
 SAWG  

 

SCSC Service Assurance Working Group - Meeting 42 

22nd June 2022, Zoom 

Minutes 

Attendees  
Mike Parsons (MP) – AAIP, Mike Sleath (MS) – Ebeni, Andy Whitehead (AW) – Consultant. James 

Catmur (JC) – JC and Associates Ltd, Kevin King (KK) – BAE Systems 

Apologies  
Davy Pissoort (DP) – KU Leuven 

Agenda  
1. Tunnels as a Service Example 
2. Google Maps Example 
3. IT Service Infrastructure – call for views 
4. Level Crossings Update 
5. TA Comments on Service Assurance Guidance V3 
6. Services Across Boundaries 
7. Guidance Document Update 
8. Services in the News  
9. Covid-19 Services 
10. Actions Status 
11. AOB 
12. Next Meeting 

 
Items are presented in the minutes in the order discussed in the meeting, rather than as per the 
Agenda. The order on the day was optimised to reflect attendees and action progression. The 
meeting slides are available here: https://scsc.uk/file/gs/Meeting_42_Slides_v1-1409.pptx      
 
NOTE: All comments or opinions in these notes are attributed only to individual attendees of the 
meeting, not to their respective organisations.  
[Actions are presented in the form N.Mx where N is the meeting number, M a reference number for 
the action raised in that meeting and x is an optional letter that differentiates related actions arising 
from the same discussion point]. 
 

1. Tunnels as a Service Example 

The accident in the Mont Blanc tunnel was proposed as a SSS’23 paper with the following abstract: 

A Service Analysis of the Mont Blanc Tunnel Fire, James Catmur, Kevin King, Mike Parsons, Fathi 

Tarada 

https://scsc.uk/file/gs/Meeting_42_Slides_v1-1409.pptx
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On 24th March 1999 a transport truck caught fire while driving through the Mont Blanc tunnel between 

Italy and France. Other vehicles travelling through the tunnel became trapped and fire crews were 

unable to reach the transport truck. The fire burned for 53 hours and reached temperatures of 1,000 

°C producing toxic smoke. Authorities compounded the problem by pumping air from the Italian side, 

feeding the fire and forcing poisonous black smoke through the length of the tunnel. A total of 39 

people were killed. In the aftermath, major changes were made to the tunnel to improve its safety. 

This paper analyses the accident from a Services perspective, examining which critical services were in 

use (fire alert service, tunnel control service, ventilation service, etc), and which failed in some way. 

The SCSC Service Assurance Guidance v3.0 is used to guide the analysis and provide structure to the 

work, producing a service hierarchy map, criticality levels and identification of assurance needs. The 

improvements put in place after the accident are assessed to see the effect on the service assurance 

involved. 

Four authors (JC, KK, MP and Fathi Tarada of Mosen Ltd) have volunteered to help produce the 

paper. MP explained that the abstract had to get through the SSS evaluation board first, but he was 

hopeful. 

JC mentioned this useful web site on tunnels: https://tunnelsmanual.piarc.org/en/safety/safety-

principles  

2. Google Maps Example 

MS presented his slides outlining his initial thinking Google Maps on a phone as a service example: 
https://scsc.uk/file/gs/Google_Maps_service_assurance-1408.pptx  

This created some discussion. MP thought there were 3 basic services provided: (i) Navigation 

Service, (ii) Location Service (e.g. of a pub) and (iii) Traffic Service (showing congestion, accidents, 

etc.). It was noted that, although maps is a service free at the point of use, it can only be accessed 

through paid-for services of mobile phone contract, commercial WiFi or home broadband contract. 

MP thought that these services are not always benign, e.g. navigating a vehicle the wrong way down 

a one-way street, or taking a slow route while navigating in an emergency. Note it is not clear what is 

disclaimed or caveated with Google Maps. MS said that getting lost using Google Maps was not 

considered as a safety issue. It was noted that there is an implied wrapper when using Google Maps 

formed by the experience of the user and the ability of the user to use their own senses. 

There was some discussion of the ‘What3Words’ app and implied service, https://what3words.com/  

This is apparently focussed on distress situations and therefore must be considered as safety-

related. Indeed, it appears to promote itself as a safety service. AW found a disclaimer but this 

seemed contradictory to its aims.  

ACTION 42.1 (AW) – Make contact with W3W and see if interested in our service assurance work 

3. IT Service Infrastructure 

MP mentioned a government request for consultation on cloud IT services:  
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/data-storage-and-processing-infrastructure-security-

https://tunnelsmanual.piarc.org/en/safety/safety-principles
https://tunnelsmanual.piarc.org/en/safety/safety-principles
https://scsc.uk/file/gs/Google_Maps_service_assurance-1408.pptx
https://what3words.com/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/data-storage-and-processing-infrastructure-security-and-resilience-call-for-views/data-storage-and-processing-infrastructure-security-and-resilience-call-for-views
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and-resilience-call-for-views/data-storage-and-processing-infrastructure-security-and-resilience-call-
for-views  

4. Level Crossings Example 

No update. 

5. TA Comments on the Guidance Document 

MP mentioned discussions with Tom Adams of CGI who has many years’ experience of IT systems 

and services with the Health sector. He has had a quick look at V3 of the Service Assurance Guidance 

and has raised some points. He will provide more details subsequently.  

It was suggested Tom should be invited to the next meeting to discuss his comments. This was 

agreed. 

6. Services Across Boundaries 

MP then presented the slides on boundary issues from last meeting with some updates: 

Name Issue 

Contract and 
Contract 
Duration 

Contract end dates need to be synchronised. An example is a supply delivery 
contract for a part of a service (or for, e.g. contract staff) which runs out 
before the overall top-level contract, leaving the service without key staff. 
Also some contracts (e.g. for insurance) may be renewed regularly (e.g. 
annually), possibly creating new boundaries on a regular basis. 

Languages Languages across international boundaries present real problems. 
International organisations such as the UN or EU expend a lot of effort to 
ensure that legislation and communications are translated to overcome these 
barriers. Things can also get lost in translation (or physically lost if paper 
documents). 

Cultures Different cultures and expectations of staff (e.g. working hours and national 
holidays) are important, not only between the organisations involved but also 
across national / international boundaries. Special efforts have to be made to 
enhance integration and joint working in such situations. 

Legal  There may be different legal regimes in play, especially where safety is 
involved. For instance ALARP is really only applicable in the UK. 

Standards Different standards (including safety standards or guidelines) may be in use for 
the various subcontracts and sub-services, especially if these are international. 
The difference with systems here is that many services will be consumed as-is, 
and there may be limited opportunity to flow-down safety requirements and 
standards to international service providers. An example might be the supply 
of electricity across the channel connector via the HVDC Cross-Channel 
(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/HVDC_Cross-Channel). In this case some sort of 
assurance wrapper may be required to map from one regime to another 

Units Different units or technical norms may be an issue (e.g. metric/imperial) 

Business 
Practices 

Different business practices, expectations and ways of working may differ 
across service providers, for instance covering hours of availability, approaches 
to staff absences, etc. 

Agreements It may be necessary to create specific agreements to cover who is responsible, 
is in charge or who takes over in certain situations, particularly in service 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/data-storage-and-processing-infrastructure-security-and-resilience-call-for-views/data-storage-and-processing-infrastructure-security-and-resilience-call-for-views
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/data-storage-and-processing-infrastructure-security-and-resilience-call-for-views/data-storage-and-processing-infrastructure-security-and-resilience-call-for-views
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introduction, contingency or recovery stages. There may also need to be 
specific agreements for liabilities. Note a joint agreement on how to handle a 
situation may become null and void if one organisation decides to walk away 
or goes bust. 

Communications Special communication provisions may need to be provided, e.g. hotlines, so 
that urgent and critical communication can be ensured across the boundary if 
there are problems. 

Jurisdiction Jurisdiction may need to be modified for the service (e.g. it is sometimes useful 
to consider part of a railway to be in another jurisdiction, e.g. Spanish/French 
case. Note also HS1 in UK was largely built to French standards) 

Boundary 
Definition 

Poorly defined or ambiguous boundaries is a real issue, as both parties may 
think they are covering it, or neither are. Gaps between service boundaries 
may be explicit or implicit and may open inadvertently. For example the 
Wimbledon derailment, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/safety-
digest-012018-wimbledon/derailment-of-a-passenger-train-near-wimbledon-
south-west-london-6-november-2017  

 

There was a discussion about the maintenance reporting service for highways T-TOC, e.g. 

https://www.mottmac.com/article/62538/tools-for-the-technology-operations-capability-t-toc  

ACTION 42.2 (JC) – Establish if it possible to obtain information on how T-TOC is constructed and 

operated 

7. Services in the News 

The following were discussed: 

1) The current rail strikes. These are a safety issue as they cause more people to drive which 
leads to many more accidents and injuries… 

2) Fake Covid-19 test emails: https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/technology-61882239  

3) Strava app flaw revealed runs at secret bases, https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-
east-61879383   

4) School meal drone delivery trialled in Scotland, https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-
glasgow-west-61839740   

8. Covid-19 Services 

There was no update to the table of services. 

9. Next Meeting  

The next meeting of the SAWG will be 28th July 3:00-4:30pm by Zoom.  

10. AOB  

None 

11. Actions 

Action 35.2 – Close  
Action 40.2 – Close – Now going to be an SSS paper. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/safety-digest-012018-wimbledon/derailment-of-a-passenger-train-near-wimbledon-south-west-london-6-november-2017
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/safety-digest-012018-wimbledon/derailment-of-a-passenger-train-near-wimbledon-south-west-london-6-november-2017
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/safety-digest-012018-wimbledon/derailment-of-a-passenger-train-near-wimbledon-south-west-london-6-november-2017
https://www.mottmac.com/article/62538/tools-for-the-technology-operations-capability-t-toc
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/technology-61882239
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-east-61879383
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-east-61879383
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-glasgow-west-61839740
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-glasgow-west-61839740
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Action 41.1 – Close – Done. 
Action 41.2 – Close (details below): 
Action 41.3 – Close – Done. 
 
AW proposed this text to meet action 41.2 which is now closed, 

https://scsc.uk/file/gs/Andy's_Action-1412.docx  : 

Action 41.2 Establish if the Hindhead tunnel has sufficient publicly available information to  
enable it to be used as an example of tunnel services. Also investigate if the incidents since  
opening are useful in a services context. 
 
Scheme objective was to "reduce the number of collisions" 
(e.g. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_dat
a/file/782584/POPE_A3_Hindhead_FYA_Report.pdf)  but this was in the broader context of A3 and 
surrounding road network, hence seeking benefits from taking traffic away from the local rat runs 
used by people to avoid the old A3 traffic lights in the centre of Hindhead. Hence, no emphasis that I 
can find on the collision risk within the tunnel. 
- There are various systems implemented to enhance safety. E.g. radar system detects obstructions 
and automatically implements lane closures and speed restrictions for control-room staff to then 
verify (see https://navtechradar.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Navtech_case-study_-
Hindhead_.pdf and https://report.nationalhighways.co.uk/report/2437290); concrete used to line 
the tunnel designed to survive intense fires (https://www.ingenia.org.uk/ingenia/issue-
48/constructing-the-hindhead-tunnel); lighting within the tunnel automatically adapts to external 
ambient lighting so that drivers aren't faced with a sudden change in light levels 
(https://www.ingenia.org.uk/ingenia/issue-48/constructing-the-hindhead-tunnel); bi-directional 
studs (cats-eyes as we used to call them) implemented to support contraflow running 
(https://www.clearview-intelligence.com/wp-
content/uploads/2021/05/CI_Hindhead_Tunnel_Case_Study.pdf). 
 
However, I can't find anything that talks about the various service providers that support operation 
of the tunnel and how they integrate / interact from any perspective, never mind from a safety 
perspective. Sadly, the best source of information is in the Safety section 
of https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindhead_Tunnel : 

Fatal fires in the Mont Blanc Tunnel and the Gotthard Road Tunnel in 1999 and 2001 respectively, 
resulting in the temporary closures of these tunnels, led to a re-evaluation of road tunnel safety 
throughout Europe.[24][25] An EU directive[26] passed in 2004 laid down the minimum safety 
requirements for road tunnels within the EU and EFTA that exceed 500 m in length and that are part 
of the Trans-European Road Network (TEN). Although the Hindhead tunnel is more than 500 m in 
length, it does not carry part of the TEN road network so legally does not need to comply with the 
directive.[27] 

The tunnel approaches have cross-over systems that enable the police to direct all traffic through one 
of the tunnels should the other be closed as a result of an incident or for maintenance.[1] Due to part 
of the original A3 having been returned to nature, it is not possible to use the old road in an 
emergency. However the South East of England has a comprehensive road network, and redirection 
of traffic from the A3 to the M3 would increase the Kingston to Portsmouth journey from 65 miles 
(105 km) to 89 miles (143 km).[28] 

Cross-connection tunnels have been constructed at 100 metre intervals to allow for emergency 
evacuation to the other tunnel should there be an incident. Although the EU directive [ see 

https://scsc.uk/file/gs/Tunnel_safety_service-1411.pptx ] requires laybys at intervals not 

https://scsc.uk/file/gs/Andy's_Action-1412.docx
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/782584/POPE_A3_Hindhead_FYA_Report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/782584/POPE_A3_Hindhead_FYA_Report.pdf
https://navtechradar.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Navtech_case-study_-Hindhead_.pdf
https://navtechradar.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Navtech_case-study_-Hindhead_.pdf
https://report.nationalhighways.co.uk/report/2437290
https://www.ingenia.org.uk/ingenia/issue-48/constructing-the-hindhead-tunnel
https://www.ingenia.org.uk/ingenia/issue-48/constructing-the-hindhead-tunnel
https://www.ingenia.org.uk/ingenia/issue-48/constructing-the-hindhead-tunnel
https://www.clearview-intelligence.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/CI_Hindhead_Tunnel_Case_Study.pdf
https://www.clearview-intelligence.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/CI_Hindhead_Tunnel_Case_Study.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindhead_Tunnel
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mont_Blanc_Tunnel
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gotthard_Road_Tunnel
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindhead_Tunnel#cite_note-25
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindhead_Tunnel#cite_note-26
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Directive_(European_Union)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindhead_Tunnel#cite_note-27
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European_Free_Trade_Association
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindhead_Tunnel#cite_note-28
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindhead_Tunnel#cite_note-PublicInquiry-1
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/M3_motorway_(Great_Britain)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kingston_upon_Thames
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindhead_Tunnel#cite_note-29
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emergency_evacuation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emergency_evacuation
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exceeding 1000 metres for TEN-T tunnels that do not have emergency lanes, the Hindhead tunnel 
does not have any laybys, but it does have 1.2 m verges on either side of the carriageway. The tunnel 
has two power supplies, one via the north portal and the other via the south portal, each backing the 
other up in the event of failure. Ventilation is provided by fans mounted above the traffic, though in 
normal circumstances they will not be operational.[8] 

Electronic equipment includes linear heat detectors, radar coverage and 104 CCTV cameras that can 
pinpoint incidents,[20] intelligent lighting and LED cat's eyes and comprehensive fire-fighting systems. 

 
If there is a Safety Case / Assessment / Assurance document, I'm sadly not able to find it (Google is 
pretty good at finding anything that is available although I've probably not exhausted all the search 
terms!). 
 
Hence, I think we can probably close this action with "no publicly available information available"? 
 

Ref  Owner  Description  Status  

33.1 JG Develop Level Crossing as a Service Example Ongoing 

35.2  MP Produce a short article on Service Assurance for MAS 
based on the earlier Newsletter article 

Closed 

39.3 MAS Present the CDH in Healthcare work at next meeting Ongoing 

40.2 JC/MP Analyse the Mont Blanc tunnel accident from a services 
point of view (and also possibly the 1996 Channel 
Tunnel fire) 

Closed 

40.3 MP Propose words for the guidance document on service 
provision issues across boundaries. 

Ongoing 

40.6 AW Write a new section for Guidance 3.1 on aggregation / 
fusing of services, to include how overall assurance can 
be increased by utilisation of multiple services 
together, including aspects such as widespread use, 
multiple sensing and diversity (see footnote) 

Ongoing 

41.1 MP Contact Fathi Tarada and see if interested in co-
authoring an SSS paper on tunnel services 

Closed 

41.2 AW Establish if the Hindhead tunnel has sufficient publicly 
available information to enable it to be used as an 
example of tunnel services. Also investigate if the 
incidents since opening are useful in a services context. 

Closed 

41.3 MP Send JG the Word template for the guidance document 
including the annexes. 

Closed 

42.1 AW Make contact with W3W and see if interested in our 
service assurance work 

New 

42.2 JC Establish if it possible to obtain information on how T-
TOC is constructed and operated 

New 

 

12. Thanks 

Thanks to MP for taking the minutes. 

Thanks to MP for chairing. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ventilation_(architecture)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindhead_Tunnel#cite_note-WeyRiver-8
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Heat_detector
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/CCTV_camera
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindhead_Tunnel#cite_note-Leaflet-21
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Light-emitting_diode
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cat%27s_eye_(road)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Firefighting

