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EXAMPLE BENCHMARKING SUMMARY REPORT FOR "COMPANY A"

versus peer group

POSITION AT A GLANCE s
i } ; IM process indicators \
This study ranks more than 40 key elements of the company’s Integrity Management (IM) processes, practices Overall IM index -6% _ The company is ranked 6% pts below the peer group average in terms of the overall
and results. The table below displays the company’s ranking against three benchmark groups: the peer group P '”f;;tr;“cctfggi = IM index, primarily because of low scores for the PIMS infrastructure and IM practices
. . 0 | . . 0
of onshore gas operators, the regional group of North American operators and the overall study group. Threat management 3% L elements of the benchmarking.The company is ranked 12% pts above the peer group
IM program implementation m average for IM program implementation, which evaluates the extent to which IM
\_ processes and practices are implemented. J
Versus peer group Versus regional group Versus overall study group
Ranking Benchmark Ranking Benchmark Ranking Benchmark B € nC hm ar k 4 External corrosion 67% Th )
percentile position percentile position percentile position position in 2010: Internal corrosion -20% s munuqement ;
scc -25% The company is ranked slightly below (3% pts) the peer group average for threat
579% 9 0f 20 60% 20 of 50 50% 137 of 273 13 7 lncz’r‘jrgstr';&l 2?;;2%2 management. External corrosion, internal corrosion and SCC scored the lowest,
32% 10 of 14 40% 18 of 30 35% 98 of 150 Weother/outgde force all being considerably below the peer group average.
15% 80of9 25% 110f 15 20% 48 of 60 of K Construction/fabrication /
I G G i M expenditures b
Total O&M exper}dithurs The company is ranked significantly above
e 2% (88% pts) the peer group average for overall IM
The company's position in 2010 has improved in most areas compared with 2009. It is ranked 9t out of 20 within the peer group, o Condition stelssm?”t —_—330 exp;nF;itures Encluiingiroodise and reactive
- . . . (g tegrit -50%
20" out of 50 within the regional group and 137" out of 273 (in the 2™ quartile) within the overall study group. e eR”e%'Qﬁig'?Spoﬁ’;,’?e?Qﬁ R indicators). Relative to the peer group average,
) Lost production 2 the company significantly over-spends on reactive
3% party compensation o0t indicators and under-spends on proactive indicators.
\_ %
Note: Detailed results are provided in the full benchmarking report for all 40+ indicators measured and ranked against the peer group,
regional group and overall study group.
Introduction Benchmarking Gap analysis & improvement opportunities
The pipeline IM benchmarking study is designed to meet the Specific comparisons have been performed on: Gaps in the company's IM processes have resulted in a low The top five improvement opportunities for the company are:
needs of global pipeline operators with a desire to understand, o | infrastructure, processes and practices relative p05|t]lon in 2018 as i?(mporef with otherdstudg group 1. |mplement a documented Pipeline Integrity Management
at any point in time: articipants for a number of key performance indicators.
yp ) o « IM program results P P yp ngtem, fo(; example, a PIMS manual/framework
e Current industry IM practices and what constitutes . o . . . . and procedures.
current best rc?ctics ¢ Key technical and cost performance indicators The company can potentially improve its IM index score from P
P 6.8 (out of 10) to 8.5 with a resultant improvement from 50" to 2. Implement a data management system based on an

This summary provides the highlights of the study

e Opportunities for improvement in their own integrit th ilei ' ' ' industry standard data model.
prpoF;roms to mointoﬁw safety and operational pegrfogmonce results and ghould be reqd n combinotion .With the full ;7nuFr)r?k;(;in;lEr:gjg:?r;opilrzvedrzegr:fsup onking by mplementing 3. Est b|'gh th tools and tencies t
while optimizing expenditures benchmarking report which provides detailed results ' - tstablishthe necessary tools and competencies to
for all 40+ indicators measured and ranked against the conduct risk based maintenance and integrity planning.
The purpose of this benchmarking study is to assess the other benchmarking participants. 4. Develop a documented Integrity Management Plan and

effectiveness of the company's IM processes relative to its
peer group, its regional operators group and to the overall
study group.

This study is the third annual study of the five year update at least annually.

benchmarking program. 5. Implement improved practices and procedures for internal
and external corrosion prevention and condition assessment.

Key attributes (compared to peer group of 20 onshore gas operators)

Number in the peer group: 20 B Sl e T Highest 10.0 9.5

Total system length, km 250 ———————— . 5,000 8> 735 75

Number of pipelines 5 Tl 75 6.8

Average pipeline age, yrs 12 —llll 25

Oldest pipeline age, yrs 20 WSS Sy 56

Portion of system unpiggable, % 10% [ A 75%

Volume of product transported, m*/yr | 250,000 ———ll el 1,000,000 Potential improved ranking compared to peer group average, regional

Employees 40 [ — A— 500 All data and charts in this document are for operators group average and overall study group 1% quartile average.

Employees in pipeline integrity team 0 [ (S— 10 illustrative purposes only and do not necessarily Checked bar indicates the potential improvement in the company's

Planned expenditure, $/km-ur 1,000 r & ; 4000 reflect actual benchmarking results. ranking while pale blue bar shows its 2010 ranking.

Unplanned expenditure, $/km-yr 0 [ ——SS"SSSSSSSS= S 1,000 deal COMPANY A Potential  Peergroup  Regional Overall
(2010) improved average operator  study group

ranking average 1%t quartile
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