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Program Director, RTCA, Inc.,
khofmann@rtca.org, (202) 330-0680.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to section 10(a) (2) of the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (Pub. L. 92—
463, 5 U.S.C., App.), notice is hereby
given for a meeting of RTCA Special
Committee 224. The agenda will include
the following:

Thursday, June 15, 2016

1. Welcome/Introductions/
Administrative Remarks

2. Review/Approve Previous Meeting
Summary

3. Report from the TSA

4. Report on Safe Skies on Document
Distribution

5. Report on TSA Security Construction
Guidelines progress

6. Review of DO-230H Sections

7. Action Items for Next Meeting

8. Time and Place of Next Meeting

9. Any Other Business

10. Adjourn

Attendance is open to the interested

public but limited to space availability.

With the approval of the chairman,

members of the public may present oral

statements at the meeting. Plenary

information will be provided upon

request. Persons who wish to present

statements or obtain information should

contact the person listed in the FOR

FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT section.

Members of the public may present a

written statement to the committee at

any time.

Issued in Washington, DC, on May 19,

2016.

Latasha Robinson,

Management & Program Analyst, NextGen,

Enterprise Support Services Division, Federal

Aviation Administration.

[FR Doc. 2016-12213 Filed 5-23—16; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration

[Docket No. PHMSA-2016-0033]

Pipeline Safety: Gas and Liquid
Advisory Committee Member
Nominations

AGENCY: Pipeline and Hazardous
Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA), DOT.

ACTION: Request for nominations for
members: Gas and Liquid Pipeline
Advisory Committees; vacancies.

SUMMARY: PHMSA is requesting
nominations for individuals to serve on
the Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee
(GPAQ), also known as the Technical

Pipeline Safety Standards Committee,
and the Liquid Pipeline Advisory
Committee (LPAC), also known as the
Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline
Safety Standards Committee. The GPAC
is composed of 15 members appointed
by the Secretary of Transportation after
consulting with public and private
agencies concerned with the technical
aspect of transporting gas or operating a
gas pipeline facility. The LPAC is
composed of 15 members appointed by
the Secretary after consulting with
public and private agencies concerned
with the technical aspect of transporting
hazardous liquid or operating a
hazardous liquid pipeline facility.

With this notice, PHMSA is seeking
nominations for two individuals from
the general public: one on the LPAC and
one on the GPAC. Additionally, PHMSA
is seeking to fill four state commissioner
vacancies, two on each committee and
one federal government vacancy on the
GPAC committee.

DATES: Nominations must be received
by June 23, 2016.

ADDRESSES: All nomination material
should be emailed to Advisory
Committee Program Manager Cheryl
Whetsel at Cheryl.whetsel@dot.gov or
mailed to the Pipeline and Hazardous
Materials Safety Administration, 1200
New Jersey Ave. SE., PHP-30, E24—-445,
Washington, DC 20590.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Cheryl Whetsel, (202) 366—4431 or
cheryl.whetsel@dot.gov. Information
about the GPAC and LPAC can also be
obtained by visiting PHMSA’s Web site
by using the following link: http://
www.phmsa.dot.gov/pipeline/regs/
technical-advisory-comm.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Advisory Committee Background

The GPAC and LPAC are statutorily
mandated advisory committees that
provide recommendations and advice
on PHMSA’s proposed safety standards,
risk assessments, and safety policies for
gas pipelines and for hazardous liquid
pipelines. Both committees were
established in accordance with the
Federal Advisory Committee Act
(FACA) and 49 U.S.C. 60115.

No later than 90 days after receiving
a proposed standard and supporting
analyses, the appropriate committee
prepares and submits a report to the
Secretary of Transportation on the
technical feasibility, reasonableness,
cost-effectiveness, and practicability of
the proposed standard. The Secretary
must publish each report, including any
recommended actions and minority
views. The Secretary is not bound by
the committee’s conclusions. However,

if the Secretary rejects them, he must
publish the reasons.

Pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 60115, the
Secretary of Transportation has the
authority to appoint to each committee
(1) five individuals from departments,
agencies, and instrumentalities of the
U.S. Government and of the states; (2)
five individuals from the natural gas or
hazardous liquid industry, selected in
consultation with industry
representatives; and (3) five individuals
selected from the general public. Two of
the individuals selected for each
committee from the government must be
state commissioners.

At least three of the individuals
selected for each committee from the
industry must be currently in the active
operation of natural gas or hazardous
liquid pipelines or pipeline facilities. At
least one individual selected for each
committee serving from the industry
must have education, background, or
experience in risk assessment and cost-
benefit analysis.

Two of the individuals selected for
each committee from the general public
must have education, background, or
experience in environmental protection
or public safety. At least one individual
selected for each committee serving
from the general public must have
education, background, or experience in
risk assessment and cost-benefit
analysis. At least one individual
selected for each committee from the
general public may not have any
financial interest in pipeline, petroleum,
or natural gas industries. No individuals
selected for a committee serving from
the general public may have a
significant financial interest in the
pipeline, petroleum, or gas industry.

II. Criteria for Committee Members

The committee members selected by
the Secretary of Transportation must be
knowledgeable in the safety regulation
of transporting natural gas or hazardous
liquids or operating a natural gas or
hazardous liquid pipeline facility or,
nominees that are technically qualified,
by training, experience or knowledge, in
at least one field of engineering
applicable to transporting gas or
hazardous liquids or operating a gas or
hazardous liquid pipeline facility.
Members must also meet the applicable
criteria mentioned under section I of
this notice. Nominees should represent
a broad constituency whose views the
candidate can represent. Individuals
associated with organizations concerned
with fire safety, pipeline engineering,
risk analysis, emergency response, and
other similar public safety groups as
well as environmental protection groups
may have the knowledge and experience
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we are looking for. In addition,
experience working in a consensus
building environment would be helpful.
The Secretary will consult with the
national organization of State
commissioners before selecting any state
commissioner. Additionally, the
Secretary will consult with the national
organizations representing the owners
and operators of pipeline facilities
before selecting individuals from the
industry.

II1. Terms of Service

e Each member serves a three-year
term, unless the member becomes
unable to serve, resigns, ceases to be
qualified to serve, or is removed by the
Secretary.

e Members may be reappointed.

e All members serve at their own
expense and receive no salary from the
Federal Government, although travel
reimbursement and per diem may be
provided.

e The GPAC and LPAC generally
meet in-person in the Washington, DC,
Metropolitan area.

e PHMSA will ask potential public
candidates to provide detailed
information concerning such matters
related to financial holdings,
employment, and research grants and/or
contracts to permit evaluation of
possible sources of conflicts of interest.

IV. Nomination Procedures

Any interested person may nominate
one or more qualified individuals for
membership on the advisory committee.
Self-nominations are also accepted.

¢ Nominations must include a
current, complete résumé including
current business address and/or home
address, telephone number, and email
address, education, professional or
business experience, present
occupation, and membership on other
advisory committees past or present) for
each nominee.

e Each nominee must meet the
training, education or experience
requirements listed under section II
above.

e Nominations must also specify the
advisory committee for which the
nominee is recommended (the GPAC or
LPAC).

e Nominations must also
acknowledge that the nominee is aware
of the nomination unless self-
nominated.

Issued in Washington, DC, on May 18,
2016, under authority delegated in 49 CFR
1.97.

Alan K. Mayberry,

Acting Associate Administrator for Pipeline
Safety.

[FR Doc. 2016-12136 Filed 5-23—16; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-60-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Multiemployer Pension Plan
Application To Reduce Benefits

AGENCY: Department of the Treasury.
ACTION: Notice of availability; request
for comments.

SUMMARY: The Board of Trustees of the
Teamsters Local Union No. 469 Pension
Plan (Teamsters Local 469 Pension
Plan), a multiemployer pension plan,
has submitted an application to
Treasury to reduce benefits under the
plan in accordance with the
Multiemployer Pension Reform Act of
2014 (MPRA). The purpose of this
notice is to announce that the
application submitted by the Board of
Trustees of the Teamsters Local 469
Pension Plan has been published on the
Treasury Web site, and to request public
comments on the application from
interested parties, including
contributing employers, employee
organizations, and participants and
beneficiaries of the Teamsters Local 469
Pension Plan.

DATES: Comments must be received by
June 22, 2016.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
electronically through the Federal
eRulemaking Portal at http://
www.regulations.gov, in accordance
with the instructions on that site.
Electronic submissions through
www.regulations.gov are encouraged.

Comments may also be mailed to the
Department of the Treasury, MPRA
Office, 1500 Pennsylvania Avenue NW.,
Room 1224, Washington, DC 20220.
Attn: Deva Kyle. Comments sent via
facsimile and email will not be
accepted.

Additional Instructions. All
comments received, including
attachments and other supporting
materials, will be made available to the
public. Do not include any personally
identifiable information (such as Social
Security number, name, address, or
other contact information) or any other
information in your comment or
supporting materials that you do not
want publicly disclosed. Treasury will
make comments available for public
inspection and copying on
www.regulations.gov or upon request.

Comments posted on the Internet can be
retrieved by most Internet search
engines.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information regarding the application
from the Board of Trustees of the
Teamsters Local 469 Pension Plan,
please contact Treasury at (202) 622—
1534 (not a toll-free number).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Multiemployer Pension Reform Act of
2014 (MPRA) amended the Internal
Revenue Code to permit a
multiemployer plan that is projected to
have insufficient funds to reduce
pension benefits payable to participants
and beneficiaries if certain conditions
are satisfied. In order to reduce benefits,
the plan sponsor is required to submit
an application to the Secretary of the
Treasury, which the Department of the
Treasury (Treasury), in consultation
with the Pension Benefit Guaranty
Corporation (PBGC) and the Secretary of
Labor, is required to approve or deny.

On March 31, 2016, the Board of
Trustees of the Teamsters Local 469
Pension Plan submitted an application
for approval to reduce benefits under
the plan. As required by MPRA, that
application has been published on
Treasury’s Web site at http://
www.treasury.gov/services/Pages/ Plan-
Applications.aspx. Treasury is
publishing this notice in the Federal
Register, in consultation with PBGC and
the Department of Labor, to solicit
public comments on all aspects of the
Teamsters Local 469 Pension Plan
application.

Comments are requested from
interested parties, including
contributing employers, employee
organizations, and participants and
beneficiaries of the Teamsters Local 469
Pension Plan. Consideration will be
given to any comments that are timely
received by Treasury.

Dated: May 17, 2016.

David R. Pearl,

Executive Secretary, Department of the
Treasury.

[FR Doc. 2016—-12104 Filed 5-23—16; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4810-25-P

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS

[OMB Control No. 2900-0783 (10-10073,
10073a, 10073b, 10073c)]

Proposed Information Collection
(Nonprofit Research and Education
Corporations (NPCs) Data Collection)

ACTIVITY: Comment Request.
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Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee (GPAC)
Member Biographies
As of June 2016

Dr. Paula A. Gant (G)

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary
Office of International Affairs

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave. SW
Washington DC 20585

Mr. Chad J. Zamarin (1)

President

Cheniere Pipeline Company
700 Milam Street, Suite 800
Houston, TX 77002

Mr. Donald J. Stursma (G)

Manager of Safety and Engineering lowa
Utilities Board

350 Maple Street

Des Moines, 1A 50319-0069

Mr. Mark Brownstein (P)

Associate Vice President &

Chief Counsel, US Climate & Energy Program
Environmental Defense Fund

257 Park Avenue South

New York, NY 10010

Ms. Cheryl F. Campbell (1)

Senior Vice President, Gas Operations
Xcel Energy Incorporated

1800 Larimer Street, Suite 1400
Denver, CO 80202

Robert W. Hill (P)

County Development Department Director
& Emergency Manager

Brookings County Zoning & Drainage
520 3rd Street, Suite 200

Brookings, SD 57006

Mr. J. Andrew Drake (1)

Vice President, Operations and EHS
Spectra Energy Transmission, LLC
5400 Westheimer Court

Houston, TX 77056

Mr. Robert Kipp (P)
President

Common Ground Alliance
2300 Wilson Blvd., Suite 310
Arlington, VA 22201

Ms. Susan L. Fleck (1)

Vice President

Gas Pipeline Safety & Compliance
Maintenance & Construction National Grid
40 Sylvan Road

Waltham, MA 02451-1120

Mr. Richard F. Pevarski (P)

Chief Executive Officer

Virginia Utility Protection Services, LLC

1829 Blue Hills Circle, NE Roanoke, VA 24212

Mr. Richard H. Worsinger (1)

Director of Utilities

City of Rocky Mount

331 South Franklin Street
Rocky Mount, NC 27802-1180

Key and Number of Vacancies
Government (G) - 3

Industry (1) - 0

Public— (P) -1











Gas Pipeline Safety Committee

Committee Action on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
& Regulatory Evaluation

Sample Language to Call a Motion

Committee Action: At the June 1, 2016, Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee (GPAC) meeting,
members will consider the notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM) and the draft regulatory
evaluation for the following:

e Pipeline Safety: Plastic Pipe Rule (80 FR 29263; May 21, 2015).

Report: The committee’s vote and the meeting transcript constitute the report described in each
Committee Charter under “Committee Objectives and Scope of Activities.” Each reportis a
permanent record of the meeting and filed in the official docket.

Calling a motion: The following is sample language that can be used to call a motion:

1. The proposed rule as published in the Federal Register and the Draft Regulatory
Evaluation are technically feasible, reasonable, cost-effective, and practicable.

2. The proposed rule as published in the Federal Register and the Draft Regulatory
Evaluation are technically feasible, reasonable, cost-effective, and practicable if the
following changes are made (members insert language of proposed change).

3. The proposed rule as published in the Federal Register and the Draft Regulatory
Evaluation are not (or cannot be made) technically feasible, reasonable, cost-effective and
practicable.





Liquid Advisory Committee - Vote Summary:

Motion: (see above and/or attached proposed revisions)

Called by:

Seconded by:

# Members # Members Present

Final Vote:

# Eye # Nye







Gas and Liquid Pipeline Advisory Committees

Committee Action on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
& Regulatory Evaluation

Sample Language to Call a Motion

Committee Action: At the June 2, 2016, Gas and Liquid Pipeline Advisory Committee (GPAC

and LPAC) meeting, members will consider the notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM) and the
draft regulatory evaluation for the following:
Pipeline Safety: Operator Qualification, Cost Recovery, Accident and Incident
Notification, and Other Pipeline Safety Proposed Changes (80 FR 39916; July 10, 2015).
Report: The committee’s vote and the meeting transcript constitute the report described in each
Committee Charter under “Committee Objectives and Scope of Activities.” Each report is a

permanent record of the meeting and filed in the official docket.

Calling a motion: The following is sample language that can be used to call a motion:

1. The proposed rule as published in the Federal Register and the Draft Regulatory
Evaluation are technically feasible, reasonable, cost-effective, and practicable.

2. The proposed rule as published in the Federal Register and the Draft Regulatory
Evaluation are technically feasible, reasonable, cost-effective, and practicable if the
following changes are made (members insert language of proposed change).

3. The proposed rule as published in the Federal Register and the Draft Regulatory
Evaluation are not (or cannot be made) technically feasible, reasonable, cost-effective and
practicable.






Department of Transportation

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration

Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Committee Charter

1) Committee’s Official Designation. The Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Committee
(TPSSC), informally known as the Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee (GPAC).

2) Authority. Section 60115 of Title 49, United States Code, requires the establishment and
prescribes the duties of the TPSSC. This committee is established in accordance with the
provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA), as amended, 5 U.S.C., App 2.

3) Committee Objectives and Scope of Activities.

a) The Designated Federal Officer (DFO) shall submit to the Committee for its
consideration any notice of proposed gas pipeline safety standards published in the
Federal Register (including both new standards and amendments to existing
standards). Within 90 days after receipt by the Committee of any such proposal, the
Committee shall prepare a report on the technical feasibility, reasonableness, cost-
effectiveness, and practicability of the proposal.

b) Each report by the Committee, including any minority views, shall, if timely made,
form a part of the proceedings for the promulgation of the standard and be incorporated
in the preamble published with the final rule in the Federal Register. The
Administrator of the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA) may prescribe a final standard at any time after 90 days following a
proposal’s submission to the Committee, whether or not the Committee has reported on
such proposal. The Administrator shall not be bound by conclusions of the Committee,
but in the event that the conclusions of the majority of the current members of the
Committee are rejected, the reasons for rejection shall also be incorporated in the
preamble of the final rule (49 U.S.C. 60115).

c) If the proposed safety standard is submitted as a Direct Final Rule and is approved by
the Committee, minority views will not be treated as adverse comments unless they
are submitted to the docket.

d) The Committee may propose safety standards for gas pipeline facilities to the DFO for
consideration. The Committee may review and report on other matters related to the
Department of Transportation’s (DOT) pipeline safety rulemaking function as
presented by the DFO. The Committee may also be requested by the DFO to make
recommendations concerning policy development.
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4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

Description of Duties. The Committee shall serve as a peer review committee for carrying
out 49 U.S.C. Part 601. Peer reviews conducted by the Committee shall be treated for
purposes of all Federal laws relating to risk assessment and peer review (including laws that
take effect after October 12, 1996) as meeting any peer review requirements of such laws.

Agency to Whom the Committee Reports. The TPSSC is a committee of the U.S.
Department of Transportation and provides advice to the Secretary.

Support. The PHMSA is the Committee’s sponsor.

Estimated Annual Operating Costs and Staff Years. Estimated annual operating cost is
approximately $25,000 for travel and recording the proceedings, plus about one-eighth
person-year of staff support. This amount also covers limited conference management
support for Committee meetings being provided by a contractor.

Designated Federal Officer. The Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety is
designated as the DFO of the Committee and shall be the DOT official authorized to call
all of the Committee’s and subcommittees’ meetings, prepare and approve all meeting
agendas, attend all Committee and subcommittee meetings, adjourn any meeting with he
or she determines adjournment to be in the public interest, chair meetings when directed
to do so by the Secretary, and otherwise monitor the Committee’s meetings and progress.

Estimated Number and Frequency of Meetings. The Committee meets approximately
four times each calendar year.

10) Duration of the Committee. Under the provisions of the Section 60115 of Title 49,

United States Code, the Committee is continuing, subject to renewal every 2 years

11) Termination. This Charter will terminate 2 years after its effective date unless renewed in

accordance with FACA and other applicable requirements.

12) Membership and Designation. The Committee membership is established by 49 U.S.C.

Section 60115.

a) The Committee shall be composed of 15 members, each of whom shall be appointed by
the Secretary, after consultation with public and private agencies concerned with the
technical aspect of the transportation of gas or the operation of pipeline facilities.
Members shall be appointed on the basis of their experience in the safety regulation of
the transportation of gas and of pipeline facilities; their training, experience, or
knowledge in one or more fields of engineering applied in the transportation of gas; or
their experience in the operation of pipeline facilities to evaluate gas pipeline safety
standards as follows:

b) Five members shall be selected from Federal, State, or local government agencies, and

two of the five shall be State commissioners selected after consultation with
representatives of the national organization of State commissions.
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c) Five members shall be selected from the gas industry, after consultation with industry
representatives, and not less than three of the five shall be currently engaged in the
active operation of gas pipelines, and at least one of these shall have education,
background, or experience in risk assessment and cost-benefit analysis.

d) Five members shall be selected from the general public, including two members who
have education, background, or experience in environmental protection or public safety,
and at least one of these shall have education, background or experience in risk
assessment and cost-benefit analysis. No public member may have a significant interest
in the pipeline industry. At least one of the members shall have no financial interests in
the pipeline, petroleum, or gas industries.

e) Members appointed solely for their technical expertise shall serve as Special
Government Employees.

f) Within the statutory limitations, the membership shall be fairly balanced in terms of the
points of view represented; the advice and recommendations of the Committee shall be
the result of its independent judgment (FACA, section 5(b)(2) and (3)).

g) Members are appointed for terms of 3 years, except that a member may serve until his or
her successor is appointed. Members may be reappointed but are limited to serving
three consecutive terms or 9 years.

h) All members serve at the pleasure of the Secretary. If a member misses two or more
consecutive regularly scheduled meetings of the Committee without good cause, their
membership may be terminated at the discretion of the Secretary. If a membership is
terminated in this manner, the vacancy may be filled for the unexpired portion of the
term.

13) Subcommittees. The DOT has the authority to create subcommittees. Subcommittees
shall submit their findings or reports back to the parent committee for review and
consideration, and never directly to PHMSA or the Secretary.

14) Recordkeeping. The records, reports, minutes, and other documents of the Committee
shall be available for public inspection and copying at the Office of Pipeline Safety, 1200
New Jersey Avenue, SE., Washington, D.C. 20590, subject to the Freedom of Information
Act, 5 U.S.C. 552 (FACA, section 10(b)). In addition, the records listed above can be
found on the electronic docket at: http://www.regulations.gov.

Additionally, the records of the committee, formally and informally established
subcommittees, or other subgroups of the committee, shall be handled in accordance with
General Records Schedule 26, Item 2 or other approved agency records disposition
schedule.

15) Filing Date. The effective date is October 26, 2014, and the charter will expire 2 years
from that date on October 26, 2016 unless renewed.
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Department of Transportation

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration

Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Standards
Committee Charter

1) Committee's Official Designation. The Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety
Standards Committee (THLPSSC), informally known as the Hazardous Liquid Pipeline
Advisory Committee (LPAC).

2)

3)

Authority. Section 60115 of Title 49, United States Code, requires the establishment and
prescribes the duties of THLPSSC. This Committee is established in accordance with the
provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA), as amended, 5 U.S.C., App.

2.

Objectives and Scope of Activities.

a)

b)

The Designated Federal Officer (DFO) shall submit to the Committee for its
consideration any notice of proposed hazardous liquid pipeline safety standards
published in the Federal Register (including both new standards and amendments to
existing standards). Within 90 days after receipt by the Committee of any such
proposal, the Committee shall prepare a report on the technical feasibility,
reasonableness, cost-effectiveness, and practicability of the proposal.

Each report by the Committee, including any minority views, shall, if timely made, form
a part of the proceedings for the promulgation of the standard and be incorporated in the
preamble published with the final rule in the Federal Register. The Administrator of the
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) may prescribe a

final standard at any time after 90 days following a proposal’s submission to the
Committee, whether or not the Committee has reported on such proposal. The
Administrator shall not be bound by conclusions of the Committee, but in the event that
the conclusions of the majority of the current members of the Committee are rejected,

the reasons for rejection shall also be incorporated in the preamble of the final rule

(49 U.S.C. 60115).

c) Ifthe proposed safety standard is submitted as a Direct Final Rule and is approved by

d)

the Committee, minority views will not be treated as adverse comments unless they are
submitted to the docket.

The Committee may propose safety standards for hazardous liquid pipeline facilities to
the DFO for consideration. The Committee may review and report on other matters
related to the Department of Transportation's pipeline safety rulemaking function as
presented by the DFO. The Committee may also be requested by the DFO to make
recommendations concerning policy development.





4) Description of Duties. The Committee shall serve as a peer review committee for carrying
out 49 U.S.C. Part 601. Peer reviews conducted by the Committee shall be treated for
purposes of all Federal laws relating to risk assessment and peer review (including laws that
take effect after October 12, 1996) as meeting any peer review requirements of such laws.

5) Agency to Whom the Committee Reports. The THLPSSC is a committee of the U.S.
Department of Transportation and provides advice to the Secretary.

6) Support. The PHMSA is the Committee's sponsor.

7) Estimated Annual Operating Costs and Staff Years. Estimated annual operating cost is
approximately $25,000 for travel and recording the proceedings, plus about one-eighth
person-year of staff support. This amount also covers limited conference management
support for Committee meetings being provided by a contractor.

8) Designated Federal Officer. The Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety is
designated as the DFO of the Committee and shall be the DOT official authorized to
call all of the Committee's and subcommittees' meetings, prepare and approve all
meeting agendas, attend all Committee and subcommittee meetings, adjourn any
meeting when he or she determines adjournment to be in the public interest, chair
meetings when directed to do so by the Secretary, and otherwise monitor the
Committee's meetings and progress.

9) Estimated Number and Frequency of Meetings. The Committee meets approximately
four times each calendar year.

10) Duration of the Committee. Under the provisions of the Section 60115 of Title
49, United States Code, the Committee is continuing, subject to renewal every 2 years.

11) Termination. This Charter will terminate 2 years after its effective date unless renewed in
accordance with FACA and other applicable requirements.

12) Membership and Designation. The Committee membership is established by 49 U.S.C.
Section 60115.

a) The Committee shall be composed of 15 members, each of whom shall be appointed by
the Secretary, after consultation with public and private agencies concerned with the
technical aspect of the transportation of hazardous liquids or the operation of pipeline
facilities. Members shall be appointed on the basis of their experience in the safety
regulation of the transportation of hazardous liquids and of these pipeline facilities;
their training, experience, or knowledge in one or more fields of engineering applied in
the transportation of hazardous liquids; or experience in the operation of pipeline
facilities to evaluate hazardous liquid pipeline safety standards as follows:





b) Five members shall be selected from Federal, State, or local government agencies, and
two of the five shall be State commissioners selected after consultation with
representatives of the national organization of State commissions.

c) Five members shall be selected from the hazardous liquid industry, after consultation
with industry representatives, and not less than three of the five shall be currently
engaged in the active operation of hazardous liquid pipelines, and at least one of these
shall have education, background, or experience in risk assessment and cost-benefit
analysis.

d) Five members shall be selected from the general public, including two members who
have education, background, or experience in environmental protection or public safety,
and at least one of these shall have education, background or experience in risk
assessment and cost-benefit analysis. No public member may have a significant interest
in the pipeline industry. At least one of the members shall have no financial interests in
the pipeline, petroleum, or hazardous liquid industries.

e) Members appointed solely for their technical expertise shall serve as Special
Government Employees.

f) Within the statutory limitations, the membership shall be fairly balanced in terms of the
points of view represented; the advice and recommendations of the Committee shall be
the result of its independent judgment (FACA, section 5(b)(2) and (3)).

g) Members are appointed for a term of 3 years, except that a member may serve until
his or her successor is appointed. Members may be reappointed but are limited to
serving three consecutive terms (or 9 years).

h) All members serve at the pleasure of the Secretary. If a member misses two or more
consecutive regularly scheduled meetings of the Committee without good cause, their
membership may be terminated at the discretion of the Secretary. 1f a membership is
terminated in this manner, the vacancy may be filled for the unexpired portion of the
term, or the unexpired portion of the term and a full 3-year term if there is less than 6
months left in the original term.

13) Subcommittees. The DOT has the authority to create subcommittees. Subcommittees
shall submit their findings or reports back to the parent committee for review and
consideration, never directly to PHMSA or the Secretary.

14) Recordkeeping. The records, reports, minutes, and other documents of the Committee
shall be available for public inspection and copying at the Office of Pipeline Safety, 1200
New Jersey Avenue, SE., Washington, DC, 20590, subject to the Freedom of Information
Act, 5 U.S.C. 552 (FACA, section 10(b)). Inaddition, the records listed above can be
found on the electronic docket at: http://www.regulations.gov.

Additionally, the records of the committee, formally and informally established
subcommittees, or other subgroups of the committee, shall be handled in accordance with



http://www.regulations.gov/



General Records Schedule 26, Item 2 or other approved agency records disposition
schedule.

15) Filing Date. The effective date is 10-24-2014, and the charter will expire 2 years from
that date on 10-24-2016 unless renewed.
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m a. Revising the date of the clause and
paragraphs (b)(33)(i) and (e)(1)(xi)(A);
and
m b. In alternate II, revising the date and
paragraph (e)(1)(ii)(J)(1).

The revisions read as follows:

52.212-5 Contract Terms and Conditions
Required to Implement Statutes or
Executive Orders—Commercial ltems.

* * * * *

Contract Terms and Conditions Required To
Implement Statutes or Executive Orders—
Commercial Items (DATE)

* * * * *
(b] * Kk *
(33)(i) 52.222-50, Combating Trafficking
in Persons (DATE) (22 U.S.C. chapter 78
and E.O. 13627).

* * * * *

(e)(a) * * *

(Xi] * % %
(A) 52.222-50, Combating Trafficking in
Persons (DATE) (22 U.S.C. chapter 78 and

E.O 13627).
* * * * *
Alternate Il (DATE). * * *
* * * * *
(e)(1) * * =

(11) * Kk *

m (1) 52.222-50, Combating
Trafficking in Persons (DATE) (22 U.S.C.
chapter 78 and E.O 13627).

* * * * *

m 5. Amend section 52.213-4 by
revising the date of the clause and
paragraphs (a)(2)(viii) and (b)(1)(viii)(A)
to read as follows:

52.213-4 Terms and Conditions—
Simplified Acquisitions (Other Than
Commercial Items).

* * * * *

Terms and Conditions—Simplified
Acquisitions (Other Than Commercial Items)
(DATE)

(a] * % %

(2] * k% %

(viii) 52.244-6, Subcontracts for
Commercial Items (DATE).

* * * * *

(b] * Kk *

(1] * % %

(viii)(A) 52.222-50, Combating Trafficking
in Persons (DATE) (22 U.S.C. chapter 78 and
E.O 13627) (Applies to all solicitations and
contracts).

* * * * *

m 6. Amend section 52.222—50 by—

m a. Revising the date of the clause;

m b. Adding to paragraph (a), in
alphabetical order, the definition
“Recruitment fees’’;

m c. Revising paragraph (b)(5)(i);

m d. Removing from paragraph (b)(6) the
word “employees’” and adding
“employees or potential employees” in
its place; and

m e. Removing from paragraph (h)(3)(iii)
the word “employee,” and adding

“employee or potential employee,” in
its place.

The revisions and addition read as
follows:

52.222-50 Combating Trafficking in
Persons.
* * * * *

Combating Trafficking in Persons (DATE)

(a) * ok *

Recruitment fees means the following:

(1) Recruitment fees include, but are not
limited to, fees, charges, costs, assessments,
or other financial obligations assessed against
employees or potential employees, associated
with the recruiting process, regardless of the
manner of their imposition or collection—

(i) For soliciting, identifying, considering,
interviewing, referring, retaining,
transferring, selecting, testing, training,
providing new-hire orientation,
recommending, or placing employees or
potential employees;

(ii) For covering the cost, in whole or in
part, of advertising;

(iii) For any activity related to obtaining
permanent or temporary labor certification;

(iv) For processing petitions;

(v) For visas and any fee that facilitates an
employee obtaining a visa such as
appointment and application fees;

(vi) For government-mandated costs such
as border crossing fees;

(vii) For procuring photographs and
identity documentation, including any
nongovernmental passport fees;

(viii) Charged as a condition of access to
the job opportunity, including procuring
medical examinations and immunizations
and obtaining background, reference and
security clearance checks and examinations;
additional certifications;

(ix) For an employer’s recruiters, agents or
attorneys, or other notary or legal fees, and

(x) For language interpreters or translators.

(2) Any fee, charge, cost, or assessment
may be a recruitment fee regardless of
whether the payment is in property or
money, deducted from wages, paid back in
wage or benefit concessions, paid back as a
kickback, bribe, in-kind payment, free labor,
tip, or tribute, remitted in connection with
recruitment, or collected by an employer or
a third party, including, but not limited to—

(i) Agents;

(ii) Recruiters;

(iii) Staffing firms (including private
employment and placement firms);

(iv) Subsidiaries/affiliates of the employer;

(v) Any agent or employee of such entities;
and

(vi) Subcontractors at all tiers.

* * * * *

(b) * % %

(5)(i) Using misleading or fraudulent
practices during the recruitment of
employees or offering of employment, such
as failing to disclose, in a format and
language understood by the employee or
potential employee, basic information or
making material misrepresentations during
the recruitment of employees regarding the
key terms and conditions of employment,
including wages and fringe benefits, the

location of work, the living conditions,
housing and associated costs (if employer or
agent provided or arranged), any significant
costs to be charged to the employee or
potential employee, and, if applicable, the
hazardous nature of the work;

* * * * *

m 7. Amend section 52.244-6 by
revising the date of the clause and
paragraph (c)(1)(x)(A) to read as follows:

52.244-6 Subcontracts for Commercial
Items.
* * * * *

Subcontracts for Commercial Items (DATE)
* * * * *

(c)(1) * * =

(x)(A) 52.222-50, Combating Trafficking in
Persons (DATE) (22 U.S.C. chapter 78 and
E.O. 13627).

* * * * *

[FR Doc. 2016—11056 Filed 5-10-16; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6820-EP-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration

49 CFR Parts 190, 191, 192, 195, and
199

[Docket No. PHMSA-2016-0032]

Pipeline Safety: Meeting of the Gas
Pipeline Safety Advisory Committee
and the Liquid Pipeline Safety
Advisory Committee

AGENCY: Pipeline and Hazardous
Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of advisory committee
meeting.

SUMMARY: This notice announces a
public meeting of the Gas Pipeline
Advisory Committee (GPAC), also
known as the Technical Pipeline Safety
Standards Committee, and the Liquid
Pipeline Advisory Committee (LPAC),
also known as the Technical Hazardous
Liquid Pipeline Safety Standards
Committee. The GPAC will meet to
discuss a proposed rulemaking to
address regulatory requirements
involving plastic piping systems used in
gas services and both committees will
meet jointly to discuss a proposed
rulemaking to strengthen the federal
pipeline safety regulations and to
address sections 9 (accident and
incident reporting) and 13 (cost
recovery for design-review work) of the
Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty,
and Job Creation Act of 2011 (2011 Act).
Both committees will also be briefed on
the “Pipeline Safety: Safety of Gas
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Transmission and Gathering Pipelines”
proposed rulemaking.
DATES: The committees will meet as
follows:

¢ Wednesday, June 1, 2016, from 1:00
p.m. to 5:00 p.m., ET—GPAC only

e Thursday, June 2, 2016, from 8:30
a.m. to 5:00 p.m., ET—Joint Meeting
(GPAC/LPAC)

¢ Friday, June 3, 2016, from 8:30 a.m.
to 12:30 p.m., ET.—LPAC only
The meetings will not be webcast;
however, presentations will be available
on the meeting Web site and posted on
the E-Gov Web site: http://
www.regulations.gov under docket
number PHMSA-2016-0032 within 30
days following the meeting.

ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held at
a location yet to be determined in the
Washington, DC Metropolitan area. The
meeting location, agenda and any
additional information will be
published on the following pipeline
advisory committee meeting and
registration page at https://
primis.phmsa.dot.gov/meetings/
MtgHome.mtg?mtg=113.

Public Participation

This meeting will be open to the
public. Members of the public who wish
to attend in person are asked to RSVP
to cheryl.whetsel@dot.gov with your
name and affiliation no later than May
23, 2016, in order to facilitate entry and
guarantee seating. Members of the
public who attend in person will also be
provided an opportunity to make a
statement during the meeting.

Services for Individuals with
Disabilities: The public meeting is
physically accessible to people with
disabilities. Individuals requiring
accommodations, such as sign language
interpretation or other ancillary aids, are
asked to notify Cheryl Whetsel at
cheryl.whetsel@dot.gov by May 23,
2016.

Written comments: Persons who wish
to submit written comments on the
meeting may be submitted to the docket
in the following ways:

E-Gov Web site: http://
www.regulations.gov. This site allows
the public to enter comments on any
Federal Register notice issued by any
agency.

Fax:1-202-493-2251.

Mail: Docket Management Facility;
U.S. Department of Transportation
(DOT), 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.,
West Building, Room W12-140,
Washington, DC 20590-001.

Hand Delivery: Room W12-140 on the
ground level of the DOT West Building,
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.,
Washington, DC, between 9:00 a.m. and
5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except on Federal holidays.

Instructions: Identify the docket
number PHMSA—-2016-0032 at the
beginning of your comments. Note that
all comments received will be posted
without change to http://
www.regulations.gov, including any
personal information provided. You
should know that anyone is able to
search the electronic form of all
comments received into any of our
dockets by the name of the individual
submitting the comment (or signing the
comment, if submitted on behalf of an
association, business, labor union, etc.).
Therefore, you may want to review
DOT’s complete Privacy Act Statement
in the Federal Register published on
April 11, 2000, (65 FR 19477) or view
the Privacy Notice at http://
www.regulations.gov before submitting
any such comments.

Docket: For access to the docket or to
read background documents or
comments, go to http://
www.regulations.gov at any time or to
Room W12-140 on the ground level of
the DOT West Building, 1200 New
Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, DC,
between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday
through Friday, except Federal holidays.

If you wish to receive confirmation of
receipt of your written comments,
please include a self-addressed,
stamped postcard with the following
statement: “Comments on PHMSA—
2016-0032.”” The Docket Clerk will date
stamp the postcard prior to returning it
to you via the U.S. mail. Please note that
due to delays in the delivery of U.S.
mail to federal offices in Washington,
DC, we recommend that persons
consider an alternative method
(Internet, fax, or professional delivery
service) of submitting comments to the
docket and ensuring their timely receipt
at DOT.

Privacy Act Statement

In accordance with 5 U.S.C. 553(c),
DOT solicits comments from the public
to better inform its rulemaking process.
DOT posts these comments, without
edit, including any personal information
the commenter provides, to
www.regulations.gov, as described in
the system of records notice (DOT/ALL—
14 FDMS), which can be reviewed at
www.dot.gov/privacy.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information about the meeting, contact
Cheryl Whetsel by phone at 202-366—
4431 or by email at cheryl.whetsel@
dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
I. Meeting Details and Agenda

The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration will hold
meetings of the GPAC and LPAC. The
GPAC will be considering and voting on
the notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM) titled: Pipeline Safety: Plastic
Pipe Rule (80 FR 29263; May 21, 2015),
and in a joint meeting of the GPAC and
LPAC, members will consider and vote
on the NPRM titled: Pipeline Safety:
Operator Qualification, Cost Recovery,
Accident and Incident Notification, and
Other Pipeline Safety Proposed Changes
(80 FR 39916; July 10, 2015). Other
topics of discussion will include the
regulatory agenda and agency and
stakeholder priorities. A briefing on the
NPRM, titled: Pipeline Safety: Safety of
Gas Transmission and Gathering
Pipelines (81 FR 20722; April 8, 2016),
will also be presented to both
committees and the public.

The agenda will be published to
include committee discussions and
votes on the two rules mentioned above.
PHMSA staff will also brief the
committees on several regulatory and
policy initiatives.

II. Committee Background

The GPAC and LPAC are statutorily-
mandated advisory committees that
advise PHMSA on proposed safety
standards, risk assessments, and safety
policies for natural gas pipelines and for
hazardous liquid pipelines. Both
committees were established under the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub.
L. 92-463, 5 U.S.C. App. 1) and the
Pipeline Safety Law (49 U.S.C. Chap.
601). Each committee consists of 15
members—with membership evenly
divided among the federal and state
government, the regulated industry, and
the public. The committees advise
PHMSA on the technical feasibility,
practicability, and cost-effectiveness of
each proposed pipeline safety standard.

Issued in Washington, DC, on May 6, 2016,
under authority delegated in 49 CFR 1.97.
Alan K. Mayberry,

Acting Associate Administrator for Pipeline
Safety.

[FR Doc. 2016-11119 Filed 5-10-16; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-60-P



http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

mailto:cheryl.whetsel@dot.gov

mailto:cheryl.whetsel@dot.gov

mailto:cheryl.whetsel@dot.gov

mailto:cheryl.whetsel@dot.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.dot.gov/privacy

https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/meetings/MtgHome.mtg?mtg=113

https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/meetings/MtgHome.mtg?mtg=113

https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/meetings/MtgHome.mtg?mtg=113



				Superintendent of Documents

		2016-05-11T01:11:32-0400

		US GPO, Washington, DC 20401

		Superintendent of Documents

		GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO










U.S. Department of
Transportation

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration

Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee
(GPAC)

and

Liquid Pipeline Advisory Committee
(LPAC)

Member Portfolio

June 1 -3, 2016

HILTON ARLINGTON VA
950 North Stafford Street
Arlington VA 22203






Summary of Comments on the OQ proposed rule Operator Qualification, Cost Recovery, Accident and Incident Notification, and Other
Pipeline Safety Proposed Changes

Notification

Notification

Board

Pipeline Safety Trust

Paiute Pipeline Company
Southwest Gas Corporation
American Medical Review Officers
Pipeline Testing Consortium
American Public Gas Association
American Gas Association
American Petroleum Institute and
Assaociation of Oil Pipe Lines
Interstate Natural Gas Association
of America

Gas Processors Association

Texas Pipeline Association
Energy Transfer Partners
Enterprise Product Partners
Kinder Morgan

NiSource Inc.

Magellan Midstream Partners L.P
Northeast Gas Association
Northern Natural Gas Company
Spectra Energy Partners, LP
TransCanada Corp.

Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana
Inc

March 2016
Topic Comment Subtopic | Commenters Comment
Accident and Incident |Revise definition/ None National Transportation Safety Revise the proposed definition for “confirmed discovery” (88 191.3 and 195.2) by

replacing “may have occurred” by “has occurred.”

Revise or delete the proposed requirement in 88 191.5(c) and 195.52(d) to file a
second NRC report within 48 hours to confirm initial incident or accident
information.

The National Response Center needs to have a means to accept supplemental reports.
PHMSA should change the reporting thresholds for both gas and hazardous liquid
pipelines.






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

Cost Recovery for
Design Reviews

Definition/
documentation

None

American Gas Association
American Petroleum Institute and
the Association of Oil Pipe Lines
Interstate Natural Gas Association
of America

Kinder Morgan

Alyeska Pipeline Service Company
Energy Transfer Partners
Enterprise Product Partners
FlexSteel

Gas Processors Association
Interstate Natural Gas Association
of America

Northeast Gas Association

Texas Pipeline Association
TransCanada Corp

Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana

PHMSA should revise the definition for “new and novel technology.”

PHMSA should clarify whether identical new technology is reviewed once or
multiple times, and whether consensus standards and incorporated by reference are
considered “new or novel technologies.”

Conducting pipeline inspections or reviewing operational procedures should not be
included in the cost recovery methodology.

PHMSA should revise its proposal to commence design review because many of the
proposed trigger events occur too early in the construction process.

The sample Master Cost Recovery Agreement does not relate to activities related to
the reach and validation of new or novel technology.






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

Special permit renewal

Renewal/data
requirement

None

Pipeline Safety Trust
American Gas Association
Interstate Natural Gas
Association of America
Energy Transfer Partners
FlexSteel

Spectra Energy Partners

PHMSA should make it clear that any renewal applications will be treated the same
as current initial applications in that they will be public, published on the PHMSA
website, and subject to NEPA

PHMSA should reexamine the extent of the documentation it requires as part of the
renewal process.

PHMSA should only review the special permit to confirm satisfactory performance
by permitting continued pipeline operation without expiration date.

Aerial photography data would not provide any meaningful information and should
be deleted.

The proposed language in § 190.341(e) is ambiguous and unclear.

Farm taps

Flexibility/

None

American Gas Association
Interstate Natural Gas Association
CenterPoint Energy

DTE Gas Company

Gas Processors Association
Kinder Morgan

MidAmerican Energy Company
NiSource Inc.

Northern Natural Gas Company
Southwest Gas Corporation
Texas Pipeline Association
TransCanada

Vectren Energy Delivery of
Indiana and Ohio

Thomas Lael Services

PHMSA should maintain enforcement flexibility for operators by allowing operators
to treat farm taps as either distribution or transmission.

PHMSA should allow operators to establish their own inspection intervals or
operating procedures based on the risks associated with particular types or classes of
farm taps.

As drafted, § 192.740(a) could be interpreted to exempt additional lines from the
requirements of the section.

Limit the exception proposed in § 192.1 003(b) to the components of the farm tap
regulator and valve assembly between the transmission, gathering, or production line
and the service line pipe.

Provide a five year interval for inspection of farm taps.

Define a farm tap as a pipeline that maintains the same designation as the pipeline
from which it originates (transmission, storage, gathering or production).

The maintenance of any odorization along with pressure regulation, overpressure
protection or other facilities should be a "grandfathered" function and not a new
requirement as part of the rule.






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

Reversal of flow or
change in product

Notification

None

American Petroleum Institute and
the Association of Oil Pipe Lines
Interstate Natural Gas Association
of America

Alyeska

DTE Gas Company

Enterprise

Gas Processors Association
Kinder Morgan

TransCanada

Provide a 30-day notice period in the final rule, or, flexibility for
unforeseen events that necessitate extended or immediate
reversals or product conversions.

Notification requirement should apply only to permanent flow
reversals where an operator must change or modify its
compressor facilities and related piping to accommodate a flow
reversal in which the pipeline needs the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission certificate authorization under the
Natural Gas Act.

Multiple projects resulting in replacement of shorter pipeline
segments that collectively add up to 10 or more miles should not
be considered subject to this rule.

Changes in flow direction that are related to seasonal or
customer demands and last more than 30 days should be
excluded from this reporting requirement.






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

Pipeline assessment
tools

National Transportation Safety
Board

American Gas Association
American Petroleum Institute and
the Association of Oil Pipe Lines
Chevron Pipe Line Company
Energy Transfer Partners
Enterprise

Northeast Gas Association
Thomas Lael Services

PHMSA should not include the additional proposed
requirements to NACE SP0204-2008.

NACE SP0102-2010 does not provide detailed procedures that
are applicable in all situations on all pipelines and instead
provides general recommendations.

Do not incorporate by reference the ANSI/ANST ILI-PQ — 2010
in part 195

PHMSA should clarify any instances where the requirements
outlined in SP0204-2008 are intended to serve as industry
guidance.

PHMSA should provide justification for incorporating APl STD
1163 (2005) when that standard has been updated recently.
The proposal defining non-significant SCC in accordance with
NACE SP0204-2008 is out of date

PHMSA should provide adequate time beyond the comment
deadline and before the final rule is issued for industry and
regulatory stakeholders to adequately assess the proposal for
feasibility.

In the proposed § 195.452 the capabilities of in-line inspection
tools should be the operator’s choose.

Section 195.591 should be clarified to state that operators need
only consider the recommendations in the proposed
incorporation by reference standards.






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

Post-accident drug and
alcohol testing

Requirements

None

National Transportation Safety
Board

American Public Gas Association
/American Petroleum Institute and
the Association of Oil Pipe Lines
Enterprise

American Medical Review Officers
and the Pipeline Testing
Consortium

Thomas Lael Services

National Transportation Safety Board commented that it believes
the proposed change is responsive to its recommendation.

This requirement could be misinterpreted to require the operator
to document actions of every utility employee after a reportable
incident occurs.

PHMSA should generate a standard form to be used for
decisions not to test.

The word “severity,” should be removed from the proposed
language because severity of any accident will vary, but does not
affect whether a test is conducted.






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

Information made
available to the public
and request for
confidential treatment
proposed rule
continued

Confidential
information

None

Pipeline Safety Trust

American Gas Association

\American Petroleum Institute and the
IAssociation of Qil Pipe Lines
Energy Transfer Partners

Enterprise Products Partners
FlexSteel

Gas Processors Association
Northeast Gas Association

Texas Pipeline Association

PHMSA should include the criteria by which it will make the
decision about whether the information requested to be
confidential will be removed from public availability and make
clear whether that decision is an appealable administrative order.
Operators should have an opportunity to classify their
information.

Operators should be granted five business days from the date of
receipt of a written notice before the information is publicly
disclosed.

PHMSA should include the operator in the decision process
regarding whether to disclose such information.

All existing confidential business information protections should
be retained.

More robust mechanisms for protection from disclosure than in
the proposal are needed to protect Sensitive Security Information
or Protected Critical Infrastructure Information.






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

In service welding

None

American Gas Association
Northeast Gas Association

PHMSA should provide clarification in the preamble language

of the final rule by stating this incorporation does not create new
requirement.






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

Operator Qualification
Requirements

Scope and
Definitions

None

American Public Gas Association
American Gas Association
American Petroleum Institute and
IAssociation of Qil Pipe Line
Interstate Natural Gas Association of
IAmerica Foundation

Interstate Natural Gas Association of
America

ASME B31Q Qualification of
Pipeline Personnel Technical
Committee

Distribution Contractors Association
Alyeska

Energy Transfer Partners

Enterprise

Gas Processors Association

National Propane Gas Association
MidAmerican Energy Company
Midwest Energy Association
Northern Natural Gas Company
Paiute Pipeline Company
Southwest Gas Corporation
IAmerican Medical Review Officers
and the Pipeline Testing Consortium
Spectra Energy Partners

Texas Pipeline Association
TransCanada

\Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana
and Ohio

Thomas Lael Services

Mr. Warren Miller

The commenter supports the definition of “covered tasks”
because the list of covered tasks will continue to be determined
by the operator but will now include construction and emergency
response tasks; covered tasks should only be limited to work that
is done directly to the pipeline; the 4-part test should remain in
the regulations; PHMSA should revise the definition for
"covered task™ to include the wording “performed on a pipeline
facility.”

Training should not be required if the individual already
possesses the requisite knowledge, skills and abilities for the
covered task; PHMSA should not add a mandatory training
requirement to the OQ evaluation and re-evaluation process.
The definition for “qualified” should not include periodic testing
for physical abilities such as color, vision or hearing.

For the definition of “significant changes,” the phrase
“wholesale changes to the program™ is open to differing
interpretations.

The definitions for “Knowledge, Skills and Abilities” and
“Qualified” should be based on the definitions provided by
ASME/ANSI B31Q; The reference to “abilities” should be
removed from the definition of knowledge, skills, and abilities
because a certain medical aptitude is needed to determine an
individual’s abilities..

The definition for “direct and observe” is not necessary.
Extending OQ requirements to Type B gathering lines in Class 2
locations would create an undue burden on operators and
provide no real safety benefit.

PHMSA should incorporate by reference the new construction-
related task list included in the Non-Mandatory Appendix 5A
(Integrated Task Lists: Definitions) of ASME B31Q.

There should be portability for effective implementation so
qualified persons can move from a new construction job to
another.






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

Operator Qualification
Requirements
continues

Qualification
program

None

American Public Gas Association
American Gas Association
Distribution Contractors Association
Enterprise

Midwest Energy Association
IAmerican Medical Review Officers
and the Pipeline Testing Consortium
Spectra Energy Partners

Texas Pipeline Association
TransCanada

\Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana
and Ohio

The requirement to establish a management of change program
should be limited to operators having more than 50 employees
who perform covered tasks.

The management of change should be a standalone rulemaking.
It is clear that an operator can use an individual who is not
qualified if being directed by someone who is qualified, but the
usage is not specific to emergencies where no one else is
available to perform the task.

It would be impracticable to implement consistent training
standards for all individuals and all training scenarios; PHMSA
should only require supplemental training when procedures and
specifications that materially affect performance of a covered
task are changed; the supplemental training requirements in the
final rule should be removed; the proposed language suggests
that training is required in all circumstances.






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

Operator Qualification
Requirements
continues

Program
effectiveness

None

IAmerican Public Gas Association
American Gas Association
American Petroleum Institute and
IAssociation of Qil Pipe Line
Interstate Natural Gas Association of
America Foundation

Interstate Natural Gas Association of
America

Kinder Morgan

Enterprise

Distribution Contractors Association
FlexSteel

Gas Processors Association
Midwest Energy Association
Northeast Gas Association

Northern Natural Gas Company
Paiute Pipeline Company

Southwest Gas Corporation
\American Medical Review Officers
and the Pipeline Testing Consortium
Texas Pipeline Association

\Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana
and Ohio

Mr. Warren Miller

The proposals for program effectiveness measures should be left
for the pipeline operators to develop.

Non-task-specific abnormal operating conditions should be
removed from the proposal.

Limiting an operator’s Span of Control will not increase safety
or better ensure qualified personnel; does the requirement mean
a qualified individual cannot provide span of control for a non-
qualified individual performing multiple covered tasks, or does
a qualified individual cannot provide span of control for more
than one non-qualified individual at a time?

The program effectiveness review period should be every four
years rather than the proposed one year; PHMSA should allow a
program implementation time of five years.

The program effectiveness review should include changes to O
& M, Construction, Emergency Response, Integrity
Management and Training programs to ensure that possible
changes to the OQ program are captured.






Topic Comment Subtopic | Commenters Comment

Operator Qualification [Recordkeeping None American Public Gas Association It is unclear what PHMSA intends under individual qualification
Requirements continues American Gas Association records by adding item (5) Evaluation to recognize and react to
Distribution Contractors Association | an abnormal operating condition.
Energy Transfer Partners Sections 192.809 and 195.509 need more definition to clarify
Enterprise what criteria are needed to evaluate an evaluator’s performance
Kinder Morgan and clarification on the criteria for analysis of OQ programs.

Northern Natural Gas Company
\Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana
and Ohio






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

Operator Qualification
Requirements continues

Control room
management g

None

National Transportation Safety
Board

American Gas Association
American Petroleum Institute and
Association of Qil Pipe Line
Enterprise

Gas Processors Association
Magellan

Midwest Energy Association
Northeast Gas Association

Paiute Pipeline Company
Southwest Gas Corporation
'Thomas Lear Services
TransCanada

\Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana
and Ohio

Mr. Warren Miller

The operator should be allowed to determine who should be
involved in the team training exercises.

Currently qualified workers should not be required to requalify
solely as a result of promulgation of the proposed rule.

Operator qualification requirements should focus on those that
directly perform the duties of the control room operator.

The operator should have the authority to determine which
personnel types should be involved during team training.

Team training should be required only for personnel who
interact with control center staff on an operational basis as
opposed to personnel who interact with controllers on non-
operational matters.

PHMSA should provide additional clarification that is necessary
for control room team training because it may involve numerous
“soft skills.”

PHMSA should clarify the required training for contractor
individuals performing covered tasks on an operator's pipeline
facilities.






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

Cost-benefit analysis

Costs

None

American Petroleum Institute and the
IAssociation of Qil Pipe Lines
Enterprise

Gas Processors Association

Interstate Natural Gas Association of
/America Foundation

Midwest Energy Association
TransCanada

Based on expanded definition and larger employee size, between
200,000 to 250,000 employees with current OQ qualifications
will need additional OQ qualification, and between 205,000 and
415,000 employees will join the OQ program and need a
complete set of new OQ qualification and it would cost the
industry between $250 million and $480 million in compliance
costs.

Based on a conservative estimate limited to the cost to
implement the Agency’s OQ and in-line inspection proposals on
industry, compliance with this rule would cost industry upwards
of $795 million per year; therefore, the proposed rule should be
subject to a full Unfunded Mandates Reform Act analysis,
should be a significant regulatory action, and should be
classified as significant under DOT Procedures.






Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

Cost-benefit analysis
continues

There are another 60,000 (and likely more) contractors who are
currently subject to the existing requirements; therefore, the cost
estimate can conservatively be estimated to be between $22.8
and $45.2 million for just the tasks.

There are 69,000 personnel that would need to newly qualify for
new construction including 15% turnover rate. Therefore, the
cost would be $224 million for the initial general qualification
and evaluation of these personnel. The cost of project specific
training for new construction would be approximately $69
million. The estimated incremental cost for administration for
the additional personnel is $28.9 million; therefore, the cost of
operator qualification for new construction alone could easily
exceed $322 million.

As a single operator on single project compliance costs for
construction-related OQ far exceed the PHMSA estimated
compliance costs in the proposed rule for the entire industry.
Note: none of the commenters provided data or referenced data
source.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration

49 CFR Parts 190, 191, 192, 195, and
199

[Docket No. PHMSA-2013-0163]
RIN 2137-AE9%4

Pipeline Safety: Operator Qualification,
Cost Recovery, Accident and Incident
Notification, and Other Pipeline Safety
Proposed Changes

AGENCY: Pipeline and Hazardous
Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA), Department of Transportation
(DOT).

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: PHMSA is proposing
amendments to the pipeline safety
regulations to address requirements of
the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory
Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011
(2011 Act), and to update and clarify
certain regulatory requirements. Among
other provisions, PHMSA is proposing
to add a specific time frame for
telephonic or electronic notifications of
accidents and incidents and add
provisions for cost recovery for design
reviews of certain new projects, for the
renewal of expiring special permits, and
for submitters of information to request
PHMSA keep the information
confidential. We are also proposing
changes to the operator qualification
(0OQ) requirements and drug and alcohol
testing requirements and incorporating
consensus standards by reference for in-
line inspection (ILI) and Stress
Corrosion Cracking Direct Assessment
(SCCDA).

DATES: Submit comments by September
8, 2015.

ADDRESSES: Comments should reference
Docket No. PHMSA-2013-0163 and
may be submitted in the following ways:

e E-Gov Web site: http://
www.regulations.gov. This Web site
allows the public to enter comments on
any Federal Register notice issued by
any agency. Follow the instructions for
submitting comments.

e Fax:202-493-2251.

e Mail: Docket Management System:
U.S. Department of Transportation
(DOT), Docket Operations, M—30, Room
W12-140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.,
Washington, DC 20590-0001.

e Hand Delivery: DOT Docket
Management System, West Building
Ground Floor, Room W12-140, 1200
New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington,
DC 20590-0001 between 9:00 a.m. and

5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays.

Instructions: If you submit your
comments by mail, please submit two
copies. To receive confirmation that
PHMSA received your comments,
include a self-addressed stamped
postcard.

Note: Comments are posted without
changes or edits to http://
www.regulations.gov, including any personal
information provided. There is a privacy
statement published on http://
www.regulations.gov.

Privacy Act Statement

Anyone may search the electronic
form of all comments received for any
of our dockets. You may review DOT’s
complete Privacy Act Statement
published in the Federal Register on
April 11, 2000 (70 FR 19477), or visit
http://dms.dot.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Tewabe Asebe by telephone at 202-366—
5523 or by email at Tewabe.Asebe@
dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Executive Summary

A. Purpose of the Regulatory Action
(Statement of Need)

The purpose of this proposed
rulemaking action is to strengthen the
Federal pipeline safety regulations, and
to address sections 9 and 13 of the
Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty,
and Job Creation Act of 2011 (2011 Act).
The proposal associated with section 9
would limit the accident and incident
reporting requirements to within one
hour. PHMSA expects that quicker
accident and incident reporting would
lead to a safety benefit to the public, the
environment, and limit property
damage. The proposal associated with
section 13 would allow PHMSA to
recover its costs for design review work
PHMSA would conduct on behalf of the
operators, which would allow PHMSA
to use its limited resources in protecting
the public safety. PHMSA is also
proposing to expand the existing
Operator Qualification (OQ) scope to
cover new construction and certain
other currently uncovered tasks, require
operators use trained and qualified
individuals when performing new
construction work, and add program
effectiveness requirements for operators
to gauge the effectiveness of the 0OQ
programs. PHMSA believes that
requiring operators to use trained and
qualified individuals would decrease
human errors. PHMSA is also proposing
to provide a renewal procedure for
expiring special permits and proposing
other minor and administrative changes.

The proposed changes are listed in
detail below:

e Specifying an operator’s accident
and incident reporting time to not later
than one hour after confirmed discovery
and requiring revision or confirmation
of initial notification within 48 hours of
the confirmed discovery of the accident
or incident;

e Setting up a cost recovery fee
structure for design review of new gas
and hazardous liquid pipelines with
either overall design and construction
costs totaling at least $2,500,000,000 or
that contain new and novel
technologies;

e Expanding the existing Operator
Qualification (OQ) scope to cover new
construction and previously excluded
operation and maintenance tasks,
addressing the National Transportation
Safety Board’s (NTSB) recommendation
to clarify OQ requirements for control
rooms, and extending the requirements
to operators of Type A gathering lines in
Class 2 locations and Type B onshore
gas gathering lines;

¢ Providing a renewal procedure for
expiring special permits;

e Excluding farm taps from the
requirements of the Distribution
Integrity Management Program (DIMP)
requirements while proposing safety
requirements for the farm taps;

¢ Requiring pipeline operators to
report to PHMSA permanent reversal of
flow that lasts more than 30 days or a
change in product (e.g., from liquid to
gas, from crude oil to highly volatile
liquids (HVL));

¢ Providing methods for assessment
tool selection by incorporating
consensus standards by reference in part
195 for stress corrosion cracking direct
assessment (SCCDA) that were not
developed when the Integrity
Management (IM) regulations were
issued;

¢ Requiring electronic reporting of
drug and alcohol testing results in part
199;

¢ Modifying the criteria used to make
decisions about conducting post-
accident drug and alcohol tests and
requiring operators to keep for at least
three years a record of the reason why
post-accident drug and alcohol test was
not conducted;

e Adding a procedure to request
PHMSA keep submitted information
confidential;

¢ Adding reference to Appendix B of
API 1104 related to in-service welding
in parts 192 and 195; and

e Aaking minor editorial corrections.



http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov

http://www.regulations.gov
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mailto:Tewabe.Asebe@dot.gov

mailto:Tewabe.Asebe@dot.gov

http://dms.dot.gov



Federal Register/Vol. 80, No. 132/Friday, July 10, 2015/Proposed Rules

39917

B. Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty,
and Job Creation Act of 2011

Several of the proposed changes
would address sections 9 and 13 of the
2011 Act, which was signed into law on
January 3, 2012. (Pub. L. 112-90).
Section 9 of the 2011 Act requires
PHMSA to specify a time limit for
telephonic or electronic reporting of
pipeline accidents and incidents.
Section 13 of the 2011 Act (codified at
49 U.S.C. 60117) allows PHMSA to
prescribe a fee structure and assessment
methodology to recover costs associated
with design reviews.

C. Costs and Benefits

PHMSA has estimated annual
compliance costs at $3.1 million; less
savings to be realized from the removal
of farm taps from the DIMP
requirements. Annual safety benefits
cannot be quantified as readily due to
data limitations, but are expected to be
$1.6 million per year in avoided
incident costs, plus numerous
intangible benefits from the improved
clarity and consistency of regulations
and required post-incident drug and
alcohol test decision justification.
Although the quantified benefits do not
exceed the estimated costs, PHMSA
believes that these non-quantified
benefits are significant enough to
outweigh the costs of compliance.
PHMSA believes that updating
regulations, providing clarification, and
providing methods for assessment tools
by incorporating consensus standards
all help to improve compliance with
pipeline safety regulations and to
reduce the likelihood of a serious
pipeline incident. In particular,
proposed operator qualification
provisions ensure that pipeline
construction personnel and operations
and maintenance personnel have the
appropriate skills for the functions they
are performing. This would reduce the
likelihood of human error-related
incidents. At an annual compliance cost
of $3.1 million, the proposed changes
would be cost effective if they prevented
a single fatal incident over a three-year
period.

1. Accident and Incident Notification
Summary

This proposed rulemaking action
would amend the Federal pipeline
safety regulations to require operators to
provide telephonic or electronic
notification of an accident or incident at
the earliest practicable moment,
including the amount of product loss,
following confirmed discovery.

Background

PHMSA requires pipeline owners and
operators to notify the National
Response Center (NRC) by telephone or
electronically at the earliest practicable
moment following discovery of an
incident or accident (§§191.5 and
195.52). In an advisory bulletin
published on September 6, 2002; 67 FR
57060, PHMSA advised owners and
operators of gas and hazardous liquids
pipeline systems and liquefied natural
gas (LNG) facilities that reporting at the
earliest practicable opportunity usually
means one to two hours after discovery
of the incident.

Justification for the Recommended
Change

On January 3, 2012, President Obama
signed into law the 2011 Act. Section 9
of the 2011 Act directs PHMSA to
require pipeline operators to make
incident/accident telephonic
notifications at the earliest practicable
moment following confirmed discovery
of an accident or incident and not later
than 1 hour following the time of such
confirmed discovery.

PHMSA proposes to revise the
pipeline safety regulations to require
operators to provide telephonic or
electronic notification of an accident or
incident at the earliest practicable
moment, including the amount of
product loss, following the confirmed
discovery of an accident or incident, but
not later than one hour following the
time of such confirmed discovery.
Further, we are proposing to require
operators to revise or confirm that initial
notification within 48 hours of
confirmed discovery of the accident or
incident. Prompt reporting of a pipeline
incident to the NRC is crucial to Federal
investigators’ ability to investigate and
resolve pipeline safety concerns. Once a
report is made, investigators must
decide at the outset whether a full
Federal investigation is necessary.
Failure to report promptly hinders the
decision making process and could
jeopardize the outcome of any
subsequent investigation and threaten
public safety. Delays in reporting caused
by an operator waiting until the operator
definitely determines an event meets the
reporting criteria would defeat a
fundamental purpose of the 2011 Act,
which is to give PHMSA and other
agencies the earliest opportunity to
assess whether an immediate response
to a pipeline incident is needed.

As demonstrated by PHMSA'’s past
enforcement actions, “discovery’ has
been evaluated on a case-by-case basis
considering the totality of the
circumstances. Because the statute

requires reporting after “confirmed
discovery,” PHMSA proposes to define
the term in §§191.3 and 195.2 as “when
there is sufficient information to
determine that a reportable event has
occurred even if an evaluation has not
been completed.” After a more thorough
investigation, the operator can submit
more detailed information in the written
incident report. This policy of erring on
the side of caution ensures that delays
in reporting incidents would be
avoided. PHMSA seeks comment on the
proposed definition of “confirmed
discovery” and how it would affect
operators in their evaluation of an
incident or accident. In particular,
PHMSA is interested in alternative
definitions of “confirmed discovery”
(e.g., if an operator were to receive two
different notifications that validate each
other) and the advantages the alternative
definitions have over the proposed
definition.

II. Cost Recovery for Design Reviews
Summary

This proposed rulemaking action
would amend the Federal pipeline
safety regulations to prescribe a fee
structure and assessment methodology
for recovering costs associated with
design reviews of new gas and
hazardous liquid pipelines with either
overall design and construction costs
totaling at least $2,500,000,000 or that
contain new and novel technologies.

Background

Section 13 of the 2011 Act allows
PHMSA to prescribe a fee structure and
assessment methodology to recover
costs associated with any project with
design review and construction costs
totaling at least $2,500,000,000 and for
new or novel technologies or design, as
determined by the Secretary.

PHMSA issued guidance in January
2013, on its Web site to clarify the
meaning of the term “new or novel
technologies or design’” as meaning,
“any products, designs, materials,
testing, construction, inspection, or
operational procedures that are not
addressed in title 49 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) parts 192, 193, or 195
due to technology or design advances
and innovation.” PHMSA developed
this definition to include any
technologies that are developed or have
existed and are being adopted widely
due to developments other than
technology or innovation.

Justification for the Recommended
Changes

PHMSA conducts facility design
safety reviews in connection with
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proposals to construct, expand, or
operate gas or hazardous liquid
pipelines or liquefied natural gas
pipeline facilities. Reviews include
design, construction, and operational
inspections and oversight. These
reviews divert a significant amount of
PHMSA’s limited resources from the
agency’s pipeline safety enforcement
responsibilities.

While PHMSA'’s pipeline account is
funded entirely by user fees on the
pipeline industry, PHMSA does not
currently recover costs incurred
specifically while conducting these
reviews for pipeline operators. Section
13 of the 2011 Act permits PHMSA to
require the entity or individual
proposing the project to pay the costs
incurred by PHMSA relating to such
reviews.

Historically, PHMSA'’s pipeline safety
costs associated with new pipeline
design and construction reviews and
inspections have been paid for through
Pipeline User Fee collections. As major
pipeline construction projects increase,
PHMSA’s inspection hours and costs
have increased on major projects,
diverting resources away from other
Agency priorities. In this NPRM
PHMSA is taking the first step in
proposing to exercise the cost recovery
authority described in Section 13(a) of
the 2011 Act by prescribing a fee
structure and assessment methodology
that is based on the costs of providing
these reviews that are initiated by the
pipeline operator. However, in terms of
budgetary scoring, Section 13 allows for
the collection of the fee as a mandatory
receipt. However, the Administration
would like to use these fees as an offset
for discretionary spending, and as such,
PHMSA has proposed that
appropriations language in the last
several Budgets to make this a
discretionary offsetting fee. Neither the
Consolidated Appropriations Act of
2014 nor the Consolidated and Further
Continuing Appropriations Act of 2015
enacted language that would make this
a discretionary offsetting fee. Hence,
PHMSA is proposing this portion of the
ANPRM under the assumption that
Congress will enact a revision to make
this a discretionary offsetting fee before
PHMSA would issue a final rule to
implement the fee.

PHMSA believes that a review of a
large project or new technology that has
safety benefits in quality control would
drain the agency’s resources without
any cost recovery mechanism. PHMSA
has developed a sample master cost
recovery agreement that would be used
between PHMSA and the applicant for
a project proposal meeting the criteria of
proposed 49 CFR part 190, subpart D

requirements. The sample master cost
recovery agreement will be posted on
PHMSA’s Web site and in Docket No.
PHMSA-2013-0163. A master cost
recovery agreement would include at a
minimum:

(1) Itemized list of direct costs to be
recovered by PHMSA;

(2) Scope of work for conducting the
facility design safety review and an
estimated total cost;

(3) Description of the method of
periodic billing, payment, and auditing
of cost recovery fees;

(4) Minimum account balance which
the applicant must maintain with
PHMSA at all times;

(5) Provisions for reconciling
differences between total amount billed
and the final cost of the design review,
including provisions for returning any
excess payments to the applicant at the
conclusion of the project;

(6) A principal point of contact for
both PHMSA and the applicant;

(7) Provisions for terminating the
agreement; and

(8) A project reimbursement cost
schedule based upon the project timing
and scope.

III. Operator Qualification
Requirements

Summary

This proposed rulemaking action
would amend the Federal pipeline
safety regulations in 49 CFR parts 192
and 195 relative to operator
qualification requirements. The
amendments would include: Expanding
the scope of OQ requirements to cover
new construction and certain previously
excluded operation and maintenance
tasks, extending the OQ requirements to
operators of Type A gas gathering lines
in Class 2 locations, Type B onshore gas
gathering lines, and regulated rural
hazardous liquid gathering lines,
requiring a program effectiveness
review, and adding new recordkeeping
requirements. The proposed changes
would enhance the OQ requirements by
clarifying existing requirements and
addressing NTSB recommendation to
extend operator qualification
requirements to control center staff
involved in pipeline operational
decisions (Safety Recommendation
P-12-8).

Background

Sections 101 and 201 of the Pipeline
Safety Reauthorization Act of 1988 (Pub.
L. 100-561; October 31, 1988) authorize
PHMSA to require all individuals
responsible for the operation and
maintenance of pipeline facilities to be
tested for qualifications and to be

certified to perform such functions.
PHMSA published a final rule on
August 27, 1999; 64 FR 46853 for the
qualification of pipeline personnel.

1. Public Meeting

Over 650 individuals from various
stakeholder groups attended PHMSA'’s
public meeting on OQ History and
Milestones in January 2003 in San
Antonio, Texas to discuss gaps between
the OQ rule and actual operations in the
field.

2. ASME Standard

ASME standard, ASME B31Q
(“Pipeline Personnel Qualification™)
was revised in October 2010, to address
many OQ issues identified at the public
meeting. An OQ team reviewed the
standard in detail and determined that
while the standard provided detailed
guidance in most areas, PHMSA should
instead amend the current regulation to
address areas that had not been
addressed in the revised ASME
standard.?

3. NTSB Recommendation

The NTSB issued the following safety
recommendation to PHMSA on July 25,
2012, (P-12-8):

Extend operator qualification requirements
in Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations Part
195 Subpart G to all hazardous liquid and gas
transmission control center staff involved in
pipeline operational decisions.

Although our existing Control Room
Frequently Asked Questions (B.01, B.03
& B.05) (http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/
crm/fags.htm) all touch on the topic of
supervisors or others intervening in
control room operations, there are no
specific OQ program requirements.
Therefore, PHMSA is proposing explicit
control room team training requirement
for all individuals who would be
reasonably expected to interface with
controllers during normal, abnormal or
emergency situations in §§192.631(h)
and 195.446(h).

4. Gathering Lines

PHMSA issued a final rule on March
15, 2006; 71 FR 13289 that revises the
methodology used to identify regulated
onshore gas gathering lines and
implemented a tiered compliance
approach to address potential risk. In a
final rule issued on June 3, 2008; 73 FR
31634, PHMSA defined the criteria to
identify a regulated onshore hazardous
liquid gathering line. In both instances,
PHMSA allowed a modified approach
for recordkeeping, requiring only a
description of the processes used to

1The OQ team consists of members from PHMSA
and several State pipeline safety agencies.



http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/crm/faqs.htm

http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/crm/faqs.htm



Federal Register/Vol. 80, No. 132/Friday, July 10, 2015/Proposed Rules

39919

qualify personnel instead of a
description of qualification methods for
each individual who is allowed to
perform tasks on Type A gas gathering
lines in Class 2 locations or regulated
hazardous liquids gathering lines in
rural locations. PHMSA has determined
that this approach fails to ensure that
individuals possess the requisite
knowledge, skills, and abilities to
perform the actual work. Additionally,
in the March 2006 rulemaking, PHMSA
subjected operators of Type B onshore
gas gathering lines to a very limited set
of required compliance activities,
excluding and OQ requirements. Having
a properly trained and qualified
workforce is necessary and paramount
to perform work on any category of
pipeline and to solidify a consistent
application of OQ across all sectors of
pipeline transportation.

5. Control Room Team Training

NTSB issued the following safety
recommendation to PHMSA on July 25,
2012, (P-12-7):

Develop requirements for team training of
control center staff involved in pipeline

operations similar to those used in other
transportation modes.

Although not an explicit requirement,
a number of the sections in the Control
Room Management regulations, along
with the inspection guidance and
related Frequently Asked Questions,
already touch on the concept of team
training for control room personnel and
others who would likely work together
as a team during normal, abnormal, and
emergency situations. PHMSA believes
a requirement for control room team
training would better prepare all
individuals who would be reasonably
expected to interface with controllers
(control room personnel) during normal,
abnormal or emergency situations.
While the CRM regulations call out
certain specific individuals such as
controllers, supervisors, and field
personnel, understanding of the
requirements of CRM and appropriate
training is essential for other
individuals that interact with
controllers, particularly those that may
affect the ability of a controller to safely
monitor and control the pipeline during
normal, abnormal, and emergency
situations. Other individuals to which
team training might pertain likely vary
by operator and control room depending
on specific procedures and roles in the
control room, but they could include
individuals such as technical advisors,
engineers, leak detection analysts, and
on-call support. These individuals are
typically already trained in their
specific job function and have some

awareness of the roles and
responsibilities of controllers. In many
cases, they are also included in
discussions or meetings that involve
control room personnel. However, these
individuals may not always get together
to be trained on how to work together
as a team. Therefore, as recommended
by NTSB, PHMSA is proposing to
require control room team training in
§§192.631(h) and 195.446(h).

Justification for the Proposed Changes

The industry standard, ASME B31Q,
Pipeline Personnel Qualification,
defines covered task as ‘“‘those tasks that
can affect the safety or integrity of the
pipeline”.

The current rule is not prescriptive
and the resulting flexibility built into
the performance-based rule makes it
difficult to measure operator’s
compliance with the rule. Under the
current regulation, a covered task is an
activity, defined by the operator that
meets the 4-part test:

(1) Is performed on a pipeline facility;

(2) Is an operations or maintenance
task;

(3) Is performed as a requirement of
this part; and

(4) Affects the operation or integrity of
the pipeline.

Many of the pipeline safety
regulations are performance based,
rather than prescriptive requirements.
The OQ regulations require operators to
identify covered tasks for all of their
operations and maintenance activities
that are required by parts 192 and 195,
regardless of whether such activities
arise from performance-based
regulations or from more prescriptive
requirements. It’s the operator’s
responsibility to identify their unique
and specific tasks and terminology in
both their operations and maintenance
documentation, as well as ensure these
tasks are covered tasks in the Operator
Qualification Program.

Many O&M tasks (part 2 of the 4-part
test) that an operator performs are not
specifically called out in the regulation
(part 3 of the 4-part test).

Performance based tasks may include
activities, such as those involved in
making repairs (while repairs are called
out as a requirement of the regulations,
specific terminology such as mud
plugging, pipefitting, installing
Clockspring, etc. associated with
making repairs is not). Making pipeline
repairs in a safe manner involves
myriad tasks that may vary from one job
to another and from one operator to
another. While the current performance
based regulations provide flexibility for
each operator to identify those
particular repair tasks, the proposed

rule to define covered tasks is clearer
and helps to eliminate confusion over
whether performance based tasks are
“performed as a requirement of this
part.” Most of the proposed OQ changes
are not significant because the existing
sections are renumbered or combined
with other sections. However, this
proposed rule includes two new
requirements: (1) Includes OQ
requirements for new constructions by
changing the Scope; and (2) adds a new
program effectiveness requirement to
ensure that operators complete a review
of the effectiveness of their OQ program.
PHMSA'’s proposed changes to the OQ
rule at parts 192 and 195 are as follows:

1. Change the scope of the OQ rule in
§§192.801 and 195.501 to revise the
method of determining a “covered
task.” Instead of determining a covered
task by the ““4-part test,” PHMSA is
proposing to define a covered task as
any maintenance, construction or
emergency response task the operator
identifies as affecting the safety or
integrity of the pipeline facility. The “4-
part test” omitted important tasks, such
as all construction tasks on new
pipelines and certain operation and
maintenance tasks.

2. Update the “General” sections of
§§192.809 and 195.509 to remove the
implementation dates that no longer
affect the implementation requirements
for operators. In addition, after they are
updated §§ 192.809 and 195.509 are
renumbered as §§192.805 and 195.505.

3. Change the requirements in
§§192.805 and 195.505 by adding new
definitions, deleting an obsolete date for
training requirements and clarify the
need for training individuals performing
covered tasks. Additionally, we are
adding a new requirement for evaluators
of individuals performing covered tasks,
including training requirements for new
construction tasks as the current OQ
requirements do not include new
construction tasks.

4. Add a “Program Effectiveness”
requirement at §§192.807 and 195.507
to ensure that operators complete a
review of the effectiveness of their OQ
program. The review would include
ensuring that procedures that were
amended have been captured in the
necessary portions of the OQ program.

5. Add record requirements in
§§192.809 and 195.509 that are
normally reviewed during the
inspection of OQ programs and are
necessary to provide a thorough
overview of an OQ program. The
additional records would include
records that document evaluators’
performance and program effectiveness.

6. Add a new paragraph (b)(5) to
§§192.631 and 195.446 to require each
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operator to define the roles and
responsibilities and qualifications of
others who have the authority to direct
or supersede the specific technical
actions of controllers. PHMSA believes
this change would reinforce that
operators need to declare the roles,
responsibilities, and qualifications of all
others who, at times, could intervene in
control room operations.

7. Add a new subparagraph in the
“Qualification Program” sections as
§§192.805(b)(7) and 195.505(b)(7)
proposing requirements addressing
management of change and the
communication of those changes. This
proposed section would ensure that
weaknesses of a program are found and
corrections are made with notification
to those affected, and

8. Modify §§192.9 and 195.11 to
require operators to establish and
administer an OQ program covering
personnel who perform work on Type A
gas gathering lines in Class 2 locations,
regulated Type B onshore gas gathering
lines and regulated hazardous liquids
gathering lines in rural locations.

IV. Special Permit Renewal
Summary

This proposed rulemaking action
would amend § 190.341 of the Federal
pipeline safety regulations to add
procedures for renewing a special
permit.

Background and Justification

As defined in § 190.341(a), a special
permit is an order by which PHMSA
waives compliance with one or more of
the pipeline safety regulations if it
determines that granting the permit
would “not be inconsistent with
pipeline safety.” Special permits are
authorized by statute in 49 U.S.C.
60118(c), and the application process is
set forth in § 190.341. PHMSA performs
extensive technical analysis on special
permit applications and typically
conditions a grant of a special permit on
the performance of alternative measures
that would provide an equal or greater
level of safety. PHMSA is committed to
public involvement and transparency in
special permit proceedings and
publishes notice of every special permit
application received in the Federal
Register for comment.

In the past, PHMSA has included an
expiration date for certain special
permits depending on the nature of the
permit. By doing so, PHMSA is able to
ensure that these special permits will be
reviewed again no later than the
expiration date. This process ensures
that a special permit will not continue

to be used if it is no longer in the best
interest of public safety.

PHMSA is proposing to add a renewal
procedure to the pipeline safety
regulations for those Special Permits
that have expiration dates. This special
permit renewal procedure will ensure
the permit conditions are still valid for
the pipeline and if changes and updates
are required to maintain safety and the
environment.

V. Farm Taps

Summary

This proposed rulemaking action
would amend the Federal pipeline
safety regulations in 49 CFR part 192 to
add a new § 192.740 to cover regulators
and overpressure protection equipment
for an individual service line that
originates from a transmission,
gathering, or production pipeline (i.e., a
farm tap), and to revise § 192.1003 to
exclude farm taps from the requirements
of the Distribution Integrity
Management Program (DIMP).

Background

On October 29, 2012, PHMSA
received a request from the Interstate
Natural Gas Association of America
(INGAA), asking if PHMSA covers the
farm tap issue on the upcoming
miscellaneous issue rulemaking. In
addition, PHMSA received a February
15, 2013, written letter from the
National Association of Pipeline Safety
Representatives (NAPSR) requesting an
exemption of farm taps from the DIMP
requirements as follows:

The letter requested PHMSA to take
the following actions relative to the
applicability of DIMP to “Farm Taps’”

1. Amend the applicable part 192
sections to exempt those pipelines
commonly referred to as “farm taps” (a
term originating from industry jargon)
from the requirements of Subpart P, Gas
Distribution Pipeline Integrity
Management; and

2. Amend part 192 to include periodic
inspection requirements in a new
section covering ‘“‘pressure regulating
and over-pressure-relief equipment” on
a pipeline that originates from a
transmission, gathering, or production
pipeline that serves a service line.

In support of the above, NAPSR
offered the following:

e Farm taps are distribution service
lines per §192.3 ;

e During the DIMP rulemaking, little
consideration was given to the potential
impact or appropriateness of subjecting
farm taps to DIMP;

e The risk to the public from a failure
on a farm tap is generally lower in Class
1 and Class 2 locations in which farm
taps are typically located and operated;

e Currently the regulator and relief
equipment with farm taps are not
subject to over pressurization protection
requirements associated with pressure
limiting stations.

This proposal originated with the
NAPSR DIMP Implementation Task
Force and was subsequently approved
by the NAPSR Board in January 2013.

As NAPSR described it, “farm tap” is
industry jargon for a pipeline that
branches from a transmission, gathering,
or production pipeline to deliver gas to
a farmer or other landowner.
Historically, PHMSA and its
predecessor agencies have held that
farm taps are service lines—a subset of
distribution pipelines. Rulemaking
proceedings and responses to requests
for interpretation have recognized this
dating as far back as 1971.

On December 4, 2009, PHMSA
published the DIMP final rule (74 FR
63906) for gas distribution pipelines.
That rule applies IM requirements to all
distribution pipelines. Unlike the IM
requirements for hazardous liquid or gas
transmission pipelines, the DIMP
requirements do not focus on a subset
of pipelines in “high consequence
areas,” but instead apply to all
distribution pipelines, including farm
taps.

Justification for the Recommended
Changes

Farm taps are mostly located in less-
populated areas (Class 1 and 2
locations). The risk to the public from
farm taps is generally low, but the risk
is dependent upon the service line in
which the farm tap is employed, the
environment in which it operates, and
the consequence of an
overpressurization event. DIMP is
written to identify needed risk control
practices for threats associated with
distribution systems, whereas threats to
typical farm taps are limited, and most
are already addressed within part 192.
Therefore, in response to the INGAA
and NAPSR requests, PHMSA is
proposing to amend part 192 to exempt
farm taps from the requirements of part
192, subpart P—Gas Distribution
Pipeline Integrity Management.
However, to better protect customers
served by these lines, PHMSA is
proposing to amend part 192, subpart
M—Maintenance by adding a new
section that prescribes inspection
activities under the existing States and
Federal pipeline safety inspection
programs for pressure regulators and
overpressurization protection
equipment on service lines that
originate from transmission, gathering,
or production pipelines. Currently,
Federal pipeline safety requirements do
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not include overpressurization
protection for farm taps. Therefore, this
requirement would include inspection
of farm-tap pressure regulating/limiting
device, relief device, and automatic
shutoff device every 3-years to make
sure these safety equipment are in good
working conditions.

VI. Reversal of Flow or Change in
Product

Summary

PHMSA published a final rule on
November 26, 2010 (75 FR 72878) that
established and required participation
in the National Registry of Pipeline and
LNG Operators. The final rule amended
the Federal pipeline safety regulations
to require operators to notify PHMSA
electronically of the occurrence of
certain events no later than 60 days
before the event occurs.

In this notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM), PHMSA proposes to expand
the list of events in §§191.22 and
195.64 that require electronic
notification to include the reversal of
flow of product or change in product in
a mainline pipeline. This notification is
not required for pipeline systems
already designed for bi-directional flow,
or when the reversal is not expected to
last for 30 days or less. The proposed
rule would require operators to notify
PHMSA electronically no later than 60
days before there is a reversal of the
flow of product through a pipeline and
also when there is a change in the
product flowing through a pipeline.
Examples include, but may not be
limited to, changing a transported
product from liquid to gas, from crude
oil to HVL, and vice versa. In addition,
a modification is proposed to §§192.14
and 195.5 to reflect the 60-day
notification and requiring operators to
notify PHMSA when over 10 miles of
pipeline is replaced because the
replacement would be a major
modification with safety impacts.

VII. Pipeline Assessment Tools

Section 195.452 of the pipeline safety
regulations specifies requirements for
assuring the integrity of pipeline
segments where a hazardous liquid
release could affect a high consequence
area (referred to in this notice as
“covered segments’’). Among other
requirements, the regulations require
that operators of covered segments
conduct assessments, which consist of
direct or indirect inspection of the
pipelines, to detect evidence of
degradation. Section 195.452(d) requires
operators to conduct a baseline
assessment of all covered segments.
Section 195.452(j) requires that

operators conduct assessments
periodically thereafter.

Section 195.452 specifies the
techniques that must be used to perform
the required periodic IM assessments.2
ILI is among the allowed techniques.
Supervisory Control and Data
Acquisition (SCADA) system is a
technique allowed for gas transmission
pipelines but is not specifically
addressed in § 195.452 although it is
also applicable to hazardous liquid
pipelines.

When the IM regulations were
established, consensus standards did
not exist in addressing how these
techniques should be applied. Since
then, the American Petroleum Institute
(API), National Association of Corrosion
Engineers (NACE), and the American
Society for Non-Destructive Testing
(ASNT) published standards for using
ILI and SCCDA as assessment
techniques. Also, PHMSA received a
petition from NACE requesting that
PHMSA incorporate ANSI/NACE
Standard RP0204, NACE Standard
RP0102-2002, and seven other NACE
standards into 49 CFR parts 192 and
195. These referenced consensus
standards address the selection of in-
line inspection tools for assessing the
physical condition of in-service
hazardous liquids pipelines. Since the
NACE petition, two of these standards
have been developed from
recommended practices into NACE
Standard Practice (SP0102—2010 and
NACE SP0204-2008.)

In addition, NTSB issued the
following safety recommendation to
PHMSA on July 10, 2012, (P-12-3):

Revise Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations
195.452 to clearly state (1) when an
engineering assessment of crack defects,
including environmentally assisted cracks,
must be performed; (2) the acceptable
methods for performing these engineering
assessments, including the assessment of
cracks coinciding with corrosion with a
safety factor that considers the uncertainties
associated with sizing of crack defects; (3)
criteria for determining when a probable
crack defect in a pipeline segment must be
excavated and time limits for completing
those excavations; (4) pressure restriction
limits for crack defects that are not excavated
by the required date; and (5) acceptable
methods for determining crack growth for
any cracks allowed to remain in the pipe,
including growth caused by fatigue,
corrosion fatigue, or stress corrosion cracking
as applicable.

2Operators are allowed to use techniques not
specifically identified in these sections provided
that the techniques provide an equivalent
understanding of pipe condition and that operators
notify PHMSA in advance of their use of such other
techniques.

This proposed rule would incorporate
by reference consensus standards for
assessing the physical condition of in-
service hazardous liquids pipelines
using ILI and SCCDA. Incorporation of
the consensus standards would assure
better consistency, accuracy and quality
in pipeline assessments conducted
using these techniques. This proposal
addresses those parts of NTSB
Recommendation P-12-3—identifying
crack defects and seam corrosion by
using crack tools and circumferential
tools—by incorporating the above cited
industry standards. The remainder of
NTSB Recommendation P—12-3 will be
addressed in PHMSA’s rulemaking
titled “Pipeline Safety—Safety of On-
Shore Hazardous Liquid Pipelines.”
Therefore, PHMSA proposes to
incorporate by reference the following
consensus standards into 49 CFR part
195: API STD 1163, “In-Line Inspection
Systems Qualification Standard”
(August 2005); NACE Standard Practice
SP0102-2010 “Inline Inspection of
Pipelines” NACE SP0204-2008 ‘“Stress
Corrosion Cracking Direct Assessment;”
and ANSI/ASNT ILI-PQ-2010, “In-line
Inspection Personnel Qualification and
Certification” (2010). Also, PHMSA
proposes to allow pipeline operators to
conduct assessments using tethered or
remote control tools not explicitly
discussed in NACE SP0102-2010,
provided the operators comply with
applicable sections of NACE SP0102—
2010.

Note that this proposed rulemaking
action addresses only part 195, but
PHMSA is considering a similar
proposed requirement in 49 CFR part
192.

Justification for the Recommended
Incorporation

Incorporation of the consensus
standards would assure better
consistency, accuracy and quality in
pipeline assessments conducted using
ILI and SCCDA.

Standards for ILI

When the part 195 IM requirements
were issued, there were no consensus
industry standards that addressed ILI.
Since then the following standards have
been published:

1. In 2002, NACE International
published the first consensus industry
standard that specifically addressed ILI
(NACE Recommended Practice RP0102,
“Inline Inspection of Pipelines”). NACE
International revised this document in
2010 and republished it as a Standard
Practice, SP0102.

PHMSA considers that the
consistency, accuracy, and quality of
pipeline ILI would be improved by
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incorporating the NACE International
2010 standard into the regulations.
PHMSA asked the Standards
Developing Organizations to develop
this and the other standards and
PHMSA is now proposing to adopt them
to bring consistency throughout the
industry. These standards provide tables
to improve tool selection. PHMSA is
providing hazardous liquids pipeline
operators choices of tools to assess their
pipelines and, therefore, PHMSA does
not believe that these tool selections
incur additional costs to the pipeline
operators. The NACE International
standard applies to “free swimming”
inspection tools that are carried down
the pipeline by the transported fluid. It
does not apply to tethered or remotely
controlled ILI tools. While the usage of
tethered or remotely controlled ILI tools
is less prevalent than the usage of free
swimming tools, some pipeline IM
assessments have been conducted using
these tools. PHMSA believes many of
the provisions in the NACE
International standard can be applied to
tethered or remotely controlled ILI tools
and, therefore, is proposing that use of
these tools continue to be allowed
provided they generally comply with
applicable sections of the NACE
standard. The NACE standards were
reviewed by PHMSA experts, and they
agree with the provisions in the
standards. Many operators are already
following those guidelines. Our
inspection guides would provide further
instructions when final rule is
implemented.

2.1In 2005, the ASNT published
ANSI/ASNT ILI-PQ, “In-line Inspection
Personnel Qualification and
Certification.”

The ASNT standard provides for
qualification and certification
requirements that are not addressed in
part 195. In 2010 ASNT published
ANSI/ASNT ILI-PQ with editorial
changes. The incorporation of this
standard into the Federal pipeline safety
regulations would promote a higher
level of safety by establishing consistent
standards to qualify the equipment,
people, processes, and software utilized
by the ILI industry. This and the other
standards are being used by many
operators but not all. This rule would
ensure that all operators use these
standards. Overall cost would not
change, because these consensus
standards would help operators
eliminate problems before they arise.
SCCDA is a technique allowed for gas
transmission pipelines but is not
specifically addressed in § 195.452
although it is also applicable to
hazardous liquid pipelines. This
rulemaking action would allow HL

operators to use the SCCDA technique
and ASNT is one of them. The ASNT
standard addresses in detail each of the
following aspects, which are not
currently addressed in the regulations:

¢ Requirements for written
procedures.

e Personnel qualification levels.

e Education, training, and experience
requirements.

e Training programs.

e Examinations (testing of personnel).

o Personnel certification and
recertification.

¢ Personnel technical performance
evaluations.

3. In 2005, API published API STD
1163, “In-Line Inspection Systems
Qualification Standard.”

This Standard serves as an umbrella
document that is to be used with and
complements the NACE International
and ASNT standards that are
incorporated by reference in API STD
1163. The API standard is more
comprehensive than the requirements
currently in part 195. The incorporation
of this standard into the Federal
pipeline safety regulations would
promote a higher level of safety by
establishing a consistent methodology to
qualify the equipment, people,
processes, and software utilized by the
ILI industry. The API standard
addresses, in detail, each of the
following aspects of ILI inspections:

e Systems qualification process.

e Personnel qualification.

e ILI system selection.

e Qualification of performance
specifications.

e System operational validation.

e System results qualification.

e Reporting requirements.

¢ Quality management system.

Stress Corrosion Cracking (SCC) Direct
Assessment

4. NACE SP0204-2008 ““Stress
Corrosion Cracking Direct Assessment.”
SCC is a degradation mechanism in

which steel pipe develops closely
spaced tight cracks through the
combined action of corrosion and
tensile stress (circumferential, residual,
or applied). These cracks can grow or
coalesce to affect the integrity of the
pipeline. SCC is one of several threats
that can impact pipeline integrity. IM
regulations in Part 195 require that
pipeline operators assess covered pipe
segments periodically to detect
degradation from threats that their
analyses have indicated could affect the
segment. Not all covered segments are
subject to an SCC threat, but for those
that are, SCCDA is an assessment
technique that can be used to address
this threat.

Part 195 presently includes no
requirements applicable to the use of
SCCDA. Experience has shown that
pipelines can go through SCC
degradation in areas where the
surrounding soil has a pH near neutral
(referred to as near-neutral SCC). NACE
Standard Practice SP0204—-2008
addresses near-neutral SCC. In addition,
the NACE International recommended
practice provides technical guidelines
and process requirements that are both
more comprehensive and rigorous for
conducting SCCDA than are provided
by §192.929 or ASME/ANSI B31.8S.

The NACE standard provides
additional guidance as follows:

e The factors that are important in the
formation of SCC on a pipeline and
what data should be collected;

¢ Additional factors, such as existing
corrosion, which could cause SCC to
form;

e Comprehensive data collection
guidelines, including the relative
importance of each type of data;

¢ Requirements to conduct close
interval surveys of cathodic protection
or other aboveground surveys to
supplement the data collected during
pre-assessment;

¢ Ranking factors to consider for
selecting excavation locations for both
near-neutral and high pH SCC;

¢ Requirements on conducting direct
examinations, including procedures for
collecting environmental data,
preparing the pipe surface for
examination, and conducting Magnetic
Particle Inspection (MPI) examinations
of the pipe; and

e Post assessment analysis of results
to determine SCCDA effectiveness and
assure continual improvement.

In general, NACE SP0204—-2008
provides thorough and comprehensive
guidelines for conducting SCCDA and is
more comprehensive in scope than
Appendix A3 of ASME/ANSI B31.8S.
PHMSA believes that requiring the use
of NACE SP0204-2008 would enhance
the quality and consistency of SCCDA
conducted under IM requirements.

SCC has also been the subject of
research and development (R&D)
programs that have been funded in
whole or in part by PHMSA in recent
years. PHMSA reviewed the results of
several R&D programs concerning SCC
as part of its consideration of whether
it was appropriate to incorporate the
NACE standard into the regulations.
Among the reports PHMSA reviewed
was “Development of Guidelines for
Identification of SCC Sites and
Estimation of Re-inspection Intervals for
SCC Direct Assessment,” published by
Integrity Corrosion Consulting Ltd. in
May 2010 (https://
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primis.phmsa.dot.gov/matrix/
PrjHome.rdm?prj=199). This report
evaluated the results of numerous
studies conducted since the 1960s
regarding SCC. The report used the
conclusions from the studies to identify
a group of 109 guidelines that pipeline
operators could use to help identify
sites where SCC might occur and
determine appropriate re-inspection
intervals when SCC is found. The
guidelines address both high-pH and
near-neutral-pH conditions. This report
noted that the information used in
developing the NACE standard
consisted primarily of empirical data
gathered from operators examining
pipeline field conditions and failures. In
contrast, the studies examined by
Integrity Corrosion Consulting were
mechanistic studies, and their results
serve to complement the information
operators have gained through field
experience. PHMSA'’s review of the
guidelines in this report identified a
number of areas not addressed in detail
in the NACE standard. Accordingly,
PHMSA has included additional factors
in this proposed rule (proposed

§ 195.588) that an operator must
consider if the operator uses direct
assessment to assess SCC.

SCC was also a topic in an advance
notice of proposed rulemaking
(ANPRM) published by PHMSA on
October 18, 2010 (75 FR 63774). The
ANPRM addressed several potential
changes to the regulations governing the
safety of hazardous liquids pipelines.
Among other topics, it posed a number
of questions concerning SCC, including
whether the NACE standard addresses
the full life cycle concerns associated
with SCC, NACE’s efficacy, and whether
the NACE standard or any other
standards should be adopted to govern
the conduct of SCC assessments.
PHMSA received a limited number of
comments to the ANPRM that addressed
the SCC questions. Joint comments from
the American Petroleum Institute and
the Association of Oil Pipelines (API-
AOPL) noted that NACE SP0204-2008
is a reasonable standard but does not
address all aspects of SCC control. API-
AOPL noted that forthcoming updates of
API Standard 1160, ““Managing System
Integrity for Hazardous Liquid
Pipelines,” and API Standard 1163, “In-
Line Inspection Systems Qualification
Standard,” would be better references to
address SCC management. The Texas
Pipeline Association recommended
against adopting the NACE standard,
contending that it is too new for
operators to have significant experience
with it. The National Association of
Pipeline Safety Representatives

suggested that PHMSA should require
an assessment for SCC any time there is
a credible threat of its occurrence;
however, API-AOPL suggested that
requiring assessment for “any credible
threat”” was too extreme and that some
significance threshold should be used.
The National Resources Defense Council
suggested the need for special attention
to sulfide-assisted SCC in pipelines
carrying diluted bitumen (i.e., tar sands
oil). No commenters indicated
knowledge of statistics supporting the
efficacy of any current SCC standard or
guideline.

PHMSA acknowledges that the NACE
standard may not address all aspects of
SCC management, but PHMSA
considers it better to incorporate
additional structured guidance that is
available now rather than await future
standards. There is continual
improvement in technology to detect
and address various SCC threats. Three
different standards organizations are
currently working to improve standards
on SCC: ASME B31.8, NACE 204 and
API 1160. PHMSA participates on these
technical committees. As more
knowledge is gained on other types of
SCC, such as sulfide assisted SCC and
when newer standards get published,
PHMSA would adopt them.

As for NAPSR’s comment on
assessing any credible SCC threat,
PHMSA believes that any proposed
requirements for SCC would need to be
considered in a separate rulemaking
effort. States always have option to
make requirements more stringent.
PHMSA will consider incorporating
updates to API 1160 once that standard
is published. PHMSA will also continue
to consider the comments received in
response to its ANPRM.

PHMSA is proposing to revise
§ 195.588, which specifies requirements
for the use of external corrosion direct
assessment on hazardous liquid
pipelines, to include reference to NACE
SP0204-2008 for the conduct of SCCDA.
The proposal would not require that
SCCDA assessments be conducted, but
it would require that the NACE standard
be followed if an operator elects to
perform such assessments. PHMSA has
included additional factors that an
operator must consider to address these
if the operator uses direct pipeline to
assess SCC.

VIII. Electronic Reporting of Drug and
Alcohol Testing Results

PHMSA'’s pipeline safety regulations
at §§191.7 and 195.58 require electronic
reporting of most pipeline safety reports
through the PHMSA Portal. PHMSA
proposes to also require electronic
reporting for anti-drug testing results

required at § 199.119 and alcohol testing
results required at § 199.229. Pipeline
operators with fewer than 50 covered
employees are required to submit these
reports only when PHMSA provides
written notice. PHMSA proposes to
modify these regulations to specify that
PHMSA will provide notice to operators
in the PHMSA Portal.

IX. Post-Accident Drug and Alcohol
Testing

The NTSB issued the following safety
recommendation to PHMSA (September
26, 2011, NTSB Recommendation P-11—
12):

Amend §§199.105 and 199.225 to
eliminate operator discretion with regard to
testing of covered employees. The revised
language should require drug and alcohol
testing of each employee whose performance
either contributed to the accident or cannot
be completely discounted as a contributing
factor to the accident.

PHMSA proposes to modify
§§199.105 and 199.225 by requiring
drug testing of employees after an
accident and allowing exemption from
drug testing only when there is
sufficient information that establishes
the employee(s) had no role in the
accident.

PHMSA’s regulations require the
documentation of decisions not to
administer a post-accident alcohol test
but the requirement to document
decisions not to administer a post-
accident drug test is only implied in the
regulation, and the implied requirement
is generally followed. PHMSA proposes
to add a section to the post-accident
drug testing regulation to require
documentation of the decision and to
keep the documentation for at least
three years.

X. Information Made Available to the
Public and Request for Confidential
Treatment

When any information is submitted to
PHMSA during a rulemaking
proceeding, as part of an application for
a special permit, or for any other reason,
PHMSA may make that information
publicly available. PHMSA does not
currently have a procedure in the
pipeline safety regulations by which a
request can be made for confidential
treatment of information. PHMSA has
such a procedure in its hazardous
materials safety regulations. Therefore,
for consistency in the way we treat
submitted information, PHMSA
proposes a procedure where anyone
who submits information may request
for confidential treatment of that
information. As part of the procedure, if
PHMSA receives a request for the
record(s), PHMSA would conduct a
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review of the records under the
Freedom of Information Act.

In accordance with Departmental
FOIA regulations, if a request is
received for information that has been
designated by the submitter as
confidential, we would notify the
submitter and provide an opportunity to
the submitter to submit any written
objections. Whenever a decision is made
to disclose such information over the
objections of a submitter, we would
notify the submitter in writing at least
five days before the date the information
is publicly disclosed.?

XI. In Service Welding

In 1987, the U.S. Department of
Transportation, Office of Pipeline Safety
issued Alert Notice ALN—87—-01 which
advised pipeline owners and operators
of a pipeline incident involving the
welding of a full encirclement repair
sleeve on a 14 API 5L X52 pipeline
near King of Prussia, PA. The pipeline
failure released thousands of barrels of
gasoline and was directly related to
cracks developed in a fillet weld of a
Type B full encirclement repair sleeve.
The metallurgical analysis conducted by
Battelle Laboratories concluded
hydrogen and stress caused cracking of
the excessively hard heat affected
material in the carrier pipe.
Contributing factors included poor
weldability of the carrier pipe due to its
high carbon equivalent, a very high
cooling rate of the weld due to liquid
product being present inside the
pipeline during welding, the presence of
hydrogen in the welding environment
due to the use of cellulosic coated
electrodes, residual stresses, and high
restraint inherent in the geometry of the
sleeve weldment. The alert notice
strongly recommended that the use of
welding procedures similar to the one
that failed (use of cellulosic electrodes)
be discontinued and that magnetic
particle inspection has been proven to
be an accurate method for detecting
cracked in-service fillet welds.

In response to this failure and
advancements in pipeline and welding
engineering, the American Petroleum
Institute (API) developed, improved,
and now includes Appendix B In-
service Welding to the API Standard
1104 Welding of Pipelines and Related
Facilities. API 1104 Appendix B
contains provisions for the development
of welding procedures and welder
qualifications that address the safety

3Note—the Departmental FOIA regulations say
that a written notice of intent to disclose will be
forwarded a reasonable number of days prior to the
specified date upon which disclosure is intended.
See 49 CFR 7.17. See also the Hazmat regulations
in 49 CFR 105.30.

concerns of welding to an in-service
pipeline. Welding procedures
developed to API 1104 Appendix B
consider the risks associated with
hydrogen in the weld metal, type of
welding electrode, sleeve/fitting and
carrier pipe materials, accelerated
cooling, and stresses across the fillet
welds. At the present time, typical
industry developed in-service welding
procedures utilize all or some
combinations of low hydrogen
electrodes, preheat, temper bead
deposition sequence, heat input control,
cooling rate analysis, analysis based on
pipe/sleeve/fitting material carbon
equivalence, and address wall
thickness/burn-through concerns. The
Office of Pipeline Safety alert notice
encouraged the development and use of
welding procedures that address
improvements in pipeline safety and
many operators have developed in-
service welding procedures.

Unfortunately, parts 192 and 195 were
not modified to include the addition of
API 1104 Appendix B as an acceptable
section for the development of welding
procedures and welder qualification. At
the present time, parts 192 and 195 only
adopt into Federal Regulation Sections
5,6, 9 and Appendix A. This proposed
rule seeks to rectify this oversight and
state the acceptability of developing
procedures and qualifying welders to
Appendix B of API 1104. Currently,
PHMSA does not allow in service
welding, but this proposal would allow
the operators to follow Appendix B of
API 1104 for in service welding.
Therefore, PHMSA proposes to revise 49
CFR 192.225, 192.227, 195.214, and
195.222 to add reference to API 1104,
Appendix B.

XII. Editorial Amendments

In this NPRM, PHMSA is also
proposing to make the following
editorial amendments to the pipeline
safety regulations:

Summary of Correction to § 192.175(b)

PHMSA'’s predecessor agency, the
Research and Special Programs
Administration, issued a final rule on
July 13, 1998; 63 FR 37500 to provide
metric equivalents to the English units
for informational purposes only.
Operators were required to continue
using the English units for purposes of
compliance and enforcement. The
metric equivalent provided in
§192.175(b) “C=(DxPxF/48.33)
(C=(3DxPxF/1,000)”—is incorrect. The
correct formula is: “C = (3D*P*F)/1000)
(C=(3D*P*F*)/6,895)”, where, “C =
(3D*P*F)/1000)” is in inches (English
unit), and “(C = (3D*P*F*)/6,895)" is in
millimeters (metric conversion).

Summary of Correction to § 195.64(a)
and § 195.64(c)(1)(ii)

PHMSA published a final rule on
November 26, 2010; 75 FR 72878, which
established the National Registry of
Pipeline and LNG Operators. In the rule,
PHMSA inadvertently omitted the
inclusion of carbon dioxide in the
operating commodity types. To
maintain consistency with the rest of
part 195, this proposed rule would
amend the language in §§ 195.64(a) and
195.64(c)(1)(ii) to correct the term
“hazardous liquid” to read “hazardous
liquid or carbon dioxide.”

In § 195.248, the conversion to 100
feet is mistakenly stated as 30
millimeters. Therefore, PHMSA
proposes to replace the phrase “100 feet
(30 millimeters)” to correctly read ““100
feet (30.5 meters).”

In addition, low stress pipelines are
not specified in § 195.452. Section
195.452 applies to each hazardous
liquid pipeline and carbon dioxide
pipeline that could affect a high
consequence area, including any
pipeline located in a high consequence
area unless the operator effectively
demonstrates by risk assessment that the
pipeline could not affect the area.
Therefore, PHMSA proposes to add a
new paragraph (a)(4) to clarify the
applicability of § 195.452 to low stress
pipelines as described in § 195.12.

XIII. Availability of Standards
Incorporated by Reference

PHMSA currently incorporates by
reference into 49 CFR parts 192, 193,
and 195 all or parts of more than 60
standards and specifications developed
and published by standard developing
organizations (SDOs). In general, SDOs
update and revise their published
standards every 3 to 5 years to reflect
modern technology and best technical
practices. The National Technology
Transfer and Advancement Act of 1995
(Pub. L. 104-113) directs Federal
agencies to use voluntary consensus
standards in lieu of government-written
standards whenever possible. Voluntary
consensus standards are standards
developed or adopted by voluntary
bodies that develop, establish, or
coordinate technical standards using
agreed-upon procedures. In addition,
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) issued OMB Circular A-119 to
implement Section 12(d) of Public Law
104-113 relative to the utilization of
consensus technical standards by
Federal agencies. This circular provides
guidance for agencies participating in
voluntary consensus standards bodies
and describes procedures for satisfying
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the reporting requirements in Public
Law 104-113.

In accordance with the preceding
provisions, PHMSA has the
responsibility for determining, via
petitions or otherwise, which currently
referenced standards should be updated,
revised, or removed, and which
standards should be added to 49 CFR
parts 192, 193, and 195. Revisions to
incorporate by reference materials in 49
CFR parts 192, 193, and 195 are handled
via the rulemaking process, which
allows for the public and regulated
entities to provide input. During the
rulemaking process, PHMSA must also
obtain approval from the Office of the
Federal Register to incorporate by
reference any new materials.

On January 3, 2012, President Obama
signed the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory
Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011,
Public Law 112-90. Section 24 requires
the Secretary not to issue guidance or a
regulation to incorporate by reference
any documents or portions thereof
unless the documents or portions
thereof are made available to the public,
free of charge, on an Internet Web site.
49 U.S.C. 60102(p).

On August 9, 2013, Public Law 113—
30 revised 49 U.S.C. 60102(p) to replace
“1 year” with “3 years” and remove the
phrases “‘guidance or” and, “on an
Internet Web site.”

Further, the Office of the Federal
Register issued a November 7, 2014,
rulemaking (79 FR 66278) that revised 1
CFR 51.5 to require that agencies detail
in the preamble of a proposed
rulemaking the ways the materials it
proposes to incorporate by reference are
reasonably available to interested
parties, or how the agency worked to
make those materials reasonably
available to interested parties. In
relation to this proposed rulemaking,
PHMSA has contacted each SDO and
has requested free public access of each
standard that has been proposed for
incorporation by reference. Access to
these standards will be granted until the
end of the comment period for this
proposed rulemaking. Access to these
documents can be found on the PHMSA
Web site at the following URL: http://
www.phmsa.dot.gov/pipeline/regs
under ““Standards Incorporated by
Reference.”

XIV. Regulatory Analyses and Notices

Executive Order 12866, Executive Order
13563, and DOT Regulatory Policies and
Procedures

This proposed rule is a non-
significant regulatory action under
Section 3(f) of Executive Order 12866
(58 FR 51735), and therefore is reviewed

by the Office of Management and
Budget. This proposed rule is non-
significant under the Regulatory Policies
and Procedures of the Department of
Transportation (44 FR 11034) because of
substantial congressional, State,
industry, and public interest in pipeline
safety.

Executive Orders 12866 and 13563
require agencies regulate in the most
cost-effective manner, make a reasoned
determination that the benefits of the
intended regulation justify its costs, and
develop regulations that impose the
least burden on society. In this notice,
PHMSA is proposing to:

e Add a specific time frame for
telephonic or electronic notifications of
accidents and incidents;

o Establish PHMSA'’s cost recovery
procedures for new projects that cost
over $2,500,000,000 or use new and
novel technologies;

¢ Modify operator qualification
requirements including addressing a
NTSB recommendation to clarify OQ
requirements for control rooms;

e Add provisions for the renewal of
expiring special permits;

e Exclude farm taps from the
requirements of the DIMP requirements
while proposing safety requirements for
the farm taps

e To address NTSB recommendations
for control room team training and other
recommendations;

¢ Require pipeline operators to report
to PHMSA permanent reversal of flow
that lasts more than 30 days or to a
change in product;

¢ Provide methods for assessment
tools by incorporating consensus
standards by reference in part 195 for
ILI and SCCDA;

e Require electronic reporting of drug
and alcohol testing results in part 199;

e Modify the criteria used to make
decisions about conducting post-
accident drug and alcohol tests and
require operators to keep for at least
three years a record of the reason why
post-accident drug and alcohol test was
not conducted;

e Add a procedure to ensure PHMSA
keeps submitted information
confidential.

¢ Adding reference to Appendix B of
API 1104 related to in-service welding
in parts 192 and 195; and

e Making minor editorial corrections.

As a summary of the costs/benefits
the annual compliance costs were
estimated at approximately $3.1 million,
less savings to be realized from the
removal of farm taps from the DIMP
requirements. Annual safety benefits
could not be quantified as readily due
to data limitations but were estimated in
the range of $1.6 million per year in

avoided incident costs, plus numerous
intangible benefits from the improved
clarity and consistency of regulations
and improved abilities to conduct post-
incident investigations. Although the
quantified benefits do not exceed the
quantified costs, PHMSA believes that
these non-quantified benefits are
significant enough to outweigh the costs
of compliance. In particular,
improvements to Operator Qualification
and post-incident investigation may
prevent a future high-consequence
event. At an annual compliance cost of
$3.1 million, the proposed new
Operator Qualification and post-
accident testing requirements would be
cost-effective if they prevented a single
fatal incident over a 3-year period.

COSTS VS BENEFITS TABLE

$3.1 million.

$1.6 million plus
unquantified safety
benefits and farm
tap savings.

Annual Costs .............
Annual Benefits .........

A regulatory evaluation containing a
statement of the purpose and need for
this rulemaking and an analysis of the
costs and benefits is available in Docket
No. PHMSA-2013-0163.

Regulatory Flexibility Act

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), PHMSA must
consider whether rulemaking actions
would have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities. PHMSA is proposing to add
new requirements and make changes to
the existing pipeline safety regulations.

Description of the reasons why action
by PHMSA is being considered.

PHMSA is proposing to amend the
regulations to address the 2011 Act’s
Section 9 (Accident and Incident
reporting requirements) to within one
hour so that timely actions can be taken
to pipeline accidents and incidents, and
Section 13 (Cost Recovery) so that
PHMSA’s limited resources for
enforcement and other safety activities
are not used for operators design
reviews. NTSB recommendations for
control room training and drug and
alcohol reporting requirements are
addressed under this proposed rule. A
special permit renewal procedure is
proposed so that pipeline operators
would have a renewal procedure to
follow to renew their expiring special
permits. The OQ requirements scope is
expanded for new constructions and a
program effectiveness review is required
so that Operators can review their OQ
programs for effectiveness. In addition,
other non-substantive changes are



http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/pipeline/regs

http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/pipeline/regs



39926

Federal Register/Vol. 80, No. 132/Friday, July 10, 2015/Proposed Rules

proposed to correct language and
provide methods for assessment tools as
recommended by incorporating
consensus standards (this addresses
parts of NTSB recommendations P—12—
3 and the NACE recommendations).
Specifically, these amendments address:
Farm tap requirements to address the
NAPSR and INGAA concerns in
including farm taps under the DIMP
requirements; notification for reversal of
flow or change in product for more than
60 days so that PHMSA is aware of the
transported product; incorporation by
reference of standards to address ILI and
SCCDA; and additional testing of drug
and alcohol tests, electronic reporting of
drug and alcohol testing results,
modifying the criteria used to make
decisions about conducting post-
accident drug and alcohol tests and
post-accident drug and alcohol testing
recordkeeping to address a NTSB
recommendation; process to request
submitted information be kept
confidential similar to the current
Hazmat process in 49 CFR 105.30; and,
editorial amendments to correct some
errors or outdated deadlines.

Succinct statement of the objectives
of, and legal basis for, the proposed
rule.

Under the Federal Pipeline Safety
Laws, 49 U.S.C. 60101 et seq., the
Secretary of Transportation must
prescribe minimum safety standards for
pipeline transportation and for pipeline
facilities. The Secretary has delegated
this authority to the PHMSA
Administrator (49 CFR 1.97(a)). The
proposed rule would create changes in
the regulations consistent with the
protection of persons and property.

Description of small entities to which
the proposed rule will apply.

The Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis finds that the proposed rule
could affect a substantial number of
small entities because of the market
structure of the gas and hazardous
liquids pipeline industry, which
includes many small entities. However,
these impacts would not be significant.
The OQ provision would entail new
costs for small entities in the range of
$160.00 per employee per year, or about
0.3% of salary for a typical pipeline
employee. The provision to document
the reason for not drug testing post-
accident would add $74.00 in
documentation costs per reportable
incident. The other provisions would
not add appreciable costs, and at least
one provision (Farm Taps) would yield
compliance cost savings, though those
savings are not expected to be
significant.

Description of any significant
alternatives to the proposed rule that

accomplish the stated objectives of
applicable statutes and that minimize
any significant economic impact of the
proposed rule on small entities,
including alternatives considered.
PHMSA is unaware of any
alternatives which would produce
smaller economic impacts on small
entities while at the same time meeting
the objectives of the relevant statutes.

Questions for Comment on Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis

PHMSA is requesting public
comments for the Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis as follows:

1. Provide any data concerning the
number of small entities that may be
affected.

2. Provide comments on any or all of
the provisions in the proposed rule with
regard to (a) the impact of the
provisions, if any, and (b) any
alternatives PHMSA should consider,
paying specific attention to the effect of
the rule on small entities.

3. Describe ways in which the rule
could be modified to reduce any costs
or burdens for small entities.

4. Identify all relevant Federal, state,
local, or industry rules or policies that
may duplicate, overlap, or conflict with
the proposed rule and have not already
been incorporated by reference.

Executive Order 13175

PHMSA has analyzed this proposed
rule according to the principles and
criteria in Executive Order 13175,
“Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribal Governments.” The
funding and consultation requirements
of Executive Order 13175 do not apply
because this proposed rule does not
significantly or uniquely affect the
communities of Indian tribal
governments or impose substantial
direct compliance costs.

Paperwork Reduction Act

Pursuant to 5 CFR 1320.8(d), PHMSA
is required to provide interested
members of the public and affected
agencies with an opportunity to
comment on information collection and
recordkeeping requests. PHMSA
estimates that the proposals in this
rulemaking will impact the following
information collections:

“Transportation of Hazardous Liquids
by Pipeline: Record keeping and
Accident Reporting” identified under
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) Control Number 2137-0047;
“Incident and Annual Reports for Gas
Pipeline Operators” identified under
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) Control Number 2137-0522;
“Qualification of Pipeline Safety

Training” identified under Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) Control
Number 2137-0600; and ‘“National
Registry of Pipeline and LNG
Operators” identified under Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) Control
Number 2137-0627.

PHMSA also proposes to create a new
information collection to cover the
recordkeeping requirement for post-
accident drug testing: ‘“‘Post-Accident
Drug Testing for Pipeline Operators.”
PHMSA will request a new Control
Number from the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) for this information
collection.

PHMSA will submit an information
collection revision request to OMB for
approval based on the requirements that
need information collection in this
proposed rule. The information
collection is contained in the pipeline
safety regulations, 49 CFR parts 190
through 199. The following information
is provided for each information
collection: (1) Title of the information
collection; (2) OMB control number; (3)
Current expiration date; (4) Type of
request; (5) Abstract of the information
collection activity; (6) Description of
affected public; (7) Estimate of total
annual reporting and recordkeeping
burden; and (8) Frequency of collection.
The information collection burdens are
estimated to be revised as follows:

1. Title: Transportation of Hazardous
Liquids by Pipeline: Recordkeeping and
Accident Reporting.

OMB Control Number: 2137—-0047.

Current Expiration Date: July 31,
2015.

Abstract: This information collection
covers recordkeeping and accident
reporting by hazardous liquid pipeline
operators who are subject to 49 CFR part
195. Section 195.50 specifies the
definition of an “accident” and the
reporting criteria for submitting a
Hazardous Liquid Accident Report
(form PHMSA F7000-1) is detailed in
§195.54. PHMSA is proposing to revise
the form PHMSA F7000-1 instructions
for editorial and clarification purposes.
This proposal would result in a
modification to the Hazardous Liquid
Accident Report form (Form PHMSA F
7000-1) to include the concept of
“confirmed discovery” as proposed in
this rule.

Affected Public: Hazardous liquid
pipeline operators.

Annual Reporting and Recordkeeping
Burden:

Total Annual Responses: 847.

Total Annual Burden Hours: 52,429.

Frequency of collection: On Occasion.

2. Title: Incident and Annual Reports
for Gas Pipeline Operators.

OMB Control Number: 2137-0522.
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Current Expiration Date: October 31,
2017.

Abstract: This proposal would result
in a modification to the Gas Distribution
Incident Report form (Form PHMSA F
7100.1) to include the concept of
“confirmed discovery” as proposed in
this rule.

Affected Public: Gas pipeline
operators.

Annual Reporting and Recordkeeping
Burden:

Total Annual Responses: 12,164.

Total Annual Burden Hours: 92,321.

Frequency of Collection: On occasion.

3. Title: Qualification of Pipeline
Safety Training”

OMB Control Number: 2137-0600.

Current Expiration Date: July 31,
2018.

Abstract: All individuals responsible
for the operation and maintenance of
pipeline facilities are required to be
properly qualified to safely perform
their tasks and keep proper
documentation as required by PHMSA
regulations. As a result of the changes
proposed in this NPRM, PHMSA
estimates a total of 16,008 new
employees will be subject to participate
in an OQ plan either as a result of new
gathering line requirements or because
of newly covered tasks. Participation in
an OQ plan necessitates the retention of
records associated with those plans.
This proposal will impose a
recordkeeping requirement for Operator
Qualifications on the estimated 16,008
newly covered employees that will be
affected by this rule. As a result, 16,008
responses and 42,668 annual burden
hours will be added to the existing
information collection burden.

Affected Public: Operators of PHMSA-
Regulated Pipelines.

Annual Reporting and Recordkeeping
Burden:

Total Annual Responses: 31,835

Total Annual Burden Hours: 509,360.

Frequency of Collection: On occasion.

4. Title: “‘National Registry of Pipeline
and LNG Operators”

OMB Control Number: 2137-0627.

Current Expiration Date: May 31,
2018.

Abstract: The National Registry of
Pipeline and LNG Operators serves as
the storehouse of data on regulated
operators or those subject to reporting
requirements under 49 CFR parts 192,
193, or 195. This registry incorporates
the use of two forms: (1) The Operator
Assignment Request Form (PHMSA F
1000.1) and, (2) the Operator Registry
Notification Form (PHMSA F 1000.2).
This proposed rule would amend
§ 191.22 to require operators to notify
PHMSA upon the occurrence of the
following: Construction of 10 or more

miles of a new or replacement pipeline;
construction of a new LNG plant or LNG
facility; reversal of product flow
direction when the reversal is expected
to last more than 30 days; if a pipeline
is converted for service under § 192.14,
or has a change in commodity as
reported on the annual report as
required by §191.17.

These notifications are estimated to be
rare but would fall under the scope of
Operator Notifications required by
PHMSA as a result of this proposed
rule. PHMSA estimates that this new
reporting requirement will add .10 new
responses and 10 annual burden hours
to the currently approved information
collection.

Affected Public: Operators of PHMSA-
Regulated Pipelines

Annual Reporting and Recordkeeping
Burden:

Total Annual Responses: 640.

Total Annual Burden Hours: 640.

Frequency of Collection: On occasion.

5. Title: “Post-Accident Drug Testing
for Pipeline Operators”

OMB Control Number: Will request
one from OMB.

Current Expiration Date: New
Collection—To be determined.

Abstract: This NPRM proposes to
amend 49 CFR 199.227 to require
operators to retain records for three
years if they decide not to administer
post-accident/incident drug testing on
affected employees). As a result,
operators who choose not to perform
post-accident drug and alcohol tests on
affected employees are required to keep
records explaining their decision not to
do so. PHMSA estimates this
recordkeeping requirement will result in
609 responses and 609 burden hours for
recordkeeping. PHMSA does not
currently have an information collection
which covers this requirement and will
request the approval of this new
collection, along with a new OMB
Control Number, from the Office of
Management and Budget.

Affected Public: Operators of PHMSA-
Regulated Pipelines

Annual Reporting and Recordkeeping
Burden:

Total Annual Responses: 609

Total Annual Burden Hours: 1,218.

Frequency of Collection: On occasion.

Requests for copies of these
information collections should be
directed to Angela Dow, Office of
Pipeline Safety (PHP-30), Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration, 2nd Floor, 1200 New
Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, DC
20590-0001. Telephone: 202—366—1246.

Comments are invited on:

(a) The need for the proposed
collection of information for the proper

performance of the functions of the
agency, including whether the
information will have practical utility;

(b) The accuracy of the agency’s
estimate of the burden of the revised
collection of information, including the
validity of the methodology and
assumptions used;

(c) Ways to enhance the quality,
utility, and clarity of the information to
be collected; and

(d) Ways to minimize the burden of
the collection of information on those
who are to respond, including the use
of appropriate automated, electronic,
mechanical, or other technological
collection techniques.

Send comments directly to the Office
of Management and Budget, Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs,
Attn: Desk Officer for the Department of
Transportation, 725 17th Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20503. Comments
should be submitted on or prior to
September 8, 2015.

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995

PHMSA has determined that the
proposed rule would not impose annual
expenditures on State, local, or tribal
governments of the private sector in
excess of $153 million, and thus, does
not require an Unfunded Mandates Act
analysis.*

National Environmental Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy
Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 through 4375)
requires that Federal agencies analyze
proposed actions to determine whether
those actions will have a significant
impact on the human environment. The
Council on Environmental Quality
regulations require Federal agencies to
conduct an environmental review
considering: (1) The need for the
proposed action, (2) alternatives to the
proposed action, (3) probable
environmental impacts of the proposed
action and alternatives, and (4) the
agencies and persons consulted during
the consideration process (40 CFR
1508.9(b)).

1. Purpose and Need

PHMSA’s mission is to protect people
and the environment from the risks of
hazardous materials transportation. The
purpose of this proposed rule is to
enhance pipeline integrity and safety to
lessen the frequency and consequences
of pipeline incidents that cause
environmental degradation, personal
injury, and loss of life.

4 The Unfunded Mandates Act threshold was
$100 million in 1995. Using the non-seasonally
adjusted CPI-U (Index series CUUR0O00SAO), that
number is $153 million in 2013 dollars.
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The need for this action stems from
the statutory mandates in Sections 9 and
13 of the 2011 Act, NTSB
recommendations, and the need to add
new reference material and make non
substantive edits. Section 9 of the 2011
Act directs PHMSA to require a specific
time limit for telephonic or electronic
reporting of pipeline accidents and
incidents, and Section 13 of the 2011
Act allows PHMSA to recover costs
associated with pipeline design reviews.
NTSB has made recommendations
regarding the clarification of OQ
requirements in control rooms, and to
eliminate operator discretion with
regard to post-accident drug and alcohol
testing of covered employees. In
addition, PHMSA'’s safety regulations
require periodic updates and
clarifications to enhance compliance
and overall safety.

2. Alternatives

In developing the proposed rule,
PHMSA considered two alternatives:

(1) No action, or

(2) Propose revisions to the pipeline
safety regulations to incorporate the
proposed amendments as described in
this document.

Alternative 1:

PHMSA has an obligation to ensure
the safe and effective transportation of
hazardous liquids and gases by pipeline.
The changes proposed in this proposed
rule serve that purpose by clarifying the
pipeline safety regulations and
addressing Congressional mandates and
NTSB safety recommendations. A
failure to undertake these actions would
be non-responsive to the Congressional
mandates and the NTSB
recommendations. Accordingly,
PHMSA rejected the ‘“no action”
alternative.

Alternative 2:

PHMSA is proposing to make certain
amendments and non-substantive
changes to the pipeline safety
regulations to add a specific time frame
for telephonic or electronic notifications
of accidents and incidents and add
provisions for cost recovery for design
reviews of certain new projects, for the
renewal of expiring special permits, and
to request PHMSA keep submitted
information confidential. We are also
proposing changes to the OQ
requirements and drug and alcohol
testing requirements and proposing
methods for assessment tools by
incorporating consensus standards by
reference for in-line inspection and
stress corrosion cracking direct
assessment.

3. Analysis of Environmental Impacts

The Nation’s pipelines are located
throughout the United States in a
variety of diverse environments; from
offshore locations, to highly populated
urban sites, to unpopulated rural areas.
The pipeline infrastructure is a network
of over 2.6 million miles of pipelines
that move millions of gallons of
hazardous liquids and over 55 billion
cubic feet of natural gas daily. The
biggest source of energy is petroleum,
including oil and natural gas. Together,
these commodities supply 65 percent of
the energy in the United States.

The physical environments
potentially affected by the proposed rule
includes the airspace, water resources
(e.g., oceans, streams, lakes), cultural
and historical resources (e.g., properties
listed on the National Register of
Historic Places), biological and
ecological resources (e.g., coastal zones,
wetlands, plant and animal species and
their habitats, forests, grasslands,
offshore marine ecosystems), and
special ecological resources (e.g.,
threatened and endangered plant and
animal species and their habitats,
national and State parklands, biological
reserves, wild and scenic rivers) that
exist directly adjacent to and within the
vicinity of pipelines.

Because the pipelines subject to the
proposed rule contain hazardous
materials, resources within the
physically affected environments, as
well as public health and safety, may be
affected by pipeline incidents such as
spills and leaks. Incidents on pipelines
can result in fires and explosions,
resulting in damage to the local
environment. In addition, since
pipelines often contain gas streams
laden with condensates and natural gas
liquids, failures also result in spills of
these liquids, which can cause
environmental harm. Depending on the
size of a spill or gas leak and the nature
of the impact zone, the impacts could
vary from property damage and
environmental damage to injuries or, on
rare occasions, fatalities.

The proposed amendments are
improvements to the existing pipeline
safety requirements and would have
little or no impact on the human
environment. On a national scale, the
cumulative environmental damage from
pipelines would most likely be reduced
slightly.

For these reasons, PHMSA has
concluded that neither of the
alternatives discussed above would
result in any significant impacts on the
environment.

Preparers: This Environmental
Assessment was prepared by DOT staff

from PHMSA and Volpe National
Transportation Systems Center (Office
of the Secretary for Research and
Technology (OST-R)).

4. Finding of No Significant Impact

PHMSA has preliminarily determined
that the selected alternative would have
a positive, non-significant, impact on
the human environment and welcomes
comments on PHMSA’s conclusion. The
preliminary environmental assessment
is available in Docket No. PHMSA—-
2013-0163.

Executive Order 13132

PHMSA has analyzed this proposed
rule according to Executive Order 13132
(“Federalism”). The proposed rule does
not have a substantial direct effect on
the States, the relationship between the
national government and the States, or
the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government. This proposed
rule does not impose substantial direct
compliance costs on State and local
governments. This proposed rule does
not preempt State law for intrastate
pipelines. Therefore, the consultation
and funding requirements of Executive
Order 13132 do not apply.

Executive Order 13211

This proposed rule is not a
“significant energy action” under
Executive Order 13211 (‘““Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use”). It is not likely to
have a significant adverse effect on
supply, distribution, or energy use.
Further, the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs has not designated
this proposed rule as a significant
energy action.

List of Subjects

49 CFR Part 190

Administrative practice and
procedure, Penalties, Cost recovery,
Special permits.

49 CFR Part 191

Incident, Pipeline safety, Reporting
and recordkeeping requirements,
Reversal of flow.

49 CFR Part192

Control room, Distribution integrity
management program, Gathering lines,
Incorporation by reference, Operator
qualification, Pipeline safety, Safety
devices, Security measures.

49 CFR Part 195

Ammonia, Carbon dioxide, Control
room, Corrosion control, Direct and
indirect costs, Gathering lines, Incident,
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Incorporation by reference, Operator
qualification, Petroleum, Pipeline
safety, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Reversal of flow, Safety
devices.

49 CFR Part 199

Alcohol testing, Drug testing, Pipeline
safety, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Safety, Transportation.

In consideration of the foregoing,
PHMSA is proposing to amend 49 CFR
parts 190, 191, 192, 195, and 199 as
follows:

PART 190—PIPELINE SAFETY
ENFORCEMENT AND REGULATORY
PROCEDURES

m 1. The authority citation for part 190
is revised to read as follows:

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1321(b); 49 U.S.C.
60101 et seq.; 49 CFR 1.97(a).

m 2.In §190.3, add the definition “New
and novel technologies” in alphabetical
order to read as follows:

§190.3 Definitions.
* * * * *

New and novel technologies means
any products, designs, materials, testing,
construction, inspection, or operational
procedures that are not addressed in 49
CFR parts 192, 193, or 195, due to
technology or design advances and
innovation.

* * * * *

m 3. Amend § 190.341 by:

m a. Revising paragraph (c)(8) and

removing, paragraph (c)(9);

m b. Re-designating paragraphs (e)

through (j) as paragraphs (g) through (1)

and adding new paragraphs (e) and (f).
The additions and revisions read as

follows:

§190.341 Special permits.
* * * * *
(C) EE

(8) Any other information PHMSA
may need to process the application
including environmental analysis where
necessary.

(d) * * =*

(2) Grants, renewals, and denials. If
the Associate Administrator determines
that the application complies with the
requirements of this section and that the
waiver of the relevant regulation or
standard is not inconsistent with
pipeline safety, the Associate
Administrator may grant the
application, in whole or in part, for a
period of time from the date granted.
Conditions may be imposed on the grant
if the Associate Administrator
concludes they are necessary to assure
safety, environmental protection, or are
otherwise in the public interest. If the

Associate Administrator determines that
the application does not comply with
the requirements of this section or that
a waiver is not justified, the application
will be denied. Whenever the Associate
Administrator grants or denies an
application, notice of the decision will
be provided to the applicant. PHMSA
will post all special permits on its Web
site at http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/.

(e) How does PHMSA handle special
permit renewals? (1) To continue using
a special permit after the expiration
date, the grantee of the special permit
must apply for a renewal of the permit.

(2) I, at least 180 days before an
existing special permit expires the
holder files an application for renewal
that is complete and conforms to the
requirements of this section, the special
permit will not expire until final
administrative action on the application
for renewal has been taken:

(i) Direct fax to PHMSA at: 202—366—
4566; or

(ii) Express mail, or overnight courier
to the Associate Administrator for
Pipeline Safety, Pipeline and Hazardous
Materials Safety Administration, 1200
New Jersey Avenue SE., East Building,
Washington, DC 20590.

(f) What information must be
included in the renewal application? (1)
The renewal application must include a
copy of the original special permit, the
docket number on the special permit,
and the following information:

(i) A summary report in accordance
with the requirements of the original
special permit including verification
that the grantee’s operations and
maintenance plan (O&M Plan) is
consistent with the conditions of the
special permit;

(ii) Name, mailing address and
telephone number of the special permit
grantee;

(iii) Location of special permit—areas
on the pipeline where the special permit
is applicable including: diameter, mile
posts, county, and state;

(iv) Applicable usage of the special
permit—original and future; and

(v) Data for the special permit
segment and area identified in the
special permit as needing additional
inspections to include:

(A) Pipe attributes: Pipe diameter,
wall thickness, grade, and seam type;
pipe coating including girth weld
coating;

(B) Operating Pressure: Maximum
allowable operating pressure (MAOP);
class location (including boundaries on
aerial photography);

(C) High Consequence Areas (HCAs):
HCA boundaries on aerial photography;

(D) Material Properties: Pipeline
material documentation for all pipe,

fittings, flanges, and any other facilities
included in the special permit. Material
documentation must include: yield
strength, tensile strength, chemical
composition, wall thickness, and seam
type;

(E) Test Pressure: Hydrostatic test
pressure and date including pressure
and temperature charts and logs and any
known test failures;

(F) In-line inspection (ILI): ILI survey
results from all ILI tools used on the
special permit segments during the
previous five years;

(G) Integrity Data and Integration: The
following information, as applicable, for
the past five (5) years: Hydrostatic test
pressure including any known test
failures; casings(any shorts); any in-
service ruptures or leaks; close interval
survey (CIS) surveys; depth of cover
surveys; rectifier readings; test point
survey readings; AC/DC interference
surveys; pipe coating surveys; pipe
coating and anomaly evaluations from
pipe excavations; SCC, selective seam
corrosion and hard spot excavations and
findings; and pipe exposures from
encroachments;

(H) In-service: Any in-service ruptures
or leaks including repair type and
failure investigation findings; and

(I) Aerial Photography: Special permit
segment and special permit inspection
area, if applicable.

(2) PHMSA may request additional
operational, integrity or environmental
assessment information prior to granting
any request for special permit renewal.

(3) The existing special permit will
remain in effect until PHMSA acts on
the application for renewal by granting
or denying the request.

* * * * *

m 4. Section 190.343 is added to subpart
D to read as follows:

§190.343. Information made available to
the public and request for confidential
treatment.

When you submit information to
PHMSA during a rulemaking
proceeding, as part of your application
for special permit or renewal, or for any
other reason, we may make that
information publicly available unless
you ask that we keep the information
confidential.

(a) Asking for confidential treatment.
You may ask us to give confidential
treatment to information you give to the
agency by taking the following steps:

(1) Mark ““‘confidential” on each page
of the original document you would like
to keep confidential.

(2) Send us, along with the original
document, a second copy of the original
document with the confidential
information deleted.



http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/
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(3) Explain why the information you
are submitting is confidential.

(b) PHMSA Decision. PHMSA will
decide whether to treat your
information as confidential. We will
notify you, in writing, of a decision to
grant or deny confidentiality at least five
days before the information is publicly
disclosed, and give you an opportunity
to respond
m 5. In part 190, subpart E is added to
read asfollows:

Subpart E—Cost Recovery for Design
Reviews

Sec.

190.401
190.403
190.405
190.407

Scope.

Applicability.

Notification.

Master Agreement.

190.409 Fee structure.

190.411 Procedures for billing and payment
of fee.

§190.401 Scope.

If PHMSA conducts a facility design
and/or construction safety review or
inspection in connection with a
proposal to construct, expand, or
operate a gas, hazardous liquid or
carbon dioxide pipeline facility, or a
liquefied natural gas facility that meets
the applicability requirements in
§ 190.403, PHMSA may require the
applicant proposing the project to pay
the costs incurred by PHMSA relating to
such review, including the cost of
design and construction safety reviews
or inspections.

§190.403 Applicability.

The following paragraph specifies
which projects will be subject to the
cost recovery requirements of this
section.

(a) This section applies to any project
that—

(1) Has design and construction costs
totaling at least $2,500,000,000, as
periodically adjusted by PHMSA, to
take into account increases in the
Consumer Price Index for all urban
consumers published by the Department
of Labor, based on—

(i) The cost estimate provided to the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
in an application for a certificate of
public convenience and necessity for a
gas pipeline facility or an application
for authorization for a liquefied natural
gas pipeline facility; or

(i) A good faith estimate developed
by the applicant proposing a hazardous
liquid or carbon dioxide pipeline
facility and submitted to the Associate
Administrator. The good faith estimate
for design and construction costs must
include all of the applicable cost items
contained in the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission application
referenced in § 190.403(a)(1)(i) for a gas
or LNG facility. In addition, an
applicant must take into account all
survey, design, material, permitting,
right-of way acquisition, construction,
testing, commissioning, start-up,
construction financing, environmental
protection, inspection, material
transportation, sales tax, project
contingency, and all other applicable
costs, including all segments, facilities,
and multi-year phases of the project;

(2) Uses new or novel technologies or
design, as defined in § 190.3.

(b) The Associate Administrator may
not collect design safety review fees
under this section and 49 U.S.C. 60301
for the same design safety review.

(c) The Associate Administrator, after
receipt of the design specifications,
construction plans and procedures, and
related materials, determines if cost
recovery is necessary. The Associate
Administrator’s determination is based
on the amount of PHMSA resources
needed to ensure safety and
environmental protection.

§190.405 Notification.

For any new pipeline facility
construction project in which PHMSA
will conduct a design review, the
applicant proposing the project must
notify PHMSA and provide the design
specifications, construction plans and
procedures, project schedule and related
materials at least 120 days prior to the
commencement of any of the following
activities: Construction route surveys,
permitting activities, material
purchasing and manufacturing, right of
way acquisition, offsite facility
fabrications, construction equipment
move-in activities, onsite or offsite
fabrications, personnel support facility
construction, and any offsite or onsite
facility construction. To the maximum
extent practicable, but not later than 90
days after receiving such design
specifications, construction plans and
procedures, and related materials,
PHMSA will provide written comments,
feedback, and guidance on the project.

§190.407 Master Agreement.

PHMSA and the applicant will enter
into an agreement within 60 days after
PHMSA received notification from the
applicant provided in § 190.405,
outlining PHMSA'’s recovery of the costs
associated with the facility design safety
review.

(a) A Master Agreement, at a
minimum, includes:

(1) Itemized list of direct costs to be
recovered by PHMSA;

(2) Scope of work for conducting the
facility design safety review and an
estimated total cost;

(3) Description of the method of
periodic billing, payment, and auditing
of cost recovery fees;

(4) Minimum account balance which
the applicant must maintain with
PHMSA at all times;

(5) Provisions for reconciling
differences between total amount billed
and the final cost of the design review,
including provisions for returning any
excess payments to the applicant at the
conclusion of the project;

(6) A principal point of contact for
both PHMSA and the applicant; and

(7) Provisions for terminating the
agreement.

(8) A project reimbursement cost
schedule based upon the project timing
and scope.

(b) [Reserved]

§190.409 Fee structure.

The fee charged is based on the direct
costs that PHMSA incurs in conducting
the facility design safety review
(including construction review and
inspections), and will be based only on
costs necessary for conducting the
facility design safety review. “Necessary
for”” means that but for the facility
design safety review, the costs would
not have been incurred and that the
costs cover only those activities and
items without which the facility design
safety review cannot be completed.

(a) Costs qualifying for cost recovery
include, but are not limited to—

(1) Personnel costs based upon total
cost to PHMSA;

(2) Travel, lodging and subsistence;

(3) Vehicle mileage;

(4) Other direct services, materials
and supplies;

(5) Other direct costs as may be
specified in the Master Agreement.

(b) [Reserved]

§190.411 Procedures for billing and
payment of fee.

All PHMSA cost calculations for
billing purposes are determined from
the best available PHMSA records.

(a) PHMSA bills an applicant for cost
recovery fees as specified in the Master
Agreement, but the applicant will not be
billed more frequently than quarterly.

(1) PHMSA will itemize cost recovery
bills in sufficient detail to allow
independent verification of calculations.

(2) [Reserved]

(b) PHMSA will monitor the
applicant’s account balance. Should the
account balance fall below the required
minimum balance specified in the
Master Agreement, PHMSA may request
at any time the applicant submit

—
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payment within 30 days to maintain the
minimum balance.

(c) PHMSA will provide an updated
estimate of costs to the applicant on or
near October 1st of each calendar year.

(d) Payment of cost recovery fees is
due within 30 days of issuance of a bill
for the fees. If payment is not made
within 30 days, PHMSA may charge an
annual rate of interest (as set by the
Department of Treasury’s Statutory Debt
Collection Authorities) on any
outstanding debt, as specified in the
Master Agreement.

(e) Payment of the cost recovery fee by
the applicant does not obligate or
prevent PHMSA from taking any
particular action during safety
inspections on the project.

PART 191—TRANSPORTATION OF
NATURAL AND OTHER GAS BY
PIPELINE; ANNUAL REPORTS,
INCIDENT REPORTS, AND SAFETY-
RELATED CONDITION REPORTS

m 6. The authority citation for part 191,
as revised in 80 FR12762 (March 11,
2015), effective October 1, 2015,
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 5121, 60102, 60103,
60104, 60108, 60117, 60118, and 60124, and
49 CFR 1.97.

m 7.In §191.3, add the definition
“Confirmed discovery” in alphabetical
order to read as follows:

§191.3 Definitions.
* * * * *

Confirmed discovery means there is
sufficient information to determine that
a reportable event may have occurred
even if an evaluation has not been

completed.
* * * * *

m 8.In § 191.5, paragraph (a) is revised,
paragraph (b)(5) is re-designated as
paragraph (b)(6) and new paragraph
(b)(5) and paragraph (c) are added to
read as follows:

§191.5 Immediate notice of certain
incidents.

(a) At the earliest practicable moment
following discovery, but no later than
one hour after confirmed discovery,
each operator must give notice in
accordance with paragraph (b) of this
section of each incident as defined in

§191.3.

(b) * % %

(5) The amount of product loss.
* * * * *

(c) Within 48 hours after the
confirmed discovery of an incident, to
the extent practicable, an operator must
revise or confirm its initial telephonic
notice required in paragraph (b) of this
section with a revised estimate of the

amount of product released, an estimate
of the number of fatalities and injuries,
and all other significant facts that are
known by the operator that are relevant
to the cause of the incident or extent of
the damages. If there are no changes or
revisions to the initial report, the
operator must confirm the estimates in
its initial report.

m 9.In § 191.22, paragraph (c)(1)(ii) is
revised and paragraphs (c)(1)(iv) and
(c)(1)(v) are added to read as follows:

§191.22 National Registry of Pipeline and
LNG operators.
* * * * *

(C] EE

(1) * * %

(i1) Construction of 10 or more miles
of a new or replacement pipeline;

* * * * *

(iv) Reversal of product flow direction
when the reversal is expected to last
more than 30 days. This notification is
not required for pipeline systems
already designed for bi-directional flow;
or

(v) A pipeline converted for service
under § 192.14 of this chapter, or a
change in commodity as reported on the
annual report as required by § 191.17.

* * * * *

PART 192—TRANSPORTATION OF
NATURAL AND OTHER GAS BY
PIPELINE: MINIMUM FEDERAL
SAFETY STANDARDS

m 10. The authority citation for part 192,
as revised in 80 FR 12762 (March 11,
2015), effective October 1, 2015,
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 5103, 60102, 60104,
60108, 60109, 60110, 60113, 60118, and
60137; and 49 CFR 1.97.

m 11.In § 192.9, paragraph (c) is revised,
paragraph (d)(8) is added, and the table
in paragraph (e)(2) is revised to read as

follows:

§192.9 What requirements apply to
gathering lines?
* * * * *

(c) Type A lines. An operator of a
Type A regulated onshore gathering line
must comply with the requirements of
this part applicable to transmission
lines, except the requirements in
§192.150 and in subpart O of this part.
An operator must establish and
implement an operator qualification
program in accordance with Subpart N
of this part.

(d)* * =

(8) Establish and implement an
operator qualification program in
accordance with Subpart N of this part.

* * * * *

(e]* * %

(2) If a regulated onshore gathering
line existing on April 14, 2006 was not
previously subject to this part, an
operator has until the date stated in the
second column to comply with the
applicable requirement for the line
listed in the first column, unless the
Administrator finds a later deadline is
justified in a particular case:

: Compliance
Requirement dez‘fdline

Control corrosion according | April 15, 2009.
to Subpart | requirements
for transmission lines.

Carry out a damage preven- | October 15,
tion program under 2007.
§192.614.

Establish MAOP under October 15,
§192.619. 2007.

Install and maintain line April 15, 2008.
markers under § 192.707.

Establish a public education | April 15, 2008.

program under § 192.616.
Establish an operator quali-
fication program accord-

[date one year
after publica-

ing to Subpart N require- tion of a final
ments if an operator of a rule].
Type A or Type B regu-
lated onshore gathering
line.
Other provisions of this part | April 15, 2009.

as required by paragraph
(c) of this section for Type
A lines.

* * * * *

m 12.In § 192.14, paragraph (c) is added
to read as follows

§192.14 Conversion to service subject to
this part.

* * * * *

(c) An operator converting a pipeline
from service not previously covered by
this part must notify PHMSA 60 days
before the conversion occurs as required
by §191.22 of this chapter.

m 13.In Section 192.175, paragraph (b)
is revised to read as follows:

§192.175 Pipe-type and bottle-type
holders.

* * * * *

(b) Each pipe-type or bottle-type
holder must have minimum clearance
from other holders in accordance with
the following formula:

C = (3D*P*F)/1000) in inches; (C =
(3D*P*F*)/6,895) in millimeters in
which:

C = Minimum clearance between pipe
containers or bottles in inches
(millimeters).

D = Outside diameter of pipe containers or
bottles in inches (millimeters).

P = Maximum allowable operating pressure,
psi (kPa) gauge.

F = Design factor as set forth in §192.111 of
this part.





39932

Federal Register/Vol. 80, No. 132/Friday, July 10, 2015/Proposed Rules

m 14.In § 192.225, paragraph (a) is
revised to read as follows:

§192.225 Welding procedures.

(a) Welding must be performed by a
qualified welder or welding operator in
accordance with welding procedures
qualified under section 5, section 12,
Appendix A or Appendix B of API Std
1104 (incorporated by reference, see
§192.7) or section IX of the ASME
Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code (ASME
BPVC) (incorporated by reference, see
§192.7) to produce welds meeting the
requirements of this subpart. The
quality of the test welds used to qualify
welding procedures must be determined
by destructive testing in accordance
with the applicable welding standard(s).
* * * * *

m 15.In § 192.227, paragraph (a) is
revised to read as follows:

§192.227 Qualification of welders.

(a) Except as provided in paragraph
(b) of this section, each welder or
welding operator must be qualified in
accordance with section 6, section 12,
Appendix A or Appendix B of API Std
1104 (incorporated by reference, see
§192.7) or section IX of the ASME
Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code (ASME
BPVC) (incorporated by reference, see
§192.7). However, a welder or welding
operator qualified under an earlier
edition than the listed in § 192.7 of this
part may weld but may not requalify
under that earlier edition.

* * * * *

m 16.In § 192.631, paragraphs (b)(3),
(b)(4), (h)(4) and (h)(5) are revised and
paragraphs (b)(5) and (h)(6) are added to
read as follows:

§192.631 Control room management.
* * * * *
(b) L

(3) A controller’s role during an
emergency, even if the controller is not
the first to detect the emergency,
including the controller’s responsibility
to take specific actions and to
communicate with others;

(4) A method of recording controller
shift-changes and any hand-over of
responsibility between controllers; and

(5) The roles, responsibilities and
qualifications of others with the
authority to direct or supersede the
specific technical actions of a controller.

(h) * ok %

(4) Training that will provide a
controller a working knowledge of the
pipeline system, especially during the
development of abnormal operating
conditions;

(5) For pipeline operating setups that
are periodically, but infrequently used,

providing an opportunity for controllers
to review relevant procedures in
advance of their application; and

(6) Control room team training and
exercises that include both controllers
and other individuals who would
reasonably be expected to interact with
controllers (control room personnel)
during normal, abnormal or emergency
situations.
* * * * *

m 17. Section 192.740 is added to read
as follows:

§192.740 Pressure regulating, limiting,
and overpressure protection—Individual
service lines originating on production,
gathering, or transmission pipelines.

(a) This section applies, except as
provided in paragraph (c) of this
section, to any service line that
originates from a production, gathering,
or transmission pipeline that is not
operated as part of a distribution
system.

(b) Each pressure regulating/limiting
device, relief device, automatic shutoff
device, and associated equipment must
be inspected and tested at least once
every 3 calendar years, not exceeding 39
months, to determine that it is:

(1) In good mechanical condition;

(2) Adequate from the standpoint of
capacity and reliability of operation for
the service in which it is employed;

(3) Set to control or relieve at the
correct pressure consistent with the
pressure limits of § 192.197; and to limit
the pressure on the inlet of the service
regulator to 60 psi (414 kPa) gage or less
in case the upstream regulator fails to
function properly; and

(4) Properly installed and protected
from dirt, liquids, or other conditions
that might prevent proper operation.

(c) This section does not apply to
equipment installed on service lines
that only serve engines that power
irrigation pumps.

m 18. Section 192.801 is revised to read
as follows:

§192.801 Scope.

This subpart prescribes the minimum
requirements for operator qualification
of individuals performing covered tasks
as defined in § 192.803 on a pipeline
facility.

m 19. Section 192.803 is revised to read
as follows:

§192.803 Definitions.

For purposes of the subpart the
following definitions apply:

Abnormal operating condition means
a condition identified by the operator
that may indicate a malfunction of a
component or deviation from normal
operations that may:

(1) Indicate a condition exceeding
design limits; or

(2) Result in a hazard(s) to persons,
property, or the environment.

Adversely affects means a negative
impact on the safety or integrity of the
pipeline facilities.

Covered task means an activity
identified by the operator that affects
the safety or integrity of the pipeline
facility. A covered task includes, but is
not limited to, the performance of any
operations, maintenance, construction
or emergency response task.

Direct and observe means the process
where a qualified individual personally
observes the work activities of an
individual not qualified to perform a
single covered task, and is able to take
immediate corrective action when
necessary.

Emergency response tasks are those
identified operations and maintenance
covered tasks that could reasonably be
expected to be performed during an
emergency to return the pipeline
facilities to a safe operating condition.

Evaluation means a process,
established and documented by the
operator, to determine an individual’s
ability to perform a covered task by any
of the following:

(1) Written examination;

(2) Oral examination;

(3) Work performance history review;

(4) Observation during;

(i) Performance on the job;
(ii) On the job training; or
(iii) Simulations; and

(5) Other forms of assessment

Knowledge, skills and abilities, as it
applies to individuals performing a
covered task, means that an individual
can apply information to the
performance of a covered task, has the
ability to perform mental and physical
activities developed or acquired through
training, and has the mental and
physical capacity to perform the
covered task.

Qualified as it applies to an
individual performing a covered task,
means that an individual has been
evaluated and can:

(1) Perform assigned covered tasks;

(2) Recognize and react to abnormal
operating conditions that may be
encountered while performing a
particular covered task;

(3) Demonstrate technical knowledge
required to perform the covered task,
such as: equipment selection,
maintenance of equipment, calibration
and proper operation of equipment,
including variations that may be
encountered in the covered task
performance due to equipment and
environmental differences;
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(4) Demonstrate the technical skills
required to perform the covered task, for
example:

(i) Variations required in the covered
task performance due to equipment and/
or new operations differences or
changes;

(ii) Variations required in covered
task performance due to conditions or
context differences (e.g., hot work
versus work on evacuated pipeline); and

(5) Meet the physical abilities
required to perform the specific covered
task (e.g., color vision or hearing).

Safety or integrity means the reliable
condition of a pipeline facility
(operationally sound or having the
ability to withstand stresses imposed)
affected by any operation, maintenance
or construction task, and/or an
emergency response.

Significant changes means the
following as it relates to operator
qualification:

(1) Wholesale changes to the program;

(2) Change in evaluation methods (i.e.
performance and written to written
only);

(3) Increases in evaluation intervals
(i.e. from 1 to 5 years); or

(4) Removal of covered tasks (not
including combining covered tasks).

Span of control means the ratio of
nonqualified to qualified individuals
where the nonqualified individual may
be directed and observed by a qualified
individual when performing a covered
task, with consideration to complexity
of the covered task and the operational
conditions when performing the
covered task.

m 20. Section 192.805 is revised to read
as follows:

§192.805 AQualification program.

(a) General. An operator must have
and follow a written operator
qualification program that meets the
requirements of paragraph (b) of this
section for all pipelines regulated under
part 192. The written program must be
available for review by the
Administrator or by a state agency
participating under 49 U.S.C. chapter
601 if the program is under the
authority of that state agency.

(b) Program Requirements. The
operator qualification program must, at
a minimum, include provisions to:

(1) Identify covered tasks;

(2) Complete the qualification of each
individual performing a covered task
prior to the individual performing the
covered task;

(3) Ensure through evaluation that
each individual performing a covered
task is qualified to perform the covered
task provided that:

(i) Review of work performance
history is not used as a sole evaluation
method.

(ii) Observation of on-the-job
performance is not used as a sole
method of evaluation. However, when
on-the-job performance is used to
complete an individual’s competency
for a covered task, the operator
qualification procedure must define the
measures used to determine successful
completion of the on-the-job
performance evaluation.

(4) Allow any individual who is not
qualified to perform a covered task to
perform the covered task if directed and
observed by a qualified individual
within the limitations of the established
span of control for the particular
covered task.

(5) Evaluate an individual if the
operator has reason to believe that the
individual’s performance of a covered
task contributed to an incident as
defined in part 191 of this chapter;

(6) Evaluate an individual if the
operator has reason to believe that the
individual is no longer qualified to
perform a covered task;

(7) Establish and maintain a
Management of Change program that
will communicate changes that affect
covered tasks to individuals performing
those covered tasks;

(8) Identify all covered tasks and the
intervals at which evaluation of an
individual’s qualifications is needed;

(9) Provide training to ensure that any
individual performing a covered task
has the necessary knowledge, skills, and
abilities to perform the task in a manner
that ensures the safety and integrity of
the operator’s pipeline facilities;

(10) Provide supplemental training for
the individual when procedures and
specifications are changed for the
covered task;

(11) Establish the requirements to be
an Evaluator, including the necessary
training; and

(12) Develop and implement a process
to measure the program’s effectiveness
in accordance with § 192.805

(c) Changes. An operator must notify
the Administrator or a State agency
participating under 49 U.S.C. Chapter
601 if the operator significantly
modifies the program after the
Administrator or state agency has
verified that it complies with this
section. Notifications to PHMSA may be
submitted by electronic mail to
InformationResourcesManager@dot.gov,
or by mail to ATTN: Information
Resources Manager DOT/PHMSA/OPS,
East Building, 2nd Floor, E22—-321, New
Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, DC
20590.

m 21. Section 192.807 is revised to read
as follows:

§192.807 Program effectiveness.

(a) General. The qualification program
must include a written process to
measure the program’s effectiveness. An
effective program minimizes human
error caused by an individual’s lack of
knowledge, skills and abilities (KSAs) to
perform covered tasks. An operator
must conduct the program effectiveness
review once each calendar year not to
exceed 15 months.

(b) Process. The process to measure
program effectiveness must:

(1) Evaluate if the qualification
program is being implemented and
executed as written; and

(2) Establish provisions to amend the
program to include any changes
necessary to address the findings of the
program effectiveness review.

(c) Measures. The operator must
develop program measures to determine
the effectiveness of the qualification
program. The operator must, at a
minimum, include and use the
following measures to evaluate the
effectiveness of the program.

(1) Number of occurrences caused by
any individual whose performance of a
covered task(s) adversely affected the
safety or integrity of the pipeline due to
any of the following deficiencies:

(i) Evaluation was not conducted
properly;

(ii) KSAs for the specific covered
task(s) were not adequately determined;

(iii) Training was not adequate for the
specific covered task(s);

(iv) Change made to a covered task or
the KSAs was not adequately evaluated
for necessary changes to training or
evaluation;

(v) Change to a covered task(s) or the
KSAs was not adequately
communicated;

(vi) Individual failed to recognize an
abnormal operating condition, whether
it is task specific or non-task specific,
which occurs anywhere on the system;

(vii) Individual failed to take the
appropriate action following the
recognition of an abnormal operating
condition (task specific or non-task
specific) that occurs anywhere on the
system;

(viii) Individual was not qualified;

(ix) Nonqualified individual was not
being directed and observed by a
qualified individual;

(x) Individual did not follow
approved procedures and/or use
approved equipment;

(xi) Span of control was not followed;

(xii) Evaluator or training did not
follow program or meet requirements; or
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(xiii) The qualified individual
supervised more than one covered task
at the time.

(2) [Reserved]

m 22. Section 192.809 is revised to read
as follows:

§192.809 Recordkeeping.

Each operator must maintain records
that demonstrate compliance with this
subpart.

(a) Individual qualification records.
Individual qualification records must
include:

(1) Identification of qualified
individual(s),

(2) Identification of the covered tasks
the individual is qualified to perform;

(3) Date(s) of current qualification;

(4) Qualification method(s);

(5) Evaluation to recognize and react
to an abnormal operating condition,
whether it is task-specific non-task
specific, which occurs anywhere on the
system;

(6) Name of evaluator and date of
evaluation; and

(7) Training required to support an
individual’s qualification or
requalification.

(b) Program records. Program records
must include, at a minimum, the
following:

(1) Program effectiveness reviews;

(2) Program changes;

(3) List of program abnormal
operating conditions;

(4) Program management of change
notifications;

(5) Covered task list to include all task
specific and non-task specific covered
tasks;

(6) Span of control ratios for each
covered task:

(7) Reevaluation intervals for each
covered task;

(8) Evaluations method(s) for each
covered task; and

(9) Criteria and training for evaluators.

(c) Retention period—(1) Individual
qualification records. An operator must
maintain records of qualified
individuals who performed covered
tasks. Records supporting an
individual’s current qualification must
be retained while the individual is
performing the covered task. Records of
prior qualification and records of
individuals no longer performing
covered tasks must be retained for a
period of five years.

(2) Program records. An operator must
maintain records required by paragraph
(b) of this section for a period of five
years.

m 23. Section 192.1003 is revised to read
as follows:

§192.1003 What do the regulations in this
subpart cover?

(a) General. Unless excepted in
paragraph (b) of this section this subpart
prescribes minimum requirements for
an IM program for any gas distribution
pipeline covered under this part,
including liquefied petroleum gas
systems. A gas distribution operator,
other than a master meter operator or a
small LPG operator, must follow the
requirements in §§ 192.1005 through
192.1013 of this subpart. A master meter
operator or small LPG operator of a gas
distribution pipeline must follow the
requirements in § 192.1015 of this
subpart.

(b) Exceptions. This subpart does not
apply to a service line that originates
directly from a transmission, gathering,
or production pipeline.

PART 195—TRANSPORTATION OF
HAZARDOUS LIQUIDS BY PIPELINE

m 24. The authority citation for part 195,
as revised in 80 FR12762 (March 11,
2015), effective October 1, 2015,
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 5103, 60102, 60104,
60108, 60109, 60118, 60137, and 49 CFR
1.97.

m 25.In §195.2, add the definitions
“Confirmed discovery,” “In-Line
Inspection (ILI),” “In-Line Inspection
Tool or Instrumented Internal
Inspection Device,” and ““Significant
stress corrosion cracking” in
alphabetical order to read as follows:

§195.2 Definitions.

* * * * *

Confirmed discovery means there is
sufficient information to determine that
a reportable event may have occurred
even if an evaluation has not been

completed.
* * * * *

In-Line Inspection (ILI) means the
inspection of a pipeline from the
interior of the pipe using an in-line
inspection tool. Also called intelligent
or smart pigging.

In-Line Inspection Tool or
Instrumented Internal Inspection Device
means a device or vehicle that uses a
non-destructive testing technique to
inspect the pipeline from the inside.
Also known as intelligent or smart pig.
* * * * *

Significant Stress Corrosion Cracking
means a stress corrosion cracking (SCC)
cluster in which the deepest crack, in a
series of interacting cracks, is greater
than 10% of the wall thickness and the
total interacting length of the cracks is
equal to or greater than 75% of the
critical length of a 50% through-wall

flaw that would fail at a stress level of
110% of SMYS.

* * * * *

m 26.In §195.3:
m a. Add paragraph (b)(23);
m b. Redesignate paragraphs (d) through
(h) as (e) through (i) respectively and
add a new paragraph (d); and
m c. Add paragraphs (g)(3) and (4) to the
newly redesignated paragraph (g).

The additions read as follows:

§195.3 Incorporation by reference.
* * * * *

(b) * *x %

(23) API Standard 1163, “In-Line
Inspection Systems Qualification
Standard” 1st edition, August 2005,
(API Std 1163), IBR approved for
§195.591.

* * * * *

(d) American Society for
Nondestructive Testing, P.O. Box 28518,
1711 Arlingate Lane, Columbus, OH,
43228. https://asnt.org.

(1) ANSI/ASNT ILI-PQ-2010, “In-line
Inspection Personnel Qualification and
Certification” (2010), (ANSI/ASNT ILI-
PQ), IBR approved for § 195.591.

(2) [Reserved]

* * * * *

(g) * x %

(3) NACE SP0102-2010, Standard
Practice, “Inline Inspection of
Pipelines” approved March 3, 2010,
(NACE SP0102), IBR approved for
§195.591

(4) NACE SP0204-2008, Standard
Practice, ““Stress Corrosion Cracking
Direct Assessment” approved
September 18, 2008, (NACE SP0204),
IBR approved for § 195.588(c).

m 27.In §195.5, paragraph (d) is added
to read as follows:

§195.5 Conversion to service subject to
this part.

* * * * *

(d) An operator converting a pipeline
from service not previously covered by
this part must notify PHMSA 60 days
before the conversion occurs as required
by §195.64
m 28.In § 195.11 paragraph (b)(11) is
revised to read as follows:

§195.11 What is a regulated rural
gathering line and what requirements
apply?

(b) * % %

(11) Establish and implement an
operator qualification program in
accordance with Subpart G of this part
before [DATE ONE YEAR AFTER DATE
OF PUBLICATION OF A FINAL RULE
IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER].

* * * * *
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m 29.In § 195.52, paragraph (a)
introductory text and paragraph (d) are
revised to read as follows:

§195.52
accidents.

(a) Notice requirements. At the
earliest practicable moment following
discovery, of a release of the hazardous
liquid or carbon dioxide transported
resulting in an event described in
§195.50, but no later than one hour after
confirmed discovery, the operator of the
system must give notice, in accordance
with paragraph (b) of this section of any
failure that:

* * * * *

(d) New information. Within 48 hours
after the confirmed discovery of an
accident, to the extent practicable, an
operator must revise or confirm its
initial telephonic notice required in
paragraph (b) of this section with a
revised estimate of the amount of
product released, location of the failure,
time of the failure, a revised estimate of
the number of fatalities and injuries,
and all other significant facts that are
known by the operator that are relevant
to the cause of the accident or extent of
the damages. If there are no changes or
revisions to the initial report, the
operator must confirm the estimates in
its initial report.

§195.64 [Amended]

m 30.In § 195.64, in paragraph (a), the
term “hazardous liquid” is removed and
replaced with the term “hazardous
liquid or carbon dioxide” in the first
sentence.

m 31.In §195.64, as amended at 80 FR
12762 (March 11, 2015), effective
October 1, 2015, paragraph (c)(1)(ii) is
revised and paragraphs (c)(1)(iii) and
(c)(1)(iv) are added to read as follows:

Immediate notice of certain

§195.64 National Registry of Pipeline and
LNG operators.

* * * * *

(C) * k%

(1) R

(ii) Construction of 10 or more miles
of a new or replacement hazardous
liquid or carbon dioxide pipeline;

(iii) Reversal of product flow direction
when the reversal is expected to last
more than 30 days. This notification is
not required for pipeline systems
already designed for bi-directional flow;
or

(iv) A pipeline converted for service
under § 195.5, or a change in
commodity as reported on the annual
report as required by § 195.49.

* * * * *

m 32.In §195.120, the title and
paragraph (a) are revised to read as
follows:

§195.120 Passage of In-Line Inspection
tools.

(a) Except as provided in paragraphs
(b) and (c) of this section, each new
pipeline and each replacement of line
pipe, valve, fitting, or other line
component in a pipeline must be
designed and constructed to
accommodate the passage of an In-Line
Inspection tool, in accordance with
NACE SP0102-2010, Section 7

(incorporated by reference, see § 195.3).
* * * * *

m 33.In §195.214, as amended at 80 FR
12762 (March 11, 2015), effective
October 1, 2015, paragraph (a) is revised
to read as follows:

§195.214 Welding procedures.

(a) Welding must be performed by a
qualified welder or welding operator in
accordance with welding procedures
qualified under Section 5, section 12,
Appendix A or Appendix B of API Std
1104 (incorporated by reference, see
§195.3), or Section IX of the ASME
Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code (ASME
BPVC) (incorporated by reference, see
§195.3). The quality of the test welds
used to qualify the welding procedures
must be determined by destructive
testing.

m 34.In §195.222, as amended at 80 FR
12762 (March 11, 2015), effective

October 1, 2015, paragraph (a) is revised
to read as follows:

§195.222 Welders and welding operators:
Qualification of welders and welding
operators.

(a) Each welder or welding operator
must be qualified in accordance with
section 6, section 12, Appendix A or
Appendix B of API Std 1104
(incorporated by reference, see § 195.3)
or section IX of the ASME Boiler and
Pressure Vessel Code (ASME BPVC),
(incorporated by reference, see § 195.3)
except that a welder or welding operator
qualified under an earlier edition than
listed in § 195.3, may weld but may not

requalify under that earlier edition.
* * * * *

§195.248 [Amended]

m 35.In § 195.248, the phrase “100 feet
(30 millimeters)” is removed and
replaced with the phrase “100 feet (30.5
meters)” in the table to paragraph (a).

m 36.In § 195.446, revise paragraphs
(b)(3) and (b)(4), add paragraph (b)(5),
revise paragraphs (h)(4) and (h)(5), and
add paragraph (h)(6) to read as follows:

§195.446 Control room management.

* * * * *

(b)* E

(3) A controller’s role during an
emergency, even if the controller is not
the first to detect the emergency,
including the controller’s responsibility
to take specific actions and to
communicate with others;

(4) A method of recording controller
shift-changes and any hand-over of
responsibility between controllers; and

(5) The roles, responsibilities and
qualifications of others who have the
authority to direct or supersede the

specific technical actions of controllers.
* * * * *

(h) * k%

(4) Training that will provide a
controller a working knowledge of the
pipeline system, especially during the
development of abnormal operating
conditions;

(5) For pipeline operating setups that
are periodically, but infrequently used,
providing an opportunity for controllers
to review relevant procedures in
advance of their application; and

(6) Control room team training that
includes both controllers and other
individuals who would reasonably be
expected to interact with controllers
(control room personnel) during normal,

abnormal or emergency situations.
* * * * *

m 37.In § Section 195.452, paragraph
(a)(4) is added, paragraphs (c)(1)(i)(A)
and (j)(5)(i) are revised to read as
follows:

§195.452 Pipeline integrity management in
high consequence areas.

(a) * *x %

(4) Low stress pipelines as specified
in §195.12.
* * * * *

(C) * % %
(1) * *x %
(i) * * %

(A) In-Line Inspection tool or tools
capable of detecting corrosion, cracks,
and deformation anomalies including
dents, gouges and grooves. When
performing an assessment using an In-
Line Inspection Tool, an operator must
comply with § 195.591;

* * * * *

(]') I .

(5) * * %

(i) In-Line Inspection tool or tools
capable of detecting corrosion, cracks,
and deformation anomalies including
dents, gouges and grooves. When
performing an assessment using an In-
Line Inspection tool, an operator must
comply with § 195.591;

* * * * *

m 38. Section 195.501 is revised to read
as follows:
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§195.501 Scope.

This subpart prescribes the minimum
requirements for operator qualification
of individuals performing covered tasks
as defined in § 195.503 on a pipeline
facility.

m 39. Section 195.503 is revised to read
as follows:

§195.503 Definitions.

For purposes of this subpart the
following definitions apply:

Abnormal operating condition means
a condition identified by the operator
that may indicate a malfunction of a
component or deviation from normal
operations that may:

(1) Indicate a condition exceeding
design limits; or

(2) Result in a hazard(s) to persons,
property, or the environment.

Adversely affects means a negative
impact on the safety or integrity of the
pipeline facilities.

Covered task means an activity
identified by the operator that affects
the safety or integrity of the pipeline
facility. A covered task includes, but is
not limited to, the performance of any
operations, maintenance, construction
or emergency response task

Direct and observe means the process
where a qualified individual personally
observes the work activities of an
individual not qualified to perform a
single covered task, and is able to take
immediate corrective action when
necessary.

Emergency response tasks are those
identified operations and maintenance
covered tasks that could reasonably be
expected to be performed during an
emergency to return the pipeline
facilities to a safe operating condition.

Evaluation means a process,
established and documented by the
operator, to determine an individual’s
ability to perform a covered task by any
of the following:

(1) Written examination;

2) Oral examination;

3) Work performance history review;
4) Observation during;

i) Performance on the job;

ii) On the job training; or

iii) Simulations; and

5) Other forms of assessment

Knowledge, skills and abilities, as it
applies to individuals performing a
covered task, means that an individual
can apply information to the
performance of a covered task, has the
ability to perform mental and physical
activities developed or acquired through
training, and has the mental and
physical capacity to perform the
covered task.

Qualified as it applies to an
individual performing a covered task,

(
(
(
(
(
(
(

means that an individual has been
evaluated and can:

(1) Perform assigned covered tasks;

(2) Recognize and react to abnormal
operating conditions that may be
encountered while performing a
particular covered task;

(3) Demonstrate technical knowledge
required to perform the covered task,
such as: Equipment selection,
maintenance of equipment, calibration
and proper operation of equipment,
including variations that may be
encountered in the covered task
performance due to equipment and
environmental differences;

(4) Demonstrate the technical skills
required to perform the covered task, for
example:

(i) Variations required in the covered
task performance due to equipment and/
or new operations differences or
changes;

(ii) Variations required in covered
task performance due to conditions or
context differences (e.g., hot work
versus work on evacuated pipeline); and

(5) Meet the physical abilities
required to perform the specific covered
task (e.g., color vision or hearing).

Safety or integrity means the reliable
condition of a pipeline facility
(operationally sound or having the
ability to withstand stresses imposed)
affected by any operation, maintenance
or construction task, and/or an
emergency response.

Significant changes means the
following as it relates to operator
qualification:

(1) Wholesale changes to the program;

(2) Change in evaluation methods (i.e.
performance and written to written
only);

(3) Increases in evaluation intervals
(i.e. from 1 to 5 years); or

(4) Removal of covered tasks (not
including combining covered tasks).

Span of control means the ratio of
nonqualified to qualified individuals
where the nonqualified individual may
be directed and observed by a qualified
individual when performing a covered
task, with consideration to complexity
of the covered task and the operational
conditions when performing the
covered task.

m 40. Section 195.505, as amended at 80
FR 12762 (March 11, 2015), effective
October 1, 2015, is revised to read as
follows:

§195.505 Qualification program.

(a) General. An operator must have
and follow a written operator
qualification program that meets the
requirements of paragraph (b) of this
section for all pipelines regulated under
part 195. The written program must be

available for review by the
Administrator or by a state agency
participating under 49 U.S.C. Chapter
601 if the program is under the
authority of that state agency.

(b) Program requirements. The
operator qualification program must, at
a minimum, include provisions to:

(1) Identify covered tasks;

(2) Complete the qualification of each
individual performing a covered task
prior to the individual performing the
covered task;

(3)(i) Ensure through evaluation that
each individual performing a covered
task is qualified to perform the covered
task provided that:

(A) Review of work performance
history is not used as a sole evaluation
method.

(B) Observation of on-the-job
performance is not used as a sole
method of evaluation. (ii) However,
when on-the-job performance is used to
complete an individual’s competency
for covered tasks, the operator
qualification procedure must define the
measures used to determine successful
completion of the on-the-job
performance evaluation.

(4) Allow any individual who is not
qualified pursuant to this subpart to
perform a covered task if directed and
observed by a qualified individual
within the limitations of the established
span of control for the particular
covered task;

(5) Evaluate an individual if the
operator has reason to believe that the
individual’s performance of a covered
task contributed to an accident as
defined in § 195.52;

(6) Evaluate an individual if the
operator has reason to believe that the
individual is no longer qualified to
perform a covered task;

(7) Establish and maintain a
Management of Change program that
will communicate changes that affect
covered tasks to individuals performing
those covered tasks;

(8) Identify all covered tasks and the
intervals at which evaluation of an
individual’s qualifications is needed;

(9) Provide training to ensure that any
individual performing a covered task
has the necessary knowledge, skills, and
abilities to perform the task in a manner
that ensures the safety and integrity of
the operator’s pipeline facilities;

(10) Provide supplemental training for
the individual when procedures and
specifications are changed for the
covered task;

(11) Establish the requirements to be
an Evaluator, including the necessary
training; and
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(12) Develop and implement a process
to measure the program’s effectiveness
in accordance with § 195.505

(c) Changes. An operator must notify
the Administrator or a State agency
participating under 49 U.S.C. Chapter
601 if the operator significantly
modifies the program after the
Administrator or state agency has
verified that it complies with this
section. Notifications to PHMSA may be
submitted by electronic mail to
InformationResourcesManager@dot.gov,
or by mail to ATTN: Information
Resources Manager DOT/PHMSA/OPS,
East Building, 2nd Floor, E22-321, New
Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, DC
20590.

m 41. Section 195.507 is revised to read
as follows:

§195.507 Program effectiveness.

(a) General. The qualification program
must include a written process to
measure the program’s effectiveness. An
effective program minimizes human
error caused by an individual’s lack of
knowledge, skills and abilities (KSAs) to
perform covered tasks. An operator
must conduct the program effectiveness
review once each calendar year not to
exceed 15 months.

(b) Process. The process to measure
program effectiveness must:

(1) Evaluate if the qualification
program is being implemented and
executed as written; and

(2) Establish provisions to amend the
program to include any changes
necessary to address the findings of the
program effectiveness review.

(c) Measures. The operator must
develop program measures to determine
the effectiveness of the qualification
program. The operator must, at a
minimum, include and use the
following measures to evaluate the
effectiveness of the program.

(1) Number of occurrences caused by
any individual whose performance of a
covered task(s) adversely affected the
safety or integrity of the pipeline due to
any of the following deficiencies:

(i) Evaluation was not conducted
properly;

(i1) KSAs for the specific covered
task(s) were not adequately determined;

(iii) Training was not adequate for the
specific covered task(s);

(iv) Change made to a covered task or
the KSAs was not adequately evaluated
for necessary changes to training or
evaluation;

(v) Change to a covered task(s) or the
KSAs was not adequately
communicated;

(vi) Individual failed to recognize an
abnormal operating condition, whether
it is task-specific or non-task specific,
which occurs anywhere on the system;

(vii) Individual failed to take the
appropriate action following the
recognition of an abnormal operating
condition (task-specific or non-task-
specific) that occurs anywhere on the
system;

(viii) Individual was not qualified;

(ix) Nonqualified individual was not
being directed and observed by a
qualified individual;

(x) Individual did not follow
approved procedures and/or use
approved equipment;

(xi) Span of control was not followed;

(xii) Evaluator or training did not
follow program or meet requirements; or

(xiii) The qualified individual
supervised more than one covered task
at the time.

(2) [Reserved]

m 42. Section 195.509 is revised to read
as follows:

§195.509 Recordkeeping.

Each operator must maintain records
that demonstrate compliance with this
subpart.

(a) Individual qualification records.
Individual qualification records must
include at a minimum:

(1) Identification of qualified
individual(s),

(2) Identification of the covered tasks
the individual is qualified to perform;

(3) Date(s) of current qualification;

(4) Qualification method(s);

(5) Evaluation to recognize and react
to an abnormal operating condition,
whether it is task-specific or non-task-
specific, which occurs anywhere on the
system;

(6) Name of evaluator and date of
evaluation; and

(7) Training required to support an
individual’s qualification or
requalification.

(b) Program records. Program records
must include, at a minimum, the
following:

(1) Program effectiveness reviews;

(2) Program changes;

(3) List of program abnormal
operating conditions;

(4) Program management of change
notifications;

(5) Covered task list to include all
task-specific and non-task specific
covered tasks;

(6) Span of control ratios for each
covered task:

(7) Reevaluation intervals for each
covered task;

(8) Evaluations method(s) for each
covered task; and

(9) Criteria and training for evaluators.

(c) Retention period—(i) Individual
qualification records. An operator must
maintain records of qualified
individuals who performed covered

tasks. Records supporting an
individual’s current qualification must
be retained while the individual is
performing the covered task. Records of
prior qualification and records of
individuals no longer performing
covered tasks must be retained for a
period of five years.

(ii) Program records. An operator
must maintain records as required in
paragraph (b) of this section for a period
of five years.

m 43.In § 195.588, paragraph (a) is
revised and paragraph (c) is added to
read as follows:

§195.588 What standards apply to direct
assessment?

(a) If you use direct assessment on an
onshore pipeline to evaluate the effects
of external corrosion or stress corrosion
cracking, you must follow the
requirements of this section. This
section does not apply to methods
associated with direct assessment, such
as close interval surveys, voltage
gradient surveys, or examination of
exposed pipelines, when used
separately from the direct assessment
process.

* * * * *

(c) If you use direct assessment on an
onshore pipeline to evaluate the effects
of stress corrosion cracking, you must
develop and follow a Stress Corrosion
Cracking Direct Assessment plan that
meets all requirements and
recommendations of NACE SP0204—
2008 (incorporated by reference, see
§195.3) and that implements all four
steps of the Stress Corrosion Cracking
Direct Assessment process including
pre-assessment, indirect inspection,
detailed examination and post-
assessment. As specified in NACE
SP0204-2008, Section 1.1.7, Stress
Corrosion Cracking Direct Assessment is
complementary with other inspection
methods such as in-line inspection or
hydrostatic testing and is not
necessarily an alternative or
replacement for these methods in all
instances. In addition, the plan must
provide for—

(1) Data gathering and integration. An
operator’s plan must provide for a
systematic process to collect and
evaluate data to identify whether the
conditions for stress corrosion cracking
are present and to prioritize the
segments for assessment in accordance
with NACE SP0204-2008, Sections 3
and 4, and Table 1. This process must
also include gathering and evaluating
data related to SCC at all sites an
operator excavates during the conduct
of its pipeline operations (both within
and outside covered segments) where
the criteria in NACE SP0204-2008
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indicate the potential for Stress
Corrosion Cracking Direct Assessment.
This data gathering process must be
conducted in accordance with NACE
SP0204-2008, Section 5.3, and must
include, at a minimum, all data listed in
NACE SP0204-2008, Table 2. Further,
an operator must analyze the following
factors as part of this evaluation:

(i) The effects of a carbonate-
bicarbonate environment, including the
implications of any factors that promote
the production of a carbonate-
bicarbonate environment such as soil
temperature, moisture, factors that affect
the rate of carbon dioxide generation,
and/or cathodic protection.

(ii) The effects of cyclic loading
conditions on the susceptibility and
propagation of SCC in both high-pH and
near-neutral-pH environments.

(ii1) The effects of variations in
applied cathodic protection such as
overprotection, cathodic protection loss
for extended periods, and high negative
potentials.

(iv) The effects of coatings that shield
cathodic protection when disbonded
from the pipe.

(v) Other factors that affect the
mechanistic properties associated with
SCC including but not limited to
operating pressures, high tensile
residual stresses, and the presence of
sulfides.

(2) Indirect inspection. In addition to
the requirements and recommendations
of NACE SP0204-2008, Section 4, the
plan’s procedures for indirect
inspection must include provisions for
conducting at least two different, but
complementary, indirect assessment
electrical surveys, and the basis on the
selections as the most appropriate for
the pipeline segment based on the data
gathering and integration step.

(3) Direct examination. In addition to
the requirements and recommendations
of NACE SP0204-2008, Section 5, the
plan’s procedures for direct examination
must provide for conducting a
minimum of four direct examinations
within the SCC segment at locations
determined to be the most likely for SCC
to occur.

(4) Remediation and mitigation. If any
indication of SCC is discovered in a
segment, an operator must mitigate the
threat in accordance with one of the
following applicable methods:

(i) Non-significant SCC, as defined by
NACE SP0204-2008, may be mitigated
by either hydrostatic testing in
accordance with paragraph (b)(4)(ii) of
this section, or by grinding out with
verification by Non-Destructive
Examination (NDE) methods that the
SCC defect is removed and repairing the
pipe. If grinding is used for repair, the

remaining strength of the pipe at the
repair location must be determined
using ASME/ANSI B31G or RSTRENG
and must be sufficient to meet the
design requirements of subpart C of this
part.

(ii) Significant SCC must be mitigated
using a hydrostatic testing program with
a minimum test pressure between 100%
up to 110% of the specified minimum
yield strength of the pipe for a 30
minute spike test immediately followed
by a pressure test in accordance with
subpart E of this part. The test pressure
for the entire sequence must be
continuously maintained for at least 8
hours, in accordance with subpart E of
this part. Any test failures due to SCC
must be repaired by replacement of the
pipe segment, and the segment retested
until the pipe passes the complete test
without leakage. Pipe segments that
have SCC present, but that pass the
pressure test, may be repaired by
grinding in accordance with paragraph
(c)(4)(i) of this section.

(5) Post assessment. In addition to the
requirements and recommendations of
NACE SP0204-2008, sections 6.3,
periodic reassessment, and 6.4,
effectiveness of Stress Corrosion
Cracking Direct Assessment, the plan’s
procedures for post assessment must
include development of a reassessment
plan based on the susceptibility of the
operator’s pipe to Stress Corrosion
Cracking as well as on the behavior
mechanism of identified cracking.
Factors to be considered include, but are
not limited to:

(i) Evaluation of discovered crack
clusters during the direct examination
step in accordance with NACE SP0204—
2008, sections 5.3.5.7, 5.4, and 5.5;

(ii) Conditions conducive to creation
of the carbonate-bicarbonate
environment;

(iii) Conditions in the application (or
loss) of cathodic protection that can
create or exacerbate SCC;

(iv) Operating temperature and
pressure conditions;

(v) Cyclic loading conditions;

(vi) Conditions that influence crack
initiation and growth rates;

(vii) The effects of interacting crack
clusters;

(viii) The presence of sulfides; and

(ix) Disbonded coatings that shield CP
from the pipe.

W 44. Section 195.591 is added to read
as follows:

§195.591 In-Line inspection of pipelines.
When conducting in-line inspection
of pipelines required by this part, each
operator must comply with the
requirements and recommendations of
API STD 1163-2005, Inline Inspection

Systems Qualification Standard; ANSI/
ASNT ILI-PQ-2010, Inline Inspection
Personnel Qualification and
Certification; and NACE SP0102-2010,
Inline Inspection of Pipelines
(incorporated by reference, see § 195.3).
An in-line inspection may also be
conducted using tethered or remote
control tools provided they generally
comply with those sections of NACE
SP0102-2010 that are applicable.

PART 199—DRUG AND ALCOHOL
TESTING

m 45. The authority citation for part 199
is revised to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 5103, 60102, 60104,
60108, 60117, and 60118; 49 CFR 1.97.

m 47.In § 199.105, paragraph (b) is
revised to read as follows:

§199.105 Drug tests required.

* * * * *

(b) Post-accident testing. (1) As soon
as possible but no later than 32 hours
after an accident, an operator must drug
test each surviving covered employee
whose performance of a covered
function either contributed to the
accident or cannot be completely
discounted as a contributing factor to
the accident. An operator may decide
not to test under this paragraph but such
a decision must be based on specific
information that the covered employee’s
performance had no role in the cause(s)
or severity of the accident or because of
the time between that performance and
the accident, it is not likely that a drug
test would reveal whether the
performance was affected by drug use.

(2) If a test required by this section is
not administered within the 32 hours
following the accident, the operator
must prepare and maintain its decision
stating the reasons why the test was not
promptly administered. If a test required
by paragraph (b)(1) of this section is not
administered within 32 hours following
the accident, the operator must cease
attempts to administer a drug test and
must state in the record the reasons for
not administering the test.

* * * * *

m 47.In §199.117, paragraph (a)(5) is
added to read as follows:

§199.117 Recordkeeping.

(a)* * %

(5) Records of decisions not to
administer post-accident employee drug

tests must be kept for at least 3 years.
* * * * *

m 48.In § 199.119, paragraphs (a) and
(b) are revised to read as follows:
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§199.119 Reporting of anti-drug testing
results.

(a) Each large operator (having more
than 50 covered employees) must
submit an annual Management
Information System (MIS) report to
PHMSA of its anti-drug testing using the
MIS form and instructions as required
by 49 CFR part 40 (at §40.26 and
appendix H to part 40), not later than
March 15 of each year for the prior
calendar year (January 1 through
December 31). The Administrator may
require by notice in the PHMSA Portal
(https://portal.phmsa.dot.gov/
phmsaportallanding) that small
operators (50 or fewer covered
employees), not otherwise required to
submit annual MIS reports, to prepare
and submit such reports to PHMSA.

(b) Each report required under this
section must be submitted electronically
at http://damis.dot.gov. An operator
may obtain the user name and password
needed for electronic reporting from the
PHMSA Portal (https://portal.phmsa.
dot.gov/phmsaportallanding). If
electronic reporting imposes an undue
burden and hardship, the operator may
submit a written request for an
alternative reporting method to the
Information Resources Manager, Office
of Pipeline Safety, Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration, 1200 New Jersey
Avenue SE., Washington, DC 20590.
The request must describe the undue
burden and hardship. PHMSA will
review the request and may authorize,
in writing, an alternative reporting
method. An authorization will state the
period for which it is valid, which may
be indefinite. An operator must contact
PHMSA at 202—-366—8075, or
electronically to
informationresourcesmanager@dot.gov
to make arrangements for submitting a
report that is due after a request for
alternative reporting is submitted but

before an authorization or denial is

received.
* * * * *

m 49.In § 199.225, the introductory text
and paragraph (a)(1) are revised to read
as follows:

§199.225 Alcohol tests required.

Each operator must conduct the
following types of alcohol tests for the
presence of alcohol:

(a] * *x *

(1) As soon as practicable following
an accident, each operator must test
each surviving covered employee for
alcohol if that employee’s performance
of a covered function either contributed
to the accident or cannot be completely
discounted as a contributing factor to
the accident. The decision not to
administer a test under this section
must be based on specific information
that the covered employee’s
performance had no role in the cause(s)
or severity of the accident.

* * * * *

m 50.In §199.227, paragraph (b)(4) is
added to read as follows:

§199.227 Retention of records.

* * * * *

(b) EE

(4) Three years. Records of decisions
not to administer post-accident
employee alcohol tests must be kept for
a minimum of three years.
m 51.In §199.229, paragraphs (a) and (c)
are revised as follows:

§199.229 Reporting of alcohol testing
results.

(a) Each large operator (having more
than 50 covered employees) must
submit an annual MIS report to PHMSA
of its alcohol testing results using the
MIS form and instructions as required
by 49 CFR part 40 (at §40.26 and
appendix H to part 40), not later than
March 15 of each year for the prior

calendar year (January 1 through
December 31). The Administrator may
require by notice in the PHMSA Portal
(https://portal.phmsa.dot.gov/
phmsaportallanding) that small
operators (50 or fewer covered
employees), not otherwise required to
submit annual MIS reports, to prepare
and submit such reports to PHMSA.

* * * * *

(c) Each report required under this
section must be submitted electronically
at http://damis.dot.gov. An operator
may obtain the user name and password
needed for electronic reporting from the
PHMSA Portal (https://
portal.phmsa.dot.gov/
phmsaportallanding). If electronic
reporting imposes an undue burden and
hardship, the operator may submit a
written request for an alternative
reporting method to the Information
Resources Manager, Office of Pipeline
Safety, Pipeline and Hazardous
Materials Safety Administration, 1200
New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington,
DC 20590. The request must describe
the undue burden and hardship.
PHMSA will review the request and
may authorize, in writing, an alternative
reporting method. An authorization will
state the period for which it is valid,
which may be indefinite. An operator
must contact PHMSA at 202-366-8075,
or electronically to
informationresourcesmanager@dot.gov
to make arrangements for submitting a
report that is due after a request for
alternative reporting is submitted but
before an authorization or denial is
received.

* * * * *

Issued in Washington, DC, on June 26,
2015, under authority delegated in 49 CFR
part 1.97.

Jeffrey D. Wiese,

Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety.
[FR Doc. 201516264 Filed 7-9-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-60-P
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration

49 CFR Part 192

[Docket No. PHMSA-2014-0098]
RIN 2137-AE93

Pipeline Safety: Plastic Pipe Rule

AGENCY: Pipeline and Hazardous
Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA), Department of Transportation
(DOT).

ACTION: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: PHMSA is proposing to
amend the natural and other gas
pipeline safety regulations (49 CFR part
192) to address regulatory requirements
involving plastic piping systems used in
gas services. These proposed
amendments are intended to correct
errors, address inconsistencies, and
respond to petitions for rulemaking. The
requirements in several subject matter
areas are affected, including
incorporation of tracking and
traceability provisions; design factor for
polyethylene (PE) pipe; more stringent
mechanical fitting requirements;
updated and additional regulations for
risers; expanded use of Polyamide-11
(PA—11) thermoplastic pipe;
incorporation of newer Polyamide-12
(PA-12) thermoplastic pipe; and
incorporation of updated and additional
standards for fittings.

DATES: Submit comments on or before
July 31, 2015.

ADDRESSES: Comments should reference
Docket No. PHMSA-2014—-0098 and
may be submitted in the following ways:

o E-Gov Web site: http://
www.regulations.gov. This Web site
allows the public to enter comments on
any Federal Register notice issued by
any agency. Follow the instructions for
submitting comments.

e Fax:1-202-493-2251.

e Mail: Docket Management System:
U.S. Department of Transportation,
Docket Operations, M—30, Room W12—
140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.,
Washington, DC 20590-0001.

e Hand Delivery: DOT Docket
Management System, West Building
Ground Floor, Room W12-140, 1200
New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington,
DC 20590-0001 between 9 a.m. and 5
p.m., Monday through Friday, except
Federal holidays.

Instructions: If you submit your
comments by mail, please submit two
copies. To receive confirmation that
PHMSA received your comments,

include a self-addressed stamped
postcard.

Note: Comments are posted without
changes or edits to http://
www.regulations.gov, including any personal
information provided. There is a privacy
statement published on http://
www.regulations.gov.

Privacy Act Statement

In accordance with 5 U.S.C. 553(c),
DOT solicits comments from the public
to better inform its rulemaking process.
DOT posts these comments, without
edit, including any personal information
the commenter provides, to
www.regulations.gov, as described in
the system of records notice (DOT/ALL~
14 FDMS), which can be reviewed at
www.dot.gov/privacy.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

General Information: Cameron
Satterthwaite, Transportation Specialist,
by telephone at 202-366—1319, or by
electronic mail at
cameron.satterthwaite@dot.gov.

Technical Questions: Max Kieba,
General Engineer, by telephone at 202—
493-0595, or by electronic mail at
max.kieba@dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background

The use and availability of plastic
pipe have changed over the years with
technological innovations in the
products and best practices used in
plastic pipe installations. Progress in the
design and manufacture of plastic pipe
and components has resulted in
materials with higher strength
characteristics. Manufacturers are
instituting new practices related to
traceability. Operators are incorporating
best practices. Together, these measures
have the potential to improve with
pipeline safety and integrity. Some of
these strides have been highlighted in
petitions that are detailed below. The
pipeline safety regulations have not
stayed current with some of these
products; this rulemaking is an effort to
propose a number of revisions to
incorporate these changes in the interest
of pipeline safety.

PHMSA has received several
rulemaking petitions involving plastic
pipe. Copies of these petitions have
been placed in the docket (PHMSA-
2014-0098) for this rulemaking in
addition to the docket that may have
been initially established for the
petition. This proposed rule will
address the following petitions:

e American Gas Association (AGA)—
(Docket No. PHMSA 2010-0011)—
Petition to increase design factor 0.32 to
0.4 and incorporate updated ASTM

D2513 (standard for Polyethylene (PE)
pipe).

e Evonik Industries (Evonik) and UBE
Industries (UBE)—(Docket No. PHMSA
2010—-0009)—Petition to allow use of
Polyamide (PA-12) pipe.

e Arkema—(Docket No. PHMSA
2013-0227)—Petition to allow use of
Polyamide (PA-11) pipe at higher
pressures.

¢ Gas Piping Technology Committee
(GPTC)—Petition to allow above-
ground, encased plastic pipe for
regulator and metering stations.

While there has been much progress,
both Federal and State inspectors, have
noticed some issues related to the
installation of plastic pipe that should
be addressed in the pipeline safety
regulations. In an effort to address these
issues, respond to petitions and update
the regulations with respect to the
products and practices used in plastic
pipe system without compromising
safety, PHMSA is proposing revisions to
the Federal Pipeline Safety Regulations
(PSR) in 49 CFR part 192. This focus
will limit these proposals to plastic
pipelines in gas service and
subsequently to new, repaired, and
replaced pipes. These issues are
addressed and detailed below as
follows:

A. Tracking and Traceability
B. Design Factor for PE

C. Expanded use of PA-11
D. Incorporation of PA-12
E. Risers

F. Fittings

G. Plastic Pipe Installation

G.1.—Installation by Trenchless
Excavation (§§192.3, 192.329, and
192.376)

G.2.—Joining Plastic Pipe (§ 192.281)

G.3.—Qualifying Joining Procedures
(§192.283)

G.4.—Qualifying Persons To Make Joints
(§192.285)

G.5.—Bends (§192.313)

G.6.—Installation of Plastic Pipe
(§192.321)

G.7.—Service Lines; General Requirements
for Connections to Main Piping
(§192.367)

G.8.—Equipment Maintenance; Plastic
Pipe Joining (§ 192.756)

H. Repairs

H.1.—Repair of Plastic Pipe—Gouges
(§192.311)

H.2.—Leak Repair Clamps (§ 192.720)

I. General Provisions

I.1.—Incorporation by Reference (§192.7)

I.2.—Plastic Pipe Material (§ 192.59)

1.3.—Plastic Pipe Storage and Handling
(§192.67)

1.4 —Gathering Lines (§ 192.9)

I.5.—Merger of Sections 192.121 and
192.123

1.6.—General Design Requirements for
Components (§ 192.143)

1.7.—General Design Requirements for
Valves (§192.145)
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1.8.—General Design Requirements for
Standard Fittings (§ 192.149)

1.9.—Test Requirements for Plastic
Pipelines (§192.513)

A. Traceability and Tracking

In many cases, the lack of adequate
traceability for plastic pipe (i.e.,
appropriate markings that help identify
the location of manufacture, lot
information, size, material, pressure
rating, temperature rating and, as
appropriate, type, grade, and model,
etc., of the pipe and components) and
tracking of pipe location (i.e., a means
of identifying the location of pipe and
components within the pipeline)
prevents operators from having enough
information to identify systemic issues
related to incidents involving plastic
pipe. Further, the lack of this
information makes it difficult for
operators and regulators to determine
whether plastic pipe or component
failures are related to a certain type or
vintage of material, specific product
defect or design, heat/lot of the product,
or whether it was produced by a certain
manufacturer at a certain time.

In addition, the issue can result in
excessive pipe excavations due to an
inability to locate the affected sections
of pipe or fittings when responding to
plastic pipe or component manufacturer
recalls. In 2001, the National
Association of Pipeline Safety
Representatives (NAPSR), a non-profit
organization of State pipeline safety
personnel that promotes pipeline safety
in the United States and its territories,
also noted this issue in its
RESOLUTION NO. 2001-2-SR-2-01
(Resolution SR—2—-01). In its Resolution,
NAPSR referred to accident
investigations where insufficient data
regarding the pipe material (i.e., date of
manufacture and other relevant
information) had proven to be an
obstacle in determining the cause or
origin of an incident. NAPSR also
recognized that existing pipe, fittings,
and components often do not maintain
their markings for a sufficient period of
time to provide useful tracking and
traceability information. Therefore,
NAPSR requested that PHMSA revise
§192.63 (“Marking of Materials”) to
require the marking of all pipe and
components to ensure identification for
a period of 50 years or the life of the
pipeline. NAPSR also expressed the
view that the marking of plastic pipe,
fittings, and components will benefit the
industry and public by allowing the
identification of problems and
proactively mitigating future problems
through such identification.

In an effort to address the concerns
mentioned above and to address the

resolution from NAPSR, PHMSA
proposes new requirements for tracking
and traceability of plastic pipe and
components that extend beyond
marking alone. To set the framework for
tracking and traceability, PHMSA
proposes to revise § 192.3 by adding
definitions for “‘traceability
information” and “tracking
information.” It is PHMSA'’s intent that
all operators have methods to identify
the location of pipe, the person who
joined the pipe, and components within
the pipeline (i.e., tracking). PHMSA also
proposes that operators be required to
identify and document the location of
pipe manufacture, production, lot
information, size, material, pressure
rating, temperature rating, and, as
appropriate, other information such as
type, grade, and model (i.e.,
traceability). In order to facilitate
compliance, PHMSA proposes to revise
§192.63 to require operators to adopt
the tracking and traceability
requirements in ASTM F2897-11a,
“Standard Specification for Tracking
and Traceability Encoding System of
Natural Gas Distribution Components
(Pipe, Tubing, Fittings, Valves, and
Appurtenances)” (Standard). Note that
the Standard only specifies
requirements for information that marks
pipe and components with a 16-digit
code to help identify characteristics
such as manufacturer, material type, lot
code, etc. While the Standard gives
some examples of the types of markings,
such as barcodes, 2D-Data matrix, or a
more conventional print line, it does not
provide the actual means of marking or
affixing the code to the components, the
means of reading and transferring the
data or codes, and the durability of the
markings.

In response to the 2001 NAPSR
Resolution, PHMSA also proposes to
clarify § 192.63 by expressly providing
that specification and traceability
markings on plastic pipe be legible,
visible, and permanent in accordance
with the pipe’s listed specification. The
proposed revisions in § 192.63 also
reference the recordkeeping
requirements for these markings in
§§192.321(k) and 192.375(d). Section
192.321 applies to the installation of
plastic pipe used for transmission lines
and mains, and § 192.375 contains
requirements for plastic service lines.

PHMSA further proposes to add a
new paragraph (k) to §192.321 and a
new paragraph (d) to §192.375 to
require operators to maintain tracking
and traceability information (as defined
in § 192.3) records for the life of the
pipeline. PHMSA believes this
performance-based approach will allow
for the use of other methods and

technologies. For instance, during
construction or repair, operators may
choose to use a Global Positioning
System (GPS) in combination with a
barcode reader to help mark the location
or identify other features of the pipe or
component. Other operators without the
means to purchase such equipment may
choose to collect and store the
information manually or electronically.
The purpose of these proposed revisions
is to enable operators to accurately
locate and quickly identify the installed
pipe and components in their systems
when handling recalls and conducting
failure investigations. The revisions also
support the requirements in the
distribution integrity management
programs for capturing and retaining
certain information on new pipelines for
the life of the lines (§192.1007(a)(5)). In
addition, the proposed requirement
would also support the current plastic
pipe-joiner qualification requirements
in §192.285.

B. Design Factor of PE

PHMSA received petitions from the
American Gas Association (AGA) and
the Gas Piping Technology Committee
(GPTC) to increase the design factor for
PE pipe from 0.32 to 0.40 in §192.121.
The allowable design pressure for
plastic is based on a number of factors,
including the stress rating of the
material (interpolated from a
Hydrostatic Design Basis (HDB) rating),
wall thickness and diameter or standard
dimension ratio (SDR), and design
factor. The allowable design factor is
currently 0.32 for plastics. The
exception to this design factor limitation
applies to Polyamide-11 pipe (PA-11)
produced after January 23, 2009,
meeting certain conditions, which
would allow the design factor to
increase to 0.40. The petitions to allow
for a 0.40 design factor for PE pipe are
based on research and technical
justifications performed by the Gas
Technology Institute (GTI) and include
certain limitations by type of material
and wall thickness. Since design
pressure for plastic pipe is based on a
number of variables, including design
factor and wall thickness, an increase in
design factor would allow for the use of
PE pipe with smaller wall thicknesses
while limited to the allowable pressures
determined in § 192.121 if the pipe is
made from higher quality material and
meets other limitations mentioned in
the petitions. Furthermore, a design
factor of 0.40 is already allowed in
§192.121 for PA-11 pipe with certain
limitations. Upon review, PHMSA
proposes to adopt this provision into the
PSR. The details of the proposal are
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specified below under “G. Plastic Pipe
Installation.”

C. Expanded Use of PA-11

Polyamide-11, also referred to as
Nylon 11, is a relatively newer type of
plastic material with a different
structure (nylon- or amide-based)
compared to other common plastic
materials in use such as Polyethylene
(ethylene-based). Similar to PE materials
with different types, names, or material
designation codes such as PE3408 and
PE4710, Polyamides or Nylon materials
have different types such as PA—6 or
Nylon 6, or relatively newer types
discussed in this rulemaking like PA-11
or PA—12, with material designation
codes such as PA32312 or PA32316.
There are a number of differences
amongst the kinds of plastics and pros
and cons for each, but, at a high level,
Polyamides such as PA-11 have a
higher strength or hydrostatic design
basis (HDB) rating compared to PE
materials. The HDB is a reflection of a
plastic pipe’s ability to resist internal
pressure over long periods of time. The
Hydrostatic Stress Board of the Plastics
Pipe Institute (PPI) recommends and
lists a HDB for a plastic pipe material
based on testing of the material using
the industry accepted test methods
published by ASTM International. As a
result of a higher HDB rating, materials
like PA—11 can typically be designed
and operated at higher pressures. On
December 24, 2008 (73 FR 79005),
PHMSA issued a final rule to allow the
use of a new thermoplastic pipe made
from Polyamide-11 (PA—11) with certain
limitations for pressure (up to 200 psig),
diameter (up to 4-inch nominal pipe
size), and an SDR of 11 and below (i.e.,
thicker wall pipe). This final rule was in
response to a petition from Arkema, a
manufacturer of PA-11 pipe. On
November 11, 2013, Arkema, the sole
current producer of PA-11, sent a
petition (Docket No. PHMSA-2013—
0262) to PHMSA to allow PA—11 to be
used for pressures up to 250 psig and
pipe diameters up to 6-inch nominal
pipe size, with limitations on wall
thickness depending on diameter.
Arkema is also petitioning PHMSA to
allow for arithmetic interpolation in the
allowable pressure equation for PA-11
pipe by removing the note in § 192.121
that currently does not allow arithmetic
interpolation for PA-11 pipe. Arkema
further petitioned PHMSA to
incorporate the following standards
related to PA-11:

e ASTM F2945-12a, Standard
Specification for (PA-11) Gas Pressure
Pipe, Tubing and Fittings;

¢ ASTM/ANSI F2600-09, Standard
Specification for Electrofusion Type

PA-11 Fittings for Outside Diameter
Controlled PA-11 Pipe and Tubing;

e ASTM/ANSI F1973-13, Standard
Specification for Factory Assembled
Anodeless Risers and Transition Fittings
in PE and PA-11 and PA-12 Fuel Gas
Distribution Systems;

e ASTM/ANSI F2145-13, Standard
Specification for PA-11 and PA-12
Mechanical Fittings for Use on Outside
Diameter Controlled PA—-11 and PA-12
Pipe and Tubing;

e ASTM/ANSI F1948-12, Standard
Specification for Metallic Mechanical
Fittings for Use on Outside Diameter
Controlled Thermoplastic Gas
Distribution Pipe and Tubing; and

e ASME/ANSI B16.40-08, Manually
Operated Thermoplastic Gas Shutoffs
and Valves in Gas Distribution Systems.

As justification for its petition,
Arkema points to the many years of
testing and evaluation of PA-11 at
operating pressures greater than 100
psig on projects under special permit
and non-DOT jurisdictional pipelines
that date back to 1999. Arkema also
references the successful
implementation of § 192.123(f), which
allows for the use of PA—11 produced
after January 23, 2009, at design
pressures up to 200 psig under certain
conditions. Although Arkema did not
reference any projects that utilize PA-11
between 200 and 250 psig, Arkema
believes an increase in allowable
pressures up to 250 psig is justified
through interpolation of a Hydrostatic
Design Basis (HDB) of 3,150 psi for PA-
11, as listed in Plastics Pipe Institute
(PPI) TR4 (previous code limitations
were based on an HDB of 2,500 psi for
PA-11).

PHMSA agrees with Arkema’s
rationale of using the interpolation of
the HDB listings for PA-11 to
substantiate design pressures up to 250
psig. HDB listings are established in
accordance with PPI TR-3, “Policies
and Procedures for Developing
Hydrostatic Design Basis (HDB),
Strength Design Basis (SDB), Pressure
Design Basis (PDB) or Minimum
Required Strength (MRS) Ratings for
Thermoplastic Piping Materials or
Pipe,” which is incorporated by
reference in §192.7. As detailed in
§192.121, the design pressure (P) can be
calculated by the equation P = (2S/(SDR
— 1)) x (DF), where S is the HDB rating,
SDR is the standard dimension ratio (the
ratio of the average specified outside
diameter to wall thickness), and DF is
the design factor. If an HDB rating of
2,500 psi (basis for current limitation
using previous vintage PA—11 pipe with
material designation code PA32312) is
used along with an SDR of 11 (a
common value for mid-range pipe

diameters) and a DF of 0.4 (which is
currently allowed for PA-11), the
resulting design pressure (P) would
equal 200 psi, which is the current
maximum allowable design pressure for
PA-11 in part 192. If the HDB is
changed to 3,150 psi (newer vintage
PA-11 pipe with material designation
code PA32316), and both the SDR and
DF remain the same, the resulting
design pressure would equal 252 psi,
rounded down to 250 psi for a
maximum allowable design pressure.
Therefore, PHMSA proposes to revise
the PSR to allow PA-11 pipe (PA32316)
for pressures up to 250 psi, diameters
up to 6 inches, and additional
limitations on wall thickness as listed in
the petition. PHMSA also proposes to
specify that both PA32312 and PA32316
can be used for pressures up to 200 psi.
Regarding standards relevant to PA-11
that Arkema petitioned to be
incorporated by reference, PHMSA
proposes to incorporate them as
requested. Incorporating these newer
standards specific to PA-11 will also
allow PHMSA to phase out older
standards incorporated by reference like
ASTM D2513-87 and ASTM D2513-99,
which covered multiple plastic
materials including PA, PE, and others,
up until ASTM D2513—-09a when it
became a PE-only standard. Another
rulemaking by PHMSA incorporated
ASTM D2513-09a for PE but continued
to reference ASTM D2513-87 and
ASTM D2513-99 for plastics other than
PE while these other product specific
standards were being developed. Having
multiple versions of the same standard
in this interim period has created some
confusion.

D. Incorporation of PA-12

On January 6, 2011, PA-12 pipe
manufacturers (Evonik and UBE;
Petitioners) submitted a petition to
amend the PSR to allow the use of PA—
12 pipe. Specifically, Evonik and UBE
petitioned (Docket No. PHMSA-2010—
0009) PHMSA to revise §§192.121 and
192.123 to:

¢ Allow for the use of PA-12 piping
systems with a 0.40 design factor;

¢ Include maximum design pressure
limitations for PA—12 piping systems of
250 psig;

¢ Allow a nominal pipe size of 6-inch
diameters or less;

¢ Allow a minimum wall thickness of
at least 0.90 inches, with additional
limitations on the wall thickness,
depending on diameter;

¢ Require unplasticized material;

e Limit PA-12 pipe materials to those
specified in ASTM F2785; and

e Require PA-12 to comply with the
rest of the part 192 requirements related
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to joining, pressure testing, and
appurtenances, as detailed in
§§192.281, 192.283, 192.285, and
192.513.

In their petition, Evonik and UBE
state that PA—12 material has been
tested more than any other pipe material
prior to its use and approval. The
Petitioners also stated that the results
“amply validated” the overall strength
and durability of the PA—12 material
and piping systems against known
threats and failure mechanisms. Evonik
and UBE noted in their petition that
PA-12 has been granted for use under
a special permit in the States of
Montana and Mississippi. The
petitioners also noted the development
of a performance-based standard (ASTM
F2785-09) for PA—12. The petitioners
assert that this standard contains
comprehensive performance-based
requirements that would ensure the safe
long-term performance of PA—-12 pipe,
tubing, and fittings.

Upon review of the petition, PHMSA
proposes to revise the PSR to allow the
use of PA—12 pipe at pressures up to
250 psig for pipe up to 6 inches in
diameter, and to impose additional
limitations on wall thickness as listed in
the petition. These limitations would
also be consistent with the PA-11
consideration described above. PHMSA
also proposes to incorporate by
reference ASTM F2785-12, “Standard
Specification for Polyamide 12 Gas
Pressure Pipe, Tubing, and Fittings,”
along with other standards applicable to
both PA-11 and PA-12 that are
described immediately above in the
section related to PA—11 considerations
and the PA—11 petition.

E. Risers

In general, a pipeline riser is a vertical
pipe that connects buried pipe to an
aboveground component, such as a
meter. In many cases, the riser is a
transitional component that attaches a
buried plastic pipe to a metal or a metal-
encased plastic pipe (anodeless riser),
which is connected to a gas meter.
While risers are most commonly found
connecting service lines to meter sets,
risers are also used within distribution
mains and transmission systems when
entering or exiting small regulator
stations or whenever a transition
between buried and unburied pipe is
necessary.

The PSR do not contain specific
design, construction, or installation
requirements for risers. In 2014, the
GPTC petitioned PHMSA to allow
above-ground, encased plastic pipe at
the inlet and outlet of regulator and
metering stations if (1) the above-ground
level part of the plastic pipe is protected

against deterioration and external
damage; (2) the plastic pipe is not used
to support external loads; and (3) the
plastic pipe is not allowed to exceed the
pipe temperature limits at § 192.123.
Therefore, PHMSA proposes specific
requirements for the design (§192.204)
and construction of risers (§§ 192.321(j)
and 192.375(a)(2)) associated with
plastic pipe. Further, PHMSA proposes
to incorporate by reference ASTM
F1973, “Standard Specification for
Factory Assembled Anodeless Risers
and Transition Fittings in Polyethylene
(PE) and Polyamide 11 (PA11) and
Polyamide 12 (PA12) Fuel Gas
Distribution Systems” in these new
sections. ASTM F1973 addresses
various issues such as the removal of
burrs on metal components prior to the
insertion of plastic pipe and other riser
assembly provisions.

F. Fittings

PHMSA and others (e.g., NTSB and
certain States) have observed problems
with mechanical fittings or joints
becoming loose or pipe being pulled out
from fittings, leading to leaks and, in
certain cases, incidents. Failures can
occur when there is inadequate restraint
for the potential stresses on the two
fitted pipes, when the couplings are
incorrectly installed or supported, or
when the coupling components (e.g.,
elastomers) degrade over time. More
details on these issues are available in
PHMSA Advisory Bulletin ADB-08-02,
issued in March 2008, titled “Pipeline
Safety: Issues Related to Mechanical
Couplings Used in Natural Gas
Distribution Systems.” Therefore,
PHMSA is proposing the incorporation
of a requirement to use only mechanical
fittings or joints that are designed and
tested to provide a seal plus resistance
to lateral forces so that a large force on
the connection would cause the pipe to
yield before the joint does.

More specifically, ASTM D2513,
currently incorporated by reference in
part 192, provides categorizations for
the different mechanical joints,
including ““[s]eal plus resistance to a
force on the pipe end equal to or greater
than that which will cause permanent
deformation of the pipe” (Category 1),
seal only (Category 2), and seal plus
pipe restraint to account for thermal
stresses (Category 3). The Category 1
joint is generally considered the most
stringent of the three categories. ASTM
D2513 is now a polyethylene-only
standard, but other standards being
proposed for incorporation in this
NPRM and that are applicable to other
materials, (i.e., ASTM F1924, ASTM
F1948, and ASTM F1973) have Category
1 definitions. The definitions in each of

these standards are slightly different in
language but are still consistent with
each other and the performance
language in ASTM D2513. Some of
these standards also point back to
ASTM D2513 for PE-specific
considerations. The regulation, as
proposed, would require mechanical
fittings, joints, or connections to provide
a Category 1 joint as defined in ASTM
F1924, ASTM F1948, and ASTM F1973
for the applicable material. In an effort
to have consistency in language given
the slightly different definitions in the
various standards, PHMSA is proposing
“‘a seal plus resistance to a force on the
pipe joint equal to or greater than that
which will cause no less than 25%
elongation of pipe, or the pipe fails
outside the joint area if tested in
accordance with the applicable
standard.” These revisions for Category
1 apply in sections such as § 192.281(e)
for plastic pipe joining and § 192.367 for
service lines and connections to main
piping and are described in further
detail elsewhere in this document.

In light of the proposed revisions of
the PA-11 and PE regulations, and the
introduction of PA—12, PHMSA
proposes to also consider recently
developed standards for incorporation
by reference that further enhance
pipeline safety in order to address
potential safety risks. These proposed
standards to be incorporated by
reference are listed in “Section I
General Provisions.”

Electrically Isolated Metal Alloy Fittings
in Plastic Pipe (Section 192.455)

Section 192.455 details external
corrosion control requirements for
buried or submerged pipe installed after
July 31, 1971. Paragraph (a) currently
requires such pipelines to have external
protective coatings meeting the
requirements of § 192.461 and a
cathodic protection system placed in
operation within 1 year after
construction is completed. However,
paragraph (a) contains certain
exceptions. One is detailed in paragraph
(f) and applies to electrically isolated,
metal alloy fittings in plastic pipelines
where an operator can show by test,
investigation, or experience in the area
of application, that adequate corrosion
control is provided by the alloy
composition, and the fitting is designed
to prevent leakage caused by corrosion
pitting. For those fittings that do not
meet the requirements of paragraph (f),
cathodic protection and cathodic
protection monitoring is required.
PHMSA proposes to add a new
paragraph (g) to require such fittings
used within plastic pipelines be
cathodically protected and monitored in
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accordance with §§192.455 and
192.465(a).

G. Plastic Pipe Installation

PHMSA is proposing several revisions
with regard to the installation of plastic
pipe, organized topically as follows:

G.1.—Installation by Trenchless
Excavation (Sections 192.3, 192.329 and
192.376)

The PSR do not contain detailed
requirements for the installation of
plastic pipe by trenchless excavation.
PHMSA and the States are aware of a
number of incidents related to cross-
boring, where plastic pipe installed via
trenchless excavation (e.g., directional
drilling) has come in contact with or
been installed right through another
underground utility such as a sewer
line. In an effort to improve pipeline
and public safety and implement a
consistent approach to this method of
installation while considering industry
best practices in use today, PHMSA
proposes to add new §§192.329 and
192.376 to detail some basic
requirements. These proposals include
requiring each operator to ensure that
the path of the excavation will provide
sufficient clearance for installation and
maintenance activities from other
underground utilities and structures.
Additionally, PHMSA proposes to
require plastic pipe and components
that are pulled through the ground to
incorporate the use of a “weak link.”
PHMSA is proposing the definition of
“weak link” in §192.3. A weak link is
used to prevent damage to the pipeline
that could be caused by excessive forces
during the pulling process.

G.2.—Joining Plastic Pipe (Section
192.281)

Section 192.281 details the
requirements for joining plastic pipe. In
an effort to reduce confusion and
promote safety, PHMSA is proposing
several revisions to § 192.281.

Section 192.281(b) contains
requirements for solvent cement joints.
PHMSA proposes to revise
§192.281(b)(2) to specify that the
solvent cement requirements in ASTM
D2564-12 apply only to polyvinyl
chloride (PVC) pipe. This is a clarifying
revision, since PVC is the only material
that is allowed by PSR to be joined by
solvent cement.

Section 192.281(c) contains
requirements for heat-fusion joints.
Currently, these requirements refer to
only the “pipe” that is being joined.
PHMSA proposes to clarify paragraph
(c) to specify that the joining
requirements apply to both the pipe and

the components that are joined to the
pipe.

Section 192.281(e) contains
requirements for mechanical joints but
does not clearly list specific standards
for the requirements. This has led to
some inconsistencies in practices used,
or the requirements were incorporated
indirectly via another referenced
standard and were not always clear.
PHMSA proposes to add a new
paragraph (e)(3) to require that each
fitting used to make a mechanical joint
meets a listed specification. With this
requirement, PHMSA hopes to make it
clearer that fittings and joints must meet
a standard specification listed in the
code. The standards that would apply
are among the “Other Listed
Specifications for Components” that are
being proposed through revisions to
Appendix B and described in more
detail elsewhere in this document.

G.3.—Qualifying Joining Procedures
(Section 192.283)

Section 192.283 details the
requirements for qualifying plastic pipe
joining procedures. Currently,
§192.283(a) specifies that heat fusion
joints for thermoplastic pipe must be
tested in accordance with ASTM
D2513-99 for plastics other than
polyethylene or with ASTM D2513-09a
for polyethylene plastic materials. In
this proposed rule, PHMSA is proposing
to incorporate a newer version of ASTM
D2513 for PE-only materials and
incorporate standards applicable to
other types of thermoplastic pipe (i.e.,
PA-11, and PA-12). Therefore, PHMSA
proposes to revise § 192.283(a) to refer
operators to the appropriate listed
specification. Listed specifications are
detailed in Appendix B to Part 192.

PHMSA also proposes to remove the
current § 192.283(d), which allows the
use of pipe or fittings manufactured
before July 1, 1980, if they are joined in
accordance with procedures that the
manufacturer certifies will produce a
joint as strong as the pipe. As a number
of advancements have been made in
standards related to pipe and fittings
since 1980, the use of newer materials
manufactured in accordance with more
current standards should be encouraged.
Pipe and fittings that are newly
installed, repaired, or replaced after the
effective date of the rule will be
required to meet newer standards. This
proposed revision would not preclude
the use of pipe or fittings manufactured
prior to July 1, 1980, which were
already installed prior to the effective
date of the rule.

G.4.—Qualifying Persons To Make Joints
(Section 192.285)

Section 192.285 details the
requirements for qualifying persons to
make joints. PHMSA proposes to revise
§ 192.285 to incorporate several
revisions. Section 192.285(a)(2)
currently specifies that a person must
make a specimen joint that is subjected
to the testing detailed in § 192.285(b).
PHMSA proposes to remove the testing
details in § 192.285(b) and reference
ASTM F2620-12 (Standard Practice for
Heat Fusion Joining of Polyethylene
Pipe and Fittings). PHMSA also
proposes to require operators to
maintain records detailing the location
of each joint and the person who made
the joint.

G.5.—Bends (Section 192.313)

Section 192.313 details requirements
for bends and elbows, but currently only
for steel pipe. To address bends in
plastic pipe, PHMSA proposes to add a
paragraph (d) to specify that installed
plastic pipe may not contain bends that
exceed the maximum radius specified
by the manufacturer for the diameter of
the pipe.

G.6.—Installation of Plastic Pipe
(Section 192.321)

Section 192.321 details requirements
for the installation of plastic pipe
transmission lines and mains. PHMSA
is proposing several revisions to this
section. Currently, § 192.321(d) specifies
that non-encased thermoplastic pipe
must have a minimum wall thickness of
0.090 inches, except for pipe with an
outside diameter of 0.875 inches or less,
which must have a minimum wall
thickness of 0.062 inches. PHMSA
proposes to require all plastic pipe to
have a minimum wall thickness of 0.090
inches.

Section 192.321(f) specifies that
plastic pipe being encased must be
inserted into the casing pipe in a
manner that will protect the plastic, and
that the leading edge of the inserted
pipe must be closed before insertion.
PHMSA proposes to specify that the
plastic pipe must be protected from
damage at both the entrance and exit of
the casing during the installation
process.

Section 192.321(h) specifies
requirements for plastic pipe installed
on bridges. Paragraph (h)(3) contains a
reference to § 192.123. Based on the
proposed merging of § 192.123 into
§192.121, PHMSA proposes to revise
paragraph (h)(3) to replace the currently
referenced § 192.123 with § 192.121.

Although part 192 contains some
requirements for backfill materials,
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there are no explicit requirements for
backfill material used in the installation
of plastic pipe. PHMSA recognizes that
plastic pipe subjected to improper
backfill materials or practices could be
at risk to damage that could impact
pipeline integrity. In line with best
practices in use today, PHMSA proposes
to add a new paragraph (i) to § 192.321
and a new paragraph (c) to § 192.375 to
include specific provisions for backfill
material for plastic pipe. These
provisions would specify that backfill
material not include materials that
could be detrimental to the pipe, such
as rocks of a size exceeding those
established through sound engineering
practices. The provisions would also
require the ground to be properly
compacted underneath, along the sides,
and for a predetermined distance above
the installed pipe.

PHMSA understands that there are
applications that may require plastic
mains to terminate aboveground for
permanent installations. Currently,
§192.321 does not address plastic mains
which terminate above ground.
Therefore, PHMSA proposes a new
paragraph (j) to allow for the
aboveground level termination of plastic
mains under certain conditions.

G.7.—Service Lines; General
Requirements for Connections to Main
Piping (Section 192.367)

Section 192.367(b) specifies
requirements for compression—type
connections to a main. As described
further in the Fittings section above,
PHMSA and others (e.g., NTSB and
certain States) have observed problems
with mechanical fittings or joints
becoming loose or pipe being pulled out
from fittings, leading to leaks and, in
certain cases, incidents. Similar to
revisions being proposed in § 192.281(e)
related to plastic pipe joining, PHMSA
is proposing the incorporation of a
requirement that connections are a
Category 1 joint per applicable
standards for different plastic materials,
which is generally considered the most
stringent of the three categories. PHMSA
proposes to add a new paragraph (b)(3)
to require mechanical connections on
plastic pipe to be a Category 1
connection as defined by ASTM F1924,
ASTM F1948, or ASTM F1973 for the
applicable material, providing a seal
plus resistance to a force on the pipe
joint equal to or greater than that which
will cause no less than 25% elongation
of pipe, or the pipe fails outside the
joint area if tested in accordance with
the applicable standard.

G.8.—Equipment Maintenance; Plastic
Pipe Joining (Section 192.756)

Due to the difficulty in assessing the
quality of field joints, it is very
important for operators to use properly
calibrated and maintained equipment.
Currently, the PSR do not contain
detailed minimum provisions for
maintaining equipment used in joining
plastic pipe. Therefore, PHMSA
proposes to add a new § 192.756 to
include such requirements. These
provisions would require each operator
to maintain the applicable equipment,
including measuring devices for joining
plastic pipe, in accordance with the
manufacturers’ recommended practices
or alternative procedures that have been
proven by testing and experience.
Operators would also be required to
calibrate and test such equipment and
devices and maintain records that
substantiate these calibrations and tests.
The equipment subject to these
requirements would include, but not be
limited to, fusion equipment, alignment
equipment, facing and adaptor
equipment, heater plates, and gauging
devices. PHMSA proposes that records
of all tests and calibrations, except those
that might occur through daily
verifications and adjustments, be
maintained for the life of the pipeline.

H. Repairs
H.1.—Repair of Plastic Pipe (Gouges)

Section 192.311 currently specifies
that, for plastic pipe, each imperfection
or damage that would impair the
serviceability of plastic pipe must be
repaired or removed. For consistency
with industry best practices, PHMSA
proposes to include a requirement for
all plastic pipe and or components to be
replaced if they have a scratch or gouge
exceeding 10 percent of the wall
thickness.

H.2.—Leak Repair Clamps

PHMSA and States have observed
issues where some operators have used
stainless steel band clamps, intended
and designed for temporary repairs on
plastic pipe used in gas distribution, as
a permanent repair solution. While
clamps can be an effective temporary
solution in certain situations, such as
during an incident to stop the release of
gas, PHMSA believes that these clamps
should be used only as a temporary
repair measure until the pipe can be
replaced. PHMSA is also aware of at
least one manufacturer that has issued
a letter saying its repair clamps are
intended for temporary repairs only and
should be replaced with a more
permanent solution. Therefore, PHMSA
proposes the incorporation of a new

section (§ 192.720) to prohibit the use of
leak-repair clamps as a means for
permanent repair on gas pipe used in
distribution service.

1. General Provisions

PHMSA is proposing a number of
general revisions to the PSR as follows:

L.1. Incorporation by Reference (Section
192.7)

Consistent with the proposed
amendments in this document, PHMSA
proposes to incorporate by reference
several standards. The standards are
identified as follows:

e ASTM D2513-12ael ‘“‘Standard
Specification for Polyethylene (PE) Gas
Pressure Pipe, Tubing, and Fittings”—
This specification covers requirements
and test methods for material
dimensions and tolerances, hydrostatic
burst strength, chemical resistance, and
rapid crack resistance of polyethylene
pipe, tubing, and fittings for use in fuel
gas mains and services for direct burial
and reliner applications. The pipe and
fittings covered by this specification are
intended for use in the distribution of
natural gas. Requirements for the
qualifying of polyethylene systems for
use with liquefied petroleum gas are
also covered.

e ASTM F2785-12 ‘“Standard
Specification for Polyamide 12 Gas
Pressure Pipe, Tubing, and Fittings”—
This specification covers requirements
and test methods for the
characterization of polyamide 12 pipe,
tubing, and fittings for use in fuel gas
mains and services for direct burial and
reliner applications. The pipe and
fittings covered by this specification are
intended for use in the distribution of
natural gas.

e ASTM F2945-12a ‘“‘Standard
Specification for Polyamide 11 Gas
Pressure Pipe, Tubing, and Fittings”
11/27/2012.—This specification covers
requirements and test methods for the
characterization of polyamide 11 pipe,
tubing, and fittings for use in fuel gas
piping.

e ASTM F2620-12 “Standard
Practice for Heat Fusion Joining of
Polyethylene Pipe and Fittings” 11/01/
2013.—This practice describes
procedures for making joints with
polyethylene (PE) pipe and fittings by
means of heat fusion joining in, but not
limited to, a field environment. The
parameters and procedures are
applicable only to joining PE pipe and
fittings of related polymer chemistry.

e ASTM D2564-12 “Standard
Specification for Solvent Cements for
Poly (Vinyl Chloride) (PVC) Plastic
Piping Systems” 08/01/2012.—This
specification covers requirements for
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poly (vinyl chloride) (PVC) solvent
cements to be used in joining poly
(vinyl chloride) piping systems.

e ASTMF2817-10 ‘“Standard
Specification for Poly (Vinyl Chloride)
(PVC) Gas Pressure Pipe and Fittings
For Maintenance or Repair” (PVC
components only) 08/01/2013—This
specification covers requirements for
PVC pipe and tubing for use only to
maintain or repair existing PVC gas
piping.

e ASTMF2897-11a ‘‘Standard
Specification for Tracking and
Traceability Encoding System of Natural
Gas Distribution Components (Pipe,
Tubing, Fittings, Valves, and
Appurtenances)” 11/01/2011—This
specification defines requirements for
the data used in the tracking and
traceability base-62 encoding system
and the format of the resultant code to
characterize various components used
in fuel gas piping systems.

e ASTM/ANSIF2600-09 ‘‘Standard
Specification for Electrofusion Type
Polyamide-11 Fittings for Outside
Diameter Controlled Polyamide-11 Pipe
and Tubing” 4/1/2009.—This
specification covers polyamide-11
electrofusion fittings for use with
outside diameter-controlled polyamide-
11 pipe, covered by Specification
D2513. Requirements for materials,
workmanship, and testing performance
are included.

e ASTM F2767—-12 “Specification
for Electrofusion Type Polyamide-12
Fittings for Outside Diameter Controlled
Polyamide-12 Pipe and Tubing for Gas
Distribution” 10/15/2012.—This
specification applies to polyamide-12
electrofusion fittings for use with
outside diameter-controlled polyamide-
12 pipes, addressed by Specification
F2785.

e ASTM/ANSIF2145-13 “‘Standard
Specification for Polyamide 11 (PA 11)
and Polyamide 12 (PA12) Mechanical
Fittings for Use on Outside Diameter
Controlled Polyamide 11 and Polyamide
12 Pipe and Tubing” 05/01/2013.—This
specification describes requirements
and test methods for the qualification of
Polyamide 11 (PA 11) bodied
mechanical fittings for use with outside
diameter controlled PA 11, nominal 2
pipe size (IPS) and smaller complying
with Specification D2513. The
requirements and test methods for the
qualification of Polyamide 12 (PA12)
bodied mechanical fittings for use with
outside diameter controlled Polyamide
11 (PA11), nominal 2 in pipe size (IPS)
and smaller complying with
Specification D2513 and outside
diameter controlled PA12, nominal 2 in
pipe size (IPS) and smaller complying
with Specification F2785. In addition, it

specifies general requirements of the
material from which these fittings are
made.

e ASTM/ANSI F1948-12 “Standard
Specification for Metallic Mechanical
Fittings for Use on Outside Diameter
Controlled Thermoplastic Gas
Distribution Pipe and Tubing’” 04/01/
2012.—This specification covers
requirements and test methods for the
qualification of metallic mechanical
fittings for use with outside diameter
controlled thermoplastic gas
distribution pipe and tubing as specified
in Specification D2513.

e ASTM F1973-13 ‘“Standard
Specification for Factory Assembled
Anodeless Risers and Transition Fittings
in Polyethylene (PE) and Polyamide 11
(PA11) and Polyamide 12 (PA12) Fuel
Gas Distribution Systems” 05/01/
2013.—This specification covers
requirements and test methods for the
qualification of factory assembled
anodeless risers and transition fittings,
for use in polyethylene (PE), in sizes
through NPS 8, and Polyamide 11
(PA11) and Polyamide 12 (PA12), in
sizes through NPS 6, gas distribution
systems.

¢ ASME/ANSI B 16.40-08
“Manually Operated Thermoplastic Gas
Shutoffs and Valves in Gas Distribution
Systems” 04/30/2008.—This standard
covers manually operated thermo-
plastic valves in nominal valve sizes %2
through 12 intended for use below
ground in thermoplastic fuel gas
distribution mains and service lines.

e PPITR-4/2012 “PPI Listing of
Hydrostatic Design Basis (HDB),
Hydrostatic Design Stress (HDS),
Strength Design Basis (SDB), Pressure
Design Basis (PDB) and Minimum
Required Strength (MRS) Rating For
Thermoplastic Piping Materials or
Pipe.”—This report lists thermoplastic
piping materials with a Plastics Pipe
Institute (PPI) recommended
Hydrostatic Design Basis (HDB),
Strength Design Basis (SDB), Pressure
Design Basis (PDB) or Minimum
Required Strength (MRS) rating for
thermoplastic piping materials or pipe.
These listings have been established in
accordance with PPI TR-3.

PHMSA also proposes to update the
following standards which are
summarized below:

e ASTM F1055-98 (2006)

“Standard Specification for
Electrofusion Type Polyethylene
Fittings for Outside Diameter Controlled
Polyethylene Pipe and Tubing” This
specification covers electrofusion
polyethylene fittings for use with
outside diameter-controlled
polyethylene pipe, covered by
Specifications D 2447, D 2513, D 2737,

D 3035, and F 714. This specification is
a 2006 reaffirmed version of the 1998
version, meaning the technical content
of the standard itself hadn’t changed but
as a matter of process had to be
reviewed by the ASTM technical
committee to keep it active. It should be
noted there is a more current version of
the F1055 standard (ASTM F1015-13)
but PHMSA has chosen not to propose
that version as the name and scope have
expanded to include Crosslinked
Polyethylene (PEX) Pipe and Tubing, a
material not otherwise recognized in the
49 CFR part 192. PHMSA is open to
comments on whether or not the latest
version should be considered; and

e PPI TR-3/2012 “Policies and
Procedures for Developing Hydrostatic
Design Basis (HDB), Hydrostatic Design
Stresses (HDS), Pressure Design Basis
(PDB), Strength Design Basis (SDB),
Minimum Required Strength (MRS)
Ratings, and Categorized Required
Strength (CRS) for Thermoplastic Piping
Materials or Pipe”—This report presents
the policies and procedures used by the
HSB (Hydrostatic Stress Board) of PPI
(Plastics Pipe Institute, Inc.) to develop
recommendations of long-term strength
ratings for commercial thermoplastic
piping materials or pipe. This version is
an update to the 2008 version currently
incorporated by reference. A more
detailed summary of updates to the
2010 version (successor to the 2008
version) is available in the 2012
document itself. Recommendations are
published in PPI TR—4.

I.2. Plastic Pipe Material

Section 192.59 specifies requirements
for plastic pipe materials. Paragraph (a)
details the qualification-for-use
requirements for new plastic pipe.
PHMSA proposes to add a new
paragraph (a)(3) to require new plastic
pipe be free from visible defects, a
requirement consistent with a similar
requirement already in place for used
plastic pipe as detailed in paragraph
(b)(5). At this time, non-destructive
evaluation technologies have not been
proven to be reliable and effective for
inspecting plastic pipe. Therefore,
visual inspection continues to be the
primary method for detecting and
evaluating defects.

In §192.59, paragraph (b) details
specific qualification requirements for
used plastic pipe. Section 192.59(b)(3)
specifies that used plastic pipe is
qualified for use if it has been used only
in natural gas service. PHMSA believes
that used plastic pipe should not be
limited to “natural gas” service but in
any ‘““‘gas” service as defined in § 192.3.
This is consistent with the applicability
provisions in § 192.1, which specifies
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that part 192 prescribes minimum safety
requirements for the transportation of
“gas.” Therefore, PHMSA proposes to
revise § 192.59(b)(3) to replace “natural
gas” with “gas.”

PHMSA is also looking to address
some issues surrounding PVC pipe and
components used for repair situations.
Historically, PVC pipe and components
have technically been allowed by code,
including for repair, but industry has
slowly been phasing out the installation
and use of PVC piping, including for
repair, in favor of other newer and
better-performing plastic materials. PVC
components are still used to a larger
extent, however, as they are not as
susceptible to the same issues of brittle-
like cracking as PVC piping. To align
with this shift, PHMSA is proposing to
add a new §192.59(e) to explicitly
prohibit the use of PVC pipe for new
installations after the effective date of
the rule, including for repairs. This new
requirement would not prevent the use
of previously installed PVC pipe, nor
would it preclude the use of PVC
components for the repair of existing
PVC pipe. Requirements for PVC were
previously addressed under ASTM
D2513-99, but following the change to
make ASTM D2513 a PE-only standard,
there is now a standalone ASTM
standard for PVC. For PVC components
used to repair existing PVC pipe,
PHMSA is proposing to incorporate
ASTM F2817-10, “Standard
Specification for Poly (Vinyl Chloride)
(PVC) Gas Pressure Pipe and Fittings
For Maintenance or Repair.”

L.3. Plastic Pipe Storage and Handling

Currently, the PSR do not directly
address the storage and handling of
plastic pipe other than through
standards incorporated by reference. In
an effort to reduce any confusion
regarding the proper storage and
handling of plastic pipe, PHMSA
proposes a new § 192.67. The proposed
new section would require operators to
have written procedures for storage and
handling that meets the applicable
listed specification.

L4. Gathering Lines

Section 192.9 currently details the
requirements applicable to gathering
lines. In particular, § 192.9(d) specifies
the requirements for Type B regulated
onshore gathering lines. Currently, as
specified under § 192.9(d)(1), gathering
line operators are required to comply
with the design, installation,
construction, initial inspection, and
initial testing requirements in part 192
applicable to transmission lines. This
would include plastic pipe
requirements such as for design

(§192.121), joining (§§ 192.281 and
192.283), and installation (§192.321).
PHMSA believes that this information
may not be clear since most
transmission lines do not consist of
plastic pipe. Therefore, PHMSA
proposes to add a new paragraph (d)(7)
to specify that such pipelines, if
containing plastic pipe or components,
must comply with all requirements of
part 192 applicable to plastic pipe.

I.5. Merge Sections 192.121 and 192.123

Currently, § 192.121 specifies the
calculations for determining the design
pressure for plastic pipe, while
§192.123 specifies the design
limitations for plastic pipe. In an effort
to make the PSR easier to follow and to
increase clarity, PHMSA proposes to
merge the § 192.123 design limitations
into §192.121. PHMSA also proposes to
increase the maximum design factor for
PE pipe, increase the design pressure
limitations of PA—11 pipe, and add
design factor and pressure limitations
for the use of PA—12 plastic pipe. These
proposals would apply to materials
produced after the effective date of the
final rule.

L.6. General Design Requirements for
Components (Section 192.143)

Section 192.143 contains general
design provisions for pipeline
components. For clarification purposes,
PHMSA proposes the addition of a new
paragraph (c) to specify that
components used for plastic pipe must
be able to withstand operating pressures
and anticipated loads in accordance
with a listed specification. Currently,
§192.191 specifies design pressure
requirements for plastic fittings. With
the addition of § 192.143(c), § 192.191
would be redundant; therefore, PHMSA
proposes its removal.

I.7. General Design Requirements for
Valves (Section 192.145)

Section 192.145 contains general
design provisions for pipeline valves.
For clarification purposes, PHMSA
proposes the addition of a new
paragraph (f) to specify that plastic
valves must meet a “‘listed
specification” as defined in § 192.3.
PHMSA also proposes to clarify that
plastic valves must not be used in
operating conditions that exceed the
applicable pressure or temperature
ratings detailed in the applicable listed
specification, consistent with language
in §192.145(a).

1.8. General Design Requirements for
Standard Fittings (Section 192.149)

Section 192.149 contains general
design provisions for pipeline fittings.

For clarification purposes, PHMSA
proposes the addition of a new
paragraph (c) to specify that a plastic
fitting may only be used if it meets a
listed specification.

L.9. Test Requirements for Plastic
Pipelines

Section 192.513(c) currently states
that the test pressure for plastic
pipelines must be at least 150 percent of
the maximum operating pressure or 50
psig, whichever is greater, and that the
maximum test pressure may not be more
than 3 times the pressure determined
under § 192.121. Given the other design
limitations in the current § 192.123 for
PE and PA-11, and the revisions being
proposed in this rule for PE, PA-11, and
PA—-12, PHMSA believes that plastic
pipe will potentially be overstressed if
tested to 3 times the pressure
determined under § 192.121. Therefore,
PHMSA proposes to revise § 192.513(c)
so that the maximum limit for test
pressure is 2.5 times the pressure
determined under § 192.121.

II. Availability of Standards
Incorporated by Reference

PHMSA currently incorporates by
reference into 49 CFR parts 192, 193,
and 195 all or parts of more than 60
standards and specifications developed
and published by standard developing
organizations (SDOs). In general, SDOs
update and revise their published
standards every 3 to 5 years to reflect
modern technology and best technical
practices.

The National Technology Transfer
and Advancement Act of 1995 (Pub. L.
104-113) directs Federal agencies to use
voluntary consensus standards in lieu of
government-written standards whenever
possible. Voluntary consensus standards
are standards developed or adopted by
voluntary bodies that develop, establish,
or coordinate technical standards using
agreed-upon procedures. In addition,
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) issued OMB Circular A-119 to
implement Section 12(d) of Public Law
104-113 relative to the utilization of
consensus technical standards by
Federal agencies. This circular provides
guidance for agencies participating in
voluntary consensus standards bodies
and describes procedures for satisfying
the reporting requirements in Public
Law 104-113.

In accordance with the preceding
provisions, PHMSA has the
responsibility for determining, via
petitions or otherwise, which currently
referenced standards should be updated,
revised, or removed, and which
standards should be added to 49 CFR
parts 192, 193, and 195. Revisions to
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incorporated by reference materials in
49 CFR parts 192, 193, and 195 are
handled via the rulemaking process,
which allows for the public and
regulated entities to provide input.
During the rulemaking process, PHMSA
must also obtain approval from the
Office of the Federal Register to
incorporate by reference any new
materials.

On January 3, 2012, President Obama
signed the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory
Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011,
Public Law 112-90. Section 24 states:
“Beginning 1 year after the date of
enactment of this subsection, the
Secretary may not issue guidance or a
regulation pursuant to this chapter that
incorporates by reference any
documents or portions thereof unless
the documents or portions thereof are
made available to the public, free of
charge, on an Internet Web site.” 49
U.S.C. 60102(p).

On August 9, 2013, Public Law 113—
30 revised 49 U.S.C. 60102(p) to replace
“1 year” with ““3 years” and remove the
phrases “guidance or” and ““,on an
Internet Web site.” This resulted in the
current language in 49 U.S.C. 60102(p),
which now reads as follows:

“Beginning 3 years after the date of
enactment of this subsection, the
Secretary may not issue a regulation
pursuant to this chapter that
incorporates by reference any
documents or portions thereof unless
the documents or portions thereof are
made available to the public, free of
charge.”

Further, the Office of the Federal
Register issued a November 7, 2014,
rulemaking (79 FR 66278) that revised 1
CFR 51.5 to require that agencies detail
in the preamble of a proposed
rulemaking the ways the materials it
proposes to incorporate by reference are
reasonably available to interested
parties, or how the agency worked to
make those materials reasonably
available to interested parties. In
relation to this proposed rulemaking,
PHMSA has contacted each SDO and
has requested a hyperlink to a free copy
of each standard that has been proposed
for incorporation by reference. Access to
these standards will be granted until the
end of the comment period for this
proposed rulemaking. Access to these
documents can be found on the PHMSA
Web site at the following URL: http://
www.phmsa.dot.gov/pipeline/regs
under “Standards Incorporated by
Reference.”

ITI. Regulatory Analyses and Notices

Summary/Legal Authority for This
Rulemaking

This NPRM is published under the
authority of the Federal pipeline safety
law (49 U.S.C. 60101 et seq.). Section
60102 authorizes the Secretary of
Transportation to issue regulations
governing design, installation,
inspection, emergency plans and
procedures, testing, construction,
extension, operation, replacement, and
maintenance of pipeline facilities.
Further, Section 60102(1) of the Federal
pipeline safety law states that the
Secretary shall, to the extent appropriate
and practicable, update incorporated
industry standards that have been
adopted as a part of the PSR. If adopted
as proposed, this NPRM would modify
the PSR applicable to plastic pipe.

Executive Order 12866, Executive Order
13563, and DOT Regulatory Policies and
Procedures

This NPRM is not a significant
regulatory action under section 3(f) of
Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735)
and therefore was not reviewed by the
Office of Management and Budget. This
NPRM is not significant under the
Regulatory Policies and Procedures of
the Department of Transportation (44 FR
11034).

Executive Orders 12866 and 13563
require agencies to regulate in the “most
cost-effective manner,” to make a
“reasoned determination that the
benefits of the intended regulation
justify its costs,”” and to develop
regulations that “impose the least
burden on society.” PHMSA proposes to
amend the PSR with regards to plastic
pipe to improve compliance with these
regulations by updating and adding
references to technical standards and
providing clarification. PHMSA
anticipates that the amendments
contained in this NPRM will have
economic benefits to the regulated
community by increasing the clarity of
its regulations and reducing compliance
costs. A copy of the regulatory
evaluation is available for review in the
docket.

Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (5
U.S.C. 601 et seq.) requires an agency to
review regulations to assess their impact
on small entities, unless the agency
determines that a rule is not expected to
have a significant impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
This proposed rule has been developed
in accordance with Executive Order
13272 (“Proper Consideration of Small
Entities in Agency Rulemaking’’) and

DOT’s procedures and policies to
promote compliance with the
Regulatory Flexibility Act to ensure that
potential impacts of draft rules on small
entities are properly considered.

While PHMSA does not collect
information on the number of
employees or revenues of pipeline
operators, it does continuously seek
information on the number of small
pipeline operators to more fully
determine any impacts PHMSA'’s
proposed regulations may have on small
entities. This NPRM proposes to require
small and large operators to comply
with these requirements. A copy of the
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
has been placed in the docket.

Executive Order 13175

PHMSA has analyzed this NPRM
according to the principles and criteria
in Executive Order 13175,
“Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribal Governments.” Because
this NPRM does not significantly or
uniquely affect the communities of the
Indian tribal governments or impose
substantial direct compliance costs, the
funding and consultation requirements
of Executive Order 13175 do not apply.

Paperwork Reduction Act

This NPRM does not impose any new
information collection requirements.

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995

This NPRM does not impose
unfunded mandates under the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of
1995. It would not result in costs of
$100 million, adjusted for inflation, or
more in any one year to either State,
local, or tribal governments, in the
aggregate, or to the private sector, and
is the least burdensome alternative that
achieves the objective of the NPRM.

National Environmental Policy Act

PHMSA analyzed this proposed rule
in accordance with section 102(2)(c) of
the National Environmental Policy Act
(42 U.S.C. 4332), the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40
CFR parts 1500-1508), and DOT Order
5610.1C, and has preliminarily
determined that this action will not
significantly affect the quality of the
human environment. A preliminary
environmental assessment of this
rulemaking is available in the docket,
and PHMSA invites comment on
environmental impacts of this rule, if
any.

Privacy Act Statement

Anyone may search the electronic
form of all comments received for any
of our dockets. You may review DOT’s
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complete Privacy Act Statement
published in the Federal Register on
April 11, 2000 (70 FR 19477).

Executive Order 13132

PHMSA has analyzed this NPRM
according to Executive Order 13132
(“Federalism”’). The NPRM does not
have a substantial direct effect on the
States, the relationship between the
national government and the States, or
the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government. This NPRM does
not impose substantial direct
compliance costs on State and local
governments. This NPRM does not
preempt State law for intrastate
pipelines. Therefore, the consultation
and funding requirements of Executive
Order 13132 do not apply.

Executive Order 13211

This NPRM is not a “‘significant
energy action” under Executive Order
13211 (Actions Concerning Regulations
That Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use). It is not likely to
have a significant adverse effect on
supply, distribution, or energy use.
Further, the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs has not designated
this NPRM as a significant energy
action.

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 192

Incorporation by reference, Pipeline
safety, Plastic pipe, Security measures.

In consideration of the foregoing,
PHMSA proposes to amend 49 CFR
Chapter I as follows:

PART 192—TRANSPORTATION OF
NATURAL AND OTHER GAS BY
PIPELINE: MINIMUM FEDERAL
SAFETY STANDARDS

m 1. The authority citation for part 192
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 5103, 60102, 60104,
60108, 60109, 60110, 60113, 60116, and
60118; and 49 CFR 1.97.

m 2. Section 192.3 isrevised to add the
following definitions in appropriate
alphabetical order as follows:

§192.3 Definitions.

* * * * *

Traceability information means data
that is provided within ASTM F2897—
11a (incorporated by reference, see
§ 192.7) that indicates within the unique
identifier, at a minimum, the location of
manufacture, production, lot
information, size, material, pressure
rating, temperature rating and, as
appropriate, type, grade and model of
pipe and components.

Tracking information means data that
provides for the identification of the
location of pipe and components, the
date installed, and the person who made

the joints in the pipeline system.
* * * * *

Weak Link means a device used when
pulling polyethylene pipe, typically
through methods such as horizontal
directional drilling, to ensure that
damage will not occur to the pipeline by
exceeding the maximum tensile stresses
allowed.

m 3. Amend §192.7 as follows:

m a. Remove paragraphs (d)(11), (d)(12),
(d)(13), (d)(15), ()(1),

m b. Redesignate paragraphs (c)(3)
through (c)(9) as paragraphs (c)(4)—(10)
and redesignate paragraph (d)(14) as
(d)(12).

m c. Add paragraphs (c)(3), (d)(11),
(d)(23) through (d)(25), (j)(1), and (j)(2)

to read as follows.

§192.7 What documents are incorporated
by reference partly or wholly in this part?
* * * * *

(C] * ok %

(3) ASME/ANSI B 16.40-08,
“Manually Operated Thermoplastic Gas
Shutoffs and Valves in Gas Distribution
Systems,” (ASME/ANSI B16.40-08),
IBR approved for Item I, Appendix B to
Part 192.

* * * * *

(d) EE

(11) ASTM D2513-12ae1, “Standard
Specification for Polyethylene (PE) Gas
Pressure Pipe, Tubing, and Fittings,”
(ASTM D2513-12ae1), IBR approved for
Item I, Appendix B to Part 192.

* * * * *

(13) ASTM D2564—-12, ““Standard
Specification for Solvent Cements for
Poly(Vinyl Chloride) (PVC) Plastic
Piping Systems,” (ASTM D2564-12),
IBR approved for § 192.281(b)(2).

(14) ASTM F1055-98 (2006),
“Standard Specification for Electro
fusion Type Polyethylene Fittings for
Outside Diameter Controlled
Polyethylene Pipe and Tubing,” (ASTM
F1055-98), IBR approved for Item I,
Appendix B to Part 192.

(15) ASTM F1924-12, “Standard
Specification for Plastic Mechanical
Fittings for Use on Outside Diameter
Controlled Polyethylene Gas
Distribution Pipe and Tubing,” (ASTM
F1924-12), IBR approved for
§§192.281(e); 192.367(b)(3); and Item I,
Appendix B to Part 192.

(16) ASTM F1948-12, “Standard
Specification for Metallic Mechanical
Fittings for Use on Outside Diameter
Controlled Thermoplastic Gas
Distribution Pipe and Tubing,” (ASTM
F1948-12), IBR approved for

§§192.281(e); 192.367(b)(3); and Ttem 1,
Appendix B to Part 192.

(17) ASTM F1973-13, “Standard
Specification for Factory Assembled
Anodeless Risers and Transition Fittings
in Polyethylene (PE) and Polyamide 11
(PA 11) and Polyamide 12 (PA 12) Fuel
Gas Distribution Systems,” (ASTM
F1973-13), IBR approved for
§§192.204(b); 192.281(e); 192.367(b)(3);
and Item I, Appendix B to Part 192.

(18) ASTM/ANSI F2145-13,
“Standard Specification for Polyamide
11 (PA-11) and Polyamide 12 (PA-12)
Mechanical Fittings for Use on Outside
Diameter Controlled Polyamide 11 and
Polyamide 12 Pipe and Tubing,”
(ASTM/ANSI F2145-13), IBR approved
for Item I, Appendix B to Part 192.

(19) ASTM/ANSI F2600-09,
“Standard Specification for
Electrofusion Type Polyamide-11
Fittings for Outside Diameter Controlled
Polyamide-11 Pipe and Tubing,”
(ASTM/ANSI F2600—-09), IBR approved
for Item I, Appendix B to Part 192.

(20) ASTM F2620-12, “Standard
Practice for Heat Fusion Joining of
Polyethylene Pipe and Fittings,” (ASTM
F2620-12), IBR approved for
§§192.281(c) and 192.285(b)(2)(i).

(21) ASTM F2767-12, ““Specification
for Electrofusion Type Polyamide-12
Fittings for Outside Diameter Controlled
Polyamide-12 Pipe and Tubing for Gas
Distribution,” (ASTM F2767-12), IBR
approved for Item I, Appendix B to Part
192.

(22) ASTM F2785-12, “Standard
Specification for Polyamide 12 Gas
Pressure Pipe, Tubing, and Fittings”
PA-12, (ASTM F2785-12), IBR
approved for Item I, Appendix B to Part
192.

(23) ASTM F2817-10, “Standard
Specification for Poly (Vinyl Chloride)
(PVC) Gas Pressure Pipe and Fittings
For Maintenance or Repair,” (ASTM
F2817-10), IBR approved for Item I,
Appendix B to Part 192.

(24) ASTM F2897—11a, ‘“‘Standard
Specification for Tracking and
Traceability Encoding System of Natural
Gas Distribution Components (Pipe,
Tubing, Fittings, Valves, and
Appurtenances),” (ASTM F2897-11a),
IBR approved for §§192.3 and 192.63(e).

(25) ASTM F2945—12a ‘““Standard
Specification for Polyamide 11 Gas
Pressure Pipe, Tubing, and Fittings,”
PA-11, (ASTM F2945-12a), IBR
approved for Item I, Appendix B to Part
192.

* * * * *

(') *x % %

(1) PPI TR-3/2012, “Policies and
Procedures for Developing Hydrostatic
Design Basis (HDB), Hydrostatic Design
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Stresses (HDS), Pressure Design Basis
(PDB), Strength Design Basis (SDB),
Minimum Required Strength (MRS)
Ratings, and Categorized Required
Strength (CRS) for Thermoplastic Piping
Materials or Pipe,” (PPI TR-3/2012),
IBR approved for § 192.121.

(2) PPI TR—4/2012, “PPI Listing of
Hydrostatic Design Basis (HDB),
Hydrostatic Design Stress (HDS),
Strength Design Basis (SDB), Pressure
Design Basis (PDB) and Minimum
Required Strength (MRS) Rating For
Thermoplastic Piping Materials or
Pipe,” (PPI TR-4/2012), IBR approved
for § 192.121.

m 4.In §192.9, paragraphs (d)(5) and
(d)(6) are revised and paragraph (d)(7) is
added to read as follows:

§192.9 What requirements apply to
gathering lines?

(d) * ok %

(5) Establish the MAOP of the line
under §192.619;

(6) Install and maintain line markers
according to the requirements for
transmission lines in §192.707; and

(7) If the pipeline contains plastic
pipe or components, the operator must
comply with all applicable requirements
of this part for plastic pipe and
components.

m 5.In § 192.59, paragraphs (a)(1), (a)(2),
and (b)(3) are revised and paragraphs
(a)(3) and (e) are added to read as
follows:

§192.59 Plastic pipe.

(a) * * %

(1) It is manufactured in accordance
with a listed specification;

(2) It is resistant to chemicals with
which contact may be anticipated; and

(3) It is free of visible defects.

(b) * *x %

(3) It has been used only in gas
service;

(e) Except for PVC fittings used for
repairs on existing PVC pipelines with
materials manufactured in accordance
with the listed specification, PVC pipe
cannot be used.

m 6.In § 192.63, paragraph (a) is revised
and paragraph (e) is added to read as
follows:

§192.63 Marking of materials.

(a) Except as provided in paragraph
(d) of this section, each valve, fitting,
length of pipe, and other component
must be marked as prescribed in the
specification or standard to which it
was manufactured.

* * * * *

(e) Additional requirements for plastic

pipe and components.

(1) All markings on plastic pipe
prescribed in the listed specification
and the requirements of paragraph (e)(2)
shall be repeated at intervals not
exceeding 2 feet.

(2) Plastic pipe and components
manufactured after [INSERT
EFFECTIVE DATE OF FINAL RULE],
must be marked in accordance with
ASTM F2897 (incorporated by
reference, see § 192.7) in addition to the
listed specification.

(3) All markings on plastic pipelines
prescribed in the specification and
paragraph (e)(2) shall be legible, visible,
and permanent in accordance with the
listed specification. Records of markings
prescribed in the specification and
paragraph (e)(2) shall be maintained for
the life the pipeline per the
requirements of §§192.321(k) and
192.375(d).

m 7. Section 192.67 is added to read as
follows:

§192.67 Storage and handling for plastic
pipelines.

Each operator must develop and
follow written procedures for the
storage and handling of plastic pipe
and/or associated components that meet
the applicable listed specifications.

m 8. Section 192.121 isrevised to read
as follows:

§192.121 Design of plastic pipe.

(a) Design formula. Design formulas
for plastic pipe are determined in
accordance with either of the following
formulas:

P=25—""(DF)

(D-1)
p-—25__(pp)
(SDR -1)

P = Design pressure, gage, psi (kPa).

S = For thermoplastic pipe, the HDB is
determined in accordance with the listed
specification at a temperature equal to
73 °F (23°C), 100 °F (38°C), 120°F
(49°C), or 140 °F (60 °C). In the absence
of an HDB established at the specified
temperature, the HDB of a higher
temperature may be used in determining
a design pressure rating at the specified
temperature by arithmetic interpolation
using the procedure in Part D.2 of PPI
TR-3, (incorporated by reference, see
§192.7). For reinforced thermosetting
plastic pipe, 11,000 psig (75,842 kPa).

t = Specified wall thickness, inches (mm).

D = Specified outside diameter, inches (mm).

SDR = Standard dimension ratio, the ratio of
the average specified outside diameter to
the minimum specified wall thickness,
corresponding to a value from a common
numbering system that was derived from

the American National Standards
Institute (ANSI) preferred number series
10.

DF = Design Factor, a maximum of 0.32
unless otherwise specified for a
particular material in this section.

(b) General requirements for plastic
pipe and components. (1) Except as
provided in paragraphs (c) through (f) of
this section, the design pressure for
plastic pipe may not exceed a gauge
pressure of 100 psig (689 kPa) for pipe
used in:

(i) Distribution systems; or

(ii) Transmission lines in Class 3 and
4 locations.

(2) Plastic pipe may not be used
where operating temperatures of the
pipe will be:

(i) Below —20 °F (—29 °C), or —40 °F
(—40 °C) if all pipe and pipeline
components whose operating
temperature will be below —20 °F
(=29 °C) have a temperature rating by
the manufacturer consistent with that
operating temperature; or

(ii) Above the temperature at which
the HDB used in the design formula
under this section is determined.

(3) Unless specified for a particular
material in this section, the wall
thickness for plastic pipe may not be
less than 0.062 inches (1.57
millimeters).

(4) All plastic pipe must have a listed
HDB in accordance with PPI TR—4
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

(c) Polyethylene (PE) pipe
requirements. (1) For PE pipe produced
between July 14, 2004, and [INSERT
EFFECTIVE DATE OF FINAL RULE], a
design pressure of up to 125 psig may
be used, provided:

(i) The material designation code is a
PE2406 or PE3408.

(ii) The pipe has a nominal size (IPS
or CTS) of 12 inches or less (above
nominal pipe size of 12 inches, the
design pressure is limited to 100 psig);
and

(iii) The wall thickness is not less
than 0.062 inches (1.57 millimeters).

(2) For PE pipe produced after
[INSERT EFFECTIVE DATE OF FINAL
RULE], a DF of 0.40 may be used in the
design formula, provided:

(i) The design pressure is limited to
125 psig;

(ii) The material designation code is
PE2708 or PE4710;

(iii) The pipe has a nominal size (IPS
or CTS) of 12 inches or less; and

(iv) The wall thickness for a given
outside diameter is not less than that
listed in the following table:

; : Minimum wall .
Phegize | inickness | Cgieshondns
in inches ues
12" CTS .. 0.090 7
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Pipe size Mimirgﬁrggs\ga" Corresponding 20%) Tsllle design pressure is limited to Pipe size Mimirgﬁrgs\ga" CorrestF({)nding
in inches in inches DR values “p & . . . . (inches) inch |

(ii) The material designation code is (inches) (values)
%’ CTS .. 0.090 97 PA32312orPA32316; 1”IPS ... 0.119 11
17 IPS ... 0.090 9.3 (iii) The pipe has a nominal size IPS 11,7 |ps .. 0.151 11
¥4 IPS ... 0.095 11 or CTS) of 4 inches or less; and 12" IPS .. 0.173 11
17 IPS ... 0.119 11 (iv) The pipe has a standard 2: 0.216 11
174" IPS .. 0.151 11 dimension ratio of SDR—11 or less (i.e., 3” 0.259 13.5
127 IPS . 0.173 11 thicker-wall pipe). g,, 823? }gg
g,, 82;8 1:13 5 (2) For PA—11 pipe produced on or i i
4” 0.265 17 %‘fItISIfA[II,I\IIQSI]JEE]:ZT EFSIEC?VE DATEbOF d (e) Polyamide (PA-12) pipe
6” 0.315 21 | JLE], a DF of 0.40 may be use requirements. For PA—12 pipe produced
8” 0.411 21 in the design formula, provided: after [INSERT EFFECTIVE DATE OF
107 0.512 21 (1) The design pressure is limited to FINAL RULE], a DF of 0.40 may be used
12" 0.607 21 250 psig; in the design formula, provided:

(d) Polyamide (PA-11) pipe
requirements. (1) For PA-11 pipe
produced between January 23, 2009,
and [INSERT EFFECTIVE DATE OF
FINAL RULE], a DF of 0.40 may be used
in the design formula, provided:

(ii) The material designation code is
PA32316;

(iii) The pipe has a nominal size (IPS
or CTS) of 6 inches or less; and

(iv) The minimum wall thickness for
a given outside diameter is not less than
that listed in the following table:

(1) The design pressure is limited to
250 psig;

(2) The pipe has a nominal size (IPS
or CTS) of 6 inches or less; and

(3) The minimum wall thickness for a
given outside diameter is not less than
that listed in the following table.

: : Minimum wall Correspondin
Pipe size thickness SOR
(inches) (values)
0.119 11
0.151 11
0.173 11
0.216 11
0.259 13.5
0.333 13.5
0.491 13.5

(f) Reinforced thermosetting plastic
pipe requirements.

(i) Reinforced thermosetting plastic
pipe may not be used at operating
temperatures above 150 °F (66 °C).

(i1) The wall thickness for reinforced
thermosetting plastic pipe may not be
less than that listed in the following
table:

Minimum wall
thickness inches
(millimeters).

Nominal size in inches
(millimeters).

§192.123 [Removed and Reserved].
m 9. Section 192.123 is removed and
reserved.

m 10.In § 192.143, paragraph (c) is
added to read as follows:

§192.143 General requirements.
* * * * *

(c) Each plastic component of a
pipeline must be able to withstand
operating pressures and other
anticipated loads in accordance with a
listed specification.

m 11.In § 192.145, paragraph (f) is
added to read as follows:

§192.145 Valves.

* * * * *

(f) Plastic valves must meet the
minimum requirements stipulated in a
listed specification. A valve may not be
used under operating conditions that
exceed the applicable pressure and
temperature ratings contained in those
requirements.

m 12.In § 192.149, paragraph (c) is
added to read as follows:

§192.149 Standard fittings.
* * * * *

(c) Plastic fittings must meet a listed
specification.

§192.191 [Removed and Reserved].

m 13. Section 192.191 is removed and
reserved.

m 14. Section 192.204 is added to read
as follows:

§192.204 Risers.

(a) The design shall be tested to
ensure safe performance under
anticipated external and internal loads
acting on the assembly.

(b) Risers shall be designed and tested
in accordance with ASTM F1973
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

(c) All risers connected to plastic
mains and used on regulator stations

must be rigid and have a minimum 3 ft.
horizontal base leg designed to provide
adequate support and resist lateral
movement. Riser design shall be tested
and accepted in accordance with ASTM
F1973 (incorporated by reference, see
§192.7).

m 15.In §192.281, paragraphs
(b)(2),(b)(3), and (c) are revised and
paragraphs (e)(3) and (e)(4) are added to
read as follows:

§192.281 Plastic Pipe.
* * * * *
(b) * % %

(2) The solvent cement must conform
to ASTM D2564—12 for PVC
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

(3) The joint may not be heated or
cooled to accelerate the setting of the
cement.

(c) Heat-fusion joints. Each heat
fusion joint on a plastic pipe and/or
component must comply with ASTM
2620-12 (incorporated by reference in
§192.7) and the following:

(1) A butt heat-fusion joint must be
joined by a device that holds the heater
element square to the ends of the pipe
and/or component, compresses the
heated ends together, and holds the pipe
in proper alignment in accordance with
the qualified procedures.
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(2) A socket heat-fusion joint equal to
or less than 1V4-inches must be joined
by a device that heats the mating
surfaces of the pipe and/or component,
uniformly and simultaneously, to
establish the same temperature. The
device used must be the same device
specified in the operator’s joining
procedure for socket fusion. A socket
heat-fusion joint may not be joined on
a pipe and/or component greater than
1V4 inches.

(3) An electrofusion joint must be
made utilizing the equipment and
techniques prescribed by the fitting
manufacturer, or utilizing equipment
and techniques shown, by testing joints
to the requirements of § 192.283(b) to be
equivalent to or better than the
requirements of the fitting
manufacturer.

(4) Heat may not be applied with a
torch or other open flame.

* * * * *

(e) * x %

(3) All mechanical fittings must meet
a listed specification based upon the
pipe material.

(4) All mechanical joints or fittings
shall be Category 1 as defined by ASTM
F1924, ASTM F1948, or ASTM F1973
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7)
for the applicable material, providing a
seal plus resistance to a force on the
pipe joint equal to or greater than that
which will cause no less than 25%
elongation of pipe, or the pipe fails
outside the joint area if tested in
accordance with the applicable
standard.

m 16. Section 192.283 is revised to read
as follows:

§192.283 Plastic pipe: Qualifying joining
procedures.

(a) Heat fusion, solvent cement, and
adhesive joints. Before any written
procedure established under
§192.273(b) is used for making plastic
pipe joints by a heat fusion, solvent
cement, or adhesive method, the
procedure must be qualified by
subjecting specimen joints made
according to the procedure to the
following tests as applicable:

(1) The test requirements of—

(i) In the case of thermoplastic pipe,
based upon the pipe material, the
Sustained Pressure Test or the
Minimum Hydrostatic Burst Test per the
listed specification requirements.
Additionally, for electrofusion joints,
based upon the pipe material, the
Tensile Strength Test or the Joint
Integrity Test per the listed
specification.

(ii) In the case of thermosetting plastic
pipe, paragraph 8.5 (Minimum
Hydrostatic Burst Pressure) or paragraph

8.9 (Sustained Static Pressure Test) of
ASTM D2517 (incorporated by
reference, see § 192.7).

(2) For procedures intended for lateral
pipe connections, subject a specimen
joint made from pipe sections joined at
right angles according to the procedure
to a force on the lateral pipe until failure
occurs in the specimen. If failure
initiates outside the joint area, the
procedure qualifies for use.

(3) For procedures intended for non-
lateral pipe connections, perform testing
in accordance to a listed specification.
If elongation of the test specimen of no
more than 25% or failure initiates
outside the joint area, the procedure
qualifies for use.

(b) Mechanical joints. Before any
written procedure established under
§192.273(b) is used for making
mechanical plastic pipe joints, the
procedure must be qualified in
accordance with a listed specification,
based upon the pipe material.

(c) A copy of each written procedure
being used for joining plastic pipe must
be available to the persons making and
inspecting joints.

m 17.In § 192.285, paragraph (b)(2)(i) is
revised to read as follows:

§192.285 Plastic pipe: Qualifying persons
to make joints.
* * * * *

(b) EE

(2) * % %

(i) Tested under any one of the test
methods listed under § 192.283(a) or the
inspection and test set forth in
accordance with ASTM F2620-12
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7)
applicable to the type of joint and
material being tested;

* * * * *
m 18. Section 192.311 is revised to read
as follows:

§192.311 Repair of plastic pipelines.

(a) Each imperfection or damage that
would impair the serviceability of
plastic pipe must be repaired or
removed.

(b) All scratches or gouges exceeding
10% of wall thickness of pipe and/or
components shall be repaired or
removed.

m 19.In §192.313, a new paragraph (d)
added to read as follows:

§192.313 Bends and elbows.
* * * * *

(d) Plastic pipe may not be installed
containing bends that exceed the
maximum radius specified by the
manufacturer for the diameter of the
pipe being installed.

m 20.In § 192.321, paragraphs (a), (d),
(f), and (h)(3) are revised and paragraphs

(i), (j), and (k) are added to read as
follows:

§192.321 Installation of plastic pipelines.
(a) Plastic pipe must be installed

below ground level except as provided

by paragraphs (g), (h), and (j) of this

section.

* * * * *

(d) Plastic pipe must have a minimum
wall thickness of 0.090 inches (2.29
millimeters).

(f) Plastic pipe that is being encased
must be inserted into the casing pipe in
a manner that will protect the plastic.
Plastic pipe that is being encased must
be protected from damage at all entrance
and all exit points of the casing. The
leading end of the plastic must be
closed before insertion.

* * * * *

(h) * ok %

(3) Not allowed to exceed the pipe
temperature limits specified in
§192.121.

(i) Backfill material must:

(1) Not contain materials that could be
detrimental to the pipe, such as rocks of
a size exceeding those established
through sound engineering practices;
and

(2) Be properly compacted
underneath, along the sides, and for
predetermined distance above the pipe.

(j) Plastic mains may terminate above
ground level provided they comply with
the following:

(1) The aboveground level part of the
plastic main is protected against
deterioration and external damage.

(2) The plastic main is not used to
support external loads.

(3) Installations of risers at regulator
stations must meet the design
requirements of § 192.204.

(k) Tracking and Traceability. Each
operator must maintain records for
tracking and traceability information (as
defined in § 192.3) for the life of the
pipeline.

m 21. Section 192.329 is added to read
as follows:

§192.329 Installation of plastic pipelines
by trenchless excavation.

Plastic pipelines installed by
trenchless excavation must comply with
the following:

(a) Each operator shall ensure that the
path of the excavation will provide
sufficient clearance for installation and
maintenance activities from other
underground utilities and/or structures.

(b) For each pipeline section, plastic
pipe and/or components that are pulled
through the ground must have a weak
link, as defined by § 192.3, installed to
ensure the pipeline will not be damaged
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by any excessive forces during the
pulling process.

m 22.In §192.367, paragraphs (b)(1) and
(b)(2) are revised and paragraph (b)(3) is
added to read as follows:

§192.367 Service lines: General
requirements for connections to main
piping.

(b) * ok %

(1) Be designed and installed to
effectively sustain the longitudinal pull-
out or thrust forces caused by
contraction or expansion of the piping,
or by anticipated external or internal
loading;

(2) If gaskets are used in connecting
the service line to the main connection
fitting, have gaskets that are compatible
with the kind of gas in the system; and

(3) If used on pipelines comprised of
plastic, be a Category 1 connection as
defined by ASTM F1924, ASTM F1948,
or ASTM F1973 (incorporated by
reference, see § 192.7) for the applicable
material, providing a seal plus
resistance to a force on the pipe joint
equal to or greater than that which will
cause no less than 25% elongation of
pipe, or the pipe fails outside the joint
area if tested in accordance with the
applicable standard.

m 23.In § 192.375, paragraph (a)(2) is
revised and paragraphs (c) and (d) are
added to read as follows:

§192.375 Service lines: Plastic.

(a) * % %

(2) It may terminate above ground
level and outside the building, if—

(i) The aboveground level part of the
plastic service line is protected against
deterioration and external damage;

(ii) The plastic service line is not used
to support external loads; and

(iii) The riser portion of the service
line meets the design requirements of
§192.204.

* * * * *

(c) Backfill material must:

(1) Not contain materials that could be
detrimental to the pipe, such as rocks of
a size exceeding those established
through sound engineering practices;
and

(2) Be properly compacted
underneath, along the sides, and for
predetermined distance above the pipe.

(d) Tracking and Traceability. Each
operator must maintain records for
tracking and traceability information (as
defined in § 192.3) for the life of the
pipeline.

m 24. Section 192.376 is added to read
as follows:

§192.376 Installation of plastic service
lines by trenchless excavation.

Plastic service lines installed by
trenchless excavation must comply with
the following:

(a) Each operator shall ensure that the
path of the excavation will provide
sufficient clearance for installation and
maintenance activities from other
underground utilities and/or structures.

(b) For each pipeline section, plastic
pipe and/or components that are pulled
through the ground must have a weak
link, as defined by § 192.3, installed to
ensure the pipeline will not be damaged
by any excessive forces during the
pulling process.

m 25.In §192.455, paragraph (g) is
added to read as follows:

§192.455 External corrosion control:
Buried or submerged pipelines installed
after July 31, 1971.

* * * * *

(g) Electrically isolated metal alloy
fittings in plastic pipelines under this
section not meeting the criteria
contained in paragraph (f) must be
cathodically protected and monitored in
accordance with this section and
§192.465(a).

m 26.In §192.513, paragraph (c) is
revised to read as follows:

§192.513 Test requirements for plastic
pipelines.
* * * * *

(c) The test pressure must be at least
150 percent of the maximum operating
pressure or 50 p.s.i. (345 kPa) gage,
whichever is greater. However, the
maximum test pressure may not be more
than 2.5 times the pressure determined
under § 192.121 at a temperature not
less than the pipe temperature during
the test.

* * * * *
m 27. Section 192.720 is added to read
as follows:

§192.720 Distribution systems: Leak
repair.

A leak repair clamp may not be used
as a permanent repair method for plastic
pipe.

m 28. Section 192.756 is added to read
as follows:

§192.756 Joining plastic pipe by heat
fusion; equipment maintenance and
calibration.

(a) Each operator must maintain
equipment used in joining plastic pipe
in accordance with the manufacturer’s
recommended practices or with written
procedures that have been proven by
test and experience to produce
acceptable joints.

(b) Each operator must calibrate and
test all equipment used to join plastic

pipe in accordance with paragraph (a) of
this section. The calibration must be
appropriate for the use of the equipment
and/or is within the acceptable
tolerance limit of that equipment as
stated by the manufacturer.

(c) The term “equipment,” as
specified in this section, includes, but is
not limited to, fusion equipment,
alignment equipment, facing and
adaptor equipment, heater plates, and
gau(%m devices.

(d) The operator must maintain
records of these tests and calibrations
(other than daily verifications and
adjustments) for the life of the pipeline.
m 29. In Appendix B to Part 192, the title
of Appendix B and the list under “1.” is
revised to read as follows:

Appendix B to Part 192—Qualification
of Pipe and Components

I List of Specifications
A. Listed Pipe Specifications

API 5L—Steel pipe, “API Specification for
Line Pipe” (incorporated by reference, see
§192.7).

ASTM A53/A53M—Steel pipe, “Standard
Specification for Pipe, Steel Black and Hot-
Dipped, Zinc-Coated, Welded and Seamless”
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

ASTM A106—Steel pipe, “Standard
Specification for Seamless Carbon Steel Pipe
for High Temperature Service” (incorporated
by reference, see § 192.7).

ASTM A333/A333M—Steel pipe,
“Standard Specification for Seamless and
Welded Steel Pipe for Low Temperature
Service” (incorporated by reference, see
§192.7).

ASTM A381—Steel pipe, “Standard
Specification for Metal-Arc-Welded Steel
Pipe for Use with High-Pressure
Transmission Systems” (incorporated by
reference, see §192.7).

ASTM A671—Steel pipe, “Standard
Specification for Electric-Fusion-Welded
Pipe for Atmospheric and Lower
Temperatures” (incorporated by reference,
see §192.7).

ASTM A672—Steel pipe, “Standard
Specification for Electric-Fusion-Welded
Steel Pipe for High-Pressure Service at
Moderate Temperatures” (incorporated by
reference, see §192.7).

ASTM A691—Steel pipe, “Standard
Specification for Carbon and Alloy Steel
Pipe, Electric-Fusion-Welded for High
Pressure Service at High Temperatures”
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

ASTM D2513-12ael, “Standard
Specification for Polyethylene (PE) Gas
Pressure Pipe, Tubing, and Fittings”
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

ASTM D2517—Thermosetting plastic pipe
and tubing, “Standard Specification for
Reinforced Epoxy Resin Gas Pressure Pipe
and Fittings” (incorporated by reference, see
§192.7).

ASTM F2785-12, “Standard Specification
for Polyamide 12 Gas Pressure Pipe, Tubing,
and Fittings” (PA-12) (incorporated by
reference, see §192.7).





Federal Register/Vol. 80, No. 98/ Thursday, May 21, 2015 /Proposed Rules

29277

ASTM F2945-12a, “Standard Specification
for Polyamide 11 Gas Pressure Pipe, Tubing,
and Fittings”” (PA—11) (incorporated by
reference, see §192.7).

B. Other Listed Specifications for
Components

ASME/ANSI B16.40-08, “Manually
Operated Thermoplastic Gas Shutoffs and
Valves in Gas Distribution Systems”
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

ASTM D2513—12ae1, ‘‘Standard
Specification for Polyethylene (PE) Gas
Pressure Pipe, Tubing, and Fittings”
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

ASTM D2517—Thermosetting plastic pipe
and tubing, “Standard Specification for
Reinforced Epoxy Resin Gas Pressure Pipe
and Fittings” (incorporated by reference, see
§192.7).

ASTM F2785-12, “Standard Specification
for Polyamide 12 Gas Pressure Pipe, Tubing,
and Fittings” (PA—-12) (incorporated by
reference, see § 192.7).

ASTM F2945-12a, ““Standard Specification
for Polyamide 11 Gas Pressure Pipe, Tubing,
and Fittings” (PA—11) (incorporated by
reference, see §192.7).

ASTM F1055-98 (2006), ‘“‘Standard
Specification for Electrofusion Type
Polyethylene Fittings for Outside Diameter
Controlled Polyethylene Pipe and Tubing”
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

ASTM F1924-12, “Standard Specification
for Plastic Mechanical Fittings for Use on
Outside Diameter Controlled Polyethylene
Gas Distribution Pipe and Tubing”
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

ASTM/ANSI F1948-12, “Standard
Specification for Metallic Mechanical
Fittings for Use on Outside Diameter
Controlled Thermoplastic Gas Distribution
Pipe and Tubing” (incorporated by reference,
see §192.7).

ASTM F1973-13, “Standard Specification
for Factory Assembled Anodeless Risers and
Transition Fittings in Polyethylene (PE) and
Polyamide 11 (PA 11) and Polyamide 12 (PA
12) Fuel Gas Distribution Systems”
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

ASTM/ANSI F2600-09, “Standard
Specification for Electrofusion Type
Polyamide-11 Fittings for Outside Diameter
Controlled Polyamide-11 Pipe and Tubing”
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

ASTM/ANSI F2145-13, “Standard
Specification for Polyamide 11 (PA-11) and
Polyamide 12 (PA-12) Mechanical Fittings
for Use on Outside Diameter Controlled
Polyamide 11 and Polyamide 12 Pipe and
Tubing” (incorporated by reference, see
§192.7).

ASTM F2767-12, “Specification for
Electrofusion Type Polyamide-12 Fittings for
Outside Diameter Controlled Polyamide-12
Pipe and Tubing for Gas Distribution”
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

ASTM F2817-10, “Standard Specification
for Poly (Vinyl Chloride) (PVC) Gas Pressure
Pipe and Fittings for Maintenance or Repair”
(incorporated by reference, see § 192.7).

* * * * *

Issued in Washington, DC, on May 14,
2015, under authority delegated in 49 CFR
1.97.

Jeffrey D. Wiese,

Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety.
[FR Doc. 2015-12113 Filed 5-20-15; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-60-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

50 CFR Part 36

[Docket No. FWS-R7-NWRS-2014-0003:
FF07R05000 145 FXRS12610700000]

RIN 1018—-AX56
Refuge-Specific Regulations; Public
Use; Kenai National Wildlife Refuge

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service), propose to
amend our public use regulations for
Kenai National Wildlife Refuge (Kenai
NWR or Refuge) to clarify the existing
regulations; implement management
decisions from our June 2010 Kenai
NWR revised comprehensive
conservation plan (CCP); establish
regulations for managing wildlife
attractants, including food, refuse, and
retained fish; and revise the regulations
for hunting and trapping. The proposed
regulations are aimed at enhancing
natural resource protection, public use
activities, and public safety on the
Refuge; are necessary to ensure the
compatibility of public use activities
with the Refuge’s purposes and the
Refuge System’s purposes; and would
ensure consistency with management
policies and approved Refuge
management plans.

DATES: To ensure that we are able to
consider your comments on this
proposed rule, we must receive them on
or before July 20, 2015. We must receive
requests for public hearings, in writing,
at the address shown in the FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT section by July 6,
2015.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
on this proposed rule by one of the
following methods:

(1) Electronically: Go to the Federal
eRulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov. Search for FWS—
R7-NWRS-2014—-0003, which is the
docket number for this rulemaking. You
may submit a comment by clicking on
“Comment Now!” Please ensure that
you have found the correct rulemaking
before submitting your comment.

(2) By hard copy: Submit by U.S. mail
or hand-delivery to: Public Comments
Processing, Attn: FWS—-R7-NWRS—
2014-0003, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, MS: BPHC, 5275 Leesburg Pike,
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803.

We will post all comments on http:
//www.regulations.gov. This generally
means that we will post any personal
information you provide us. For
additional information, see the Request
for Comments and Public Availability of
Comments sections, below.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Stephanie Brady, National Wildlife
Refuge System, Alaska Regional Office,
1011 E. Tudor Rd., Mail Stop 211,
Anchorage, AK 99503; telephone (907)
306-7448; fax (907) 786—3901.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Franklin D. Roosevelt established the
Kenai National Moose Range (Moose
Range) on December 16, 1941, for the
purpose of “protecting the natural
breeding and feeding range of the giant
Kenai moose on the Kenai Peninsula,
Alaska, which in this area presents a
unique wildlife feature and an unusual
opportunity for the study in its natural
environment of the practical
management of a big game species that
has considerable local economic value”
(Executive Order 8979; see 6 FR 6471,
December 18, 1941).

Section 303(4) of the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980
(ANILCA) (16 U.S.C. 3101 et seq.)
substantially affected the Moose Range
by modifying its boundaries and
broadening its purposes from moose
conservation to protection and
conservation of a broad array of fish,
wildlife, habitats, and other resources,
and to providing educational and
recreational opportunities. ANILCA also
redesignated the Moose Range as the
Kenai National Wildlife Refuge (NWR or
Refuge) and increased the size of the
Refuge to 1.92 million acres, of which
approximately two-thirds are designated
as wilderness.

ANILCA sets out purposes for each
refuge in Alaska; the purposes of Kenai
NWR are set forth in section 303(4) (B)
of ANILCA. The purposes identify some
of the reasons why Congress established
the Refuge and set the management
priorities for the Refuge. The purposes
are as follows:

(1) To conserve fish and wildlife
populations and habitats in their natural
diversity including, but not limited to,
moose, bears, mountain goats, Dall
sheep, wolves and other furbearers,
salmonoids and other fish, waterfowl
and other migratory and nonmigratory

birds;
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1 Introduction

The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA\) is proposing a package
of nine provisions which will change portions of the plastic pipe regulations. The proposed
changes to 49 CFR Part 192 are designed to update the pipeline safety regulations (PSR) as they
relate to plastic pipe. The changes will impact all pipeline system types under Part 192,
including new, repaired, and replaced pipes. The changes are designed to update the regulations
with respect to the products and practices used in plastic pipe systems without compromising
safety. Impacted areas include but are not limited to tracking and traceability, risers, fittings, and
installation.

This report analyzes the benefits and costs of the regulatory changes as required by Section 1 of
Executive Order 12866 (as amended by E.O.s 13258 (2002), 13422 (2007), and 13497 (2009))
and Section 1 of Executive Order 13563.> Executive Orders 12866 and 13563 require agencies
to regulate in the “most cost-effective manner,” make a “reasoned determination that the benefits
of the intended regulation justify its costs,” and develop regulations that “impose the least burden
on society.” Based on these requirements and the analysis detailed in the sections below, the
following table summarizes the benefits and costs of the proposed rule, by provision. Figures are
presented in annual terms using current dollars, as they are not expected to vary significantly in
future years.

Table 1: Summary of Benefits and Costs by Provision

Provision: Annual Costs Annual Benefits Annual Net
Benefits
1. Tracking and No incremental Non-quantifiable but ~ Not quantified but
Traceability costs, except for expected to help avoid provision is
some small costs future incidents and expected to justify
for IT system excavation costs. costs.

changes and
during transition

period.
2. Design Factor for No expected $23.60 million $23.60 million
Polyethylene (PE) quantifiable cost.

Pipe

! The text of E.O. 12866 can be found here: http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-
orders/pdf/12866.pdf and E. O. 13563 here:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/inforeg/e012866/e013563_01182011.pdf
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Provision:

Annual Costs

Annual Benefits

May 1, 2015

Annual Net
Benefits

Expanded use of PA-
11 Pipe

No expected
quantifiable cost.

Not quantified but
provision is expected
to provide operator
flexibility.

Not quantified, but
presumed to be >=
$0 since it provides
optional, additional
flexibility.

Incorporation of PA-
12 Pipe

No expected
quantifiable cost.

Not quantified but
provision is expected
to provide operator
flexibility.

Not quantified, but
presumed to be >=
$0 since it provides
optional, additional
flexibility.

Risers

Not quantified but
expected to be
minimal; cost due
to adhering to best
practices.

Not quantified but
provision is expected
to improve safety at
risers and provide
operator flexibility.

Not quantified, but
safety benefits and
operator flexibility
are expected to
outweigh costs.

Fittings

Not quantified but
expected to be
minimal; cost due
to requiring
Category 1 seals
only.

Not quantified but
provision is expected
to improve safety at
fittings.

Not quantified, but
safety benefits are
expected to
outweigh costs.

Plastic Pipe
Installation

Not quantified but
expected to be
minimal; cost due
to adhering to best
practices.

$1.04 million

$1.04 million

Repairs

Not quantified but
expected to be
minimal; cost due
to adhering to best
practices.

Not quantified but
provision is expected
to improve safety of
repairs and reduce
leakage.

Not quantified, but
safety benefits are
expected to
outweigh costs.

General Provisions

Not quantified but
expected to be
minimal; cost due
to adhering to best
practices.

Not quantified but
provision is expected
to improve safety.

Not quantified, but
safety benefits are
expected to
outweigh costs.
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Provision: Annual Costs Annual Benefits Annual Net
Benefits
TOTAL Potential $24.64 million plus $24.64 million plus
incidental and non- non-quantifiable non-quantifiable
quantifiable costs.  safety benefits. safety benefits, less
small incidental
COStS.

Analysis of the potential impacts on small entities is also required by the Regulatory Flexibility
Act. The Regulatory Flexibility Act analysis is also included in this document (see Section 8).

2 Background

The proposed rulemaking comprises nine sets of provisions which will improve safety, allow for
expanded use of plastic pipe products, and allow or require the use of certain materials and
practices.

Based on PHMSA Annual Report data, there are about 1,413 distribution, transmission, and/or
gathering operators who have at least some plastic main mileage and/or plastic services. These
operators would be affected by the proposed changes. In addition, there are approximately 5,200
master meter operators and 900 small LPG systems who could at least potentially be affected.
However, these operators do not submit annual reports, so the extent of their use of plastic pipe
is not known. (It is likely that any impacts on these operators will be limited due to the nature of
their operations and limited use of plastic pipe, but this cannot be characterized further due to the
lack of data.)

National totals for mileage and services by system type can be found in Table 2 below, along
with the percentage of each that are plastic.

Table 2: Pipeline Mileage and Services by Type
Source: 2013 PHMSA Annual Report Data

Total Total Plastic  Plastic Share 5-Year
Mileage, All Mileage of Total Average,

Materials Annual New
Plastic
Mileage

Pipeline Mileage:

Distribution 12,094
(Main) 1,251,948 673,266 53.8%
Transmission 302,594 1,358 0.4% 60

Gathering 17,385 912 5.2% -49
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Total Total Plastic  Plastic Share 5-Year
Services, All Services of Total Average,
Materials Annual New
Plastic
Services
Services: 67,093,835 46,121,408 68.7% 819,858

The specific updates or issue areas are listed below and are described in greater detail in Section
3. These changes will specifically impact new, replaced, and repaired plastic pipe miles and
services, rather than the system-wide totals described in Table 2 above.

e Creating a system of tracking and traceability (8 192.63, § 192.321(k), and § 192.375(d))

e Design Factor for Polyethylene (PE) Pipe (§ 192.121)

e Expanded use of PA-11 Pipe (§ 192.121)

e Incorporation of PA-12 Pipe (88 192.121 and 192.123)

* Regulation addressing design installation and support considerations for risers (new
section § 192.204 on riser design requirements)

e General incorporation of new and improved fitting standards (88 192.455 and
192.465(a))

e Reuvision of plastic pipe installation and joining requirements (§ 192.3, 8§ 192.281, §
192.283, § 192.285, § 192.313, § 192.321, § 192.329, § 192.367, § 192.376, and §
192.756)

e Repair revisions including prohibition of leak-repair clamps as a means for permanent
repair (8 192.311 and new section § 192.720 on use of leak-repair clamps)

e General provisions for plastic pipe material, storage and handling, merging sections, and
general design requirements (§ 192.7, § 192.9, § 192.59, § 192.67, § 192.121, § 192.123,
§192.143, § 192.145, § 192.149, § 192.513(c))

3 Identification of the Problem and the Need for the Rule

Under the Federal Pipeline Safety Laws, 49 U.S.C. 60101 et seq., the Secretary of Transportation
must prescribe minimum safety standards for pipeline transportation and for pipeline facilities.
The Secretary has delegated this authority to the PHMSA Administrator (49 CFR 1.53(a)). The
use and availability of plastic pipe have changed over the years with technological innovations,
and the pipeline safety regulations have not stayed concurrent with the products and practices
used in plastic pipe installations. This proposed rule would update the regulations to account for
current applications of plastic pipe and allow for the expanded use of plastic pipe products.

Executive Order 12866 states that "Federal agencies should promulgate only such regulations as
are required by law, are necessary to interpret the law, or are made necessary by compelling
need, such as material failures of private markets to protect or improve the health and safety of
the public, the environment, or the well-being of the American people ... ." The mission of the
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PHMSA is to ensure the safety of the natural gas and hazardous liquids pipeline system. The rule
would create changes in the regulations consistent with the protection of persons and property
while changing unduly burdensome requirements.

Pipeline operators do not always bear the full costs of an incident. Even in cases where they
provide compensation for losses that can be monetized, those monetary penalties or settlements
do not necessarily capture the full impact on affected parties, especially when a death or injury
occurs. As a result, there is a negative externality present in which the company may not take the
full societal cost of a possible incident into account in its decision-making. The negative
externality alters the company’s decision about safety precautions, leading to a need for
government to set minimum levels of safety precautions. Pipeline safety regulations are
designed to address this potential market failure. The rulemaking package analyzed here is more
specifically intended to improve compliance with these regulations by updating references and
technical standards, providing clarification, and removing conflicting language. Some of the
provisions also promote improved pipeline integrity and safety by addressing small gaps in the
current regulations, as discussed in more detail below.

Executive Order 12866 and 13563 direct all Federal agencies to consider the costs and benefits
of “available regulatory alternatives, including the alternative of not regulating.” Federal
agencies are directed to develop a formal Regulatory Impact Analysis consistent with Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-4 for all “economically significant” rules, or those
rules estimated to have an impact of $100 million in 1995 dollars or more in any one year. The
Order also requires a determination as to whether a rule could adversely affect the economy in
terms of productivity and employment, the environment, public health, safety, or State, local, or
tribal governments. This requirement applies to rulemakings that rescind or modify existing rules
as well as to those that establish new requirements. The goal of the analysis is to provide
decision makers with a clear indication of the most efficient alternative — that is, the alternative
that generates the largest net benefits to society ignoring distributional effects.

This rule falls below the $100 million per year in annual impact threshold. This regulatory
analysis:

o ldentifies the target problem, including a statement of the need for the action.

e Identifies available alternative approaches.

e Defines the baseline.

e Defines the scope and parameters of the analysis.

e Defines and evaluates the costs and benefits of the action and the main alternatives
identified by the analysis.

e Compares the costs and benefits.

e Interprets the cost and benefit results.
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Subsections 3.1 to 3.9 describe the regulatory changes in detail and the specific needs to which
each regulatory change responds.

3.1 Tracking and Traceability

PHMSA is aware of several cases in which operators could not identify potential systemic issues
related to plastic pipe. It is often difficult to determine whether a pattern of pipe or component
failures is related to a certain type of material, vintage of material, specific product design,
and/or whether the defective pipes or fittings were produced by a certain manufacturer at a
certain time.

Further, once a pattern of problems is identified, many operators cannot locate the items of
concern within their systems due to limited data on installation locations by
type/date/manufacturer. This can lead to the inability to identify and remove the affected pipe or
component. In some cases, operators perform improper or excessive excavations based on this
incomplete information.

To address these issues, the proposed revisions would require operators to record and track
plastic pipeline component details related to their manufacture and trace and locate where the
material is installed. Tracking and traceability standards have been developed by industry
groups and are in the process of being incorporated into other widely used standards, but are not
currently reflected in the PSR. The proposed regulation, as will be defined in § 192.3 and
outlined in ASTM F2897-11a, gives operators flexibility in terms of the specific practices that
they would use for tracking and traceability, but these would most likely involve the use of
barcode readers and 16-digit identification numbers (as ASTM F2897-11a specifies).

3.2 Design Factor for Polyethylene (PE) Pipe

These proposed changes respond to a petition from the American Gas Association to increase the
design factor for PE pipe in § 192.121 from 0.32 to 0.4.% The petition is based on research and
technical justification performed by the Gas Technology Institute (GTI), and includes certain
limitations by type of material and wall thickness. This change would allow for the production
and installation of PE pipe with thinner walls. Alternatively, the same pipe would be acceptable
for operation at higher pressures, if made from higher quality material and meeting other
limitations. For additional background and consideration, the current design factor of 0.32 was
based on pipe used in the water industry with increased safety factors. The water industry has
recently raised their design factors for plastic pipe from 0.5 to 0.63. If applying the same safety
factors, that would result in a design factor of 0.4. Furthermore, a 0.4 design factor is currently
allowed in the code for PA-11 pipe with certain limitations. This change can be viewed as a
means to codify technical advances with no adverse impact on safety.

’Docket ID: PHMSA-2014-0006-0009. American Gas Association — Petition for Rulemaking Increase Design Factor
for New Polyethylene Pipe, August 12, 2009. http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=PHMSA-2014-
0006-0009
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3.3 Expanded use of PA-11 Pipe

This proposed change would allow greater use of PA-11 plastic pipe. PA-11 is currently allowed
in the PSR, but with certain limitations on pressure, diameter (up to 4”), and standard dimension
ratio. This change would update the regulations to align with ASTM standards for PA-11 and
would allow up to 6” diameter PA-11 pipe. These changes are designed to allow additional
flexibility in choice of material with no adverse impact on safety.

3.4 Incorporation of PA-12 Pipe

Current PSR do not allow for the use of PA-12 pipe. PHMSA has been petitioned by PA-12 pipe
manufacturers (Evonik and UBE) to allow for the use of this material using a 0.4 design factor
with certain limitations for design pressure (maximum of 250 psig) and wall thickness (at least
0.090 inches).® PA-12 has already been put into use through various state waivers. As with the
proposed provisions for PA-11, this change is designed to update the regulations, providing
additional flexibility with respect to choice of pipeline material with no adverse impact on safety.

3.5 Risers

Part 192 PSR do not contain explicit requirements regarding design, installation, and support
considerations with regard to risers, including risers used for service lines as well as risers for
other installations near regulator stations and farm taps that are considered main by definition.
Therefore this provision will create a new section in the regulations addressing these issues.
Including such requirements in the regulations is intended to improve pipeline safety overall by
addressing this gap in the regulations. It also offers regulatory relief by permitting the use of an
encased plastic riser above ground, instead of steel, thus lowering materials costs and the costs of
cathodic protection.

The specific installation requirements in this proposal include removal of burrs on metal
components prior to insertion of plastic pipe, using risers manufactured in compliance with
industry standard ASTM F1973-13, and having the service line risers located at the customer’s
building wall. These specific requirements are designed to increase pipeline safety by codifying
best practices.

3.6 Fittings
This section includes the incorporation by reference of fitting-related standards for PE, PA11,
and PA12 pipe, to accord with the broader use of these materials.

Another fitting-related provision designed to address issues that PHMSA has identified with
mechanical fittings that become loose or with pipe being pulled out from the fittings. To prevent
incidents related to this type of failure, PHMSA is proposing that all fittings used in plastic

* Docket ID: PHMSA-2014-0006-0002. Evonik-Degussa AG/UBE Industries — Petition to Amend Title 49 Code of
Federal Regulations Section 192.123 to Permit Use of Polyamide 12 at Higher Pressures. April 27, 2007.
http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=PHMSA-2014-0006-0002
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pipeline service be designed and tested to provide a seal plus resistance, so that a force on the
connection would cause the pipe being joined to yield before the joint does. More specifically,
fittings would be required to provide a Category 1 joint under the ASTM standard D2513. This
provision is detailed in the installation section of the NPRM.

Additionally, PHMSA proposes to revise a section of the regulation to allow an exception for
metal alloy fittings in plastic pipelines. The fitting would not be required to have certain
protections against external corrosion if it was monitored and tested within a particular
frequency.

3.7 Plastic Pipe Installation

PHMSA is considering revision of the plastic pipe installation requirements (8 192.321). These
revisions include: requiring trenchless excavation best practices, specifying and qualifying
joining procedures, qualifying joint makers, specifying bend requirements, specifying installation
requirements for tracer wire and backfill, requiring seal plus resistance fittings, and joining
equipment maintenance and documentation requirements.

Several of these changes are necessary to prevent abrasion and eventual leakage. The joining
requirements are designed to create connections that withstand a force on the pipe equal to or
greater than that which would cause permanent deformation of the pipe itself.

One specific major change is requiring the use of Category 1 joints only (item G.8 in the
NPRM). PHMSA has observed issues with mechanical fittings becoming loose or pipe being
pulled out from the fittings, leading to leaks and sometimes incidents. Therefore, PHMSA is
considering the incorporation of a requirement to use only fittings that are designed and tested to
provide a seal and resist pullout, so that the pipe being joined will yield before the joint does.
More specifically, ASTM D2513-99, currently incorporated by reference in Part 192 (as well as
newer versions of ASTM D2513), provide specifications for a number of different categories
include seal plus resistance (Category 1), seal only (Category 2), and seal plus pipe restraint
(Category 3). The regulation would require fittings to provide a Category 1 joint per ASTM
D2513, or “A mechanical joint design that provides a seal plus a resistance to a force on the pipe
end equal to or greater than that which will cause a permanent deformation of the pipe” which is
generally considered the most stringent of the 3 categories.

3.8 Repairs

PHMSA proposes to require that all pipes or components with scratches or gouges exceeding
10% of wall thickness be replaced and that stainless steel leak-repair clamps be used as
temporary repairs rather than permanent fixes. These requirements are preventative and enhance
safety by ensuring that plastic pipes are properly maintained and appropriately repaired.

3.9 General Provisions
These changes would require that plastic pipe be manufactured to a listed standard developed for
gas and liquid hydrocarbons, be free from defects, and contain no regrind or rework material.
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Additionally, operators would be required to have written procedures related to storage and
handling of plastic pipe; the procedures would also need to conform to a listed standard
developed for gas and liquid hydrocarbons.

This section also includes a clarification that Type B regulated onshore gathering lines must
comply with the requirements of Part 192 applicable to plastic pipe.

An additional change to the existing regulation entails merging two sections (192.121 and
192.123) into one new section (192.121). This section will outline the changes discussed in
sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 of this document. This change primarily represents a reorganization of
the regulation but also incorporates certain exceptions that detail when it is permissible to exceed
various limitations such as for pressure or temperature.

Finally, PHMSA proposes that certain general design requirements meet listed specifications.
These design requirements are specifically for the ability of components to withstand certain
operating pressures and anticipated loads and to ensure that valves and molded fittings are
designed according to listed specifications.

4 ldentification of Available Alternative Approaches

4.1 No Action

The “no action” alternative represents the current status quo under the Pipeline Safety
Regulations. In this alternative, no changes to the PSR would be implemented, and no benefits
or costs would accrue.

4.2  Proposed Revisions
This alternative comprises the set of revisions as described in Section 3. Expected benefits,
costs, and other impacts of the proposed revisions are analyzed below.

5 Industry Information

The affected industry comprises owners and operators of regulated natural gas pipelines that use
plastic pipe, defined here as having at least one mile of plastic distribution main or gathering
lines, and/or at least one plastic service. These include a mix of large and small businesses, as
well as publicly owned utilities, municipalities, and other organizations. No information is
available on the roughly 5,000 master meter and 900 small LPG systems who do not file Annual
Reports; these operators may be affected to the extent that they use plastic pipe. Among
operators who file Annual Reports, PHMSA’s 2013 Annual Report data and the Dun and
Bradstreet company database together indicate that there are approximately 1,413 entities
utilizing plastic pipe when all corporate subsidiaries are separately counted. These entities
consist of distribution, transmission, and gathering system operators, some of whom operate
more than one system type. Of these, approximately 1,395 operators could be matched to Dun
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and Bradstreet data on employee counts; these firms had a total of roughly 61,100 onsite
employees. There are wide variations across entities with respect to the share of employees
actually engaged in pipeline operations, especially for public agencies.

Among these entities, common industry (NAICS) codes are 221210, Natural Gas Distribution;
211111, Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas Extraction; and 486210, Pipeline Transportation of
Natural Gas.

6 Definition and Evaluation of the Benefits and Costs

Costs and benefits of the proposed provisions are discussed below and, where possible,
quantitatively estimated. For simplicity, these calculations generally assume that current trends
continue with respect to the use of plastic pipe and that there are no other major changes to
pipeline safety regulations.

Moreover, although benefit-cost analysis typically uses a multi-year period with appropriate
discounting of future values, in this case benefits and costs are presented in annual terms or
described qualitatively, because they are not expected to vary significantly across time.

6.1 Data Sources and Limitations

Cost is estimated using PHMSA databases and external datasets as detailed more specifically
below. In many cases the changes either codify existing practices or provide regulatory
flexibility, resulting in little to no quantifiable costs.

6.2 Costs
In the sub-sections below, each provision of the rulemaking is analyzed individually for potential
cost implications.

6.2.1 Tracking and Traceability

The technology already exists to use barcoding and/or 16-digit identification numbers to track
inventory and pipe material, and this practice is reflected in industry standard ASTM F28987-
11a. According to the Plastic Pipe Institute, manufacturers have already started labelling their
products with the 16-digit numbers and/or barcodes in compliance with this standard.* As such,
no incremental costs for barcoding itself are anticipated.

Operators will need to maintain a recordkeeping system (typically electronic) to hold the
tracking and traceability information. However, recording the barcode number and location of a
pipe segment, fitting, or joint would ordinarily require no additional effort relative to current
requirements, which entail recording descriptive information about the type, manufacturer, and

* Plastic Pipe Institute, http://plasticpipe.org/pdf/tracking-traceability.pdf
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lot number of the pipe, fitting, or joint. Indeed, in many cases it is simpler to record the barcode
information. Therefore, no incremental compliance costs are anticipated.

Recording the name of the person who made each joint, though not explicitly required by current
regulations, is not expected to result in additional recordkeeping because it is already common
practice and is an implied part of other current rules. Specifically, existing regulation
8192.285(c) requires a joiner to be re-qualified if, among other things, he or she produces a
certain number of unacceptable joints; in order to comply with this rule, operators must already
have some means of tracking who made each joint.

In the near term, some operators may incur costs for making changes to their computer
recordkeeping systems to accommodate the new standard. These costs should be minimal since
the proposed rule does not prescribe a particular format, and most operators are prepared for this
change. There will also be a transition period during which both the current descriptive
information and the new barcode-based information will be recorded, creating the possibility of
additional recordkeeping costs during this time. However, PMHSA believes that these impacts
will be relatively minor and transitory.

6.2.2 Design Factor for Polyethylene Pipe

This provision would provide additional flexibility for operators with respect to choice of
material by changing the allowable design factors for PE pipe used in gas service. As noted
above, this would permit thinner pipe walls, with a resulting decrease in materials costs.
(Alternatively, operators could operate at higher pressure at a given level of thickness, which
increases the flow rate and allowing more product to be transported.) As this simply provides a
new option for operators, there are no quantifiable cost impacts.

6.2.3 Expanded use of PA-11 Pipe
As with the changes for PE, this provision provides operators flexibility with new options for
PA-11 pipe material. There are no quantifiable cost impacts.

6.2.4 Incorporation of PA-12 Pipe
There are no quantifiable cost impacts for this measure as the provision simply provides more
flexibility for operators in choice of plastic pipe material.

6.2.5 Risers

This section addresses a gap in current regulations and codifies existing best practices and
industry technical standards, notably ASTM F1973-13. Compliance costs are expected to be
very minor, since most operators are already using these practices and standards. One
implication of the requirement to use ASTM-compliant risers is that risers may no longer be
hand-fabricated in the field. This could conceivably limit flexibility for operators in some
settings where manufactured risers are for some reason not suitable, leading to additional
installation costs. While no data on riser installation are available to support quantification of
these potential costs, PHMSA believes that these impacts are likely to be very minor and would
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be more than offset by the ability to use encased plastic, rather than steel, for above-ground
portions of risers. Operators availing of this new option would be able to reduce their materials
costs; maintenance costs would also be lower, since the plastic would not require cathodic
protection.

6.2.6 Fittings

The incorporation by reference of existing industry standards for PE, PA11, and PA12 pipe is
part of the additional flexibility granted to operators from expanded use of those materials (see
above).

There is little to no cost for implementing the Category 1 joints for fittings. While the provision
limits the range of permitted fittings, the allowable fitting is already widely in use. Additionally
the Category 1 seal plus pullout resistance fitting is not recognizably different from the Category
2 and 3 fittings in terms of labor, material, and maintenance costs.

The limited exception from corrosion protection requirements would provide additional
regulatory flexibility and does not entail additional costs.

6.2.7 Plastic Pipe Installation

Most of the proposed provisions in this section simply codify existing best practices from the
industry, addressing gaps in the current regulations. Little to no incremental compliance costs
are expected. These provisions address trenchless excavation, joining plastic pipe, qualifying
joining procedures, qualifying persons to make joints, bends, installation of plastic pipe, and
service lines.

More specifically, the provisions related to joints include a number of small technical changes,
clarifications and corrections on topics such as use of heat, adhesive, and cements. No
significant compliance costs are expected for these provisions.

Within the equipment maintenance provision, there is a proposed requirement for each operator
to maintain records of the equipment used to maintain joining equipment and for this equipment
to be used in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. Under the proposed provision,
operators would need to maintain records of tests and calibrations, but not for daily verifications
and adjustments. Although there appears to be some potential for additional recordkeeping
costs, PHMSA believes that there will be little incremental cost in practice, since operators
already must verify that equipment used meets the manufacturer’s specifications.

Despite the little incremental costs for these changes and clarifications in practices, PHMSA
believes that there are resulting safety benefits, as discussed in section 6.3.7.
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6.2.8 Repairs

This provision would clarify that temporary clamps may not be used for permanent repair.
While this may involve small additional compliance costs for the minority of operators who use
this practice, the overall impact is expected to be minimal.

6.2.9 General Provisions

The proposed requirement related to plastic pipe standards is a clarification of an existing
requirement (i.e., it clarifies that the standard to which the pipe was built must have been
developed for gas or liquid hydrocarbons, rather than other products) and is not expected to have
any cost impact. Similarly, the requirement to document storage and handling procedures that
comply with a listed standard simply addresses a gap in the regulations, codifying existing
industry practices that already occur; no new compliance costs are expected.

The provision related to gathering lines is a clarification of existing regulations and does not
entail any costs.

The proposed provisions related to plastic pipe being free of defects and free of rework or
regrind material would be expected, at the margin, to raise the supply cost of plastic pipe for
operators. However, many operators already prohibit rework and regrind material in the pipe
that they procure. PHMSA does not have the detailed industry data that would be required to
estimate the overall cost impact of this proposed provision.

There are no costs associated with the merging of sections 192.121 and 192.123, which is purely
a revision to reorganize this section for clarity.

There are no costs associated with requiring that certain components and valves meet listed
specifications, as it is expected that this is already occurring.

6.2.10 Cost Summary

The proposed revisions have a variety of expected cost impacts, none of which can be quantified
with available data. Several provisions are deregulatory in nature and allow additional flexibility
to use new plastic pipe formats, creating the potential for cost savings in the industry. Others are
merely clarifications or restatements of existing rules, or codifications of current industry
practices and technical standards, and are not expected to have any significant cost impacts.
While costs may come from proposed regulations on regrind and rework material, these could
not be estimated with available data.

These costs also do not include costs to the master meter operators and small LPG systems, for
whom no data are available to support estimation. However, impacts on these smaller operators
are expected to be fairly minor.
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6.3 Benefits

Pipeline incidents can result in death, injury, property damage, and environmental damage. The
benefits of the proposed regulatory changes stem primarily from improvements to regulatory
clarity and from upgraded safety requirements that are intended to reduce the number of pipeline
incidents and their severity. Several provisions also provide benefits in the form of additional
operational flexibility and lower costs for pipeline operators.

Estimates of avoided incident costs are calculated using information on fatalities, injuries, and
property damage (including lost product). Fatalities and injuries are converted to dollar terms
using values from departmental guidance documents, $9.3 million per fatality and $976,000 for
an injury requiring hospitalization (2014$).> These figures are conservative to the extent that
they do not include the costs of non-hospitalized injuries.

In the sub-sections below, the expected benefits of each provision of the rulemaking are analyzed
individually.

6.3.1 Tracking and Traceability

While the benefits of increased tracking and traceability are difficult to quantify, qualitatively
there are numerous advantages to instituting such a system. With the rapid pace of change in
plastic pipe technology, it is important to be aware of which products are in use and where they
are located. For example, if an incident or failure results in a recall of a particular batch or lot-
number of plastic pipe, using a barcode-based or similar system will make it easier for operators
to find and replace those products, reducing the safety risks from the defective products. . It is
also expected to reduce the costs of excavation: operators could identify problem sections of
pipe more quickly and avoid needless excavation when trying to located affected plastic pipe.
This was one of the motivations behind the industry’s adoption of the ASTM standard, and
PHMSA is aware of several cases where extensive excavation was needed in order to locate
affected sections of pipe. However, no data were available to estimate these savings.

Additionally, if the tracking and tracing system is implemented now, there is the potential to use
this system to streamline maintenance in the future as the current “new” pipeline systems begin
to age. This practice of proactive maintenance would ultimately result in cost savings for
operators.

> Trottenberg, Polly and Robert Rivkin. “Guidance on Treatment of the Economic Value of a Statistical Life (VSL) in
U.S. Department of Transportation Analyses.” February 28, 2013. The fatality number was grown at the
recommended rate of 1.07% per year from the 2012 base of $9.1 million. The injury number is equivalent to a
“serious” injury on the Abbreviated Injury Scale and is 10.5% of the VSL.





May 1, 2015

6.3.2 Design Factor for Polyethylene Pipe

The benefit of this provision is that it will allow operators added flexibility and the ability to take
advantage of newer PE technology. There is no expected degradation of safety as a result of
these changes based on research and technical justification performed by the Gas Technology
Institute. The provision is also in accordance with recent changes to the requirements for plastic
pipe used in the water industry.

The change in design factor means that slightly thinner pipe can be used, resulting in savings on
materials costs. Alternatively, operators could choose to operate at a slightly higher pressure for
a given level of thickness, which means that more product (by volume) can be delivered, which
is an operational advantage and may yield cost savings. Based on calculations provided by the
American Gas Association, the proposed change would allow a 17% reduction in pipe material
or an 11% increase in flow capacity.

The allowable change in material is expected to result in cost savings for operators. Over the last
5 years the average number of new plastic transmission miles, gathering miles, and distribution
main miles was 12,105 and the average number of new services was 819,858.° Therefore, the
total annual amount of new plastic pipe in transmission, gathering and distribution is
approximately 64 million feet (12,105 new plastic miles x 5,280 feet per mile) and the total
amount of new plastic services is equivalent to 41 million feet (819,858 new plastic services x an
assumed 50 feet per new service). These figures sum to an annual total of approximately 105
million linear feet of new plastic miles, mains, and services. Of this approximately 90% or 94.4
million feet is assumed to be PE pipe, the most prevalent plastic. Based on public works
costbooks and a review of price lists from plastic pipe vendors, the material cost per foot of PE
pipe is approximately $2.50. This cost per foot results in a total annual industry material cost for
PE pipe of approximately $236 million (94.4 million feet x $2.50 per foot). While it is estimated
that the design factor change will result in a material reduction of 17% as noted above, we will
conservatively estimate a 10% reduction in materials cost. This results in an annual material cost
savings to transmission, gathering, and distribution operators of approximately $23.60 million,
assuming that operators avail of the new design factor and do not make other changes in their
choice of material.

6.3.3 Expanded use of PA-11 Pipe

As with the PE provision above, the inherent benefit of this provision is that it will allow
operators added flexibility and the ability to take advantage of newer technology. There is no
expected degradation of safety because these changes are in accordance with ASTM standards
and testing. They have also already been applied in some cases through state waivers.

e Figures calculated based on averaging year-over-year changes in plastic pipe miles of main and plastic pipe
services respectively. Plastic pipe distribution miles of main and services totals were taken from PHMSA Annual
Report data.
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6.3.4 Incorporation of PA-12 Pipe

As for PA-11 above, this provision provides operators added flexibility in their choice of pipe
material. There is no expected degradation of safety based on new standards developed for PA-
12 and the fact that PA-12 is already in use through a select number of state waivers.

6.3.5 Risers

Risers have an inherent incident risk associated with them because they connect underground
pipelines with above ground systems. However, it is unclear how many incidents could be
avoided based on these changes because many of the proposed requirements are already standard
in the industry, and because PHMSA’s incident database does not readily allow identification of
riser-related incidents. Overall, PHMSA believes that the requirements will increase the safety
of risers and prevent incidents. Specifically, ensuring the use of best practices in riser
installations and that risers conform to ASTM standards will help protect risers from above
ground hazards and better protect maintenance crews while conducting repairs and replacements.
These benefits could not be quantified for the reasons noted.

6.3.6 Fittings

These fitting standards represent the current best practices for the industry. If adopted by the
entire industry, they are expected to improve safety and reduce incidents associated with fitting
failure. Potential benefits are discussed below under the broader heading of installation.

6.3.7 Plastic Pipe Installation

From January 2010 to January 2014 there were a total of 11 reported plastic pipe incidents that
could have been at least partially avoided based on the changes outlined in this provision. These
incidents were selected by first identifying gas distribution, transmission and gathering incidents
that involved plastic material. This filtering resulted in 122 gas distribution incidents which
occurred from January 2010 to January 2014. Of these 122 incidents, 51 had listed causes that
were potentially relevant to this provision (material failure of pipe or weld, natural force damage,
or other outside force damage). Of the 51 incidents, 27 could be eliminated as not relevant based
on the more detailed cause information, leaving a total of 24. These 24 incidents had cause
details consisting of fusion joint, heavy rains/floods, high winds, mechanical fitting, other natural
force damage, and other outside force damage. Of these 24 incidents, another 13 could be
eliminated as not relevant based on information from the incident narrative, leaving a total of 11
relevant incidents. These incidents, and their corresponding details, are summarized in Table 3
below. All 11 incidents were associated with gas distribution pipes, as there were no relevant
plastic pipe incidents associated with gas gathering and transmission pipes.

Table 3: Incidents Related to Plastic Pipe Installation

Report Cause Details of Number Gas Cost of Cost of Property

Number Incident Injured Released Gas Damage (2014%)
(mcf) Released
20110369 MECHANICAL 0 120 $4,201 $633,389
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Cause Details of Number Gas Cost of Cost of Property
Incident Injured Released Gas Damage (2014%)
(mcf) Released

FITTING

20110016 MECHANICAL 0 6 $67 $731,305
FITTING

20110062 MECHANICAL 0 158 $1,071 $93,017
FITTING

20100084 FUSION JOINT 0 56 $289 $47,034

20130005 OTHER NATURAL 0 100 $1,000 $326,371
FORCE DAMAGE

20120094 OTHER NATURAL 1 12 $36 $764,487
FORCE DAMAGE

20110161 HIGH WINDS 0 - $168 $414

20110059 HEAVY 0 90 $445 $40,394
RAINS/FLOODS

20100095 HEAVY 0 70 $268 $26,387
RAINS/FLOODS

20130038 OTHER OUTSIDE 1 15 $100 $40,100
FORCE DAMAGE

20120001 OTHER OUTSIDE 0 26 $102 $565,156
FORCE DAMAGE

Total: 2 653 $7,747 $3,268,054

The changes to the installation requirements, specifically those related to joining and fitting,
could potentially reduce the likelihood of the incidents related to mechanical fitting and fusion
joint. The changes to the installation requirements, specifically those related to backfill, could
potentially reduce the likelihood of the incidents related to natural force damage, winds, and
heavy rains/floods.

In order to calculate the total annual cost of these incidents, several steps are required. As noted
above in section 6.3, the value of avoiding an injury is estimated at $976,000. Therefore the total
cost for the two injuries noted in Table 3 above is $1.95 million. Therefore the total cost of the
11 incidents (including injury costs and the total estimated cost of property damage) was
approximately $5.2 million over 4 years.

In addition to the direct incident costs, there are societal costs in the form of increased global
warming potential (GWP) from the methane and carbon dioxide released as lost gas. As seen in
Table 3 above, a total of 653 thousand cubic feet of gas was released as a result of these 11
incidents. Based on monetary values from the Interagency Working Group on Social Cost of
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Carbon’ and physical conversion factors®, the GWP cost of the gas released in these incidents is
approximately $12,500.

The $5.2 million in incident costs and social cost of carbon over the 4-year data period represent
an average of approximately $1.3 million per year in incident costs that are potentially avoidable
through the revisions in this section. For estimation purposes, because the relevant incidents
may not be entirely prevented even with the proposed changes in place, we assume an 80%
reduction in the relevant set of preventable incidents or a total of $1.04 million per year in safety
benefits from incidents avoided.

6.3.8 Repairs

This provision will increase safety and result in a positive benefit because it effectively requires
permanent repairs to pipes rather than allowing temporary fixes, which are more likely to result
in leaks and incidents. The benefits of this provision are clear, but cannot be quantified due to a
lack of data related specifically to incidents associated with temporary repair.

6.3.9 General Provisions

Prohibiting regrind or rework material and requiring documented procedures for storage and
handling are expected to enhance safety by improving product quality and pipeline integrity.
Because they are relatively common practices already, however, it is difficult to quantify the net
impact of the proposed requirements.

There are no quantifiable benefits for the provision relating to gathering lines as the changes
merely clarify the existing regulation.

There are no quantifiable benefits from the changes relating to merging sections 192.121 and
192.123. In terms of non-quantifiable benefits, these changes will consolidate the regulations and
make them easier to read and understand. This is expected to improve compliance with the
regulations.

’ The Working Group’s estimate of $37 per metric ton of carbon dioxide in 2007 dollars was converted to 2013 dollars using the
CPI-U; this yields an estimated $41.57 per ton of carbon dioxide emitted. (The Interagency Working Group’s $37 value is based
on a 3% discount rate and 2015 base year. This appears to be the most appropriate value available from the document, though
it uses a 3% discount rate rather than the 7% rate typically used for regulatory impact analysis.) Methane is generally
understood to be a more potent greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide, although with diminishing effects over time. While an
official value for methane has not yet been established, other rulemaking efforts (see, e.g., the Corporate Average Fuel
Economy (CAFE) rulemaking: http://www.nhtsa.gov/staticfiles/rulemaking/pdf/cafe/FRIA_2017-2025.pdf) have used a
multiple of 25 times the social cost of carbon dioxide emissions as an approximation. In this case, that is 25* $41.57, or $1039
per metric ton.

® For calculation purposes, gas was assumed to comprise 96% methane and 1% carbon dioxide based on industry averages.
Volumes were converted to mass using physical conversion factors at typical tariff pressure and temperature (1 atmosphere, 60
degrees Fahrenheit).



http://www.nhtsa.gov/staticfiles/rulemaking/pdf/cafe/FRIA_2017-2025.pdf
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There are no quantifiable benefits related to requiring certain components and valves meet listed
specifications. However, these requirements lead to clear non-quantifiable benefits such as
enhanced safety and ease of repair and replacing components and valves.

6.3.10 Benefits Summary

Three of the proposed provisions (related to PE, PA-11 and PA-12) allow additional flexibility to
use new plastic pipe formats. The benefits of the PE provision for all operator types were
estimated at roughly $23.60 million per year in reduced materials costs, and collectively these
provisions will provide additional options for operators. These figures do not include the
potential benefits to master meter and small LPG systems, for whom no data are available to
support estimation.

Other proposed revisions are merely clarifications or restatements of existing rules, or
codifications of current industry practices and technical standards, and are not expected to have
significant quantifiable safety benefits. However, improving the clarity of the regulations is
beneficial from the perspective of improving comprehension and compliance.

For the one set of provisions (installation) for which a discrete set of preventable incidents was
identifiable, overall benefits in the form of incident costs avoided were estimated at $1.04
million per year for distribution operators. Safety benefits are also expected from other
provisions that make small changes to allowable practices in pipeline repair and maintenance,
but these changes could not be quantified due to limitations in the underlying incident data.

7 Summary and Conclusion

The proposed rulemaking includes 9 sets of changes to the Pipeline Safety Regulations (PSR,
Part 192) as they relate to plastic pipe. The changes are designed to update the regulations with
respect to the products and practices used in plastic pipe systems and to address gaps in the
existing safety regulations.

One group of proposed changes provides significant additional flexibility to use new plastic pipe
products, which is expected to yield cost savings for the affected industry, both in terms of
material costs and in the ability to move product at higher pressures. These cost savings were
estimated at roughly $23.60 million per year for all operator types.

Other provisions clarify or restate existing rules and/or incorporate existing best practices from
industry. These provisions are expected to have very minor cost and benefit impacts.

For the proposed regulations involving additional stringency or recordkeeping, compliance costs
were not quantifiable but are expected to be minimal based on existing practices and other
requirements already in place. Benefits for distribution operators are estimated at $1.04 million
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annually based on avoided incident costs. PHMSA believes that there are also significant un-
quantified safety benefits.

8 Initial Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

8.1  Reasons for Agency Action

PHMSA works to ensure the safety of the nation’s gas and hazardous liquid pipelines.
Government regulation of pipeline safety standards addresses the market failure of negative
externalities, namely the costs that pipeline incidents impose on other parties for which there
may be no market compensation. PHMSA’s safety regulations require periodic updating to
update technical standards and acknowledge new products and technologies; address gaps in
existing safety requirements. The rule comprises a set of changes to the Pipeline Safety
Regulations (PSR) related to plastic pipe. The goals of the proposal are (1) to provide regulatory
relief by granting additional flexibility to use new plastic pipe formats, and (2) to enhance safety
by addressing gaps in current rules and making clarifications to existing rules.

8.2 Objectives of, and legal basis for, the proposed rule

The rule is designed to enhance pipeline safety through a set of revisions to the PSR. The
ultimate objective is to lessen the frequency and societal consequences of pipeline incidents,
including property damage, environmental degradation, personal injury, and loss of life.
PHMSA’s overall mandate to regulate pipeline safety is set by federal law under 49 USC 60102
et seq. Several provisions also address safety recommendations from the National Transportation
Safety Board, an independent Federal agency charged with investigating serious transportation
accidents and making safety recommendations.

8.3 Description and estimate of the number of small entities to which the proposed rule
would apply; projected reporting, recordkeeping and other compliance requirements
of the proposed rule and their impact on small entities

Based on 2013 Annual Report data, there are approximately 1,413 gas pipeline operators with at
least some plastic pipe, i.e. at least one mile of transmission or gathering lines that are plastic
pipe, and/or at least one service using plastic pipe. These entities consist of distribution,
transmission, and gathering system operators, some of whom operate more than one system type.
Of these, information was available on 1,395 operators through PHMSAs subscription to a Dun
& Bradstreet database of company information, using a match by operator ID (OPID). (Eighteen
operators could not be matched, apparently due to limitations of the Dun & Bradstreet coverage
and/or time lags in the data.)

Of the 1,395 operators in the database, 341 (25%) were identified by Dun and Bradstreet’s small
business indicator variable as meeting government criteria for classification as a small
businesses.
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In addition, there are 5,200 master meter operators and about 900 small LPG systems who may
be affected to the extent that they use plastic pipe. A precise count of affected operators in these
groups, and the share that are small businesses, is not possible because these operators do not file
Annual Reports with information on their plastic pipe inventory.

Based on these figures, a significant share of the affected entities can be classified as small
business. While almost all of the changes would apply to these small business entities, the scope
of impact is expected to be limited. The estimated compliance costs of the proposed rule were
not quantifiable but included some changes to plastic pipeline installation, operations,
recordkeeping, and maintenance. The proposed rule largely codifies best practices. Costs are
expected to be minimal.

As always, the actual costs and savings per firm would vary according to factors such as the size
of their plastic pipe network, their propensity to replace other materials with plastic over time,
and their labor costs. However, the magnitude would be similar and would not represent a
significant economic impact. Some small additional costs could also come from provisions
requiring the use of best practices for risers, installation, and repair, although it is expected that
most firms are already employing those practices.

Overall, much or all of the minimal, non-quantifiable incremental compliance costs of the
proposed rule could be offset by the expanded ability to use new plastic pipe formats and
technologies, which would lower material costs and provide greater operational flexibility.
Improved safety from the installation, tracking and traceability, and other provisions would also
limit operators’ potential exposure to liability claims for third-party property damage and other
incident costs.

8.4 Federal rules which may duplicate, overlap or conflict with the proposed rule
PHMSA believes that no other Federal rules duplicate, overlap, or conflict with the proposed
rule. In fact, many of the provisions are designed to eliminate inconsistencies in the existing
regulations.
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8.5 Alternatives considered

In addition to the package of regulatory updates, PHMSA considered a no-action alternative in
which no changes would be implemented. The no-action alternative was rejected because it
would not respond to the identified safety issues with plastic pipe, and would needlessly delay
the ability of operators to use new plastic pipe technologies.

Because the rule is focused on ensuring safety, is partially de-regulatory in nature, and does not
have a significant economic impact on small entities, PHMSA did not consider establishing
different compliance or reporting requirements or timetables for small entities.

8.6  Effect on the cost of credit
The proposed rule is not projected to increase the cost of credit for small entities in any way.

8.7 Summary and conclusion
The rule updates the pipeline safety regulations related to plastic pipe, improving safety and
allowing significant new flexibility for the use of new plastic pipe formats and technologies.

The rule could affect a substantial number of small entities because of the market structure of the
gas and pipeline industry, which includes many small entities. At least 341 small entities could
be affected by at least one portion of the rulemaking, with smaller numbers affected by particular
provisions. Estimated compliance costs indicate that these impacts would not be significant and
would generally be offset by savings in materials costs for plastic pipe.
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Comments on the Plastics Pipe Rule NPRM: 2/23/2016

Topic Comment Subtopic Commenters Comment
A. Tracking Drop None/other American Gas Association; The listed entities submitting comments suggesting that the
and Tracking and American Public Gas plastic pipe tracking and traceability program be dropped from
Traceability | Traceability Association; Northeast Gas the proposal. Many operators echoed AGAs concern thata TTP
Association; Texas Pipeline would be economically significant and discussions of cost,
Association; NORTON benefits, and alternatives would slow the implementation of the
MCMURRAY other portions of the rule. Additionally, they maintained that TTP
MANUFACTURING should be implemented as a separate rulemaking for all material
COMPANY ; National Grid; and system types rather than piecemeal by material. Consistent
AGL Resources; Atmos Energy | regulation of all segments avoids regulatory uncertainty. AGA,
Corporation; CPS Energy; APGA, National Fuel, NiSource, SoCalGas and SDGE, and SW
Questar Gas Company; National | Gas all proposed convening a working group to discuss options
Fuel Gas Distribution for moving forward with a separate, comprehensive tracking and
Corporation; SoCalGas and traceability rule.
SDG&E; Southwest Gas
Corporation; NiSource Inc.;
A. Tracking | Tracking and | None/other American Public Gas The listed entities submitted comments indicating that the
and Traceability: Association; Plastics Pipe markings should only have to remain visible until the time of
Traceability permanent Institute; NORTON installation. Truly "permanent™ markings are not currently
MCMURRAY technically feasible, and the information is only needed at the
MANUFACTURING time of installation, afterwards the information has been inputted
COMPANY; R.W. Lyall & into GIS or other data systems, the physical markings are no
Company, Inc.; Thomas M. longer necessary. PPI notes that with current technology and
Lael; National Fuel Gas practice, markings are designed to last for 3 years within an
Distribution Corporation; City underground environment
Utilities; Texas Pipeline
Association; APGA believes this would be significantly burdensome to small
public operators, and proposes 20 years after manufacture to be a
reasonable timeframe.
A. Tracking Copy or None/other American Public Gas APGA suggested that if PHMSA does move forward with T&T,
and Revise ASTM Association; Southwest Gas that it only collect the data required by the 6 field tag prescribed
Traceability F2897 Corporation; Plastics Pipe by ASTM 2897, which allows identification of unsafe pipes

Institute; Continental Industries;

within a system.

2/18/2016
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Topic Comment Subtopic Commenters Comment
R.W. Lyall & Company, Inc.;
T.W. Lyall, Continental industries concurred.
PPI noted that this would require manufacturers to revamp their
marking systems away from the standard, and would potentially
require new barcoding systems.
SW gas suggested that a T&T working group could also work to
potentially revise ASTM F2897-11a
A. Tracking Timeline None/other American Gas Association; AGA and the listed operators recommended phasing in whatever
and Northeast Gas Association; implementation of T&T is proposed.
Traceability National Fuel Gas Distribution
Corporation; Plastics Pipe City utilities was not opposed to the recordkeeping of material
Institute; R.W. Lyall & data but requested a reasonable timeframe to create an
Company, Inc.; City Utilities; implementation plan and budgets. They suggested 3 years was a
reasonable timeframe for full compliance.
A. Tracking | Tracking and | None/other National Grid; Southwest Gas National grid estimates a cost of $8.1m a year for 14,968 plastic
and Traceability: Corporation; pipe miles for an uncertain safety benefit. This includes the costs
Traceability Costs of scanning devices, software, training, licensing, and labor.
SW Gas estimates $10-$20m startup costs with $1-2m recurring
costs
A. Tracking | Tracking and | None/other City Utilities; DTE Gas DTE notes that 192.321(k), 192.375(d), and the second sentence
and Traceability Company; of 192.63(e)(3) should be removed as the applicable tracking and
Traceability traceability phrases are already defined in 192.3
City Utilities notes that 192.63 repeats language already in
ASTM F2897, but implies that markings must be permanent for
the life of the pipe. City Utilities generally advises against
repeating language in industry consensus standards in the code.
A. Tracking Support None/other National Association of Pipeline | NAPSR and Palermo Plastics Pipe Consulting expressed support
and Safety Representatives; Palermo | for the proposed tracking and traceability measures.
Traceability Plastics Pipe (P) Consulting;
A. Tracking | Trackingand | None/other NORTON MCMURRAY NORMAC believes PHMSA is violating the spirit of the

2/18/2016
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Topic Comment Subtopic Commenters Comment
and Traceability: MANUFACTURING National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act of 1995 by
Traceability Other COMPANY; not adopting the latest standards in full, without edits,
Comments amendments or modifications.
Thomas Lael requests clarifications about what is expected for
"permanent markings", specifically if records of markings stored
in an operator's records be sufficient.
Reef Industries sells tracking wire to help with locates.
B. Design PE Design | None/other American Gas Association; The vast majority of commenters supported this proposal, citing
Factor for PE Factor: American Public Gas economic, social, and safety benefits.
Support Association; Plastics Pipe
Institute; Northeast Gas SW gas noted they can use the material MAOP information in
Association; National their IM plans
Association of Pipeline Safety
Representatives; National Fuel
Gas Distribution Corporation;
Texas Pipeline Association;
Palermo Plastics Pipe (P)
Consulting; Southwest Gas
Corporation;
B. Design PE- None/other American Gas Association; The listed entities generally supported the proposal but were
Factor for PE Maximum Plastics Pipe Institute; Northeast | opposed to restricting the diameter of PE pipe beyond the 24"
diameter Gas Association; Evonik published in ASTM D2513-14. The commenters suggested
Industries; MidAmerican permitting pipe up to 24" as provided in the standard.
Energy Company;
MidAmerican Energy Evonik further requested that PHMSA expand the PE, PA-11 and
Company; PA-12 tables to include pipe sizes including and below 1" IPS.
MidAmerican requested the inclusion of 1" CTS as a pipe size.
B. Design PE Design | None/other PVC Pipe Association; The Vinyl Institute, representing PVC Pipe manufacturers
Factor for PE Factor: strongly opposed the less conservative design factor in D2513
Opposed until more field experience is obtained on low strength, thin PE

pipe.
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Topic

Comment

Subtopic

Commenters

Comment

In supporting documentation, the PVC Pipe Association
hypothesizes that certain HDPE pipe grade compounds can be
susceptible to microscopic crack propagation in high pressure
water service, though admits that newer compounds may be more
crack resistant.

B. Design
Factor for PE

PE-
Retroactive
Applicability

None/other

American Gas Association;
Texas Pipeline Association;

AGA and TPA requested that the proposal for increased design
factor for PE pipe should be applied to existing pipe designed
under ASTM D2513-08B as the requirements for those pipes
have remained the same since that time.

TPA also reference PE2708 or PE4710.

B. Design
Factor for PE

PE- SDR vs
DR

None/other

lowa Utilities Board:;

The lowa Utilities Board believes that the wall thickness tables
should use SDR rather than DR in the column heading to be
consistent with the design formula. The PE and PA table should
have a header indicating what material they apply to for ease of
use.

B. Design
Factor for PE

PE- Minimum
Wall
thickness

None/other

DTE Gas Company;

DTE gas opposes the proposed 0.9" minimum wall thickness for
plastic pipe. PHMSA should retain the current minimum of 0.62"
for PE pipe.

Operators should be allowed to use the design formula in
192.121(a)

B. Design
Factor for PE

PE-Maximum
Pressure

None/other

Plastics Pipe Institute;

Design Factor

PPI supports the merger of 192.121 and 192.123 and increased
design factor. However there is no justification for limiting the
maximum design pressure to neither 125 psig nor the size
limitation of 12" diameter. PPl recommends allowing pressures
up to the design capabilities and diameters included in ASTM
D2513 (24" max diameter) see comment for revised language and
tables.

C. Expanded
use of PA1l

PA11-Support

None/other

American Gas Association;
American Public Gas

Nearly all commenters supported the proposed PA11 standards in
general.

2/18/2016






Topic Comment Subtopic Commenters Comment
Association; Plastics Pipe
Institute; Northeast Gas
Association; National
Association of Pipeline Safety
Representatives; Texas Pipeline
Association; Arkema; Palermo
Plastics Pipe (P) Consulting;
C. Expanded | PAL11-3/4" | None/other American Gas Association; The listed entities support including 3/4" pipe to the PA-11 and
use of PA11 pipe Northeast Gas Association; the other tables.
Arkema;
C. Expanded | PA-11- CTS | None/other lowa Utilities Board; IUB noted that the rule references CTS pipe, but it is not present
use of PA11 MidAmerican Energy on the table. CTS values should be included or references to CTS
Company; MidAmerican should be removed from the text
Energy Company;
MidAmerican requested the inclusion of 1" CTS pipe for PE,
PAll, and PA12
C. Expanded | PA-11: Other | None/other Palermo Plastics Pipe (P) Palermo Plastics Pipe Consulting and Volgstadt and Associates,
use of PA11l Comments Consulting; Volgstadt & two consulting firms, recommended permitting the use of
Associates, Inc.,; PA32312 in addition to PA32316 under PA-11. Volgstadt noted
that they can be used in low pressure, high temperature
applications such as anodeless risers.
Volgstadt further noted that since PA11 has an HDB listing at
180F, 192.121 should be revised to incorporate it
D. PA12-support | None/other American Gas Association; The listed entities support the proposal
Incorporation American Public Gas
of PA12 Association; Northeast Gas
Association; Plastics Pipe
Institute; National Association
of Pipeline Safety
Representatives; Palermo
Plastics Pipe (P) Consulting;
Texas Pipeline Association;
D. PA-12 CTS | None/other lowa Utilities Board; The lowa Utilities Board noted that the narrative text refers to

2/18/2016






Topic Comment Subtopic Commenters Comment
Incorporation MidAmerican Energy CTS sizes but the table only shows IPS. PHMSA should include
of PA12 Company; MidAmerican pipe available in CTS dimensions or remove reference to CTS
Energy Company; sizes
MidAmerican believes the PE, PA-11, and PA-12 tables should
list 1 inch CTS as a pipe size.
D. PA-12, Small | None/other American Gas Association; AGA and NE Gas recommended including 3/4" diameter pipe
Incorporation | diameter pipe Northeast Gas Association; using the same minimum wall thickness and DR value for PE
of PA12 Pipe (see table on page 7 of AGA Comment)

D. PA-12: None/other Evonik Industries; Continental Evonik: The language in the preamble of section D references to
Incorporation | Miscellaneous Industries; "allow a minimum wall thickness of at least 0.90 inches™ which
of PA12 Comments the operator believes is a typographical error. 0.090 would be

consistent with the original petition and the proposed 192.121
tables.
Continental Industries' Continental believes that A-12's
material designation code, PA 42316 needs to be included in the
proposed 192.121(e)
E. Risers Risers: None/other American Gas Association; A number of commentators opposed the prescriptive language
Structural Plastics Pipe Institute; Northeast | concerning support requirements for risers | the proposed rule.
performance Gas Association; Texas Pipeline | Specifically comments focused on the requirement for a 3ft
Standard Association; NORTON horizontal leg. The listed commentators all suggested either
MCMURRAY deleting the 3" horizontal leg requirement or some sort of
MANUFACTURING performance standard. AGA, PPI, TPA, NORMAC, and R.W.
COMPANY; R.W. Lyall & Lyall proposed language requiring operators to ensure that risers
Company, Inc.; Volgstadt & are secure against lateral movement and from bearing external
Associates, Inc.,; Avista loads. Volgstadt and DTE supported deleting references to the
Utilities; horizontal base leg. Others supported a performance standard in
general
E. Risers Risers: Field [ None/other Plastics Pipe Institute; Volgstadt [ Commenters noted that exclusive reference to ASTM F2509 will
Assembled & Associates, Inc.,; R.W. Lyall | effectively prohibit the use of field assembled risers under ASTM
Risers & Company, Inc.; Continental F209 as ASTM F1973 is only for factory assembled Risers.

Industries;

PPI, Lyall, and VVolgstadt, Continental Industries recommended

2/18/2016
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IBR of ASTM F2509 and revising 192.204(b) to reference a
listed specification.
NORMAC also recommended reference to F1948 since both
standards share the same design qualification requirements.
E. Risers Risers- G.l. - American Gas Association; AGA, APGA, NAPSR, Northeast Gas Co, and Palermo Plastics
Support Installation American Public Gas Consulting supported GPTC's petition to allow the use of anode
by Association; National less plastic risers above ground level to the meter/regulator
Trenchless Association of Pipeline Safety station.
Excavation Representatives; Northeast Gas
(192.3, Association; Palermo Plastics
192.329 and | Pipe (P) Consulting;
192.376)
E. Risers Risers- None/other American Gas Association; AGA noted that this requirement should not be applicable to
Retroactive risers installed before the effective date
E. Risers Risers - Metal | None/other MidAmerican Energy A number of commenters noted that as written the proposed
Risers Company; MidAmerican revisions could be interpreted to require that all risers be plastic,
Energy Company; Texas anodeless risers. The proposed rule should either address non-
Pipeline Association; lowa anodeless risers or the title of the section should be
Utilities Board; Gas Processors | titled/explicitly only apply to anodeless risers.
Association;
E. Risers Risers: Other [ None/other lowa Utilities Board; NORTON | 1UB requested clarification on whether plastic anodeless risers

Comments

MCMURRAY
MANUFACTURING
COMPANY; NiSource Inc.;

will be allowed on structures other than metering and regulating
stations (i.e. pressure recording stations or other non-service line
installations). IUB believes this scenario may be addressed if the
riser is considered a main

NORMAC: recommended deleting 192.204(b) as it is
duplicative of the proposed 192.281(e) (4). If not ASTM F2509
should be added to allow field assembled risers.

NiSource: The use of the word Rigid in the proposed 192.204.
Specifically, rigid typically refers to "anodeless riser rigid riser
casing" as defined in ASTM F1973. If this is the intent
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192.204(c) should be revised to require anodeless risers to have a
rigid riser casing.
Additionally 192.375(a)(2) should be revised to permit the use of
anodeless flex riser casings.
F. Fittings Fittings- None/other American Gas Association; AGA, NEGA, and TPA suggested that the requirement for
Retroactive Northeast Gas Association; Category 1 fittings and cathodic protection should only be for
Texas Pipeline Association; newly installed fittings or those uncovered during maintenance.
All three commented that a search and replace program would be
very costly for little offsetting safety benefit.
F. Fittings Fittings- None/other Texas Pipeline Association; Though all commenters supported the idea of requiring category
Category 1 NORTON MCMURRAY 1 fittings where available, a number of commenters noted that
Availability MANUFACTURING category 1 fittings are not available in the large diameters used in
COMPANY:; Continental distribution service. TPA and GPA suggested clarifying the
Industries; GE-Dresser Pipeline | requirements to only apply to distribution lines. Norton
Solutions; Gas Processors McMurray and Continental industries noted that the justification
Association; for requiring category 1 fittings on high diameter lines is
unsupported, and that Category 2 & 3 joints under D2513, F1924,
F1948 or F1973 should be permitted.
GE-Dresser proposed limiting the requirement for Category 1
fittings for lines under 4" and retain the requirements of 49 CFR
192.283(b) for larger systems.
F. Fittings Fittings- None/other American Public Gas NAPSR and Palermo Plastics Pipe Consulting approved of the
Support Association; Palermo Plastics revisions under this section, and Dr. Palermo noted that there is
Pipe (P) Consulting; National no reason for a gas operator to use anything but a Category 1
Association of Pipeline Safety mechanical fitting.
Representatives;
APGA supported the requirements to use specified fittings
and the cathodic protection requirement for isolated metal
fittings (though they opposed the monitoring requirement).
F. Fittings Fittings: None/other American Public Gas Though APGA supported cathodic protection for isolated metal
Cathodic Association; fittings, monitoring requirements would have significant costs as
Protection it would require a test station for each fitting.
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Monitoring
Furthermore, APGA suggested that isolated metal fittings don't
face the same corrosion risks since they are isolated by the plastic
pipe and don't have significant variances in soil conditions that a
long metal pipe system does.
F. Fittings | fittings-timing | None/other American Gas Association; AGA and NFGDC recommend revisions to 192.455 requiring
National Fuel Gas Distribution | monitoring every 10 years rather than the proposed requirement
Corporation; to survey 10% of the system a year.
G. Plastic Trenchless | G.1. - American Gas Association; A large volume of commenters were broadly supportive of the
Pipe excavation- | Installation American Public Gas use of a weak link in trenchless excavations, but expressed
Installation "device" by Association; Texas Pipeline concern that use of the word device could limit operators to
Trenchless Association; Gas Processors commercially available devices. Some operators may use a piece
Excavation Association; Avista Utilities; of weaker pipe or internally designed device as a weak link.
(192.3, DTE Gas Company; Southwest
192.329 and | Gas Corporation;
192.376)
G. Plastic Trenchless | G.1. - DTE Gas Company; National DTE Gas Company and PPI supported the proposal as a general
Pipe excavation- | Installation Association of Pipeline Safety practice (the others listed supported the proposal but had other
Installation Support by Representatives; Plastics Pipe specific complaints)
Trenchless Institute; American Gas
Excavation Association; American Public
(192.3, Gas Association; Texas Pipeline
192.329 and | Association; Avista Utilities;
192.376) Southwest Gas Corporation;
G. Plastic Trenchless | G.1. - DTE Gas Company; Plastics DTE Gas Company and the Plastics Pipe Institute supported the
Pipe Excavation: | Installation Pipe Institute; proposed revisions to trenchless installation practice. (Nearly all
Installation Support by commenters broadly supported the proposal but these did so
Trenchless without other complaints or specific comments.)
Excavation
(192.3,
192.329 and
192.376)
G. Plastic Trenchless | G.1. - American Gas Association; AGA suggested that these requirements should not apply to
Pipe Excavation: | Installation Northeast Gas Association; service lines below 1.25" IPS if an analysis of incidents shows
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Installation | Miscellaneous | by that no relevant incidents have occurred (see comment for
Comments | Trenchless proposed language)
Excavation
(192.3, NGA believes requiring weak link techniques is shortsighted.
192.329 and They recommend holding a workshop to determine what the best
192.376) practices in trenchless excavation are.
G. Plastic Trenchless | G.1. - American Gas Association; City | A number of operators had issue with PHMSA's proposed
Pipe Excavation: | Installation Utilities; National Fuel Gas requirement that operators ensure that the area is clear of other
Installation Cross-Bore | by Distribution Corporation; Texas | underground structures.
Incidents Trenchless Pipeline Association; Gas
Excavation Processors Association; AGA, NFGDC, and TPA proposed that operators only be
(192.3, responsible for providing sufficient clearance from underground
192.329 and structures known at the time of installation. TPA commented that
192.376) if the other underground structure owner does not respond to one
call notification the plastic pipe operator has no means to assure
appropriate clearance.
GPA believed that the expectations in the rule were too vague,
and should be dropped or PHMSA should provide a specific list
of steps operators must do to ensure proper clearance.
City Utilities believed it was sufficient that operators be required
to have written procedures for mitigating and preventing cross-
bore incidents.
G. Plastic Trenchless | G.1. - National Association of Pipeline | NAPSR recommended that when installing pipe with trenchless
Pipe excavation- | Installation Safety Representatives; Mark H. | installation, operators should be required to pull through an
Installation safety by Bruce; additional 10 feet beyond the exit of the ground. This segment
improvements | Trenchless should be inspected and the pipe installed must be replaced if
Excavation damage exceeding 10% of the pipe wall thickness is discovered.
(192.3, A tracer wire should be required, but it may be installed on the
192.329 and existing steel pipe if its use on the plastic pipe is not feasible.
192.376)

Mark Bruce, an engineer associated with ASTM and trenchless
technology associations, suggested alternative language for item
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G.1. to require positive identification of other underground
structures prior to trenchless installation. Specifically, he
suggested requiring operators ensure that the path of excavation
"has provided" sufficient clearance, rather than will provide. He
notes that modern best practice such as CCTV and robotic CCTV
can assure positive identification.
G. Plastic Joining G.2. - Joining | American Public Gas APGA and a number of operators strongly opposed the
Pipe Plastic Pipe- | Plastic Pipe | Association; City Utilities; prohibition of socket fusion joints above a certain diameter.
Installation | socket fittings | (192.281) National Association of Pipeline | APGA noted that PHMSA has not provided a rationale for
Safety Representatives; Plastics | prohibiting socket fusion on any size of plastic pipe, and that the
Pipe Institute; Texas Pipeline cost of butt fusion or electrofusion equipment is prohibitive for
Association; small operators. They proposed allowing socket fusion for plastic
pipe of 4" diameter or less. PPI, TPA, NAPSR, and City Utilities
concurred.
G. Plastic Joining G.2. - Joining | Volgstadt & Associates, Inc.,; Volgstadt and Associates noted that ASTM F2620 is a standard
Pipe Plastic Pipe- | Plastic Pipe practice for PE hot-plate butt, socket, and saddle fusion and
Installation F2620 (192.281) therefore does not apply to electrofusion or PA-11. Volgstadt
Electrofusion recommends either revising 192.281-c to replace plastic pipe
with PE pipe, or alternatively revising ASTM F2620. Volgstadt
recommends revision of the standard and notes that it would be
straightforward to revise it to include PA-11 and electrofusion.
192.281-b-2 and 192.281(c)(3) need to be corrected as F2620
does not address electrofusion joining
G. Plastic Joining G3.- American Gas Association; AGA opposed requiring joining procedures to comply with
Pipe Procedures- | Qualifying Plastics Pipe Institute; Texas ASTM F2620, which is primarily intended for saddle fusion
Installation Qualifying | Joining Pipeline Association; National | joints on live pipes. Requiring ASTM F2620-12 would require
Joining Procedures Fuel Gas Distribution re-qualifying a number of proven joining procedures, or
Procedures | (192.283) Corporation; eliminating those which differ from the standard, specifically in

the use of different heater temperatures. This is similar to
comments on G.2. (NFGDC concurs)

PPI supports IBR of F2620-12that PPl TR-33 and TR-41 are
equally sound procedures
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TPA requests allowing "continued use of existing qualified
joining procedures"
G. Plastic Joining G.2. - Joining | American Public Gas APGA Supports PHMSA's proposal to require heat-fusion joints
Pipe Plastic Pipe - | Plastic Pipe | Association; to comply with ASTM F2620-12 and the proposed revisions to
Installation Support (192.281) 192.281(d) requiring all mechanical joints and fittings be
category 1 as defined in ASTM F1924, ASTM F1948 or ASTM
F1973
G. Plastic Joining G.2. - Joining | NORTON MCMURRAY NORMAC requests clarification as to whether the proposed
Pipe Plastic Pipe: | Plastic Pipe [ MANUFACTURING 192.281(e) requires manufacturers of factory assembled
Installation | Preassembled | (192.281) COMPANY; anodeless risers must meet a listed specification as 192.271(b)
riser states that the requirements do not apply to joints made during
standards the manufacture of a product.
G. Plastic Joining G.2. - Joining | NORTON MCMURRAY NORMAC says that the regulations for qualifying joining
Pipe Plastic Pipe- | Plastic Pipe | MANUFACTURING procedures by operators must be separate from the qualification
Installation NORMAC | (192.281) COMPANY; of designs for manufacturers' joint and fitting specifications.
Complaints D2513 should not be applied to mechanical joint manufacturing
regulations as it is a standard spec rather than a testing
performance criterion.
Section 192.281(e)(1) should be deleted as it is not written in
performance language and is unnecessary as there is no evidence
of plastic incompatibility. Additionally (e)(2) is duplicative of
192.281(e)(3).
NORMAC strongly opposes PHMSA's statement that mechanical
fittings/elastomers or joints can loosen or degrade over time.
PHMSA must provide publically cited evidence that elastomer
degradation has been a systemic problem, or retract unsupported
statements on mechanical joints from the docket, retract ADB-
08-02, and "instruct PHMSA staff to only make statements based
on fact"
G. Plastic Joining G.2. - Joining | SoCalGas and SDG&E; SoCal Gas and SDG&E notes that ASTM F2620-12 does not
Pipe Plastic Pipe- | Plastic Pipe address a number of safety concerns which have been
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Installation | Qualification | (192.281) incorporated into qualified heat fusion procedures. SOCAL gas
under 192.283 believes PHMSA should continue to allow the use of qualified

procedures currently permitted under the testing performance
standard in 192.283. F2620 is less stringent than the current
192.283 and PHMSA has not provided justification for removing
that option.
The proposed 192.285 should use more general language which
allows the option of relying on sound engineering requirements
developed by an operator's own lab testing.

G. Plastic Qualifying | G.3. - National Association of Pipeline | NAPSR supports these changes

Pipe Joining Qualifying Safety Representatives;
Installation Procedures - | Joining
Support Procedures
(192.283)

G. Plastic Qualifying | G.3. - GE-Dresser Pipeline Solutions; | GE-Dresser opposes the requirement that fittings or joints must
Pipe Joining Qualifying be designed and tested to resist lateral forces large enough to
Installation Procedures - | Joining cause the pipe to yield before the fitting. GE suggested that there

Lateral Forces | Procedures are no expected significant lateral forces on plastic pipes and that
(192.283) there are not tests or qualifications for lateral forces. Rather,
pip3es are susceptible to longitudinal or tensile forces due to
temperature variation.
G. Plastic Qualifying | G.3.- NORTON MCMURRAY The 3 listed specifications proposed for 192.281(e)(4) do not
Pipe Joining Qualifying MANUFACTURING contain language for qualifying operator joining procedures,
Installation Procedures- | Joining COMPANY; unlike 49 CFR 192.283.
MFG Procedures
Standards (192.283) NORMAC recommends revision of 192.283 to separate the
specification and testing requirements for manufacturers from the
regulatory performance standards for operator procedures
currently in the CFR
G. Plastic Qualifying | G.8. - Volgstadt & Associates, Inc.,; Volgstadt recommends an editorial change to 192.283(a)(1)(l) to
Pipe Joining Equipment replace "Hydrostatic Burst Test" with "hydraulic Burst Test" to
Installation Procedures - | Maintenance; match the language used in F1055 and F2600. Both standards
Editorial Plastic Pipe refer to "Hydraulic Burst Test"
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change Joining
(192.756)
G. Plastic Qualifying | G.4. - National Association of Pipeline [ NAPSR supports these proposals
Pipe Personsto | Qualifying Safety Representatives;
Installation | Make Joints- [ Persons to
Support Make Joints
(192.285)
G. Plastic Qualifying | G.4. - Arkema; Arkema opposes the deletion of testing details form 192.285.
Pipe Personsto | Qualifying F2620 is specific to PE only. The proposed 192.285 should
Installation Make Joints- | Persons to instead reference F2620 for PE heat fusion joints included in the
Standards Make Joints standard. Other joining qualification tests would be regulated
(192.285) under the existing 192.285 language.
G. Plastic Bends- G.5. - Bends | American Public Gas APGA and NAPSR supported PHMS's proposed restrictions on
Pipe Support (192.313) Association; National bend specifications.
Installation Association of Pipeline Safety
Representatives;
G. Plastic Bends- G.5. - Bends | Plastics Pipe Institute; Gas PPl and GPA noted a probable typo in 192.311(d). The
Pipe Minimum (192.313) Processors Association; commenters noted that PHMA most likely intended to prohibit
Installation Typo bends less than the minimum radius specified by the
manufacturer rather than maximum
G. Plastic Plastic Pipe | G.6. - American Gas Association; PHMSA received a number of comments critical of the proposed
Pipe Installation - | Installation American Public Gas backfill requirements. Comments generally concur with AGAs
Installation Backfill of Plastic Association; Plastics Pipe critique that the phrase "properly compacted” inadvertently adds
Pipe Institute; Texas Pipeline a prescriptive requirement which requires further clarification.
(192.321) Association; National AGA recommended simply requiring that lines be properly

Association of Pipeline Safety
Representatives; National Fuel
Gas Distribution Corporation;

supported. The other commenters agreed unless otherwise noted
below.

PPI recommends PHMSA clarify requirements through the
incorporation of the "PPI handbook for PE Pipe", Chapter 7 -
"Underground Installation of PE Pipe”

NAPSR proposed removing the "suck as rocks of a size
exceeding those established through sound engineering practices”
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from 192.321(i)(1)
SW gas questioned the need for this requirement as backfill
requirements are typically prescribed and enforced by the agency
that tissues the construction permits. If this is added compaction
and documentation requirements must be properly specified.
G. Plastic Installation of | G.6. - American Public Gas APGA took no position on the proposal to require a minimum
Pipe Plastic Pipe - | Installation Association; DTE Gas wall thickness of 0.090" for plastic pipe in natural gas service but
Installation Minimum of Plastic Company; noted that it may be inconsistent with the proposed 192.121(b)(3)
Wall Pipe which establishes a minimum plastic pipe thickness of 0.062" and
thickness (192.321) that one or the other must be changed.
DTE gas strongly opposed any change from the current 0.062.
G. Plastic Installation of | G.6. - American Public Gas APGA supported the proposed 192.321(f) & (j). These proposals
Pipe Plastic Pipe- | Installation Association; required protecting encased plastic pipe from damage at casing
Installation Support of Plastic entrance and exit points and allowed certain plastic mains to
Pipe terminate above ground respectively.
(192.321)
G. Plastic Service Line | G.7.- Service | National Association of Pipeline | NAPSR supports these proposals
Pipe connections- | Lines; Safety Representatives;
Installation support General
requirements
for
Connections
to Main
Piping
(192.367)
G. Plastic Service Line | G.7. - Service | NORTON MCMURRAY NORMAC proposed deleting 192.367(b) and the proposed
Pipe connections- | Lines; MANUFACTURING 192.367(b)(3). Assuming "connection™ is synonymous with
Installation NORMAC | General COMPANY; "joint™ in this context, they are redundant with 192.81(e)(3)and

requirements
for
Connections
to Main

192.283(b) which address compression joints.

The manufacturer further notes that gaskets are used beyond just
connections to mains, and that performance standards for gaskets
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Piping should be included in 49 CFR 192.273-general, while 192.367
(192.367) should only address issues unique to main connections. See
comment for alternative language.
G. Plastic Equipment | G.8. - American Gas Association; PHMSA received a number of comments critical of certain
Pipe Maintenance - | Equipment American Public Gas recordkeeping requirements for equipment maintenance. The
Installation records Maintenance; | Association; Gas Processors listed commenters generally viewed 192.756 as highly
Plastic Pipe | Association; Avista Utilities; prescriptive, limiting, and burdensome.
Joining DTE Gas Company; Southwest
(192.756) Gas Corporation; Texas Pipeline | Comments generally requested less prescriptive and burdensome
Association; requirements. As proposed the commenters claim the language is
not sensitive to the different maintenance and recordkeeping
requirements recommended by equipment manufacturers.
G. Plastic Equipment | G.8. - National Association of Pipeline | NAPSR supports these revisions
Pipe Maintenance- | Equipment Safety Representatives;
Installation Support Maintenance;
Plastic Pipe
Joining
(192.756)
G. Plastic Equipment | G.8. - Thomas M. Lael; Thomas Lael supports the recordkeeping requirements, but
Pipe Maintenance - | Equipment suggests making certain requirements more stringent.
Installation more Maintenance;
stringent Plastic Pipe Specifically he suggests requiring operators to have written
Joining procedures on equipment maintenance and recordkeeping. Even
(192.756) if they ultimately refer to manufacturer recommendations it
forces the operator to put thought into the process.
Additionally, he opposes the recordkeeping exception for daily
verifications and adjustments. If a machine goes out of
calibration the latest daily reading will be critical.
H. Repairs Gouges - H.1. - Repair | American Gas Association; AGA APGA, and a TPA were critical of the 10% gouge depth
gouge depth | of Plastic American Public Gas threshold to require repair or replacement. AGA noted that 10%
cutoff Pipe - Association; Texas Pipeline is an industry rule of thumb that is too stringent for a regulatory
Gouges Association; requirement and instead proposes 20% as initially recommended.
(192.311)
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H. Repairs Gouges = | H.1l.- Repair | American Gas Association; AGA and Northeast Gas Association had concerns that as written
electrofusion | of Plastic Northeast Gas Association; 192.311(a) and (b) would prevent the use of electrofusion sleeves
sleeve repair | Pipe - for plastic pipe repair.
Gouges
(192.311)
H. Repairs Gouges- H.1. - Repair | National Association of Pipeline | NAPSR supports the proposal
Support of Plastic Safety Representatives; Plastics
Pipe - Pipe Institute; PPI supports the 10% gouge standard but notes that research
Gouges shows that 30% gouges were found to not have significant long
(192.311) term performance impacts, therefore operators should be allowed
to use visual inspection to identify defects which must be
repaired.
H. Repairs Repair H.2. - Leak American Public Gas Commenters did not oppose the leak repair clamp proposals in
Clamps - Repair Association; American Gas general provided that the restrictions do not apply retroactively,
Retroactive | Clamps Association; Northeast Gas as that would require a costly search and replace
(192.720) Association; Texas Pipeline program. Commenters generally recommend restrictions on new
Association; Gas Processors clamps and replacement of previously installed clamps which are
Association; National Fuel Gas | excavated during maintenance activity.
Distribution Corporation;
H. Repairs Repair H.2. - Leak American Gas Association; AGA and NFGA proposed that PHMSA develop procedures for
Clamps - Repair National Fuel Gas Distribution | qualifying repair clamps for permanent use.
Qualification | Clamps Corporation;
of permanent | (192.720)
clamps
H. Repairs Repair H.2. - Leak National Association of Pipeline | NAPSR supported the proposal
Clamps Repair Safety Representatives;
Clamps
(192.720)
I. General Plastic Pipe | I.2. - Plastic [ American Public Gas APGA and NAPSR support PHMSA's proposal to prohibit the
Provisions Material - Pipe Material | Association; National installation of new PVC piping. NAPSR feels the exclusion of
Support (192.59) Association of Pipeline Safety PVC pipe for new installations will increase pipeline safety.
Representatives;
I. General Plastic Pipe [ 1.2. - Plastic | PVC Pipe Association; The PVC Pipe Association/ The Vinyl Institute, a trade group
Provisions Material - Pipe Material representing PVC pipe manufacturers, opposes PHMSA's
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Opposition | (192.59) proposal to prohibit new installations of PVC pipe.
VI suggested that prohibiting PVVC picks winners and losers and
will restrict competition in the plastic piping sector which will
stifle innovation and raise prices. VI proposes permitting PVC
pipe in low diameter, SDR-11 applications.
I. General Plastic Pipe [ 1.2. - Plastic | NiSource Inc.; NiSource recommends PHMSA not prohibit new PVC gas pipe.
Provisions | Material - Use | Pipe Material NiSource uses them effectively as regulator and vent piping.
in selected | (192.59) Prohibiting PVC pipe would reduce safety by requiring the use of
applications metal pipe in these applications which introduces corrosion risk.
NiSource proposes adopting ANSI/UL 651, Schedule 40 and 80
rigid PVC conduit and fittings, as permitted in NFPA 54
I. General Storage and | I.3. - Plastic | National Association of Pipeline [ NAPSR supports the proposal.
Provisions handling- Pipe Storage | Safety Representatives;
support and Handling | American Public Gas APGA supports safe storage requirements but seeks clarification
(192.67) Association; from PHMSA as to whether a simple, generic storage and
handling procedure provided by the pipe and component
manufacturer, trade association, or other central source will
satisfy the requirement.
I. General Storage and | 1.3. - Plastic | American Gas Association; Aga requests background information on PHMSA's addition of
Provisions Handling - | Pipe Storage 192.67, which AGA believes is due to the adoption of ASTM
request for | and Handling D2513-09a
information | (192.67)
I. General Gathering 1.4, - National Association of Pipeline | NAPSR and DTE supports the proposed revisions
Provisions Lines- Gathering Safety Representatives; DTE
support Lines (192.9) | Gas Company;
I. General Gathering 1.4. - DTE Gas Company;, DTE suggests that PHMSA may have inadvertently removed an
Provisions Lines - Gathering existing regulation (192.9(d)(7) - leakage survey.

Organization

Lines (192.9)

DTE suggests placing the new requirements for plastic pipe and
components in a more logical order in 192.9(d) (maybe as a
subsection of (d)(3) and appropriately number it). Additionally,
PHMSA should restore the leakage survey requirements for type
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B gathering lines found in 192.9(d)(7)
see proposed language in the comment.
I. General 121-123 I.5. - Merger | Arkema; Palermo Plastics Pipe | Arkema and Palermo Plastics Pipe recommend including an
Provisions merger- HDB | of Sections (P) Consulting; HDB at 180 degrees. PA11 and other materials (PA12) have an
temperature | 192.121 and HDB at that level, so it should be listed along with the other
192.123 standard temperatures
I. General 121-123 I.5. - Merger | lowa Utilities Board; IAUB recommends including 1" CTS to the tables proposed in
Provisions merger - CTS | of Sections 192.121 as that size is also commercially available.
192.121 and
192.123
I. General Components - | 1.6. - General | National Association of Pipeline | NAPSR supports the proposal but suggests revising 192.143 to
Provisions support Design Safety Representatives;
Requirements (c) Each plastic component of a pipeline must be able to
for withstand operating pressures and other anticipated loads in
Components accordance with the listed specification for the plastic component
(192.143) being installed.
I. General Components - | 1.6. - General | NiSource Inc.; R.W. Lyall & NiSource and RW Lyall are concerned that as written the
Provisions EFVs Design Company, Inc.; Plastics Pipe proposal would require EFVs to meet a listed specification.
Requirements | Institute; PHMSA must either exempt EFVs from the requirements in
for 192.143 or PHMSA should IBR an EFV specification (i.e.
Components ASTM F2138)
(192.143)
I. General Valves - I.7. - General | American Gas Association; AGA and TPA proposed to clarify that the language in
Provisions Retroactive | Design Texas Pipeline Association; 192.145(f) be revised to clarify that the requirements for new
Requirements valves do not apply retroactively.
for Valves
(192.145)
I. General Valves - I.7. - General | National Association of Pipeline | NAPSR supports the proposal but suggests requiring valves to
Provisions specific Design Safety Representatives; meet "the listed specification for the particular valve(s) being
standard Requirements installed"
for Valves
(192.145)
I. General Fittings 1.8. - General | National Association of Pipeline | NAPSR supports the proposal but suggests revision to require
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Provisions Standards - | Design Safety Representatives; that the fitting meet the listed specification for each specific type
Support Requirements of fitting being installed
for Standard
Fittings
(192.149)
I. General Fittings 1.8. - General | Volgstadt & Associates, Inc.,; Assuming "must meet a listed specification™ means listed in
Provisions Standards - | Design 192.7, PHMSA should incorporate D3261 for PE butt fusion
Listed Requirements fittings and D2683 for PE socket fusion fittings into 192.7.
Specification | for Standard
Fittings Additionally, Volgstadt requests clarification as to whether a
(192.149) non-listed specification listed in a listed specification is
considered listed under 192.149
I. General Test 1.9. - Test Arkema; National Association NAPSR and Arkema support the proposed changes
Provisions Requirements | Requirements | of Pipeline Safety
for Plastic | for Plastic Representatives;
Pipelines - | Pipelines
Support (192.513)
I. General IBR-Upto |I.1.- Aaron Adamczyk; PVC Pipe A number of commenters suggested incorporating more recent
Provisions Date Incorporation | Association; Arkema; Kerotest | editions of certain standards. Aaron Adamczyk provided a list of
Standards by Reference | Manufacturing Corp; Plastics the most up to date versions of the standards IBR in the proposed

(192.7)

Pipe Institute;

rule.

Arkema notes that There is an upcoming revision of D1948
which will include PA-11, as D2513 now only concerns PE pipe

Volgstadt noted that he is currently revising the following
standards

B 16.40-XX to correct the reference to D2513, which is now a
PE only specification

ASTM F1948-XX: being revised to make non-mandatory pull
out/ restraint requirements mandatory
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ASTM/ANSI F2600-09 (reapproved 2013): updated title
ASTM F2620-XX: Volgstadt is offering to revise this standard to
make it apply to PA-11 in addition to PE. IF acceptable, he will
make the revisions and notify PHMSA when it has been issued.
ASTM F2945-15: PHMSA should incorporate the latest version
of this standard as the only revision was to add gas transmission
application to the scope to make it consistent with the latest
revision of ASTM D2513.
I. General IBR - Support | I.1. - National Association of Pipeline | NAPSR supports the proposed incorporations and updates
Provisions Incorporation | Safety Representatives;
by Reference
(192.7)
I. General IBR- I.1. - Gas Processors Association; GPA and TPA argue that the standards incorporated by the rule
Provisions Transmission | Incorporation | Texas Pipeline Association; are clearly intended for distribution systems, and that applying
Lines by Reference them to gas transmission and gathering lines are clearly
(192.7) inappropriate. The scope of these standards should be restricted
to distribution lines, and PHMSA should pursue a separate
rulemaking to incorporate the applicable standards for
transmission and gathering lines.
I. General IBR - Legal |I.1.- NORTON MCMURRAY National Tech Transfer and Advancement Act of 1995
Provisions challenges | Incorporation | MANUFACTURING

by Reference
(192.7)

COMPANY: ; Public Resource;

NORMAC suggested that SDO standards are best practices
which should be preserved intact and incorporated in their
entirety without modification or delay by PHMSA. Modification
of standards or delaying incorporation of new editions violates
the intent of the NTTAA. If PHMSA has an issue with as
standard it should be presented to the SDC

Public Resource
Public Resources submitted a lengthy comment requesting

PHMSA to recognize that it has acted illegally and arbitrarily at
the NPRM stage by not making the sixteen standards- which are

2/18/2016
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Topic Comment Subtopic Commenters Comment
integral to the proposed rule- available to the public for free, on
the internet, on an unrestricted and permanent basis, just as the
other provisions of the regulation are available.
PR suggested that the rule violates FOIA, the Due Process Clause
of the Constitution, and that a final rule issued without free
standards would be equally invalid.
I. General IBR- 1.1. Gas Processors Association; GPA requested clarification that the standards in this rule do not
Provisions retroactive | Incorporation apply retroactively
by Reference
(192.7)
I. General Public None/other Gilberto Torres; Grace Huang; Gilberto Torres supported the proposal and believed the benefits
Provisions Comments to operators and the environment would justify the costs

Ms. Grace Huang was generally supportive of the proposed
changes, noting the use and availability of plastic pipe has
improved with new best practices and materials.

2/18/2016
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Executive Summary

This package of proposed regulatory changes would address errors and inconsistencies in the
current regulations, provide additional clarifications, incorporate industry standards, and update
certain regulatory requirements. The proposed changes also address statutory requirements from
the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011 (Public Law 112-90)
and safety recommendations from the NTSB, as well as petitions for rulemaking. Many of the
proposed revisions are small changes that would not lead to substantial changes in regulatory
requirements, operator practices, or overall costs and benefits.

Benefit-Cost Analysis

Annual compliance costs are estimated at $3.1 million, less savings to be realized from the
removal of farm taps from the DIMP requirements. Annual safety benefits cannot be quantified
as readily due to data limitations, but are in the range of $1.6 million per year in avoided incident
costs, plus numerous intangible benefits from the improved clarity and consistency of regulations
and improved abilities to conduct post-incident investigations. Although the quantified benefits
do not exceed the estimated costs, PHMSA believes that these non-quantified benefits are
significant enough to outweigh the costs of compliance. In particular, improvements to Operator
Qualification and post-incident investigation may prevent a future high-consequence event. At
an annual compliance cost of $3.1 million, the proposed new Operator Qualification and post-
accident testing requirements would be cost-effective if they prevented a single fatal incident
over a 3-year period.

Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

The Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis found that the proposed rule could affect a substantial
number of small entities because of the market structure of the gas and hazardous liquids
pipeline industry, which includes many small entities. However, these impacts would not be
significant. The Operator Qualification provision would entail new costs for small entities in the
range of $160 per employee per year, or about 0.3% of salary for a typical pipeline employee.
The post-accident drug testing provision would add $74 in documentation costs per reportable
incident. The other provisions would not add appreciable costs, and at least one provision (Farm
Taps) would yield compliance cost savings.

Unfunded Mandates Act Analysis

PHMSA determined that the rule would not impose annual expenditures on State, local, or tribal
governments of the private sector in excess of $153 million, and thus does not require an
Unfunded Mandates Act analysis.*

! The Unfunded Mandates Act threshold was $100 million in 1995. Using the non-seasonally adjusted CPI-U (Index
series CUUROOOSADO), that number is $153 million in 2013 dollars.
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1 Introduction

The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA\) is proposing a package
of changes to the pipeline safety regulations. On January 3, 2012, President Obama signed into
law the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011 (“the Act”).? The
proposed changes would address Sections 9 and 13 of the Act, correct errors, address
inconsistencies, and respond to rulemaking petitions.

Requirements in several subject matter areas would be affected, including telephonic or
electronic notifications of accidents and incidents, cost recovery for design reviews, Operator
Qualification requirements, the renewal of expiring special permits, farm taps, reversal of flow or
change in product, control room team training, editorial changes, provide standards for
assessment tools via incorporation by reference in Part 195, modify the criteria used to make
decisions about conducting post-accident drug and alcohol tests and additional testing in Part
199, requiring electronic reporting of drug and alcohol testing results in Part 199, and requiring
post-accident drug and alcohol testing in Part 199.

This report analyzes the benefits and costs of the proposed regulatory changes as required by
Section 1 of Executive Order 12866 (as amended by E.O.’s 13258 (2002), 13422 (2007), and
13497 (2009)) and Section 1 of Executive Order 13563. ® Executive Orders 12866 and 13563
require agencies regulate in the “most cost-effective manner” make a “reasoned determination
that the benefits of the intended regulation justify its costs,” and develop regulations that
“impose the least burden on society.”

Analysis of the potential impacts on small entities is also required by the Regulatory Flexibility
Act. The initial Regulatory Flexibility Act analysis is also included in this document (see
Section 8).

2 Background

PHMSA, pipeline operators, and others have identified certain errors, inconsistencies, updates to
standards incorporated by reference, and other deficiencies in the Pipeline Safety Regulations.
As such, PHMSA is proposing to make a set of miscellaneous changes to the Pipeline Safety
regulations concerning the following subjects, which are described in more detail in sections 3.1
to 3.12 below:

e Accident and Incident Notification
e Cost Recovery for Design Reviews
e Operator Qualification Requirements for Parts 192 and 195

2 Public Law 112-90

% The text of E.O. 12866 can be found here: http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-
orders/pdf/12866.pdf and E. O. 13563 here:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/inforeq/e012866/e013563 01182011.pdf
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e Special Permit Renewal

e Farm Taps

e Reversal of Flow or Change in Product

e Control Room Team Training

e Editorial Amendments

e Assessment tools by Incorporation by Reference

e modifying the criteria used to make decisions about conducting post-accident drug and
alcohol tests

e Electronic Reporting of Drug and Alcohol Testing Results

e Post-Accident Drug and Alcohol Testing

3 Identification of the Problem and the Need for the Rule

Under the Federal Pipeline Safety Laws, 49 U.S.C. 60101 et seq., the Secretary of Transportation
must prescribe minimum safety standards for pipeline transportation and for pipeline facilities.
The Secretary has delegated this authority to the PHMSA Administrator (49 CFR 1.97(a)). The
proposed rule would create changes in the regulations consistent with the protection of persons
and property while changing unduly burdensome or nonsensical requirements.

Executive Order 12866 states that "Federal agencies should promulgate only such regulations as
are required by law, are necessary to interpret the law, or are made necessary by compelling
need, such as material failures of private markets to protect or improve the health and safety of
the public, the environment, or the well-being of the American people ... ." The mission of the
PHMSA is to ensure the safety of the natural gas and hazardous liquids pipeline system.

Pipeline operators do not always bear the full costs of an incident. Even in cases where they
provide compensation for losses that can be monetized, those monetary penalties or settlements
do not necessarily capture the full impact on affected parties, especially when a death or injury
occurs. As a result, there is a negative externality present in which the company may not take the
full societal cost of a possible incident into account in its decision-making. The negative
externality alters the company’s decision about safety precautions, leading to a need for
government to set minimum levels of safety precautions. Pipeline safety regulations are
designed to address this potential market failure. The rulemaking package analyzed here is more
specifically intended to improve compliance with these regulations by updating references and
technical standards, providing clarification, and removing conflicting language. Some of the
provisions also promote improved pipeline integrity and safety by addressing small gaps in the
current regulations, as discussed in more detail below.

Executive Orders 12866 and 13563 direct all Federal agencies to consider the costs and benefits
of “significant regulatory actions.” Federal agencies are directed to develop a formal Regulatory
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Impact Analysis consistent with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-4 for all
“economically significant” rules, or those rules estimated to have an impact of $100 million in
1995 dollars or more in any one year. The Order also requires a determination as to whether a
rule could adversely affect the economy in terms of productivity and employment, the
environment, public health, safety, or State, local, or tribal governments. This requirement
applies to rulemakings that rescind or modify existing rules as well as to those that establish new
requirements. The goal of the analysis is to provide decision makers with a clear indication of the
most efficient alternative — that is, the alternative that generates the largest net benefits to society
ignoring distributional effects.

This proposed rule has been considered a non-significant regulatory action under Section 3(f) of
Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735), and therefore is not reviewed by OMB. This proposed
rule is non-significant under the Regulatory Policies and Procedures of the Department of
Transportation (44 FR 11034). It falls below the $100 million per year in annual impact
threshold.

This regulatory analysis:

e ldentifies the target problem, including a statement of the need for the action.

¢ Identifies available alternative approaches

e Defines the baseline.

e Defines the scope and parameters of the analysis.

e Defines and evaluates the costs and benefits of the action and the main alternatives
identified by the analysis.

e Compares the costs and benefits.

e Interprets the cost and benefit results.

Subsections 3.1 to 3.13 describe the proposed regulatory changes in detail and the specific needs
to which each regulatory change responds.

3.1 Accident and Incident Notification
Currently, PHMSA requires pipeline owners and operators to notify the National Response
Center by telephone or electronically at the earliest practicable moment following discovery
(88 191.5 and 195.52). In an advisory notice (67 FR 57060) dated September 6, 2002, PHMSA
advised owners and operators of gas and hazardous liquids pipeline systems and liquefied natural
gas (LNG) facilities that at the earliest practicable opportunity usually means 1 to 2 hours after
discovery of the incident.

Section 9 of the Act requires PHMSA to require a specific time limit for telephonic or electronic
reporting of pipeline accidents and incidents.
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In this rulemaking, PHMSA proposes to revise the pipeline safety regulations to establish time
limits for telephonic or electronic notification of an accident or incident to require such
notification at the earliest practicable moment following the confirmed discovery of an accident
or incident, not later than 1 hour following the time of such confirmed discovery. Owners and
operators would also be required to revise their initial telephonic or electronic notice to the
Secretary and the National Response Center with an estimate of the amount of the product
released, an estimate of the number of fatalities and injuries, if any, and any other information
determined appropriate by the Secretary. This information must be reported within 48 hours of
the accident or incident, to the extent practicable.

Owners and operators of gas and hazardous liquid pipelines and LNG facilities are already
required to report an incident to the NRC in Washington, DC, at the earliest practicable
opportunity (usually one to two hours after discovering the incident). However, under Section
9(b)(2) of the Act, PHMSA is required to issue regulations requiring owners and operators to
notify the NRC no later than one hour of discovery of a pipeline accident or incident. Therefore,
PHMSA is proposing that pipeline operators report accidents and incidents within one hour of
confirmed discovery.

3.2 Cost Recovery for Design Reviews
This proposed rulemaking action would amend the Federal pipeline safety regulations to
prescribe a fee structure and assessment methodology for recovering Agency costs associated
with design reviews of new gas and hazardous liquid pipelines with overall design and
construction costs totaling at least $2,500,000,000 or that contain new and novel technologies.

PHMSA has no method for recovering design review costs from the operator of the pipeline
incurred by the agency while conducting these reviews.

Section 13 of the Act requires PHMSA to recover costs associated with design reviews. Section
13 of the Act allows PHMSA to prescribe a fee structure and assessment methodology for
recovering costs associated with design reviews. Specifically, cost recovery can apply to any
project that : 1) has costs totaling at least $2,500,000,000 as adjusted by the Secretary to take into
account changes in CPI, 2) uses new or novel technologies or design, as determined by the
Secretary. The Act also requires the Secretary of Transportation to issue guidance to clarify the
meaning of the term "new or novel technologies” one year after the date of enactment.

As directed, in January 2013, PHMSA issued guidance on its website to clarify the meaning of
the term “*new or novel technologies or design’” as meaning, “any products, designs, materials,
testing, construction, inspection, or operational procedures that are not addressed in Title 49 CFR
Part 192, 193, or 195 due to technology or design advances and innovation.”

PHMSA conducts facility design safety reviews in connection with proposals to construct,
expand, or operate gas or hazardous liquid pipelines or liquefied natural gas pipeline facilities.
Reviews include design, construction, and operational inspections and oversight. These reviews
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divert a significant amount of PHMSA’s limited resources from the agency’s pipeline safety
enforcement responsibilities. Currently, PHMSA has no method for recovering design review
costs from the operator of the pipeline that are incurred by the agency while conducting these
reviews. The proposed rule would prescribe a fee structure and assessment methodology for
recovering the costs associated with design reviews. Section 13 of the Act permits the agency to
require the entity or individual proposing the project to pay the costs incurred by PHMSA
relating to such reviews. PHMSA is proposing to exercise the cost recovery authority described
in Section 13(a) of the Act by prescribing a fee structure and assessment methodology that is
based on the costs of providing these reviews. PHMSA has developed a sample master cost
recovery agreement for use by PHMSA and the applicant for a project proposal meeting the
criteria of proposed 49 CFR Part 190, Subpart D requirements. The sample master cost recovery
agreement will be posted on PHMSA'’s website and in Docket No. PHMSA-2013-0163.

3.3 Operator Qualification Requirements for Parts 192 and 195
This proposed rulemaking action would amend the Federal pipeline safety regulations in 49 CFR
Parts 192 and 195. The amendments would include: expanding the scope of the regulations to
cover new construction and certain operation and maintenance tasks and including requirements
for program effectiveness review and recordkeeping in the Operator Qualification (OQ) program.
The recommended changes would enhance the OQ requirements by clarifying existing
requirements and making necessary changes to address findings and shortcomings in the interest
of public safety. This proposed rule would address the National Transportation Safety Board’s
(NTSB) recommendation that would clarify OQ requirements to control rooms (Safety
Recommendation P-12-8). In addition, PHMSA is extending the program requirements to
operators of regulated Type B onshore gas gathering lines.

On July 25, 2012 the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) recommended to PHMSA to
extend Operator Qualification requirements in Title 49 CFR Part 195 Subpart G to all hazardous
liquid and gas transmission control center staff involved in pipeline operational decisions.

PHMSA determined that requiring only a description of the processes used to qualify personnel
instead of qualification methods for each individual that is allowed to perform tasks on Type A
gas gathering in Class 2 locations and regulated hazardous liquids gathering in rural locations
fails to provide necessary ability to ensure that individuals possess requisite abilities.

The proposed action would amend the Federal Pipeline Safety Regulations in 49 CFR parts 192
and 195. The Amendments would include:

e Standardization of the format used in OQ

e Changing the scope of OQ rule in 88§ 192.801 and 195.501 so that the method of
determining a "covered task™ is changed to a technically justified method instead of the
negotiated "4-part test” originally in the rule. In particular, a “covered task” would now
include new construction rather than just operations and maintenance.
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e Established dates in General Sections of 88 192.809 and 195.509 no longer affect
implementation requirements for operators and are renumbered as 88 192.803 and
195.503

e In 88 192.809 and 195.509 enhancements are being included to clarify requirements, one
training requirement date is deleted while clarifying the needs for training, a new
Paragraph J has been added to establish requirements for evaluators including necessary
training

e New program effectiveness requirements are added in 88 192.806 and 195.506

e 1In 8§ 192.807 and 195.507, record requirements that would address evaluators and
program effectiveness have been added that are normally reviewed during inspection of
OQ programs

e After additional definitions have been added to guide the operators in the regulation, 88
192.803 and 195.503 have been added into general definition in 88 192.3 and 195.2
respectively

e Sections 192.9 and 195.11 have been modified to have and administer an Operator
Qualification program covering personnel that perform work on regulated Type B
onshore gas gathering lines and regulated hazardous liquids gathering in rural locations
respectively.

In consideration of the NTSB recommendations in this area, PHMSA also proposes requiring
each operator to define the roles and responsibilities and qualifications of others who have the
authority to direct or supersede the specific technical actions of controllers (a change to 49 CFR
192.631(b) and 49 CFR 195.446(b)).

3.4 Special Permit Renewal
This proposed rulemaking action would amend 49 CFR 190.341 of the Federal pipeline safety
regulations to add procedures for renewing a special permit.

As defined in Section 190.341(a), a special permit is an order by which PHMSA waives
compliance with one or more of the pipeline safety regulations. In order to grant a request for a
special permit, PHMSA must determine that granting the permit would *“not be inconsistent with
pipeline safety.” Special permits are authorized by statute in 49 USC § 60118(c), and the
application process is set forth in 49 CFR 190.341. PHMSA performs extensive technical
analysis on special permit applications and typically conditions a grant of a special permit on the
performance of alternative measures that will provide an equal or greater level of safety.
PHMSA is committed to public involvement and transparency in special permit proceedings and
publishes notice of every special permit application received in the Federal Register for
comment.
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In the past, PHMSA has included an expiration date for certain special permits depending on the
nature of the permit. Starting in 2009, PHMSA began adding an expiration date to all new
permits. By doing so, PHMSA is able to ensure that each special permit will be re-reviewed no
later than the expiration date. This process ensures that a special permit will not continue to be
used if it is no longer in the best interest of public safety.

Since the special permits that were issued with expiration dates in 2009 will start expiring in
2014, PHMSA is proposing to add renewal procedures to the pipeline safety regulations.

PHMSA acknowledges that not all active special permits have expiration dates. Therefore,
PHMSA may seek to modify any existing special permit without an expiration date through the
“order to show cause” process described in 190.341(h)(2).

3.5 Farm Taps
This proposed rulemaking action would amend the Federal pipeline safety regulations in 49 CFR
Part 192. The amendment would include adding a new section (8 192.740) to cover regulators
and over-pressure protection equipment for an individual service line that originates from a
transmission, gathering, or production pipeline, and would revise 8 192.1003 to exclude farm
taps from the requirements of pipeline Distribution Integrity Management Program (DIMP).

A “farm tap” is industry jargon for a pipeline that branches from a transmission, gathering, or
production pipeline to deliver gas to a farmer or other landowner. PHMSA has recognized farm
taps as distribution lines for many years. Historically, PHMSA and its predecessor agencies
have held that farm taps are service lines—a subset of distribution pipelines. Rulemaking
proceedings and responses to requests for interpretation have recognized this fact on numerous
occasions, dating as far back as 1971.

On Friday, December 4, 2009, PHMSA published the DIMP final rule for gas distribution
pipelines (74 FR 63906). That rule applies integrity management requirements to all distribution
pipelines. Unlike the integrity management requirements for hazardous liquid or gas
transmission pipelines, the DIMP requirements do not focus on a subset of pipelines in “high
consequence areas,” but instead apply to all distribution pipelines. Therefore, little consideration
was given to the potential impact or appropriateness of subjecting farm taps to DIMP
requirements.

Farm taps are mostly located in less-populated areas (Class 1 and 2 locations). The risk to the
public from farm taps is generally low, but the risk is dependent upon the service in which the
farm tap is employed, the environment in which it operates, and the consequence of an over-
pressurization event. DIMP is written to identify needed risk control practices for threats
associated with distribution systems, whereas threats to typical farm taps are limited, and most
are already addressed within Part 192. Therefore, PHMSA is proposing to amend Part 192 to
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exempt farm taps from the requirements of Part 192, Subpart P - Gas Distribution Pipeline
Integrity Management. However, to better protect customers served by these lines, PHMSA is
proposing to amend Part 192, Subpart M - Maintenance by adding a new section that prescribes
inspection activities for pressure regulators and over-pressurization protection equipment on
service lines that originate from transmission, gathering, or production pipelines.

3.6 Control Room Team Training
In response to NTSB recommendation P-12-7, PHMSA is proposing a small addition to the
regulations related to Control Room Management (49 CFR 192.631 and 195.446). Specifically,
PHMSA’s proposed language would reinforce the need for team training and exercises that
include not only controllers, but other individuals, such as supervisors, that controllers would
reasonably be expected to interface with during normal, abnormal, and emergency conditions..

3.7 Reversal of Flow or Change in Product
On November 26, 2010, PHMSA published a final rule (75 FR 72878) that established and
required participation in the National Registry of Pipeline and LNG Operators. This final rule
amends the Federal pipeline safety regulations to require operators to notify PHMSA
electronically of the occurrence of certain events no later than 60 days before the events occur.

In this NPRM, PHMSA proposes to expand the scope of reportable events in §8191.22 and
195.64 to include the reversal of flow of product or change in product in a mainline pipeline.
This notification is not required for pipeline systems already designed for bi-directional flow, or
when the reversal is not expected to last for a duration of 30 days or less. The proposed rule
would require operators to notify PHMSA electronically no later than 60 days before there is a
reversal of the flow of product through a pipeline, and also in the instance that there is a change
in the product flowing through a pipeline. Examples include, but may not be limited to,
changing a transported product from liquid to gas, from crude oil to highly volatile liquids
(HVL), and vice versa. In addition, a modification is proposed to 8§ 192.14 and 195.5 to reflect
the 60 days notification.

3.8 Editorial Amendments
In this NPRM, PHMSA is also proposing to make the following editorial amendments to the
pipeline safety regulations:

On July 13, 1998, the Research and Special Programs Administration (RSPA) issued a final rule
(63 FR 37500) to provide metric equivalents to the English units. RSPA provided the metric
equivalents for informational purposes only. Operators were required to continue using the
English units for purposes of compliance and enforcement. RSPA provided a metric equivalent
for  §192.175(b) as follows: RSPA removed C=(3DxPxF/1,000) and replaced it with
C=(DxPxF/48.33) (C=(3DxPxF/1,000)). However, the replacement formula was in error. The
correct formula is: C = (3D*P*F)/1000) (C = (3D*P*F*)/6,895).

Where, C = (3D*P*F)/1000) is in inches (English unit), and
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(C = (3D*P*F*)/6,895) is in millimeters (metric conversion).

On November 26, 2010, PHMSA published a final rule (75 FR 72878), which established the
National Registry of Pipeline and LNG Operators. In this rule, PHMSA inadvertently omitted
the inclusion of carbon dioxide in the operating commodity types. In an effort to maintain
consistency with the rest of Part 195, this proposed rule would amend the language in §
195.64(a) and 8 195.64(c)(1)(ii) to correct the term “hazardous liquid” to read “hazardous liquid
or carbon dioxide.”

In § 195.248, the correct conversion to 100 feet is mistakenly stated as 30 millimeters.
Therefore, the phrase “100 feet (30 millimeters)” is replaced to read “100 feet (30.5 meters).”

In 8§ 195.452, a new paragraph (a)(4) is added to clarify the applicability of § 195.452 to low
stress pipelines as described in § 195.12.

3.9 Pipeline Assessment Tools
The National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-113; March 7,
1996) directs Federal agencies to use voluntary consensus standards and design specifications
developed by voluntary consensus standard bodies instead of government-developed voluntary
technical standards, when applicable. OMB Circular A-119: “Federal Participation in the
Development and Use of VVoluntary Consensus Standards and in Conformity Assessment
Activities” sets the policy for Federal use and development of voluntary consensus standards.
As defined in OMB Circular A-119, voluntary consensus standards are technical standards
developed or adopted by organizations, both domestic and international. These organizations use
agreed upon procedures to update and revise their published standards every 3 to 5 years to
reflect modern technology and best technical practices.

The legal effect of incorporation by reference is that the material is treated as if it were published
in the Federal Register and Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). This material, like any other
properly issued rule, has the force and effect of law. Congress authorized incorporation by
reference to reduce the volume of material published in the Federal Register and CFR (See 5
U.S.C. 552(a) and 1 CFR Part 51). Congress granted authority to the Director of the Federal
Register to determine whether a proposed incorporation by reference serves the public interest.

Section 24 of the Act amended 49 U.S.C. 60102 by adding a new requirement on documents
incorporated by reference after January 3, 2013. The law states, “Beginning 1 year after the date
of enactment of this subsection, the Secretary may not issue guidance or a regulation pursuant to
this chapter that incorporates by reference any documents or portions thereof unless the
documents or portions thereof are made available to the public, free of charge, on an Internet
Web site.”” To meet this requirement, PHMSA negotiated agreements with the majority of the
standards-setting organizations with documents incorporated by reference in the pipeline safety
regulations. The American Petroleum Institute (API), the American Society for Nondestructive
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Testing (ASNT), and the National Association of Corrosion Engineers (NACE) International
have signed such agreements with PHMSA.

This proposed rule would incorporate by reference consensus standards for assessing the
physical condition of in-service hazardous liquids pipelines using in-line inspection (ILI) and
stress corrosion cracking direct assessment (SCCDA). Periodic assessment of hazardous liquids
pipelines is required by § 195.452. These sections allow use of the inspection techniques
addressed in these standards. Incorporation of the consensus standards would assure better
consistency, accuracy and quality in pipeline assessments conducted using these techniques. In
addition, the incorporation of these standards would address part of the NTSB Recommendation
P-12-3 by identifying crack defects and seam corrosion using crack tools and circumferential
tools. PHMSA proposes to incorporate by reference the following consensus standards into 49
CFR Part 195: API STD 1163, “In-Line Inspection Systems Qualification Standard” (August
2005); NACE Standard Practice RP0102-2010 “Inline Inspection of Pipelines;” NACE SP0204-
2008 “Stress Corrosion Cracking Direct Assessment;” and ANSI/ASNT ILI-PQ-2005, “In-line
Inspection Personnel Qualification and Certification” (2005). Also, PHMSA proposes to allow
pipeline operators to conduct assessments using tethered or remote control tools not explicitly
discussed in NACE SP0102-2010, provided the operators comply with applicable sections of
NACE SP0102-2010.

Note that this proposed rulemaking action addresses only Part 195, but PHMSA will consider
making a similar proposed rule for 49 CFR Part 192 under a separate rulemaking action.

3.10 Electronic Reporting of Drug and Alcohol Testing Results
PHMSA’s pipeline safety regulations at 49 CFR 191.7 and 49 CFR 195.58 require electronic
reporting of most pipeline safety reports through the PHMSA Portal. PHMSA proposes to also
require electronic reporting for anti-drug testing results required under § 199.119 and alcohol
testing results required under § 199.229. Pipeline operators with less than 50 covered employees
are required to submit these reports only when PHMSA provides written notice. PHMSA
proposes to modify these regulations to specify that PHMSA will provide notice to operators in
the PHMSA Portal.

3.11 Post-Accident Drug and Alcohol Testing
PHMSA's regulations require documentation of decisions not to administer a post-accident
alcohol test. The requirement to document a decision not to administer a post-accident drug test
is implied in the regulations, but not explicitly required. PHMSA proposes to add a section to the
post-accident drug testing regulation to require documentation of such a decision.

The NTSB issued the following safety recommendation (NTSB Recommendation P-11-12):
"Amend 49 CFR 199.105 and 49 CFR 199.225 to eliminate operator discretion with regard to
testing covered employees. The revised language should require drug and alcohol testing of each
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employee whose performance either contributed to the accident or cannot be completely
discounted as a contributing factor to the accident.”

Accordingly, PHMSA also proposes to modify 49 CFR 199.105 and 49 CFR 199.225 by
restating and further defining the existing requirement to conduct post-accident drug and alcohol
testing of all employees except those for whom sufficient information establishes that they had
no role in the accident.

4 ldentification of Available Alternative Approaches

4.1 No Action
This was used as the baseline against which PHMSA compared all other alternatives.

Regulatory analyses typically consider an alternative in which the agency would not take any
action, because it would maintain the status quo. No new requirements would be levied. No costs
would be incurred to implement new requirements. No new benefits would result.

PHMSA has an obligation to ensure the safe and effective transportation of hazardous liquids
and gases by pipeline. The changes proposed in this NPRM serve that purpose by clarifying the
pipeline safety regulations, eliminating conflicting provisions, responding to new statutory
mandates, and eliminating unduly burdensome requirements. A failure to undertake these
actions would allow for the continued imposition of unnecessary compliance costs without
increasing public safety. Accordingly, PHMSA rejected the “no action” alternative.

4.2  Proposed Revisions

This alternative was determined by PHMSA as the preferred regulatory option and is compared
in the document with the baseline “no action” alternative.

PHMSA is proposing to make certain amendments, corrections, and editorial changes to the
pipeline safety regulations. These revisions would eliminate inconsistencies and respond to
several petitions for rulemaking and recommendations from our stakeholders, thereby facilitating
the safe and effective transportation of hazardous liquids and gases by pipeline. The changes
proposed in this NPRM serve that purpose by clarifying the pipeline safety regulations and
eliminating unduly burdensome requirements.

5 Industry Information

The affected industry comprises owners and operators of regulated natural gas and hazardous
liquid pipelines. These include a mix of large and small businesses, as well as publically owned
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utilities, municipalities, and other organizations. Using a combination of PHMSA 2011 Annual
Report data and the Dun and Bradstreet company database, there are approximately 3,000
regulated entities when all corporate subsidiaries are separately counted, with a total of roughly
150,000 onsite employees. There are wide variations across entities with respect to the share of
employees actually engaged in pipeline operations, especially for public agencies.

Among these entities, common industry (NAICS) codes are 211111, Crude Petroleum and
Natural Gas Extraction; 221210, Natural Gas Distribution; 324110, Petroleum Refineries;
486910, Pipeline Transportation of Refined Petroleum Products; 486210, Pipeline Transportation
of Natural Gas; and 424720, Petroleum and Petroleum Products Merchant Wholesalers.

Many of the specific provisions in this rulemaking would apply only to specific subsets of this
population, such as operators of gas gathering lines, as described in more detail in Section 6
below.

6 Definition and Evaluation of the Benefits and Costs

6.1 Data Sources and Limitations

Cost information is taken from PHMSA databases and external datasets as detailed more
specifically below. In many cases the proposed changes are so small as to entail little to no
quantifiable costs.

6.2 Costs
In the sub-sections below, each provision of the rulemaking is analyzed individually for potential
cost implications.

6.2.1 Accident and Incident Notification

There is an existing requirement to notify the NRC by telephone of incidents at the “earliest
practicable moment” after discovery. This provision would clarify the existing rule and
accompanying guidance by providing additional specificity on the expected timeframe. As a
clarification to an existing requirement, this section does not entail any significant changes in
compliance costs.

6.2.2 Cost Recovery for Design Reviews

Under this provision, PHMSA would conduct design reviews for certain large-scale pipeline
projects on a cost-recovery basis rather than at the agency’s own expense. The cost recovery
provision would represent a transfer between parties, with no net societal costs or benefits.
Particularly for projects meeting the project cost criterion, the relatively small cost of the design
review is unlikely to hinder innovation in design techniques.
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6.2.3 Operator Qualification Requirements for Parts 192 and 195

Operator Qualification (OQ) programs are designed to ensure that each worker conducting
pipeline activities, such as operations and maintenance, has the appropriate knowledge and skills
to perform that function. OQ programs are already required and in place for most pipeline
operators, with some exceptions.

The proposed revisions to the OQ requirements include rearranging/renumbering with
clarification to existing requirements and a number of small editorial changes and clarifications.
These smaller changes do not involve any significant compliance costs because they largely re-
state existing requirements and resolve perceived ambiguities in the regulatory text, rather than
impose substantively new requirements. Notable among these is a revision in scope that
responds to NTSB Recommendation P-12-8; it specifies that pipeline operators’ OQ plans must
define the roles, responsibilities, and qualifications of any employees who have the authority to
direct or supersede pipeline controllers’ actions. As NTSB noted, it is inconsistent with safe
operating principles to have controllers’ actions guided or overridden by employees who do not
necessarily have the same level of operator qualification. This change makes explicit that an
employee who guides or overrules a pipeline controller is also effectively acting as a controller,
even if he/she has another job title. PHMSA is making this change in response to NTSB’s
recommendation and to make the regulations as clear as possible. However, PHMSA already
addresses this issue through its Frequently Asked Questions for the OQ program and its
definition of “controller” (49 CFR 192.3 and 195.2), which includes anyone who monitors and
controls the safety-related operations of a pipeline from a control room. Supervisors already fall
under this functional definition to the extent that they direct first-line controllers, though this
may not be clear to all operators. This clarification explicitly reinforces that point. As a
clarification of an existing requirement, there are no incremental compliance costs.

PHMSA is also proposing a small revision to OQ programs to explicitly require a “management
of change” component, i.e. that operators inform their employees if there are changes to their
OQ-covered tasks. This proposed change again provides additional clarity to the regulations.
However, PHMSA believes that there are little to no costs associated with the change, because
communicating changes in employees’ responsibilities is a normal business practice.

PHMSA’s proposed OQ-related provisions also include two more substantive changes that may
entail changes to operator practices and incremental compliance costs:

e 0OQ would be extended to three additional pipeline categories that currently avail of a
modified recordkeeping approach that does not require individualized documentation:
0 Type A gas gathering lines in Class 2 locations
o Type B onshore gas gathering lines
0 Regulated hazardous liquid gathering lines in rural areas
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e The definition of “covered task” for OQ purposes would be revised to include new
construction, rather than just operations and maintenance as under the current definition.
This change would mean that some pipeline employees would be newly subject to the
OQ requirements — that is, those who perform new construction activities, but not
operations or maintenance.

The proposed rule would require that each affected firm (1) create and a follow a written OQ
plan, (2) conduct yearly reviews of the effectiveness of the program, and (3) maintain records for
each qualified individual. Their OQ plans would need to identify covered tasks and ensure
through evaluation that each employee who performs a covered task has the required
qualifications.

PHMSA has previously estimated that establishing a new OQ program entails costs of
approximately $1,200 per employee over a 10-year period, or the annualized equivalent of about
$160 per employee per year (using a 7% discount rate).*

PHMSA does not have precise counts of the number of firms and employees who would be
affected by this proposed regulatory change. However, the number can be estimated using a
combination of Annual Report filings® and external data.

Among gas pipeline operators with Type B gathering lines or Type A gathering lines in Class 2
locations, most are already subject to OQ provisions because they also have transmission lines
and/or Type A gathering lines in Class 1 locations. However, a total of 78 gas operators listed in
the 2011 Annual Report would be newly subject to the OQ requirements. Dun and Bradstreet
company data for these 78 operators estimate they have a combined total of 7,365 onsite
employees. Among hazardous liquid pipeline operators, there 31 operators listed in the 2011
Annual Report who operate rural gathering lines but not non-rural gathering lines, and thus
would be newly subject to the full-fledged OQ provisions. Dun and Bradstreet data on these 31
operators list a total of 1,143 onsite employees.

The number of firms and employees who would be affected by the revised definition of “covered
task” — that is, those who conduct new construction activities but not operations and maintenance
— cannot be generated from these data sources. Instead, PHMSA estimated this figure based on
industry experience. In general, most firms that perform new construction also conduct
operations and maintenance, but there are exceptions. Pipeline operators registered with
PHMSA have a combined total of about 150,000 onsite employees according to the Dun and
Bradstreet company data. A reasonable estimate is that 5% of these, or 7,500 employees, will
fall into this newly regulated category because they perform new construction but not operations

* DOT Office of the Chief Information Officer, Supporting Statement to OMB Control No. 2137-0600. See also
Federal Register Volume 76, Number 205 (Monday, October 24, 2011), pp. 65778-65779.
®> PHMSA, http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/pipeline/library/data-stats
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or maintenance. This rough estimate appears to be fairly conservative, given that the Bureau of
Labor Statistics estimates total employment of Plumbers, Pipefitters, and Steamfitters (SOC code
472152) in the main relevant industries (Oil and Gas Extraction, Natural Gas Distribution, and
Pipeline Transportation) at 6,120 persons.® Moreover, these figures likely include employees
who also perform maintenance and are thus already covered by OQ requirements.

Overall, then, operators with a total of about 16,008 employees (that is, 7,365 + 1,143 + 7,500)
would potentially be newly subject to the requirement to participate in an OQ plan, either
because of the provisions related to gathering lines or because of the change in covered tasks to
include new construction. For cost estimation purposes, we assume conservatively that all of
these employees would be subject to OQ, even though not all of them necessarily work on
“covered tasks” as that term is defined in the proposed regulations, and that there is no overlap in
the employees affected by the different provisions. Therefore, incremental compliance costs for
this OQ provision are in the range of $2.6 million per year (i.e., 16,008 employees * $160 per
employee per year).

6.2.4 Special Permit Renewal

This section establishes a new set of administrative procedures to handle Special Permit
renewals. Since Special Permits previously did not carry expiration dates, this change is
necessary to have a defined process for renewals. This proposal deals solely with agency
procedures and has little or no direct costs.

6.2.5 Farm Taps

In this provision, farm taps would be removed from the DIMP program in favor of a less
stringent set of inspection activities and over-pressurization protection equipment. This change
would yield cost savings for operators. The overall cost savings could not be quantified because
PHMSA’s database does not record the number of farm taps. However, it was previously
estimated that implementing a DIMP program and conducting required mitigation would cost the
affected industry approximately $78 million per year after start-up. Removing farm taps from
DIMP would relieve a small portion of these costs.

6.2.6 Control Room Team Training

Many pipeline operators already conduct team training and exercises that include both
controllers and others staff (e.g. supervisors) that controllers may interface with during normal,
abnormal, and emergency situations. For these operators, the proposed revision will have little
to no impact on their training approach or compliance costs. For operators who currently do not
conduct this type of team training, an additional training module will be required. PHMSA

® Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment Statistics query system, May 2012, SOC code 472152.
http://data.bls.gov/oes/datatype.do
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previously estimated that there are approximately 524 control room supervisors for hazardous
liquids pipelines and 631 for gas pipeline (1,155 total); that these supervisors’ average hourly
wages (including overhead) were around $75; and that similar types of control room training
require 4 hours per person per year in labor costs plus $100 per person for the training itself.’
Putting these figures together, and assuming very conservatively that no operators are already
conducting this type of team training, the annual compliance cost is $462,000 (that is, 1,155 * 4
* $75 = $346,500 for the opportunity cost of the supervisors’ time, plus 1,155* $100 = $115,500
for the cost of the training itself)

6.2.7 Reversal of Flow or Change in Product

There would be relatively few notifications under this proposed section since it excludes
temporary changes and pipelines designed for bidirectional flow. Moreover, PHMSA’s intention
is that changes in batched petroleum products (e.g. gasoline, diesel, jet fuel) would not constitute
a reportable “change in product” as these are commonplace. Overall, based on historical
information, PHMSA estimates that it will receive approximately 8 notifications per year. Only
a simple notification would be required, which could be handled electronically, so total
compliance costs would be minimal.

6.2.8 Editorial Amendments

These editorial changes address errors in formulae and other small discrepancies in the pipeline
safety regulations. There are no changes to substantive requirements or associated compliance
costs.

6.2.9 Pipeline Assessment Tools

This section clarifies existing requirements for the inspection of hazardous liquids pipelines by
citing specific technical standards for those inspections and incorporating the standards by
reference. This proposed rule would address in part NTSB recommendation P-12-3 by
incorporating by reference consensus standards for assessing the physical condition of in-service
hazardous liquids pipelines using IL1 and SCCDA. Incorporation of the consensus standards
would assure better consistency, accuracy and quality in pipeline assessments conducted using
these techniques.

PHMSA had asked the Standards Developing Organizations to develop these standards, and now
that they are developed, PHMSA is proposing to adopt them to bring consistency throughout the

"PHMSA, Pipeline Safety: Control Room Management/Human Factors, Revision of Implementation Period,
Regulatory Evaluation, June 2011.
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industry. These standards provide tables to guide tool section choices and help select the right
tool for the right anomaly. .

Overall, these consensus standards and their guidance on tool selection should not entail
additional costs for pipeline operators. The standards reflect widespread industry practices, so
PMHSA does not expect any incremental compliance costs.. The cost of the standards
documents themselves has also been relieved by PHMSA'’s arranging for these documents to be
freely available online.

6.2.10 Retention of Samples and Additional Testing

This change addresses a discrepancy between two sections of the regulations and does not entail
any change in compliance costs.

6.2.11 Electronic Reporting of Drug and Alcohol Testing Results

This section requires electronic reporting of testing results through the same PHMSA portal that
is used for other reporting. This change should yield small cost savings for operators and for
PHMSA compared to hard-copy documentation.

6.2.12 Post-Accident Drug and Alcohol Testing

Under the provisions of this section, operators would be required to document any decisions not
to administer post-accident drug testing to a particular employee, as is required for post-accident
alcohol testing. Although this requirement is somewhat implied by the current regulations, it is
not explicitly stated and may not be a universal practice. There would therefore be small
recordkeeping and documentation costs associated with the provision.

The regulation does not specify a precise form that the documentation must take, and no specific
estimate of the preparation time is available. Given the requirements, a reasonable estimate
would be 2 hours per incident to prepare documentation on any decision not to administer drug
testing. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the average wage rate of a Human
Resources Specialist (Occupation Code 13-1071) in the Oil and Gas Extraction industry (NAICS
211100) is $37.12. (The figures are similar for other job series and industries that may be
relevant.)

Over the past 5 years, there has been an average of 609 reported pipeline incidents per year.
Although many firms may already document their decisions since this is required for post-
accident alcohol testing and may be useful for company records, we assume conservatively that
each incident would require some new documentation. The total compliance cost is on the order
of $45,000 per year (609 incidents * 2 hours * $37.12/hour).
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6.2.13 Cost Summary

Overall, these changes are largely minor provisions with little or no substantive change to
industry practices or compliance costs. For the three provisions with quantifiable costs, these are
estimated at $2.6 million per year for the Operator Qualification provisions, $45,000 per year for
the Post-Accident Testing provisions, and $462,000 per year for the Control Room Management
training provisions. These estimates are generally upper bounds, in that they assume that
pipeline operators are not already in compliance with the proposed regulations.

Some of these cost increases would be offset by the reduction in DIMP-related costs associated
with the Farm Tap provisions, though these could not be estimated due to data limitations.

6.3 Benefits

Pipeline incidents can result in death, injury, property damage, and environmental damage. The
benefits of the proposed regulatory changes stem primarily from improvements to regulatory
clarity and from upgraded safety requirements that are intended to reduce the number of pipeline
incidents and their severity.

Estimates of avoided incident costs are calculated using information on fatalities, injuries, and
property damage (including lost product). Fatalities and injuries are converted to dollar terms
using values from departmental guidance documents, $9.1 million per fatality and $955,500 for
an injury.® [Based on departmental guidance, the injury and fatality figures rise 1.07% per year
to account for wage increases over time.]

In the sub-sections below, the expected benefits of each provision of the rulemaking are analyzed
individually.

6.3.1 Accident and Incident Notification

This is a clarification of an existing regulation and is not expected to generate quantifiable safety
benefits. However, improving the clarity of the regulations with an objective standard is likely to
improve overall compliance and timeliness. In addition, there are inherent safety benefits in
having timely information on incidents, both for emergency response and for incident
investigation.

& Trottenberg, Polly and Robert Rivkin. “Guidance on Treatment of the Economic Value of a Statistical Life (VSL)
in U.S. Department of Transportation Analyses.” February 28, 2013. The injury number is equivalent to a “serious”
injury on the Abbreviated Injury Scale and is 10.5% of the VSL.
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6.3.2 Cost Recovery for Design Reviews

Cost recovery represents a transfer between parties and does not entail societal benefits.
However, PHMSA believes that this change will promote safety by allowing the agency to
conserve its limited resources for other high-priority activities.

6.3.3 Operator Qualification Requirements for Parts 192 and 195

The societal benefits of this provision will take the form of greater pipeline integrity and a
potential reduction in pipeline incidents related to the actions of under-qualified personnel.
Ensuring that pipeline operations and maintenance personnel have the appropriate job skills and
training is a fundamental safety requirement.

Quantifying these safety benefits with precision is hindered by limitations in PHMSA’s incident
databases. Notably, human error by under-qualified pipeline personnel can be the root cause of
incidents that are formally classified across a number of causation codes, including incorrect
operation, corrosion, material/weld/equipment failure, and other. Expected benefits of the key
OQ provisions are discussed individually below.

Clarification on scope

Clarifying the scope of the OQ requirements to include control room supervisors and others who
may direct or supersede the actions of pipeline controllers responds to NTSB Recommendation
P-12-008. The proposed revision makes current requirements more explicit and removes
potential inconsistencies in the OQ coverage of supervisors and other personnel. While the
safety benefits cannot be readily quantified, NTSB noted that the lack of a clear OQ requirement
for all control room personnel was a contributing factor to the July 2010 pipeline rupture incident
in Marshall, Michigan, which involved cleanup costs in excess of $700 million.®

New Construction

The expansion of OQ requirements to new construction helps to reduce incidents that occur
during the construction and installation process, by ensuring that workers conducting these tasks
have the appropriate skills and do not make avoidable errors. Having appropriately trained staff
at installation can also reduce certain types of incidents that are ultimately related to defects in
manufacturing, as some of these defects can be identified by qualified personnel and remedied
before installation.

Many operators already employ OQ for new construction, even for tasks that are not covered by
the current regulations, simply because it is prudent to do so, and ultimately cost-effective when
compared against the cost of future incidents and disruptions. However, PHMSA staff are aware
of numerous cases in which non-qualified personnel have been used, without adequate training,

° National Transportation Safety Board, Pipeline Accident Report NTSB/PAR-12/01,
http://www.ntsb.gov/doclib/reports/2012/par1201.pdf
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for safety-critical pipeline installation tasks such as handling and bending of pipe, coating,
padding, and backfilling. PHMSA'’s inspectors have gathered extensive records of installation
errors, including improper welding techniques, improper use of coatings and epoxy, failure to
screen backfill material, inadequate use of sidebooms for lowering pipe, and insufficient burial
depth. There have also been more fundamental problems such as failure to use the local “one-
call” notification system during excavation, which can lead to hitting other underground utilities.
While not all of these installation errors will necessarily result in an incident, they are deviations
from best practice that can be addressed through an OQ program.

Errors made during new construction can result in immediate incidents, and may also set the
stage for future incidents. As one example, the Tennessee Regulatory Authority investigated a
transmission line rupture in 2012 and found that it was ultimately caused by improper handling
during construction in 1982, which caused a crack that grew over time. In 2007, investigation of
the Plains All-American Pipeline found a section of pipe that was dented due to its having been
placed on top of a large rock, an obvious installation error that almost certainly would have been
detected if qualified personnel were used for this portion of construction.

In addition to these qualitative information from these inspection-based reports, PHMSA’s
incident summary® for the 20-year period from 1993 to 2012 shows a total of 72 incidents
attributed to “construction, installation or fabrication-related” causes, with no injuries and a total
of $26 million in property damage. An additional 41 incidents were attributed to “manufacturing
related” causes, with 8 fatalities, 51 non-fatal injuries, and $404 million in property damage.

Clearly, not all of these incident costs are related to human error by under-qualified personnel,
and human error can never be fully eliminated, even with the most stringent qualification
requirements. PHMSA does not have data on the rate of avoidable human error in new pipeline
construction or the effectiveness rate of OQ programs. However, based on the above-cited
incident investigations and other experience, PHMSA staff believe that (a) human error is a
contributing factor to many incidents, and (b) having a systematic approach to ensuring the
qualifications of pipeline personnel is an effective means of reducing human-error incidents.

Based on this experience, a safety effectiveness rate of 20% is believed to be reasonable for
estimating benefits with respect to avoiding relevant installation-related incidents. For
manufacturing-related incidents, a lower rate of 5% is assumed, since not all manufacturing-
related defects can be identified even by skilled installation personnel.

10 http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/reports/safety/AlIPSIDet 1993 2012 US.html?nocache=307
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Pipeline Incidents Related to New Construction, 1993-2012, with Estimated Benefits for
New Operator Qualification Provisions

Non- Assumed
Fatal Fatal | Report Safety Incide
Injuries | Injuries ed Effective nt
(Moneti | (Moneti | Proper | Total | ness Rate | Costs
Incident | Incide zed zed ty Incide | for this | Avoid | Annual
Cause nt Societal | Societal | Damag nt Cause ed, 20 | Equival
Code Count | Cost) Cost) e Costs Code Years ent
Constructio
n,
installation
or
fabrication- 0 0 $25.9
related 72 ($0) ($0) $25.9m m 20% $5.2m | $0.3m
Manufactur 8 51 $404.3 | $525. $26.3
ing-related 41 | ($72.8m) | ($48.7m) m 8m 5% m $1.3m
TOTAL $1.6m

Using a these safety effectiveness rate for benefits calculation, the extension of OQ requirements
to new construction would yield safety benefits in the range of $1.6 million per year in avoided
incident costs, as calculated in the table above.

Gathering Lines

Data prior to 2010 do not distinguish Type A from Type B gas gathering lines, so there is limited
data for the provision that extends OQ requirements to these lines. Using the available data from
2010-2012, there were 5 incidents involving the affected categories of onshore gas gathering
lines (Type A in Class 2 locations and Type B) during this period, with no injuries and a total of
$469,000 in property damage, or an average of about $156,000 per year.

As with the new construction provision, the precise share of incident consequences that could be
avoided through the extension of OQ programs is not known, but is believed to be significant
based on incident investigation experience. Using a 20% safety effectiveness rate for an
illustrative calculation, the OQ provisions related to gathering lines would prevent $31,200 in
incident consequences ($156,000 * 0.20) per year.

The OQ requirements may also help to prevent a high-consequence, low-probability event
caused by an error made by under-qualified personnel. While there have been no fatal incidents
with gathering lines in recent years, future years may experience greater risk exposure with
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onshore gathering lines, for example with the recent increases in gas and oil extraction activity in
areas such as North Dakota.

General

In addition to the specific benefits quantified above, there are numerous non-quantifiable
benefits to pipeline operations associated with general OQ requirements. These benefits, as
described in a 1999 Research and Special Programs Administration (RSPA) Final Rule,™
include:

e Eliminating and correcting inadequate operating and maintenance procedures, thereby
potentially reducing system downtime

¢ Increasing the formal communications between operator and workers

e Increasing the attention and oversight on safety-related procedures

e Improving the documentation that ensures a qualified workforce

e Potentially lower costs for insurance and workers’ compensation, and reduced liability
exposure due to formalized qualification procedures.

While these benefits cannot be readily quantified, they could have a real impact in improving
both the safety and the efficiency of pipeline operations. Preventative measures to avoid high-
consequence incidents also help to maintain the public’s trust with the pipeline industry.

6.3.4 Special Permit Renewal

This section establishes a new set of administrative procedures to handle the renewal of Special
Permits. This is an agency procedural change with little or no quantifiable benefits.

6.3.5 Farm Taps

This section would remove farm taps from DIMP in favor of an alternative, less stringent
inspection program that is better suited to the relatively low risks associated with farm taps.
Because farm taps are already covered by Part 192 regulations and by the proposed new
maintenance requirements, PHMSA expects that there will be no adverse change in safety
outcomes from this change.

6.3.6 Reversal of Flow or Change in Product

Although this provision is expected to be used only infrequently, it is important for PHMSA to
be informed of any major changes to products transported and the direction of flow. In the event
of an incident, emergency responders need basic information about the commodity and the
direction of the flow in order to mitigate consequences and protect the public. Therefore, this
provision is expected to yield small safety benefits.

11 Us DOT RSPA 1999 Docket No. RSPA-98-3783; Amendment 192-86; 195-67
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6.3.7 Control Room Team Training

Team training and exercises are well-established techniques that help to ensure that all control
center staff have the training, skills, incident protocols, and working relationships needed to
avoid incidents and to respond appropriately when incidents do occur. By explicitly requiring
that this training include not only controllers but also supervisors and others with whom they
may interface, PHMSA expects that safety benefits will accrue in the form of avoided pipeline
incidents and mitigated damages. These benefits are not readily quantifiable because PHMSA'’s
incident database does not specifically track incidents related to control room interactions.
However, NTSB noted in its report on the July 2010 pipeline rupture in Marshall, Michigan, that
the lack of team training was a contributing factor to the severity of the incident. According to
NTSB, the operator in this case “failed to train control center staff in team performance, thereby
inadequately preparing the control center staff to perform effectively as a team when effective
team performance was most needed.”*?

6.3.8 Editorial Amendments

This is minor correction with no direct safety benefits, though the improved clarity of regulations
helps to improve compliance.

6.3.9 Pipeline Assessment Tools

Safety benefits of this section stem from adopting specific technical standards to help operators
interpret existing requirements. This aids with compliance and ensures consistency across the
industry.

6.3.10 Electronic Reporting of Drug and Alcohol Testing Results

This is a change in the method of reporting and is not expected to yield quantifiable safety
benefits. However, electronic transmission and notification allows PHMSA to more readily
incorporate testing results into its safety analyses and investigations, and allows scarce resources
to be allocated to other activities rather than managing hardcopy filings.

6.3.11 Post-Accident Drug and Alcohol Testing

This change responds to NTSB recommendation P-11-12 to ensure that post-accident drug and
alcohol testing is administered where appropriate. In addition to slightly restating the existing
requirements, it also requires that operators document any decision not to administer a post-
accident drug test (as is required for alcohol tests). The safety benefits from this change relate to
incident investigation and root-cause analysis. Having documentation of why a drug test was not
administered in a particular case will provide incident investigators with more of the toxicology

12 National Transportation Safety Board, Pipeline Accident Report NTSB/PAR-12/01,
http://www.ntsh.gov/doclib/reports/2012/par1201.pdf
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information needed to identify the likely cause(s) of incidents that occur. This, in turn, helps to
identify trends and prevent future pipeline incidents.

6.3.12 Benefits Summary

As discussed in the sub-sections above, many of the proposed changes are too minor to support
quantification of benefits. However, PHMSA believes that updating regulations, removing
inconsistencies, providing clarification, and incorporating industry standards all help to improve
compliance with pipeline safety regulations and to reduce the likelihood of a serious pipeline
incident.

The proposed Operator Qualification (OQ) provisions more specifically ensure that pipeline
construction personnel and operations and maintenance personnel have the appropriate skills for
the functions they are performing. This would reduce the likelihood of human error-related
incidents, with benefits roughly estimated at $1.6 million per year for new construction and
$31,200 per year for gathering lines. OQ also has a range of intangible benefits including
improved operations and communications, as described in more detail above.

The proposed changes related to drug and alcohol testing also assist PHMSA, NTSB, and other
investigators in their efforts, by providing additional documentation of testing decisions. These
investigation help to prevent future pipeline incidents by identifying the causes of incidents that
occur.

7 Summary and Conclusion

This package of proposed regulatory changes would address errors and inconsistencies in the
current regulations, provide additional clarifications, and incorporate industry standards. The
proposed changes also address statutory requirements from the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory
Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011 (Public Law 112-90) and safety recommendations from
the NTSB, as well as petitions for rulemaking. Many of the proposed revisions are small
changes that would not lead to substantial changes in regulatory requirements, operator practices,
or overall costs and benefits.

Combining all of the proposed changes, annual compliance costs are estimated at approximately
$3.1 million, less savings to be realized from the removal of farm taps from the DIMP
requirements. Annual safety benefits cannot be quantified as readily due to data limitations, but
are in the range of $1.6 million per year in avoided incident costs, plus numerous intangible
benefits from the improved clarity and consistency of regulations and improved abilities to
conduct post-incident investigations. Although the quantified benefits do not exceed the
quantified costs, PHMSA believes that these non-quantified benefits are significant enough to
outweigh the costs of compliance. In particular, improvements to Operator Qualification and
post-incident investigation may prevent a future high-consequence event. At an annual
compliance cost of $3.1 million, the proposed new Operator Qualification and post-accident
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testing requirements would be cost-effective if they prevented a single fatal incident over a 3-
year period.

8 Initial Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

8.1 Reasons for Agency Action

PHMSA works to ensure the safety of the nation’s gas and hazardous liquid pipelines.
Government regulation of pipeline safety standards addresses the market failure of negative
externalities, namely the costs that pipeline incidents impose on other parties for which there
may be no market compensation. PHMSA’s safety regulations require periodic updating to
remove errors and inconsistencies, update technical standards that are incorporated by reference,
modify agency administrative procedures, and address gaps in existing safety requirements. The
proposed rule comprises a set of miscellaneous changes to the Pipeline Safety regulations, with
the goal of improving clarity, compliance, and overall safety.

8.2 Objectives of, and legal basis for, the proposed rule
The proposed rule is designed to enhance pipeline safety through a set of small improvements to
the Pipeline Safety Regulations. The ultimate objective is to lessen the frequency and societal
consequences of pipeline incidents, including property damage, environmental degradation,
personal injury, and loss of life. PHMSA’s overall mandate to regulate pipeline safety is set by
federal law under 49 USC 60102 et seq. More specifically, the proposed rule addresses several
statutory requirements from the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of
2011 (Public Law 112-90). Several provisions also address safety recommendations from the
National Transportation Safety Board, an independent Federal agency charged with investigating
serious transportation accidents and making safety recommendations.

8.3 Description and estimate of the number of small entities to which the proposed rule
would apply; projected reporting, recordkeeping and other compliance
requirements of the proposed rule and their impact on small entities

Affected entities for this proposed rule are owners and operators of gas and hazardous liquid
pipelines. Of the roughly 3,000 separate entities represented in PHMSA’s 2011 Annual Report,
about 2,700 would be considered small entities using the Small Business Administration (SBA)
size standard of having 500 employees or fewer.*

3 This is an estimate based on external Dun and Bradstreet company data, using SBA standards for the most
common North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) codes represented among PHMSA registrants,
including oil and gas extraction and gas distribution. The SBA standards vary by industry and include a mixture of
revenue-based and headcount-based standards. Moreover, the ability to classify an entity as small is constrained by
the limitations of the available data and the complexities of corporate structure; many registrants are owned by other
companies or are subdivisions of public agencies.
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As detailed in Section 6 above, several of the proposed changes affect only small subsets of the
overall pipeline industry. Others provisions affect the pipeline industry more broadly, but
consist of minor changes with little to no impact on overall compliance costs for affected entities.
The two provisions with quantifiable costs are Operator Qualification (OQ) and documentation
of post-accident drug tests.

The OQ provision is estimated to entail compliance costs in the range of $160 per employee per
year. Based on Bureau of Labor Statistics employment data, the average wage for pipefitters
(occupation code 47-2152) in the natural gas distribution industry is $26.76 per hour, or $55,660
per year. Therefore the OQ requirements would represent a 0.3% increase in labor costs, or
slightly less if other non-wage costs such as payroll taxes and benefits are included. Of the 109
registrants that would be newly subject to the OQ provisions for gathering lines, 94 have fewer
than 500 employees, and thus are considered “small entities” using the SBA standards for the
most common industries represented. The number of small entities that would be subject to the
OQ provisions for new construction cannot be estimated due to the limitations of the registration
data.

The post-accident drug testing provision would entail recordkeeping costs in the range of $74 per
incident. All 2,700 small entities would potentially be affected by this change. However,
pipeline incidents are relatively rare events and additional recordkeeping would only be required
in the event of a decision not to administer a post-accident drug test, so overall compliance costs
would be minimal.

8.4 Federal rules which may duplicate, overlap or conflict with the proposed rule
PHMSA believes that no other Federal rules duplicate, overlap, or conflict with the proposed
rule. In fact, many of the provisions are designed to eliminate inconsistencies in the existing
regulations.

8.5 Alternatives considered

In addition to the proposed package of regulatory updates, PHMSA considered a no-action
alternative in which no changes would be implemented. The no-action alternative was rejected
because it would not respond to the statutory requirements of the Act or to NTSB
recommendations, would allow for continued inconsistencies in regulations, and would result in
the continued imposition of unnecessary compliance costs without increasing public safety.
Because the proposed rule is focused on ensuring safety, has very small incremental compliance
costs, and does not have a significant economic impact on small entities, PHMSA did not
consider establishing different compliance or reporting requirements or timetables for small
entities.

8.6 Effect on the cost of credit
The proposed rule is not projected to increase the cost of credit for small entities in any way.
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8.7 Summary and conclusion
The proposed rule responds to requirements in the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job
Creation Act of 2011 and to NTSB recommendations. It would address errors and
inconsistencies in the current Pipeline Safety Regulations, update technical standards that are
incorporated by reference, modify agency administrative procedures, and address gaps in
existing safety requirements. The proposed rule could affect a substantial number of small
entities because of the market structure of the gas and hazardous liquids pipeline industry, which
includes many small entities. Approximately 2,700 small entities could be affected by at least
one portion of the rulemaking, with smaller numbers affected by particular provisions.
Estimated compliance costs indicate that these impacts would not be significant. The Operator
Qualification provision would entail new costs for small entities in the range of $160 per
employee per year, or about 0.3% of salary for a typical pipeline employee. The post-accident
drug testing provision would add $74 in documentation costs per reportable incident. The other
provisions would not add appreciable costs, and at least one provision (Farm Taps) would yield
compliance cost savings.
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Accident/Incident Reporting Time; Cost Recovery; Operator Qualification;
Plastic Pipe Among Topics to be Discussed at Upcoming Pipeline Safety
Advisory Committee Meetings

WASHINGTON — The U.S. Department of Transportation’s Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration today announced that it will hold meetings with its Pipeline Advisory
Committees from June 1-3, 2016 to consider and vote on proposed rulemakings that, if
implemented, would strengthen federal pipeline safety programs. The meetings will be held in
the Washington, DC area and will be open to the public.

The Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011 (2011 Act) placed a
number of new and important mandates on PHMSA to enhance federal pipeline safety
regulations and thoroughly strengthened the agency’s ability to enforce them. PHMSA
continues to make steady and consistent progress in completing the mandates of the 2011 Act by
finalizing new rulemaking actions and publishing reports related to pipeline safety. To further
these efforts, in June, members of PHMSA’s Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee (GPAC) and
Liquid Pipeline Advisory Committee (LPAC) will meet jointly to discuss the agency’s July 10,
2015 notice of proposed rulemaking to address sections 9 and 13 of the 2011 Act, including:

e Requiring pipeline operators to report accidents or incidents within one hour of
discovery;

e Allowing PHMSA to recover costs for pipeline design review work;

e Amending operator qualification regulations; and

e Providing a renewal procedure for expiring special permits.

Additionally, the GPAC and LPAC will meet separately to discuss the agency’s May 21, 2015
proposed rulemaking which seeks to amend natural gas pipeline safety regulations related to
plastic piping systems used in gas services. The proposed amendments are intended to correct
errors, address inconsistencies, and respond to petitions for rulemaking.

PHMSA’s Gas Pipeline Safety Advisory Committee and Liquid Pipeline Safety Advisory
Committee are both statutorily mandated and advise PHMSA on proposed safety standards, risk
assessments, and safety policies for the nation’s natural gas and hazardous liquid pipelines. Each
advisory committee is comprised of 15 subject matter experts chosen from federal and state
government, industry, and the public. The committees advise PHMSA on the technical
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feasibility, practicability, and cost-effectiveness of each proposed pipeline safety standard.
PHMSA encourages public participation in the rulemaking process, and invites the public to
attend and make a statement during the advisory committee meetings. A location for the June
advisory committee meetings has not been established at this time, but PHMSA will publish the
meeting location, agenda, instructions on how to make a statement, and any additional
information on its pipeline advisory committee meeting and registration page.

Comments on this notice can be submitted through the Federal eRulemaking Portal at
http://www.regulations.gov. All comments must include the agency name and docket number
PHMSA-2016-0032 at the beginning of the comment. There is no deadline for submitting
comments.

Presentation materials will be available on the meeting website and posted in the eRulemaking
Portal under docket number PHMSA-2016-0032 within 30 days after the meeting.

Hi#

The mission of the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration is to protect people
and the environment by advancing the safe transportation of energy and other hazardous
materials that are essential to our daily lives. PHMSA develops and enforces regulations for the
safe operation of the nation's 2.6 million mile pipeline transportation system and the nearly one
million daily shipments of hazardous materials by land, sea, and air. Please visit
http://phmsa.dot.gov or https://twitter.com/PHMSA_DOT for more information.
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