OIR ON THE COMMISSION’S OWN MOTION TO ADOPT NEW SAFETY AND RELIABILITY REGULATIONS FOR NATURAL GAS TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION PIPELINES AND RELATED RATEMAKING MECHANISMS                                      (R.11-02-019/A.11-11-002)

(DATA REQUEST TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06)
______________________________________________________________________


QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP- 06-01:

Please provide all workpapers supporting the Sempra Utilities’ rebuttal testimony.

RESPONSE  TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-01:

No new workpapers were generated as part of the SoCalGas/SDG&E rebuttal testimony.
QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-02:

Please identify by witness, page and line number all TURN testimony submitted in this proceeding in which TURN seeks to require the Sempra Utilities to pay a penalty to the State General Fund, as opposed to requesting that the CPUC disallow recovery of certain proposed costs on the grounds that such costs result from the imprudence of the Sempra utilities.

RESPONSE  TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-02:

SoCalGas/SDG&E consider the disallowances recommended by TURN and other Intervenors to be equivalent to penalties typically levied on a utility for violating established rules or policies.  It is explained in Chapter 1 of the rebuttal testimony that:

“In order to fulfill our statutory obligation to provide safe and reliable natural gas service to all of our customers, SoCalGas and SDG&E must operate our natural gas systems in accordance with applicable regulations and requirements, including the new post-San Bruno standards established by this Commission. The costs to comply with these new standards are therefore an unavoidable cost of providing natural gas service to our customers. In exchange for providing utility service pursuant to regulated rates, SoCalGas and SDG&E are entitled to recover these pipeline safety program costs, just as we are entitled to recover all other costs necessary to carry out our utility mission, as part of the regulatory compact.”  (page 5 lines 9-17)

“…this enormous cost-shifting would effectively be a penalty but without any showing of unsafe or imprudent utility conduct” (page 2 lines 14-15)

Expert Witness Montgomery further makes the connection between the proposed disallowances and the penalties that they would effectively represent in Chapter 2 of the rebuttal testimony:

“A penalty in the form of disallowance of future costs is an example of a misguided penalty.” (page 6 lines 13-14)

“By denying future cost recovery of the utility, the suggested penalty creates a disincentive for making precisely the investments in pipeline maintenance and safety that the regulator is trying to encourage.” (page 7, lines 17-19)

As such, in the following statements TURN recommends SoCalGas/SDG&E be assessed a penalty:

· “A significant portion of the PSEP work results from the absence of pressure test records the utilities should possess; the costs of this testing and replacement work should be disallowed from rate recovery.” (Long, page 2 lines 26-29)

· “TURN estimates that a total of $274 million of replacement and testing costs should be disallowed” (Long, page 2 lines 30-31)

· “…all testing or replacement costs for 1955 or later pipe segments should be disallowed from rate recovery.” (Long, page 16 lines 17-18)

· “The Commission should not allow recovery of PSEP costs related to segments with manufacturing threats – and associated Accelerated miles – until the Sempra utilities have presented such a showing and the parties have had a chance to review and respond to such showing.” (Long, page 19 lines 17-20)

· “Accordingly, if recovery of L-410 costs is not otherwise disallowed on retroactive ratemaking grounds, such costs should be disallowed based on the Sempra Utilities’ failure to show that they were reasonably and prudently incurred.” (Long, page 23 lines 12-14)

SoCalGas/SDG&E have not suggested in their rebuttal testimony that the penalties recommended by TURN and other Intervenors would be paid to the State General Fund.

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-3:

In the Sempra Rebuttal, Chapter 1, witness Morrow states on page 8, lines 5-10:  “When the federal regulations came into effect in 1970, they included a provision that allowed operators to substitute for pressure test records the recent operating history of in-service pipelines in establishing the MAOP.  This was an explicit recognition that many operators did not have pressure test records for their in-service pipelines.”

a. Whose “explicit recognition” is the witness referring to?

b. Please provide all decisions, rulings, orders or other official statements of a federal regulatory agency supporting the assertion that the 1970 federal regulations constitute an “explicit” recognition that many operators did not have pressure test records for their in-service pipelines, and please point to the specific words in those documents that demonstrate that “explicit” recognition.

RESPONSE  TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-3:

a. The Office of Pipeline Safety.  Please refer to Chapter 5 of the Rebuttal Testimony of Michael Rosenfeld, pages 26- 28.
b. Preamble, Part 192, Federal Register, Vol. 35, No. 161, Wednesday,, August 19, 1970, page 13248.  Please see highlighted verbiage in attachment “TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-3.pdf.”
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QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-4:

In the Sempra Rebuttal, Chapter 1, witness Morrow states on page 10, lines 6-9:  “The burden is on those recommending a penalty to provide evidence that the costs incurred were due to serious utility misconduct in the face of clear requirements and notice as to the importance of strict compliance.”  In fact, TURN is not recommending a penalty, but rather a disallowance based on the Sempra Utilities’ imprudence.

a. In the quoted sentence, if the word “penalty” were changed to “disallowance for imprudence,” would the rest of the sentence still accurately describe the Sempra Utilities’ position in this case?  If not, what changes would be necessary to accurately capture the Sempra Utilities’ position?

b. If the answer to subpart a is yes, please provide all documents in support of the proposition that:  “The burden is on those recommending a disallowance for imprudence to provide evidence that the costs incurred were due to serious utility misconduct in the face of clear requirements and notice as to the importance of strict compliance.”

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-4:

a. SoCalGas and SDG&E would not word their testimony in the manner suggested by TURN.  SoCalGas and SDG&E acknowledge that disallowance recommendations may, under appropriate circumstances, be subject to a somewhat different evidentiary standard than penalty recommendations.  But a recommendation for a “disallowance” that is in fact a recommendation for a penalty should still be subject to the evidentiary standards described in Mr. Morrow’s testimony.
b. SoCalGas and SDG&E object on the grounds that this request is unreasonably burdensome.  Potentially relevant decisions of the CPUC, courts, and other regulatory jurisdictions are equally available to TURN.  Without waiving this objection, and subject thereto, SoCalGas and SDG&E respond as follows:

Not applicable.  See response (a).

QUESTION  TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-5:

In the Sempra Rebuttal, Chapter 1, Section IV, p. 11, witness Morrow states SCG and SDG&E respectively identified 53 and 14 pipeline segments installed after 1970 that lack complete documentation of a post construction pressure test and that the Sempra Utilities are not seeking cost recovery for the work to either re-test or replace these segments.

a. Please provide the Sempra Utilities’ best estimate of the cost to test or replace these segments, broken out by testing and replacement and expenses and capital costs.  Please provide the workpapers supporting this calculation.

b. Were the costs shown in subpart a excluded from the costs of the Amended PSEP submitted on 12/2/11?

c. Please explain the Sempra Utilities’ reasoning and rationale for not seeking cost recovery for the work to test or replace these segments.

d. Was this information in Chapter 1, Section IV (fn 6) derived from the database shared with DRA (and TURN) in data request response DRA-DAO-16-6?  If not, please provide the database from which the information was derived and explain any discrepancies with the data in the DRA-DAO-16-6 database.

e. Separately for SCG and SDG&E, please identify the total number of transmission pipeline segments installed after 1970.  Please provide the database from which this information was derived if different from the database provide in response to subpart d. Are there any Accelerated Miles associated with these segments? Please provide the Sempra Utilities’ best estimate of the cost to test or replace these Accelerated Miles, broken out by testing and replacement and expenses and capital costs, and provide the workpapers supporting this calculation.  Have these costs to test or replace such Accelerated Miles been excluded from the PSEP?
RESPONSE  TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-5:

a. See the attached spreadsheet for Capital and O&M cost estimates to address the segments referenced in Rebuttal testimony Chapter 1, Section IV, p. 11
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b. Please refer to SoCalGas and SDG&E Rebuttal, Chapter 1, Section IV, p. 11, lines 14-15. 
Our PSEP only relates to facilities constructed prior to 1970.  R.11-02-109 has generally been focused on pre-1970 pipeline (e.g., workshops and comments addressing pre-1970 pipeline issues), and, particularly given the size and scope of the plan we are proposing, we believed that it was appropriate to not include facilities from 1970 and later years in the plan. 
d. The information provided in Chapter 1, Section IV (fn 6) was derived from the same dataset used to create the DRA-DAO-16-6 database.  As stated in Response DRA-DAO-16-8, the database submitted reflects the status of each pipeline as of July 26, 2011.  The mileage identified in the Rebuttal Testimony footnote reflects the status “[a]s of year-end 2011”, which incorporates changes since the July 26th database extract, for instance in the Category of a segment (due to finding additional test records) or in the segment Installation Date.  
e. As reported on the 2011 Annual DOT report to PHSMA, SCG has 1,066 miles and SDG&E 84 miles of Post-1970 pipelines.  Of these 1,150 miles, the database submitted to DRA in response to DRA-DAO-16-6 contains 973 miles of Post-1970.  The remaining miles of Post-1970 are still being researched and have not been categorized.  For Post-1970 mileage the cost is excluded for Category 4 segments (except for certain small footages, as noted in Response DRA-DAO-01-1), but for Category 1 and 2 segments included in the scope of work for project efficiency/continuity reasons, the costs have not been excluded.  Estimates to test or replace these segments have not been developed.
QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-6:

Please identify any documents on which Dr. Montgomery relied for his testimony in Chapter 2 that are not cited in the footnotes in his testimony, and provide copies of all such documents that have not heretofore been made available to the parties in this case.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-6:

In addition to the documents cited in his testimony, Dr Montgomery relied on basic economic principles, his own past research and analysis dealing with regulatory issues, his experience in preparing previous testimony for the CPUC dealing with the Sempra Utilities, and his continuing reading of publications dealing with natural gas and regulation.  Dr. Montgomery is not relying upon any other specific documents.

QUESTION  TURN-TCAP-PSEP- 06-7:

Please provide a copy of the article cited in Dr. Montgomery’s testimony, p. 8, fn. 10.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-7:

The article is copyrighted, and therefore cannot be distributed without the publisher’s consent. The article is available for purchase and the citation is here: Paul L Joskow. Incentive Regulation In Theory And Practice: Electricity Distribution And Transmission Networks Prepared for the National Bureau of Economic Research Conference on Economic Regulation, September 9-10, 2005.

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-8:

Please identify the hourly rate and total compensation that Dr. Montgomery will receive for his testimony
RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-8:

Dr. Montgomery’s time is billed at $700 per hour.  It is currently anticipated that NERA Economic Consulting will charge approximately $75,000 for Dr. Montgomery’s participation in this proceeding.

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-9:

In Chapter 2, p. 9, lines 9-14, Dr. Montgomery states:  “By disallowing costs and providing unfavorable rates of return in selected operational areas, the regulator would encourage minimum capital investment in these areas (so as to minimize the capital on which they collect the subpar returns). These decisions tend to be more costly in the long term. For an illustrative example, consider the switch from innovative generation technologies to more costly conventional ones following the hindsight reviews of the 1970s.12”

a. Other than the article cited in footnote 12, please provide all studies or other documents that support the claim that “these decisions” tend to be more costly in the long term.

b. Please provide the article cited in footnote 12 (Lyon).

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-9:

SoCalGas and SDG&E object on the grounds that this request is unnecessarily burdensome to the extent that it seeks to have the utilities or Dr. Montgomery conduct research to determine if there are other studies or documents not cited by Dr. Montgomery that might support Dr. Montgomery’s position.  Such information is equally available to TURN.  Without waiving these objections and subject thereto, SoCalGas and SDG&E respond as follows:

a. Please see Response to Question 06-06 above.

b. The article is copyrighted, and therefore cannot be distributed without the publisher’s consent. The article is available for purchase and the citation is here: Lyon, T.P.  (1995) “Regulatory Hindsight Review and Innovation by Electric Utilities”, Journal of Regulatory Economics, 7:233-254.

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-10:

Please provide the article cited in Chapter, 2, p. 14, fn. 23 (Guthrie).

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-10:

The article is copyrighted, and therefore cannot be distributed without the publisher’s consent. The article is available for purchase and the citation is here: Guthrie, G., (2006) “Regulating Infrastructure: The Impact on Risk and Investment”, Journal of Economic Literature, V. 44, December, pp. 925-972.

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-11:

In Chapter 2, pp. 11-12, Dr. Montgomery cites Bluefield and other takings law cases.

a. Does Dr. Montgomery believe that the limits on regulatory authority discussed in those cases apply when the regulator finds that either penalties or disallowances for imprudence are warranted?  If the answer is yes, provide citations to all cases that support this position.

b. Do the Sempra Utilities believe that the limits on regulatory authority discussed in those cases apply when the regulator finds that either penalties or disallowances for imprudence are appropriate?  If the answer is yes, provide citations to all cases that support this position.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-11:

a. SoCalGas and SDG&E object on the grounds that this request is unnecessarily burdensome to the extent that it seeks to have the utilities or Dr. Montgomery conduct research to determine if there are other studies or documents not cited by Dr. Montgomery that might support Dr. Montgomery’s position.  Such information, to the extent it exists, is equally available to TURN.  Without waiving these objections and subject thereto, SoCalGas and SDG&E respond as follows: 

The cases affirm that rates must be sufficient to yield a reasonable return in order to align the future incentives of the utility with customer priorities. This includes provision for full recovery of all reasonable costs. In view of these well-established precedents, the regulator determines whether penalties or disallowances are warranted.
b. SoCalGas and SDG&E object on the grounds that this request is unnecessarily burdensome to the extent that it seeks to have the utilities or Dr. Montgomery conduct research to determine if there are other studies or documents not cited by Dr. Montgomery that might support Dr. Montgomery’s position.  Such information is equally available to TURN.  Without waiving these objections and subject thereto, SoCalGas and SDG&E respond as follows: 

SoCalGas and SDG&E concur with and support Dr. Montgomery’s views on this topic.  Please see Dr. Montgomery’s testimony and Response #11(a) above.

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-12:

Regarding the statement in Chapter 2, p. 16, lines 7-11 that intervenors’ proposals would cause an “unambiguous cost increase” for ratepayers:

a. Provide any quantitative analyses Dr. Montgomery or the Sempra Utilities performed that support this conclusion.

b. In order to reach this conclusion, did Dr. Montgomery or the Sempra Utilities conduct any quantitative analyses comparing the cost decrease for ratepayers from the disallowances proposed by intervenors with any alleged cost increases for ratepayers that Dr. Montgomery claims (p. 16, lines 12-14) would result from increased financing costs?  If so, please provide any such analyses.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-12:

a. The cost increase to the ratepayers is the probable result of the course of action proposed by the intervenors, as described in Chapter 2. As stated in Chapter 2, p. 17, “The economic link between risk and rate of return is well established. Simply put, it is necessary to offer higher returns to compensate investors for an investment with additional risk.” Intervenors’ proposals directly result in higher risks associated with new capital investment projects in California, which results in higher borrowing costs for the utilities, which results in a cost increase to ratepayers. These are basic economic principles that are part of Dr. Montgomery’s field of expertise, and no quantitative analysis is required to support this robust qualitative conclusion.

b. No.

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-13:

Regarding the assertions on pp. 17-18 of Chapter 2 that intervenors’ proposals would increase utility borrowing costs and rates borne by ratepayers:

a. Has Dr. Montgomery estimated the amount by which utility borrowing costs and/or customer rates would increase if TURN’s proposal were adopted?  If so, provide the estimate and all supporting workpapers and analysis.

b. Has Dr. Montgomery estimated the amount by which utility borrowing costs and/or customer rates would increase if any other intervenor’s proposal were adopted?  If so, provide the estimate and all supporting workpapers and analysis.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-13:

a. As described above and in Chapter 2, the conclusion that costs and rates will increase is unavoidable when applying the fundamentals of economics to the Intervenors’ proposals. Estimation of the amount of borrowing cost and rate increase depends on a multitude of factors beyond the scope of this discussion.
b. No.
QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-14:

Please identify the hourly rate and total compensation that Mr. Tenley will receive for his testimony.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-14:

Mr. Tenley’s rate of compensation is $250 per hour.  Mr. Tenley spent 4:45 on the preparation of his testimony.  This does not include time spent in the preparation of responses to data requests and time that may be spent in preparation for, and appearance at, hearings. 

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-15:

Regarding the statement of Mr. Tenley in Chapter 3, p. 5, lines 16-17 that “With respect to the subject of test records, it was commonly understood among regulators that safety records, including test records, might be missing given the passage of time and other intervening events.”

a. Please specifically identify the “regulators” and/or regulatory agencies to which this sentence refers.

b. Please provide all decisions, rulings, orders or other official statements -- of which the Sempra Utilities are aware -- of a regulatory agency indicating that it was acceptable or appropriate for a pipeline operator to fail to create or retain a record of a post-construction pressure test for pipeline installed in 1955 or later.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-15:

a. The reference to “regulators” refers to the officials of the Office of Pipeline Safety which at the time referenced was under the precursor to PHMSA, the Research and Special Programs Administration.  “Regulators” would include myself, and those directly under my authority who promulgated and enforced the federal safety regulations governing the pipeline transportation of natural gas, codified at 49 CFR Part 192.  These would include the five regional directors, including one in Denver, Colorado who was responsible for pipeline operations in California.

b. SoCalGas and SDG&E object on the grounds that this request is unnecessarily burdensome to the extent that it seeks to have the utilities conduct legal research to find the referenced documents.  Such information is equally available to TURN.  Without waiving these objections and subject thereto, SoCalGas and SDG&E respond as follows: Please see the detailed discussion of document retention requirements in Chapter 5 of our rebuttal testimony, and the legal and regulatory support discussed therein.  See also D.11-06-017, mimeo, at 28 (Finding of Fact No. 6) (“Natural gas transmission pipelines placed in service prior to 1970 were note [sic] required to be pressure tested, and were exempted from then-new federal regulations requiring such tests.”)
QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-16:

Please identify by citation to testimony each of the “several intervenors” who “have provided testimony that suggests that natural gas pipeline operators should have ‘traceable, verifiable, and complete’ records . . .. “  Chapter 3, p. 7, lines 19-20.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-16:

See footnote one in the Testimony of George Tenley (Chapter 3, page 4 of the Rebuttal Testimony of SoCalGas and SDG&E).

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-17:

Regarding the passage in Chapter 3, beginning on p. 10, line 10 and continuing through p. 11, line 12:

a. Is it the Sempra Utilities’ contention that shareholders bear the expense of expenditures for “industry standards development”, “crisis support”, and “best practices”?  If so, please specifically identify the types of expenditures that are funded by shareholders (not ratepayers) and explain in detail the mechanism by which the Sempra Utilities ensure that such expenditures are not recovered in rates.  

b. Please provide any documents on which Mr. Tenley relied for the statement that “it is shareholders who bear the expense of . . . industry standards development, crisis support . . ., and best practices.”

c. Please state whether SCG’s contributions to Pipeline Research Council International (PRCI) have been funded by shareholders or by ratepayers.  If the Sempra Utilities contend that such contributions have been funded by shareholders, please explain in detail the mechanism by which the Sempra Utilities have ensured that such expenditures have not been recovered in rates.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-17:

a. No.  The statement cited by TURN regarding shareholders bearing the expense for the referenced activities is inaccurate and will be revised.  Although certain portions of the referenced activities (e.g., Japanese earthquake assistance) may not have found their way into rates, the costs referenced by Mr. Tenley, including PRCI membership, are generally paid for by ratepayers.  SoCalGas and SDG&E appreciate TURN recognizing and pointing out this inaccuracy, and we apologize for any inconvenience or extra work it may have caused. 
b. See response 6-17(a) above.
c. See response 6-17(a) above. 

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-18:

Is Mr. Stewart being compensated for his testimony?  If so, please identify the hourly rate and total compensation that Mr. Stewart will receive for his testimony.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-18:

Mr. Stewart is being compensated for his testimony at an hourly rate of $300.  Total compensation to date is $6,000, with expected total of approximately $10,000, depending on subsequent data response requirements and participation in hearings.

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-19:

Regarding the following statements in Chapter 4, p. 6, line 17 to p. 7, line 2:  “Prior to 1955, no recordkeeping requirement even existed. Explanations for documents not retained after that time can be no more than human error, or relocation of offices, merger of companies, misfiling, mislabeling of archive documents, as well as possible fire and water damage. These circumstances are typical throughout the industry and were recognized in the adoption of the “Grandfather Clause” in 1970 in 49 CFR 192.619(c).”

a. Please explain in detail how “these circumstances” were recognized in the adoption of the Grandfather Clause, including specific references to any documents adopting the Grandfather Clause that discuss failure to retain pipeline safety records from 1955 or later.

b. Please provide all decisions, rulings, orders or other official statements -- of which the Sempra Utilities are aware -- of a regulatory agency that support the conclusion that “these circumstances” were recognized in the adoption of the Grandfather Clause.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-19:
a. See Rosenfeld testimony, pages 26-27.

b. See Rosenfeld testimony, pages 26-27.

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-20:

Please provide complete responses to Data Request DRA-DBP-1.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-20
Response to DRA-DPB-01 is attached and will be posted at the following link: http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/R11-02-019.shtml
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QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-21:

Please identify the hourly rate and total compensation that Mr. Rosenfeld will receive for his testimony.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-21:

Mr. Rosenfeld’s compensation will be in accordance with his regular salary as an employee of Kiefner & Associates, Inc. (KAI).  KAI will invoice Sempra on a time and materials basis for preparing written testimony, preparing responses to data requests such as this one, and travelling to and attending testimony as requested by Sempra Energy.  KAI will invoice Sempra for Mr. Rosenfeld’s time at his standard engineering services rate of $210/hour.  Travel expenses will include charges for airfare, hotel, meals, ground transportation, airport parking, mileage, and other reasonable expenses as may be incurred.  Airfare will be coach as available at the time of booking.  It is company policy to mark up travel expenses 5% to cover risk.  KAI cannot predict the total amount to be invoiced at the time of this response.  
QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-22:

Please provide the 1970 version of Subpart J, referenced in Chapter 5, p. 18, lines 6 - 7.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-22:

See following pages.

[image: image4.emf]
[image: image5.emf]

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-23:

Regarding the statement by Mr. Rosenfeld in Chapter 5, p. 19, lines 16-17 that “It would be reasonable to expect that a variety of documents related to the design and construction of a pipeline facility be retained long-term . . ..”

a. Please explain what specific documents Mr. Rosenfeld believes it would be reasonable to expect to be retained long term.

b. Please explain in detail why it would be necessary or useful to retain such documents long-term.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-23:

a. Some documents related to design and construction that might be useful to retain long term, and therefore might be reasonable to expect to be retained, include engineering specifications for the pipeline and other facilities; facility process and instrumentation drawings; purchase orders for line pipe, fittings, valves, vessels, and pressure control equipment; welding specifications; construction inspection records; hydrostatic pressure records; and maps and alignment sheets.

b. Engineering specifications may be useful for future reference when evaluating repairs, pipe replacement, or uprates.  Process and instrumentation drawings may be useful for performing ongoing maintenance of compressor and storage facilities.  Maps and alignment sheets are useful for planning maintenance related activities on the right-of-way.  However, P&I drawings and alignment sheets may be revised for updates, modifications, or repairs to the facility, so original versions are not so important if they have been superseded.  Many of the documents listed above are not essential to operating a pipeline once it has entered service, but many or most of them may be useful later in the life of the system in many situations.  For example, integrity management planning requires an operator to identify integrity threats and perform a risk assessment.  These tasks are facilitated by having thorough data about the pipe materials, pipe sources, inspections, pressure test history, and other historical attributes, but this specific use was not foreseeable prior to 1990.  Some data may be useful where an operator wishes to apply for a waiver from particular regulatory requirements such as location class changes, or where an operator wishes to uprate the pipeline.  Such data may also be useful if the operator wishes to sell a facility.
QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-24:

Regarding the provision of Section 841.417 in ASA B31.1.8 (1955) referenced in Chapter 5, p. 20, lines 8-10, that specifies a life-of-the-facility retention period for type of pressure test fluid and test pressure:

a. Please provide Mr. Rosenfeld’s understanding of the reasons or rationale for this record retention requirement.

b. Please provide all documents or other information on which this understanding is based.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-24:
a. Mr. Rosenfeld does not know the reasons or rationale for the requirement.

b. See response to (a).
QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-25:

Regarding the following statements by Mr. Rosenfeld in Chapter 5, p. 29, lines 9-19:  “In the course of my consulting activities with numerous pipeline operators, I have found that it is not at all uncommon for pipeline operators to have incomplete or inaccurate data about the attributes of portions of their pipeline systems, including specified pipe material grades, specified nominal wall dimensions, seam types, pipe manufacturers, coating types, pressure classes of valves, installation dates, construction specifications, welding procedures, pressure tests, corrosion control data, and operating pressure data. There are many reasons for loss of records including: perceived unimportance, change of facility ownership, fire or other loss event on site, or simple misplacement of paper documents. While the likelihood of gaps in the data increases with age, particularly with systems built prior to 1970, many of those systems were not ‘grandfathered.’ I have encountered data gaps of this nature associated with systems built as recently as 1990.

a. In Mr. Rosenfeld’s opinion, are there any situations in which it would be imprudent or irresponsible for an operator not to make reasonable efforts to safeguard any of the records discussed in the paragraph against losses of the type he describes?  If so, please describe such situations.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-25:

a. Requester has not defined “irresponsible” so I will interpret it to mean an extreme disregard for risk to the public’s safety or the operator’s business.  I cannot think of a situation where a failure to secure original documentation from design or construction is irresponsible.  Engineering design and specifications, regardless of the era, usually followed accepted practices and were subject to review and approval.  Construction and installation was generally subject to inspection to assure compliance to applicable standards as well as proper performance of the construction contract.  Once a facility is in operation, it is unnecessary to refer to original documentation on a frequent basis.  I have encountered situations where lacking specific technical information was extremely inconvenient and ultimately limited an operator’s options, for example with uprates or waiver requests.  An operator must be prepared to demonstrate compliance to regulations, so loss of recent operational records, such as surveys showing the current state of cathodic protection could jeopardize the operator’s ability to demonstrate continued compliance.  That is a situation where poor control of records might show lack of foresight, but that falls short of irresponsible.
QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-26:

Regarding Figure DMS-3 in Chapter 6, p. 12:

a. Please provide the database from which this information was derived.  If that database is different from the database shared with DRA (and TURN) in data request response DRA-DAO-16-6, please explain any discrepancies with the data in the DRA-DAO-16-6 database.  

b. If the database from which Figure DMS-3 was derived is different from the database provide in response to data request 5.d above, please explain the differences in the databases.

c. If DMS-3 was not derived from a database, please provide the supporting document(s) from which it was derived.

d. Please explain why the table does not include any post-1970 miles.  

e. Please provide the supporting documentation that was relied upon for the data in footnotes 17 and 18 on pages 12 and 13.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-26:

a. The Figure DMS-3 in Chapter 6, p.12 was derived from the same dataset used to create the DRA-DAO-16-6 database.  Any small discrepancies can be associated with the nature of the DRA-DAO-16-6 request which consisted of several datasets in order to satisfy the intricate DRA request.  
b. See Response TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-26a.
c. See Response TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-26a.
d. Please refer to Response DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01-02a.
Rebuttal Testimony footnotes 17 and 18 on pages 12 and 13 were derived from the same dataset used to create the DRA-DAO-16-6 database.  

QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-27:

Please provide the “specific guidelines” referenced in Chapter 6, p. 21, line 16.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-27:

The attachment to response TURN-TCAP-PSEP—6-27 is a protected document that is provided to TURN under the non-disclosure agreement it has executed with SoCalGas.

Please see attachment “TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-27.pdf” which is provided separately due the size of the file.
QUESTION TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-28:

Regarding Chapter 6, p. 21, lines 9-12:

a. Is it standard practice with the Sempra Utilities to designate a more conservative default value for pipeline acquired from another operating company for which complete records are unavailable?

b. If so, provide the guidelines or other documentation evidencing such standard practices and indicate the date the practice became a standard practice.

RESPONSE TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-28:

a. Yes, conservative defaults are used when background information is unavailable.  Please refer to SoCalGas/SDG&E Rebuttal Testimony, Chapter 6, page 21, lines 7-9.
The attachment to response TURN-TCAP-PSEP—6-28b is protected document that is provided to TURN under the non-disclosure agreement it has executed with SoCalGas.

b. Please see attachment “TURN-TCAP-PSEP-06-28.pdf.” which is provided separately. This document describes the process that began in the mid-1990’s to standardize the practice of using conservative defaults when background data is unknown as part of the Transmission Integrity Management Program.
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Post 1970 SCG

		Pipeline		Criteria Miles - January CPSD Update Letter				Post 70 Estimates Direct Costs - Capital		Post 70 Estimates Direct Costs - 
O&M

		404		0.00				$357,400

		406		0.00				$330,800

		1018		0.04				$1,594,200

		2000		0.01				Cost not excluded from PSEP (see DRA-DAO-01-1)

		2003		0.12				N/A; install date corrected to be pre-1970

		8107		0.54				N/A; test records discovered

		1003LT2		0.00				N/A; data updated to reflect no longer Cat 4 post-70

		1172BP2ST1		0.00				N/A; replaced as part of a different project

		1172BP2ST3		0.00				N/A; replaced as part of a different project

		1172BP2ST4		0.01				N/A; replaced as part of a different project

		1172BP3		0.01				N/A; replaced as part of a different project

		2001 West		0.01				N/A; test records discovered

		2001 West		0.76				N/A; data updated to reflect Class 1 pre-1970 segment

		235 West		0.00				$332,000

		765-8.24-BO		0.01				N/A; data updated to reflect no longer Cat 4 post-70

		765-8.24-BR		0.00				N/A; data updated to reflect no longer Cat 4 post-70

		765BR4		0.00				$260,800

		30-6200		0.00				$10,350

		30-6209		0.03				$107,000

		30-6292		0.00				$28,400

		30-6543		0.07				$188,100

		30-6543		0.00

		30-6799		0.01				$40,050

		30-6799		0.01

		30-6799BR1		0.00				$10,125

		31-09		0.02

		31-09		0.02

		32-90		0.00				$546,500

		32-90		0.03

		35-10		0.01				N/A; data updated to reflect no longer Cat 4 post-70

		35-22		0.03				N/A; test records discovered

		36-6588		2.14				$3,400,170		$447,296

		36-7-04		0.00				$30,000

		36-9-21		1.53						$300,000

		36-9-21		0.00

		36-9-21BR1		0.00				$38,065

		36-9-09 North		0.08				Estimate not yet available

		36-1002		0.02				$363,346

		37-04		0.05				$205,650

		37-18		0.02				$2,141,550

		37-18		0.01

		37-18		0.03

		37-6180		0.01				$15,600

		41-198		0.00				$303,485

		41-198		0.01

		41-199		0.00

		41-83		0.00				$71,719

		41-84		0.00

		41-201		0.00				N/A; test records discovered

		42-46-F		0.01				N/A; install date corrected to be pre-1970

		42-46-F		0.01

		43-1106		0.04				$87,750

		45-163		0.07						$52,999

				5.82				$10,463,060		$800,295

		Notes:

		Costs have been prorated if the post-70 footage is being combined with the scope of other projects

		Capital expense for Line 36-6588 is to install a secondary feed necessary to facilitate pressure testing

		Line 37-18 replacement includes non-criteria mileage





Post 1970 SDGE

		Pipeline		Criteria Miles - January CPSD Update Letter				Post 70 Estimates Direct Costs - Capital		Post 70 Estimates Direct Costs - 
O&M

		49-11		0.11						$200,000

		49-14		0.30				$1,254,000		$100,000

		49-17		0.00				Estimate not yet available

		49-18		0.18				N/A; test records discovered

		49-18		0.13

		49-19		0.00				Estimate not yet available

		49-20		0.00				$12,500

		49-22		0.00				$161,000

		49-26		0.00				$249,000

		49-26		0.00

		49-28		0.00				$100,000

		49-28		0.00				N/A; test records discovered

		49-29		0.01				$80,000

		49-32		0.20				N/A; test records discovered

				0.95				$1,856,500		$300,000
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OIR ON THE COMMISSION’S OWN MOTION TO ADOPT NEW SAFETY AND RELIABILITY REGULATIONS FOR NATURAL GAS TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION PIPELINES AND RELATED RATEMAKING MECHANISMS                                      (R.11-02-019/A.11-11-002)


(DATA REQUEST DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01)

______________________________________________________________________




QUESTION   DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01-01:


Exhibit Reference: Amended Testimony and Rebuttal Testimony of SoCalGas/SDG&E in A.11-11-002, Chapter 5.

Please provide the following information:

In Rebuttal Testimony, Chapter 5, p. 3, line 17, SoCalGas’/ SDG&E’s witness states:


“My analysis and conclusions are based on a review of various external documents.” This statement is followed by a list of documents “in no particular order.”

a. Please provide copies of all of the documents on page 4 described in the bullets at


lines 4, 6, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 22, and 36.


b. For each conclusion in Chapter 5 which is based on any of the listed documents on


both pages 3 and 4, please identify the conclusion and cite to the document, including the page number and, if applicable, the line number, where support for that conclusion can be found.

RESPONSE   DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01-01:

a. Please provide copies of all of the documents on page 4 described in the bullets


at lines 4, 6, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 22, and 36.


Item 4: GPTC Guide is a copyrighted document that is more than 500 pages long. It is


not attached but can be purchased from the American Gas Association.


Item 6: Hough, 1954 article is attached.


Item 8: Hough, 1955 article is lengthy. Excerpt of cited portion is attached.


Item 10: Jennings, article is lengthy. Excerpt of cited portion is attached.


Item 11: Bergman article, attached.


Item 13: Castaneda and Pratt, item is a copyrighted book in hardcover. 


Item 15: Elder article is attached.


Item 17: McGehee article is attached.


Item 19: Shires and Harrison is a copyrighted document of Gas Technology Institute


(GTI) available from the Technical Toolboxes website (www.ttoolboxes.com). 


Item 22: Kiefner report is a copyrighted document of GTI. Availability is the same as Item 19.


Item 36: AGA white paper is lengthy and available as free download from www.aga.org.


Excerpt of cited portion is attached.


Copies provide in the attached document.
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b. For each conclusion in Chapter 5 which is based on any of the listed documents


on both pages 3 and 4, please identify the conclusion and cite to the document,


including the page number and, if applicable, the line number, where support for


that conclusion can be found.


My conclusions were developed from an analysis as discussed in the testimony, not just


from the cited documents. Individual factual statements in my written testimony cite the


source documents to support them.


Item 4: GPTC Guides of various years were reviewed for language associated with


records accuracy or pertaining to the terms “verifiable, traceable, and complete”. No


such language was discovered in any section discussing records. This supports


Conclusion 4.


Item 6: Hough, 1954 article attached. See mark ups on Page F-2, fourth and fifth


paragraphs. These state that the intent of the 1955 B31.8 was to state what is generally


considered good practice, to serve as a standard that can be incorporated in regulations


by reference, and to improve public safety through voluntary compliance. This supports


Conclusions 1 and 2 that pressure testing and recordkeeping requirements in industry


standards have differed from those in regulations.


Item 8: Hough, 1955 article, excerpts from pages F-9 through F-12 and F32 through F-


35. Page F-10, text as marked, describes the intent of the B31.8 Code as a statement


of generally accepted good practice, not as law, and that other good practices that are


not generally accepted are not included. This supports Conclusions 1 and 2 asserting


that requirements in standards and regulations have differed. Pages F-11 and F-12,


text as marked, express the Code’s intent that requirements for new construction,


including testing and the established MAOP are not applicable to existing installations.


This supports Conclusion 3 concerning the basis for “grandfathered” pipelines. Page F-


32, third paragraph, discusses recordkeeping. It suggests keeping records to provide


evidence of the work done, but expresses no intent that most records be preserved


indefinitely. In fact, it suggests that referring to the specifications under which the


pipeline was built is adequate. This supports Conclusions 2, 3, and 4. Page F-34, third


paragraph and subsequent marked text confirm that the 1955 code adopted significantly


different testing provisions than previously. It confirms that previous testing provisions


were widely interpreted as not requiring any test, and that it was a general practice to


enter pipelines into service without a strength test. This supports Conclusion 1. Page


F-35, second paragraph, marked text confirms that even where pipeline companies


tested with water, their practices varied. This supports Conclusion 1.


Item 10: Jennings document, excerpts from pages 1, 9, 21, and 22 as marked. These


describe Jennings’ opinions, as first Director of the Office of Pipeline Safety, about the


purpose of regulations, the role of NTSB, and the separation between regulation and


industry standards. This supports Conclusions 1 and 2 that pressure testing and


recordkeeping requirements in industry standards have generally differed from those in


regulations. It also supports Conclusion 4 in that NTSB may be the source of


recommendations.


Item 11: Bergman article, attached. See circled paragraphs, pages 1 and 2. These


paragraphs refer to the advent of hydrotesting pipelines to high stress levels using water


in the 1950s, and the gradual adoption of the practice throughout the industry over the 10


years after 1955. Also, noted that company practices varied. This supports Conclusion


1 that testing practices evolved over time and were not uniform throughout the industry.


Item 13: Castaneda and Pratt, discusses


Texas Eastern’s high pressure hydrostatic testing program in 1950 as the first of its


kind. It also discusses the use of pigs for pushing water out of the pipe, a technique


developed by Texas Eastern for those tests. Prior to then, the technique and ability to


carry out such tests did not exist. This supports Conclusion 1 that pressure testing of


pipelines has not always been practiced historically and evolved over time.


Item 15: Elder article is attached. See page 2, 3rd paragraph from bottom, discussing


one of the reasons for the development of the B31.8 standard. See page 5, first full


paragraph describing the regulator’s position concerning the distinction between


regulations and standards. These support Conclusions 1 and 2 asserting that


requirements in standards and regulations have differed.


Item 17: McGehee report, attached. See mark ups on pages E-7, E-8, and E-9. These


discuss early pressure testing practices with gas prior to the development of methods of


hydrostatic testing with water developed in the 1950s. Practices differed among


operators. This supports Conclusion 1 that testing practices developed over time and


differed across the industry.


Item 19: Shires and Harrison, section 4.1, first paragraph


discusses use of pipe mill test as principle strength test on pipe used as a basis for


establishing MAOP in the 1930s. Section 4.5, second paragraph describes difficulties


with using water for pressure testing in early years. Third paragraph describes hazard


of testing with gas to high stress levels. Fourth paragraph identifies Texas Eastern with


initiating practice of testing pipelines with water. This supports Conclusion 1 that


pressure testing of pipelines has not always been practiced historically and evolved


over time.


Item 22: Kiefner report, detailed discussion of references omitted.


Mark ups on pages 4-2 through 4-5 discuss history of pressure testing. This supports


Conclusion 1 that pressure testing was not always practiced historically and that


practices evolved.


Item 36: AGA white paper, excerpt. This document was listed as a reference but not


actually cited within the text of the testimony. Excerpted pages 1 and 2 are attached,


relevant parts as marked. The marked text attests to the confusion on the part of the


industry as to the intent and means to comply with the terms “traceable, verifiable, and


complete”. It also confirms that there were no stated requirements for recordkeeping


relative to the MAOP while acknowledging that regulators could expect operators to


justify the MAOP. Finally, it notes that once an MAOP has been established by a


method as provided for in regulations, documents could have been lost, but since the


MAOP was already established there would be no reason to revisit the issue. This


supports Conclusion 2 that recordkeeping requirements evolved over time but lacked


specificity until more recently. It also supports Conclusion 4 that the terms “traceable,


verifiable, and complete” are new requirements.

QUESTION   DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01-02:


On Footnote 16 on page 18 of SoCalGas/SDG&E Amended Testimony,


SoCalGas/SDG&E state that the proposed PSEP does not include any costs for testing or replacing pipelines constructed post-1970.


a. What is the basis for excluding these costs in the PSEP?

b. If these costs are not included in the PSEP, what is the source of these funds?

c. Is SoCalGas/SDG&E legally required to exclude these costs in its PSEP? Please


explain your response.

d. Has SoCalGas/SDG&E been instructed by anyone at the Commission to exclude


these costs, and if so, who from the Commission provided this instruction?

RESPONSE   DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01-02:


a. Current Federal regulations have required subpart J compliant pressure testing and record keeping since 1970, but application of this modern pressure testing and recordkeeping standard to “grandfathered” pipelines represents a new requirement per D.11.06-017.  Page 20 of the Decision covers the new requirement to apply modern pressure testing standards to “grandfathered” pipeline segments:


“Specifically, no later than August 26, 2011, respondents SDG&E, SoCalGas, Southwest Gas Corporation and PG&E shall file and serve their respective proposed Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline Comprehensive Pressure Testing Implementation Plan (Implementation Plan) to comply with the requirement that all in-service natural gas transmission pipeline in California has been pressure tested in accord with 49 CFR 192.619, excluding subsection 49 CFR 192.619 (c).”

SoCalGas/SDG&E have interpreted that scope of recovery for the PSEP should apply to the new requirement, and as such are not requesting recovery for testing or replacing pipelines installed under modern Federal regulations.  

b. Please refer to data request Response SCGC-TCAP-PSEP-15.6, 1st Revision 061512.  

c. SoCalGas/SDG&E do not believe there is a legal requirement to exclude costs for pressure testing or replacing pipelines constructed post-1970 in the PSEP.  Please refer to Response DRA-DBP-TCAP-PSEP-01-02a for our interpretation of the scope of PSEP recovery.


d. No


1
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Title 49— TRANSPORTATION

Chapter l—Huzardous Materials Reg-

vlations Board, Department of
Transportation .
[Docket OPS-3]

PART 190—INTERIM MINIMUM FED-
ERAL SAFETY STANDARDS FOR THE
TRANSPORTATION OF NATURAL
AND OTHER GAS BY PIPELINE

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

Establishment of Minimum Standards

This amendment establishes a new
Part 192 in Title 49, Code of Fedéral Reg-
wulations, containing the minimum Fed-
eral safety standards for the transporta-
tion of gas and for pipeline facilities used
for this transportation.

The Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act
was enacted on August 12, 1968, It re-
quired the Secretary of Transportation
to adopt, within 3 months, the then exist-
ing State safety standards for gas pipe-
lines as interim regulations and to estab-
lish, within 24 months, minimum Federal
safety standards, The interim standards
were issued on November 7, 1968, as Part
190 of Title 49 of the Code of Federal
Regulations and became effective on De~
cember 13, 1968. With the adopfion of
these minimum Federal standards in
Part 192, the interim standards are no
longer necessary. Therefore, the interim
standards are revoked on the date that
Part 192 becomes effective, except for
those provisions applicable to design, in-
stallation, construction, initial inspec-
tion, and initial testing of new pipelines
which will remain in effect until March
18, 1971,

These regulations were proposed in the
following notices of proposed rulemaking
issued between November 14, 1969, and
June 10, 1970:

OPS Notice 69-3, 34 F.R. 185686,
OPS Notice 710-1, 35 F.R. 1112,
OPS Notice 70-2, 35 F\R. 9237.
OPS Notice 70-3, 35 F\R, 4413.
OPS3 Notice 70-4, 35 FR. 5012,
OPS Notice 70-5, 36 F.R. 5482,
OPS Notice 70-6, 35 F.R. 5724.
OPS Notice 70-7, 35 F\R, 5713,
OPS Notice 70-11, 35 F.R. 9293.

This amendmen$ does not include the
requirements on corrosion confrol (Sub-
part I) which were proposed in g notice
published in the FeperaL REGISTER on
May 6, 1970 (35 F.R, 2127). Final action
on that notice will be taken after the
comments that were received on the no-
tice and at the public hearing that was
held on July 20, 1970, have been analyzed,

Part 192 differs in many respects from
the notices upon which it is based, Some
changes were made for consistency in
terminology and format. Others involve
the moving of requirements from one
section to another, or from one subpart
to another, for better organization.

+

’

RULES AND REGULATIONS

Many sections were renumbered, par-
ticularly in Subparts C, D, I, and M. Even
numbered sections and blocks of sections
between subparts were left blank to ac<
commodate additional sections in fufure
rulemaking actions.

Some changes are substantive in na-
ture and are based both on the com-

ments received on the notices (over 500

separate comments totaling over 2,500
pages were received and the recommen-
dations of the Technical Pipeline Safety
Standards Committee, Each of these
changes is within the general scope of
the notice on which it was based,

This is & major rulemaking action
dealing with 2 highly technical subject
in which many requirements are inter-
dependent, Since the entire project was
accomplished in less than 9 months from
the first notice to the final rule, some of
the changes may create problems in in-
terpretation and compliance, Interested
persons should inform the Office of Pipe-
line Safety In writing of any such prob-
lems, so that a determination can be
made as to whether a correcting or clar-
ifying amendment should be issued be-
fore the effective date of the particular
requirement,

In addition to the many comments on
the proposals which have been reflected
in this final rule, & number of comment-
ers recommended additional require-
ments to supplement present require-
ments or to cover areas not presently.
covered, Since many of these recommen-
dations were beyond the scope of the
proposed regulations, they could not be
included in this final rule. However, these
recommendations will be considered as
petitions for rulemaking and many will
be the subject of future rulemaking
actions.

A large number of the comments were
directed to areas of overall effect, such
as the determination of maximum allow-
able operating pressure, the definition of
“class location”, and the defermination
and effect of a change in class location.
These general subjects are discussed in
detall below, All other significant changes
and comments are discussed in g subpart
b tion by section, ana
107 macimum alloweb
operating pressure. As proposed in the
notice, maximuni™ allowable operating
pressure would have been limited to the
lowest of a designated sevies of pressures.
Two of the designated pressures were (1)
the design pressure in the weakest ele-
ment; in the pipeline system, and (2) the
pressure obtained by dividing the pres-
sure to which the pipeline was tested
after construction by the factor for the
appropriate class location.

Since some pipelines have been oper-
ated above 72 percent of specified mini~
mum yield strength (the highest design
stress allowed by Part 192) and since
many were tested to no more than 50
pounds above maximum allowable op-
erating pressure, these proposed require~
ments would have required a reduction of

operating pressures in those pipelines.
In aletter to the Office of Pipeline Safety,
the Federal Power Commission stated
(Note: the section numbers are those
used in the notice) ¢

’ Seotion 192.617 establishes maximum al=
lowable operating pressure for exlsting steol
pipelines, Several limitations aro Hsted with
paragraph (a) providing, “No person may
operate s steel or plastic pipeline or main
at & pressure that exceeds the lowest of the
following.” Paragraph (a) (2) (i) is & tablo
that requires applying o faotor related to
test pressure to establish the maximum al-
lowable operating pressure, This table pro=
vides that in Olass 1 locations the maximum
sllowable operating pressure cannot exceecd
the test pressure divided by 1.1 and in Olasy
2 locations g factor of 1.26.

Presumably these Iimlts were established
to relate to the requiremonts for testing pros-
ently contained in the Interim Fedoral Safoty
Standards which are essentinlly tho same a8’
those in ANSI B31.8-1968,

The proposed regulation does no$ recognize
that the B31.8 Code did not establish thoge
minimum test levels until 1952, Prior to that
time, between 1935 and 19561, the predecessor

Code, B31, required only that a pipcline be
tested to a pressure 50 p.s.d.g In oxcess of the
proposed maximum operating pressure.
There are thousands of miles of jurlsdio~
tlonal interstate pipelines installed prior to
1052, in compliance with the thon exlsting
codes, which could not continue to opernte
at thelr present pressure levels and be In
compliance with proposed section 192.617.
This Commission has reviewed the oporat-
ing record of the interstate pipoline com-

panies and has found no evidence that would
ndicate a material increase in safety would
result from requiring wholesale reductions
in the pressure of existing pipelines which
have been proven capable of withstanding
jpresent operating pressures through aotual
joperation.

If it is the intention of the Office of Plpe-
line Safety to require the retesting of all
existing pipelines to the higher standards
proposed In sectlon 192.617, it 13 our sug~
gestion that this sectlon be rovised to permit
the development of an orderly testing pro-
gram that will allow the jurisdictional pipe~
Iine companies the necessary time to obtain
from this Commission such cortificate au-
thorizatlons as may be necessary.

In view of the statements made by the
Federal Power Commission, and the fact
that this Department does not now have
enough information to determine thab
existing operating pressures are unsafe,
a “grandfather” clause has heen included
in the final rule to permit continued op-
eration of pipelines at the highest pres-
sure to which the pipeline had been sub-
jected during the 5 yeaprs preceding
July 1, 1970.

The uprating requirements in Subpart
K apply when an operator wants to es-
tablish & maximum allowable operating
pressure higher than the highest actual
operating pressure to which the pipeline
was subjected in these 5 years, This will
prevent an operator from using a theo-
retical maximum allowable operating
pressure which may have been deter«
mined under some formuls used 20, 30, or
40 years ago. .

Changes in class location.,
| proposed that confirmation or revision of

{ maximum allowable operating pressure,
| due to a change in class location, must

be accomplished within 60 days of the
date when the operator has notice that
such. a change has oceurred. The notice
requested specific comment on the pro-
posed 60-day period, since the B31.8 Code
provisions upon which this proposal was
based did not contain a specific time
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