of the marginal risk associated with gasoline pipelines. 







Action J Haswell

4.3
UKOPA Update

R McConnell reported that UKOPA is progressing arrangements for delivery of the proposed work programme via the UKOPA Risk Assessment Work Group (RAWG). He noted that following recent discussions with HSE, the RAWG would be requested to [Jane – there is no request – it is purely my initiative – we have an opportunity but there is no commitment on behalf of HSE to accept what we do]  undertake and complete two studies and submit results to HSE:-

i) Justification for definition of inner zone for gasoline pipelines (ie based on a review of existing national and international pipeline codes).
ii) Review and reassessment of CONCAWE failure rate data.





4.1 









Action R McConnell




5
ACDS/MHSC Papers – Societal Risk and HSE Principles for LUP
Reference papers:- Hardcopy fact sheets 1- 8, 10, 11 - WGP/04/0011, IFRLUP Newsletter (hardcopy) – WGP/04/0013.

It was noted that pipeline issues are not specifically identified in the societal risk factsheets currently being considered by MHSC. It was agreed that G Walker would discuss the requirement for specific consideration of societal risk issues relating to pipelines with J Murray and L Murray.






Action G Walker

Any specific action on WGP to identify and advise on societal risk issues relating to pipelines will be progressed initially by S Chatfield, R McConnell and J Haswell.






Action S Chatfield, R McConnell, J Haswell

Electronic copies of MHSC papers to be requested.







Action J Haswell






5.2 

5.3 














6 Chemicals and Pipelines Emergency Planning Group (CAPEPLG)
6.1
CAPEPLG Workgroup – Testing of Pipeline Emergency Plans

Reference papers WGP/04/0023 and 0024)
P Sargent reported that the CAPEPLG Workgroup meeting had been constructive, and had identified a number of points which the revised regulations should address. P argent had written to the HSE solicitor requesting advice, but had not yet received a response.

6.2 CAPEPLG Meeting 10th March 2004 

Reference papers WGP/04/0025 and 0026

P Sargent noted that the outcome of above Workgroup discussion had been reported.
G Walker noted that CAPEPLG Terms of Reference state that WGP will be informed of all pipeline related issues.

No other issues relating to pipelines were covered by CAPEPLG at the meeting.




7. Legislation Update

7.1 UK (Amendments to PSR 96)
7.1.1 
Gasoline Pipelines - MAHP Classification 
P Sargent stated that technical issues had been fully covered in previous items. He noted that the outcome of MSDU Panel discussions relating to risk assessment models and methodology would be required for the associated LUP requirements, but planned to complete formal consultation before the end of 2004. R McConnell stated that discussions with MSDU indicated that the results of the methodology and model developments may not be available within this timescale. P Davis noted that as a minimum, the generic methodology for setting LUP zones would be required in order to complete the RIA for the Consultation Document.   
7.1.2 Testing of Pipeline Emergency Plans.

Update as given under item 6.1. 

P Sargent noted that HSE intended to address both amendments in the same consultation document.

7.2 EU (PSI Work Programme)
No further update. P Davis noted that the PSI is not included in this year’s workplan.



7.3 

8

WGP Report No 10 to MHSC / ACDS

It was agreed that Report No. 9 would cover:



i)
WGP response to letter from S Coldrick, 
ii)
Report on WGP interface with IFRLUP P6 and P6.

iii)
The WGP Review Report and future agenda actioned for MHSC and ACDS attention.
iv)
Progress on risk assessment of gasoline pipelines. 
v)
Amendments to PSR 96.
9
Any Other Business


There were no items of any other business.

10
Date of Next Meeting and Future Schedule

Next meeting confirmed as the 21th July, to be hosted by Transco at Ambergate. 
Following meeting proposed as 13th October (date and venue to be confirmed
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