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PROCEEDI NGS
9:10 a. m
Vel come

MR. O STEEN: |I'mJanmes O Steen. |'mthe
deputy associ ate adm nistrator for pipelines. And |
want to wel cone you this norning to the Techni cal
Pi peline Safety Standards Comm ttee Meeting.

And it's -- it's a beautiful day outside
today. Sorry to have to keep you in here, but we've
got a lot of inportant work to do, and so | suggest we
get started. And so I'mgoing to turn it over to
Chai rwoman Kelly, and let's proceed.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Good norning. We'll
begin by asking the Conmttee nenbers to introduce
your sel ves, please? We'll begin with M. Feigel.

MR, FEIGEL: I'mRichard Feigel with the
Hartford Steam Boil er Inspection and | nsurance Conpany.

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

MR. VWUNDERLIN:  Ji mWinderlin wi th Sout hwest
Gas out of Las Vegas, Nevada.

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

MR. COMSTOCK: M ke Constock, City of Mesa,
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Ari zona.

M5. GERARD: M apol ogies for being |ate.
Stacey Gerard, associate adm nistrator for pipeline
safety.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Linda Kelly, chairwoman
of this panel -- Commttee and conmm ssioner fromthe
Connecti cut Departnent of Public Uility Control.

MR. THOVAS: Eric Thomas, Southern Natural
Gas Conpany, Birm ngham Al abana.

MR. NI KOLAKAKCS: Steven N kol akakos, Russel
Corrosion Consultants and representative --

MR. COTTON: Rickey Cotton, M ssissipp
Publ i c Servi ce Comm ssi on.

MR ISRANI: MKke Israni, Ofice of Pipeline
Safety.

DR. WLLKE: Ted WIIlke, TLWSolutions. |'m
| ocat ed out of Pittsburgh.

MR. LEMOFF: Good norning. Ted Lenoff,
National Fire Protection Association, Quincy,
Massachusetts. |'ma public nenber.

MR. LEISS: John Leiss fromthe Federa
Energy Regul atory Conmm ssion here in Washi ngt on.

M5. GERARD: Good norning to all of you. 1I'd
i ke to make an opening comment about a little bit of a

departure fromour normal format for the neeting today.
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We have a couple itens on the agenda, but the
domnating itemis our consideration of comments and
briefing the Advisory Commttee on comments that have
made -- been made on the record so far for the Gas
Integrity Managenent Rule.

And | see this neeting as -- as largely
preparatory for the next neeting that we're going to
have in which we will be asking the nenbers of this
Commttee to vote on the proposed rule. And that is
the appropriate procedure, is for the Coormittee to vote
on the proposed rule.

There has been an enornous anount of
di scussi on and di al ogue on the public record for this
proposed rulemaking. |It's extrenely productive and
we've -- we've been having neetings every coupl e of
weeks that are public neetings. And I -- | wanted to
be sure that the Commttee had the opportunity to be
briefed and prepared and infornmed, as is the staff of
OPS, on sone of the proposals and comments.

And so we've designed the neeting today to be
presentations both by OPS and by panelists who have
previ ously proposed, you know, concepts for
consideration with this proposal. | have asked that
one of our consultants, Roger Houston from-- take

mnutes fromthis neeting in addition to the transcript
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in order to facilitate getting comments, action itens,
and concepts down so that it could be immedi ately
prepared and di spatched to the nenbers of this

Comm ttee because it will be your responsibility over
the next couple of nonths to prepare for a vote.

And we want to be sure that you have the
advant age of notes and well articul ated concepts and
alternatives that m ght be discussed today at your
di sposal so that you can prepare yourselves as a
commttee during the neeting and when you | eave the
nmeeting, that you can consult with each other, enai
each other, and circul ate your views in preparation for
the -- the neeting we propose to hold at the end of My
in which we will ask you to vote on the proposal with
what ever addi ti onal comrents and recomrendati ons you as
the Commttee so choose to nake.

So, there will be OPS presentations and panel
presentations. And | have al so asked for a
representative fromthe Washington Ctizens Conmttee

-- Washington State G tizens Conmttee who
participated in the [ast public neeting who had a | ot
of views to present to be part of the panel as well as
sone of the industry representatives, the NAPSR
representative who presented -- wasn't able to attend
this nmeeting.
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So, that's ny explanation as to why the
format's going to be a little different at this
meeting. And we can take until about 3:00 to discuss
the Gas Integrity Proposal, at which tine we'll have to
nove on wth our second agenda item

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Simlarly, the vote
that's listed on your agenda for the Cost Benefit
Analysis tied to the Integrity Managenent Rule wll be
di scussed but not voted on. Those will be voted on
together at the neeting in My.

Al right. Let's begin.

MR. LEMOFF: A question, please?

MVE CHAl RVAN KELLY: Yes?

MR. LEMOFF: Just so | know the -- has there
been a date established for the May neeting?

M5. GERARD: W have several days booked at a
hotel i n Washi ngton.

" m | ooking for Cheryl.

PARTI Cl PANT: The 27th through the 29th.

MR. LEMOFF: Thank you. Just wanted to be
sure.

M5. CERARD: Is it Loews L'Enfant Plaza?

Ri ght near the DOT Buil di ng.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: The 27th through the

29t h.

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



© 00 N o o b~ w N Pk

N N N N NN P P PR R R R R R R
a A W N P O © 00 N o O pd W N -, O

430

M5. GERARD: W're also still thinking about
saving the 30th as a public neeting on mapping, to
di scuss in public some of the concepts we tal ked about
yest er day.

|s there -- if there's a problemw th that
date, you guys can talk to us about it at break.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Yes, M. Drake?

MR. DRAKE: As a point of sonme closure from
the last neeting, | want to at least -- I'll wait until
we get focused.

(Pause)

MR. DRAKE: As a point of closure fromthe
| ast neeting of this group, there was an -- an exchange
bet ween then-Chairman Wl |l ke and the DOT about a public
rel ease that was nmade summarizing the fall-out or the
conclusions fromthe last neeting. And | would at
| east like to address that. Yes, very much tal king
about the press rel ease.

| think many on the Commttee agreed with M.
Wl l ke that the press release did not represent the
transactions or the conclusions or the reconmmendati on
of this Commttee. And | want to at |east go on record
that | thought that M. WIllke' s letter was appropriate
and that the out-of-context public rel ease was not

really appreciated, at least on this person's behalf. |
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can't speak on any other people's behalf.

But | think that it is inportant that the
matters of this Commttee when they're disclosed for
public political purposes be kept in context or it
underm nes the very fundanental reason we're here.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: We'll pass on your
comment to RSPA. Thank you for that comrent.

Anything else? M. WIIlke, did you have any
comment s?

DR, WLLKE: No.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

M. Israni?

MR. | SRANI: Thank you.

Briefing: HCAs for Gas Transm ssion Pipelines

MR. I SRANI: Good norning. OPS decided to
have the Gas Integrity Rulemaking in two steps. First,
we published the high consequence area designati ons.

We published that August 6th, 2002. And then we
prepared the proposed rule on integrity managenent
requi renents in those high consequence areas, and we
publ i shed that on January 28th, 2003.

In the first step I'"'mgoing to talk about the
hi gh consequence areas. |'mgoing to give you all a
pi cture of what we proposed, why we proposed, and |ater

" mgoing to discuss what we have heard so far, before
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we pass on to I ndustry panel.

The hi gh consequence area regul ation that we
i ssued in August had four major conponents. It had
popul at ed areas, which are currently defined in our
regul ations as Class 3 and 4 locations; it had
bui l dings or facilities having persons who are
difficult to evacuate, for exanple, schools, hospitals,
nursi ng homes, and prisons; and it al so had pl aces that
peopl e congregate, exanples, playgrounds, canping
grounds, recreational facilities.

The fourth conmponent we had, we had broad
corridors where we felt the potential inpact can be
felt. And we had these broad corridors at 300 feet,
660 feet, and 1000 feet. And we also said that nost
pi pelines less than 12 inches and pressures | ess than
1200 will have an inpact rate of not beyond 300 feet.
And we wanted to have that fixed corridor

And pi pelines which are greater than 30
i nches and greater than 1000 psi may have inpact beyond
660 feet and be fixed at 1000 foot -- a corridor for
t hat .

Now I'I'l go through each and every conponent
on why those are picked. And | have the slide for each
conponent, an illustration to nmake it easier.

(Slide)
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MR ISRANI: Cass 3 and 4 |ocations, as |
said, are the popul ated areas currently defined in our
regul ations. And they have been there for over 30
years, and they have al so been ASME B31-8 Standard for
over 30 years. And we chose Cass 3 and 4 | ocations
because we know that operators already had this data,
this information, and we thought it would be nuch
easier to stick with those for popul ated areas.

W wanted to expand beyond these C ass 3 and
4 |ocations as a result of recent accidents and what we
have | earned over the years from our inspections and
acci dent investigations, so we introduced these areas,
bui l dings and facilities which are difficult to

evacuate and pl aces where peopl e congregate.

Now, we -- at that tinme we had not
established the inpact zones to -- to determ ne how far
of f the pipeline segnent |ongitudinal -- |ongitudinally

we go for the buildings and facilities or places where
peopl e congregated. So we introduced that in the
proposed rule which we issued this January.

(Slide)

MR. | SRANI: \When we issued the proposed
rule, we also introduced one nore conponent of HCA, and
that's the area of an inpact circle with threshold

radi us 1000 feet or larger that has 20 or nore
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buil dings. What we did was we -- when we issued the
HCA definition rule, we had not considered the housing
units which go beyond 660 feet. So we introduced that
conponent in the proposed rule to be added to the
original four conponents.

And we al so defined potential inpact areas,

t hreshol d radi us, potential inpact circle, and
potential inpact zone. These are all variations from
the C FER equation, the base which we use for

determ ning the potential inpact radius. And threshold
radi us was additional safety margin that was added to
the C-FER equation and also to nmake it a standard
corridor and not varying corridor.

And potential inpact circle is, once you know
the radius, you can determ ne where is the inpact
circle. And potential inpact zone, the last one, is
when inside this circle, you can determ ne what the
zone is. And I'mgoing to show you these illustrations
Now.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: The very first itemon the
agenda was Class 3 and 4 location. And this is a
sinple illustration of what class location is. As you
can see on this display here, Cass 3 location is where

46 or nore buildings are located in a sliding mleage
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area 660 feet on either side of the pipeline. So that
-- this one is about a quarter mle and this is about a
mle, 46 buildings. That's a Cass 3 |ocation.

This is a sinple illustration. The
arrangenment of buildings, everything can vary, and this
| ength may go beyond one mle. But this is what
currently we have in the regul ations.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: Here | show an illustration of
Class 1 where there are less than 10 buil di ngs.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: And here is a Cass 4 |ocation
where there are four-story or higher buildings
preval ent by definition.

So we are concentrating on these Cass 3 and
4 | ocations here.

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: In this illustration, |I show the
HCA exanple. Al the HCA conponents are in this
exanpl e showmn here. W have Cass 3 -- 3 and 4
location. |[|'ve shown here a Cass 3 |location which is
HCA. The -- also, the fifth conponent that we added,
residential areas which are beyond 660 feet which were
not originally included in the HCA definition, we

i ncluded those. And there was no sliding m | eage
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requirenent for this residential area, so we had to use
the inmpact circle. And then we used the exanples of
prisons, playgrounds, and nursing hones to show you
that all these are the conponents of HCA

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: This is an exanple of how you
determ ne the HCA segnent. Like, if you were at a
prison at a certain distance, you know your pipe
dianeter is 24 inches, your pressure is such and such,
you need a C FER equation to determ ne potential inpact
radius. And then we said we had these fixed three
corridors which we call threshold radius, 300 feet, 660
feet, and 1000 feet. So in this case, you extend --
expand that to 660 feet threshold. Once you know the
660 feet, then you can determ ne the segnent of the
pipeline. This is just an illustration.

(Slide)

MR, ISRANI: This is another way of
determ ning the potential inpact zone, sliding circle
met hod. Once you know the threshold radius using the
sane net hodol ogy here, you slide the circle, then you

-- the point which is closest to the pipeline. And

you slide the circle until you reach another point
which is closest to the pipeline. Then, fromcenter

line of this, this becones the zone.
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It's the sane as what | showed you
previously. You -- this length of segnent would be the
same no matter which nethod you use to determne it.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: This is another illustration to
show you those areas that we picked up beyond 660 feet.
We said in the proposed rule this fifth HCA conponent

woul d have 20 buildings in a thousand-foot radius.
This is a thousand-foot threshold radius. So when you
have that scenario, then that becones an HCA

M5. GERARD: As a point of enphasis because
it come -- it's going to cone up over and over again,
20 buildings, a thousand feet.

MR. ISRANI: Yeah. W want to stress on

t hat .

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: This chart is to tell you how we
arrived at this threshold radius. |If your pipeline

dianeter is 12 inches and your MAOP varies, then your
potential inpact radius, which is here, will be varying
dependi ng on your pressure in the line. So, for
exanple, if you have 1000 pound pressure and you have a
12-inch pipeline, you'll arrive sonmewhere close to 150,
160 feet. This is not exactly the scale, but just for

illustration purpose.
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So, we picked up this 300 foot as a m ni num
corridor that all pipelines are to follow, instead of
havi ng varying circles of G FER

Simlarly, if your pipeline is 24 inches,
your inpact circles will be varying. So we fixed on
660 for -- for -- for this purpose here. Six hundred
sixty per corridor for all the pipelines which fall in
t hat category.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: This potential inpact radius
here which I showis -- is what we use the G FER
equation. So we -- we -- we want you to consider the
gquestion and go back to the threshold, 300, 660, 1000
foot, varying with your pipeline. So, if you just read
the terns, you maybe get confused. But when you --
once you follow the chart, it becones straightforward.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: This is a continuous sliding
mle exanple. W also introduced the term "noderate
risk areas" in our proposed rule. Wat we were trying
to arrive at is to -- to ook at the clusters of hone.

So once you have clusters of honme |ike this and your
potential inpact radius -- potential inpact circle
falls in that zone, that's the HCA. But we said that

areas which are beyond the potential inpact circle wll
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becone noderate risk areas.

So, although this is a Cass 3 |location, if
your configuration is such that your housing is
concentrated in one area, then other areas we consider
as noderate risk areas because your inpact on housing
is less than what you would have in this area.

M5. GERARD: Just to clarify what our goal
was at that tinme, we wanted to be able to provide sone
added protection to housing that was outside the inpact
zone but still within the category of Cass 3 and 4.
And we obviously were not conpletely deci ded about our
proposal, what should be the added protection, because
we asked questions in the preanbl e about whether or not
assessnent should be required in that area.

So we were open to considering what the |evel
of protections would be, m ndful of the significance of
the additional costs in that area and trying to decide
if the benefit of additional testing in that area was
worth it, considering that these were areas that are
still within the band of the protection zones known as
Class 3 and 4 currently.

W t hought that there would be perhaps public
concerns for people in those areas who thought that
they were in an area that deserved higher protection

but they weren't going to get higher protection with
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the new regulation. And so we were asking questions
about what shoul d be done outside the inpact zone.

MR ISRANI: Simlarly, we also put in the
preanble of the rule, in the proposed rule, if you have
sone rural churches or rural buildings in a Class 1 and
2 location which currently, by definition, fall under
HCA, we asked the question whether we consider those as
noderate risk areas.

M5. GERARD: Anot her point here. There was a
petition that was filed that, anong other issues,
identified the fact that the amount of m | eage that
woul d be picked up by including the rural churches was
i kely beyond what OPS m ght have understood. And so
one way to address the issue of the petition would be
to take that -- that population area of rural churches
and renmove it fromthe high consequence area and put it
in the noderate risk area where we coul d deci de what
was cost beneficial to provide protection to the rural
chur ches.

So we were attenpting to respond to the
petition and realizing that we m ght not have
under st ood just how nmuch m | eage woul d be picked up by
i ncluding rural churches and not wanting to put so much
additional mleage in that it was no |longer a function

of the highest priority but nmuch nore than the highest
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priority by virtue of so nuch nore added m | eage.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: The last illustration |I have
here is another exanple where the housing devel opnent
is such that it is all beyond 300 feet in the Class 3
| ocation, as you can see in this area, this exanple
here. And for small operators -- operators with a
smal | di anmeter pipe and | ow pressure where the inpact
circles are only in this zone and they would not pick
up nost of the buildings, we wanted to consider those
al so as MRAs, neani ng noderate risk areas.

And simlarly, this scenario al so can happen
in your Cass 4 |location, you' re barely touching 660
feet, and you're currently falling in a Cass 4
| ocation and you have a small dianeter pipeline. You
may have that area al so as MRA

As Stacey explained earlier, MRA idea -- we
asked the question -- we have asked the questions in
this proposed rul e whether we should have just a
confirmatory direct assessnment which is a streanlined
version of direct assessnent or we should have |ess
requi renents. But these are questions that we asked in
t he proposed rule.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: Ckay. So this -- this concludes
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my presentation on the high consequence area, what we
had put in the rule -- in the proposed rule and the
final rule of this. And now | want to continue on this
by telling you what so far we have | earned fromthe
nmeeti ngs regardi ng hi gh consequence areas.

M5. GERARD: This is the public neetings.
He's comenting on what OPS has | earned fromthe public

nmeeti ngs that have been held in the | ast few weeks.

(Pause)

MR ISRANI: If you'll bear with ne for a
second, "Il just bring this slide up.

(Pause)

(Slide)

MR. I SRANI: Now, the proposed rul e got
publ i shed on January 28th, as | said earlier. And
since then we have participated in the -- couple of --
two wor kshops and one -- conference. W had a joint
sponsored public workshop sponsored by AGA and | NGAA
and then we had anot her conference of AGA, APGA and
ot her associations. And we had on March 14th our
public neeting to address the issues that were raised
in these previous workshop and other conference and to
better explain our rule.

There were several issues that were raised.

Sone needed clarification and sone reconsi derati on. I n
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this slide |I highlighted some of the issues that we
have sone ideas on how we can arrive at a common
ground. These are sinply prelimnary ideas, and we are
not going to |l ock ourselves up into these ideas because
the coment period is still open until April 30th. And
we'll get nore ideas when we receive the cooments. W
al so have an advisory commttee to give us
recommendati ons on those ideas.

M5. GERARD: So, Committee Menbers, these are
-- this is fertile ground for you to be | ooking at and
maki ng your personal notes. As Mke tells you, we're
considering these additionally beyond our proposal,

t hat when you cone into the neeting in May, you may be
t hi nki ng about areas where you m ght want to, | ooking
at sone of these ideas and things you'll hear later in
t he day, consider recommendi ng changes to the proposal.
When you vote, you can say, we support the proposal
with recomendati ons to nake the foll owi ng changes.

So this is a very inportant area to nmake sure
you' re digesting what M ke is covering because it is
not witten down in our proposal. But it's on the
public docket as ideas for further consideration.

MR. THOVAS:. Stacey, would you want any of
those inputs individually before that May neeting?

M5. CGERARD: You can make what ever conmments
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you want to nake today on the record to indicate your
initial reactions.

MR. THOVAS: | was thinking about mail-in,
you know, after today but before My.

M5. BETSOCK: Any nenber of the commttee can
al so submt comments. It is open to public comment.

We extended the coment period, so you certainly can.
If you want to commt to coments as a Conmttee, it
really is -- it should be done through the process of
the Conmttee, through the neeting.

MR THOWVAS: (Ckay.

M5. GERARD: |If the Conmttee should want to,
you can ask us to set up a phone conference of the
Comm ttee between now and May, if that's necessary, and
we would notice it in the "Register."

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Anot her option is, if
before the neeting Commttee nmenbers would like to
share thoughts with other Comm ttee nenbers, you can
certainly email those to the Commttee nenbers. |
t hi nk what counsel is telling us that it's not official
unl ess you either do it pursuant to the "Federal
Regi ster” requirements or you do it in a Commttee.

But certainly, you could share coments with Committee
menbers in advance of the neeting, which would give us

anot her basis for discussion.
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Yes, M. Feigel?

MR FEIGEL: Could | ask for a point of
technical clarification before we go on?

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Yes.

MR. FEIGEL: M ke, you may have explained it
and | may have just mssed it. How did you derive the
radius for the MRAS? | nean, |I'mlooking at Slide 13

in the last portion of your presentation. Slide 13 of

my hard copy.
MR. | SRANI: Ckay.
MR FEIGEL: Slide 11, | think.
MR. | SRANI: El even, okay.
MR. FEI GEL: Yeah, 11.

MR. ISRANI: This -- as | explained earlier
that your inpact circle is based on threshold radius.
You know, 300, 660 feet, or 1000 feet. W had three
fixed corridors.

So, your inpact circle you' re determ ning
after you know what your threshold -- threshold radius
is. Threshold radius |I said was when you use potenti al
i npact radius, which is a CFER equation, you know, the
equation which is a basic equation for determ ning your
-- your inpact zones. And | showed you a chart how we
arrived at fixed corridors, 300, 660, and 1000.

So you al ready know from your pipeline
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di aneter and pressure what your inpact circle is, based
on this. And when you have configurations like this
where you have buil di ngs spread out and you don't have
-- the Class 3 location requires 46 buildings. And you
find only one or two buildings, you know, a smal
nunber in that 300-foot circle. So that becones |ike
you have a -- not a sanme kind of consequence as you
woul d have with your larger pipeline in that dianeter
because your circle inpact zone will not even go that
far.

So your -- that -- that rectangle, that
portion of the pipeline becones -- or that -- that

segnent becones a noderate risk area segnent. Because

your circle -- circles are going to be -- you know, if
you -- if you |l ook here on this, your circles are going
to fall -- if your pipeline dianmeter is less, 12 inches
and 700 -- the inpact circles will be smaller here.

MR. FEIGEL: | understand --

MR. | SRANI: Yeah, right.

MR. FEIGEL: -- the actual -- what's the
basis --

M5. GERARD: | think -- | think it's -- what
| was trying to say earlier was that in consideration
of the fact that these houses that are in current C ass

3 and 4 fall outside the inpact zone, therefore as we
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wer e defining inpact zone based on the threshold
radius, they fall outside. But they're currently in
Class 3 and 4. W thought that we shoul d consi der
addi ng protection to anything that's outside the
proposed HCA -- outside the threshold radius but inside
Class 3 and 4.

MR, FEIGEL: That's the answer to ny
guesti on.

M5. CERARD: That is?

MR, FEIGEL: The MRA is essentially the
current Class 3 definition.

M5. GERARD: Right. Wat is -- what is
between the threshold radius and the --

MR. FEI GEL: Right, yeah.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Yes, M. Lenoff?

MR. LEMOFF: | have a question. And just so
| can better understand, can | request that M ke
briefly summarize for us -- now, he's clearly
identified the triggering -- the trigger. \What are the
i npacts on the pipeline itself? 1In other words, if I'm
in an MRA or an HCA, what do | have to do to the pipe
inthat area that | don't have to do if it's just in a
Class 3 or 47

MR ISRANI: Right. Qur second session we're

going to tal k about integrity managenent requirenents.
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We' || address that.

So I'll go back to the next slide.

(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: Ckay. Here's a list of comments
that we heard at the public neetings and the workshop
that we have sone ideas on. There were a nunber of
ot her issues, but these are the areas where we
currently have sonme -- sone ideas on -- that we want to
pl ace on the table here.

M5. GERARD: These are issues that OPS has
synt hesi zed fromthe public neeting that are of
interest to us that we are focusing our thinking on
fromwhat we've heard. W're -- we're indicating to
you from what we've heard that has been di scussed those
areas where we are really focusing our attention at
this point in tinme today.

MR. ISRANI: The very first option -- this
was one of the biggest coments and we had quite a | ot
of discussion on this. W proposed -- we -- we had in
t he hi gh consequence areas class |ocation as a
popul ated areas. Industry felt that we should use
inpact circles to determ ne the popul ated areas.

The hi gh consequence area rule is a final
rule. It has already been published. And with this

idea in mind, we would be able to consider both
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options. Like, we'll have an option for operators to
choose between the inpact circle or the class |ocation
as popul ated areas.

And the reason I'msaying this is there are
sone operators who would find it nmuch easier to have
the inpact circle determ nation of housing because they
can have area photography and surveys and they can
determ ne the housing count. They may al ready have
sone ideas on -- the hones are. And then there are
ot her operators who may not have this kind of
arrangenent or they're not wlling to spend any nore
nmoney when they've already spent so nmuch noney and tinme
over the years to determ ne what class |ocations are.
So we'll give themthe option of choosing cl ass
| ocation. This is our first concept.

M5. GERARD: So what we're saying is that we
find the discussions that have been put on the public
docket to be wthin the scope of our proposal.

MR ISRANI: It has been in the scope because
the inpact circles we proposed in the proposed rule --
it was not in the HCA definition. So we could stil
use this as al ready proposed.

M5. GERARD: But that is using the inpact
circle as the nethod to determ ne where protection

woul d be brought along the entire length of the
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pi pel i ne.

MR ISRANI: Correct, correct.

And the second item as you see, is what
i ndustry proposed, that we should have a fixed 20
bui Il ding count for any inpact circle as an HCA
criteria. This was industry's proposal. They thought
we shoul d have one fixed nunber, 20 buildings, as an
HCA criteria. That criteria we used for a 1000-f oot
circle. And we had ideas what we think is nore --
right idea in our mnd, to use 10-building count for
the inmpact circle.

And I'Il tell you why we arrived at 10-
buil ding count idea. |If you -- if |I showed -- when
showed you a Class 3 |ocation, 660 feet on either side
of the pipeline, if you draw the inpact circle in that
660-foot -- 660 feet on either side of the pipeline,
which is a quarter mle -- quarter mle by a mle of

the pipeline, if you do a mathemati cal cal cul ati on,

you'll find that 46 buildings in one mle by a quarter
mle, you'll have the sanme density if you were to
consider a 660-foot circle -- if you have one -- one --
pardon ne.

You have 46 buildings in a one-mle by
quarter-mle rectangle area. So you want to cal cul ate

how many buildings would fall in a 660-foot circle. |If
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you do this mathematical derivation, you will arrive at
10 buildings. You will actually arrive at 9.1-
sonet hi ng bui |l di ngs, but we say a 10-buil di ng count.

M5. CERARD: There is a white board there if
you want to draw it.

But isn't it -- MKke, ny understandi ng was
that the popul ation density of a Cass 3 would be the
sanme within 660 as 10 buildings. But outside 660,
going to 1000 is 20. No?

(Pause)

M5. GERARD: Wy don't you bring the board a
little closer to the Commttee?

(Pause)

M5. GERARD. Wy don't you see if you can
take the mke to you?

(Pause)

MS. GERARD: This may be the $64, 000
guesti on.

(Pause)

MR. ISRANI: Qur current definition of C ass
3 location is 46 buildings in a mle- by quarter-mle
rectangle. Now, if you calculate the area of a mle by
a quarter mle, 46 buildings in that, how many
buil dings would fit in a circle of 660 foot -- 660

foot, as you see, will be -- a quarter mle circle.
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And that nunber, mathematically if you cal cul ate,
considering uniformbuilding distribution, will be 9-
poi nt-sonmething, 9.1 or so, which we say 10 buil di ngs.

There was one other derivation to see the
sane density population. And the other sinple rule of
thumb is, this is a quarter mle. Six hundred sixty
foot on either side of the pipeline is a quarter mle.
So you' Il have four circles. Forty-six buildings in
this. So you'll cone roughly to 10 buil dings in each
circle, with sonme buildings here. This is uniform
di stribution.

This was one of the reasons we wanted to use
a 10-building count. And there are other reasons |'m
going to discuss.

It's a sinple mathematical derivation
Forty-six buildings in a mle by quarter mle. How
many buildings will be in a circle of 660 foot? Six
hundred sixty foot -- this is pi by 4d squared. O pi-
r-squared, r being 660 feet. So if you cal cul ate that
area, you wll cone -- you wll get an exact nunber of
9- poi nt - son®et hi ng.

M5. GERARD: A point of clarification. In
the rule where we use -- was between 660 and 1000,
right?

MR. | SRANI:  Yeah.
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M5. GERARD: \Were mat hematically.

MR ISRANI: Yeah. Also, | want to say that
if you cal cul ate how many buil di ngs would be in a 1000-
foot circle and if you said pi-r-squared, r being 1000,
you'll conme to 20 buildings. That's inportant to note.

You'll get 20 buildings for a 1000-f oot
i npact zone. You get 10 buildings for a 660-foot
circle.

MR. DRAKE: | think one of the inportant
assunptions here is the key word that you use is
"uni formdistribution."

MR. ISRANI: Right, right.

MR. DRAKE: It's a very sinplistic math
nodel . It doesn't reflect the real world.

MR ISRANI: We'Ill discuss the real world
when you cone down to 20 buil dings.

MR. DRAKE: | just wanted that on record.

M5. GERARD: Inportant point. Noted.

MR. I SRANI: Ckay. That was one -- one
derivati on.

Anot her reason is --

M5. GERARD: | just want to clarify. While
your slide shows Nunmber 1 as an acceptable -- as
sonet hing we m ght consider acceptable that cane from

the public neeting --
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MR. | SRANI:  Yeah.

M5. GERARD: -- your second item you have
t he nunber "20" up there on the slide, but your voice
said "10."

MR. ISRANI: No, |I'msaying these are the
comments fromthe public neeting.

M5. GERARD: Right. Okay. But |I'mjust
maki ng sure that everybody's clear that --

MR. | SRANI:  Yeah.

M5. GERARD: -- you commented on Option 1 as
being wthin the scope of our proposal. You' re now
commenting that Number 2, to take the fixed building
count of 20, would not be consistent with our proposal,
t hat what woul d be consistent would be the nunber 10
because it's consistent with the current popul ation
density in a uniformdistribution as what is in Cass 3
now.

MR. ISRANI: Currently, by the Census Board,
1000 peopl e per square mle, 1000 peopl e per square
mle is a high population area. And if you consider 20
bui | di ngs --

M5. GERARD: Wait. They may not be famliar
-- you're tal king about the value we use for a high
consequence area in the hazardous liquid rule. W took

the definitions of the Census and we gave equal

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



© 00 N o o b~ w N Pk

N N N N NN P P PR R R R R R R
a A W N P O © 00 N o O »dM w N -, O

455

treatnent to the Census definition for high population
areas and ot her popul ation areas.

The comment at the public neeting was that we
used the definition 1000 people per square mle, but in
reality we gave equal protection to the category
"other," which is about half the population density of
1000 peopl e per square mle.

MR ISRANI: So, if you were to consider 1000
peopl e in one square mle, one conplete square mle,

not this rectangular mle, one square mle, and if you

cal cul ate how nuch would fall in a quarter, it'd be
one-fourth of that. In a Cass 3 location, you'll have
one-fourth of that, and you'll arrive at double the
nunber of buildings. You'll arrive about 86 or so

buil dings. So that's a high popul ation.

And our Class 3 location says 46 buil di ngs,
which is half of that. Because we're considering other
popul at ed areas.

M5. GERARD: \What you're saying is that 46
bui I dings, which is our current Cass 3, is consistent
wi th ot her popul ated areas, not high.

MR ISRANI: It is in between high popul ation
and ot her popul ated areas.

So that was anot her reason why we chose to

use a 10-buil ding count actual derivation.
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The third inportant point why we think that
10 should be the criteria -- HCA criteria is the first
four conmponents that | showed you on the slide, that
there will be 20 or nore people gathered in an area in
Class 1 or 2 location. People -- where people
congregate. Twenty people we are protecting if they
are in the canp area. And if you set 20 buildings as a
criteria, you're protecting one person per building.

So, if you consider -- if you want to have an
HCA criteria for 20 people to protect outside, you want
to use the sanme criteria inside the class |ocation
al so.

Qur current rule, as | said in the very first
slide, 20 buildings -- outside in the -- outside the
area where peopl e congregate, playgrounds or churches,
canpi ng grounds. Use two persons per house and you'l
arrive at 10 buil di ngs.

These are just generalizations of why we
considered 10 housing criteria as nore uniformto use
i nstead of 20.

M5. GERARD: Did everybody get that |ast one?

MR ISRANI: | can --

M5. GERARD: Ted didn't get it. Do it -- do
it again, M ke.

MR ISRANI: Ckay. [I'lIl -- 1'"Il go back to
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t he slide.

(Slide)

MR ISRANI: If you -- if you notice this
conponent here, places that people congregate,
pl aygrounds, canpi ng grounds, and recreational
facilities. In the rule, HCA rule, we said 20 or nore
peopl e congregate there for 50 days in a year. W are
protecting this -- this -- this popul ation, 20 or nore
people in a Cass 1 or 2 location. So it would be fair
to have the sane criteria of 20 people protection -- at
| east 20 people protection within the class |ocation as
wel | .

So that's why we --

M5. GERARD: So, 20 people --

MR. | SRANI:  Yeah.

M5. CERARD: -- is the sanme as 10 houses with
two people init.

MR I SRANI: Correct.

M5. GERARD: Trying to be consistent on the
popul ati on.

MR. ISRANI: Right, population. So these are
three different factors we considered in arriving at
the 10-buil di ng count.

And | also want to make sure again that these

are our -- these are proposals. W wll certainly have
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di scussions and we like to hear other criteria how they
arrive at 20 buil di ngs.

Advi sory commttee will give recomendations
and they're going to, I'msure, |ook at and consi der
and al so how -- what comments we receive in the
proposed rul e.

M5. GERARD: Thank you. M. WIIke?

DR. WLLKE: Just for clarification, in the
current rule prior to this NPRM is there an assunption
about the nunber of people that occupy a building? In
other words, is there a -- is there an equivalent to a
nunber of people in buildings or is there any
assunption at all? And what constitutes a buil di ng?

MR. | SRANI: Yeah, okay.

DR. WLLKE: Is an outhouse a buil ding?

MR. ISRANI: Ckay. Let ne -- let nme --

(Laughter)

DR WLLKE: I'mreally not questioning your
rule at this point. Just clarification.

MR. | SRANI: Ckay.

M5. GERARD: I nportant question. There is no
dunb questions about this.

MR, I SRANI: Ckay. This question a person
woul d ask if he doesn't know what class |ocation is.

Cl ass Location 3 says 46 buildings. And d ass
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Locations 3 and 4 are the only buildings or popul ated
areas that we have included in our definition.

| f Ted's question is about buildings or
facilities where people are difficult to evacuate,
there we have not defined nunber of persons. W have
not defined a nunber of persons in that class -- in the
class location as well as building or housing persons.

But we have defined the nunber of persons in
the places that people congregate. And why we chose
20, because our current regulation under Cass 3
definition, we have the sane nunber, 20 peopl e gat her
wi thin a 300-foot corridor for canping.

So this requirenent is already in the current
regul ation. W have only expanded it beyond O ass 3
| ocations. So if there's a canping ground beyond --
beyond Class 3 locations, then we want to consi der
t hose al so.

M5. GERARD: But the building question. What
constitutes a building?

MR. I SRANI: Buildings. GOkay. Buildings for
Class 3 and 4 location definitions, that goes back 30
years. They -- they consider a building as a unit. It
coul d be an i ndependent house or it could be one unit
in the apartnent building, one apartnent. It can be in

a town also. There could be just one unit of this.
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So, "building" is kind of |ike common
term nol ogy used for that. And "building" can also be
used for the facility where people -- like a nursing
home or those places. Those are al so buil dings.

But Cass 3 |locations refers to "building" as
-- as a housing unit, as places occupied by hunmans.

M5. GERARD: So, an outhouse is not a place
of occupancy?

MR. | SRANI: Wi ch house?

M5. GERARD: He asked about an outhouse. An
out house is not a buil ding.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: | think he was just
using that as a joke. But he did have a serious
question that's been responded to.

M. WIIlke, you had a foll ow up question?

DR. WLLKE: So, a McDonald's restaurant is a
bui | di ng?

MR. ISRANI: MDonald's restaurant would be a
buil ding. They -- because there -- there are peopl e,
you know, which are comng in and out. Even though
they're transient, it's a building, yeah.

So it's a very common termused in a class
| ocation to determ ne how -- what popul ated areas are.

Let me go back to --

MVE CHAlI RMAN KELLY: | think there was -- M.
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Lenoff, did you have a question?

MR. LEMOFF: Just to nmake sure | understand,
if I could -- the way | look at it, therefore a
buil ding is any place people |live, work, or assenbl e?

MR. ISRANI: That -- that's what we
under stand - -

MR, LEMOFF. A barn would not be a buil ding?

Wul d a barn be a buil di ng?

MR. I SRANI: A barn?

MR. DRAKE: | think a key operative word here
that's used in the code, in the federal regulations, is
"structures intended for human occupancy."”

MR. | SRANI: Cccupancy, yeah.

MR. DRAKE: (kay. That's an inportant
concept .

M5. GERARD: Sone -- sone barns have people
who live in them

MR. DRAKE: That's -- that's actually in the
regul ati ons.

MR. ISRANI: That's true, yeah. Yeah, in
fact, that's also in the ASME B31-8 part Andy's
referring to.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Were there any other
gquestions?

(No response)

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



© 00 N o o b~ w N Pk

N NN N NN P P PR R R R R R
a A W N P O © 00 N O U »d W N -, O

462

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Are we ready to nove to
our panel? Ch, please proceed.

M5. GERARD: M ke, you still are working your
way down that slide, right?

MR. I SRANI: Yeah, right. Yeah.

MR. LEMOFF: Before we |eave, can | ask one
nmore question about that previous slide, Mke?

MR. ISRANI: Co back to --

MR. LEMOFF: O Madam Chair? And the
guestion is, this 20 people -- and | have had sone
difficulty wwth in the past -- is there an -- a
specific area defined or is it subjective? Is it --

MR ISRANI: No. W -- for outside areas,
there's no area defined. It could be a basket bal
court, it could be a canping ground, it could be, you
know, anyt hi ng.

MR. LEMOFF: And | believe this has caused
difficulty in the interpretation issues in the past.

MR. I SRANI: And we have sone interpretations
on our side which -- which have clarified what we
consi der outside gathering areas of buil dings.

MR, LEMOFF: Well, this came up once before
when we did the O& Grule, and | did submt sone
comments which the Ofice chose not -- didn't

understand ny logic, let ne say. But | would like to
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see as part of this, if -- if there could be sonething
nore specific in terns of, rather than 20 peopl e,
square feet. And there are ways to define that, and |
think it would be much clearer and inprove the
usability of the rule.

M5. GERARD: You're saying that you -- your
thinking is | eading you to make a recommendati on or for
the Commttee to consider adding nore definition to the
spaci ng i ssue?

MR. LEMOFF: In other words, better define
when you say -- where people congregate. To say 20
peopl e, the question is, well, how big an area is that?

M5. GERARD: Now, that part of the rule is
final.

MR. ISRANI: That's exactly what |'m saying.

The -- the final rule -- we had -- for proposed rule
on HCAs, and this was discussed. W commented. There
were a nunber of comments. W responded to themin the
final rule for HCA. \What we are looking at here is
identifying those sites. W are not here into the how
we have a 20 -- there should be 20 people or 50 people.

M5. GERARD: The way this split, Ted, was the
-- the corridor type of -- traditional corridor type of
geographic definitions are in the HCA rule which is

final. W introduced risk assessnent type of processes
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in the integrity managenent rule which is still a
proposal. So, anything within the scope of that where
M ke did introduce the concept of the additional
housi ng out to 1000 feet, that is fair game within the

scope of this proposal.

MR ISRANI: 1'll go back to the slide,
what ever strategy or changes -- ideas.
(Slide)

MR. ISRANI: Ckay. Now, | covered Item1,
that we are considering allow ng operators to choose
bet ween cl ass |l ocation and inpact circle to identify
popul at ed areas.

| ndustry proposed that we should use 20-
building criteria. And | -- | indicated that we |ike
to take 10, and | expl ai ned our reasons for why 10-
buil ding criteria should be used.

And the third part is the inpact circle based
on the CFER equation. This -- another very big issue
that we've been discussing with the industry on the C
FER -- using the inpact circle based on C FER equati on.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Before you go forward,
there's a question.

MR. FEI GEL: Yes, on the subject.

M ke, I'mcertainly not personally averse at

all to using prudent safety margins for a whole variety

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



© 00 N o o b~ w N Pk

N N N N NN P P PR R R R R R R
a A W N P O © 00 N o O pd W N -, O

465

of reasons. 1'd like to hear, you know, what -- what
bases you've -- you' ve established this threshold
radius that's bunped up fromthe C FER derivation. |
mean, you've got a safety margin. That's what your
original slide said. Wuat's it based on?

MR ISRANI: I'll explain --

MR, FEI GEL: Ckay. Sorry.

MR ISRANI: | said that ny third conment
that |I'mdiscussing would give you reasons on why we
want that safety margin.

MR. FEIGEL: | don't want the reasons, | want
t he derivation.

MR. | SRANI: Derivation, too. Ckay.

Now, industry -- we had quite a | ot of
meetings with the industry and public and states. And
C-FER, which is a Canadi an Research Firm whi ch has done
quite a lot of study on this and have al so based their
nodel -- mathematical nodel on some of the incidents
that they have neasured, and they arrived at these
formul as, these equations. And they -- they -- we used
that as our base. W used that equation as our base
for calculating the potential inpact radius to
determ ne the -- radius.

W want to add a safety margin on that. W

want to add a safety margin of 15 percent on that. And
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the reasons for that are C FER equati on was based on a
certain flux factor which is 5000 btus per square inch
per hour. And we wanted to use the flux factor of
4000. And there were a |lot of discussions on this

i ssue, which one is appropriate to use. As a matter
of , you know, how you consider your -- how do you
determ ne what is, you know, high consequence.

Now, for exanple, if you use a 5000 fl ux
factor, this was based on a buil ding having pil ot
ignition, a house having pilot ignition within a 20-
mnute tinme period. This is very inportant to note. A
20-m nute tine period using C FER equation.

We consider that tinme is not enough,
dependi ng on the situation, you know, tine, people who
are -- the children in the house or when there are
ol der people in the house, the m ddle of the night,

t hese things happen.

I f you use the 4000 btus, which is al so being

used by NFBA and a nunber of -- American Institute of
Chem cal Engi neers, they use that factor also -- your
time period goes to -- two hours beyond. So you have

anple tinme before the house starts having pil ot
ignition, before the house starts burning.
M5. GERARD: Did you say two hours?

MR I SRANI: Two hours or nore, yeah.
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M5. GERARD: So, from 20 mnutes to two hours
is the range?

MR I SRANI: Two hours, yes.

So that gives you an anple safety margin
t here.

Anot her factor which is also inportant, the
sane C-FER equation. |If you see the CFER report, it
tells you that using 5000 btus as a flux factor in
determ ning the inpact circle, you can get second-
degree burns on your body within five seconds. And if
you use the | ower nunber, 4000, so you have a | onger
time period for that.

M5. GERARD: How nmuch | onger?

MR ISRANI: It's only sone additional
seconds. But these are the factors to consider.

And anot her reason is C FER nodel is good for
flat terrain. |If you have a terrain which is at an
angle and -- this is your pipeline. And if your
terrain is at an angle like this, your inpact circle
here, if you use C FER equation, will not match. It
will be -- inpact circle would be higher not by C FER
equation but in actuality. And we have sone incidents
whi ch prove that. This is based on if you have a hilly
terrain.

And that will happen because if you have a
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hilly terrain and you have flanme here, you are
obvi ously covering nore ground than a mat henati cal
cal cul ation which is based on a house on the ground.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Lenoff?

MR. LEMOFF: Could you quantify "higher"?
You nean the thermal radiation received woul d be
hi gher ?

MR. ISRANI: | have sone slides | could show
you on that.

MR. LEMOFF: No, no, | just --

MR. | SRANI: Yeah.

MR. LEMOFF: -- you said "higher," and |
didn't -- 1 want to nmake sure | conpletely understand
what you say.

MR. | SRANI: Meaning your -- the ground --
the actual footprint of the explosion was |onger than
what calculated -- mathematically cal culated from C FER
equat i on.

MR. LEMOFF: And therefore, there is nore or
|l ess radiation -- thermal radiation received by a
buil ding at that distance, nore or |ess?

MR |SRANI: Right.

MR. LEMOFF: In hilly terrain?

MR. ISRANI: Your radiation is the same. The

only thing is that you are -- because of the geography
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| ayout, you'll have nore ground covered for that

di st ance.
Let me -- let nme give you one exanpl e here.
M5. GERARD: | think, Mke, you' re saying if

you have nore ground covered, the radius is |arger.
MR. ISRANI: Right, right.
M5. CERARD: That's what -- that's what he's
aski ng.
| SRANI :  Yeah. The --
GERARD: The radius is larger --
LEMOFF: That's what | was --

235 3

| SRANI:  The footprint -- that's what |
was saying. The footprint of your explosion would be
| arger than mat hematically cal cul at ed.

l"d like to just -- if | could bring that
slide here.

MR, LEMOFF:. But if | may, but conversely,
there m ght be sone areas that are sonewhat shaded by
the hills and they would -- that would be a safety
factor?

MR ISRANI: That -- true. You know, there

-- there are other factors al so, yes.

There was a -- you brought this question up.
| want to show you this illustration here.
(Slide)
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MR. ISRANI: This was in Charleston -- near
Charl eston, West Virginia, |last year. This was
Colunmbi a Pipeline. And here in this explosion, when
they neasured the distance fromhere, it was 700 feet.

Now, if you see the hilly terrain here, you
know, it's slanting up. You're going up. It was 700
feet on this side and it was |less on this side.

So if you calculate fromthe point where the
expl osi on took place, if you use G FER equation, your
cal cul ation was only 580 or sonething. So this was
j ust one exanpl e.

So, it could happen, depending on -- because
there are so many factors. There are so nmany
uncertainties in using a nodel that you want to add a
safety margin. And that's very inportant to add
because all these various research firns have different
formul as they use. They arrive at sone nunbers and
t hey have to make assunptions to arrive at sone
nunbers. They cannot see all scenarios. So --

M5. GERARD: An additional point of
clarification to be fully informng the Commttee.

I n di scussions about this within OPS, the
question of the value that we're trying to establish
here, there's a lot of sentinent to be nore

conservative than strictly protecting agai nst death and
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burn. And | think that -- that's a major point to be
made, that, you know, while the public m ght not be
killed or burned, that we want to provide an additional
margin of -- of distance that is protected, you know,
just to deal with what we call the fear factor.

So, just -- you know, |I think that we -- we
shoul d be perfectly clear here that in setting the
val ue as the federal governnent for the |evel of
i nproved protection we're trying to achieve here, we
want to add di stance to go beyond the protection
agai nst death al one or severe burns alone. W're
saying we're |l ooking for nore protection than
preventing just death.

MR ISRANI: So, this is not only being used
here for pipeline safety, but any kind of industry
nodeling that is done there are sone safety factors
added beyond the actual nodel calculation. |t was done
on LNG In fact, on LNG they go tw ce the distance on
this because of the -- the fire and because of the --
sonme of the vapor dispersion, sonething that happens on
that. You can have nore inpact.

So I'msaying -- any chemcal fires or
anyt hing, you have to have some safety margins that go
beyond the mat hemati cal calculations. And we are

asking -- we think 10, 15 percent -- 15 percent is good
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enough for us because it lies within the range that we
wanted to use flux factor. W wanted to use 4000 fl ux
factor, which gives you alnost |ike 10, 11 percent.
This is for R chard, who wanted to know how we arrived
at this 15 percent.

| f you use the 4000 flux factor that we were
proposing originally, you'll get about 10 to 12 percent
hi gher than C FER equation. And we -- we added sone
nmore to take care of sonme, you know, -- effect or sone
ot her |l ayouts.

So, you have 15 percent we use as -- we think
i s adequate protection.

MR. FEI GEL: Thanks, Mke. That's been very
hel pful .

M5. GERARD: And there were also state
agencies in the discussions who felt strongly that it
was inmportant to use the nore conservative flux factor

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Andrews?

MR. ANDREWS: Yes. Was there a tinme factor
built into this extra inpact of the burn fromthis
Col unmbi a Transm ssi on acci dent ?

MR ISRANI: No. As far as | know, this was
not a populated area. It was -- you know, | don't know
how long it took themto put the fires out there.

But your tine factor can be an issue, also.
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For exanple, in Edison, New Jersey, the fire was for
two hours or so, what | hear. It wasn't 20 m nutes
only. So |onger you have fire, you know, you have nore
chance of people getting -- you know, the house -- can
get burned.

MR. ANDREWS: You can have a canpfire that
can burn thousands of acres if you give it |ong enough
and not put it out.

MR ISRANI: Well, that's true. That's true.

But you know, we -- considering 20 m nutes or we
consider a little larger, you know, we arrive at sone
nunber .

MR. ANDREWS: So, are you basing your rule on
atinme factor, on -- on -- you've said 20 mnutes a
couple tinmes. Are you trying to base that rule on a
20-m nut e i npact?

MR ISRANI: No, 20 m nutes was what industry
had proposed using C FER equation. Wat we are saying
is we should have a larger time than 20 m nutes. W
shoul d have nore tine. And if we use our percentage
factor, we're going to have nore than two hours tine
factor.

MR. ANDREWS: So you're going from20 m nutes
to two hours?

MR ISRANI: That's -- if you -- yeah, if you
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use the equation wth our flux factor, you'll have a
| onger tine frame, yes.

MR. ANDREWS: Longer being two hours as
opposed to 20 m nutes?

MR. ISRANI: That's what the -- these
mat hemat i cal nodel s have cal cul ated based on that fl ux
factor, yes.

MR. ANDREWS: And why -- what's the
scientific basis of two hours versus one hour or three
hour s?

MR ISRANI: Ch, that -- this was because
they were trying to use different -- they used
different flux factors in doing these mathenati cal
nodel s when doing the research. So they used -- |ike,
t hey wanted to use 3000 or 4000, 5000, and see, you
know, how -- how long the inpact would be felt with
t hat .

MR. ANDREWS: Ckay. But what was the
scientific reasoning to use two hours versus one or
t hree?

MR ISRANI: No, we -- we used -- as |
menti oned, we used two hours because that was based on
4000 btus. We use a simlar factor in our LNG
regul ations also. NFPA also has the simlar

requi renents. So does Anmerican Institute of Chem cal
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Engi neers.

MR. ANDREWS: So you're basing it on 4000
bt us?

MR ISRANI: Right.

MR. ANDREWS: So that woul d back the question
up. Wy did you choose 4000 versus 4500 btus?

MR. ISRANI: Again, |'msaying the research
institute who devel oped these nodels, they used
different factors. They used that factor as adequate.

MR. ANDREWS: | can understand and appreci ate
that. You can calculate it based on anything. But
you're -- but you're basing the first assunption on
sonmet hing and t hat sonething needs to have sone
scientific backing and not just a nunber out of the
air.

MR ISRANI: Well, we --

MR. ANDREWS: It appears that you' ve just
taken five -- 5000 versus 4500, two hours -- which
results in two hours versus 20 m nutes.

MR. ISRANI: Let me go back on this and tel
you agai n.

C-FER equation is the only nodel industry has
used. W are basing this on NFPA, Anerican Institute
of Chem cal Engi neers, our own experience on Part 193

Regul ations. All of those use 4000. That is one
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factor. And | also explained other factors the safety
margin woul d take care of, this terrain and ot her

mat hematical nodels. And 20 mnutes tine, also, we
didn't think was adequate.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: M. Drake, you wanted to
add to this discussion?

MR DRAKE: |I'mreally getting worri ed.
think we have | ost our way. | really do. W have | ost
our focus on what we're trying to acconplish here, in
my opinion. W are -- we are so snashed up against the
tree we cannot even possibly see the forest here.

| think it is inportant, one, to go on record
that we are not accepting injuries or burns period.
Period. This function of this whole process is just to
gauge an area to start focusing an integrity managenent
initiative effort. It is not the endpoint. It is just
trying to gauge, are we reasonably starting in the
right place.

Are there going to be sone exanples that fal
out of there? Possibly, but we're trying to | ook for
sonme confidence that we're | ooking at the right
popul ati on of, you know, of consequences. that we -- we
can at | east begin with sonething that passes the red
face test in an area of focus that's reasonably

accurate of where people are and is responsible and to

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



© 00 N o o b~ w N Pk

N N N N NN P P PR R R R R R R
a A W N P O © 00 N o O pd W N -, O

477

focus as an industry to take action on a responsible
| evel of the pipeline with sonething that reasonably
refl ects consequence.

The nodel that you refer to, certainly it's a
nodel . It has sonme concessions, and we can deliberate
at great |ength about the concessions. But | think one
thing that has to be stated here is that the C FER
nmodel was validated against failure data fromthis
i ndustry over the last 20 years and has a 95 percent
accuracy projection on the fire pattern. That seens
valid.

Now, we're not accepting fires and we're not
accepting wanting to hurt people. W're just trying to
say, is this reasonable -- is this nodel reasonable for
a projection of the kind of consequences that are
created fromgas pipelines. But we don't want
consequences. W're just saying, is this a reasonable
and -- and -- and sonewhat expeditious tool to search
t hrough the pipeline systemand find places that | ook
reasonably |i ke sonmewhere we shoul d focus.

And | think when you start engagi hg on two
hours of burn and 20 m nutes worth of burns, | think
we've really lost our focus. And | think we need to
back away for a few m nutes and | ook at our overarching

goal here. \What are we trying to acconplish? W're
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trying to acconplish, where do you start doing an
integrity managenent rule and how nuch of the system do
you want to bite off on, period.

M5. GERARD. Has industry nmade a cal cul ation
of what the difference is between the anount of m | eage
that woul d be picked up between the -- the Keefner
nodel and the additional m | eage of adding the 15
percent safety margin?

MR. DRAKE: This thing is so frigging
turbul ent and so poorly worded, honest to God, | cannot
figure out what parts of my systemare in it right now.

And |'ve read this thing nore times than | can
possibly tell you.

So | cannot -- | honest to God cannot tel
you with -- with a @S system with a plus or m nus
three foot accuracy, what parts of ny systemare in
this thing right now | can't. | think we need to
solve that, and | know that's one of the reasons we're
here. So | can't tell you how nuch of it is in the
wor di ng that you have here.

W' ve tal ked about 10. Is 10 witten down in
any correspondence that we have seen to date publicly?

MR. ISRANI: No, but this is what --

MR, DRAKE: No?

MR, I SRANI: No, okay. And --
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MR DRAKE: It's not?

MR. I SRANI: No, because it wasn't -- it
wasn't a question, even. W had -- we had 1000 f oot
i npact circle and then we based 20 buil dings. Wat we
are saying -- now you're bringing a 20-buil ding count
for what we heard in the neetings and your previous
presentation, you want to use fixed 20-buil ding count
for all kind of housing -- and that's where -- what |'m
ar gui ng on.

"' m not arguing on -- because we never
proposed 20 buildings or 10 buil di ngs.

M5. GERARD: Actually, we're not arguing.
We're just discussing. W've extended -- we've
extended the coment period a nonth. And you know,
we're -- we're identifying that we're wlling to
entertain as an alternative concept to sinplify the
concepts here. | nean, we just heard this concept two
weeks ago of the possibility of sinplifying to give
operators the option of either Class 3 and 4 or running
the nodel, circle nodel, along the |length of the
pi pel i ne.

My question is, within the next nonth, woul d
it be possible to cal culate what woul d be the
di fference between running the circle as it's -- as

it's defined by Keefner and running the circle with the
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15 percent added margi n? Could you nake a
determ nation of how nuch added pipeline mleage the 15
percent margin woul d pick up?

MR. DRAKE: | can tal k about my system under
a lot of different scenarios. | just need sone
specificity and sonme stability in order to run those
nunbers. But when you start saying, well, add 15
percent to that and now the threshold nunber is 10, it
-- those are a lot different, you know, nodels to run
down the pipeline. And you know - -

M5. CERARD: This is a discussion and --

MR. DRAKE: | can -- | can do that and | can
gi ve you sonme nunbers on sone of these things that
you' re kicking around right now And I'msure we'll
have that opportunity. | appreciate the fact that you
need to finish your presentation w thout being
assaulted, but -- but | just want to help us try to
solve this problem

Back away for a few m nutes and | ook at what
the problemyou're trying to solve is. W are so
wrapped into the details on this thing, we are not even
wor ki ng on the problem anynore, | don't think. And
that's what |'mgetting kind of frustrated with. And
think that's sort of what has created this nonster in

the HCA definition. |It's very convoluted and very
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conplex. It is trying to bring too nmuch precision to
this and it has lost its purpose. And | think that's -
- that's really ny take-away.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: All right. W'lI
continue with -- we'll let M. Israni finish his
presentation. W' Il take sone additional comrents from
Comm ttee nmenbers, and then I'd like to hear sone
comments from nenbers of the public.

MR. I SRANI: Ckay. And because of all this
di scussi on whi ch has been going on for two years now
about which nodel is accurate, we used the threshold
radi us because we wanted to use a fixed so we don't
fight on the issue of what flux factor to use. And it
seens like industry has a problemw th that, also.

Going to the next item Nunber 4,
extrapol ation for building count. This was another
poi nt that industry brought in on how the building
house count should be done. W're using the circle
met hod. And what we think that -- you know, we -- we
don't want to specify how you go about this. Industry
can use extrapolation nethod if they want. But there
are many scenarios where it may not exactly match the

-- dependi ng on how the houses are arranged.

But if industry has better ideas on

extrapol ating, we are not going to define how you go
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about identifying these buil ding house counts.

M5. GERARD: Point of clarification. What
Mke is saying is, we're willing to consider instead of
requiring the industry to go out and count houses that
t hey haven't counted, the point was nade about how
difficult and how costly it would be to go out and do
an exact house count, that the concept of extrapol ation
based on what is inside 660. W are considering that
as neritorious.

MR ISRANI: And the last two itens are for
the integrity rule, so I'll discuss those after we have
the integrity presentation.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Any ot her questions or comments by Conmittee
menber s?

(No response)

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Questions or conments
fromthe public?

(No response)

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: No comments fromthe
public?

(Laughter)

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: You'll have the
opportunity.

Al right. 1'll ask the panel to cone
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forward, then?

We have an industry-public panel.

MR ISRANI: If we could have five m nutes
because we want to hook up the conputer connection to
t hat side.

Andy, you need a conputer, right?

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: All right. This is a
good tinme for a break, then.

(Brief recess)

| ndustry/ Publ i ¢ Panel (HCA)

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: We will have sone ot her
very inportant information presented to us for
di scussi on and consi derati on.

Daron Moore from El Paso and Richard
Kuprew cz from Accuf ax.

We'll start with M. Kuprew cz.

MR. KUPREW CZ: | thought 1'd just briefly
start off with a couple observations as a result of the
public neeting on the 14th. | was able to attend that,
and | thought that was a very productive neeting. A
| ot of constructive comments.

| took those comments and observations back
to the Washington State Citizens Commttee on Pipeline
Safety -- is that -- there we go. It helps if I talk
intoit.
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MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Coul d you repeat that --
that sentence so they could hear where you're fronf?

MR KUPREWCZ: |I'm-- |I'mfrom Washi ngton
state. | ama nenber of the Washington State Citizens
Comm ttee on Pipeline Safety, which is a 13-nenber
board, nine of which are appointed by the governor,
whi ch are voting nenbers. And then, four represent
i ndustry, which are non-voting nenbers.

Anyway, | have a very brief presentation here
that | think mght help this process. These represent
nmy personal observations as a result of the neeting we
had several weeks ago here in Washi ngton.

What | took back to the conmttee was
observations -- fall into two major categories. No
surprise here: the high consequence area definition
needs work. And everybody, it doesn't matter what side
of the fence you' re standing on here, if | can
characterize it that way, we all want high consequence
area clarity, not conplexity. As you can see here,
it's real easy to get locked into details here that can
get you distracted fromthe objective.

I nteresting enough, and | presented this at
the neeting last -- two weeks ago, what we call the
"sinple logic diagramtest," whatever definition we end

up with of high consequence area -- and interesting
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enough, all the parties in their presentations two
weeks ago all had the simlar concept. W ought to be
able to draw a sinple | ogic diagramon what a high
consequence area is. If we can't do that, the
attorneys are going to nake a | ot of nobney, and that's
not where you want to be spending your best efforts.
That's a personal observation on ny part.

And | -- and | think everybody wants, whether
you're in government or industry or private citizens,
we want to understand the regulation. W should be
able to understand it.

The other point | took back to the commttee
was ny observation that there, apparently, as a result
of the new pipeline safety regul ati on, sonme concern
about base assessnent and reassessnent periods for
i nspection, reinspection periods, and whatever. And as
a result of the I aw enacted | ast Decenber, a new ani nal
has showed up and kind of surprised us called
confirmatory direct assessnent, in order to neet sone
requirenents in the 2002 | aw

From nmy personal perspective, | took back to
the conmttee nmy observations regarding this whol e
process. Ildentified sites are the critical issue in
this high consequence area. Hi storically, the gas

i ndustry has focused on buildings. | nean, your class
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-- area classifications are driven by the building
proximties with sonme deviation on Cass 3 for sone
out si de ar eas.

But the real issue here is froma public
perspective. |'ll put ny public hat on. Wat's the
survivability? 1t's easy for us to tal k about
bui Il dings, but the real issue is, it's -- illustration
woul d be the Carlsbad tragedy -- tragic situation.
It's unsheltered versus sheltered, in ny little way of
| ooking at things. So | kind of explained to folks,
| ook, folks, buildings buy you sone tine. |'mtalking
about gas transm ssion pipeline ruptures. Buildings
buy you sone tine.

We can sit here and argue about whether it's
seconds or m nutes, whatever, but I'mgoing to pay a
ot of attention to, you know, how are we addressing
the clarity in the high consequence definitions. Are
we capturing sone reasonabl eness for unsheltered
i ndi vidual s, understanding that there's no absol ute
coverage. You just can't do it.

| took back to themthe issue of PIC the
potential inpact circles, threshold radiuses that were
i ntroduced versus the Cass 3/C ass 4 approach. And
again, the senblance here is, is the historical way is

to go through that as Cass 3/Cl ass 4 because that's
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how t he i ndustry has been set up, versus this new
potential inpact circle.

The issue that |, | think, really took hone
was a better understandi ng and appreciation for the
di fference between how this regulation inpacts the
| arge pipeline transm ssion operators versus the smal
-- smaller operators. And | think it's inportant to
note that, you know, the bigger guys can do things
differently, faster, quicker sonetines, than the
smal | er guys, and vice versa.

So, we want to be sure that we're kind of
addressing the issue and not trying to solve all the
probl ens that occur. W don't want to be putting
peopl e out of busi ness.

This issue of perfornmance versus prescriptive
integrity managenent approach. Bottomline, folks, is
we're going to performance. | nean, that's -- that's a
given. W mght as well understand how we're going to
do that. The question is, is how best to handle that.

When you tal k about performance, the issue
froma public perspective is, how do we handle risk
managenent and now t he new ASME B31-8S attenpts to try
to westle with some of this risk managenent approach

But again, you know, it's -- it's a fairly new
standards, far fromconplete in regard to risk
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managenent approaches. So, those are the -- that's the
key issues | took back to the commttee.

M5. GERARD: Could you clarify, R ck? Are
you saying that the discussion with the WAashi ngton
Citizens Goup reflected an understanding on their part
of the need to provide flexibility for smaller
operators so that there should be an option?

MR. KUPREW CZ: Yeah, that we needed -- one
size doesn't fit all. And yes, to -- to answer your
guestion, it was taking back this understanding that
there is a -- there's different animals here within the
i ndustry. And we needed to be sensitive to that, that
one size may not fit all.

M5. GERARD: So, will the -- will there be
sone sort of record of what the conmttee that you
represent thinks -- aside fromthe fact that you're
putting this presentation on the docket of this
meeting, wll there be any other comuni cation?

MR. KUPREW CZ: Yeah. Al -- all citizen
commttee activity is in the public record in
Washi ngton state disclosure laws. So that -- there is
a mnutes that cone out of that.

My presentation, not -- these slides aren't
exactly the presentation. They're very close -- are

also a matter of public record under Washington, so.
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MS. GERARD: Because |'mjust concerned that,
for the record, that your nessage is clear that there's
-- you'd like to see enphasis on the question of
protecting the -- those were unsheltered by a building
and that you do think that the concept of an option of
-- for the operators of either Class 3 or 4 or running
-- 1s -- is -- was acceptable to the public group that
you work with.

MR. KUPREW CZ: Yeah. But let ne be real
clear now These are ny personal observations that
|"ve taken back to the commttee. The conmttee
itself, and I'lIl get into that further on here, is
going to take certain actions, and |I'll explain those
in a second.

M5. GERARD: |I'msorry. | thought you were
finished.

MR. KUPREW CZ: That's fine. No problem

The technical observations. Again, these
represent ny personal feedback to the players in the
room the commttee, as a result of that neeting on the
14th. The identified sites definition is workable.

The question that's going to cone up would be, and we
m ght as well ask it, is this going to cover Carl sbhad.
And ny conmment woul d be, you can interpret it that it

could, you could interpret it that it couldn't. But
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you know, that was the feedback |I gave the commttee.
But to ne, | think there was an honest

attenpt to try to address identified sites. That was a

rati onal, reasonabl e conprom se.

| personally favor, and this is nmy personal

bias, if you wish, |I favor the potential inpact zone
circle, if you wish, threshold radius -- and we can
wor k about that issue later -- over the Cass 3/Class 4

sweep in that as you | ook at zones, you tend to better
capture those unsheltered individuals who may be cl oser
to a pipeline that have | ower chances of survivability.

So |l call it the "closeness risk."™ | just -- just
feel that that's an appropriate approach.

But | also clearly understand that others
woul d rather just use a Class 3/Class 4, and | see that
as an acceptable way to go. So both options could be
capt ur ed.

No surprise to many here in the room but |
want to be real clear here because it's going to show
up in several FERC hearings al ready underway or
possi bly underway. The C FER nodel for the potenti al
inmpact circles, if you wish, is not a sighting
nodi fi cation tool.

For those who weren't in the neeting two

weeks ago, we see it as an enpirical tool that assists
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managenent in deciding how they want to all ocate
resources to ensure the pipeline integrity. There are
uni que situations, a small subset of the potenti al
inpact circles or the -- or sighting issues or neasure
nodi ficati ons where you want to do an appropriate
engi neering analysis if you're going to place a
pi peline close to sonme very what 1'Il call hyper-
sensitive infrastructure. So you want to be sure you
-- you know, in those rare cases where you nay be
forced to have to put a pipeline where you really woul d
not want to put one, you have to do an appropriate
engi neering risk analysis. That's -- that's -- don't
fall back to GFER CFER is the enpirical tool for a
certain function.

My nessage to the coommttee was, | felt
personal ly that a proper performance integrity
managenent approach is acceptable. The key word here
is "proper,"” and that -- we'll be having nore
di scussi ons about that in other neetings.

The nmessage | took back there, direct
assessnment focuses on corrosion and is in the
devel opnental stage. | know there's been a | ot of
di scussions here, but you know, direct assessnment is in
the regul ation and we understand that that's an

appropriate technique for those particular risks.
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My specific recomendation to the counci
attending on the -- and that was the 18th of March --
was | support the high consequence area definition
approach for clarity and nore focus on the potenti al
i npact circles and, you know, the discussion that we're
probably going to have about whether we should have

threshol d radi uses or safety margins, if you w sh

What ever we agree on, we need to, | think,
reach consensus. It needs to get that sinple -- it
needs to be sinple. If it's getting too conplicated,

we need to step back and we need to stop the process.
O herwise, it's going to get out of hand.

The nessage | took back to the commttee is,
integrity managenent nust nmesh with the -- another
i ssue that we're not going to get bogged down with
today but is high on the agenda, in the public agenda,
is with the community right-to-know. And I'Ill just
| eave that as a pl acehol der here.

| think at the last public neeting |
mentioned that | kind of see it in two canps: those
peopl e who want to know everything about your pipeline
and those conpani es who believe they don't have to
share any information. Neither one of those extrenes
is appropriate. There's sonewhere in the mddle here

that | think -- | think that can be worked out.
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| -- after nmuch thought about the
interactions that went on at that neeting two weeks
ago, ny personal position that | shared with the
commttee is, regarding inspection intervals, | support
the industry's position on inspection intervals. And
as | sawthat, | interpret that as the rule gave you
the 10-year baseline approach and then you had the
seven-year reinspection interval.

And there were two reasons that | presented
to the commttee of why that was ny personal position.

One is, watch out for the nyth of integrity
managenent. Integrity managenent is just one of the
tools in your repertoire of your executive teamin
managi ng the risk in operation of a pipeline to work
towards prudently preventing pipeline rupture failures.

You don't want to get yourself so keyed into that
integrity managenent is going to guarantee that you're
not going to have ruptures.

And |'ve seen conpani es where they're
spendi ng so nuch resources on what is this integrity
managenent stuff, it's distracting themfromtheir
maj or function to | ook at other factors of their
operation. So | just caution that.

It's inportant to keep the nmanagenent team

focused on the prudent operation, of which integrity
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managenent is a very inportant role. But be careful
that you don't oversell its capabilities.

| think a nmessage -- well, I'Il get into it
in a second.

Then, ny last point was, is that we as a
public agency -- again, nmy personal feeling presented
to the commttee was, we need to -- you know, OPS has a
very inportant charter, and that is to also foster the
devel opment of other integrity managenent inspection
technology. This is America, where innovation nmakes
money. And you know, if we have a real need, soneone's
going to eventually figure out howto get there. And
OPS, one of their roles is to continue to do that.

You know, in-line inspection for corrosion is
a cl assic exanple of where that devel opnment over the
| ast 20 years has taken quantum | eaps on being able to
detect certain types of corrosion risk, and that's
beconme a very effective tool. It may or may not be
appropriate in all situations.

Wth that all said, what 1'd like to
summari ze here is, inny last slide, is what 1'll cal
hi gher concepts. Rather than getting trapped into the
details, this is ny personal observation of the
interaction of that commttee based on this

presentation that | gave them
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And again, this commttee, | think, is a
fairly good capture of the public's screen, if you
wish. And | think it'd be representative just about of
any state. And the feedback |1'd give to the various
pl ayers here is, don't overwork the technical screening
issues. It just scares the hell out of people. And as
non- engi neers, it just gets them bogged in the details.

And |'ve heard a couple tines this norning, we need
the clarity, we need to understand what it is, but step
back a little and just keep -- keep focused on what the
obj ective is.

We're looking for an integrity managenent
screening i ssue here, areas that need to be paid a
little nore attention. And the conmttee -- ny
observation would be that, really, they don't need to
hear all the noise. They just need to hear where we're
-- where are we going with this.

My observation would be that the conmttee
really keyed on the need, and it's real inportant here,
on inspection quality versus inspection frequency. And
-- and they don't want to see -- ny feeling is, they
don't want to see nore and nore of sonmething that isn't
right. They'd rather have confidence. Are you using
the right tools for the right risk of concern

And if you do that right, you know, whether
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it be seven years, 10 years, five years, you know,
those are mnimal. |f your managenent deci des that
your risk for a particular issue requires nore frequent
of a certain type of inspection, that's a managenent
call. But they -- | nean, ny -- you know, feedback
fromthe group was, boy, you could just see these guys
saying, we don't want nore -- a |lot of these fol ks have
conme from business. They -- they want the quality.
They want confidence that the systenis being checked.

They're very sensitive to the efficiency.
They understand that we could spin this regulation such
to the point that we could be costing people billions
of dollars with very little effectiveness, and that's
not what | see the public really wanting. They want
confidence in what we're doing is effective and that
we're addressing the risk of concern.

Ckay. Based on that, the Gtizens Conmttee
has voted. And we are drafting a letter of support for
the activities here.

| can't tell you what's going to be in that
letter. 1t's going through the round robin process.
But | believe it'll probably at |east touch sone of
t hese i ssues here.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

Any questions of M. Kuprewi cz? Coments?
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(No response)

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Al right. M. More?

(Pause)

MS. GERARD: Thanks very much. W appreciate
t hat .

(Pause)

MR. MOORE: Ready to go?

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Yes, please. And if
you' d introduce yoursel f, please?

MR. MOORE: Thank you for the opportunity to
speak. M nane is Daron Moore with El Paso
Cor por ati on.

|"ve been involved in the devel opnent of an
HCA definition for over three years now, |eading the
| NGAA efforts, and nost recently working closely with
AGA to get an HCA definition that the industry thinks
makes sense, is succinct, understandable, and one that
can be fairly inplenmented to cover the majority of
peopl e who live along the pipelines.

Before | get started, I'd Iike to make a
comment that it is not the industry's goal in any way,
shape, or formto harm anybody that could be affected
by the pipeline. W heard several discussions earlier
t oday about peopl e being burned and hurt, et cetera.

That is not our goal. W want to focus our inspections
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on areas that can inpact pipeline safety.

We know t hat about five percent of our total
transm ssion mleage is Cass 3. If we just adopted
Class 3, just Cass 3, as our HCA definition, we would
be i nspecting about 70 percent of our pipeline. This
is affecting and hel ping pipeline safety, and that's
what we want to do, is do those things.

Wth that being said, we have a couple
overarching goals that industry has had throughout the
process. Nunber one, you want to use credible science
as you go forward. You don't want to nake safety
factors up. W don't want to use sonething that does
not nmake sense. W want to use credible science to the
great est degree possible.

Nunmber two, overarching goal is that we nust
protect people and property. W' re insisting up doing
that, and that's what we think we're going to be able
to do with the definition proposal we're going to nake.

And nunber three, we want to address a
significant part of our pipe.

These three key overarching goals nust be
incorporated in any HCA definition. And we believe
that the definition that's going to be proposed here in
a few m nutes does that.

|"mgoing to start by describing the industry
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work in defining HCAs and then we'll discuss the NPRM
definition, briefly discuss the -- the HCA definition
as described by Congress in the preanble in the NPRM
and finally, I'll go to the industry definition.

| NGAA began work in 1999 on devel opi ng and
determ ning what a valid technical basis is for
defining HCAs. This was before we got started in this
process. W recogni zed early on that energy inside the
pi peline is key. W asked C FER out of Canada, C FER
Technol ogy out of Canada, to do a mathematical and
scientific derivation of what a nodel should | ook |ike
for determ ning where high consequence areas exist.
And that led to a publication fromGRI in 2000 which
descri bes that, and that has been filed in the docket.

That is a pure technical approach. W
val i dated that approach with real data, and I'l|l show
you a slide that shows that very clearly. It led to
our proposal for an HCA definition in 2000. And OPS
adopt ed sone parts of that in the NPRM on January 28t h.

And we think that's a very good thing.

"1l start nmy comments al so by saying that
the -- that the NPRMis a very good start toward
defining how to handle integrity managenent. There is
no doubt in my mnd that's a true statenent.

There are a fewflaws init. One nmgjor one
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is the HCA definition, and we're seeing a | ot of

di scussi on because of that. There are a few other

areas, but when you consider the conplexity of this
rule, there really are not too many areas that are

causi ng probl ens but those coments nmade taint the

remai nder of this discussion.

The equation that C FER devel oped after we
did the scientific and mat hematical side of it, we
wanted to validate it. | think that's only right and
proper if you're scientifically based.

We validated it against a nunber of NTSB
investigations. And since CFER s out of Canada, we
decided to use three investigations done by the
Canadi an authorities.

(Slide)

MR. MOORE: As you can see on this slide,
there were virtually no incidents where the nodel
shown in bl ack, proposed HCA radius, did not adequately
nodel where an affected zone is. And that is a key
st at enent .

There's a variety of incidents where NITSB and
ot her agenci es went out and chai ned off where affected
areas were. What we saw earlier was a picture, and
don't think that was an NTSB incident, but it's not

clear to ne based on the picture whether the affected
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area coul d have been add-on fires, grass fires, or sone
other fire such as that. This is what the data is
that's been published by the | eading authorities of
both countries.

| f you |l ook closely, you can tell that the
nmodel is validated by data in the field. If it wasn't,
we woul d not have proposed it as a basis for HCA
definitions.

|"mgoing to slide through sonme of this. |
don't need to spend all this time. This is a
presentation that | nmade 13 days ago at the integrity
managenent public neeting, so l'mgoing to try to
shorten this down so we can get through it today.

M5. CERARD: And these slides are on the
docket now, | believe.

MR. MOORE: These slides are on the docket.
Thank you.

(Slide)

MR. MOORE: This diagram here shows you what
happens when you conpare different pipelines operated
at different sizes with different pipelines operating
at different pressures and how it conpares to the
exi sting 660-foot corridor that we have inside the
exi sting natural gas pipeline safety regul ations.

Let's take the 30-inch line. That's the
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third line fromthe top. |It's kind of orange. And

| ook at the 1000- pound PSI G down at the bottom and
connect those two lines. You'll see they cross right
where the red dashed line runs. The red dashed line --
Stacey, | think I may be able to help you here. Right
there. Thank you.

This is a 660-foot line that the regul ations
di scuss, 1000 pounds, 30-inch line here. They cross at
660 feet. Actually, it crosses at 659, to be exact.

It's interesting that this point is nmade
because the regul ati ons were fornmed back in 1970 based
on B31-8, as M. Israni nentioned. And at that tine,
reasonably, the biggest pipelines in the nation were
30-inch and 1000 pounds. He --

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Are we | ooking at 30 --
excuse me -- or 10? \Wich were you pointing to on the
chart, 30 or 107

MR. MOORE: Thirty-inch pipeline. The orange
line here is the 30-inch pipeline. And then, | ook over
here, the 30 over there.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.

MR, MOORE: (kay. Very good.

What the fellows did back in the '60s that
devel oped the 31-8 was they said, okay, let's | ook at

t he worst case, reasonable worst case. And what they
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canme to was that 660 feet makes sense enpirically,
based on ground experiences. The nodel validates that
or the ground experiences validate the nodel.

And that is key in this discussion. W've
heard tal ks about threshold radi uses, add-on safety
factors, et cetera. The nodel is accurate as working
on the ground. | want to nmake that point very clear
before we nove on into sone other issues.

(Slide)

MR. MOORE: Sone of the problems with the --
we're tal king about the NPRM now. [It's in many cases
not technically based. It's extrenely conplex, which
flies in the face of the public discussion we just
heard, with many variables. 1'Il show you sone
exanples of that in a mnute. Many conflicting and
i nconsi stent solutions. It will be extrenely
burdensonme for some | ow pressure systenms. And there's
a small inpact of |ow pressure, small-dianeter systens
whi ch is not recognized inside the existing NPRM

We have an enornous anount of data on houses
i nside the 660-foot corridor that's been collected for
over 30 years. W don't have data outside 660 feet.
We have not been required to collect it, and we have
not been collecting it. W don't have it.

Furthernore, we don't have data on small well -defi ned
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outside areas or other identified sites outside 300
feet.

However, we recogni ze that those are
i nportant sites that ought to be considered for
additional safety factors, and we are conmtted to
finding themall, catal oguing themall, and addi ng
addi tional protection for each one of them

(Slide)

MR. MOORE: Back to the NPRM The | anguage
is inconsistent in several -- several instances with
ot her language in 192, the natural gas pipeline safety
regul ations. The proposed HCA definition is
inconsistent with the liquid rule where it regards 1000
peopl e per square mle. Inpaired nobility is not
sufficiently defined. And operator conpliance will be
extrenely difficult. And in fact, in a few instances,
i ndustry does not believe that we will be able to
denonstrate our conpliance with the existing NPRM
It's confusing.

MVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Before you | eave that,
you nentioned that it's inconsistent with other parts
of Section 192. Can you give an exanpl e?

MR MOORE: It's inconsistent in the area of
the inclusion of buildings in the identified site. The

exi sting natural gas pipeline safety regul ati ons say
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there's two parts for Class 3. One is 46 or nore
houses, structures intended for human occupancy,
bui | di ngs intended for human occupancy. And the second
part of that equation is small, well-defined outside
areas containing 20 or nore people five days a week, 10
weeks out of the year.

What we now have is | anguage that says,
identified sites which are occupied by 50 -- excuse ne,
are occupi ed by 20 or nore people 50 days out of the
year. That may seempretty close to five days a week,
10 weeks out of the year, but on the conpliance side,
it's extrenely difficult to work with.

Nunber two, | nentioned that the other side
of the Class 3 definition was small, well-defined
outside areas. The NPRM i ncludes buildings. That's
i nconsistent with the existing regul ations.

We're not opposed necessarily to having that.

But it is inportant that it's inconsistent and does
add significant cost to this rule that need to be
consi dered before we go forward. Those particul ar
costs of collecting data on certain identified sites
and addi ng additional protections to those sites is a
wort hy cause, and industry supports that. But there
are inconsistencies in the existing regul ations.

MMVE CHAI RVAN KELLY: Thank you.
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MR MOORE: On the technically based issues,
the 15 percent addition to the G FER equation that you
see on pipelines that are greater than 1000 feet in
circle of radius is arbitrary and not based on science.

We had a question earlier from M. Feigel
about what the 15 percent basis cane from and we need
to address that. What is the scientific basis before

we go forward with using it?

The threshold radius -- it was not discussed
a whole lot earlier. 1'll discuss it sone here in a
monment -- is arbitrary and not based on science. In

this case, you have a circle that calculates out to 100
feet in radius. You have a threshold radius that's
required by the NPRM of 300 feet. So you've added 300
percent to the area that you have to consider, and
that's not based on science and not based on field

val idation or what industry has proposed.

The use of class locations. Wile it's a
good tool and it served industry very well, it's not
the best scientific solution avail able today. However,
for sone operators, it is about the only tool that's
available. So we're going to propose that we continue
to use class locations in our definition but also allow
an approach that allows the best scientific solution to

be used.

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



© 00 N o o b~ w N Pk

N N N N NN P P PR R R R R R R
a A W N P O © 00 N o O pd W N -, O

507

And the use of 20 or nore buildings only for
PI Cs greater than 1000 foot radius is not based on
science. |If you use 20 or nore buildings for 1000
feet, why wouldn't 20 or nore buil dings be good for al
circles of all sizes based on the pipeline' s particul ar
characteristics.

To di scuss the 20 or nore buildings issue for
a few nonents, the NPRM states that for pipelines with
a P-hour greater than 1000 feet, an operator is to
examne the PIC for 20 houses. And that nakes sense to
industry to the extent of the 20-house part of it.
Using it only for the 1000-foot radius does not.

The existing hazard liquid HCA definition
utilizes 20 houses when you base it on the 1000 peopl e
per square mle. W've heard discussion earlier today
about other areas, and we'll address those.

The 10-house versus 20-house issue
historically over the last three years has been between
20 and 25 houses, was a discussion that we had
begi nning in 2000, May 2000 | recall, at a neeting in
California. W didn't -- industry did not see the use
of 10 houses inside the circle until two weeks ago.

Ten houses, and we di scussed a nonment ago
about how that equated to 20 people, is inconsistent

with the OPS presentation at -- at that California
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nmeeting where they said it ought to be 2.5 peopl e per
house.

A key point to this is that the 20 -- excuse
me, the 10 houses is based on the | owest end of the
bui | di ngs i ntended for human occupancy threshold in the
Class 3 definition of 46. That is the | owest end
possi ble. Mny, many C ass 3 areas have many, many
nore than 46 houses within it.

Further, the 46 houses as it relates to -- 46
in the regulations and it relates to 10 houses in the
di scussion earlier today, makes a massive assunption
that the 46 houses are evenly spaced along that Cass 3
area. And based on enornous anounts of real-world data
t hat pipeline operators have, and | operate about
48,000 mles of interstate pipeline, our houses are not
even renotely evenly spaced along the pipeline. And
that calls into question severely the use of 10 houses
as being the threshol d.

OPS has used 20 houses in the past. W saw
it inthe first bullet up here on the 1000-foot area.
And where you tal ked about other areas in the -- in the
hazardous liquid definition, industry is going to be
proposing here in a few mnutes a definition which does
address other areas. And that is when you have

buil dings -- we're including buildings beyond what the
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regul ati ons have now. And we're also putting strict
nunbers on outside areas. Those will be collecting --
in the definition of identified sites, that wll be
col | ecting beyond what buildings are intended strictly
for human occupancy.

So with that being on the table, | think that
we can continue on.

M5. GERARD: |I'm-- I'mnot sure | understood
the |l ast sentence. You're going to put nore
information on the tab