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Summary of Comments on the NPRM “Pipeline Safety: Standards for Increasing the Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure for Gas Transmission Pipelines” (Docket PHMSA-2005-23447; Notice 2)
Commenters

Nineteen organizations submitted comments in response to the NPRM.  These represented trade associations, operators, steel/pipe manufacturers, a standards developing organization, and one State government, as follows:

Trade Associations: 

Interstate Natural Gas Association of America (INGAA)

American Gas Association (AGA)

American Pipeline Institute (API)

Pipeline operators:

Williams Gas Pipeline (Williams)

Alliance Pipeline Inc. (Alliance)

El Paso Pipeline Group (El Paso)

TransCanada PipeLines Limited (Transcanada)

CenterPoint Energy Gas Transmission (Centerpoint)

Panhandle Energy (Panhandle)

Boardwalk Pipeline Partners (Boardwalk)

Spectra Energy Transmission (Spectra)

National Fuel Gas Supply Corporation and Empire Pipeline, Inc. (National Fuel)

Kern River Gas Transmission Company (Kern River)

Columbia Gas Transmission Co. (Columbia)

Steel/pipe manufacturers:

IPSCO

OSM Tubular Camrose (OSM Tubular)
US Steel

Standards Developing Organization:

Gas Piping Technology Committee (GPTC)

State:

Iowa Utilities Board (Iowa)
Summary
Most commenters addressed individual requirements within the proposed rule (see below).  Many noted that pipe material/design requirements in American Pipeline Institute Standard 5L (API 5L) have been significantly revised in the 44th edition, which will be in effect by the time a final rule is issued.  These commenters generally suggested that PHMSA should defer to, or incorporate, requirements from the 44th edition where applicable rather than establishing different technical requirements in regulation.
All commenters who addressed the question suggested that requirements in a final rule should not be made applicable retroactively to pipelines operating at alternative MAOP based on special permits issued after detailed review by PHMSA.  Boardwalk provided a legal analysis concluding that such retroactive application would be contrary to the Pipeline Safety Act.  These organizations also commented that PHMSA should continue review of special permit applications until the final rule is issued, noting that in many cases operation at the proposed higher MAOP is necessary to meet contractual commitments and national energy needs.
The comments of steel/pipe manufacturers focused exclusively on proposed pipe material requirements in proposed 192.112.

Iowa expressed concern about complexity and inconsistency being added to the regulations as a result of the structure of the proposed rule.  Iowa noted that the proposal would add many pages to Part 192 that would be applicable to only a limited number of gas transmission operators.  Iowa suggested that it would be more effective, and cause less confusion, if requirements for pipelines operating at an alternate MAOP were presented in a separate subpart, applicable only to those pipelines.

Summary of Comments on Specific Proposed Requirements
Subheadings and section numbers correspond to new or amended rules proposed in the NPRM.  This summary does not include all favorable comments, comments of an editorial nature, or comments unrelated to proposed rules.
Design Requirements
· The proposed requirements appear to be based on DSAW pipe; all pipe manufacturing processes should be treated the same (1 comment).

Section 192.7, Incorporation by Reference:  
· Supported incorporation of American Society of Testing and Materials standard ASTM A-578/A578M-96 into the regulations.  (4 comments)

· Opposed incorporation of the ASTM standard.  (2 comments) 

· the standard is used by one mill and that other mills use other standards (including ISO standards).  
· there are a number of equivalent standards and that PHMSA should not select one for incorporation.  
· incorporating the standard could have unintended consequences of making the rule too prescriptive and precluding the use of equivalent standards.

Section 192.112(a), General Standards for the Steel Pipe:  

· The proposed limit on carbon equivalent (0.23) is inconsistent with the 44th edition of API 5L.  (9 comments)

· Deleting the limit on carbon equivalent from the proposed rule.  (2 comments)

· The NPRM described no analysis or data showing the need for a different limit. (2 comments) 
· High-strength pipe (grades X80 and above) are difficult to achieve with the stated limit.  (4 comments)

· Weldability is the key issue and that a higher alternative is particularly important for high-strength and strain-based pipe. (1 comment)

· The limit on the ratio of pipe diameter to thickness (D/t) should be deleted.  (4 comments) 
Section 192.112(b), Fracture Control

· Some requirements included in the proposed rule are being eliminated or significantly revised in the 44th edition of API 5L, which should be referenced. (most commenters) 
· Allow a crack arrest design other than mechanical arrestors if crack propagation cannot be made self limiting.  (4 comments) 
Section 192.112(c), Plate/coil quality control

· Expanding mill control inspection program to a full internal quality management program and including caster and plate/coil/pipe mills. (3 comments)

· Reduce the specificity of requirements applicable to mill inspection.  (6 comments) 
· Macro tech test is appropriate but the details of how this test is applied should be left to decisions of the mill and the pipe purchaser.  (6 comments) 

· Reference to the Mannesman scale should be deleted, because it is proprietary and inappropriate for inclusion in a regulation.  (1 comment)  
· Explicitly limit mill inspection requirements to new pipelines.  (1 comment) 
· It is inappropriate to use the proposed macro etch test and acceptance criteria as a heat/slab rejection criteria.  (3 comments) 

· ASTM A578 is a plate UT standard.  Specifying this standard for coil/pipe is beyond its scope.  (2 comments)

· There is no basis for specifying 50% of surface and 90% of joints to be examined.  (2 comments) 

· The 50% surface coverage requirement should be deleted in favor of reference to ASTM A578/A578M. (1 comment)

· Allow UT on plate/coil or pipe body.  (2 comments)

· A combination of EMI and UT is superior and would produce the most dramatic impact.  (1 comment)

· The inspection program of proposed Section 192.112(c)(2)(ii) should be limited to submerged arc welded pipe, and acceptance criteria for UT testing should be referenced to ASTM A578 or equivalent. (1 comment)
Section 192.112(d), Seam quality control
· Recommend additional reliance on the procedures of API 5L 44th edition.  (7 comments)  

· Reference API 5L for toughness requirements and make them applicable to weld and heat affected zone in SAW pipe only.  (2 comments) 

· Eliminate reference to specific hardness testing or a maximum hardness level; API 5L contains sufficient guidance.  (4 comments) 

· The specified hardness of 280 Vickers (Hv10) is only for sour gas.  (4 comments)

· Relax the hardness requirement to 300 Hv10 and allow for equivalent test methods (per ASTM E140).  (1 comment) 

· Specify a maximum hardness “appropriate for the pipeline design” vs. specifying a limit.  (1 comment) 

· Limiting hardness may not allow attaining the best weld properties and 280 Hv is likely not attainable for pipe grades X80 and above. (2 comments)

· Clarify ythat the seam quality control requirements are applicable only to longitudinal or helical seams.  (2 comments)

· Reference “a recognized industry standard” vs. ASTM A578, since other equivalent standards exist and should be allowed.  (1 comment)
Section 192.112(e), Mill hydrostatic test
· Objection to the proposed requirement that mill hydrostatic tests be held for 20 seconds.  (most commenters) 

· Limit the required maximum test pressure to 3000 psi if there are physical limitations in mill test equipment that preclude obtaining higher pressures.  (1 comment) 
Section 192.112(f), Coating
· Do not limit operation at an alternate MAOP to pipe coated with fusion bonded epoxy (FBE); use performance-based language.  (10 comments) 

· Clarify that girth welds can be coated with other than FBE.  (2 comments) 
Section 192.112(g), Flanges and Fittings
· Existing standards and operator supplemental requirements are adequate to assure the integrity of flanges and fittings.  (4 comments) 

· The proposed requirements go beyond API and ASTM standards; the new requirements should be part of an industry standard.  (1 comment)

· Establish a minimum size below which certifications would not be required.  (1 comment)

· Clarification what certification is required and what requirements/specifications are to be certified. (1 comment)
Section 192.112(h), Compressor stations

· Allow “research” in addition to testing to permit operation above 120F.  (5 comments) 

· Allow operation at a higher compressor station discharge if justified by test or data held by the manufacturer, coating applicator, or operator.  (1 comment) 

· Allow operators to rely on FBE manufacturers’ specifications as the “testing” adequate to allow operation above 120F, limiting operation to 90% of the manufacturer’s continuous operating temperature. (1 comment)

· Allow alternative approaches (e.g., operators could install heavier walled pipe and operate at conventional MAOP for the distance required to assure that pipe wall temperatures would be below 120F).  (1 comment) 
Construction Requirements
Section 192.328(a), Quality Assurance

· Subparagraph 2(ii) duplicates requirements in proposed 192.620(c)(5).  (1 comment)
Section 192.328(b), Girth welds

· Move the requirement for testing of girth welds on existing pipe from 192.328 to 192.620.  (5 comments) 
Section 192.328(c), Depth of cover

· Clarify that requirements for depth of cover are applicable to new construction.  (1 comment)

· Allowance for less depth of cover if alternative means of protection are used (e.g., concrete slabs) that offer equivalent protection.  (1 comment)
Section 192.328(d), Initial strength testing

· Permit a root cause analysis, consistent with previously-issued special permits, to determine if the fault indicates a systemic issue.  (11 comments) 

· Clarify that these requirements are applicable to base pipe material vs. flanges, gaskets, etc.  (1 comment) 
Section 192.328(e), Cathodic protection

· Delete this paragraph be deleted, since it duplicates requirements in 192.455.  (8 comments)

· Whether CP was operational within 12 months becomes irrelevant once the line is assessed and its condition is known.  (1 comment)
Section 192.328(f), Interference currents
· Support for proposed requirements with the understanding that 192.327 will govern for existing class 1 pipe).  (1 comment) 

· Requirement is already addressed in the regulations.  (1 comment)

· It is difficult to address all interference issues during construction without active cathodic protection (CP is not required to be in service until 12 months after construction).  (1 comment)
Eligibility for and Implementing Alternative MAOP

Section 192.620(a), Calculating an alternative MAOP

· The proposed requirements for calculating an alternative MAOP do not recognize the fact that class locations may change once a pipeline is in service.  (10 comments) 

· Reduce the test factor for class 2 locations from 1.5 to 1.25.  (2 comments) 

· Allow a test factor of 1.25 for existing pipelines and requiring 1.5 only for lines installed after the effective date of this rule.  (1 comment) 

· The regulation should explicitly state that the design factors for facilities (stations, crossings, fabricated assemblies, etc.) to be upgraded per this regulation will increase.  (2 comments) 

· The rule should contain only one provision regarding the test pressure used in determining the MAOP.  (1 comment) 
Section 192.620(b), When may an alternative MAOP be used?

· Root cause analysis should be allowed for failures and operation at an alternative MAOP should be proscribed only if the evaluation reveals a systemic issue.  (8 comments)

· Clarify the degree of “control” that is required.  Specifically, is remote control of flow and pressure are required or if remote control of valves is all that is intended.  (1 comment)

· Either this paragraph or existing section 192.611 should be revised to clarify the applicability of the current 72/60/50 percent SMYS limitation on hoop stress.  (1 comment) 
Section 192.620(c), What must an operator do to use an alternative MAOP?
· An engineering analysis should be allowed for existing pipe that was not tested to 125 percent of the alternative MAOP.  (5 comments) 

· The rule should either state that pressure test must be at 125 percent of MAOP for classes 1, 2, and 3 or be revised to refer to the factors in 192.620(a)(2)(ii).  The current language is unclear as to whether 125 percent is sufficient in all class locations.  (1 comment)

· The rule should contain only one provision regarding test pressure.  (1 comment)

· Training and qualification requirements in proposed 192.620(c)(5) duplicate section 192.328(a)(2)(ii) and essentially apply operator qualification requirements (subpart N) to construction personnel.  (1 comment) 

· Deleting paragraph c(5) and referring to subpart N.  (2 comments) 

· Clarify that the requirements are only applicable to segments that operate at an alternative MAOP and the meaning of the term “integrity verification method.”  (1 comment)
Operation and Maintenance requirements
Section 192.620(d), additional O & M requirements
· Covered pipelines should be held to the same requirements as high consequence areas (HCA) under subpart O.  (3 comments) 
Section 192.620(d)(1), Assessing threats

· Eliminate the requirement for a threat matrix and the implied need for additional preventive and mitigative measures.  (4 comments)
Section 192.620(d)(2), Notifying the public

· Eliminate the requirements in this proposed section.  They duplicate requirements in existing section 192.616 for public education.  (6 comments) TDelete subparagraph (d)(2)(ii) and replace it with a one-time notification before operation under an alternative MAOP begins.  (1 comment) 
Section 192.620(d)(3), Responding to an emergency in high consequence areas
· Delete requirement that operators be able to remotely open main line valves.  (8 comments) 

· Delete requirement for remote pressure monitoring; it would be costly to provide and would add no value.  (4 comments) 

· The language relating to remote control of valves is too prescriptive and could have the unintended consequence of requiring operators to make their safety procedures less stringent.  (1 comment)

· The one-hour criterion is arbitrary, not justified by research.  (3 comments) 

· Consider a requirement based on mileage, similar to 192.179.  (1 comment) 

· The need for remote control should be based on risk analysis vs. an arbitrary specified response time.  (1 comment)
Section 192.620(d)(4), Protecting the right of way

· The requirement to patrol the right of way 26 times per year is excessive.  (15 comments) 

· The requirement for a soil monitoring plan should be deleted.  (2 comments) 

· The requirement to maintain depth of cover should be deleted.  (7 comments) 

· The requirement for monitoring/maintaining depth of cover should be driven by events or risk analysis.  (1 comment)

· Allow engineered solutions in addition to restoring depth of cover.  (1 comment)

· Delete or relax the requirement for line-of-sight pipeline markers.  (5 comments) 

· Revise “open ended” requirement to implement national consensus standards for damage prevention.  Focus on the damage prevention best practices identified by the Common Ground Alliance (CGA) and require that operators implement the CGA best practices that are applicable to their situation.  (5 comments) 

· Delete proposed requirement for a right of way management plan.  (6 comments) 
Section 192.620(d)(5), Controlling internal corrosion

· Require a program to monitor gas quality and to remediate internal corrosion as needed but would delete all the specific requirements in this section.  (7 comments) 

· A program complying with Subpart I is all that is needed.  (1 comment) 

· The NPRM provides no rationale for more stringent or prescriptive requirements than those recently published as section 192.476.  (1 comment)

· Delete the requirement for filter separators.  (2 comments) 

· Properly designed gas separators would be as effective as filter separators.  (2 comments)

· Delete requirements for cleaning pigs, inhibitors, and sampling of accumulated liquids.  (1 comment)

· Opposes the requirement for inhibitors.  (1 comment) 

· Operators should be allowed to determine appropriate methods for monitoring gas quality and that these methods need not always require testing by individual operators.  (1 comment) 

· The limits on gas constituents should be deleted or revised based on research and testing.  (2 comments) 

· Revise the requirement for review of an operator’s internal corrosion monitoring and mitigation program to annually.  (1 comment) 

· The gas quality requirements be deleted, as they may conflict with tariffs and result in duplicate enforcement.  (1 comment) 

· Sampling intervals should be established by reference to section 192.477 and a requirement for quarterly review of internal corrosion monitoring programs is excessive.  (1 comment)
Section 192.620(d)(6), Controlling interferences that can impact external corrosion

· Clarify that interference surveys are only required where interference is likely, are to be developed using operator judgment, and can be performed using voltage measurements vs. “current.”  (2 comments)

· Require an internal corrosion plan and other actions only as appropriate.  (1 comment)
Section 192.620(d)(7), Confirming external corrosion control through indirect assessment

· Revise to require close interval survey (CIS) alone vs. one of CIS, direct current voltage gradient (DCVG), or alternating current voltage gradient (ACVG).  (5 comments) 

· Clarify that indirect examination is not necessary if additional measures are taken to assure the integrity of the pipe.  (1 comment)  

· Allow other methods of indirect assessment (C-SCAN is one possibility that appears to be precluded by the proposed language).  (1 comment) 

· Relax requirement for conducting examinations from six months to one year.  (8 comments) 

· Delete the proposed requirement for a coating survey of existing pipelines.  (1 comment) 

· Move the requirement for indirect survey and coating damage remediation to section 192.328 to make it clear that this is a construction requirement applicable to new pipelines only.  (1 comment) 

· Requirements to remediate construction damaged coating should be limited to new pipe only.  (1 comment) 

· Delete the proposed requirement to repair all voltage drops classified as moderate or severe by NACE, since it is unnecessary and impractical to repair every voltage drop.  (1 comment) 

· Operators should be allowed to develop specific repair criteria based on their experience.  (1 comment)

· Relax the proposed requirement to remediate construction coating damage to require either remediation or appropriate CP.  (5 comments) 

· The requirement to integrate indirect assessment results with in-line inspection (ILI) results should be relaxed from 6 months to 1 year.  (3 comments) 

· There is an inconsistency in that paragraph (ii) requires action based on the results of one assessment while (iii) requires that the results of two be integrated.  (1 comment)

· Delete the periodic assessment requirements of proposed paragraph (iv).  (4 comments) M

· Move the requirements for location of CIS test points in proposed sub-paragraph (B) to section 192.328, as these are more appropriate as construction requirements.  (4 comments) 

· Revise the CIS location requirements to state that a CIS test station must be within one mile of each HCA, vs. within each HCA.  (4 comments) 
· Combine sub-paragraphs (A) and (B).  (1 comment)
Section 192.620(d)(8), Controlling external corrosion through cathodic protection

· The requirement to address inadequate CP readings in 6 months is excessive.  (10 comments) 

· Seasonal and land use issues make responding within one year much more reasonable.  (10 comments)

· The proposed change is inconsistent with an existing PHMSA interpretation, which states that remediation of inadequate CP readings is required before the next scheduled monitoring.  (2 comments) 

· Delete proposed requirement to conduct CIS after remediating CP problems to evaluate effectiveness.  (4 comments) 
Section 192.620(d)(9), Conducting a baseline assessment of integrity

· Allow pressure testing or development and implementation of a corrosion control plan in addition to direct assessment for non-line pipe.  (6 comments) 

· Clarify that the proposed requirements apply only to segments that are intended to operate at an alternative MAOP.  Allow an exclusion for small pipe and equipment, consistent with a frequently asked question (FAQ #84) on the gas transmission integrity management web site (http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/gasimp/).  (1 comment)

· Allow the baseline assessment for an existing pipeline segment to be conducted before operation at an alternative MAOP begins but within the assessment interval specified in subpart O rather than the two years specified in this proposed rule.  (1 comment) 
Section 192.620(d)(11), Making repairs
· The repair requirements in the proposed rule are inconsistent with subpart O and overly conservative and burdensome.  (4 comments) 

· The repair criteria proposed for class 2 and 3 areas are extremely conservative and unnecessary.  (1 comment) 

· Replace this section with a reference to subpart O.  (2 comments)

· The dent repair criteria in sub-paragraph (i)(A) are those for new pipelines following construction and before commissioning and that these are inappropriate for existing pipelines.  (2 comments)

· T+he repair criteria for existing pipelines should be as in subpart O (section 192.933(d)).  (1 comment) 

· There is experience demonstrating that plain dents of much greater 2 percent of pipe diameter in depth are not a threat to pipeline integrity.  (1 comment)

· Require immediate repair of defects for which the failure pressure is 1.1 times the revised MAOP.  Require repairs within one year for defects for which the failure pressure is 1.25 times the MAOP.  (3 comments) 

· Requirement to use most conservative calculation could be interpreted to require that multiple calculations be performed, using all available tools/models, to determine which is most conservative.  (5 comments) 
Regulatory Analysis

· The expected reduction in expenditure for compressors for new pipelines should not be claimed as a benefit.  
· PHMSA should not state that new design factors will result in increased capacity for new pipelines.  

Preamble
The following comments were received concerning statements made in the preamble of the NPRM.

· The statement in section B.1 that some pipelines are “grandfathered” to operate at higher MAOP than would be required by existing regulations “but not to exceed 80 percent of SMYS” is incorrect.  (5 comments) 

· The statement that only a sample of girth welds are typically examined during pipeline construction is incorrect.  Regulations may not require examination of more than a sample of welds, but that industry practice is to examine essentially all welds.  (3 comments) 

· The statement that pressure testing allows flaws to remain that could fail close to operating pressure is inaccurate.  (4 comments) 

· The statement that periodic assessments require a geometry pig is inaccurate.  (4 comments) 

· Few, if any, existing pipelines will meet all the proposed criteria.  PHMSA should clarify that most existing pipelines will likely need special permits to operate at higher pressures, even if the proposed rule is finalized.  The claim of benefits for existing pipelines is overstated without such a clarification.  (1 comment)

· The preamble cites anecdotal situations as basis for some proposed changes.  They commented that regulations should not be based on a limited number of anecdotes, but rather on reliable statistical analysis.  (1 comment) 
