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Standard Edition Section Question Answer
1-During the 60 minutes time test, the pressure can decay, go down, but is still between -

5% and +5%. If it happened, can the hose can be considered approved?

The statement that there should be evidence of stabilization is in reference to the change in the slope 

of the graph. It does not mean that no pressure drop will be allowed and it is totally unpractical to 

try and achieve zero pressure drop, certainly with thermoplastic hoses. If you examine the graph 

closely you can see in the example provided that the decay is in excess of 5% once the product 

pressure is 'locked in'.  Another piece of 'evidence' is if several lines are being tested in parallel. If 

one line of a similar bore size and working pressure drops off more rapidly than others it may be an 

indication of problems with that line or how it has been conditioned or test connection problems.  

Further investigation would be needed anyway. 

2-If the hose get a stabilization, but, is happened below -5%pressure test limit. The hose 

is approved. How much, the pressure stabilization can be below the -5%pressure test 

limit? We are asking you about this, because, our client interpreteted it in the following 

way: The hose is approved if we get the complete stabilization ( pressure between -5% 

and +5%pressure test) and the pressure stay constant during 60 minutes minimum. I 

interpreted different.  Studying the Figure D.1, the pressure stay constant, but below the 

-5%pressure test limit.

In practice, the acceptance criteria that some companies use for thermoplastic hoses is 10% decay as 

long as there is evidence of stabilization (i.e. the change in the slope of the graph shows that the 

decay is slowing down). For steel tubes, the acceptance criteria is 1% (once any affects due to 

temperature changes have been taken in to account) or no more than 2% difference in multiple line 

tests.

INQUIRY #1  I require your clarification on the above stated section as follows:  

Section 7.9.3.3 states " The reinforcement shall comprise one or more layers of 

synthetic fibre, applied around the liner."

The question posed has two answers depending on the location of the hoses.  If the hoses are located 

in a production umbilical, please refer to A) below.  If the hoses are in jumper bundles (flying 

leads), please refer to B) below.

I require your confirmation that a hose constructed of three layers, the inner being a 

Nylon 11 liner, the middle being multi layer steel wire reinforcing and the outer being a 

Nylon 12 cover meet the requirements of the spec and specifically section 7.9.3.3 based 

on the following arguments.  The hose is required for subsea use and has been/will be 

shown to meet all the performance requirements of the standard and application.

A)  API Spec 17E/ISO/ 13628-5) concerns the design, manufacture, and operation of subsea 

umbilicals.  Reinforcement armors for hoses in production umbilicals are stipulated to comprise one 

or more layers of "synthetic fiber" and not steel; and is so stipulated due to concerns of long term 

corrosion resistance of the steel armor wires.  In time, the hose interstices will be flooded with water 

and corrosion and/or crevice corrosion will occur on steel armor wires in hoses in subsea control 

umbilicals.  Due to the long lengths of subsea production umbilicals, protection from the corrosion 

protection systems of either the subsea or host ends will not be sufficient.  Steel wire armor for 

hoses in subsea production umbilicals is not permissible per API 17E.

INQUIRY #2  We are working on a specification which is for production control flying 

leads, and references API 17E. One of the criteria is that the hoses should be collapse 

resistant at depth without internal fluid. One of the hoses wehave selected, which meets 

this criteria, has steel wire reinforcement, rather than a synthetic fiber, to provide this 

degree of collapse resistance. API 17E does not directly state how collapse resistance 

can be provided.

B)  Section 8.1 states that:  "The design of umbilical terminations and ancillary equipment is 

invariably specific to a particular umbilical system and, as such, detailed specification data is 

outside the scope of this specification."

Jumper bundles (flying leads) are a part of umbilical terminations and ancillary equipment and are 

thus outside the scope of API 17E/ISO 13628-5.  The information supplied on jumper bundles is 

provided for guidance only and does not include reference to hose construction.  Due to the relative 

short length of jumper bundles, it can be envisioned that electrical continuity would exist form end 

connection to end connection of these short bundles and that the hose armor may be protected by the 

CP (corrosion protection) system on the subsea structure.  The calculation method to ensure 

extended CP to steel armor wires in jumper bundles is to be agreed upon by purchaser and supplier.

The allowance of steel armor for hose construction in jumper bundles (flying leads) is outside of the 

API 17E/ISO 13628-5 and thus would then be an area to be agreed upon by the purchaser and the 

supplier. 
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Our client is stating that, as the hoses are steel reinforced, they are not API 17E 

compliant. Could you provide some guidance on this issue as the hoses we would 

propose are compliant in every other way - i.e. meet all testing requirements etc. We 

have also used these hoses for many years in similar applications and have not 

experienced any problems.



 


