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— Belllngham S WA - 1999

= Carisbad, NM - 2000

= High consequence, high profile incidents
resulting in Congress passing. the Pipeline
Safety Improvement Act of 2002. Pressure

HMSA (OPS) to take action a.md-—-__:
ughout the
| clifo]g



| peline Integrity rule issued
= Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline
Integrity rule issued

= Efforts to develop a rule on Natural Gas
Distribution Pipeline Integrity began

cember 2004 - -..-_*

s Liquid Pi
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= =-Public-Meeting December 16, 2004 — DOT
Inspector General recommends
Distribution Integrity should include the
following operator requirements:

> Know the infrastructure

srdentify the threats in theﬁg m

s i

e
-r'“
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- Maintain balance between public safety and
~ reliabili ity of service at reasonable costs to
consumers

= Consideration should be given for existing -
strengths, current regulations, recent mandates,
initiatives and state Distribution programs

R —




“ =PhaseOne started in January 2005
»Quality Action team established to assist

PHMSA (OPS) in developing plan to be -
communicated to members of Congress

o Gather and develop background information
o Collectand analyze data. ..
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Garna Plan Conrd

__= Distribution Integrity Management Steering

Group — DIMSG - Team Structure

» Four State Commissioners

» Trade Associations (AGA, APGA, CGA)
»Private LDC Executive

ﬁgunicipal_LDC Executive . et
. TT—
HMSA (OPS) Stacey Gerard and' Ted Wilke |




Coordinzatng Groluos
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 NAPSR

« PHMSA (Fortner, Israni)

 Trade Associations (AGA, APGA, CGA) —




Wori Study Grouos

e

= Team members include participé_ﬁtrm
- PHMSA, NARUC, NAPSR, AGA, APGA,
CGA, GPTC, Industry, National Association

of State Fire Marshals and the Public =
»Data Team
»>Sirategic.Options

> Risk Contrel
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=Obecive ———

To devise a plan to enhance natural gas
distribution pipeline safety by significantly.
reducing excavation damages. .

‘0ach
Matw

At rocesses, best practices and

performance metrics.



calvation Darzade Preverition Grouo Firdings

:‘_‘Th 2005 Allegro study found that 38% of
~ gas distribution pipeline incidents that result

In Injury or fatality are caused by excavation
damage. .

Education and other efforts to date have

ﬁlted in ﬁﬁﬁreasmg treﬁﬁgip exeavat«m_



Ecavaton Darage Prevertion Groug Findings

Al :
q"efgy consutting From the Old “Big Buckets” to the
New “Big Buckets” (i.e., 1'-Level Causes)

[ I
#2,5909-03 38%
I
200 29%
100
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50 3% '
o | — — _ | =
Corrosion Nat'l Excav/ Other Mat'l/ Equip/ Misc/ Unk
Forces Mech Outside Weld Oper
Dam'g Error
Old Causes
B Accidentally Caused by Oper [ Constr'/Operating Error
B Corrosion [1Dam'g by Outside Forces
Bl Other/ No data

© cCheryl J. Trench, 2004




Ecavaton Darage Prevertion Groug Findings

Allegnw

eroy Corsuling” g 1y ol Now, the New “Small Buckets”

i. 2”" Level Causesg: Hazards, Actors
HNT

Number of Incidents, 99-03

250 38%
200 29%
Third
150 Party Vehicle
100 12%
Unk. | |
Misc.
Corrosion Nat'l Excav/ Other Mat'l/ Equip/ Other

Forces Mech Outside Weld Oper
Dam'g Error

© Cheryl J. Trench, 2004




ecaveton Darreage Preverion Grouo Findings

‘ Plpellne safe*ty and excavatlon damage _
~ prevention are intrinsically linked.

Excavation damage is the most significant
threat to the safety and integrity of distribution
pipelines.

0 erators.



E/cavation Darmags Pravention Groug Actions

S

~ The Group reviewed and scrubbed available state-

- Jevel outside force leak data (raw and normalized
per ticket volume) reported to OPS for 2000
through 2004 on Annual report. (Leaks repaired
caused by 3 party or excavation damage)

The Group analyzed the data for comparison
purposes between states deemed to have
mprehen5| $ damage prevenuor progra'rﬁssamd_

EM S Witadimited pregrams; these lacking
affective enforcement.




ecavetiorn Darnage Praverntorn Groug Action/Faview

= Available state-leve qﬁrgeparty/excavatlon leak aata_(raw and
- _normalized

Damage data for several states with comprehensive damage
prevention programs including enforcement

CGA’s Best Practices -

Operator’'s Best Practices (AGA)
Incentives to reduce damage

nage Prevention Program Performance Netrics
Cost/Benefit Analysis



ecavatorn Darnzage Praveritdorn Grouo Findings
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105%
100% 100.00%

96.33%

95% DN o —+— States with limited
90% \.QM Damage Prevention
85% ~_ Programs
80% . | —=—States with
759 \-7& 74.25% 1737 Comprehensive
0 & .
0 Damage Prevention
_ 70% Programs
| 65%
E 60% | | |
E

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

OPS Distribution Pipeline Systems, Annual Report Data

Based on data for all reporting states, PR & DC



ecavatorn Darnzage Praveritdorn Grouo Findings

—e— Limited Damage
Prevention Programs

-\iﬁz —s— Comprehensive
Damage Prevention
4.04 Programs

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Limited damage prevention programs’ ticket data includes 32 states and D.C.



as Distribution E» : P —————— -_;—.‘::_4-

JUU | ICAClO -

- Effective Enforcement




EscalValtion Da ek Preverition Group Firdings

Vi = a |S XCcava :":'?"":""o er 1UUU K
Effective Enforcement

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002



ecavatorn Darnzage Praveritdorn Grouo Findings

Pl A L=

Third Party (2000-2003) and Exc
Without Effective Enforcement
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ccavation Darnzage Preventor Grouo rindings

—

St”*tes W|th GdﬁTﬁ*E'heﬂswe damage preventlon

#.

programs that include effective enforcement
have a significantly lower risk of excavation
damage and the potential for incidents. =




ecaveton Darreage Preverion Grouo Findings

—— Elements of a comprehensive damage prevention program: —
~  — Epnhanced communication between operators and excavators
ﬁ__——-.--_

— Fostering support and partnership of stakeholders (excavators, operators,
locators, designers, local government, etc.) in all phases (enforcement,
public education, etc.) of the program

— Operator's use of performance measures regarding persons performing
location and pipeline construction -

— Partnership in employee training
— Partnership in public education
— Enforcement agency’s role as a partner and facilitator to help resolve

issues '
hw

and consistent enforcement of the Iaw to aII stake

i



ecaveton Darreage Preverion Grouo Findings

Operators should i |mpiement CGA Best Practlces
-"’cm'd‘other-practlces as appropriate to help reduce
damage to their faclilities, such as:

— Trend analysis

— Root cause analysis

— Provide accurate location records
icipation.in, pre-project/pre-bid meetings _—

atongoing’

— Effective damage claims program



ecaveton Darreage Preverion Grouo Findings

e

Suggested addrnbnal“performance metrics to be
"'ﬁiVé"n to OPS via the annual report as a measure

distribution safety:

— Damages, as defined by the group -

— Damage ratio (i.e., damages per 1000 tickets)

hould consolidate and mieﬂrate th.@,cu;@_

INg [E0 Lnrema ts -rad I may be



calvation Darzade Preverition Grouo Firdings

e

~ “Excavation Damage’ is. any impact or exposure

- Whieh,-aceording to the operator’'s practices,
results In a repair or replacement of an
underground facility, related appurtenances or
supporting material. .

‘A Ticket” is the receipt of information by the
rground facility operator from the notification. .=
ding onsite meetings; prioject designisss
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~ Metrics for opera’@"Mlal use:
.. — Ratio of ticket ‘no show’* to total tickets received
Failure by notification center

— Damages by cause, facility type (mains, services), and responsible party.

Cause categories to include:

= Failure to call

Inaccurate ticket (e.g., wrong address) —
Failure to mark
Failure to mark accurately
Failure to wait required time for marking
Failure to protect marks
Failure to hand dig within tolerance zone
Hand digging
Failure to properly su

ort and protect facility

how™ means those tickets that were not responded to by the locators within the allowed time



ecaveton Darreage Preverion Grouo Findings

=

‘Federal leg legislation should be enacted requmng
© states pipeline safety agencies to develop and
Implement effective damage prevention programs
consistent with required elements .

Draft Ieglslatlve Ianguage IS being prepared for
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Ecaveatorn Darnage Pravention Grouo rFindings

S

~ Incentives should be provided tc;_c_)rto,

e — . .
excavators, and locators for compliance with
the damage prevention program

requirements.

sific ineentives should ﬁe dete‘r,mm@g%

ldualistakenold




ecaveton Darreage Preverion Grouo Findings

PGTentlaI |nC'én11VE31nclude

#.

— Accumulate credits for penalty reductions
— Contract incentives/penalties

— Support for implementing new.technologies
ards and Professional iti




calvetorn Darrlaige Preverton Grouo Findings

Consider use of standby and monitoring for certain 39-
party excavations.

Work with local authorities (e.g., fire departments) and
other to address frequent and willfull violators of one-call
statutes and safe digging practices.

. s
. T ——

_ am to ensure
eld accountable.



ecaveton Darreage Preverion Grouo Findings

~ Actively participate in local damage prevention
- counecilsrand organizations and regional CGAs.

Participate in design/pre-bid meetings.

Consider marking the location of newly “in service™

mains and services at active construction sites. |
- e

T —
' M of pipe, when'
sessary, to accommodate 3™@-party’ construction

activity.




Excavation damage prevention presents the most
+  signifieant-epportunity for distribution safety
enhancement.

States with comprehensive damage prevention
programs that include effective enforcement have a
substantially lower risk of excavation damage to
pipeline facilities and related conseguences.

programs at the state level consistent with the
required elements.



rnceots for Considerzsior
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= High level, flexible, federal rule that is
cost effective to consumers

= Address small operator concernswith a
more prescriptive ruling.

"




Coriceots for Considerzatorn Cortd
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~ = Operator issues to be addressed in written
~ plan

»Knowledge of the system

» |dentify threats -
» Prioritize threats

»Rank and mltlgate rlsk

i

eﬁécﬂveness



Concepts for Consideration
Cornt'd

. » Awareness of components in LDC’s
system

» Example of data

o Material, pipe specs, valves, regulaters;
construction information, operating pressure,
joining materials, leak history; leak survey

records; corrosion reports, solil type, geograghic ot
" locat -
rrmust have sufficient data to make

effective risk control decisions
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- Segmentatlen of pipelines

> Distribution systems cannot be segmented in
the same manner as Transmission systems

» Operators will determine how to address

segmentation issue within a service territory

o0 Segmentation by some of these criteria, class
_location, material type, pressure and \ or by age

[T

segment



= [dentify threats e ——
. » Corrosion

» Natural forces

»> Excavation

» Other Outside Force -
» Material and Welds .

» Equipment
» Operation .




Concepts, for Consideration

" & Prioritize threats and Rank risks —
. » Operator-responsibilities

0 Processes in place to evaluate the system

o Consideration of both the likelihood of an incident and the
consequence of an incident occurring

o Factors to consider - system pressure and proximity to
business districts

» Operators may choose to use any of the following methods or
choose to use one of their own that has been proven to work

ectively. --
T —
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< Mitigate Risks

' » Due to the diversity of distribution systems it is
recognized there Is a need to allow an operator to
choose the proper methods to control risk in the
distribution system. The Risk Control Practice Group
documented practices include:

o Coordinating Committees

o Educational Outreach Programs

-'“



CONCEPISYE

Mitigjzite RIS

e
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-~ > Available Guidance for Risk Control Practices
o Following 49 CER Part 192 is considered a valid control
practice

o Additional acceptable guidance material

v’ Survey of State Regulation, requirements and innovative
practices conducted in 2005

v' AGF Study Appendix G, Part 3
v ASME B31-8S

e
‘— v GPTC Guide (GPTC Wmdaﬁm
AddressiIstiHpUles , -

5Ee0p Series -
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— Leak VManagement'| is considered to be a risk
~ " control activity. There is a need to standardize
leak procedures throughout the industry due to
various operator approaches

o L ocate the leak

o E valuate the severity

ﬂ-ﬁt apprepriately. et
'—“
' elf-assess to determine if additional actions are

necessary to keep system safe

R —
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¥Eocate the Ieak

« 0o Distribution operators locate leaks by visual inspection,
leak survey equipment, customer notification of a gas
odor, and a variety of other means. It involves the use
of qualified personnel to perform leak detection activities
and the selection of appropriate leak detection
equipment. Operators should have:internal procedures
that delineate the frequency and type of leak surveys to
be conducted which are based on environmental

nditions, the operators knowledge of the pipeline, and
_ , bernoted that

or 40 CFR Part 192,



o lLeaksthatrequire immediate action (hazardous leaks): A leak that
represents an existing or probable hazard to persons or property,
and requires immediate repair or continuous action until the
conditions are no longer hazardous.

o Leaks scheduled for repair (potentially hazardous, /eaks): A leak
that is recognized as being non-hazardous, at, the time of detection,
but requires scheduled repair.

o Monitored leaks (non-hazardous leak): A leak that is non-

azardousrat the tlme of detection and.can be reasonablx expected
0 remain Non-:

ed'out separate classifications
their state regulators follow the state classifications.
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>Act appropr?tely

0 Once a leak has been located and evaluated,
an operator takes action to mitigate any risk
associated with the leak. This may.include
temporary or permanent repair, replacement, or
other steps that reduce any immediate hazard

=pf>sed by'the leak. This m [Jo) includ%._,—"-

ﬁh@gﬁmﬁ!@-@r periodic
onitoring In the case of non-hazardous leaks.




meEoprds — e —
.~ 0 Operators-collect and record data pertinent to a leak to increase

their knowledge of the system and its performance. These data are

not submitted to the Office of Pipeline Safety or state regulatory

agencies but are used by operators as internal performance
measures. This includes:

o Leaks discovered during the year by leak severity. and material

o Leaks repaired or eliminated during the year by leak severity and

material type |
‘early leak backlog by severity - ﬂ_h___""
nual report

b the cause of the leak.
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>Self—Assess e — _

===

[T

o Operators conduct a self-assessment of their
distribution pipeline system by compiling associated
performance metrics and by analyzing pertinent
iInformation to determine if further risk control practices
are needed to enhance the safety of the system.
Additional risk control practices canrinclude modifying

cathodlc protectlon system atrols procedure | —
SPIPE and componen
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— >P|pellne Replacement Program

e — :
0 Used' as a risk control practice based on risk

and enforced relocation projects

—Ee— -

o Efforts would be to address the riskiest sections

of pipe (cast iron, bare steel, some plastics -
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e —
o Push to mandate the use of EFV’s but it is being

suggested that the use of these devices be a
risk control tool only when determining threats
to a distribution system

v'Language and criteria is being developed to support

"‘EFV’s‘as a risk controll tool ___.._,ﬂ"'




Coriceots for Considerzatorn Cortd

T Iea50Te D peﬁérmance National e
-c-——%lncndeﬂts;—fatalltles, Injuries, property

» Status of operator implementation of a Distribution
Integrity Management Plan

» Status of operator meeting requirements (criteria) for an ..
effective Leak Management Plan

» Number of damages per one thousand One-Call tickets
» Amount of old pipe removed from system =
-——“




Coricegts for Considerzator) Coritcl

- Measure performance LDC or State

>Developed by each company based on

variables that can be measured and validated
> \Would include leak information -

»Documented performance on choesen risk
control practices

> Umber of low corrosion reads

il
e T——
ition and -

adequacy of pressure control equipment




Coriceots for Considerzatorn Cortd

- Evaluate and rep'crt on performance and

ﬂ__--.-.

effectiveness

» Evaluation of program necessary to determine
need for modification to ensure continual
Improvement

- h s
ﬁne fra i DA T —

ends to be tracked over a period of

time



SUrrIrnzary
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e Excavation Damage Is the number one problem

— to be addressed

= Decisions made and approach used will be
documented by the operator -

= Pipe replacement programs based on risk with
consideration for encroachment issues

mﬁ level standardization of roeed{!r-eﬁ“
ased on ris .
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o Web Slte Location for additional information

S
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>www.cycla.com/dimp

»Under Search the Database, click on Meetings

»Under Meeting Types, choose Public Meeting .
and under Meeting Status choeoese All, then click
on Search

ﬁﬁck on'OPS Public Meeting, Dallas,, TX: ~a
‘ end /21/0’_} pas
| eference docket number 19854




