Health and Safety
Executive

Societal risk:
Background and Challenges

Stuart Reston

HSE Chemical Industries Division

Societal Risk Technical Seminar Buxton, 30t April 2009




Background 2002 - 2006

1100 COMAH sites (370 top tier)

COMAH sites ranked order ‘societal risk’
— Quick FN and Rl-ouvan

Cross-government task group on societal risk

Issues:

— Incremental development
— Large scale development
— Legacy situations

|IChemE review of HSE methodology
Public consultation
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HSE

Proposals for revised policies to
address societal risk around onshore
non-nuclear major hazard installations

List of 55 sites published

Is ‘Societal risk’ an issue

for:

— Land use control?

— Suitability of on-site
controls?

— How?

Policy objectives

— Worker and public safety
— Effective use of land

— Sustainable industry
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CD 212 —response HSE

* Measuring societal risk
skt Hakcateust ators novatistar 1S Populations?

hazard installations

Consent or actual?

1 Introduction

1.1 On 2 April 2007 the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) published, an f?
behalf of the cross-departmental Task Group on Societal Risk, a consultation H a rl I l
document seeking views on a proposal to include, information on ‘societal -
risk’ when assessing safety measures at onshore major hazard installations

and for informing decisions on the use of land for development in areas

Scale aversion?

1.2 A cross-departmental Task Group was set up to consider how to
address societal risk and its impact on economic, social and public health and
safety policy.

®* Scope of the new policy

1.3 Printed copies of the consultation document were sent to key
stakeholders, The document and the initial regulatory impact assessment
were also made available for download from the HSE website. In addition,

. . .
around 6000 e-mail notifications were sent to those who expressed an interest — E XI Stl n O u I atl O n S 7
in the issues. ’
14 By the end of the consultation on 2 July 2007 almost 5000 pecple had

downloaded the consultation document from the HSE website during this MAH ’)

period, 94 responses were received in total, including localiplanning - eve rS e .

authorities, developers, members of the public, employers, Government

Departments, etc. The comments from stakeholders have been analysed to

provide a summary of the views. A list of respondents (table 1) and a
breakdown by category of respondent (table 2) are attached.

R ®* |ssues of mechanism

21 A large majority of respondents were in favour of taking account of - -

societal risk to both the assessment and provision of on-site control measures ’)
and the decision making process for land development around sites. — e ar SI I I I e u n al I I I g u O u S .
Furthermore, for land use planning purposes, most respondents agreed that b} ]

societal risk should be considered when drawing up local development plans
as well as when considering individual planning applications.

2.2 A small number of respondents had expressed concerns about the COSt S h arl n g ?

imprecise nature of the societal risk calculations and whether the existing
methodology was suitable for application in site specific cases. Some
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Societal Risk — moving forward HSE

Departments &
Ministers

Cross Govt. Working
Group - Societal Risk

LPA focus group Societal Risk Technical
(land use planning) Advisory Group




=4 =

LPA Focus Group Meetings HSE

* At what point in the development planning
process does HSE need to give SR advice?

How and Iin what form should HSE's advice
ne?

* Where and how will LAs choose to present
and keep information?
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Technical Advisory Group HSE

To advise, challenge and support the
development of societal risk methodology,
criteria and delivery mechanism.

Prof. David Ball,

Prof. Andrew Evans,

Dr Mark Scanlon (Energy Institute),
— Mr John Galbraith (Sabic UK)

— Dr Paul Davies (Lloyds Register)

— HSE, DCLG and BERR officials




Technical Advisory Group
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Technical Advisory Group
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23 Technical Issues: (1 to 11)

How to represent societal risk? #

As Is or consents?

Scale aversion? #

Onsite & industrial populations
Transient populations

How far to ‘look’ for LUP and COMAH
How far to intervene?

Fatality or all harms?

1.
2.
3.
4.
D.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Building damage? #
10.Vulnerable populations and weighting
11.Risk reduction, passive and active include?




23 Technical Issues: 12 -23

12.Mitigation & building design
13.Emergency response?

14 .Reality checks (on site and populations)
15.Topography?

16.Past performance of site?

1 7.0verlapping sites (legal person issue)?
18.Vvalue added?

19.Need to revisit the list?

20.Updating assessments?

21.IR LUP vs SR calcs & differences in approach?
22 .Legacy and existing populations?
23.Pipelines?
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HSE's Societal Risk Program HSE

® Research....
— Re-examine case for scale aversion,

— Other end points and factors (e.g. building
damage)

— Lessons from others (EU)

— Refine inputs to the societal risk
assessment methodology(s)

— Develop a framework of methods, criteria &
outputs
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HSE's Societal Risk Program HSE

® | and use planning trials

®* Publish research and advisory group
reports

® Guidance on societal risk & COMAH
demonstrations

* Update the 1989 LUP ‘Risk Criteria
Document

* Implement....




