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PROCEEDI NGS
2:02 p.m
Wl cone

M5. GERARD: Welcone to a historic neeting of
this Technical Advisory Comrittee. W have severa
initiatives before this agenda for the next couple of
days, not the |east of which is the vote on the Gas
Integrity Managenent Rule and the Cost Benefits Study,
and there are some other votes as well.

| appreciate your tolerance as we adjusted
the agenda right up to the very last m nute.

| wanted to say that, as we have a trenendous
nunber of issues to discuss, that with the help of our
counsel , Barbara Betsock, we provided you as a
Comm ttee as much gui dance as we coul d about the
evolution of our thinking up to current day. And it
will be nmy request that in ternms of style of noving the
i ssue and di scussion forward that we will say --
assum ng that you understand the position that was
provided in the docunentation for the neeting, if you
coul d assune that we're considering the factors as
not ed, please nmake your comments in addition to that or
to anplify those positions.

We are trying not to go back to ground zero

but start kind of fromwhere we are in present day

EXECUTI VE COURT REPORTERS, | NC.
(301) 565- 0064



© 00 N oo o B~ wWw N P

T N T S T T T T e e e e e ~ S S S S
gag A W N P O © 0o N oo 0o M W N - O

since we've noved our discussions so nmuch through our

| ast neeting and other public neetings. So as nuch as
possi ble, we will say, assuming that this is our
position, are there any objections, and try to mnimnm ze
t he nunber of votes if we possibly can.

That okay with you, Madam Chairman Kel | y?

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Certainly.

M5. GERARD: Ckay. Well, | think -- do we
have all the Commttee nenbers present that we're
expecting, Cheryl?

kay. Then, with that, |, Stacey Gerard, am
turning the agenda over to our chairman, Linda Kelly,
f or managenent.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Good afternoon and wel cone.

We're becoming fast friends we're neeting so

frequently lately, but it's all been hel pful.

We should begin with introductions, | think.

| am Linda Kelly, a comm ssioner fromthe
State of Connecticut, Public Uility Control Authority
and currently chair of this body.

And we'll start with Mke Israni to ny right.

MR ISRANI: I'mMKke Israni. |'mthe
program rmanager for Pipeline Integrity Managenment with
OPS.

MR THOVAS: FEric Thomas, Southern Natural
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Gas Conpany, which is an El Paso conpany.

MR. ANDREWS: Ben Andrews, Oak Ri dge
Tennessee Utility District.

MR. COMSTOCK: M ke Constock, City of Mesa,
representing Anerican Public Gas.

MR. COTTON: Rickey Cotton, M ssissippi
Publ i ¢ Servi ce Conm ssi on.

MR. DRAKE: Andy Drake, Duke Energy Gas
Transm ssi on Conpany out of Houston, Texas.

MR LEMOFF: Ted Lenoff, National Fire
Protection Associ ati on.

DR FEI GEL: Gene Feigel of Hartford Steam
Boi l er Inspection and I nsurance Conpany, Hartford,
Connecti cut.

M5. WHETSEL: Cheryl Wetsel with the Ofice
of Pipeline Safety.

MR. LEISS: John Leiss, Federal Energy
Regul at ory Conmi ssion here in Washi ngton, D.C.

MR WUNDERLI N:  Ji m Wiander | i n, Southwest Gas
out of Las Vegas, Nevada.

MR. PEVARSKI: Rick Pevarski, Virginia
Utility Protection Services, Roanoke, Virginia.

MS. BETSOCK: Barbara Betsock, counsel for
the Commttee.

M5. GERARD: Stacey Gerard, associate
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adm nistrator, Ofice of Pipeline Safety, RSPA, DOT.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: 1'd like to add just a few
things to Stacey's requested procedure for the day, and
| think it mght be helpful to us because there is
quite a bit to cover.

When we begin our discussions here, 1'd |ike
to open on the integrity managenent rules by requesting
a notion to approve of or the |anguage that Barbara
says we have to use with respect to the rules, and a
second. And that would allow us to open the discussion
on the item and as we approach each of the itens for
di scussion here, we as a Conmttee then can then take
action with respect to each itemas an amendnent to our
position of adopting or approving or accepting the
rul e.

And to the extent -- just one thing that
Stacey Gerard nentioned, to the extent that -- that the
Commttee or OPS and industry all agree on a particular
matter, to the extent that the |anguage is different
fromthat in the published rule, we would still need to
take action. But |1'd like to just enphasize what she
said earlier. To the extent that there is agreenent,
our discussion should not proceed as though there is
not agreenent.

Are there any comments on that? |s everyone
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confortable with proceeding in that fashion?
M5. GERARD: So, to clarify it fromny
st andpoi nt, where we have provided a description of a
position and considerations in the docunent we provided
to the Cormttee for the nmeeting, the Cormittee shoul d
sort of pick up fromthat point and -- and say, you
know -- | think you could say, assumng that this is
OPS' s position on the definition of high consequence
areas bifurcation, does the Commttee have any
addi tional action that they want to recommend. No?
Can we -- can we proceed with the
recomrendat i ons based on the docunments we descri bed?
CHAI RVAN KELLY: Well, we'll see what the
Commttee -- howthe Comrittee reacts to it, but yes,
we wll followthe -- the order of issues because the
agenda that's been put together by -- by OPS,
bel i eve, has been to highlight the significant issues
t hat have resulted fromthe earlier discussions that we
have had. Certainly, to the extent that there are
ot her issues, this does not constrain nenbers of the
Conmittee.
So once we get through the ones that are
listed here on the agenda, | will ask for Conmittee
menbers to rai se any other points that they would like

to discuss that pertain to the rule.
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| will also ask nenbers of the public if
there are areas that they want to bring to our
attention not |isted here that pertain to the rule.

In fact, before we proceed -- and | know t hat
as we proceed issues may cone up, but at this point, do
any nmenbers of the Conmttee have additional points
that you would like to discuss with respect to the

integrity managenent rule? You don't have to identify

them 1'd just like to know if you do have them
MR. DRAKE: | have a couple issues that we --
we have di scussed about -- you know, at the previous

nmeeti ng we di scussed a couple issues that are not on
this agenda, and | just think to make sure that we
close themformally that they woul d be brought on the
-- onto the agenda sonewhere. And it certainly may
not -- we may be in total agreenent, but just to close
themon the record. Those are the issues about the
overlap, the issue about prior inspections, and the
i ssue about perfornmance-based venue of conpliance.

We have tal ked about them but there hasn't
been any formal closure. And | don't know that we're
actually at odds with each other on any of these
t hi ngs, but just for the purpose of continuity and
clarity.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.
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Are there any other issues that Committee
menbers would bring up at this point?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Are there additional issues
that menbers of the public would like to bring to our
attention?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

l"d like to point out the fact that OPS staff
has done a trenendous job of preparing us for this
nmeeting. The witten summaries that were sent to us,

i ncluding the before and after considerations by OPS,

t he summati on of conmments received fromthe public both
at our neetings and through witten docunentation, has
been very helpful in allowi ng us to understand what the
i ssues are that we're here to consider today.

Simlarly, the information that AGA and | NGAA
presented to us that fully outlined their positions on
the i ssues, which sort of hel ped us, you know, recal
sonme of the issues that were raised at the prior
nmeetings but put themin a -- in a different format was
al so very, very hel pful

So for the industry and for the staff, it's
been very, very hel pful for the Commttee to have this

informati on in advance.
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Yeah. Are there any nenbers of the Committee
who either left their books at hone or did not receive

one before you travel ed here? Because there are a few

extras.

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Good. Everyone has them and
everyone has read them and the examw |l be at 4:00.

(Laught er)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Now, before we get into our
di scussi on and before Barbara tells us the wordi ng we
have to use for our resolution, just to -- before we
get into the topics, there are -- | believe we have
overal | agreenment on sone very basic issues concerning
this regul ation.

From the various neetings that we've had and
the coments that everyone has made, | believe everyone
favors clarity over conplexity in this rule. So when
it's finally witten we hope that there will be nore
clarity than conplexity. | know that that's difficult
to acconplish given the nature of this rule.

We all believe that it's inportant for the
public to have an understandi ng of what is about to be
undert aken.

And | believe, and nost critically, we all

believe that the focus should be on the earliest --
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that we should focus the earliest and greatest energies
on the areas where there is the potential for the
greatest harm And every person, governnent, industry,
public, | believe has made it clear that we all start
fromthe standpoint that no serious injuries or deaths
are accept abl e.

Wth that, Barbara, if you can tell us what
our opening vote should -- resolution should be so that
we can begi n?

M5. BETSOCK: | understand you're going to be
considering the cost benefit separately?

CHAl RVAN KELLY:  Yes.

M5. BETSOCK: Afterwards. So, the opening
one should be that the proposed rule is technically
f easi bl e, reasonabl e, and practi cabl e.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Is there a notion to that
effect?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Well, let ne say this. |If
we don't have a notion, we don't have discussion.

MR ANDREWS: |1'|l so nove.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: |s there a second?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Moved and seconded.

PARTI Cl PANT:  Second.
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PARTI Cl PANT:  Wait, wait, wait.

M5. GERARD: -- say that. W're talking
about the NPRMthat was witten several nonths ago
wi t hout benefit of the additional --

MS. BETSOCK: The NPRMis what is on the
tabl e, and what | understand that the chairman wants to
do is now have enduring discussion take up those issues
and get the views of the Conmttee on those issues,
whi ch woul d be a perfectly acceptable way to go about
approaching this.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Moved and seconded.

Al right. W will now conmence di scussion.

And the first itemregarding -- for discussion is high
consequence ar eas.

M. Israni?

Briefing: Pipeline Integrity Managenent for Gas
Transm ssion Pipelines in H gh Consequence Areas (NPRW

MR. I SRANI: Ckay. Thank you, Linda.

This proposed rule -- before | go to issues,
just let ne give you a quick brief for those who are
first time com ng here.

This -- this proposed rule was published on
January 28th, and since then, OPS has participated in
several public neetings to better explain the proposed

requi renents and hear the comments from i ndustry,
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public, and states. And OPS has heard issues raised at
t hese neetings and di scussed new i deas on how to
resol ve them

A conment period on this proposed rul e ended
on April 30th, and we are going to consider coments
that arrived after this coment period as far as
practi cabl e.

At the |last TPSSC nenber -- neeting, we had
addressed the issues that were raised at the public
nmeetings and we al so recently, as you heard before,
mai |l ed you a summary of comments that we have received
so far. W also mailed you an i ssues paper wth our
anal ysis of conmments and what our current
considerations are on those major issues. And we al so
would like to -- in this nmeeting, our goal is to take
the Conmttee's vote with the recommended changes.

And instead of going through all the
comments, | have placed all these comments after each
and every individual issue. So that way it'll be
easier for you to figure out what conments we received,
whether it was at the public neeting or it came to the
docket as witten comrents.

So, we go to the first issue here.

And one brief statement before we go to this

hi gh consequence area issue. W received a total of 89
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docunents, and these 89 docunents ranged anywhere from
one page to 100 pages. So we have over 777 comments
that we have received, 69 fromindustry, 10 from
public, five fromvendors, four fromstates, and one
from federal governnent, which is NTSB.

Definitions

Hi gh Consequence Areas (Bifurcation)

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: The very first issue that was
raised in these neetings and what we are currently
considering is the bifurcation option for building
count. SIHO is the structures intended for human
occupancy. And | have given the cite, 192.761, for
your consi derati on.

The goal is here to identify those segnents
of the pipeline that present greatest potential hazards
to people in order to focus integrity managenent
efforts on those segnents.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: So here are the questions:

Should a rule allow two options for building
count: follow ng the definition of high consequence
areas defined by the final rule -- which we nmean is the
Class 3 and 4 |location and the areas which are beyond

660 feet -- or using the potential inpact circles al ong
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the entire length of the pipeline?

And the requirenents for identified sites
woul d remain the sane for both options.

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: So this was the question. And
to explain to you in a sinplistic way, we say that one
option is Cass 3 or 4 plus potential inpact circle
with identified sites plus any potential inpact circles
in excess of 660 feet with 20 structures intended for
human occupancy.

O, other option is, potential inpact circle
with 20 structures plus potential inpact circle with
identified sites.

So this tells you what bifurcation is, what
are the two options being |ooked at. And it includes
all pipe within any circle neeting criteria.

That part, second bullet, includes all pipe
within any circle neeting criteria we're going to cover
| ater on when we go to C FER equation. Wat we nean
is, you know, that the segnment of the pipeline which
wi |l inpact high consequence areas is being extended.

(Slide)

MR. I SRANI: Comments that we have received
on this bifurcation option.

| would just sunmarize the key to give you
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just what comments we have received.

On the bifurcation option, fromthe industry,
they uniformy support this option.

Fromthe states, there was comment that we
shoul d consider Class 3 and 4 | ocations and the
potential inpact circles for other areas. This was
fromone of the states who still wanted to consider our
old option of Class 3 and 4 |ocation portion of the
pi peline, nmeaning -- they mean that that's the only
option that should be all owed.

And fromthe public, they support for the
option, option of choosing either class |ocation or
this circle approach

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: And this is what we are saying
what our current position is, what we are considering.

Al l ow bifurcation option for building count.

So, on that one issue, | think I'Il stop
t here.

This is our current position, and now we can
open the floor for Commttee nenbers to have any
suggestions, recomendations, or to accept this option.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: And before we begin the
di scussion, |let ne make a recomrendati on -- through the

reluctance of the notion and the second and -- M.
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Drake, | believe you made the notion -- perhaps we add
to the end of it, "subject to reconmended changes t hat
may occur during the course of the discussion.”™ Do you
find that acceptabl e?

MS. GERARD: That's what | would --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Okay. Al right.

So, now, are there questions fromthe
Comm ttee on the presentation by M. Israni?

MR. ANDREWS: Ben Andrews. M ke, have you
established the building count? You say options for
bui l ding count. Are you reconmendi ng a buil ding count
at this point?

MR ISRANI: That's one of the itens. |
think that's the second item

MR. ANDREWS: You said it, though, in your
presentation --

MR. I SRANI: Ckay. Yeah, we did -- did say
potential inpact circle with 20, and that's our second
itemthat we're going to discuss. But, yes, that's
what we are currently considering.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her questions by
Comm ttee nmenbers or comrents by Commttee nmenbers?
Dr. Feigel?

DR FEIGEL: Gene Feigel. MKke, what's going

to be the inpact of the nodification you' re proposing
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on the -- on the C FER equation back in Number 3 to
what -- what the high consequence areas are that you're
dealing with right now? | nean, what's the -- | nean,
the two obviously are linked. What's the practi cal
inmplication of that going to be in, say, in a worst
case?

MR ISRANI: Well, | think it would be better
when | discuss that C FER part because | have sone
di agrams to show you how we are going to cover that.
Yes.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Are there any other comments
on the definitions and the bifurcation by Cormittee
menbers? M. Drake?

MR. DRAKE: Just for the purposes of clarity,
it appears that for the |arge dianeter pipes that have
potential inpact circles outside the current corridor
width that there isn't really a bifurcation, that
you're obligated to count houses using the circle and
not use Class 3, is that --

MR | SRANI:  Yes.

MR DRAKE: That's correct?

MR ISRANI: That's correct.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her conmments or
guestions by Commttee nenbers?

(No response)
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CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any commrents or questions by
t he public?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Is there a position that the
Commttee would want to take on this particular iten?
Yes, M. Lenoff?

MR. LEMOFF: Wbuld it be appropriate for a
notion to accept this option?

CHAl RVAN KELLY:  Yes.

MR LEMOFF: | nake that notion

CHAI RVAN KELLY: |Is there a second?

PARTI Cl PANT: | second.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: And -- and the notion, by
the way, in accepting the option is to anend the --
recommend this as an anmendnent to the proposed rule.

|s there any further discussion on that?
Yes?

DR FEIGEL: Well, I'mgoing to abstain at
| east because | see enough |inkages between sone of
these issues. | just -- 1 can't -- | don't think at
this point you can nake an inforned, intelligent vote
on breaking these up. Now, | nean, that's -- it goes
back to why | asked M ke the question a m nute ago.
just think there's enough |inkage here that -- to, you

know, parse these out the way we are, we -- | -- again,
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| "' mrepeating nyself.

| just can't nmake an inforned vote. Thank
you.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: |Is there any further
di scussi on?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al in favor of this change,
say "aye."

(There was a chorus of "ayes.")

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any opposed?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her extensions --
abstentions? Dr. Feigel?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Al right. This is adopted as one of the
recommended changes.

Popul ati on threshol d.

HCA - Popul ati on Threshol d

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: In the popul ation threshold, our
goal is to identify those portions of a pipeline that
present the greatest potential hazard to people in
order to focus integrity nmanagenent efforts on those

segnent s.
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(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: The question is, should the
criterion for determ ning popul ati on density conponent
of a high consequence area be based on 10 or 20
bui | di ngs i ntended for human occupancy within the
i npact circle?

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: And these are the comments we
recei ved and that we have heard at the public neetings.

| ndustry is all in favor of using 20 buil ding
criteria.

There was a state which comrented about using
10 building criteria. This was a witten conment.

And we have a public supporting 20 buil di ng
criteria. There was one person at the public neeting
who supported that.

And there were sone witten conments on these
hi gh consequence areas. Sone coments were that we
should include critical infrastructure -- that cane
fromthe state -- that we should include bridges, power
transm ssion centers, highways, highway intersections,
par ks, recreational areas, and rail ways.

Then there was a conment from public that we
shoul d use 10 buil dings versus -- 10 versus 20 people

for outside gathering areas, neaning they wanted to be
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even nore conservative for the outside gathering areas.
They wanted to consi der 10 peopl e gathering, not 20
peopl e gathering. These were additional coments that
we received.

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: But let's focus first on the
buil ding option. Qur current position is that 20
bui | di ngs i ntended for human occupancy occurring wthin
a potential inpact circle is a criterion for defining
hi gh consequence areas.

And any recommendati ons fromthe nenbers?

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Any conments or questions from nmenbers of the
Comm ttee? M. Lenoff?

MR LEMOFF: Yes. |If | can ask Mke to kind
of fill me in. Looking at the nunbers, it appears the
states were at opposition to everyone else on this, so
to speak. Can you give -- pass along sone of the
reasons the states felt that 10 was the correct nunber?

MR ISRANI: There were four states which
have conmmented on the integrity rule in general, and
there was one state which objected to this criterion.
Their comment and argunment was simlar to what we had
initially said for 10 buil di ngs, nmeaning the 10

bui | di ngs was mat hematically equival ent to having C ass
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3 locations having 46 buildings. And they also had --
you know, the 20 building criterion, they had simlar
concerns, that, you know, it may not cover nany of the
pi pelines, particularly | owstress pipelines.

And we are going to address the | ow stress
pi peline issue |later on, what -- how we are consi dering
t hat option.

And they -- other than that, this was the
opinion that we are trying to be too lax on this and we
shoul d be nore conservative on the building count.

M5. GERARD: Let ne -- let nme try that
anot her way. At the last neeting, | think Mke put up
sone di agrans that showed that if you took the sliding
mle that's in the regulation today and created four
640-foot circles in that and divided the popul ation
count of 46 anong those four circles, with a little bit
of scatter in between the circles and the rectangle of
the sliding mle, that the nunmber that you would find
within the circle was 9-point-sonmething and deci na
dust and that that is the current basis for Cl ass 3.

However, that assunes that you have an even
spaci ng between the distribution of the buildings,
which is not really the case in reality and was one of
t he reasons why we noved to the nunber 20, because you

really don't have an even scatter pattern anywhere.
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t hi nk

that's what M ke was saying as to the reason why the

state that commented reconmendi ng 10, was they were

hol ding to the val ue that

it was nore |like the

popul ati on density consistent with the value we have in

Cl ass 3 today.

CHAlI RVAN KELLY:
Commi ttee menbers?

(No response)

CHAlI RVAN KELLY:
t he public?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY:

Furt her di scussion by

Any conments by nenbers of

s the Committee willing to

accept the position -- the current position of OPS on

this matter?
MR, DRAKE
accept the proposal
CHAlI RVAN KELLY:
MR,  ANDREWS:
CHAlI RVAN KELLY:

l'd like to nake a notion to

as defined by M ke.

|s there a second?

Second.

Al in favor?

(There was a chorus of "ayes.")

CHAI RVAN KELLY:
(No response)
CHAI RVAN KELLY:

(No response)

Any opposed?

Any abstentions?
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CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.
Move on to inpact radius.
| npact Radius (C- FER)

(Slide)

MR. I SRANI: Inpact radius. Here, the goal
is to assure that identification of high consequence
areas includes the population at risk from potenti al
pi pel i ne acci dents.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: And the question was, should the
additional safety nmargin be applied to potential inpact
circle radius cal cul ated using the C FER equation?

If you recall, at the last neeting we were
di scussing that we shoul d have some additional safety
mar gi ns provi ded over the C FER equation to take care
of the -- this actual explosion patterns that we have
seen in sonme of the recent accidents which -- which
tend to be irregular in shape. And the CGFER circle
woul d cover nost part of it in an offset setting.

But in sonme of the recent cases, we've found
the accidents tend to be nore elliptical in shape.

They go beyond the circle areas. And -- and
particularly -- in particular, we refer to the Carl shad
acci dent where the offset distance for the accident was

within the CGFER circle radius but the distance from
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t he point of explosion to where the accident occurred
was beyond the circle.

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: So we -- this was a question,
and the coments we have received on this one is, you
know, industry's current position, as you nay have seen
in the booklet that was sent by INGAA, is that adding
the Il ength of pipe addresses the elliptical inpact
shape.

And the -- one of the conmments fromstate we
had was the margin is needed, neaning, as we said
earlier, that, you know, we feel that -- before this
new concept cane about that we should have a safety
margin to account for all the irregular shapes of these
expl osi on footprints.

Public coment was not to add margin if it
woul d cause any confusion in determning the inpact
circle.

NTSB comrented on this issue. They are in
favor of having some margin but they -- their main
concern was that so |l ong as we considered the
hori zontal jetting of these in the C FER equation, then
-- that was the main comment, that this would elimnate
a lot of the problens that we have seen goi ng beyond

the circle. And that's what we have consi dered, you
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know, after industry's proposal here.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: So our current position is that
we use the C-FER radius without additional safety
margin to define potential inpact circle to define an
HCA. And then, extend the length of the pipeline
segnent that could potentially inpact an HCA on either
side by one additional radius to nmeet our concern for
el liptical shape of explosion footprints in many
acci dents.

To make this easier for you, | have a couple
of slides to show you. Let's go to those slides.

(Slide)

MR. I SRANI: Ckay. Here's one exanple of --
this is just a hypothetical exanple of irregular shape
of this elliptical -- perinmeter that you can see here
inthe red line. So, for exanple, if -- if there's a
church here, the identified site, and you go with a
sliding circle, you'll see at this point you touch the
church here and at this point you touch this church in
t he exanple here. So your high consequence area under
the old C FER equation nethod woul d be HCA, which is
fromthe center line of this circle to center line of
this circle. So this -- would have an HCA.

And what is being recomended now by industry
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and what we are seriously considering is to add this
additional radius all the way to the end of the circle
SO we can cover the explosions or anything happening
beyond the -- the center line of this pipe. And as you
can see in this diagramshowing, that if there's an
explosion at this point, which is beyond the HCA
boundaries, it -- it can still inpact the -- the
identified site. So using this additional radius for

t he pi peline segnment, we can pretty much satisfy our
concer n.

(Slide)

MR. I SRANI: Another exanple -- this was an
identified site. Another exanple is when you have
mul ti ple buildings. For exanple, if you have several
bui | di ngs and you are having a sliding circle and you
consider 20 buildings in a circle, in this case also
you will see fromcenter line of this point to center
line of this point, your HCA would have been at this
br anch.

So, if you have an expl osion beyond this,
this irregular shape shows you -- this irregular shape
was based on sonme of the incidents that we have seen
recently, how it kind of goes al nost al ong the pipe --
path of the pipeline. That's mainly due to the jetting

of the -- the fire or the gas which is released in the
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direction of the pipe. So, the pattern tends to be
this way and it can still inpact quite a |ot of high
consequence ar eas.

So, by including this additional radius on
either side, we can pretty nmuch satisfy our concerns.
That's what we are trying to achieve and that's what
even industry has proposed in this.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: How does that conpare with
using the flux factor, 4000 btus?

MR ISRANI: Ckay. Now, if we were to use a
4000 flux factor, we would have had a bigger circle al
along the pipeline. So we may have covered, you know,
a |larger area but we probably woul d have achi eved the

sane | ength of the segnment of the pipe. So we are

receiving the sane -- like X through Y will becone the
pi peline segnent that will affect an HCA. By using a
bigger circle, using -- you know, we woul d have gone

beyond the last circle. W would have been sonewhere
in this.

This would be -- our HCA woul d have ended
here. And by a bigger circle, we would have covered,
you know, sort of like this. And it would -- it would
have covered this HCA, but we are concerned -- but
of fset-w se, we would have been a nuch bigger circle.

And then, you know, the -- as we found, there are nore
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and nore -- along the length of the pipeline.

So this is just one exanple, and | believe
Andy can give nore comments on this.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

MR. DRAKE: In a letter to the nenbers, and I
appreci ate your indul gence as we are -- such a
turbulent issue here as we're trying to close this.
submitted an e-mail that tried to articulate this
position and the logic fromit.

But just for history purposes, it's inportant
to understand that the team which the DOT was a part
of and others, the states, that originally started off
on this G FER circle business understood the elliptical
nature of nost failures historically and -- but for the
pur poses of nodeling chose to use a circle because it
was a little easier to use a circle as a nodel. And in
order to preserve the conservatism they -- they nade
the nodel a little bit bigger in width than in | ength.

And the heat flux factor was one elenent in
that equation, but the constants in the equation were
used to help dial the nunber in when conparing agai nst
the actual field data, the actual incident data over
hi story.

But the net effect out was that you coul d

change out the -- you know, to some degree you can
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change out the heat flux value but you' d have to change
the constants in the equation to make the circle fit --
the circle fit an elliptical pattern

And -- and that's wy we kept com ng back to
the i ssue about validating against field experience,
because it's not real relevant what heat flux factor
you use i s because you're going to use the constants to
dial in the nunber to make a circle fit an ellipse.

But in either heat flux scenario, the circle isn't an
ellipse. And the size of the circle is going to change
based on the constants.

So, the -- the proposed -- the proposal that
we're dealing with here is to use the circle, you know,
as it's dialed in with the heat flux factor and the
constants and the whole string of issues that are
enbedded in that formula to expect that it's projecting
an extraordinarily -- extra confidence on width. But
there is a potential to under-project the |Iength, and
so to take -- take care of that, you know, that -- that
issue that's just fundanental to the design regardl ess
of the heat flux factor, we're maeking this proposal to
add length down the site, you know, to pick up that
nore elliptical nature.

But the two are kind of related, | guess, you

know, but the bottomline is the circle was
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fundanmental | y chosen because it's a little easier to
use a circle to nodel than the real elliptical nature
of it. But in order to conpensate for that, we -- you
know, we bulked the circle up a little bit and tried to
fit it.

And that's why those bars that were show ng
the inmpact radiuses -- there were four bars -- it was
trying to show all these different elenments, the length
ones and the adjacent ones and where people were and
where the damage -- the burn rates were, to try to pick
up, is the tradeoff in balance. You know, are you
trading length -- you know, axial versus, you know,
per pendi cul ar nature of this nodel. 1Is it picking up
the reality of the situation.

So, | offer that just for a little bit nore
background. | wel cone any conments or questions that
m ght exi st about how we ended up with an ellipse, but
that was the intent.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Dr. Feigel?
DR FEIGEL: | don't have any technical
issues with this. I'mstruggling with how you' re going

to codify the I anguage in the final rul emaking that
will rmake it evident what you're trying to do and

easi |y under st andabl e by everybody and enforceabl e and
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so on and so forth because, quite frankly, | nean, the
current position -- | understand that's not regul atory
| anguage. It's a description of where you are.

And what | see in this slides, I"'mtotally
banboozl ed as to how | would inplenment that, not having
been intimately involved in developing it.

M5. GERARD: (In progress) -- as we've
descri bed how an operator would inplenent this. In the
past the concept woul d have been to, you know, create a
formul a using the constants of, you know, the dianeter
and the heat, the energy, and create a circle
appropriate to the size of that energy and run it al ong
t he pipeline and determ ne how many pl aces there were
that met the popul ation threshol d.

So now, instead of running a circle, we're
going to describe the proportions of an ellipse and

you're going to run an ellipse along the pipeline. No?

MR. I SRANI:  No, no.

M5. GERARD: Ckay.

MR | SRANI:  No.

M5. GERARD: All right.

MR | SRANI:  No.

M5. GERARD: Make a point.

MR ISRANI: Let me -- let nme say this. 1In
our proposed rule, we -- we did indicate, you know, how
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-- what hi gh consequence areas or what C FER equation
is. W did not say nethods of how you determ ne this.
We just said use sliding circle, but we did not show
you this -- howthe circle -- sliding circle touches
the point of the church and then that's the stop point
and then you go to other end. By sliding circle, this
touches -- we never explained that in the rule.

This was explained nore in terns of -- in our
subsequent wor kshops that fromcenter point of this to
center point, that becones your HCA segnment. If --
standard al so showed this kind of diagram the sliding
circle where it, you know, where it touches the
identified site and the other identified site, the
center line fromhere to here is an HCA segnent.

Al we are saying here, instead of center
line, we are saying that the first circle and the | ast
circle that touches the identified site, we go from one
end of the circle to the other end. X and Y becones
your segnent that can inpact an identified site, an
HCA.

MS. GERARD: VWhat's the difference between
that and what | said in practical terns?

MR ISRANI: Well, you were saying the
elliptical shape of the explosion, which is what we

have considered for sonme expl osions but which is not
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al ways t he case.

MR DRAKE: What the difference is, is that
you will use the CGFER circle to -- to define an HCA
You will pass it down there knowi ng that it has an
elliptical tradeoff. But to help counterbal ance that,
to -- once you've identified an HCA, you define the
boundaries, the extent of it, by adding this -- this
i ssue that has nore of an elliptical nature to it.

So, once you figure out where it is, you add
t hese radi uses to each end that give it nore of an
el liptical consideration.

M5. CERARD: Well, what if --

MR. DRAKE: It's a safety buffer that you're
addi ng. Once you define the HCA, you add this to the
boundaries of it to give yourself a little bit nore
safety buffer to take into effect this elliptical
nature or potential.

M5. GERARD: What if you | ooked at the circle
and the population inside it was 18?

MR. DRAKE: It's not an HCA by --

M5. GERARD: But in the extra link there were
two nore houses.

MR. DRAKE: What we're trying to do, | think,
is add sone conservatismhere to deal with a very snal

percentage of the incidents that do actually exceed the
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-- the axial prediction of CGFER The C FER nodel was
built, as | said, to try to take into consideration
that tradeoff fundanentally. And it's only a very few
incidents in history that are even showi ng a capability
of exceeding it axially down the pipe. And that --
that's the issue.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Lenoff, you had a
comment ?

M. More, I'll get to you when the
Comm ttee's finished.

MR. LEMOFF: | fade in and out of thinking I
understand what's being said. Could |I ask soneone,
per haps M ke or soneone else, to take that flip chart
and just kind of draw sonme pictures? Because |'m not
sure if the HCAis a square -- a rectangul ar shape or
actually an oval shape. So perhaps soneone coul d draw
a picture that would be worth 500 or so words, naybe
nor e.

(Pause)

MR. ISRANI: ABC Pipeline. This is one of
t he net hods of determ ning the HCA. Using C FER
circle, and this -- this will be GFER radius or would
be C- FER radius which will be sanme as Point 69, square
root of PD squared.

Maxi mum oper ating pressure, maxi mum all owabl e
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operating pressure, and damage around the pipeline.
You cal culate this radius. You draw the circles, and
you see where you touch the identified site, slide the
circle, and where you touch the other end of the
circle.

So, this -- this would have been identified

-- this would have been the HCA -- as far as HCA is
concerned, this would have been the rectangle for --
that you consider an HCA. From here to this point.

All we are saying is to consider this
addi ti onal segnent -- we're tal king about this one and
this one -- because sonme of the patterns that we have
seen, elliptical pattern of this. Even if there's an
explosion at this point, which otherwi se was outside
the HCA, would inpact this -- this unit. So now you're
-- you're still considering HCA to be this zone and
this pipeline segnent -- additional pipeline segnent is
a segnent which is inpacting this high consequence
ar ea.

M5. GERARD: What |'munderstanding fromthis
for the first time is that the only thing that you're
considering the additional half radiuses for is that
the -- is not for defining the HCA but in doing the
assessment .

MR. ISRANI: Right, yeah. The whole idea is
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that segnents that can inpact an HCA.
M5. GERARD: Ckay. So this proposal doesn't
change the HCA definition, it only extends the m | eage

on the pipeline that is going to be required to be

assessed.

MR ISRANI: This, in other words --

M5. GERARD: |I'mreally glad we had this
little talk.

MR. | SRANI: Yeah, yeah.

(Laught er)

MR ISRANI: Just like in the -- |let ne say,
just like in the liquid rule we had the pipeline
segnent that can inpact an HCA and those segnents could
be beyond what we had originally identified within the
HCA, here we are considering this as additional --

MS. GERARD: Coul d affect.

MR ISRANI: -- could affect an HCA

M5. GERARD: A failure could affect --

MR ISRANI: So --

M5. GERARD: -- that additional mleage of
pi pe --

MR ISRANI: Yeah. So far --

M5. GERARD: -- half radius length --

MR ISRANI: Right.

M5. GERARD: -- additional --
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MR ISRANI: Right. So segnent that inpacts
an HCA woul d be considered fromthis point to this
point. But for the HCA counting purposes, they would
consider these circles as the -- as the HCA identifying
circles.

M5. GERARD: So it extends the anount of
mleage that's required to be tested in a simlar way

MR | SRANI:  Yes.

M5. GERARD: -- to what the liquid industry
assesses --

MR. | SRANI: What coul d inpact.

M5. GERARD: -- that's outside the HCA but
coul d be affected.

MR ISRANI: Right.

M5. GERARD: So they have to assess it.

MR. ISRANI: This is what we're considering

now.
M5. GERARD: Ckay.
CHAI RVAN KELLY: The square that you' ve
drawn, just for conparative purposes -- | mean, | think

we called it a rectangle, but whatever. That is under
the original CFER nodel, so that woul d have been
reflecting the heat flux factor of 5000 btus?

MR. ISRANI: This would be reflecting 5000,
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yes.
CHAI RVAN KELLY: And if it were 4000, you
woul d have --
MR ISRANI: Yeah. |If it was 4000, you know,

so then we woul d have bigger circles. So that neans we

woul d have -- for exanple, your inpact circle would
have been nmuch bi gger -- would have been bigger. And
t hen, center line of that would have been -- that would

have been here. So then, this would have been your
HCA.

So, in other words, you are gaining nore
m | eage, but this additional real state was the concern
al so because that woul d have added a | ot nore housing
units, a lot nore mleage on the pipeline. A lot nore
HCAs as units.

Let ne -- let ne --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: That ot herw se shoul d not be
t aken i nto account.

MR ISRANI: Right.

M5. GERARD: Right. W think we would have
been pi cking up nore popul ati on but not the right
popul ati on.

MR ISRANI: Right.

MS5. GERARD: Because of the typical patterns

t hat occur.
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MR ISRANI: And we were originally
suggesti ng whi ch woul d have gone 15 percent nore or 12
percent nore fromoriginal circle. So that woul d have
shifted the center fromhere to sonewhere here. Right
now we are saying add this additional entire radius.

M5. GERARD: So, if you were adding up al
the m | eage, you woul d expect nore mleage to be tested
using this nethodol ogy than if we had changed t he heat
flux?

MR ISRANI: Well, we are not totally sure
because bigger circles may have picked up sonme nore.
You know, like if there was a -- for exanple, if there
was a church here at this point, a bigger circle would
have picked up that which now we are not picking up, so

M5. GERARD: W don't have any real way to

know it.

MR. I SRANI: Yeah. Right, yeah.

MR. DRAKE: But the point is, is that CFER
circleis -- is conservative on wdth

MR I SRANI: Yeah.

MR. DRAKE: And making the circle just bigger
just makes it extraordi nary conservative on w dth,
which is the wong popul ation. So extending the length

deals with the i ssue about how t he nodel functions
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against reality better than just making a bigger

circle. It's already way conservative on w dth because
t he fundanental design was to use a circle to pattern
an ellipse. So the circle is already way big on width
trying to catch the axial nature of the failure. So
maki ng the circle even bigger just nakes it even w der
than it -- way wider than it needs to be.

So the point here is that this change was
made to try to pick up with the fundanental design of
t he nodel where the -- where the issue is, which is
down the pipe, not off the pipe. Does that nmake sense?

CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Lenoff?

MR. LEMOFF: So, the way |I"'mcurrently
understanding it is that this change does not affect
how you pick the high consequence area, how you
determ ne the high consequence area. What it does is
it increases the anount of pipe that has to be | ooked
at once you have a hi gh consequence area.

MR. ISRANI: That's absolutely right.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her conmments or
guestions by Commttee nenbers?

(No response)

CHAl RVAN KELLY: M. Moore?

Oh, I"'msorry. Yes, M. Thomas?

MR. THOVAS: Yeah, a question related to how
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this | anguage translates into the rule. As we consider
this, we talk about safety margin. Those terns are
used in this. And I'll assune that term does not
translate into the |language in the rule. The rule
itself will sinply be the paraneters of the equation,
how it woul d cal cul ate hi gh consequence and so forth.

M5. GERARD: This really, | think, nore
properly woul d have gone under the assessnment section.

MR. THOVAS: Ckay. | was just trying to make
sure that the safety margin --

M5. GERARD: Although you' re defining -- you
are defining --

MR. THOVAS: -- |anguage didn't sonmehow get
into the rule.

M5. GERARD: Right.

MR THOVAS: | think it would have been
i nappropriate there.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: \Where is OPS recomrendi ng
that this be placed?

MR ISRANI: W put the slide out how we are
recommending. This is not the true | anguage.

MS. GERARD: She neans in the structure of
the rule, but we haven't witten the rule yet.

MR. I SRANI: Ch, okay. Right.

MR DRAKE: There is sone nerit to
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considering this as an HCA issue because it does define
-- the HCA -- the purpose of the HCA is to define the
scope of where you do the assessnent, and this is
integral to defining the scope. It defines the |ength.

M5. GERARD: But it's not changing the
definition of the HCA.

MR DRAKE: No, but it does define --

MS. GERARD: The definition of the HCA
remai ns the sane. What is changing is the assessnent
process.

MR. DRAKE: No, it defines the |length of pipe
that has to be assessed, period, which is the --

M5. GERARD: |'m agreeing with you.

MR DRAKE: -- which is the function of the
HCA definition.

MR ISRANI: It defines -- it defines the
pi pel i ne segnment that can inpact an HCA, that
realistically can inpact an HCA.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Dr. Feigel, did you have a
comment ?

DR FEI GEL: No.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her conmments or
guestions by Commttee nenbers?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Mbore?

EXECUTI VE COURT REPORTERS, | NC.
(301) 565- 0064



© 00 N oo o B~ wWw N P

T N T S T T T N T e e e e e e S S S S
gag A W N P O © 0o N oo 0o M W N - O

48

MR MOORE: (O f mke) Thank you, Ms. Kelly.

| -- initially when you guys banboozl ed --
Dr. Feigel. And | hated to --

(Pause as M. More noved to a new seat with
a m crophone)

(Laught er)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Just nmke yourself
confortabl e there.

MR MOORE: 1|'ve learned in all these public
nmeetings in the last four nonths that you do what you
have to do to get your point across, | guess.

| was trying to help Dr. Feigel in the
banboozl enent comment that he had. In the package that
the Comm ttee nmenbers received a coupl e weeks ago --
this is what ny package | ooks |ike. [|'massumng the
Comm ttee received one that's very simlar -- in Tab
11, on page 8 and 9, there is recommended rul e | anguage
that reflects the prior three agenda itens that were
di scussed by the Commttee, and two of them were voted
upon. And it reflects this discussion as well.

I nsi de that discussion, integrated into it,
was the issue of 4000 versus 5000 enbodied in the
equation for the CFER equation. The acceptability of
the C-FER equation itself is the option for

bi furcation, the use of 20 i nstead of sone other nunber
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for the nunber of structures investigated and
protected, a definition for identified site which the
Commttee may want to discuss further before we get
done today, the issue of extrapolation, which is the
next agenda item and the concept of the ellipse, if
you nake one m nor | anguage change in the handout that
was nmade.

And so, all the discussion points and agenda
itens did not have specific regulatory |anguage in
them but it would be enbodied at this location in the
handout the Commttee nmay want to consi der.

Tab 1 has the list, but if you |l ook on page 9
of Tab 11, at the top of page 9 under Subsection C,
second line and third line where it says the word
"center"” in both cases. You substitute the term
"out ernost edge” in both cases, and that would be the
regul atory | anguage to reflect the --

M5. GERARD: \Were are you, Daron?

MR MOORE: |'mon Tab 11.

MS. GERARD: Page 9.

MR. MOORE: Page 9, Subsection C at the top
of page 9, second line and third Iine.

By the way, ny name is Daron More, spelled
D-A-R-ONfor the record. FromEl Paso, out of

Houst on, Texas.
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To reflect the ellipse discussion that was
just taking place, you would substitute in lines 2 and
3 of Subsection C on page 9 of Tab 11 the term
"out ernost edge" for the word "center” in both cases.
Lines 2 and 3.

And | have two ot her comments as well, if
it's okay to make those now --

CHAl RVAN KELLY:  Yes.

MR MOORE: -- Ms. Kelly, thank you.

W had a nention a while ago about a half
radius on each end. |In actuality, for the record, it's
a full radius on each end as cal cul ated by the
particul ar pipe paraneters in place. So | didn't want
to have the Commttee think that it was only half as
much as what it actually would be added on.

And the final comment is that | presented in
a public nmeeting on April 25th some data specific to
Tennessee Gas Pipeline, which is one of the El Paso
Cor poration subsidiaries, where we had an average HCA
| engt h based on what we had run at 20 houses and 5000
btu, et cetera, on the equation.

And if you add the full radius on each end as
proposed here in the |anguage, you would be effectively
tripling the mleage in the HCA definition for

Tennessee Gas Pipeline, which would de facto triple the
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anount of pipe mles which would be expected and
managed for greater integrity along the pipeline
system
So this elliptical concept is not a smal
thing at all. It w nds up addressing many nore peopl e
and many nore niles of pipe, which is what sone of the
fundanmental goals as nentioned earlier in this nmeeting
today as being a goal of this Conmittee for this rule.
| wanted to nmake sure the Conmittee understood the
| ar geness and the anount of pipe that was going to be

added for integrity by this |anguage change for

el l'i pses.

That concludes ny comments. Thank you.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Do Committee nenbers have any questions of
M. Moore?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Are there comments from ot her nenbers of the
public?

(No response)

M5. GERARD: | guess the -- the difference
that I have with Andy, the way he explains this,
think of the high consequence area definition as the

government's way of saying, where would the
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consequences be so great that it's worth addi ng
protection, and that we woul d define those areas. And
we define those areas as a place that within a circle
of di nensions defined by CFER where there are 20
SIHCs, that the definition of the high consequence area
is all the places anong -- besides the identified
sites, it is all those places where the concentration
of buildings neets the threshold of 20.

And that's why | don't think that -- based on
what you explained to ne here today, that's why | don't
think that the affected pipe segnent is part of the
definition of a high consequence area. You defined the
hi gh consequence area when you recommended that the 20
buil ding threshold be the threshold we use to define
when the consequence is high enough to add protection
because you explained to nme that you don't run the
el li pse down the pipeline, you still are running the
circle down the pipeline.

And so, I'mjust trying to make sure that |
under stand what we've defined as a hi gh consequence
area. It's those identified sites and those places
where there's a concentration of 20 buil dings inside
the circle. But we're prescribing that when you do
your risk assessnment you add this additional mleage

into the risk assessnent process.
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Sol -- 1 bifurcate that in nmy m nd because
one's a definition we're setting a value. W've said
today our value is any place there's 20 buil dings
within a certain inpact zone of the pipeline, that
defines the places we're going to add protection. And
t hen when you start to do your assessnent process, you
add additional mleage into the assessnent process.

Am | wong?

MR. ISRANI: That part would be difficult
unl ess, you know, we say that these are the segnents
whi ch i npact HCAs because we --

M5. GERARD: That's -- yeah, | agree with
you. These segnents --

MR. I SRANI: Yeah, right. These segnents --

M5. GERARD: But when we asked the |iquid
i ndustry to determ ne what segnents could be affected,
that wasn't part of the definition of HCA. That was
part of the risk analysis. And to nme, this is part of
the risk analysis, the assessnment. And as a result of
doing that, you know, you -- you pick up that mleage
and protect it.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Thomas?

MR THOVAS: | think I'd say you're
technically correct. 1'd also say ny expectation is
the industry goes downstreamusing this rule. 1In the
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comon term nol ogy, HCA will mean the entire | ength of
pipe that is going to be |looked at. | just think we'll
start using it that way to include the extra --

M5. GERARD: Well, the reason |I'mhaving this
conversation now is because | know in reality
i mpl enenting the existing Class 3 and 4 is a nightmare
and | don't want to repeat the m stakes of the past.
And so that's why here in this roomat this tine I'm
just trying to get it straight, you know.

So -- and that's why we split the definition
fromthe rule in the first place, because we were
trying to get something done. W defined a definition
of what's our value here, what are we trying to
protect, what is a high consequence enough -- what's a
hi gh enough consequence it's worth addi ng protection.
Not the entire pipeline, it's those places on the
pi peline where there is this concentration of
popul ation density to neet this threshold within the
area of an expl osi on.

When you go to do your protections, you're
going to add this additional m|eage because it could
al so be affected.

| nmean, years fromnow | just don't want to
be in the sanme place where we've had probl ens that

nobody cal cul ates the sliding mle the same way. And
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so we're -- I"'mjust trying to get your advice on --
on, you know, synchronizing on a concept here.

To me, the place that we've defined as the
hi gh consequence area is the people. Were are there
this many people. If it was a liquid pipeline, where
woul d there be environmental. It's -- it's the value
that we've set here. W've raised the standards to add
t hese additional population as getting protection.

It's the people, not the pipe.

But you test the pipe. And so when you go
into your assessnents, we -- we're requiring you to add
additional mleage of pipe as part of the assessnent
process because of what we know about the experience of
the way pipelines fail.

MR. DRAKE: In the context of the use of this
definition beyond just that for scoping where to do
work on integrity managenent, you are correct. |
agree. | nean, |'ve always just looked at it in the
context of a scoping vehicle to determ ne where to do
IMP. But if there is a purpose beyond that, then --
then you' re right, separate the two.

M5. CERARD: Well, when all is said and done,
oversi ght agencies will say, how many nore people were
protected. W raised the safety standards today, we've

added protections in these places where these people
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are, and in addition to that, they'Il ask, well, what
total percentage of the pipe is going to be tested.
And we'll be able to say as a result of this discussion
here today we're sonmewhere between double and triple
t he amount of pipe we require to be assessed, which
froma public standpoint is a very big deal

We didn't change the popul ation density
t hreshol d, we changed the requirenent for how many
mles of pipe is going to be tested.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Leiss?

MR. LEISS: Yeah. | just -- it seens to ne
that -- | agree with everything that's been said here.
| understand it. | think in |line perhaps wth what

Dr. Feigel said earlier, though, |I think -- the way I
read it anyway, if you use the wording that was -- that
was quoted under these tabs for -- that | NGAA provided
and the ot her agencies, the other conpany -- conpany
organi zations, | think that it actually changes the HCA
definition, which is what you're not intending to do.

So | think you need to definitely | ook at the
wor di ng --

M5. GERARD: | want to be clear that all the
work that's been done to advise us is very inportant to
us, but what we're not sitting here doing is witing

t he rul e | anguage.
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MR LEISS: Right.

M5. GERARD: What we're doing is getting a
record of the advice that this Conmttee and the public
is giving us on howto wite the rule.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her conmments or
guestions by Commttee nenbers?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: So we'll |eave the final
wordi ng on this to our Counsel Betsock, but | believe
the concepts are clear fromthe di scussion.

M5. GERARD: | appreciate the Commttee's
indulgence. I'ma little dense on these matters, as
you can see.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: No, this is -- this is
hel pful to all of us.

Is the Committee interested or -- to -- in
accepting the position of OPS on this matter or with
changes?

MR. LEISS: | nove that we accept the
proposed change.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Second?

MR DRAKE: | woul d second.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: |Is there any further
di scussi on?

(No response)
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CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al in favor?

(There was a chorus of "ayes.")

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any opposed?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any abstentions?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al right. Then this change
is accepted as well.

And | should add that Dr. WI I ke has joined
us.

Vel cone.

Ext rapol ati on.

Ext rapol ati on ( HCAs)

(Slide)

MR. I SRANI: Popul ati on extrapol ation. Here,
our goal is to avoid inposition of unreasonabl e burdens
whi |l e assuring consideration of entire popul ation at
risk for potential pipeline accidents in high
consequence area identification.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: The question is, should a rule
al l ow an operator to use data regardi ng the nunber of
buil dings within 660 foot -- 660 feet of pipeline,
which is avail able now to operators because of the

exi sting definition of class location, to infer,
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meani ng extrapol ate, the building density in a
potential inpact circle larger than 660 feet?

And the second part of the question is,
should this be limted to an interimperiod of five
years to allow operators to collect this additiona
data on buil di ngs beyond 660 feet?

Just, I'll explain that under our class
| ocati on, we have 660-foot threshold currently and we
wer e concerned about |arger dianmeter pipeline which
coul d have inpact beyond 660 feet. So we had this
addi ti onal proposed requirenent to consider these
bui | di ngs which are beyond 660 feet which is applied to
only large operators, operators with pipeline 30 inches
and 1000 psi. Beyond that, they will have this circle
-- inmpact circle which would go and inpact the

bui | di ngs there.

So -- so this -- the question was, they don't
have this data available right -- right away and may
not have this data for -- for those buil dings beyond

this. Should they be given sone time? 1In the
meantime, they can extrapolate the data from what they
have currently under 660 feet.

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: Comments that we received from

the industry, that we allow this for -- until Decenber
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17, '07, which is based on from-- fromthe tinme when
the Act was witten. So by the tine the rule cones
out, it will be about four years.

And there were no conmments on this issue --
rather, there were no opinion at the public neetings
fromstate and the public.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: And our position is that we
allow the interimperiod up to three years fromthe
date of the rule to gather the data beyond 660 feet for
popul ati on density.

W said three years is adequate tinme because
we are only considering a few operators with | arge
di aneter pipeline with very high pressure system And
-- and this -- this will effectually make the
difference of only one year. This was a reconmendati on
fromour regulators also, that three years should be
adequate time.

M5. GERARD: And this is the first time we've
actual ly discussed this in a public neeting?

MR ISRANI: This --

MS. GERARD: The nunber three.

MR ISRANI: Right. W -- we had this
extrapolation itemon the agenda in our past public

nmeeti ngs, but because of tine shortage, we never could
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di scuss this issue.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Coments by Conmittee
menbers or questions? Yes, Dr. Feigel?

DR FEIGEL: \What does "identified sites,"
mean, M ke?

MR. ISRANI: In our proposed rule, we had
popul ati on density, which was |ooking at the
residential buildings, and then we had the identified
sites, which were places where peopl e gather --

M5. GERARD: In the final rule. That was in
the final rule.

MR. ISRANI: In the proposed -- oh.

M5. GERARD: Identified sites were in the
final rule.

MR. I SRANI: Yeah. Qur high consequence area
final rule, we had these HCA definitions where we
consi dered the housing conponent and we al so consi dered
the -- these identified sites which are places that
peopl e gat her and al so buil dings which are hard to
evacuate. Buildings which are hard to evacuate are
i ke, you know, hospitals, you know, jails, and other
areas. Those are identified sites, what we call.

DR FEIGEL: |Is that termconsistently used
el sewher e?

MR. | SRAN : It is used in our final rule HCA
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and we' ve been using that term yes.

DR FEIGEL: A nmuch nore conmon and

understandable termthat | think describes the same

t hi ng that

is used widely in state regulations is

sinply places of public assenbly.

M5. GERARD: That -- that is part of the

final rule that already exists. So if you would be

proposi ng to change that, | think that woul d be beyond

t he scope of the proposal we have on the table. Not

that you couldn't make that reconmendation. | believe

it's beyond the scope.

you?

guesti ons

CHAI RVMAN KELLY: Yes, it is.
Are there any other comrents --

M5. GERARD: \Were were you when we needed

(Laught er)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her conmments or
by Conmi ttee nmenbers?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any commrents or questions by

menbers of the public?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Is the Commttee prepared to

M5. GERARD: There's one fromthe public.
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CHAI RVAN KELLY: Cone forward, M. Moore.

M5. GERARD: M. Boss.

CHAIl RVAN KELLY: I'msorry. M. Boss. And
pl ease identify yourself and your organization.

MR. BOSS: This is Terry Boss wth | NGAA.

| think some of the comments that the
i ndustry nade alluded to sone of the definitional
changes that are in HCA on identified sites tried to
clarify sone of the |anguage, which I think was one of
your objectives, was to get a clear |anguage on that.
And | think probably some of the discussion on those
definitions, even though you' re not witing rule
| anguage today, | think would be hel pful because there
was a | ot of confusion on the exact sites and how t hey
wer e descri bed.

M5. GERARD: Did you raise this in your
petition?

MR BOSS: Yes. Yes, we did.

M5. GERARD: So if it was raised within the
petition --

MR BOSS: So I'll just leave it at that for
the Committee.

M5. GERARD: -- would that change it?

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Any ot her comments or questions by the
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Conmittee?

M5. CGERARD: | want to correct this. [If it
was raised within the petition, then according to
procedure, we m ght be able to consider M. Feigel's
coment .

M5. BETSOCK: We can al ways consi der things.

The question that we will -- we will have even if it's
raised in a petition is whether any new proposal needs
to be published and submtted for comment -- for public
coment .

So, to the extent that we woul d decide to

change sonmething that's already in final rule stage, we

-- we may have to -- to re-propose.

DR FEIGEL: W point isn't material. |It's
sinply one of clarification. | nean, |I'ma great
believer in clear -- clear, lucid |anguage that, you

know, the comon man can understand if that's possible,
even in regulations. That's all.

M5. GERARD: Even in regulations.

(Laught er)

MR ISRANI: If you had put this in the
regul ation | anguage, Dr. Feigel, if you had put this in
t he regul ati on | anguage, we woul d have put in
par ent heses what we nean by identified site. W would

have clarified. This is for a slide where we did not
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put that.
CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her questions or
comments by Conmittee nmenbers? M. More?

MR. MOORE: Daron Moore. |In the petition for

reconsi deration that industry filed, | believe, in
Sept enber of 2002 -- it may have been in Cctober 2002
but it was last fall -- there was a discussion in that

docunent concerning sone parts of the identified site
definition, specifically the use of comercially and
publicly avail abl e dat abases and the applicability of
that inside the definition, the difficulty, and non --
| ack of clarity I guess would be a better way of
putting it, for industry in trying to inplenent that.

Furthernore, there was discussion along the
lines of intrusiveness and invasion of privacy on sone
of the potential issues surrounding | ooking for
facilities that house difficult-to-evacuate persons or
persons of limted nobility, inpaired nobility.

And it would seem prudent to nme that with
that petition for reconsideration on the table that the
Comm ttee consider and possibly give guidance to OPS on
what the definition of identified site should be as it
regards to the specific petition for reconsideration.

Certainly many of the areas of that -- many

of the areas of the definition of identified sites is
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adequate, good, and -- and should be in the -- in the
final HCA definition, but those particular --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: The petition for
reconsi deration, that relates to the final rule on the
definition of HCA?

MR MOORE: Yes, ma'am It relates to the
final rule for the definition of HCAs which was
publ i shed, | believe, on August 7th, 2002.

M5. BETSOCK: The petition isn't currently
before the Conmttee. |'mnot even sure the
Commttee's ever actually been provided a copy of the
petition. At sone stage, when we -- we proceed to act
on the petition separately fromthis final rule, sone
of the issues are going to be addressed in this final
rule. But to the extent that those issues are not
addressed and we re-propose on sone issues, if decided
to, that would cone before the Conmttee at that tine.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: | think at this point, then,
it would not be appropriate for the Committee to take
any formal action on this, but there have been conments
made that | believe OPS should take into account as it
considers the petition that has been presented by the
i ndustry on that particular matter.

MR. DRAKE: | would agree. And | have to
admt, we're doing a very good job of trying to, you
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know, parse off the issues and stay focused on the

i ssues, but this issue is, as Stacey alluded to earlier
in her definition of the ellipse and the HCA
definition, very intertwined. There is a standing HCA
definition rul emaking that we're not really talking
about except this rul emaki ng nodi fies or augnents that
rule. So they are kind of intertw ned.

And | appreciate Dr. Feigel and Daron Moore's
position because it's hard to know where to draw t he
line in the air where we're tal king about a petition of
reconsi deration that has direct ramfications on the
HCA definition. 1s it on that side of the fence or
this side of the fence? The HCAs --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Well, in ternms of -- in
terns of action, it's on the other side of the fence.
That is, if the Conmttee nenbers -- if there was a
consensus here that we have clarity and conpatibility
and definitions in areas that are equally affected,
then we can certainly let the record reflect that.

I s that the consensus of the body here?

MR DRAKE: | think it's appropriate, as
Bar bara Betsock nmentioned, it's appropriate for this
Comm ttee, because they are intertw ned, to be apprised
of the response to the petition for reconsideration so

that we know how it plays out in aggregate. Because it
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does affect it and you can't tal k about one w t hout
tal ki ng about the other at sonme point because they do
pl ay together.

M5. GERARD: And certainly, the rural church
i ssue which is before this group was an itemfromthe
petition, and the extrapolation of the data. | mnean,
what we were trying to do with this proposal was
address several of the concerns in the petition, you
know, so -- and we are trying to address your concerns
by, you know, sone of the things that we've picked up

So, | nean, the reason | nentioned the
petition was the question of Dr. Feigel, but the
extrapol ation i ssue goes to the petition as well
because it was the burden of the data gathering, and so
we were trying to relieve the burden of data gathering
by giving you tine and a way to do it through
extrapolation. And what's on the table here is how
| ong should we give you to use an extrapol ati on nmet hod
rat her than burden you with the data gathering.

And since we've seen you and we discussed it
anong us regul ators, we thought that maybe three years
was enough, and that's what we're asking your advice
on.

MR. DRAKE: Well, | think you just

illustrated the problem here. You' re addressing sone
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of the issues in the petition for reconsideration with
this rul emaki ng but not others. And we don't know

whi ch ones are which, and that's why you' ve kind of got
this -- this going on right now

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Well, | think what we'll
have to do is actually -- is try to bifurcate them
because we're operating based upon information that was
put out in the public notice for the purpose of this
meeting. Not only the public notice, which is, you
know, forenmost in our mnds in ternms of what our
authority is here today, but al so because nost of the
peopl e around this table are not privy to the
information that you happen to know because of your
position in the industry.

So we cannot address the issues in the
petition in a straightforward fashion. They may cone
to us at sonme point, but | believe by letting the
record reflect the consensus of the body that
definitions are clear and consistent and that OPS bear
those in mnd as it proceeds with its consideration of
the petition for reconsideration as well as in the
techni cal | anguage that addresses this rule that the
nmessage i s there.

And | just want to nake sure that that is the

consensus position of the body. Does anyone disagree
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with that?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: | think that's as nuch as we
can do for you, M. Moore.

MR. MOORE: Thank you, M. Kelly.

M5. GERARD: Where are we on the three years?

CHAI RVAN KELLY: W are still on the
extrapol ation issue, and the three years as presented
by M. Israni is the OPS position.

|s there any further discussion by Conmmttee

menbers on that? M. Thonms?

MR. THOVAS: Yeah. | would just conment that
-- well, the primary way in which we woul d gat her the
data woul d be aerial photography. | guess there are

ot her ways, but that's our traditional nmethod. The
three years is well short of our typical cycle for
doing that. At least in our conpany --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Your typical cycle is how
| ong?

MR THOVAS: HmT?

CHAI RVAN KELLY:  Your typical cycle is?

MR. THOVAS:. Well, it -- it depends. W
woul d | ook at the popul ation growmh, the growth --
well, the population in the area and then the growh

trends within that area. | mean, it could be -- it
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could be as few as two or three years in a very high
grow h area, but typically it could go five-plus years.

| nmean, it could go six, seven, eight years in -- in
rural areas.

O course, that's suppl enented by the
observations of operations and aerial patrols so that
we' re always updating the records. |'mjust talking
about the aerial photography itself, which is really
t he expensive part of getting this done.

So three years would be sort of well short of
the cycle that we would normally think about. And that
| eads to then that there would be some excess cost in
doing it on that -- on that three years as opposed to
five years, which would be closer to an average cycl e.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Israni?

MR ISRANI: | just want to make -- make it
clear that five years as proposed by industry was from
the tine the Act was witten. So you' ve already | ost
one year there. So that nakes four years.

Here we said three years fromthe date the
rule is final, so you know, the difference would be
four years and three years.

MR. THOVAS: | agree, and we would |ike for
it to be fromthe date of the rule because that's when

-- when this will be effective.
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CHAI RVAN KELLY: |Is there any further
di scussion? Any further questions from Conmttee
nmenber s?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any further comments by the
public?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Does the Conmttee have a
position on this?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: The Conmmittee has no
position on this?

MR. DRAKE: | would nove that we approve it
as worded by M ke.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al right. [It's been noved
that we accept the proposal by OPS. |Is there a second?

PARTI Cl PANT:  Second.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: |Is there any further
di scussi on?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al in favor?

(There was a chorus of "ayes.")

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any opposed?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any abstentions?
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(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Pl astic pipe.

(Pause)

MR ISRANI: I'mtrying to |look for ny
pl astic pipe. Hold on. The agenda itemin ny --
didn't have tine to change ny slide.

Pl astic Pipe

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: Plastic transm ssion pipe. Qur
goal is to provide enhanced protection to high
consequence areas when standard assessnent techni ques
woul d not worKk.

(Slide)

MR. I SRANI: The question is, what assessnent
requi renents should be applicable to plastic
transm ssi on pipelines? And what operational and
failure experience exist for operational plastic
transm ssi on pipelines? For exanple, nunber of
failures, causes, conditions contributing to failures.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: The comments on the plastic
pi peline we received fromthe industry are, is there
limted mleage and | ow pressure pipeline, that threat

of concern is danage fromthe third party, and to rely
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on the enhanced preventive and mtigative measures.

And the comment fromthe state we received is
to support -- they support the industry position.

And we didn't receive anything on the public
or they were silent on this issue.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: So our current positionis --
what we're considering is to i npose no assessnent
requi renents and that we require preventive nmtigative
nmeasures consistent with all | ow pressure pipelines and
that we require reliability analysis based on plastic
pi pe database. These reliability analyses | nean --
what | nentioned earlier in the question, that you
know, the nunber of failures, causes, conditions
contributing to failure, all this kind of database.

So the current position is we inpose no
assessnment requirenments for plastic pipelines --

M5. GERARD: If | could interject here, as --
as far as | understood, and | didn't catch this before,
the law requires us to assess but we can define what
t hat assessment is. And the assessnment would be a
reliability analysis. W wouldn't require pigging,
hydrostatic testing, or direct assessnment, we would
require to assess plastic pipe of reliability analysis

because | don't think the | aw gave us any option.
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The law didn't provide any exceptions, did
it, Barbara?

So -- but it gives us the opportunity to
define assessnent.

MR. DRAKE: Yes. And | think that you --
you' ve already gotten to this place where you're
defining preventive and mtigative nmeasures. | don't
have any of these, but just sitting at the table
listening to -- this has evolved, the reason that you
got to this place is because you did an assessnent of
the threats and how they are realized and how they are
managed. And this is the tools that are the nost
appropriate tools to nanage the threats as a result of
t he assessnent.

So the assessnents, | think -- I'mlooking to
the LDC fol ks here, but I think the assessnment was
conducted that yielded this directive and that perhaps
just has to be docunented so that it's on record
somewher e

M5. GERARD: | just want to correct the
record, that it doesn't say "inpose no assessnent
requi renents" because there is an assessnent that
yields this result.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Yes. Wuld you identify

yoursel f and your affiliation for the record, please?
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MR. BENNETT: |'m Phil Bennett with the
American Gas Associ ati on.

We agree in substance with what you're
saying. | think we do believe -- in our coments, we
think you do have sone flexibility in assess -- in
determ ning the type of pipelines that you believe
should be in an integrity managenent program Congress
did not talk about plastic transmssion lines. | don't
think they were aware of their existence. Your NPRM
never mentioned plastic pipelines.

So it really wasn't part of the notice and

comment procedures, but there are sone plastic pipes.

There -- they -- the threat |evel does not reach the
intent of the steel |ines that Congress wanted to deal
with.

| think your proposal really deals with it in
an appropriate way of looking at it and saying they
shoul d not -- plastic pipe should not go through the
integrity managenent requirenments of Section 763, but
there are ways of dealing with it with preventive and
mtigative neasures.

One of the things that we didn't explain in
our comrents in detail, what preventive and mitigative
nmeasures woul d be appropriate because plastic pipes

wer e somnet hi ng new when we canme out and -- and raised
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the issue in the public neeting. Sone of the neasures
for | ow stress pipes are appropriate. For -- others,
really, are not. | think plastic pipe, you focus on
t he damage prevention nethods because that's really
where it's acceptable. The corrosion |eaks don't occur
so you really don't worry about nore |leak patrol. You
do worry about third party damage with plastic pipes.

And | think JimWnderlin does have sone
pl astic pipes and he's put sone material together to --
to help and share with the Cormittee, if -- if that's
appropri at e.

MR. WUNDERLI N:  Yes, JimWinderlin, Southwest
Gas. We are one of the few conpanies that do have a
definitional anpunt of plastic transm ssion. |In fact,
we have one mle that we reported to DOT. It's a, |
believe, a four-inch, 60-pound plastic systemthat
nmeets the functional definition of a plastic pipe.

What |' m passing around --

M5. GERARD: And it's a transm ssion |ine?

MR. WUNDERLIN: [It's a transm ssion |ine by
function.

Now, we at this point haven't determ ned
whet her that'll be a high consequence area or not.
think the only way that it could be is if it ended up

in a Cass 3 and 4 | ocation and we decl ared cl ass --
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all of Cass 3 and 4 as HCAs.

The one thing to point out is that the
handout previously from | NGAA does not contain any
| anguage. And so what |'m handi ng out, which really
follows up on -- Phil's comrent -- there's really three
parts to this handout. One is sort of the -- the
introduction that really says we agree with OPS that
there should be no integrity assessnent under 192.723
for plastic pipe. And there's a nunber of reasons for
t hat because it doesn't lend itself to close interva
surveys, pigging, those types of assessnent tools that
we' ve been tal king about.

The m ddl e part of the front page here is
sonme recommended | anguage. \What the recomrended
| anguage says is that we can add one sentence to -- one
sentence to exclude plastic from 192. 763 but we can --
we can add back in Section 192.614, nodify that so that
one line is added for plastic pipe so that it -- it
does take into account, you know, considerations for
third party damage.

And in addition to that, we do have the
pl astic pi pe database collection process that is
underway right now. The pipeline information is being
collected and the data is being eval uated, and we think

that takes into account your second question about how
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to anal yze the data for plastic pipe.

So, really, there's -- there's adding the one
sentence that's underlined towards the bottom of the
first page and then adding a new sentence, E, the top
of the second page, that would put plastic transm ssion
pipelines in Class 3 and 4 would conply with 192. 763 as
far as damage prevention

M5. GERARD: Well, just to renake the point
made earlier, our focus in this neeting isn't on
witing the rule | anguage but getting the concepts
dowmn. And | think that everybody has said that the
concept we have is appropriate and that you should
| eave to us exactly how to structure it, you know, and
whet her or not we call it an assessnment but a different
ki nd of assessnent.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any further conmment? M.
Const ock?

MR COMBTOCK: M ke Constock. The
requirenent for the reliability analysis, do you have
sone ideas on timng on how that would fall out? 1Is it
-- does it congrue with the rule itself? 1Is there tine
set inthe rule for operators to provide that? Is it
sonet hing that would be fleshed out later? | see a
sentence up there, but | don't see any tine applied to
it.
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M5. GERARD: It would have to be done within
10 years unless it was in the riskiest first half.

MR ISRANI: Right. This -- this is part of
the integrity rule that we have these tine franes. Al
we are saying here is if you are -- what we are
proposing is it requires preventive, mtigative
measures, still you have a 10-year tine frane.

M5. GERARD: What we're saying is, Mke, we
have to say that the reliability analysis would be the
requi red assessnent and that that would have to be done
within the tinme of your 10-year w ndow.

MR. ISRANI: Right, right.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her conmments or
guestions?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Is the Committee
confortable, then, that -- that the approach that we' ve
di scussed as being the position of OPS is acceptable?
And that's whether it is called an assessnent, and |
can tell you, I"'mnot that confortable wi th saying that

anyt hi ng shoul d be exenpted from bei ng assessed but

rat her --

M5. GERARD: It's an appropriate --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: -- it's an alternative
nmet hod of -- of assessnent.
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But to the extent that you would be
confortabl e given the cooments that have been -- with
| eaving the technical |anguage of that to OPS to draft,
"1l accept a notion.

PARTI Cl PANT: So noved.

PARTI Cl PANT:  Second.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any further discussion?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al in favor?

(There was a chorus of "ayes.")

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any opposed?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al right. So that is to
accept the position as discussed.

Low stress pipeline.

Low Stress Pipeline

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: Low Stress Pipeline. Here, our
goal is to reduce assessnent burden for pipe not
expected to fail by rupture but still provide enhanced
protection for high consequence areas. As we all know
that | owstress pipeline are nost likely to -- to | eak
before they rupture, so that's why it needed different
consi deration under the integrity nmanagenent rule.

(Slide)
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MR. ISRANI: So, the question is, should
assessment requirenents for | ow stress pipeline
operating at or above 20 percent SMYS but |ess than 30
percent SMYS all ow the use of only CDA, which is the
confirmatory direct assessnent, for reassessnment, and
basel i ne being sanme as DA or pressure tests or [LI?
That's the first part of the question.

VWhat we're doing is we're bringing it down
bet ween 50 and 30 percent and then from 30 to 20
percent, 20 to 20 percent and less of the pipeline. 1In
t he proposed rule, we had only above 50 percent and
bel ow 50 percent. So this is the first proposal to
take care of pipelines between 20 and 30 percent, |ow
stress pipeline.

Second part of the question is, should the
assessment requirenents for | ow stress pipeline
operating bel ow 20 percent SMWMS al |l ow use of CDA for
bot h baseline and reassessnment in lieu of the full-
fl edged direct assessnent or pressure testing or smart
pi gs and whether we allow only CDA for both baseline
and reassessment .

And third part of the question is, should
preventive and mtigative measure requirenments in C ass
3 and 4 locations outside of the inpact circles be

enhanced to provi de added assurance? And I'll explain
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this |ater.

Let nme go to the next slide to show you what

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: This is what explains the
position, what | put in the questions. This -- this is
our -- what we -- okay. Before I go over
considerations, let me go over cooments. Let nme back
up one nore.

(Slide)

MR. I SRANI: Comments we received fromthe
industry are to use B31.8S, which is a supplenent to
B31.8, intervals -- use the B31.8S intervals and
preventive and mtigative nmeasures should be only
provi ded.

And the states' comment was that -- one of
the -- a state person said that intervals should be
| onger for |owstress pipeline and one state said the
intervals should be shorter.

And the public conmment was that we shoul d
have a full baseline for this, and there are no further
conment on the -- how we arrange the reassessnent,
meani ng they didn't want to cut short on the baseline
assessnment for any stress -- |ow stress pipeline.

(Slide)
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MR. ISRANI: This is our current position.

Bet ween 20 and 30 percent, we are saying the baseline
assessnment to be regular, like DA, ILI, or pressure
testing. And the reassessnent period to 20 years and
with CDA required at seventh and 14th year, which is by
I aw.

And for the Question B, |ess than 20 percent
SMYS, we are considering baseline as a CDA, which is a
10-year period, and the reassessnent only CDA, which is
every seven years as required by the Act.

And the third part of the questionis, in
Class 3 and 4 locations, we'd |ike to have additional
preventive and mtigative nmeasures. And this -- |
would -- for Part C, | would like to clarify that when
we consider 20 building criteria for the building
count, our concern was the | ow stress pipeline which
have very |l ow pressure and their inpact circle may not
be big enough to get the house count.

And in the existing Cass 3 and 4 | ocations,
we heard sone concerns about the gas migration which
could cause failure. And we nmay have an entire Cass 3
or 4 location with no HCA because of the small C FER
circle for those. But there have been sone accidents
due to gas mgration and -- and sone ot her causes, soO

we wanted to have additional preventive and mtigative
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nmeasures in Cass 3 and 4 | ocations for the operators,
even those who woul d choose a circle nethod.

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: So this -- this breaks down our
current position. And after the panel recomrendati ons,
| believe AGA -- has sonme kind of presentation to
expand on this Part C, what we require in -- under
Class 3 and 4 | ocations.

M5. GERARD: | have a question, M ke.

MR. | SRANI: Yeah?

M5. GERARD: Under the wording of "current
position,"™ you say "require CDA only for reassessnent,
extend reassessnent interval to match B31.8S at 20
years." As | read that, it |ooks contradictory.

MR ISRANI: \Were is that? Under the
guestions, you're saying?

M5. GERARD: Yeah. | nean, the -- it really
shoul d be clearer that the CDA for reassessnent is at
seven years as the law requires. You said, "then
extend reassessnent intervals to match B31 -- at 20
years." W don't have the option of extending the
reassessnent intervals to 20 years. That's confusing.

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: Ckay. Twenty-one. Ckay.

Reassessnment 20 years, plus CDA at seventh and 14th
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year.

Thi s reassessnent 20 years, what we are
saying is that --

M5. CERARD: W th CDA

MR. I SRANI: Yeah, with CDA

M5. GERARD: What's confusing isn't the slide
but the handout where you had -- you had, under
"current position,"” wote what we were considering. So
| just didn't want there to be any confusi on about
that. "Require CDA only for reassessnent” --

MR ISRANI: Ch, | see. Ckay. Yeah. W --

M5. GERARD: It's a conbination

MR ISRANI: Yeah. Here is a conbination
Li ke, you know, under the ASME B31l.8S, pipeline |ess
than 30 percent SMYS, your regular reassessnent tine
frame will conme after 20 years. And -- and we are
addi ng this CDA seventh and 14th year. So our position
is baseline regular DA, and reassessnent, your regular
cones after 20 years for the pipeline in this 20 and 30
percent range.

M5. GERARD: W neet the requirenments of the
| aw for the seven year retest --

MR ISRANI: Right.

M5. GERARD: -- by use of the CDA

MR ISRANI: That's correct.
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MR. DRAKE: Perhaps you could restate the
i ssue about reassessnent at 20 years. You could change
that. Because CDA is an assessnent.

M5. GERARD: Exactly.

MR. DRAKE: And | think naybe that's where
the snag is comng in.

MS. GERARD: Conf usi on.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: What woul d you suggest ?

MR ISRANI: | would ask that -- you know --
M5. CGERARD: | think we -- we understand it.
MR. | SRANI: Yeah. Reassessnent, | would say

the DA every 20 years; DA, ILI, or pressure test every
20 years, plus CDA on seventh and 14th years.

M5. GERARD: | would reverse it and say you
do the CDA every seventh and 14th year and, as your
program determ nes --

MR. | SRANI: Yeah, right.

M5. GERARD: -- the other types of assessnent
-- reassessnent.

MR I SRANI: Yeah.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any additional questions or
comments by Conmittee nmenbers?

MR WUNDERLIN: | think, like Mke said, this
-- this is a conplicated issue, and | think Pau

Gustilo has a flow diagramthat would be hel pful for
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the Commttee to have himwal k through. And although
it doesn't sinplify it conpletely, I think it will help
us see how | ow stress pipeline assessnent and
confirmations, et cetera, work.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al right, M. Custilo.

MR. WUNDERLIN: So why don't we have --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Would you cone up, please?

MR. WUNDERLIN: [I'Il pass around a copy of
his --

MR GUSTILO Can | put a chart on the
screen?

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Go on over.

(Pause)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: State your nane for the
record, please, and your affiliation.

MR GUSTILO Paul Custilo with the Anmerican
Gas Associ ation.

| have sonme extra copies if nenbers of the
public want them

M ke, can you put on the presentation for ne?

(Slide)

MR, GUSTILO Okay. Let's see. Does
everybody have a copy of that now, all the Commttee
menbers? 1'll wait until all the Conmittee nenbers

have it.
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VWhat we want to -- what we're trying to
present here is what AGA has submitted to the docket on
the | owstress proposal. And it was -- it's on the --
in the book that the TPSSC nenbers received, it's Tab

-- Tab 14. You don't have to look at it right now,
but really, what we're trying to do is explain Tab 14.

It seens -- there seens to be sonme confusion
on what -- what the proposal actually is, so let ne
just wal k through this.

Okay. This is broken up based on which
option you use for the HCA. So it sounded |ike there
was agreenent to do the two-pronged approach.

So if you go to Option 1, Option 1 neans that
operator declares all Cass 3 and 4 pipe as HCAs and
you | ook for all identified sites within the pipeline
inmpact circle in Classes 1 and 2. So we'll go down
this track first.

It's the first thing you determ ne, so you
have an HCA. So what you do is you -- you have to do a
baseline: 1LI, pressure test, and DA regardl ess of
stress |evel.

So what we're proposing is actually nore
stringent than what M ke just showed. M ke had broken
it up between 30 and 20. Mke was -- slide showed that

bel ow 20 you just do a CDA for baseline. W're
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actually proposing that -- that you do just ILI
pressure test, or the full DA

Then --

M5. GERARD: Could you repeat that, Paul?

MR GUSTILO Ckay. In -- in what we're
proposing that -- under Option 1 -- so after you
determi ne you're an HCA, regardless of stress level, if

you're a transmission line in an HCA, you do a baseline
using in-line inspection, pressure testing, or direct
assessment .

M5. GERARD: That's no different than what
M ke proposed?

MR ISRANI: Right. Yeah, that's the sane
thing what | showed on the slide.

MR. GUSTILO What you showed was if you were
bel ow 20 percent SMYS, you just do a CDA --

MR ISRANI: Right.

MR GQUSTILO -- as a baseline. So that's
different. That's the difference.

M5. GERARD: Ckay.

MR. GUSTILO That one piece.

Okay. Now, you've done your baseline. W do
the preventive -- P & Mis preventive and mtigative
measures, and |I'll show you -- | think -- I"ll show you

that on the next slide. But you do excavation damage
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preventi on neasures as proposed in the -- sone of the
amendnments that are in this | NGAA handout, the AGA-
| NGAA handout .

kay. So the next trigger is, are you | ow
stress? If you're |lowstress, nmeaning |l ess than 30
percent SMWYS. |If no, nmeaning you're high-stress,
greater than or equal to 30 percent SMYS, you follow
t he CDA every seven years, maximm assessnent interval
10 or 15 years. This is all consistent with the ASME
B31. 8S.

If you' re lowstress, as Mke just said, CDA

every seven years, but our proposal was that there was

an "or" there. |It's, or preventive and mtigative
nmeasures, and |I'll show you those on the next slide.
But we -- that was our proposal, that you have a choice

to do CDA every seven years or preventive and
mtigative nmeasures to address corrosion.

M5. CERARD: | don't think the law allows for
us to let you out of doing a reassessnment every seven
years.

MR GUSTILO Wwell, I'Il -- 1"1l show you the
next slide, which we're tal ki ng about doing electrical
surveys every seven years and |'Il tal k about the
differences in the next slide.

But really, you're still -- you'll still have
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-- you still have to do a -- a ILI, pressure test, or
DA at the full 20 -- maxi mum 20 years, as M ke just --
j ust proposed.

So the difference is here, right here. This
is -- this is our proposal, is that you have an option
to use preventive and mtigative neasures.

M5. GERARD: Plus the electrical survey.

MR GUSTILO Wiich is -- which is electric
survey -- MKke, can you just go to the next slide so we
can just tal k about that now?

(Slide)

MR GUSTILO COkay. This is what we're
tal king about. This is -- if you go to this colum
here, so you're an HCA | owstress, in between the ful
20-year in-line inspection, DA, or pressure test. This
is what we had proposed in the anmendnent. You do an
el ectrical survey every seven years if you're
protected, if it's a cathodic-protected piece of pipe.

If it's unprotected, then you do quarterly
| eak surveys. And then every year and a half, you
determ ne areas of active corrosion. The current code
-- | think it allows you three years.

So we -- we propose that this is the interim
assessnents to -- to nmeet the letter of the law or the

congressional intent. W feel that electrical surveys
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are different from CDA.

| think, Mke, you had a slide -- you didn't
show your slide, but you had a slide in your handout
t hat showed the difference between DA and CDA

W feel that, you know, |ow stress |ines,
they do have a different failure pattern. You have the
| eak versus rupture for corrosion. You don't warrant
the full-blown direct assessnent.

W have sone concerns with CDA.  You know,
it's not -- it's not fully -- | nmean, it is defined.
You're defining it in a rule, but we think there are
still a lot of questions about CDA and it m ght be
better deferred to the -- at least in the interim the
ASME B31. 8S standard, which is already | ooking at
trying to wite sonme | anguage for confirmatory direct
assessment .

kay. But this is the -- thisis the P& M
for corrosion.

M ke, if you can go back to that first slide?

(Slide)

MR GUSTILO COkay. So that's -- that's --
if you followed option -- the Option 1 track.

The Option 2 track is if you use the C FER
equation as the pure circle approach -- | guess we use

that term-- which is, you know, you | ook for 20
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buildings or nmore in a -- within your PIC and you | ook
for identified sites in your PIC, and this is for al
cl ass | ocati ons.

So, really, if you' re an HCA, you follow the
sanme track. You know, there's no question there. You
just follow the sane track.

The question, and M ke raised this issue
about a nore enhanced -- preventive and mtigative
nmeasures in Cass 3 and 4 because of the concern you
had with | ow stress pipe having snall circles. So to
address that, we -- this is what we had proposed, the
amendnent s.

If you're not in an HCA but you are | ow
stress, you followthis line. And in your -- if you're
in Cass 3 and 4, then you have nore preventive and
mtigative neasures: the excavation damage and the

corrosion. And in this case, the corrosion is just

nore | eak surveys. |It's not electrical surveys, it's
just nore -- nore | eak surveys.
So this -- this proposal here was to address

t he concern about having small circles in Class 3 and 4
pi pe.

M5. GERARD: And why are there not electrica
surveys in that option on the right?

MR. GUSTI LO Because it's not an HCA. I
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nmean, that's -- the whole reason was it's not an HCA
but we are just adding sone nore preventive and
mtigative neasures.

M5. GERARD: | have another question. Wy on

Option 1 aren't you looking for identified sites?

MR GUSTILO Well, you are. I'msorry. You
are -- you are looking for identified sites in Class 1
and 2 because this is -- this is the one where you

declare. So an operator declares all Class 3 and 4
pi pe as HCAs. So they would not be | ooking for
identified sites --

M5. CGERARD: Ah.

MR GUSTILG -- in the Cass 3 and 4 because
there are -- they're already HCAs.

So thisis -- this is what we laid out in the
pr oposal .

Again, the -- what | see the difference to
what, M ke, you presented, was that for the big -- we
didn't break out bel ow 20 percent SMYS.

And | guess, really, the -- I"'mnot -- it
wasn't clear in that previous slide. |If you were
consi dering requiring enhanced P & M neasures in
addition to the CDA every seven years or P & Min
bet ween the 20 years.

MR ISRANI: | would say that your bel ow 20

EXECUTI VE COURT REPORTERS, | NC.
(301) 565- 0064



© 00 N oo o B~ wWw N P

T N T S T T T N T e e e e e e S S S S
gag A W N P O © 0o N oo 0o M W N - O

96

percent is pretty nuch representing here, you know,
what we had proposed, have only preventive and

mtigative neasures for that bel ow 20 percent. That

part you're showi ng here an "or" although you' re not
maki ng further division fromless than 30 percent and
| ess than 20 percent. But you picked up that feature
of | ess than 30 percent, what we proposed here.

How do you think that you will neet this
criteria required by the Act, you know, every seven
years?

MR GUSTILO Well, the electrical surveys or
the -- or the leak surveys, we felt, nmet the intent of
t he seven-year reassessnent.

MR. | SRANI: When you say el ectrical survey,
you nean |ike closed interval survey?

MR. GUSTILO Exactly, yeah.

MR. | SRANI: Ckay.

MR. GUSTILO Electrical surveys, yeah.

The difference -- the CDA -- | nean, in the

-- in the NPRM you tal ked about CDAs as a
stream i ning process, and really, there's only two
di fferences, as you pointed out. | don't -- you didn't
show t he slide, but you have it in the handout.

MR. | SRAN : | have --
MR. GQUSTILO You do one indirect exam

EXECUTI VE COURT REPORTERS, | NC.
(301) 565- 0064



© 00 N oo o B~ wWw N P

T N T S T T T N T e e e e e e S S S S
gag A W N P O © 0o N oo 0o M W N - O

97

i nstead of two and you have less -- there's a few |l ess
excavation requirements in the full-blow DA

We feel that the | owstress pipes do pose a
| ower risk and therefore justify -- you know, when we
say electrical survey, it's not a full-blown DA
process. |It's just going out there and doi ng your
el ectrical surveys basically validating your CP system

M5. GERARD: |Is there any additional
consideration by either proposal to bare, unprotected?

M ke, I'mrecalling the discussion with Bil
Gute and the regional directors. | thought we had an
issue with bare.

MR ISRANI: Yes. Qur regional directors
felt that bare pipe is a big issue. They are concerned
about using only -- especially where you're using CDA
and that CDA allows one tool for assessnent and -- and
for bare pipe, there's only one tool currently under
t he standard which can be used.

So, the question was, when we said DA for
bare pipe, you re actually doing only CDA because
you're using only one tool. That was the concern they
had. But -- but what | discussed with Bill Gute on
that issue was that we did say in our proposed rule
that when there's only one tool, the operator wll

suggest what additional measures they will take to take
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care of that, to neet the full-fledged requirenent of
DA. W suggested it could be ultrasonic or sone other
nmet hod -- tools which are avail abl e.

M5. GERARD: O a replacenent program

MR ISRANI: Right.

M5. GERARD: So we now have differing
proposals on the table that we have to ask the
Comm ttee whether they want to recommend the approach
that M ke offered or the approach that Paul offered or
sone conbi nati on

MR GUSTILO If I just add sonmething, on the
el ectrical survey, what we showed in the next slide,
mean, that certainly could count as an alternate
nmet hodol ogy. The law allows you to have alternative
nmet hodol ogy for reassessnent.

M5. GERARD: | think we should deal with the
first issue on B, whether or not we should break out
the 20 percent of SMYS to allow CDA for both baseline
and reassessnent, as it says here. W find ourselves
in the position where the industry is nmaking a nore
stringent proposal.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Comments by Conmittee
menbers on that matter?

M5. GERARD: And again, it is a historic day.

(Laught er)
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CHAI RVAN KELLY: |Is there any reason -- and
"1l ask this of Mke Israni -- why OPS woul d not be
interested in the nore -- the nore stringent
requi renent as proposed by industry?

MR. I SRANI: Yeah, let nme go back so they can
see the difference.

MR GUSTILO If | can just add one ot her
thing, we are proposing a nore stringent baseline which
allows -- which we feel allows you to nore -- |ess
stringent reassessnent, you know, electrical surveys
versus the CDA.

M5. GERARD: You want a nore stringent
baseline to get nore flexibility in the reassessnent?

MR. GUSTILO Exactly.

M5. GERARD: Well, | think that's a key
poi nt .

MR. ISRANI: Sone of the comments that we did
recei ve on our proposed rule were saying that |ess than
20 percent SMYS pipeline should not be considered,
even, for the integrity rule. These are sone of the
comment s.

Let nme go back to ny slide here.

(Pause)

MR. | SRANI: Ckay.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Actually, while Mke finds
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his slide, we've been going for two hours. |'m going
to call a 15-m nute break.

So, sort of think about what's before us and
then we'll conme back and review this.

(Brief recess)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any coments on the issue
that we had started just prior to the break?

(Slide)

MR. I SRANI: Before the break, you saw two
di fferent concepts, one from AGA and one which is being
di spl ayed here. The main difference is we have broken
down | owstress pipeline into these two categori es,
bet ween 20 and 30 and then | ess than 20 percent SMYS.
And you saw AGA' s recommrendation to just consider bel ow
30 percent and follow their chart.

| wanted to nmention that besides these public
neeti ngs, we have received quite -- quite a fewwitten
comments in the docket, and there are nany operators
who have commrented that pipeline below 20 percent SMYS
shoul d have no requirenents or very rel axed
requirenents.

So, I'I'l let the Conmttee coment on this,
whi ch approach is better and what they reconmend on
this, whether we should have | ess than 30 percent and

foll ow AGA's proposal or what our current position is
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that we're considering.

MR. DRAKE: Just as a piece of technical
si debar here to help, maybe, fill in the bl ock, one of
the research projects that was done was the issue about
| eak versus rupture threshold, which is a nechanica
phenonenon in materials under |load. And the work
showed that in the stressed regions that typically the
failure node is a |leak rather than a rupture, which is
part of an assessnent that, | think, can be used as a
bui | di ng bl ock in your conpliance with the assessnent
requi renents of the | aw.

But the point is, is that the -- the
appropriate venue for |ooking for, you know, these
threats as they surface then is not necessarily the --
t hese intensive inspections. It is a nmonitoring for --
for | eak conditions.

And | think what the proposal as | see it,
and you guys straighten nme out, is that ASME took that
wor k and bracketed it with required inspections at |ong
i nterval s because of the -- the defect growth
phenonena. They grow -- they nodel ed how fast defects
grow that would surface in that operating stress |evel

And | think what -- what | see here is AGA s
proposal is that to -- to augnent that requirement from

the technical work with interval inspections on seven
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years that are basically looking for the way threats
woul d surface in between those bracketed, full-blown
i nspections. And in -- the delta is between -- and
this is ny question, naybe even.

The question is, is that the delta is not so
much about the technical foundation work of | eak
rupture threshold analysis, it's not so nuch about the
full-blown inspection bracketing the effort, it's about
what's, quote, unquote, "good enough” on the intervals,
right? The seven-year intervals to neet the law. |Is
that kind of where we're rubbing a little bit?

And | think it's inportant that -- just to
know that -- you know, one benchmark is the technical
solution. And the technical solution was, the defects
aren't growi ng fast enough to surface inside that
period. And the ASME solution was bracket it with the
long interval with full-blown inspections and to do
| eak nonitoring in the interim which is kind of
parallel, | think, to what AGA i s proposing.

| just want to nake sure that |I'mkind of
reset on what the issue is. Wuat we're trying to
acconplish here is -- is twofold, right? W're trying
to acconplish a technically correct solution and, two,
conply with the law. And | think that the technica

wor k that was done fundanentally is a building bl ock

EXECUTI VE COURT REPORTERS, | NC.
(301) 565- 0064



© 00 N oo o B~ wWw N P

T N T S T T T N T e e e e e e S S S S
gag A W N P O © 0o N oo 0o M W N - O

103

that is needed to be used to -- to address the
assessnment requirement of the | aw because then it
predict -- it drives you to doing things that are
constructive in the interim you know, in the seven-
year periods that are constructed with the way the
defects and the problens actually are realized on the
pi pe.

M5. GERARD: One thing that struck nme about
the AGA proposal is that it gives you a better
understanding at the earliest date of the condition of
the line, that you -- they're investing nore in the
basel i ne, which, you know, | think it would be better
for us to take the strategy to get the best possible
under standing up front and confirm what we know and
then go on fromthere.

So, | would like to say that | prefer what
AGA is proposing to what we have in the docunent we
handed out to the Commttee.

Another thing that I want to say is that, you
know, while we've had this discussion so far today, |
know we' ve been focusing a lot on definitions as it
relates to assessnment. And it was pointed out to ne at
the break that you m ght infer fromthe anount of
di scussi ons about assessnent that OPS was j ust

concerned about assessnent.
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And | -- | wanted to be clear, the reason
was enphasi zing the word "assessnent” so nuch was, as
you said, Andy, making sure we were neeting the
requi renents of the law. Not to be confused with our
enphasis on integrity managenent, the process and the
rest of the program And in this case, as it applies
to lowstress lines, |ooking at a nonitoring process
after the initial understanding is gained that is
appropriate for the operating situation.

And | think one of the things that doesn't
show up fromthe slide is the, you know, the potentia
for sone of the damage prevention work to inprove in
t he years ahead, through better data and better
targeting and, you know, some of the things that the
Common Ground Alliance is doing, you know, which we've
heard about in our |ast public neeting.

So | wanted to say that | would prefer to
take the AGA recommendation as opposed to our 5-B and

-- and to, you know, put nore enphasis on flexibility
in nonitoring that woul d be going on ala reassessnent
over the out-years.

MR. DRAKE: Yes, | agree, and | think, just
to-- all I"'mtrying to offer is that froma technica
perspective that lines up a lot nore with the technica

wor k that ASME was founded upon. And | think that it
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technically gives you a better answer physically as
wel | as, you know, as well as froma confidence
per spective going forward i n managi ng your dat a.

MR ISRANI: | just would |like to add to
Andy's comrent that on the technical side, what | also
read fromthe Keefner papers and their studies was that
bet ween 20 and 30 percent, in the magjority of the cases
they woul d | eak before rupture, but there are sone
which will rupture. But below 20 percent, there was no
record of anything rupturing. That's why the division
was made from technical side.

But, you know, if you are naking it nore
stringent, it's fine with us.

(Laught er)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Bennett?

MR. BENNETT: One other conment as far as the
-- we labeled it preventive and mtigative neasures too
when we were tal king about what we would do during the
seven-year intervals after reassessnment. And in
t hi nki ng about neeting the | egal requirenments, what we
were really saying is, this is what we were calling our
reassessnment. And we nentioned the electrical surveys
every seven years, but there are other things that
you're doing for internal corrosion on an annual basis,

you know, reviewing the fluids that could cause
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corrosion and al so integrating data throughout the
process.

So we really had a reassessnent process that
we think -- we thought OPS coul d approve and woul d neet
the letter of the law as far as reassessnents on a
seven-year schedul e.

M5. GERARD: One point | need additional
clarification on is, where do we stand on any
addi ti onal consideration for bare, unprotected pipe?
s there anything? |Is that treated any differently if
it's bare, unprotected?

MR. ISRANI: Not according to our current
position. W don't have any, but | would encourage --
if the Conmttee could give sonme recommendati ons on
t hat issue.

M5. GERARD: There's a couple people in the

-- in the public setting back there. | see Jim
O Steen and Fred Joyner.

Do -- did either of you recall the OPS
di scussion on the bare pipe? Stanley?

| thought we had a concern that | think we
forgot we had.

MR KASTANAS: Yes, Stan Kastanas with OPS.

We did discuss dealing with bare pipe as an

alternative solution where you couldn't do certain
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surveys, you couldn't -- protect as well, and so forth.

We di scussed the option of comng to us and proposing

some way -- a replacenent schedule as -- as a potenti al
option of dealing with bare steel pipe. It would help,
certainly, us. It would help the public in renoving,

you know, what offers a potential problem It could

give you incentives, and | don't know howto do this in

the structure of -- of this rul enmaki ng, where by

repl acenent of pipe, maybe you coul d reduce sone

basel i ne assessnents, maybe sonme CDAs, |'m not sure.
"1l default to M ke and you fol ks of how best to

do that.

But certainly, we would encourage dealing
with bare steel pipe, and I won't get into the cast
iron, but certainly, bare steel pipe is certainly one
i ssue that we have a major concern. And we'd certainly
like to have sone direction in howto do that and how
to do that in the context of what pipeline integrity
is, and that is getting things that are certainly

substandard or have grown to be substandard out of the

gr ound.

| think that's where we're going.

M5. GERARD: And we're tal king about bare
steel transmssion, and as | recall, we identified what

the mleage was and it's a really small anount of
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m | eage.

MR KASTANAS: It is. W have -- we don't
see and | don't know -- if Roger was here, nmaybe he
could give us a handle on that. But it would be good
to deal with that, yes.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Is it bare steel only on
| ow-stress pipelines that you' re tal king about?

MR. KASTANAS:. There is bare steel on high-
stress pipes, but there's certainly predom nance on
| ow- stress pipe, yeah

CHAI RVAN KELLY: That's the issue right now,
| ow stress pipe.

MR. ISRANI: | have sone m | eage here. For
cathodically protected bare steel pipe, transm ssion
pi peline, we have 13,700 mles. And unprotected, we
have 2600. So we're tal king about 15, 000 total
m | eage.

M5. GERARD: | thought we were especially
tal ki ng about that 2000 m | es.

MR. | SRANI: Because -- yeah, that's the one
whi ch is not cathodically protected.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Does OPS have a proposal
with respect to bare steel?

M5. GERARD: We didn't nake one, but | think

we were just advising the Conmttee that there was sone
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concern about it and we were | ooking for any advice
fromthe Conmttee on that.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Are there any conments?

MR. DRAKE: It's going to be very difficult
to do CDA on a bare, unprotected pipeline. The whole
thing is going to be an anomaly. | nean, let's face
it, by definition it is.

So you have to conme up with another tool to
deal with that reality because that thing is going to
be | ooking for electrical continuity tests, basically,
and it's going to fail constantly just based on its
f undanment al desi gn

So | think that's part of the problemwth
taking the CDA into that world. [It's not appropriate
to use that tool in that world.

M5. GERARD: So we were | ooking for you to
gi ve us sone advice on what to do about that.

MR ISRANI: | would like to nention that, as
| mentioned earlier, that under the current standard
only direct assessnment nethod that they have identified
inthe table is a closed interval survey. How accurate
t hat measures, we don't know, but that's the only
method it specifies. And that's where Bill Gute had
concern about sone of the data he had for some pipeline

whi ch was 11-m | e pipeline somewhere where they had so
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many thousands of or hundreds of digs there to nake.
And he wasn't sure if a closed interval survey got al
of that -- or whether a closed interval survey would
catch any of that because this one was done with a
smart pig or sonme other nethod.

MR. WUNDERLI N:  Just to point out on the
chart that Paul QGustilo put up for |owstress under the
P & M neasures, we do take into account external
corrosion for external -- for unprotected pipe and
we' re proposing quarterly | eak surveys and one and a
hal f years to determ ne areas of active corrosion. |
t hink that basically doubles the current requirenent of
the code for |eak surveys.

M5. GERARD: | know Bill was aware of that,
and | think that he was still concerned about it.

MR. ISRANI: Right. Yeah, yeah.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any further discussion on
t he proposals that we have before us?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Does the Conmttee have a
preference in terns of how to proceed with the | ow
stress pipelines, the AGA posture or the OPS posture?

MR WUNDERLIN: | would like to nake a notion
for the OPS to consider the AGA proposal. And the

| anguage for that proposal is actually -- was submtted
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in the | NGAA bookl et under Tab 14, page 6 and 7. That
foll ows the diagram Paul tal ked about.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Motion nmade. |Is there a
second?

PARTI CI PANT: 1'll second.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Is there any further
di scussion? And of course, we're voting on the
concepts as we have di scussed here rather than the
speci fic | anguage.

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al in favor?

(There was a chorus of "ayes.")

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any opposed?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any abstentions?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Now, did you want to discuss further the bare
steel issue? |Is there any further discussion on the
bare steel pipeline issue?

M5. GERARD: |'d |like sonme recomendati ons
fromthe Commttee on what we should do with the -- you
know, if they have any recommendations to nake on how
to treat that anonaly.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Did you have any
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recommendati ons? He raised this issue, you said?
M5. GERARD: | think Bill was hoping for a
recommendati on on a replacenent program over sone

period of tine.

MR. DRAKE: | think the biggest thing that --
that's -- that you have kind of a disadvantage here
because Bill was at the |ast neeting and here we are

today with a different proposal. But | think the added
val ue that -- obviously, the recomended action item
is, give this proposal to Bill and tal k about how this
is different than the proposal he was | ooking at and
commenting on at the | ast neeting.

But the big difference | see is, and it may
acconplish his purpose, is that you're obligating these
bare, unprotected pipes to a full-blown inspection,
whi ch was conceptually I'mnot sure on the table back
when we were talking originally. | think there was a
di scussi on about just doing, you know, CDA or just
doi ng the | eak surveys wi thout bracketing it with a
full-blown inspection.

By bracketing it with a full-blown
i nspection, | think you -- you are going to find that

-- you know, you're going to the find the bad guys
and you're going to winnow t hem out of the system

which is, | think, what his goal was.
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But | can't speak for Bill. | just would say
that 1 think -- you're shooting at a target | can't
see. | nean, we'd have to get Bill in the room But I

think what | would do is propose that maybe the AGA
fol ks and even perhaps the -- the technical consultant
that did the -- the leak rupture threshold work sit
dowmn with Bill and go through the value that's added
and the protections that are added by the AGA proposal
as opposed to what the technical intent was in the
devel opnment of ASME.

Because now | see these proposals are lining
up very closely to that technical work, and I think
that's very -- very confidence-buil ding.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al right. W wll nove on.

The next itemis currently listed on Thursday
nor ni ng' s agenda, we're noving along so quickly, and
that's pressure testing.

Pressure Testing

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: Pressure testing for materi al
and construction defects. Here, the goal is to assure
protection against material and construction defects
that could result in delayed fail ures.

(Slide)

MR. I SRANI: And our question is, should the
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requi renent to pressure test pipeline to verify
integrity against material and construction defects be
limted to pipeline segnents for which information
suggests a potential vulnerability to such defects? |If
so, what information should be relied upon?

To clarify this, in our proposed rule we
requi red pressure tests for pipeline -- once-in-a-
lifetime pressure tests for -- for the material and
construction defects to be perfornmed by operators if
t hey' ve not done any pressure testing before.

So here the question is whether it should be
only if the information suggests a potenti al
vul nerability to such defects, and if so, what
i nformati on should be relied upon.

(Slide)

MR. I SRANI: Comments we received on these
material and construction defects are, fromthe
industry -- it says, the historical safe operation
denonstrates stability, nmeaning if there are -- if the
pi peline has a safe operation history, then it is
stabl e and we should not take any other action or any
separate assessnment should not be required, as we said
in the second bullet.

States say that arbitrary tests should not be

required. So they pretty much agree with industry on
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this.

And we had no coment fromthe public.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: And our current position on
this, what we're considering, is pressure tests for
mat eri al and construction defects only required where
actual operating pressure increases above the highest
| evel experienced in the previous five years.

Wat we are trying to say here is that --

that unless there's a pressure change, we don't see the

chance of gas pipeline -- the material and construction
defects may result in failures. So if -- if they' ve
been -- there's been a pressure change in the last five

years, then only we should | ook at that issue and see
if that can be defective and take further action.

And this is the result of our last public
nmeeting. This was recomended.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any questions or conments by
Commi ttee nmenbers? M. Thonmas?

MR. THOVAS: Yes. |Is this nmeant for only in
HCA areas or -- or --

MR I SRANI: Yeah.
THOMAS: -- just generally?
| SRANI:  We are tal king only about HCAs.

2 3 3

THOVAS: Only in HCAs?
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MR | SRANI: Correct.

MR. THOVAS: |'mnot sure that's clear from
what | read here.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Dr. Feigel?

DR FEIGEL: | would advise sone consi derabl e
caution even under the circunstances that you' ve
described here. |If you' ve got a insitu operating
systemthat is shaken down, presumably, and is stable
and increase the operating pressure and you -- you do a
hydrotest, you run sone risk. |'mnot sure anyone can
-- can adequately quantify that and you can do it
theoretically. And that gets back to sonme of the
comments that Andy was naking earlier.

But at least | would think before you
consi der doi ng hydrotests, we ought to do sonme fracture
t oughness crack propagati on nodel i ng because what you
can run is a very -- high risk you' re doing nore danage
t han good by doing one of these tests. You can
potentially drive existing cracks and in that respect
destabilize themw thout finding them operate at a
hi gher operating pressure, and then have problens in
t he future.

In fact, there's sone pretty substanti al
anecdotal evidence, at least in the pressure vessel

i ndustry in Europe, where frequent hydrotests -- in-
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service hydrotests are required by regul ation, that
that in fact has happened and has caused consi derabl e
damage.

So -- a black-and-white situation, but | --
will vote against that.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: How do you think it should
be addressed, then?

DR FEIGEL: | think that should be prefaced
by, you know, appropriate assessnment shoul d be done
regardi ng the advisability of doing hydrostatic tests
on increased operating pressure systens. | mean,
that's not the perfect wording, but that's certainly
the intent that I -- | would support.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: So basically, before the
hydrotest is done that there is sone assessnent of
crack vulnerability?

DR FEIGEL: That's correct. And that would
stipul ate whether it would nake sense to do a
hydr ot est .

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her --

MR DRAKE: In ASME, there is -- and | think
-- I"'mhaving a hard tine with the current position as
to exactly what qualifiers are going in there. But in
ASME, there was a great deal of effort to try to

characterize the bad guy, if you will, because you
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don't want to incite a riot here by testing a bunch of
materials that don't have this problemor aren't --
don't have a predisposition to this concern. And there
was an effort nmade to try to characterize those.

I s that characterization, which | think
couples with what Dr. Feigel was tal king about, is that
characterization that's in ASME included in your
wording but it's not real apparent? O is it just any
pi pe that hasn't been tested before that sees an
operating pressure increase?

Because there was another filter inside ASVE
that says a certain kind of materials, and it listed
themoff, that -- or any pipe that has a predisposition
to material, you know, material failure history and
experiences this pressure increase. Those are the --
those are the ones we're going to go after.

The point here is that that extra filter
tries to help, | think, do just what Dr. Feigel was
tal king about, and that is characterize the problem
area so that you're focusing it -- focusing this work
in a place where it really exists and not subjecting a
| ot of other pipes and other materials to tests where
there's -- the issue isn't -- isn't present and you
coul d be causing collateral issues now that aren't --

aren't constructive to your purpose.
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CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her comments? Dr.
Fei gel ?

DR FEIGEL: Yeah, | want to -- | want to
make sure everyone understands the context of ny
comments. |'ve got cost benefit off the table for the
nmonment for the purposes of ny coment. |'msinply
trying to nake an engi neering point.

You know, you run sone fairly considerable
anount of risk in doing nore damage t han good i n doing
these tests on insitu systens where you' ve got a very

-- very, very conplex failure node that -- that you
may be addressing. And you may sinply increase the
probability that you' re going to have problens in the
future rather than finding the problemat sone, you
know, date certain when you do the test.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: |Is the periodic pressure
testing a statutory requirenment or is that just created
in the proposed rul e?

MR. ISRANI: The -- the way we approached the
gas rule was to consider trait-by-trait analysis, and
we | ooked at all kind of traits which are on pipeline.

And -- and construction defects was one of the traits
to be considered. And the known-to-us solution for
that was pressure testing.

We do allow smart pigging to -- to |ook for
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defects, you know, just like we allowit for the liquid
rule for new pi pe when they use the right kind of tool
-- type tools to determne. And the sanme option we
give here also, in our proposed rule we did put that.

But at the | ast neeting, the question was
rai sed that -- that because gas pipelines don't have
this cyclic load, so even if there are sone defects or
sonme cracks, they don't have a chance to propagate, to
expand, to fail. And the only -- only way that can
happen is if there are, you know, sone pressure
changes.

So, one of the suggestions was that, you
know, we should | ook at the highest operating pressure
and changes in the pressure in the last five years,
period, and base it on that. But | -- Andy's comment
also and Dr. Feigel's, we could |ook at this issue,
what ASME calls for. It can be nore specific to
certain kinds of material defects and failures.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Lenoff?

MR. LEMOFF: Yeah, Mke, if | can just
clarify. | think what Dr. Feigel is saying is that
he's not speaking to the need to when you do the test,
it's if the test is needed by sone criteria, how you do
it or which nmethod you use. Am1l correct in that?

DR FEI GEL: No.
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MR. LEMOFF: Ckay. I|I'msorry, then. Let ne
say this -- let nme try again.

Let me start -- do | understand this, that if
| have a line that -- | put in a newline and pressure

test at 1000 psi for operation MAOP 1000. And I choose
torun it at 750 for a nunber of reasons. And 10 years
later | want to raise it above 750, then | would have
to do this test only if | go above the 10007

MR. | SRANI: Wen you go above your maxi mum
operating pressure.

MR. LEMOFF: Ckay. Thank you.

MR ISRANI: O if there's a change in the
| ast five years fromwhat your operating pressure has
been.

MR. DRAKE: No, no, no, no, no. Wait, wait,
wait, wait. W missed -- we missed an inportant point.

He said that a |ine was hydrostatically
tested at its onset.

MR. | SRANI: Oh.

MR. DRAKE: If it's hydrostatically tested
when it's built, --

MR | SRANI:  No.

MR. DRAKE: -- this rule does not apply
i rregardl ess.

MR ISRANI: This was once in a lifetine.
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MR. LEMOFF: Thank you.

MR DRAKE: It's only for lines that --
because we have a | ot of |egacy pipes out there, you
know, that were installed in the '40s and '50s and they
were not hydrostatically tested when they were
instal |l ed.

MR ISRANI: Correct.

MR DRAKE: Those defects have had 50, 60
years to do whatever they're going to do, and they
haven't surfaced. So that's where the whole term
"stable" and that's -- this is the right concept, that
those defects are stable. The only reason that they
nove and becone failures is sone environnmental or | oad
change on the pipe which propagates them which is, |
t hi nk, exactly what Dr. Feigel's tal king about.

Hydrostatically testing them can cause them
to nmove, sonme of which may fail during the test, sone
of which woul d have just got bigger and now they're in
t he pi pe bigger, which actually trends your safety
factor a little bit.

It's a balancing act a little bit. You want
to focus that effort where the problemexists and try
to make sure the testing practices try to mtigate
grow h of defects and their survival that could

actually start growi ng again back in operations -- you
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know, in the operating regine.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Are you suggesting that the
ASME proposed rul es have enough safety features in
there to accommodate the concerns that you' ve expressed
her e?

MR. DRAKE: | think what it is, isit's kind
of a nbsaic, and that's what this integrity issue is
all about. |It's an integration of a lot of issues to
try to manage the whol e breadth of the issue.

Not only do you have to identify the threat,
you have to identify how to nanage the threat. And the
appropriate testing practice is just as inportant in
ensuring integrity as identifying -- as identifying the
threat. And appropriate testing practices are al so
defined in ASME. So they kind of fit together |ike a
hand in a glove. Once you find it, if you truly want
to excise it, you have to -- exorcise it, you have to

-- you have to test it appropriately. O herw se, you
can just make the situation worse.

But we don't want to try to induce a | ot of
stabl e defects to a process that is not necessary for

-- for that popul ation of defects. You know, we want
to keep it focused as the ones that becone probl ens,
does that nake sense? Not just the whol e universe.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Andrews, did you have a
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coment ?

MR. ANDREWS: | guess | was a little confused
when | first read this. Does this only apply if you're
using the option of pressure testing as a nethod in the
IMP rule or is this a general requirenent?

MR ISRANI: In the IMP rule, in the proposed
rule, we had a general requirenment as a pressure test

-- once-in-a-lifetine pressure test for material and
construction defects.

This is the current position on whether we
shoul d use pressure tests for material and construction
defects when the pressure increases over a five-year
period. But what reconmendations we are getting, that
t here shoul d be ot her assessment nethods which shoul d
be consi dered which could be appropri ate.

So we don't bring the pressure tests and
bring the defect to the borderline and just |eave it
there. So that's the concern, that we may increase
sonme of the cracks by pressure testing and they may not
fail at that nmonent. So we cause nore problens with
that pressure testing.

MR. ANDREWS: |t appears you're making an
MAOP only good for five years. |f you establish your
MAOP, it's -- you're basically invalidating that at the

end of five years with the way this is read, if |I'm
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understanding it right.
MR. ISRANI: No, the theory behind -- behind

this is that when -- if you have a crack in the
pi peline or sone material defect in the -- sone
mat eri al defect or crack in the welding, that will not

change unl ess you have cyclic |load or sone kind of
pressure change that takes place and brings it to the
| evel that it can rupture or crack.

So pressure testing was one test, a pass or
fail kind of thing, to renove that defect. But we --
you know, as | said that for a certain pipeline |ike
ERW pi pel i ne, pipeline which has ERW we have all owed
for liquid lines to smart pig as an option to | ook for
t hose kinds of defects and consider that.

As | al so suggested, that ASME standard, you
know, and seei ng what they have recomended and
consi der that.

MR. ANDREWS: | guess I'ma little concerned
with what triggers the need for a pressure test. Wat
-- if you're just raising your pressure, as long as
you' re bel ow your MAOP you shoul d have that right
wi t hout a new pressure test because you had -- you
established that MAOP in sone nethod, either through an
up-rate procedure or a test, pressure test.

MR. I SRANI: Yeah. You nay have done this 20
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years ago and your pipeline that's operating -- just

| i ke Ted Lenoff was questioning, you know, you nmay have
an MAOP of 1000 psi but you have all al ong been
operating at 750. But suddenly you decide to go to
MAOP after 17 years, an extensive change in the
pressure, and that's what we are concerned about. It
may propagate sone of these failures.

MR. ANDREWS: Ckay. That's where ny point

MR. | SRANI: Yeah, right.

MR. ANDREWS: So, you are invalidating an
MAOP that's been established if you don't operate at
the MAOP every five years.

MR. I SRANI: Yeah, that part is correct. All
we're saying is that if you have been operating at
| oner pressure than MAOP but now you are increasing and
reachi ng al nost MAOP, you may have a pipeline which can
fail.

MR. ANDREWS: Well, then you're -- then
you're placing a five-year limt on MACP

MR ISRANI: That's what some of the
suggestions were, that that tinme frane is appropriate
for this.

MR. ANDREWS: That's far beyond what |I'm-- |

t hought we were tal king about here today. So this is
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-- this is a new concept, if we're going to put a
[imt on MAOP establishnent.
MR. DRAKE: Not really. Not -- not actually.
This is very simlar to the wording that's in ASME
And there was a long technical discussion about this,
and certainly we're not going to put this group through
t hat ad nauseam di scussi on here.

But there was a | ong di scussion about this,
and the concern was that because of the way these
surface -- you're only tal king about a popul ati on of
pi pe that has never been exposed to a hydrostatic test.

And its MAOP very well could have been validated based
just on an operating pressure at 1968. And that if it
hasn't seen that pressure in a very, very long period
of time, and technically the group chose five years,
that there could be a | ot of other events that have
happened since that |ast pressure -- since the
integrity was validated at that pressure many, nany,
many years ago. And that by increasing the | oad on the
pi pe, you are creating exactly the environnent that can
drive these to fail. And we've seen that historically.

And that -- that was the net out of the issue here.

Now, with the rul emaki ng, you have an
opportunity here to talk about, is that five years just

arolling five years or is that five years fromthe
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date of this rule? Because here you have the added
advant age that at the advent of this rule, you are
obligated to look for all threats in those areas. So
you don't necessarily need this to roll forward. You
can just say five years fromthe date of this

r ul emaki ng.

Because, at the point of this rul emaking, you
are now obligated to look for all threats. So you're
| ooking for other things that could create
envi ronnmental | oads or change the stress strata on this
pi pe, which is exactly what you need to keep an eye on
to keep these fromgrowing to be failures.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Dr. WIIke?

M5. GERARD: Isn't it actually five years --
aren't you actually already encunbered by the | aw
before the rule? | nean, when the | aw passed, it
didn't require you to begin the assessnent process?

MR. DRAKE: | don't know what your question

MR. ISRANI: This is not the reassessnent or
basel i ne assessnment of what we have as required for al
pi peline. These are additional nmeasures to attack sone
traits -- different traits the pipeline could have.

And one of the traits was material and construction

defects for pipelines which have never been tested
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bef ore.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Dr. WI I ke?

DR WLLKE: Yeah, Ted WII ke.

| want to test ny understanding of this
particular -- because |I'mnot sure what's being

proposed. This is only in HCAs and only applies to
pi pe that's never been tested before, right?

Now, - -

MR. DRAKE: Hopefully, further than that
qual i fied because that, again, trends this issue to a
pl ace where you're focusing on where the problemis,

i ke we tal ked about with M ke earlier about ASME

DR WLLKE: The statenent of the current
position is different than the paper we were given than
it is here. So that's leading ne to sonme ot her
guesti ons.

This tal ks about pressure testing when the
operating pressure increases over the highest |evel
experienced in the previous five years. The other
current position says, pressure test or use of ILI, and
it includes |ow frequency ERWor | ap-wel ded pi pe.

So, Andy, to the point you nade earlier,
shoul d this be an "and" requirenment which says,
pressure increase and | ap-wel ded pi pe, pressure

i ncrease and | owfrequency ERW or is there another
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position that you want?

MR DRAKE: In ASME, it's an "and" condition.
You have materials that are susceptible or, you know,
or have had an operating history that denonstrates
susceptibility and you're changing the |load on the
pi pe. The two things coupl ed together create the
problem And what you're trying to do is just what we
tal ked about earlier, trying to focus the effort in the
pl ace where the issue surfaces, not just introduce a
whol e host of population of materials and pipes into
this testing that aren't realizing the problem

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her conments?

Well, maybe this is addressed to M. Israni.
Which is the current position? That which we have
received in the mail or that here on the -- on the
boar d?

MR ISRANI: Well, the one that | sent
Advi sory Conmmittee nenbers had the previous section
that Ted just pointed out for ERWI ow frequency pipe.
And that part we had as a separate requirenent within
the -- or it was part of the material and construction
defect, but there was one area where we didn't see any
probl em because it had a pressure test or ILI capable
of detecting the same problem

It was a second part where we wanted to
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enphasi ze on the pressure tests for the material and
construction defect, where the changes in the pressure
test would -- would cause these defects to fail. And I
think it was believed that even these ERW pi pe and al
those may be affected by this change in the pressure
test. That's we consolidated that into one comment.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: But would ILI apply -- in-
line inspection apply to your proposal regarding the
five-year testing?

MR ISRANI: There are ILI tools which can
detect for sonme of these cracks and, you know -- but
those are different kind of tools. You know, they're
not the comon magnetic flux type, but there are --
there are different smart pig tools which can detect
those kind of |eaks. Like, there are -- smart pigs
whi ch can | ook for these ERW pi pe fail ures.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Does that avoid the issue
that Dr. Feigel raised earlier regarding the pressure
per haps creating nore of a problemthan existed prior
to the test?

MR ISRANI: It would for pipelines where we
have the defects in the welds, you know, ERW pi pe,
because their option would be to use either a pressure
test or this smart pig.

But the pipelines which have material defects
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we're not -- where we're not tal king about ERW pi pe,
how we address that part, and that's the part which
ought to | ook at ASME s -- what reconmendation they
give for it.

DR. WLLKE: |I'mjust |ooking for -- there
seemto be three positions. There are two current
positions. One includes ILI, one does not. One
i ncl udes |ight-welded and | owfrequency, the ERW not.
| f we could understand which is the current position
you want, then, Andy, if you could hel p us understand
what the industry position is on this after we
understand what the current position that they're
putting forward?

CHAI RVAN KELLY: So why don't we start with

M ke Israni. Wuld you state the current position?
Well, look at what you mailed to us.

MR. I SRANI: Yeah, yeah. 1'mjust trying to
see if we still have the ERWissue that we need to
address or I'mlooking at if this -- what we have in
the current position on the slide would -- would

accomobdat e both the issue of the ERWpipe. And |
woul d have to consider --

The way it's witten, it's alnost |ike we
could use this current position to answer both.

CHAl RVAN KELLY: Does it need to be an "and"?
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MR. | SRANI: Yeah.
CHAl RVAN KELLY: | nstead of an "or," it's an

and.
MR ISRANI: [I'Il have to think about it. |
woul d, you know, | ook for a recommendation fromthe
Comm ttee what they would suggest. How do we address
t he ERW pi pe i ssue and how do we address this -- just
the material defect due to pressure change, whether
pressure change coul d address both issues
si mul t aneousl y.
MR. ANDREWS: |'d point out that we go back
-- sone pipes just don't fit well to pressure
testing, single-feeds and such. This is -- thisis a
new concept for ne. I|I'mreally -- | must have
m sunderstood it when | first read it.

Has t here been consideration given to
mrroring the up-rating procedure if this is so
important that it needs to be done over doing a stepped
pressure increase with | eakage surveys?

MR ISRANI: Al I'msaying is we are only
trying to address this particular threat, material and
construction defect, and how s the best way to address
that. Perhaps ASME has an answer for both of these
i ssues, whether it's ERWpipe or material -- other

mat eri al and constructi on defects.
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If that's the case, the Conmttee could
recommend that we just follow ASME s standard for this.

MR ANDREWS: Well, I'mnot -- |I'mnot that
famliar with ASME standards on it, but up-rate
procedure is good enough to establish new MAOP so it
ought to be good enough to check for construction
defects, material and defects, because that's what
you're doing in an up-rate procedure.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: What is an up-rate
pr ocedur e?

MR. ANDREWS: Increasing the pressure in
steps and doi ng a | eakage survey each tine you
i ncrease.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Dr. Feigel?

DR FEIGEL: | think the only caution is,
bel i eve that ASME' s verbi age addresses the issue but |

think you' re going to have to be very careful when you

| ook at that in ternms of -- in ternms of conbining
several paragraphs to make -- make that point very
briefly and succinctly. It is there, but unless you

want to copy what they've got verbatim which runs over
two or three very |l engthy paragraphs, you're going to
be -- have to be very careful about how you push the

two together to address both the pressure increase and
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the material issues.
CHAI RVAN KELLY: Would you like to --
DR. FEl GEL: It's an editorial issue. That's

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Well, without |ooking to the
specific words, would you like to sunmari ze
conceptually where you would like to recomrend the
Comm ttee be on this issue?

DR FEIGEL: Well, as a conprom se, which is
not really the point I was nmaking earlier, but | --
because I'mtaking a nore extrene position, frankly.

As a conprom se, | would propose or nove, if it's in
order, Madam Chai rman, that --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: It's in order.

DR FEIGEL: -- that the position expressed
in B31.8S be incorporated in the -- you know,
conceptually into the rulemaking but if it's
appropriate in terns of pressure testing of insitu
pi pe.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: And that's as it pertains to
material and construction defects?

DR FEIGEL: Yes, that's correct. And
i ncreased pressure.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any -- is there a second to

t hat ?
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MR. DRAKE: | would append that just to pick
up, | think, M. Andrews' point about, you know, the
operating -- the procedures that are currently in the
code certainly cover this issue well because they
differentiate the different stress levels. And ASME
deals with the issue nore on a broad -- you know, a
little bit bigger -- a little bit broader, assum ng
that everybody's in the sane bucket.

| think it could be that you would follow --
you know, when you realize this event, you can do as

ASME is prescribing or follow the up-rate procedure as

defined in -- in the current regulations. | nean,
certainly, that would be conpliant. | nean, we've
never had any problens, | don't think, in that -- in

t hat venue surface either.

And it -- and that hel ps recogni ze the
differences in different pressure regines, stress
regimes of the pipe, that's not sonmething picked up in
ASME.

But | would second Dr. Feigel's with that --
with that little amended piece to it.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Do you accept that, Dr.

Fei gel ?
DR. FEI GEL: Yeah, absol utely.
CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al right. So it's been
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noved and seconded with respect to material and
construction defects and increases in pressure that OPS
consi dering incorporating B31.8S conceptually and/or --
and provide that you have the option of follow ng the
up-rate procedure, is that correct?

MR ISRANI: Is it "or" you' re saying?

MR, DRAKE: O .

MR. | SRANI: COh.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Then your follows --

MR. DRAKE: It follows the testing --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: -- allow either.

MR. DRAKE: -- of ASME or the up-rate

procedure. But what cues you to do it is "and
condition, and that "and" condition is defined in ASME
Does that make sense? That's what Dr. Feigel was

sayi ng.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Is there any further -- Dr.
Wl ke?

DR WLLKE: |Is there a second? 1'll second,
but 1 have a questi on.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: It's seconded. You can ask
a questi on.

DR WLLKE: |Is the -- is there a standard

for the up-rate procedure?

MR. ANDREWS: It's straight out of the code.
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CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any further questions or

comment s?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Before we vote, | think
we'll just ask, does the public have anything they'd
like the body to consider -- the Commttee to consider?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al in favor?

MR. ANDREWS: Let ne ask, is there a tine --
when would this come into effect? Because |I know every
operator's going to run out and up his pressure to MACP
to hold his five years.

(Laught er)

MR. ANDREWS: Has this al ready happened?

CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Israni?

MR. ISRANI: Is your question is that when
this becones effective, this requirenent for testing
operating foll owi ng ASME?

MR. ANDREWS: When did the five years begin
or when will it begin? The previous years --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Wen does the clock start?

MR, ANDREWS:  Yes.

MR. ISRANI: The main thing is that --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: When do you think it should

start?
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PARTI Cl PANT: | was tal king about that a
little bit --

MR. ANDREWS: -- check ny pressure of ny
MACP.

MR DRAKE: Wiit, wait, wait, wait. | think

the issue here is we did talk about that. The ASME is
not a rul emaking. So ASME doesn't talk about it in
times of a specific date.

But here you have that opportunity to define
the date as the date that the rul emaki ng goes into
effect. And what you don't want to have happen is have
this be arolling five years because what w ||l happen
is every five years everybody's going to be -- which is
not what you want to do because that just incites
defect growth, which is exactly what you're trying to
prevent.

So |l think if you don't define it on a day,
five years fromthis day, and it's just five years that
just rolls along forever and ever, every five years
peopl e are going to pressure up to keep their MAOPs
valid, which is not what you want to do.

| think you want to do it one tinme, just |ike
t hey did when they grandfathered pipes in 1968. As of
this day, you know, and the day seens to ne to be the

date that the rul emaking goes into effect. And that
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locks it down in tinme and it gives people an
opportunity to get -- they see the rule com ng and they
have a chance to get those sites identified, get

t hensel ves, you know.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al right. Then we have, |
think, an addition to that notion, and that is to
include that it would be effective on the effective
date of the regul ation.

Are there any nore questions or comments?

MR. COMSTOCK: Can we read it one nore tinme?

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Onh, sure, Yyes.

The Conmittee recommends that OPS incorporate
the rel evant provisions of B31.8S, and that is those
whi ch pertain to increasing the pressure and materi al
and construction defects, or allow the alternative of
followi ng the procedure -- the up-rating procedure,
which is currently in the regulations, all of which
wi |l becone effective on the effective date of the
regul ati on.

|s there any further discussion? Yes?

MR. THOVAS: Yeah, 1'd just like to comrent

to follow up on Ben's. There is an interaction between

this provision and MAOP as -- as currently in the code
which we're all used to dealing with. It seens to ne
that this requirenent will end up sort of asterisking
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certain MAOPs that are already established.

Under current rules, you can up-rate up to
MAOP wi t hout anything el se going on. Now we're saying
in certain circunstances or certain segnents of pipe
you cannot do that unless you do sonething el se.

So there's -- there's at least an interaction
between this and the MAOP provision, and it nmay end up
bei ng conf usi ng.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: So, is it your suggestion
that if this notion passes that OPS inplenent it in
such a way to be consistent with any ot her MAOP --
exi sting MAOP provisions?

MR. THOVAS: Yeah. |[|'m supporting the
anendnent but am comrenting that, yes, OPS should
consider that interaction and sonehow word this in a
way that |east confuses the issue.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any ot her questions or
comments by the Commttee?

Did | see a question, M. More?

MR, MOORE: No, ma'am Thank you.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Are we ready for the vote?
M. Bennett?

MR. BENNETT: | would |ike to add just one
thing. You may consider, we tal ked about the effective

date of the rule, and that is a really good thing
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because you don't want the rolling five years.

One thing you might consider is six nonths
after, just understandi ng the way peopl e comruni cat e.
Everyone may not know about the rule com ng out and
there may be sone very good, very secure pipe that's
not that old, people didn't hear about it, and they
just didn't do the proper tests that they --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: You nean they don't run
right out and read this transcript as soon as it's
avai | abl e?

(Laught er)

MR BENNETT: No, | do it all the time, but I
have i nsomi a, so.

PARTI Cl PANT: They don't read the "Federal
Regi ster."

MR. BENNETT: But that's one thing -- | have
-- OPSreally needs to decide that they -- but that
shoul d be sone consideration that they think about,
gi ving peopl e six nonths to understand what's goi ng on.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Any further comment by Committee nenbers?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Are we ready for the
guestion? All in favor?

(There was a chorus of "ayes.")
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CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any opposed?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Any abstentions?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Di rect assessnent.

MR. DRAKE: Chairman Kelly, | have just a
point, | guess, just to make. W've tried to dance
around the issue about the specific word, but | think
the exercise we just went through kind of clarified
that there's a | ong way between the cup and the |ip.

And | know that we're all pressing very hard
to nmove forward with this and we're trying to stay away
fromthe regulatory | anguage and trying to get too deep
inthis, but I think that there's a great deal of
anxiety that's -- because you see these people keep
running up to ne and talking to me while we're voting
and --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: -- they're just --

MR DRAKE: Well, that too, but not with
t hem

Only because that -- there's a lot of anxiety
about the distance between the cup and the lip. The
words can be a big deal and the words are, you know, an

el ement of how this thing actually rolls forward.
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And | know that, you know, there's a --
there's an arm s | ength distance here between the
industry and this Conmttee and the regul ator, but
there are proposed words that are provided that try to
address these issues. And | hope that the DOT is going
totry to use those words as nuch as possible to help
avoi d the problens that coul d happen between the cup
and the lip, okay?

| f those words sonehow don't seemto be
wor ki ng and there seens to be a need to have a
radically different string of words, | hope that
sonehow we are able to communi cate because | think that
that is the kind of place where we -- we have a chance
to collide with each other, where it wasn't what was
understood around this table is not being effectuated
in the words.

And that's all | really want to say. | don't
really want to get into mncing of words here, but
hopefully we can try to take sone tact that mnimzes
the opportunity to collide with each other in Decenber
when we see this thing again.

M5. GERARD: This is your opportunity to be
as explicit as possible about your advice. After this
nmeeti ng and hopefully a vote, we won't be able to

comuni cate about this again until the rule conmes out.
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MR. DRAKE: Then | guess | have to nake a
carte bl anche recommendation that you follow the
| anguage that was provided to deal with these issues.

M5. GERARD: If you could -- if on each of
t he occasions that we have comng up, if you could
listen to the discussion and | ook at your | anguage and
t hen say, because sonetinmes the discussion illum nates
further the question.

MR DRAKE: | think it's anmazing how --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Let nme just say this. |
think we can nove forward. The recommended | anguage is

a part of the record. The position of the Conmittee on

issues is clear, | believe, and a part of the record.
And OPS will have to proceed based upon the opinions
that we have expressed -- that we are expressing here

in this neeting and other information that has been
submitted in the public record.

And to the extent that -- if in the fina
rul e OPS does not incorporate a provision that this
Commttee is recommendi ng, as you know, they are
required by law to indicate in their -- the published
rule the position that we took and why they did not
followit. And that's as far as | believe we can go at
this point.

Are we ready for the next itenf
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M5. GERARD: | just want to make sure we make
a distinction between the recomrended | anguage that was
provi ded by AGA and | NGAA and the Conmittee's view as a
whol e about the |anguage of | NGAA and AGA because the
Commttee is purposely -- purposefully by | aw bal anced
bet ween i ndustry, government, and the public. And so |
want to nmake sure that the people on the Commttee who
are not representing the pipeline industry are | ooking
at the | anguage that has been provided and deciding to
recommend based on their | ook at that |anguage.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Are we ready for direct

assessnent ?

Oh, I'Il just run this thing all night.
Dr. Feigel?
DR FEIGEL: | think you were headed where

was headed.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: You would just like to keep
going, that is?

DR FEIGEL: Ch, sure.

(Laught er)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: That wasn't where | was
goi ng.

(Laught er)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: But | will certainly abide

by the will of the Commttee.
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Actually, I think people think faster when
t hey' re anxious to go.

(Laught er)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: W have -- we have access to
the roomuntil 6:00, not that we have to stay unti
six. But if -- the last itemthat was on here before
the break for tonorrow was direct assessnent. And
perhaps it is a bit nuch to go through all of this and
do the final vote.

But I will -- 1"Il abide by the will of the
Commttee. So let nme know whether you'd like to stay
or go.

MR. DRAKE: As, maybe, an alternative to
diving into sonething as -- as wieldy as or unw el dy as
di rect assessnent, maybe we could touch on an issue
t hat was opened and ki nd of parked, and -- and I -- I'd
appreciate it if we could get sone clarity on the issue
of the identified sites and the petition for
reconsideration. If we could spend just a little bit
of time articulating what is DOT"s pl ans.

We have touched on the description of an
identified site in these neetings periodically over the
| ast six nonths, 20 people, 50 people, indoors, out --
| nmean, it's |like you said, Stacey, it is kind of
enbedded in here. But today we have not tal ked about
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closing those -- those issues, the identified site
i ssues. They have not -- we have not voted on any of
t hem

But would that be -- would that be
appropriate just for us as a group to kind of figure
out how that sits right now? Because it is integral to
t hi s rul emaki ng.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Are you addressing again the
petition for reconsideration?

MR. DRAKE: The issue specific to identified
sites. | knowthat it's difficult for this group to
tal k about the petition for reconsideration because we
have not seen it here, but | think that | would
appreciate just sone clarity on where the DOT' s
definition of an identified site stands today, and
that's separate fromthe petition for reconsideration.

It's just a fact.

Were are you? Because we've tal ked about
it. W have not seen those issues explicitly closed.
And | don't know if it's because of the petition for
reconsi deration or what, but this Commttee has heard
t hose i ssues brought up. W just haven't heard where
t hey went.

M5. GERARD: |I'mtrying to recall. There

were three issues, as | renenber, in the petition for
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reconsi deration. |Is that -- is that correct?

And one of themdealt wth the rura
churches, which I know we're going to deal with on the
agenda.

Right at this nmonent, | can't renenber what
the other two issues were. | -- | know that --

PARTI Cl PANT: Bring up the whole petition --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Right. Because we're not
going to deal with that.

M5. GERARD: Well, but I -- 1 would say that
when we wote the rule, the NPRM we -- we did have eye
on that petition and we were trying to address the
problenms in the petition with this rule. So | -- |
just -- | apologize, | can't renenber what the --

MR. DRAKE: Let's not talk about the petition
for reconsideration, just for the clarity of this
entire group. Wat is --

M5. GERARD: What did it say on identified
sites?

MR. DRAKE: W're not going to talk about it.

M5. CERARD: ldentified sites.
MR. DRAKE: \What is an identified site?
That's not germane to the petition for reconsideration

at all. It's just, what do you think they are?
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M5. GERARD: | thought they were the areas
wher e peopl e congregated and the hard-to-evacuate.

MR ISRANI: Right. That's in general, but
if you want to see what we identified -- what an
identified siteis, it's what is in the final rule of
August 6th for HCA, which says an identified site is a
buil ding or outside area that is visibly marked, is
licensed or registered by a federal, state, or |ocal
agency, is known by public officials, or is on the |ist
or map mai ntained by or available fromfederal, state,
or local agency or publicly or coomercially avail able
dat abase. And then it describes what those identified
sites are.

It's occupied by persons who are confined or
of inpaired nobility or would be difficult to evacuate.

And exanpl es include but not limted to hospitals,
pri sons, schools, day care facilities, retirenent
facilities, and assisted living facilities.

O, second part of that identified site is,
there's evidence for the use of site by at |east 20 or
nore persons on at |least 50 days in a 12-nonth peri od.

And t hese days may not be consecutive. Exanples
i nclude but not limted to beaches, playgrounds,
recreational facilities, canping grounds, outdoor

theaters, stadiunms, religious facilities, recreational
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areas near the bodies of water.

This was in the final rule as identified
site.

M5. GERARD: But in this NPRM | thought we
made some additional clarification about who the |ocal
agencies were. And we attenpted to limt it to fire
service and | aw enforcenent energency responders,
right?

MR. DRAKE: You asked for comments on it.
Specific to that, you asked for a conment on the
definition of public officials -- that was in the
August final rule -- and asked whether public safety
officials is nore appropriate in the NPRM

M5. GERARD: Right.

MR. DRAKE: But that opened up the question
of the rest of the identified site definition being
appropriate, such as the databases issue. How do we
conply with that? And there are comments on the record
that I think the Conm ttee ought to consider discussing

M5. GERARD: On this rule?

MR DRAKE: Yes.

MS. GERARD: Wasn't the database issue
addressed with the extrapol ation?

MR. DRAKE: No. [t's in the NPRM and in the
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final rule for HCA definition. The question was before
us or inside the definition resided that the operator
must exam ne all comercially avail abl e dat abases and
publicly avail abl e databases. And operators | ooked at
that and said, do | have to go down the roadrunner path
of getting to the end of the Internet and finding --
you know, where do | -- where do we stop and draw t he
line for conpliance here.

M5. GERARD: Didn't we propose sonething el se
inthis? | nean --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Let nme -- |et ne suggest
this, then, and maybe it woul d be good for us to break
for business at this point.

We'll give the OPS staff an opportunity to
review the current proposal to the extent that it
addresses the definition and we will begin our neeting
tonmorrow by reviewi ng those elenments of this proposa
so that we can sort of bifurcate this discussion. W
will deal with it as it relates to the issue before us
wi t hout having to go back to issues that don't
necessarily pertain to the agenda at hand.

So we'll take this up as our first order of
busi ness in the norning.

MR. DRAKE: Thank you very rmuch.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: Are there any -- so what
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we'll -- we'll stop our discussions on the agenda at
this point.

Are there any other what 1'I1l cal
adm nistrative matters?

(No response)

CHAI RVAN KELLY: | failed to nmention earlier
that we had m nutes or notes taken fromour neeting in
March, and | personally found that very hel pful to --
it summari zed our discussion and the things that were
inmportant at the last neeting and that's a | ot easier
for us as Conmttee nenbers, | believe, to go back to
than to wade through the transcript.

So, | want to thank our secretary for doing
that and thank OPS for having that available to us. W
al ways thank our court reporter. He does an excell ent
job, but to have the mnutes, that was new and it was
very hel pful, and we want to thank staff for that.

And Cheryl has told nme that | should tell you
you' ve got honewor k because there are new inserts under
the L & G portion of the agenda package that were not
in the materials that were sent to you prior to the
nmeeting. So if you'd just take a | ook at those
toni ght, specifically environnmental assessnment and the
regul ations evaluation. W wll have to vote on that,

so if you'd just take a look at it in your spare tinme.
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Al right. W are adjourned until the
nor ni ng.

MR ISRANI: Can | add just one comment? You
know, we -- we like to discuss identified sites, but I
woul d think that we nmust go through a few i ssues that
we have so we can clear that part of our agenda and
then, by whatever limted tine we have --

CHAI RVAN KELLY: We'll review that.

MR. | SRANI: Ckay.

CHAI RVAN KELLY: See you in the norning.

(Wher eupon, on May 28, 2003, the proceedings
wer e adjourned, to reconvene at 9:00 a.m, My 29,

2003.)
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