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The Integrity Management Program (IMP) document is divided into major section headings as
reflected in the Table of Contents. Each section represents a required program element or
other significant function or activity of the IMP.

The first page of each section reflects the contents of the section under the heading “In This
Section”. A list of PHMSA (OPS) inspection protocols referenced within the section is also
provided on the first page. These “Referenced Protocols” have been used and referenced to
ensure compliance with 49 CFR Part 192 Subpart O — Gas Transmission Pipeline Integrity
Management, as well as to assist regulatory agencies in their review of this document.

A comprehensive regulatory Cross Reference Table has been provided in Appendix 1-A. It
cross references the regulations and regulatory inspection protocols listed below to ensure that
all requirements have been considered and addressed in the IMP document. This regulatory
reference is part of the overall Quality Assurance Process [Refer to Section 15].

* Written IMP Section Reference
®* Regulatory Reference — CFR Part 192 — Subpart O
* PHMSA (OPS) Inspection Protocol Document

This section, Section 1, provides an introduction to the IMP and its regulatory applicability. This
IMP framework was developed in accordance with the requirements of the Department of
Transportation’s (DOT) Integrity Management Rule, 49 CFR Part 192 Subpart O — Gas
Transmission Pipeline Integrity Management (Referred to as “Subpart O” and provided in
Appendix 1-C).

This IMP document is applicable to Louisville Gas & Electric / Kentucky Utilities (the company)
and subsidiary companies named herein.

Louisville Gas and Electric Company (PHMSA Operator Identification Number 11824)
Kentucky Utilities Company (PHMSA Operator Identification Number 30054)

These operators will collectively be referred to as “the company” throughout the remainder of
the document. An overview of the natural gas systems is available within the company’s
Geographic Information System (GIS.)

This section describes the process used to develop the overall structure of the IMP as well as
the topics listed in each section. It is intended to provide additional insight into the logic and
methods used to ensure compliance with the Pipeline Integrity Management rule.
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The overall structure of the IMP was an iterative process which considered several factors and
sources of information. The process started with a review of the following key information
sources to develop a Table of Contents:

* Required Program Elements (§192.911)

* Natural Gas Integrity Management Flow Charts — PHMSA (OPS) website
* (Gas Pipeline Integrity Inspection Protocols (Topical Index Listing)

¢ ASME B31.8S Managing System Integrity of Gas Pipelines

From these sources, the IMP was divided into logical topics or break points that became
sections within the IMP. These sections were then mapped to show the overall flow, process,
and inter-relationships of each section within the IMP. This map became the “Map of the IMP”
as reflected in Section 1.1. It distinguishes between those sections that are “activity related”
versus those that are “guidance documents” for the overall IMP.

Having completed the process Map of the IMP on a macro level, additional detail was
developed for each section on a micro level. Each “activity related” section was mapped to
reflect the process within the section as well its overall relationship to the Map of the IMP. In
addition, using the regulations of Subpart O, PHMSA (OPS) flow charts, PHMSA (OPS)
Inspection Protocols, and ASME B31.8S, a more detailed table of contents was developed for
each section. The table of contents is reflected on the first page of each section under “In This
Section”.

The 107" Congress passed bill H.R. 3609 known as the “Pipeline Safety Improvement Act of
2002” into law on December 17, 2002. Upon passing the bill into law, it became Public Law
107-355 and can be found in its entirety at https://www.govinfo.gov/.

The Pipeline Safety Improvement Act of 2002 introduces several new requirements for Pipeline
Operators including those specifically addressing Pipeline Integrity Management. Section 14 of
the Act titled “Risk Analysis and Integrity Management Programs for Gas Pipelines” mandates
several new pipeline integrity related requirements. Among these requirements are the
following:

* Each Operator shall adopt and implement a written Integrity Management Program

* The [DOT] Secretary (Office of Pipeline Safety) shall issue regulations prescribing standards
within 12 months of the date of enactment [December 17, 2003].

* The regulations shall require an Operator to conduct a risk analysis and adopt an Integrity
Management Program within 24 months of the date of enactment [December 17, 2004].

* Each Operartor of a gas pipeline facility shall begin a baseline integrity assessment within
18 months of the date of enactment [June 17, 2004].

* The Operator shall complete a baseline integrity assessment within 10 years of the date of
enactment [December 17, 2012], with 50 percent of such facilities being assessed within 5
years of the date of enactment [December 17, 2007].
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The pipeline integrity regulations of 49 CFR Part 192 Subpart O, prescribe the minimum
requirements for an IMP on any gas transmission pipeline covered under 49 CFR Part 192.
These pipelines are defined in part 192.3 “Definitions” as follows:

“Transmission Line means a pipeline, other than a gathering line, that:

(a) Transports gas from a gathering line or storage facility to a distribution center,
storage facility, or large volume customer that is not downstream from a distribution
center;

(b) Operates at a hoop stress of 20 percent or more of SMYS; or
(c) Transports gas within a storage field.

A large volume customer may receive similar volumes of gas as a distribution center,
and includes factories, power plants, and institutional users of gas.”

However, the pipeline integrity regulations of 49 CFR Part 192 Subpart O do not include those
pipelines classified as Gathering or Distribution Lines. Per 192.3 a Gathering Line “means a
pipeline that transports gas from a current production facility to a transmission line or main.”
The pipelines within LG&E storage fields commonly called “gathering lines” by company
employees are not gathering lines by this definition, but are transmission lines because they
transport gas within a storage field.

To determine which segments of a gas pipeline transmission system are covered by 49 CFR
Part 192 Subpart O, an Operator must identify its high consequence areas (HCA).

Regulatory jurisdiction may reside with a state or local pipeline safety authority when a covered
segment is located in a state where PHMSA (OPS) has an interstate agent agreement in place.

1-5 Attachment to Response to AG Q252
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Figure 1-2: Regulatory Applicability

1.6.1 Steel Transmission Pipelines

For gas transmission pipelines constructed of steel, all sections of Subpart O must be

considered for their applicability.

1.6.2 Low Stress Pipelines - Less Than 30% SMYS

For gas transmission pipelines operating at less than 30% Specified Minimum Yield Stress
(SMYS), all sections of Subpart O must be considered for their applicability. However, the
following paragraphs contain requirements that are specific to transmission pipelines operating
at less than 30% SMYS.

192.935(d) Preventive and Mitigative Measures Ref. IMP Section 12
192.939(b) Reassessment Intervals Ref. IMP Section 13
192.941 Low Stress Reassessment Ref. IMP Section 13

1.6.3 Plastic Transmission Pipelines

For gas transmission pipelines constructed of plastic, only the following sections apply.

192.917 Threat Identification Ref. IMP Section 4
192.921 Baseline Assessment Plan Ref. IMP Section 8
192.935 Preventive and Mitigative Measures Ref. IMP Section 12
192.937 Continual Evaluation and Reassessment Ref. IMP Section 13
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The pipeline integrity regulations of 49 CFR Part 192 Subpart O provide for two types of
Integrity Management Programs:

* Prescriptive Approach
* Performance Based Option [§192.913]
Prescriptive Approach

The prescriptive approach must conform to the requirements of 49 CFR Part 192 Subpart O
without deviation. This approach includes those minimum requirements incorporated by
reference in ASME B31.8S and NACE RP 0502-2002. Operators shall not deviate from
timeframes for reassessment without PHMSA (OPS) granting a formal waiver [§192.943]. The
company uses this approach for the basis of its IMP.

Performance Based Option [§192.913]

Under this approach the Operator may deviate from certain requirements provided exceptional
performance can be demonstrated under its Integrity Management Program by having a
performance-based program that meets or exceeds the performance based requirements of
ASME B31.8S and includes at a minimum the following elements:

* A comprehensive Process for risk analysis;
* All risk factor data used to support the program;
* A comprehensive data integration process;

* A Procedure for applying lessons learned from assessment of covered pipeline segments to
pipeline segments not covered by this subpart;

* A Procedure for evaluating every incident, including its cause, within the operator’s sector of
the pipeline industry for implications both to the operator’'s pipeline system and to the
operator’s integrity management program;

* A performance matrix that demonstrates the program has been effective in ensuring the
integrity of the covered segments by controlling the identified threats to the covered
segments;

* Annual performance measures beyond those required in 8192.945 that are part of the
Operator's performance plan. An Operator must submit these measures, by electronic or
other means, on an annual frequency to PHMSA (OPS) in accordance with §192.951; and

* An analysis that supports the desired integrity reassessement interval and the remediation
methods to be used for all covered segments.

Once an operator has demonstrated that it has satisfied the requirements of §192.913(b), the
operator may deviate from the prescriptive requirements of ASME/ANSI B31.8S and of this
subpart only in the following instances:

* Time frame for reassessment as provided in 8192.939 except that reassessment by some
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method allowed under this subpart (e.g., confirmatory direct assessment) must be carried
out at intervals no longer that seven years[8192.913 (c)(1)];

* Time frame for remediation as provided in §192.933 if the operator demonstrates the time
frame will not jeopardize the safety of the covered segment. [§192.913 (c)(2)]

The following terms are used in the integrity management regulations and the definitions
provided below will apply throughout the document.

1.8.1 Integrity Management Program (IMP)

As used in this document, an Integrity Management Program (IMP) is a set of documents that
collectively will systematically define, control, and implement the requirements for Integrity
Management. It will be developed to take advantage of existing company policies, procedures,
plans, and programs whenever practical. The IMP addresses the requirements, processes,
plans, schedules, and activities of Integrity Management. An IMP is “process focused” and
contains the following required elements as indicated in §192.911.

HCA Identification

Baseline Assessment Plan

Threat Identification

Direct Assessment Plan, if applicable
Remediation

Continual Evaluation and Assessment
Confirmatory Direct Assessment
Preventive and Mitigative Measures
Performance Plan

Record Keeping

Management of Change

Quality Assurance

Communication Plan

Submittals to Regulatory Agencies
Minimizing Environmental & Safety Risks
Newly Identified High Consequence Areas

1.8.2 Plans

A Plan is a written approach or methodology that defines who, what, where, when, and how a
specific activity will be conducted. It is used to provide consistent implementation,
accountability, documentation, and performance measurements. A plan should address the
following:

* Responsibilities
* Required Activities

1-8 Attachment to Response to AG Q252
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* |ocations
* Schedules

* Processes and Procedures

The requirements of 49 CFR 192.911 refers to the following plans.

* Baseline Assessment Plan
* Direct Assessment Plan

* Performance Plan

¢ Communications Plan

1.8.3 IMP Framework

An IMP Framework is an initial or basic form of the IMP that describes the following:

* The process for implementing each required IMP element;
* How relevant decisions are made and by whom;
* Atime line for completing the work to complete each Program element; and

* How information gained from the experience will be continuously incorporated into the
Program.

The IMP Framework is intended to be developed from its initial form into a more mature
program over time. The expected degree of maturity for individual elements of the IMP
Framework depends on the required timing for the particular program elements. Activities that
must be completed earlier such as HCA Identification should reflect a more mature program
than later activities such as Continual Evaluation and Reassessments. The company must
make continuous improvements to the initial IMP Framework so that it evolves into a more
detailed and comprehensive IMP.

1.8.4 49 CFR Part 192 Subpart O - Definitions

Several other terms and definitions are introduced in 49 CFR Part 192 Subpart O. These terms
are listed below along with the section of the document that discusses them in more detail.

¢ High Consequence Area Section 3
¢ |dentified Site Section 3
e Potential Impact Radius Section 3
e Potential Impact Circle Section 3
e Covered Segment or Covered Pipeline Segment Section 3
e Assessment Section 6
e Direct Assessment Section 7
e Confirmatory Direct Assessment Section 7
1-9 Attachment to Response to AG Q252
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¢ Discovery of Condition Section 10

¢ Remediation

Section 10

Additional industry terms, definitions and acronyms are listed in Appendix 1-B of this

document.

1.9.1 Congressional Mandates

The Pipeline Safety Improvement Act of 2002 introduced several new requirements for Pipeline
Operators including those specifically addressing Pipeline Integrity Management. The following
requirement is listed in the Pipeline Safety Improvement Act of 2002, but is not listed in 49 CFR
Part 192 Subpart O — Pipeline Integrity Management.

June 17, 2004

Section 14 of the Pipeline Safety Improvement Act of 2002 titled “Risk
Analysis and Integrity Management Programs for Gas Pipelines”
mandates several pipeline integrity related requirements. Among these
requirements are the following:

e Each Operator of a gas pipeline facility shall begin a baseline integrity
assessment within 18 months of the date of enactment [June 17,
2004].

OPS Advisory Bulletin No. ADB-03-07 [Federal Register Vol. 68, No. 221
November 17, 2003] states:

Prior to June 17, 2004, each operator must have begun to —

e |dentify segments that are located in high consequence areas;

e Integrate available data on those identified segments;

e Prioritize the highest risk segments from available data on those
identified segments; and

e Select the assessment method best suited to assess (pressure-test,
internal inspection device, direct assessment, or alternative method)
each high-risk segment.

An Operator must have begun its preparation to conduct a baseline
assessment on at least one high risk segment that the operator has
already identified. Preparing to conduct a baseline assessment means
that:

e An Operator has scheduled for assessment the segments identified
prior to June 17, 2004; and

e An Operator has started to contract or has entered into a contract with
a tool vendor to assess the identified segments; or

e An Operator has started to assess the first scheduled segment.

1-10 Attachment to Response to AG Q252
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PHMSA (OPS) also considers any of the following actions as meeting the
intent of the statute.

¢ An Operator has installed launchers or receivers for ILI inspections

e An Operator has set up a segment for a pressure test; or

e An Operator has completed the pre-assessment step for Direct
Assessment.

These are not the only actions PHMSA (OPS) will accept, and an
Operator should contact PHMSA (OPS) for any additional clarifications.

1.9.2 Regulatory Requirements

In accordance with the requirements of 49 CFR Part 192 Subpart O — Pipeline Integrity
Management, the following key implementation and compliance dates were to be met by each

Operator.

August 31, 2004

December 17, 2004

An Operator must report to PHMSA (OPS) indicating the company has
begun its preliminary baseline assessments. Thereafter, the semi-annual
reports must be submitted within 2 months of June 30 and December 31
each year. The semi-annual reports were later eliminated and
transmission integrity management data was added to the annual report
for natural gas transmission systems.

An Operator of a covered pipeline segment must develop and follow a
written Integrity Management Program that contains all the elements
described in 8192.911 and that addresses the risks on each covered
transmission pipeline segment.

The initial Integrity Management Program must consist, at a minimum, of
a framework that describes for each of the 16 elements identified in
§192.911:

e The process for implementing each program element

e How relevant decisions will be made and by whom

A schedule for completing the work to implement each program

element

e How the information gained from experience will be continuously
incorporated into the Program.

This framework will evolve into a more detailed and comprehensive
program.

1-11 Attachment to Response to AG Q252

Page 12

of 770
Bellar



NN

-
2 g SECTION 1
<. N\l INTRODUCTION

EFFECTIVE DATE: 12/17/2013

December 17,2004 Complete the initial HCA identification of the pipeline system. Refer to
FAQ 14 on the PHMSA (OPS) Integrity Management website that
indicates all High Consequence Areas (HCAs) must be identified as part
of this initial framework completion.

March 15, 2005 An Operator must submit its first full reporting to PHMSA (OPS) of the 4
overall performance measures.

December 17,2006 An Operator's ability to use a prorated building count to determine High
Consequence Areas expires per §192.903.

December 17,2007 An Operator must assess at least 50% of the covered segments
beginning with the highest risk segments. An Operator must prioritize all
the covered segments for the Baseline Assessment in accordance with
§192.917(c) and paragraph 8192.921(b).

December 17,2009 An Operator must re-assess a covered segment on which a prior
assessment is credited as the Baseline Assessment under 8192.921(e)

December 17,2012 An Operator must complete the Baseline Assessment of all covered
segments.

The IMP Rule attempts to minimize potential interruptions to gas supply by providing an
Operator multiple assessment methods. These methods include Direct Assessment (DA) that
can typically be performed without supply interruptions.

Under 8192.943(a)(2) of the rule an Operator may be able to justify a longer reassessment
period for a covered segment if the Operator demonstrates that it cannot maintain local product
supply if it conducts the reassessment within the required interval, and that a waiver of the
requirement would not threaten pipeline safety. An Operator must seek a formal waiver of the
required reassessment interval.

The IMP Rule references several industry standards that have been incorporated by reference.
Some of these documents are incorporated in total where others have only incorporated specific
referenced sections into the rule.

Should a conflict exist between the rule [49 CFR Part 192 Subpart O] and a referenced industry
standard, the rule shall control in all cases. Also, all “Shall” or “Must” statements in any
referenced portion of an industry standard will be a mandatory requirement under the rule. In
addition, all “Should” statements in any referenced portion of an industry standard will be
considered a recommended practice under the rule. However, if these recommended practices
are not adhered to, the company'’s justification for the decision will be documented.

1-12 Attachment to Response to AG Q252
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This IMP will be reviewed each calendar year as part of the continual improvement process,
with modifications being made as necessary.
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Revision Log

Date Description Revised
By
11/16/2004 Changed NGA logo to LG&E Energy logo MTS
11/16/2004 Changed the work “Manual” to “Integrity MTS
Management Program” or IMP
11/16/2004 Modified Figure 1-1 by eliminating Section 20. MTS
Section 20 is being combined with Section 19
11/16/2004 Deleted all “Note to Operator” MTS
11/16/2004 Formatted text and made minor grammerical changes MTS
11/16/2004 Changed the color of the headings from blue to green PID
11/16/2004 Stated that LG&E Energy will be using the MTS
prescriptive approach for the IMP
11/16/2004 Defined LG&E Energy LLC as the “Company” and MTS/PID
listed its subsidiary companies
11/16/2004 Changed the Pipeline Integrity Management Plan title MTS
in the footer to Integrity Management Program
11/16/2004 Included title block for signatures MTS
11/17/04 Revised Appendix numbers Ico
11/17 Accepted changes to date, saved as new file Ico
revised 11 19 04
11/19/04 11/19/04 Version Approved by Management LCO
5/9/08 Changed Logos, signature blocks, and updated Ico
formats.
5/9/08 Changed LG&E Energy to LG&E/KU and “the Ico
company”
5/9/08 Minor revisions to appendicies Ico
5/9/2008 5/9/2008 Version Approved by Management LCO
6/1/09 Corrected IMP form reference to Form 8-1 for Ico
Protocol B.2e in Appendix 1A
6/2/09 Updated protocol descriptions/No., added and checked JiB
IMP and Regulation numbers to protocols A and B
only
6/8/09 Updated protocol descriptions/No. for protocols C, D, JiB
E,F
6/9/09 Updated remaining protocols/No., checked/added JJB
regulations refs where needed
6/10/09 Checked and added IMP sections where needed JJB
7/20/09 Checked Intro, Appendix 1B Terms-Acro-Def, and JJB
Appendix 1C Gas IMP Rule, made revisions to
Introduction to match 49CFR 192 more closely
10/19/2010 Reviewed the Introduction, 1A, 1B, and 1C and found JJB
no changes to be made
6/13/2011 Changed company logos JJB
11/6/12 Noted that semi-annual performance measures report PJC
has been eliminated and TIMP data has been added to
the annual transmission report.
11/30/2013 Updated regulatory references to post base-line JRG
assessment phase and made general clerical changes.
12/15/2015 Made minor clerical corrections. JRG
11/17/2016 Updated hyperlink and H.R. code reference in section TAD
1.5.
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2 CROSS REFERENCE TABLE
S IMP SECTION-PROTOCOL-REGULATION (AUGUST 2013)
N\ EFFECTIVE DATE: 12/22/2014

\\

7\

7

[\

PPL companies

IMP Sec.

. Regulation | Protocol No. Protocol Description (Version 8/1/2013)

Al A.1 Program Requirements Verify that the methods defined in §192.903 High Consequence Area (1) and/or §192.903 High Consequence
: Avrea (2) are applied to each pipeline for the identification of high consequence areas. [§192.905(a)]

35 3.6 192.905(a) Ala a. Verify the operator’s integrity management program includes documented processes on how to implement methods (1) and (2) in order to
B ) ’ identify high consequence areas. [§192.905(a)
b. Verify that the operator’s process requires that the method used for each portion of the pipeline system be documented. [§192.905(a)]
3.6.2, Form 8-1 192.905(a) A.lb
) c. Verify that the operator’s integrity management program includes system maps or other suitably detailed means documenting the pipeline
Form8-1, GIS 192.905(2) Ale segment locations that are located in high consequence areas. [8192.905(a)
Archived BAB . . . I A —
From 12-17- 192.907 A1d d. Review HCA records to verify that the operator completed identification of pipeline segments in high consequence areas by December 17,
2004 192.911(a) ) 2004. [8§192.907, and §192.911(a)]
A2 A.2 Potential Impact Radius Verify that the definition and use of potential impact radius for establishment of high consequence areas meets
: the requirements of §192.903. [§192.905(a)]
a. Verify that the operator’s formula for calculation of the potential impact radius is consistent with §192.903 requirements (r = 0.69* (p*d?)*®)
192.903 and that the pressure used in the formula is based on maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP).
332,335,36 192.905(a) A2a i.  For gases other than natural gas, verify that the operator has documented processes for the use of ASME B31.8S-2004, Section
B31.85-2004, 3.2 3.2 to calculate the impact radius formula. [§192.903 Potential Impact Radius, §192.905(a)
b. In cases where potential impact circles are used to identify high consequence areas, verify that the program requires that high consequence
335 362 192.903 A2b areas include the area extending axially along the length of the pipeline from the outermost edge of the first potential impact circle to the

outermost edge of the last contiguous potential impact circle for those potential impact circles that contain either an identified site or 20 or
more buildings intended for human occupancy. [§192.903 High Consequence Area (3)]

A.3 Identified Sites Verify that the operator’s identification of identified sites includes the sources listed in §192.905(b) for those buildings or
A3 outside areas meeting the criteria specified by §192.903, and that the source of information selected is documented. [8192.903 Identified Sites,
§192.905(b) and §192 Appendix E, 1(c)]
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a. Identified sites must include the following: [§192.903 Identified Sites, §192.905(b)]

i.  Outside areas or open structures occupied by 20 or more people on at least 50 days in any 12 month period (days need not be

consecutive),
192.903 A3a

192.905(hb) ii.  Buildings occupied by 20 or more people on at least 5 days a week for 10 weeks in any 12 month period (days and weeks need
not be consecutive), and

334

iii.  Facilities occupied by persons who are confined, have impaired mobility, or would be difficult to evacuate.

b. Identified sites must be identified using the following sources of information: [§192.905(b)
i.  Information from routine operation and maintenance activities and input from public officials with safety or emergency response
or planning responsibilities
341,342, ii.  Inthe absence of public official input, the operator must use one of the following in order to identify an identified site:
Sﬁcﬁr"fé?.ll’ 192.905(b) A.3D 1. Visible markings such as signs, or
2. Facility licensing or registration data on file with Federal, State, or local government agencies, or

3. Lists or maps maintained by or available from a Federal, State, or local government agency and available to the
general public.

Al A.4 ldentification Using Class Locations (Method 1) If the operator’s integrity management program relies on §192.903 High Consequence
’ Area definition (1) for identification of high consequence areas, verify compliance with the following:

36.1 192.903 Ada a. Verify the integrity management program includes Class 3 and Class 4 piping locations as high consequence areas consistent with the
e ' ’ criteria of §192.5(b)(3) and §192.5(b)(4), and §192.5(c). [§192.903 High Consequence Area (1)(i) and (ii)]
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b. For Class 1 and Class 2 locations with the potential impact radius greater than 660 feet, verify the integrity management program includes
piping locations as high consequence areas if the area within the associated potential impact circle contains 20 or more buildings intended for
human occupancy.[§192.903 High Consequence Area (1)(iii)]
i.  Asan option for PIRs greater than 660 feet, the definition of high consequence area may be based on a prorated building count
for buildings intended for human occupancy within a distance of 660 feet (200 meters) from the centerline of the pipeline as
calculated using the following formula: [§192.903 High Consequence Area (4)]
s 192.903 Adb
R Building Count within 660 feet = 20 x [660 (ft) /PIR (ft)] or
Building Count within 200 meters = 20 x [200 (m) / PIR (m)]?
1. If the option for use of a prorated number of buildings has been used for identification of high consequence areas,
verify that the program acknowledges that use of the prorated allowance is only available to operators until
December 17, 2006. [8192.903 High Consequence Area (4)]
335 36.1 192.903 Adc c. Verify the program includes as a high consequence area, any area in Class 1 and Class 2 piping locations where the potential impact circle
e ' ’ contains an identified site. [§192.903 High Consequence Area (1)(iv)]
A5 A5 Identification Using Potential Impact Radius (Method 2) If the operator’s integrity management program relies on §192.903 High
’ Consequence Area definition (2) for identification of high consequence areas, verify compliance with the following:
a. Verify the integrity management program includes piping locations as high consequence areas if the area within a potential impact circle
contains 20 or more buildings intended for human occupancy: [8192.903 High Consequence Area (2)(i)]
i.  Asan option for PIRs greater than 660 feet, the definition of high consequence area may be based on a prorated building count
for buildings intended for human occupancy within a distance of 660 feet (200 meters) from the centerline of the pipeline as
calculated using the following formula: [§192.903 High Consequence Area (4)]
3.35,35.1,
36.1,3.6.2 192.903 Ada Building Count within 660 feet = 20 x [660 (ft) /PIR (O] or
Building Count within 200 meters = 20 x [200 (m) / PIR (m)]?
1. If the option for use of a prorated number of buildings has been used for identification of high consequence areas,
verify that the program acknowledges that use of the prorated allowance is only available to operators until
December 17, 2006. [§192.903 High Consequence Area (4)]
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3.35,3.6.1,

b. Verify the program includes piping locations as high consequence areas if the area within the potential impact circle contains an identified

3.6.2 192.903 ASD site. [§192.903 High Consequence Area (2)(ii)]
A.6 ldentification and Assessment of Newly Identified HCAs, Program Requirements Review the operator’s integrity management
A.6 program to verify processes are in place for evaluation of new information that may show that a pipeline segment impacts a high consequence
area. [8192.905(c)]
a. Verify the operator’s integrity management program includes documented processes for how new information that shows a pipeline
segment impacts a high consequence area is identified and integrated with the integrity management program. The program is to identify and
analyze changes for impacts on pipeline segments potentially affecting high consequence areas. Issues the program must consider include but
are not limited to: [§192.905(c)]
i.  Changes in pipeline maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP),
ii.  Pipeline modifications affecting piping diameter,
3.7,3.7.1Fig 3- iii.  Changes in the commodity transported in the pipeline,
4,3.7.2,3.7.3, . N L I - . o S
3.7.4 Section 192.905(c) A.6a iv.  ldentification of new construction in the vicinity of the pipeline that results in additional buildings intended for human occupancy
14 or additional identified sites,
v.  Change in the use of existing buildings (e.g., hotel or house converted to nursing home).
vi.  Installation of new pipeline.
vii. ~ Change in pipeline class location (e.g., class 2 to 3) or class location boundary,
viii.  Pipeline reroutes
ix.  Corrections to erroneous pipeline center line data
B.1 Assessment Methods Verify that the operator’s Baseline Assessment Plan (BAP) specifies an assessment method(s) for each covered
segment that is best suited for identifying anomalies associated with specific threats identified for the segment. [§192.919(b), §192.921(a),
B.1 §192.921(c), and §192.921(h)]
192.921 a. Verify that the operator followed ASME B31.85-2004, Section 6 and that the methods selected for each covered segment address all of the
Form 6-1 192.919(b) B.la threats identified for the segment. More than one assessment tool may be necessary to address all applicable threats to a covered segment.
B31.8S-2004, 6 [8192.919(b), §192.921(a), §192.921(c), and §192.921(h)]
b. If internal inspection tools are selected, verify that the operator followed ASME B31.85-2004, Section 6.2 in selecting the appropriate
internal inspection tool for the covered segment. [§192.921(a)(1)]
6.4,9.2, 192.921(a)(1) B.1b i.  Verify that the operator has evaluated the general reliability of any in-line assessment method selected by looking at factors
Table 9B-2 B31.8S-2004, 6.2 '

including but not limited to: detection sensitivity; anomaly classification; sizing accuracy; location accuracy; requirements for
direct examination; history of tool; ability to inspect full length and full circumference of the section; and ability to indicate the
presence of multiple cause anomalies. Refer to ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 6.2.5. [§192.921(a)(1)
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Aiis?ﬁint 192.921(3)(2) B.ic c. If a pressure test is specified, verify that the test is required to be conducted in accordance with Part 192, Subpart J requirements. Verify that
Report pg. 4 ' ' the operator followed ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 6.3 in selecting the pressure test as the appropriate assessment method. [8192.921(a)(2)
d. If the operator specifies the use of "other technology," verify that notification to PHMSA is required in accordance with Part 192.949, 180
6.3 Fig. 6-2. 6.7 192.921(a)(4) B.1d days before conducting the assessment. Also, verify that notification to a State or local pipeline safety authority is required when either a
2 F1g. 62,5, ’ ' covered segment is located in a State where PHMAS has an interstate agent agreement, or an intrastate covered segment is regulated by that
State. [§192.921(a)(4)]
e. If a covered pipeline segment contains low frequency electric resistance welded pipe (ERW) or lap welded pipe that satisfies the conditions
482 63Fi specified in ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix A4.3 and ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix A4.4, and any covered or non-covered segment in the
62 ’6 4' 6 59 192.917(e)(4) B.le pipeline system with such pipe has experienced seam failure, or operating pressure on the covered segment has increased over the maximum
e operating pressure experienced during the preceding five years verify that the selected assessment method(s) are proven to be capable of
assessing seam integrity and detecting seam corrosion anomalies. [§192.917(e)(4)]
443 444 f. If the threat analysis required in §192.917(d) on a plastic transmission pipeline indicates that a covered segment is susceptible to failure from
6 3'2' Form 6’_1 192.921(h) B.1f causes other than third-party damage, verify that the operator documents an acceptable justification for the use of an alternative assessment
e method that will address the identified threats to the covered segment. [§192.921(h)
B.2 B.2 Prioritized Schedule Verify that the BAP contains a schedule for completing the assessment activities for all covered segments; and that
’ the BAP appropriately considered the applicable risk factors in the prioritization of the schedule. [§192.917(c), 192.919(c), and 192.921]
Form 8-1 192.921(a) B.2a a. Verify that the BAP schedule includes all covered segments not already assessed. [§192.921(a)
8.4, Section 4, . Lo . . . . .
Section 5. Form 192.917(c) B.2b b. ngnf){ that the BAP schedule prioritizes the covered segments based on potential threats and applicable risk analysis, and that the risk
8-1¥ 192.921(b) ' ranking is appropriate. [§192.917(c) and 192.921(b)]
c. Verify that covered segments meeting the following conditions are prioritized as high-risk segments.
i.  Segments that contain low frequency resistance welded (ERW) pipe or lap welded pipe that satisfy the conditions specified in
ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix A4.3 and ASME B31.8S-2004, A4.4, and any covered or non-covered segment in the pipeline
482 192.917(e)(4) B.2¢ system with such pipe has experienced seam failure, or operating pressure on the covered segment has increased over the
o 192.917(e)(3) ' maximum operating pressure experienced during the preceding five years. [§192.917(e)(4)
ii.  Covered segments that have manufacturing or construction defects (including seam defects) where any of the following changes
occurred in the covered segment: operating pressure increases above the maximum operating pressure experienced during the
preceding five years; MAOP increases; or the stresses leading to cyclic fatigue increase. [§192.917(e)(3)
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Fig. 8-2, 8.4, 192.921(d) B.2d d. Verify that the BAP schedule requires 50% of the covered segments, beginning with the highest risk segments, to be assessed by December
Form 8-1 ' ' 17, 2007; and that baseline assessments shall be completed for all covered segments by December 17, 2012. [§192.921(d)
e. Review the operator’s implementation progress to date and verify that: [§192.921
i.  Assessments scheduled for completion by the date of the inspection were in fact completed.
Form 8-1 ggggé B.2e ii.  Assessment methods used for completed assessments were as described in the plan.
' iii.  The date assessment field activities were completed is recorded [so the operator understands the time frame allowable for
compliance with the provisions of §192.933].
B.3 Use of Prior Assessments If prior assessments are used in the BAP, verify that the assessment methods used meet the requirements of
B.3 §192.921(a) and that remedial actions have been carried out to address conditions listed in §192.933. Prior assessments are those that were
completed prior to December 17, 2002. [§192.921(e)]
Section 4 and . Lo . . . .
Section 6 192.919(a) B.3a a. Verify that threats to these pipeline sections were identified as required under §192.919(a).
8.2 192.919(b) B.3b b. Verify that the methods used for these prior assessments were appropriate for the threats per ANSI B31.8S as required under §192.919(b)
' 192.919(d) ' and §192.919(d).
Section 10 192.933 B.3c c. Verify that anomalies satisfying the requirements of §192.933 were repaired.
B.4 B.4 New HCAs/Newly Installed Pipe Verify that the operator updates the baseline assessment plan for new HCAs and newly installed pipe.
. [§192.905(c), §192.921(f), and §192.921(q)]
Fig. 8-2,8.7.1, a. If new HCASs have been identified or new pipe has been installed that is covered by this subpart, verify that applicable segment(s) have been
8.7.3, Form 8-1, 192.905(c) B.4a incorporated into the operator’s baseline assessment plan within one year from the date the area or pipe is identified and assessments have
Form 3-3 been appropriately scheduled and/or completed. [8192.905(c)]
Fig. 8-2,8.7.1, 192.921(f) B.4b b. For new HCAs, verify that the operator completes a baseline assessment for the applicable segment(s) within ten (10) years from the date
Form 8-1 ' ’ the area is identified. [§192.921(f)
Fig. 8-2,8.7.1, 192.921(g) B.4c ¢. For newly installed pipe that is covered by this subpart and impacts an HCA, verify that the operator completes a baseline assessment within
Form 8-1 ' 9 ' ten (10) years from the date the pipe is installed. [§192.921(qg)
Sectlog_ﬁi, Form iggg;%gg B.4d d. Verify that threats to these pipeline sections were identified as required under §192.919(a). [§192.921(b)]
. ) 192.919(b) . i )
Section 6, Fig e. Verify that the assessment methods used were appropriate for the threats per ASME B31.8S-2004 as required under §192.919(b) and
192.919(d) B.4e
6-2, Form 6-1 B31.85-2004 192.919(d).
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B.5 Consideration of Environmental and Safety Risks Verify that the operator addresses requirements for conducting the integrity

e assessments (baseline and reassessment) in a manner that minimizes environmental and safety risks. [§192.919(e) and §192.911(0)]
9.6, Section 11, . . . . .
Forms 11-1 thru 192.919(e) B.5a a. \{erlfy that precautions were implemented to protect workers, members of the public, and the environment from safety hazards (such as an
11-4 ' ' accidental release of gas) during assessments. [§192.919(e) and §192.911(0)]
B.6 B.6 Changes Verify that the operator keeps the BAP up-to-date with respect to newly arising information. Also refer to Protocol K.
‘ [8192.911(k) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 11]
8.7,3.7.1, Form 192.911(k) B6a a. Verify that the operator’s process has requirements to keep the BAP up-to-date with respect to newly arising information, applicable threats,
8-2 B31.8S-2004, 11 ' and risks that may require changes to the segment prioritization or assessment method. [§192.911(k) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 11]
b. Verify that required BAP changes have been made and that for all changes, the following are documented: [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section
11(a)]
i.  Reason for change
8.7, 8.8 (Form B31.8S-2004, B.6b , . .
8-2), Section 14 11(a) . ii.  Authority for approving change
iii.  Analysis of implications
iv.  Communication of change to affected parties
ci C.1 Threat Identification Verify that the operator identifies and evaluates all potential threats to each covered pipeline segment.
' [8192.917(a)]
a. If the operator is following the prescriptive or performance-related approaches, verify that the following categories of failure have been
considered and evaluated:,[8192.917(a) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 2.2]
i.  external corrosion
ii.  internal corrosion
iii.  stress corrosion cracking;
. 192.917(a) iv.  manufacturing-related defects, including the use of low frequency electric resistance welded (ERW) pipe or lap welded pipe or
. iezctfg 4533 ) 192.917(e)(4) C1la other pipe potentially susceptible to manufacturing defects [§192.917(e)(4) and ASME B31.85-2004, Appendix A4.3];

B31.85-2004, 2.2

v.  welding- or fabrication-related defects,
vi.  equipment failures;
vii.  third party/mechanical damage [§192.917(e)(1)],
viii. incorrect operations (including human error),
iXx.  weather-related and outside force damage,
x.  cyclic fatigue or other loading condition [§192.917(e)(2)
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xi.  all other potential threats.

192.917(a) b. If the operator is following the performance-based approach, verify that all 21 of the threats associated with the nine categories listed above

NIA,4.3,5.3.2 | 31 85.2004. 2.2 C.1b have been evaluated. [§192.917(a) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 2.2]
Zlielctiz?rz‘li' " 322371(7()3()2) c1 c. Verify that the operator’s threat identification has considered interactive threats from different categories (e.g., manufacturing defects
41,442, . e 1c : - . - - ) -
5683 B31.85.2004. 2.2 activated by pressure cycling, corrosion accelerated by third party or outside force damage) [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 2.2].
B d. Verify that the approach incorporates appropriate criteria for eliminating a specific threat for a particular pipeline segment. [ASME
N/A, 4.9 B31.85-2004, 5.10 C.1d B31.85-2004, Section 5.10]
4.4.4 192.917(2) C.le e. Verify that the approach appropriately considers industry data and experience.
f. Verify that the records indicate that all potential threats to each covered pipeline segment have been identified and evaluated.
Adequate records that demonstrate all potential threats to each covered segment have been identified and evaluated should:
i Show consideration and evaluation of categories of threats summarized in 192.917(a), 192.917(e), and ASME B31.8S-2004.
ii. If performance-based approach is utilized, show that all 21 of the threats associated with 192.917(a) and ASME B31.8S-2004 are
considered.
442 C.1f

iii. Show interactive threats from different categories (e.g., manufacturing defects activated by pressure cycling, corrosion accelerated
by third party or outside force damage) are considered.

iv. Show appropriate criteria for eliminating a specific threat for a particular pipeline segment.

V. Show that industry data and experience was appropriately considered in the identification of potential threats.
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C.2 Data Gathering and Integration Verify that the operator gathers and integrates existing data and information on the entire pipeline that

ez could be relevant to covered segments, and verify that the necessary pipeline data has been assembled and integrated. [§192.917(b)]
451 46 B31.8S-2004, 4.2 C.oa a. Verify that the operator has in place a comprehensive plan for collecting, reviewing, and analyzing the data. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section
e B31.8S-2004, 4.4 ) 4.2 and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 4.4]
b. Verify that the operator has assembled data sets for threat identification and risk assessment according to the requirements in ASME
B31.85-2004, Section 4.2, and ASME B31.85-2004, Section 4.3 and ASME B31.85-2004, Section 4.4. At a minimum, an operator must
gather and evaluate the set of data specified in ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix A (summarized in ASME B31.85-2004, Table 1) and consider
the following on covered segments and similar non-covered segments [§192.917(b)]
i.  Pastincident history
192.917(b) B )
4.6, Table 4-1, B31.85-2004, 4.2 .2 ii.  Corrosion control records
452 B31.85-2004, 4.3 ' iii.  Continuing surveillance records
B31.8S-2004, 4.4 . .
iv.  Patrolling records
v.  Maintenance history
vi.  Internal inspection records
vii.  All other conditions specific to each pipeline.
. : c. Verify that the operator has utilized the data sources listed in ASME B31.85-2004, Table 2, for initiation of the integrity management
Section4,4.5 | B31.85-2004,4.3 C.2c program. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 4.3]
d. Verify that the operator has checked the data for accuracy. If the operator lacks sufficient data or where data quality is suspect, verify that
the operator has followed the requirements in ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 4.2.1, and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 4.4, and ASME B31.8S-
2004, Appendix A [ASME B31.85-2004, Section 4.1, ASME B31.85-2004, Section 4.2.1, ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 4.4, ASME B31.8S-
B31.8S-2004, 4.1 2004, Section 5.7(e), and ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix AJ:
B31.8S-2004, i.  Each threat covered by the missing or suspect data is assumed to apply to the segment being evaluated. The unavailability of
421 identified data elements is not a justification for exclusion of a threat.
47 B31.8S-2004, 4.4 c.2d . . . . . N - L
B31.85-2004 5.7 ii.  Conservative assumptions are used in the risk assessment for that threat and segment or the segment is given higher priority.
iii.  Records are maintained that identify how unsubstantiated data are used, so that the impact on the variability and accuracy of
assessment results can be considered.
iv.  Depending on the importance of the data, additional inspection actions or field data collection efforts may be required.
B31.8S-2004,
N/A 11(b) C.2e e. Verify that the operator’s program includes measures to ensure that new information is incorporated in a timely and effective manner, as
B31.8S-2004, ' addressed in Protocol K. [§192.911(k), ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 11(b) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 11(d)]
11(d)
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B31.85-2004, 4.5

f. Verify that individual data elements are brought together and analyzed in their context such that the integrated data can provide improved
confidence with respect to determining the relevance of specific threats and can support an improved analysis of overall risk. [ASME B31.8S-
2004, Section 4.5]. Data integration includes:

i. A common spatial reference system that allows association of data elements with accurate locations on the pipeline [ASME

45 c.2f
§192.917(e)(1) B31.85-2004, Section 4.5];
ii.  Integration of ILI or ECDA results with data on encroachments of foreign line crossings in the same segment to define locations
of potential third party damage [§192.917(e)(1)].
192.917, - s - . - . .
g. Verify that the operator’s program includes a procedure for ensuring the accuracy and completeness of information and data used in the
4.7 B31.85-2004, 4 C.2 identification of potential threats and the risk analysis
' B31.85-2004, <9 P ysIS.
Appendix A
B3112§.-%%)70'4 4 h. Verify that the operator’s program includes plans for additional inspection activities or field data collection efforts as needed to ensure data
45 B31.85-2004, C.2h completeness and accuracy.
Appendix A
i. Verify that the records indicate that all existing data and information on the entire pipeline, that could be relevant to covered segments, has
been gathered.
Adequate records that demonstrate all data and information has been gathered should:
i Show that comprehensive collection, review and analyzing of data was performed.
192.917 ii. That data sets for threat identification and risk assessment were assembled in accordance with the requirements in ASME B31.8S-
i 2004, Sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4.
B31.8S-2004, 4 .
45 B31.85-2004 c2i o . . o
Appendix A’ iii. Show that data sources listed in ASME B31.8S-2004, Table 2, were utilized for initiation of the integrity management program.
iv. Show that new information was incorporated in a timely and effective manner.
V. Show that controls to provide assurance of the completeness and accuracy of input information in accordance with the operator’s
procedure were properly applied.
Vi. Show additional inspection or field data collection activities to improve the accuracy and completeness of the data were conducted.
C.3 Risk Assessment Verify that the operator has conducted a risk assessment that follows ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5, and that considers
c3 the identified threats for each covered segment. [8192.917(c)] [Note: Application of the risk assessment to prioritize the covered segments for

the baseline assessment is covered in Protocol B, continual reassessments in Protocol F, and additional preventive and mitigative measures in
Protocol H.]
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a. Verify that the operator’s risk assessment supports the following objectives [ASME B31.8-2004, Section 5.3, and ASME B31.8S-2004,
Section 5.4]:
i.  prioritization of pipelines/segments for scheduling integrity assessments and mitigating action
ii.  assessment of the benefits derived from mitigating action
B31.85-2004, 5.3 iii.  determination of the most effective mitigation measures for the identified threats
564 B31.8S-2004, 5.4 C.3a
-0 s iv.  assessment of the integrity impact from modified inspection intervals
v.  assessment of the use of or need for alternative inspection methodologies
vi.  more effective resource allocation
vii.  facilitation of decisions to address risks along a pipeline or within a facility
b. Verify that operator utilizes one or more of the following risk assessment approaches [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section5.5]
i.  Subject matter experts (SMEs),
5.6. Form 8-1 B31.85-2004. 5.5 C.3b ii. Relative assessment models,
iii.  Scenario-based models, or
iv.  Probabilistic models
c. Verify that the risk assessment explicitly accounts for factors that could affect the likelihood of a release and for factors that could affect the
consequences of potential releases, and that these factors are combined in an appropriate manner to produce a risk value for each pipeline
segment. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 3.1, ASME B31.85-2004, Section 3.3, ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5.2, ASME B31.8S-2004,
Section 5.3 and ASME B31.85-2004, Section 5.7(j)] Verify that the risk assessment approach includes the following characteristics:
i.  The risk assessment approach contains a defined logic and is structured to provide a complete, accurate, and objective analysis of
risk [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5.7(a)];
B31.85-2004. 3.1 ii.  The risk assessment considers the frequency and consequences of past events, using company and industry data [ASME B31.8S-
B31.85-2004. 3.3 2004, Section 5.7(C)];
5.4,5.6.2, ' =
56.10. 5611 B31.85-2004, 5.2 C.3c . . o o ) .
-0:2, 9.0 B31.85-2004, 5.3 iii.  The risk assessment approach integrates the results of pipeline inspections in the development of risk estimates [ASME B31.8S-
B31.85-2004, 5.7 2004, Section 5.7(d)];
iv.  The risk assessment process includes a structured set of weighting factors to indicate the relative level of influence of each risk
assessment component [ASME B31.85-2004, Section 5.7(i)];
v.  The risk assessment process incorporates sufficient resolution of pipeline segment size to analyze data as it exists along the pipeline
[ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5.7(K)].
§192.917(c) d. Verify that records demonstrate that the risk analysis data is combined in an appropriate manner to produce a risk value for each pipeline
B31.85-2004, 5.4 segment. Verify that the records:
4655564, | B3185.2004, 5.7 cad
5.6.5, B31 85_2004 ’5 '11 ' i. Show a defined logic and structure to provide a complete, accurate, and objective analysis of risk [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section
B31.85-2004, 5.12 5.7@)];
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ii. Show the frequency and consequences of past events, using company and industry data is considered[ASME B31.8S-2004,
Section 5.7(c)];

iii. Shows the risk assessment approach integrates the results of pipeline inspections in the development of risk estimates [ASME
B31.8S-2004, Section 5.7(d)];

iv. Show how factors with missing or unsubstantiated data was used in the risk analysis [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5.7(e)]

V. Show that conservative assumptions are used whenever inadequate or unsubstantiated data was used in the risk analysis [ASME
B31.8S-2004, Section 5.7(e)]

Vi. Shows a structured set of weighting factors to indicate the relative level of influence of each risk assessment component [ASME
B31.85-2004, Section 5.7(i)];

vii. Shows that sufficient resolution of pipeline segment size was used to analyze data as it exists along the pipeline [ASME B31.8S-
2004, Section 5.7(K)].

B31.8S-2004, e. Verify that adequate time and personnel have been allocated to permit effective completion of the selected risk assessment approach.

555612 5.7(b) C.3e [ASME B31.852004, Section 5.7(b)]
c4 C.4 Validation of the Risk Assessment Verify that the integrity management program identifies and documents a process to validate the
: results of the risk assessments. [§192.917(c) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5.12]
565 §192.917(c) C.la a. Verify that the validation process includes a check that the risk results are logical and consistent with the operator’s and other industry
e B31.85-2004, 5.12 ’ experience. [§192.917(c) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5.12]
b. Verify that the operator’s process provides for revisions to the risk assessment if new information is obtained or conditions change on the
pipeline segments. Verify that the provisions for change to the risk assessment address the following areas:
i the risk assessment plan calls for recalculating the risk for each segment to reflect the results from an integrity assessment or to
account for completed prevention and mitigation actions. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5.11, and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section
5.7(c)]
5612 §192.917(c) C4b ii. the operator integrates the risk assessment process into field reporting, engineering, facility mapping, and other processes as
e B31.85-2004, 5 ’ necessary to ensure regular updates. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5.4]

iii. the integrity management plan calls for revision to the risk assessment process if pipeline maintenance or other activities identify
inaccuracies in the characterization of the risk for any segments. [§192.917(c) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5.12]

iv. the operator uses a feedback mechanism to ensure that the risk model is subject to continuous validation and improvement.
[8192.917(c) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5.7(f)]
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V. the use of a mechanism to ensure the risk model is subject to continuous validation and improvement
Vi. leak, failure, and incident history is used to validate the risk model.
4c. Verify that records demonstrate that the risk assessment was revised as necessary as new information was obtained or conditions changed
on the pipeline segments. Verify that the records address the following:
i. The risk for each segment was recalculated to reflect the results from an integrity assessment or to account for completed
prevention and mitigation actions.
ii. The risk assessment process was integrated into field reporting, engineering, facility mapping, and other processes as necessary to
ensure regular updates.
5.6 B3 112292%70 45 C.4c iii. The risk assessment process was revised if pipeline maintenance or other activities identify inaccuracies in the characterization of
el : the risk for any segments.
iv. The risk model is continually being validated and improved.
V. The operator uses its leak, failure, and incident history to validate the risk model.
Vi. The operator captures actions such as installing new pipe, new coating, repairs, etc. into the pipeline system in and outside of
HCA's.
o C.5 Plastic Transmission Pipeline If the operator has plastic transmission pipelines, verify that the operator assesses applicable threats to
’ each covered segment of plastic line. [§192.917(d)]
192.917(d) a. If the operator has plastic transmission lines, verify that the information in ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 4 and ASME B31.8S-2004,
443,48 B31.85-2004, 4 C.5a Section 5, and any unique threats to the integrity of plastic pipe have been considered when assessing the threats to each covered segment of
B31.8S-2004, 5 plastic pipeline. [§192.917(d)]
D1 D.01 ECDA Programmatic Requirements If the operator elects to use ECDA, verify that the operator develops and implements an ECDA
: plan in accordance with §192.925.
Section 7A 192.925(b) D.la a. Verify that the operator developed a documented ECDA plan, and developed procedures to implement the plan. [§192.925(b)]
D.02 ECDA Pre-Assessment Verify that the ECDA Pre-assessment process complies with ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 6.4 and NACE
D.2 SP0502-2008 to (1) determine if ECDA is feasible for the pipeline to be evaluated, (2) identify ECDA regions and (3) select Indirect
Inspection Tools. [§192.925(b)(1)
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Section 7A,
7'67‘;):'1'3#;%:”] SP0502-2008, 3.2 D.2a a. Verify that the operator identifies and collects adequate data to support ECDA pre-assessment. [NACE SP0502-2008, Section 3.2]
TA.2
Section 7A, b. Verify that the operator conducts an ECDA feasibility assessment by integrating and analyzing the data collected. [NACE SP0502-2008
7A.3.8,Form | SP0502-2008, 3.3 D.2b - VE P y Y integrating yzing : :
Section 3.3]
7A3
c. Verify that the operator complies with all requirements for appropriate indirect inspection tools selection: [ SP0502-2008,
Section 3.4, NACE SP0502-2008, Table 2, and §192.925(b)(1)(ii)]
i. A minimum of 2 complementary tools must be selected such that the strengths of one tool compensate for the limitations of the
192.925(b)(1) other tool. (Note: The operator must consider whether more than two indirect inspection tools are needed to reliably detect
Section 7A, SF’SOP500526§02008683.4 corrosion activity.)
7A.3.9, Form Tabl;e 5 D.2c ii.  Tools are able to assess and reliably detect corrosion activity and/or coating holidays.
ha §192.925(b)(1)(ii) iii.  Verify that the operator documents the basis for its tool selection.

iv.  If the operator utilizes an indirect inspection method not listed in NACE SP0502 -2008, Appendix A, verify that the operator
justifies and documents the method’s applicability, validation basis, equipment used, application procedure, and utilization of
data. [§192.925(b)(1)(ii)]

Section 7A, d. Verify that the operator identifies ECDA Regions based on the use of data integration results applied to specified criteria. [NACE SP0502-
7A3.10, Form | SP0502-2008, 3.5 D.2d ; : P 9 g PP P :
2008 Section 3.5]
TA.5
Table 7A.4.8
Section 7A, . e. Verify that the operator applies more restrictive criteria when conducting ECDA pre assessment for the first time on a covered segment.
Table 7A3.1, | 5192925(b)(1)(7) D.2e [§192.925(b)(1)(i)]
7A3.9.3
D.03 ECDA Indirect Examination Verify that the ECDA Indirect Examination process complies with ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 6.4 and
D.3 NACE SP 0502-2008, Section 4 to identify and characterize the severity of coating fault indications, other anomalies, and areas at which
corrosion activity may have occurred or may be occurring, and establish priorities for excavation. [§192.925(b)(2)]
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SP0502-2008,

a. Verify that the operator conducts indirect examination measurements in accordance with NACE SP0502-2008, Section 4.2.
i Verify that the operator identifies and clearly marks the boundaries of each ECDA region. [NACE SP0502-2008,
Section 4.2.1]

421 ii. Verify that the operator performs indirect inspections over the entire lengths of each ECDA region and that the
Section 7A, SP0502-2008, D.2a inspections conform to generally accepted industry practices. [NACE SP0502-2008, Section 4.2.2]
ha SP0540§'-22008, iii. Verify that the operator specifies and follows generally accepted industry practices for conducting ECDA indirect
423 inspections and analyzing results. [NACE SP0502-2008, Section 4.2.2]
iv. Verify that the operator specifies the physical spacing of readings (and the practices for changing the spacing as needed)
such that suspected corrosion activity on the segment can be detected and located. [NACE SP0502-2008, Section 4.2.3]
b. Verify that the operator properly aligns indications and compares the data from each indirect examination to characterize both the severity
of indications and urgency for direct examination in accordance with NACE SP0502-2008, Section 4.3 and NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5.2.
i.  Verify the operator specifies criteria for identifying and documenting those indications that must be considered for excavation
and direct examination. Minimum criteria include
1. Known sensitivities of assessment tools
2. The procedures for using each tool
3. The approach to be used for decreasing the physical spacing of indirect assessment tool readings when the presence
of a defect is suspected. [8192.925(b)(2)(ii) and NACE SP0502-2008, Section 4.3.1.1]
ii.  Verify that the operator specifies and applies criteria for classification of the severity of each indication. [NACE SP0502-2008,
Section 4.3.2],
SP0502-2008, 4.3 1. Verify that the operator considers the impact of spatial errors when aligning indirect examination results. [NACE
Section 7A, SP0502-200§ 5.2 SP0502-2008, Section 4.3.1.2]
7A4.9, 7TA4.10, 192.917 . L . . . o
TA4.12 192 917(6,()(?0 D.3b 2. Verify that the operator compares the results from the indirect inspections and determines the consistency of indirect
IA413 192.925(b)(2)(iii) inspections results to resolve conflicting or differing indications by the primary and secondary tools. [NACE

SP0502-2008, Section 4.3.3]

3. Verify that the operator compares indirect inspection results with pre-assessment results to confirm or reassess
ECDA feasibility and ECDA Region definitions. [NACE SP0502-2008, Section 4.3.4]

iii.  Verify that the operator specified and applies criteria for defining the urgency level (i.e., immediate, scheduled, or monitored)
with which excavation and direct examination of indications will be conducted based on the likelihood of current corrosion
activity plus the extent and severity of prior corrosion. [§192.925(b)(2)(iii) and (iv) and NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5.2]

iv.  Verify that the operator’s ECDA procedures have a process to address pipeline coating indications. The procedures must provide
for integrating ECDA data with encroachment and foreign line crossing data to evaluate the covered segment for the threat of
third party damage, and to address this threat as required by §192.917(e)(1) (See Protocol C.02 and Protocol C.03).
[8192.917(b), §192.917(e) and §192.925(b)]
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Table 7A.4.8
Section 7A, D.3c ¢. Verify that the operator applies more restrictive criteria when conducting ECDA indirect examinations for the first time on a covered
Table 7A.3.1, ’ segment. [§192.925(b)(2)(i)]
7A3.9.3
D.04 ECDA Direct Examination Verify that the ECDA Direct Examination process complies with ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 6.4 and
D.4 NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5 to collect data to assess corrosion activity and remediate defects discovered. [NACE RS0502-2008, Section
5.1.1 and §192.925(b)(3)]
a. Verify that the operator performs excavations and data collection in accordance with NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5.3, NACE SP0502-
2008, Section 5.4, NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5.10 and NACE SP0502-2008, Section 6.4.2.
i Verify that the operator makes excavations based on priority categories described in NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5.2.
SP0502-2008, 5.3 [NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5.3.1]
SP0502-2008, 5.4 ii. Verify that the operator identifies and implements minimum requirements for data collection, measurements, and
Section 7A5.5 SP0502-2008, D.4a recordkeeping, to evaluate coating condition and significant corrosion defects at each excavation location. [NACE
SPO5%21()2008 SP0502-2008, Section 5.3, NACE
6 4'2 ’ SP0502-2008, Section 5.4, NACE SP0502-2008, Appendix A, NACE SP0502-2008, Appendix B, and NACE SP0502-
o 2008, Appendix C]
iii. Verify that the number and location of direct examinations complies with NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5.10 and NACE
SP0502-2008, Section 6.4.2
192.925(b)(3) b. Verify that the operator determines the remaining strength at locations where corrosion defects are found. Any corrosion defects discovered
Section 7A SP0502-2008, 5.5 D.4b during direct examinations must be remediated in accordance with §192.933. [§192.925(b)(3)(ii), §192.933, and NACE SP0502-2008 Section
192.933 5.5]
c. Verify that the operator identifies the root cause of all significant corrosion activity, [NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5.6] and identifies and
SP0502-2008, reevaluates all other indications that occur in the pipeline segment where similar root-cause conditions exist. [NACE SP0502-2008, Section
593 5.9.3]
Section 7A SP0502-2008, D.4c i.  Verify that the operator considers alternative methods of assessing the integrity of the pipeline segment if the operator’s root
102 g'z%zb 3 cause analysis uncovers problems for which ECDA is not well suited. [NACE RP0S02-2008, Section 5.6.2 and
925(0)3) §192.925(b)(3)(ii) (b)]
Section 7A SP0502-2008, 5.7 D.4d d. Verify that the operator mitigates or precludes future external corrosion resulting from significant root causes. [NACE SP0502-2008,

192.933

Section 5.7]
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SP0502-2008, 5.7

e. Verify that the operator performs an evaluation of the indirect inspection data, the results from the remaining strength evaluation and root
cause analysis to evaluate the criteria and assumptions used to: [NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5.7, NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5.8, and
§192.933]

Section 7A SP0502-2008, 5.8 D.4e . . .
192.933 i Categorize the need for repairs
ii. Classify the severity of individual indications
Section 7A SP0502-2008, 5.9 D 4f f. As appropriate, verify the basis upon which the operator may reclassify and reprioritize indications in accordance with any of the provisions
192.925(b)(3) ' that are specified in NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5.9. [§192.925(b)(3)(iv)]
192.925(b)(3) g. Verify the operator establishes and implements criteria and internal notification procedures for any changes in the ECDA Plan, including
Section 7A 192.909 D.4g changes that affect the severity classification, the priority of direct examination, and the time frame for direct examination of indications.
192.911(k) [8192.925(b)(3)(iii), §192.909, and §192.911(K)]
SP0502-2008, h. Verify that the operator has a process to consider the use of assessment methods other that ECDA (i.e., ILI or Subpart J pressure test) to
Section 7A 5.1.5 D.4h assess the impact of defects other than external corrosion (e.g., mechanical damage and stress corrosion cracking) discovered during direct
192.933 examination. [NACE SP0502-2008, Section 5.1.5 and §192.933]
Section 7A 192.925(b)(3)(i) D.4i i. Verify that the operator applies more restrictive criteria when conducting ECDA direct examination for the first time on a covered segment.
[8192.925(b)(3)(i)]
D.05 ECDA Post-Assessment Verify that the ECDA Post assessment process complies with ASME B31.85-2004, Section 6.4 and NACE
D.5 SP0502-2008, Section 6, to (1) define reassessment intervals and (2) assess the overall effectiveness of the ECDA process. [§192.925(b)(4)
and §192.939
a. Verify that the operator determined reassessment intervals in accordance with NACE SP0502-2008, Section 6.
SP0502-2008. 6.2 i Verify the adequacy of the operators remaining life calculations. [NACE SP0502-2008, Section 6.2]
Section 7A e D.5a

SP0502-2008, 6.3

ii. Verify that the maximum re-assessment intervals for each region are one half the calculated remaining life. [NACE
SP0502-2008, Section 6.1.3and NACE SP0502-2008, Section 6.3]
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b. Verify that the reassessment intervals are adjusted if required in accordance with special provisions in Subpart O, as follows:
i Verify that reassessment intervals do not exceed the maximum intervals (refer to Protocol F) established in §192.939, as follows:

1. 10 years for pipeline segments operating at SMYS levels greater than 50%

Section 7A 192.939 2. 15 years for those segments operating between 30 and 50% SMYS
h ’ 192.925(b)(4) D.5b .
Section 13 3. 20 years for those segments operating below 30% SMYS
ii. Verify that the operator specifies and applies criteria for evaluating whether conditions discovered by direct examination of
indications in each ECDA region indicate a need for reassessment of the covered segment at an interval less than that specified
in §192.939. [§192.925(b)(4)(ii)]
¢. Verify that performance measures for ECDA effectiveness have been defined and are monitored. [§192.925, §192.945(b) and NACE
SP0502-2008, Section 6]
i Verify that at least one additional, randomly selected anomaly location has been excavated for process validation. [NACE
192.925(b)(4) )
Section 7A 192.945(b) D.5¢ SP0502-2008, Section ]
SP0502-2008, 6.4 ii. Verify that additional criteria have been established and monitored to evaluate long-term program effectiveness such as those
identified in NACE SP0502-2008, Section 6.4.3. [§192.945(b) and NACE SP0502-2008, Section 6.4.3]
Section 7A 192.907 D 5d d. Verify the operator’s process has incorporated feedback at all appropriate opportunities throughout the ECDA process to demonstrate
SP0502-2008, 6.5 ‘ feedback and continuous improvement. [192.907(a) and NACE SP0502-2008, Section 6.5]
D6 D.06 Dry Gas ICDA Programmatic Requirements If the operator elects to use ICDA, verify that the operator develops and implements an
’ ICDA plan in accordance with §192.927.
Section 7B 192.927(c) D.6a a. Verify that the operator developed a documented ICDA plan [§192.927(c)
Section 7B 192.927(c)(5) D.6b b. Verify that the operator’s plan contains provisions for carrying out ICDA on the entire pipeline in which covered segments are present,
192.933 ’ except that application of the remediation criteria of 192.933 may be limited to covered segments. [§192.927(c)(5)(iii)]
Section 7B 192.927(c)(5) D.6c c. Verify that the operator implements the ICDA plan. [§192.927(c)]
D.07 Dry Gas ICDA Pre-Assessment, Region Identification, Use of Model & Indirect Inspection For dry gas systems, verify that the
D.7 operator gathers, integrates and analyzes data and information to accomplish pre-assessment objectives. [§192.927(c)(1) and ASME B31.8S-

2004, Section 6.4.2 ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix A2 and ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix B2]
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. . a. Verify that the operator’s plan defines criteria to be applied in making key decisions (e.g., region identification, feasibility determinations)
Section 78 192.927(c)5)() D.7a in implementing the pre-assessment stage of the ICDA process. [8192.927(c)(5)(i)]

b. Verify that the operator collects, as a minimum, the following data and information:
i.  All data elements listed in ASME B31.85-2004, Appendix A2 [§192.927(c)(1)(i)]
ii.  Information needed to support use of a model to identify areas where internal corrosion is most likely, including locations of all
1) gas input and withdrawal points, 2) low points such as sags, drips, inclines, valves, manifolds, dead-legs, and traps, 3)
Section 7B 192.927(c)(1) D.7b elevation profile in sufficient detail for angles of inclination to be calculated, and 4) the range of expected gas velocities within
the pipeline; [§192.927(c)(1)(ii)]
iii.  Operating experience data that would indicate historic upsets in gas conditions, locations where these upsets have occurred, and
potential damage resulting from these upset conditions [§192.927(c)(1)(iii)]

iv.  Information where cleaning pigs may not have been used or where cleaning pigs may deposit electrolytes. [§192.927(c)(1)(iv)]

c. Verify that the operator integrates the data collected and uses the integrated data analysis to evaluate and document the following:
i.  Feasibility of performing ICDA on its pipe segments [§192.927(c)(1)]

; 192.927(c)(1) ii.  Identification of ICDA Regions and the location of each region. [§192.927(c)(1) and §192.927(c)(2)]
Section 7B 192.927(¢)(2) D.7c
’ ili.  Support use of a model to identify the locations along the pipe segment where electrolyte may accumulate [§192.927(c)(1)]
iv.  ldentify areas within the covered segment where liquids may be potentially entrained. [8192.927(c)(1)]
d. Verify the operator’s plan uses the model in GRI 02-0057 ICDA of Gas Transmission Pipelines- Methodology (or equivalent acceptable
model) to define critical pipe angle of inclination above which water film cannot be transported by the gas, and that the model considers, as a
minimum: [§192.927(c)(2)]
i.  Changes in pipe diameter, [§192.927(c)(2)]
. [8192.927(c)(2)] - . .
Section 7B GRI 02-0057 D.7d ii.  Locations where gas enters a line, [§192.927(c)(2)]
iii.  Locations down stream of gas draw-offs. [§192.927(c)(2)]
iv.  Other conditions that may result in changes in gas velocity. [§192.927(c)(2) and GRI 02-0057]
e. Verify that the operator’s plan contains provisions for applying more restrictive criteria for pre-assessment and region identification when
Section 7B 192.927(c)(5)(ii) D.7e conducting ICDA for the first time on a covered segment [§192.927(c)(5)(ii)]
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D.08 Dry Gas ICDA Direct Examination For dry gas systems, verify that the operator (1) identifies locations where internal corrosion is
D.8 most likely in each ICDA region and (2) performs direct examinations of those locations. [§192.927(b), §192.927(c)(3), ASME B31.85-2004,
Section 6.4 and ASME B31.85-2004, Appendix B2]

a. Verify that the operator’s plan defines criteria to be applied in making key decisions (e.g., identifying locations most likely to have internal

Section 7B 192.927(c)(5)(i) D.8a corrosion, selection of tools) in implementing the direct assessment stage of the ICDA process. [§192.927(c)(5)(i)]
192.927(c)(3)
Section 7B B31.85-2004, D 8B a. Verify the operator has identified locations where internal corrosion is most likely to exist in each ICDA region and where electrolyte
6.4.2 ' accumulation is predicted. [§192.927(c)(3), ASME B31.85-2004, Section 6.4.2 and ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix B2.3]

Appendix B2.3

c. Verify the operator requires a direct examination for internal corrosion using ultrasonic thickness measurements, radiography, or other
generally accepted measurement technique of those covered segment locations where internal corrosion is most likely to exist, and includes as
a minimum, the following: [§192.927(c)(3), ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 6.4.2, ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix B2.3, and ASME B31.8S-

2004, Appendix B2.4]
192.927(c)(2
831.85—(2(384) i. A minimum of two (2) locations within each ICDA region within a covered segment,
Section 7B 6.4.2 D.8c ii. At least one location must be the low point nearest the beginning of the ICDA region and
Appendix B2.3
Appendix B2.4 iii.  The second location must be further downstream within a covered segment near the end of the ICDA Region (The end of the ICDA

region is the farthest downstream location where the ICDA model predicts electrolytes could accumulate based on the critical
angle of inclination above which water film cannot be transported by the gas). [§192.927(c)(2) and ASME B31.8S-2004,
Appendix B2.3]

d. If internal corrosion exists at any location directly examined, verify that the operator: [192.927(c)(3)
i.  Evaluates the severity of the defect and remediates the defect per §192.933 (see Protocol E) [§192.927(c)(3)(i)], and

ii.  Either performs additional excavations or performs additional assessment using an allowed alternative assessment method
Section 7 192.933 D.8d [8192.927(c)(3)(ii)], and

192.927(c)(3
) iii.  Evaluates the potential for internal corrosion in all pipeline segments (both covered and non-covered) in the operator’s pipeline
system with similar characteristics to the ICDA region containing the covered segment in which the corrosion was found and
remediates the conditions per §192.933. [8192.927(c)(3)(iii)]
Section 7B 192.927(c)(5) i) D.8e e. Verify that the operator’s plan contains provisions for applying more restrictive criteria for the direct examination when conducting ICDA

for the first time on a covered segment [8192.927(c)(5)(ii)]
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D.9 Dry Gas ICDA Post-Assessment For dry gas systems, verify that the operator performs post-assessment evaluation of ICDA

D effectiveness and continued monitoring of covered segments where internal corrosion has been identified. [8192.927(c)(4)

) ] a. Verify that the operator’s plan defines criteria to be applied in making key decisions (e.g., reassessment interval determination, techniques
Section 7B 192.927(c)(5)(i) D.%a for monitoring internal corrosion) in implementing the post-assessment stage of the ICDA process. [8192.927(c)(5)(i)]

b. Verify the operator has a process for evaluating the effectiveness of ICDA as an assessment method and determining reassessment
intervals. [§192.927(c)(4)(i) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix B2.4]
i.  Verify that if corrosion is found in areas where the pipeline inclination is greater than the estimated critical inclination, that the
operator re-evaluates the critical inclination angle and additional new areas are selected for direct examination. [ASME B31.8S-
2004, Appendix B2.4]

ii.  Verify the operator’s process determines whether a segment must be reassessed at intervals more frequently than those specified
192.927(c)(4) in §192.939 using the largest defect most likely to remain in the covered segment as the largest defect discovered in the ICDA
Section 7B Appendix B2.5 D.9b segment and estimating the reassessment interval as half the time required for the largest defect to grow to critical size. Verify
192.939 that this evaluation is to be carried out within one year of completion of the assessment. [§192.927(c)(4)(i) and 8192.927(a)(3)]

iii.  Verify the operator’s reassessment intervals comply with the following maximum allowed intervals in accordance with 192.939
(see Protocol F). [§192.939(b)]

1. 10 years for segments operating at SMY'S levels greater than 50%

2. 15 years for segments operating between 30 and 50% SMYS
3. 20 years for segments operating below 30% SMYS

c. Verify the operator continually monitors each covered segment where internal corrosion has been identified using techniques such as
coupons, UT sensors or electronic probes, periodically drawing off liquids at low points and chemically analyzing them for corrosion
products. [8192.927(c)(4)(ii)]
i.  Verify the operator has a process to determine the frequency for monitoring and liquid analysis based on all integrity assessments
results conducted in accordance with 192 Subpart O and risk factors specific to the covered segment. [§192.927(c)(4)(ii),
ASME B31.8S-2004 Appendix A2.2]

192.927(c)(4
Section 7B 192_9(3%( ) D.9¢c ii.  Verify the operator’s process requires that if any evidence of corrosion products is found in the covered segment, prompt action

Appendix A2.2 must be taken including, as a minimum: [8192.927(c)(4)(ii)]
i Remediate the conditions the operator finds in accordance with §192.933, and
ii. Implement one of the two following required actions: (1) Conduct excavations of covered segments at locations

downstream from where the electrolyte might have entered the pipe, or (2) assess the covered segment using another
integrity assessment method allowed by Subpart O.
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- - d. Verify that the operator’s plan contains provisions for applying more restrictive criteria for the post-assessment when conducting ICDA for
Section 7B 192.927(c)(5 D.9d
ection ©Ei) the first time on a covered segment [§192.927(c)(5)(ii)]

D.10 Wet Gas ICDA Programmatic Requirements — If the operator elects to use ICDA to assess a covered segment operating with
D.10 electrolyte present in the gas stream (wet gas), verify that the operator develops and implements an ICDA plan in accordance with §192.927
which addresses the following. [§192.927(b)]

a. Verify that the operator developed a documented ICDA plan which demonstrates how the operator will conduct ICDA on the entire pipeline

Section 7 192.927(c) D.10a in which covered segments are present to effectively address internal corrosion. [§192.927(c)]
192.921(2)(4) b. Verify th has provided notification to PHMSA, and applicabl local safety authorities, of an ICDA “oth
Section 7 192.937(c)(4) D.10b . Verify t e operator has provided notification to , and applicable state or local safety authorities, of an wet gas “other
192.927(b) technology" application in accordance with §192.921 (a) (4) or §192.937 (c) (4). [8192.927(b)

D.11 SCCDA Data Gathering & Evaluation If the operator elects to use SCCDA, verify that the operator’s SCCDA evaluation process
D.11 complies with ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix A3 in order to identify whether conditions for SCC of gas line pipe are present and to prioritize
’ the covered segments for assessment. [8192.929(b)(1)]

a. Verify that the operator has a process to gather, integrate, and evaluate data for all covered segments to identify whether the conditions
for SCC are present and to prioritize the covered segments for assessment. [§192.929(b)(1)]
i.  Verify that the operator’s process gathers and evaluates data related to SCC at all sites it excavates during the conduct of its
pipeline operations (not just covered segments) where the criteria indicate the potential for SCC. [§192.929(b)(1) and ASME

. 192.929(b)(1) } ;
Section 4 Appendix A3 D.1lla B31.8S-2004, Appendix A3.3]
ii.  Verify that the data includes, as a minimum, the data specified in ASME B31.85-2004, Appendix A3.
iii.  Verify that the operator addresses missing data by either using conservative assumptions or assigning a higher priority to the
segments affected by the missing data, as required by ASME B31.85-2004, Appendix A3.2.
D12 D.12 SCCDA Assessment, Examination, & Threat Remediation Verify that covered segments (for which conditions for SCC are
: identified) are assessed, examined, and the threat remediated. [§192.929(b)(2)]
N/A B31.8S-2004, D.12a a. Verify that, if conditions for SCC are present, that the operator conducts an assessment using one of the methods specified in ASME
Appendix A3 ' B31.8S-2004, Appendix A3.
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b. Verify that the operator’s plan specifies an acceptable inspection, examination, and evaluation plan using either the Bell Hole
Examination and Evaluation Method (that complies with all requirements of ASME B31.8S-2004 Appendix A3.4 (a)) or Hydrostatic Testing
(that complies with all requirements of ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix A3.4 (b)).
Section 7 B31.85-2004, D.12b i.  Verify, that the operator’s plan requires that for pipelines which have experienced an in-service leak or rupture attributable to
Appendix A3.4 SCC, that the particular segment(s) be subjected to a hydrostatic pressure test (that complies with ASME B31.85-2004,
Appendix A3.4 (b)) within 12 months of the failure, using a documented hydrostatic retest program developed specifically for
the affected segment(s), as required by ASME B31.85-2004, Appendix A3.4.
- c. Verify that assessment results are used to determine reassessment intervals in accordance with §192.939(a)(3); (see Protocol F).
Section 7 192.939(a)(3) D.12c [§192.939(2)(3)]
E1 E.1 Program Requirements for Discovery, Evaluation and Remediation Scheduling Verify that provisions exist to discover and evaluate
’ all anomalous conditions resulting from integrity assessment and remediate those which could reduce a pipeline’s integrity. [§192.933(a)]
10.3 192.933(b) E.la a. Verify a definition of discovery is provided. [§192.933(b)
10.4; Forms
9B.2,9C.2, 192.933(b) E.1b b. Verify a requirement exists to document the actual date of discovery. [§192.933(b)
7A.10
10.4; Forms
9B.2, 7A.7, 192.933(c) E.lc c. Verify a requirement exists to develop a schedule that prioritizes evaluation and remediation of anomalous conditions. [§192.933(c)]
TA8
192.933 d. If the operator desires to deviate from the timelines for remediation as provided in Section 192.933 by demonstrating exceptional
N/A 192.913(b) E.1d performance, verify that the requirements of Section 192.913(b) have been met and the safety of the covered segment is not jeopardized.
192.913(c) [8192.913(c)(2)](See Protocol F.5)
E.2 Program Requirements for Identifying Anomalies Inspect the operator’s program to verify that provisions exist for the classification
E.2 and remediation of anomalies that meet the criteria for: (1) Immediate repair conditions; (2) One-year conditions; (3) Monitored conditions; or
(4) Other conditions as specified in ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 7 . [§192.933(c) and §192.933(d)]
10.4,10.5.1, 192.933(d)(1) E2a a. Verify the program requires a temporary pressure reduction or the pipeline to be shut down upon discovery of all immediate repair
Form 10-1 ' ’ conditions. [192.933(d)(1)]
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b. Verify provisions exist to classify and categorize anomalies meeting the following criteria:
i.  Immediate Repair Conditions (Conditions requiring immediate remediation actions)

1. Calculated remaining strength indicates a failure pressure that is less than or equal to 1.1 times MAOP; [§192.933(d)(1)]

2. A dent having any indication of metal loss, cracking, or a stress riser; [§192.933(d)(1)]

3. An indication or anomaly that is judged by the person designated by the operator to evaluate assessment results as
requiring immediate action. [§192.933(d)(1)]

4. Metal-loss indications affecting a detected longitudinal seam if that seam was formed by direct current or low-frequency
electric resistance welding or by electric flash welding; [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 7.2.1]

5. All indications of stress corrosion cracks; [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 7.2.2]; or

192.933(d)(1)
192.933(d)(2) 6. Any indications that might be expected to cause immediate or near-term leaks or ruptures based on their known or
192.933(d)(3) perceived effects on the strength of the pipeline. [ASME B31.85-2004, Section 7.2.3]
B31.8S-2004,
10.4.1 721 E.2b ii. One-Year Conditions (Conditions requiring remediation within one year of discovery).
B31.85-2004,
722 1. A smooth dent located between the 8 and 4 o’clock positions (upper 2/3 of the pipe) with a depth greater than 6% of the
B31.8S-2004, pipeline diameter; [§192.933(d)(2)] or,
723

2. A dent with a depth greater than 2% of the pipeline’s diameter, that affects pipe curvature at a girth weld or at a
longitudinal seam weld. [§192.933(d)(2)]

iii. Monitored Conditions (Conditions which must be monitored until the next assessment).

1. A dent with a depth greater than 6% of the pipeline diameter located between the 4 and 8 o’clock position (lower 1/3) of
the pipe; [8192.933(d)(3)]

2. A dent located between the 8 and 4 o’clock position (upper 2/3) of the pipe with a depth greater than 6% of the pipeline
diameter, and engineering analysis to demonstrate critical strain levels are not exceeded; [§192.933(d)(3)]or,

3. A dent with a depth greater than 2% of the pipeline diameter, that affects pipe curvature at a girth weld or a longitudinal
seam weld, and engineering analysis of the dent and girth or seam weld to demonstrate critical strain levels are not
exceeded. [§192.933(d)(3)]

10.5.2 192.933(d)(3) E.2¢ c. . Verify provisions exist to record and monitor anomalies that are classified as "monitored conditions" during subsequent risk or integrity
- ' ‘ assessments for any change in their status that would require remediation. [§192.933(d)(3)]
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104 10.5.2 B31.85-2004, 7 E 2d d. Verify that program requirements exist to meet the provisions of ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 7, Figure 4 for scheduling and remediating
e 192.933(c) ' any other threat conditions that do not meet the classification criteria of Protocol E.02.b, above. [§192.933(c)]
E3 E.3. Operator Response when Timelines for Evaluation and Remediation Cannot be Met Verify that provisions exist to respond
’ appropriately when the operator is unable to meet time limits for evaluation and remediation. [§192.933(a)].
a. Verify a requirement exists to take a temporary operating pressure reduction or other action that ensures safety of the covered segment in the
event the operator is unable to respond within the timeframes required by 192.933. [192.933(a)]
i.  Verify a requirement exists to determine the appropriate pressure reduction using ASME B31G, or "RSTRENG", or reduce
192.933(a) pressure to a level not exceeding 80% of the level at the time the condition was discovered. [§192.933(a)]
10.10, 10.5 B31G E.3a
ii.  Verify a requirement exists that when a pressure reduction is to exceed 365 days, a documented technical justification is developed
that explains the reason for remediation delay and demonstrates continuation of the reduction will not jeopardize pipeline
integrity. [§192.933(a)]
192.933(a) b. Verify a requirement exists to document the justification, when a remediation activity cannot be completed within established timeframe
10.9, 10.10 192.933(c) E.3b requirements, that includes the reasons why the schedule cannot be met and the basis for why the changed schedule will not jeopardize public
' safety. [8192.933(a) and §192.933(c) |
e. Verify a requirement exists to notify PHMSA in accordance with Section §192.949 and the State pipeline safety authority, if applicable,
when:
192.949 i.  the operator cannot meet the evaluation and remediation schedule and cannot provide a temporary reduction in operating pressure
10.9,10.10, ) or other action [8192.933(a)(1) and §192.933(c)], and
10111 192.933(a) E.3c
- 192.933(c) ii.  apressure reduction exceeds 365 days. [8192.933(a)(2)]
The notification is to include the documented justification under protocols E.03.a and E.03.b.
E4 E.4. Record Review for Discovery, Repair and Remediation Activities Inspect operator repair and remediation records to verify that
’ remediation activities have been conducted in accordance with program requirements. [§192.933
10.2.10.4. 105 192.933(c) a. Verify a prioritized schedule exists for evaluation and remediation of anomalies identified during assessment or reassessment activities. The
- 106 - 192'933(d) E.4a prioritized schedule must document which of the criteria specified in §192.933(d) and/or ASME B31.85-2004 were used as the basis for the
: : schedule. [§192.933(c) and §192.933(d)]
10.2.1, Forms . . . . . .
10-1 9B.2 192.933(b) E.4b b. Verify anomqu dlsco_very was documented within 180 days of completion of the assessment or reassessment, or else that compliance with
7A8 Y7A '1(’) ' ’ the 180-day period was impracticable. [§192.933(b
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7B.12
10.2,10.5.2, 192.933(a) E.dc c. Verify any remediation activities taken are sufficient to ensure that the anomaly is unlikely to threaten the integrity of the pipeline before the
10.6 ' ’ next scheduled reassessment. [§192.933(a)]
10.4,10.5.1.2, - . - . . L -
Figs. 10-2 & 192.933(a) d Verlfy,_ for any immediate repair anomalies, a temporary pressure reduction is taken by the operator on the pipeline and the reduced pressure
10-3 ‘Form 10- B.31G E.4d is determined in accordance with ASME B31G, or "RSTRENG", or that the reduced pressure does not exceed 80% of the level at the time the
' 1 condition was discovered. [§192.933(a)]
10.4.2,10.4.4, 192.933(d)(1) Ede e. Verify immediate repair conditions have been evaluated and remediated on a schedule established in accordance with the provisions of
105.1 B31.85-2004,7 ’ ASME B31.85-2004, Section 7. [§192.933(d)(1)]
f. Verify any pressure reduction taken has not exceeded 365 days from the date of discovery unless:
10.4,10.5.1.2, 192.933(a) E af i.  atechnical justification has been developed to demonstrate that continuation of the pressure reduction will not jeopardize the
10.10 192.949 ’ integrity of the pipeline [§192.933(a)], and
ii.  PHMSA and the State pipeline safety authority, if applicable, have been notified in accordance with §192.949. [§192.933(a)]
Forms 10-1, ©)
9B.2, TA.8, 192.933(c E.4g g. Verify that remediation activities were completed in accordance with scheduled timeframes. [§192.933(c) and §192.933(d)]
192.933(d)
7A.10, 7B.12
IlZ?oinls 913421 h. Verify that anomalies meeting any of the criteria of §192.933(d)(3) as "monitored conditions" are evaluated during subsequent risk and
7A8 7A io’ 192.933(d) E.4h integrity assessments to identify any change that may require remediation and that any required remediation is scheduled and implemented in
'7|’3 12’ ! accordance with the applicable requirements of §192.933 and ASME B31.8S-2004. [§192.933(d)]
i. Verify any remediation activities that have not been completed in accordance with §192.933 timeframes, and the operator has not provided
10.4, safety through a temporary pressure reduction:
10.9, 10.10, : i. have technical justifications that include the reasons why the schedule cannot be met and the basis for why the changed schedule
192.933(c) E.4i . A ” p
10.11, will not jeopardize public safety, and
Form 10-1 ii have been reported to PHMSA and appropriate State authorities in accordance with the requirements of §192.933(c) of the rule.
[8192.933(c)]
F1 F.1 Periodic Evaluations Verify the operator conducts a periodic evaluation of pipeline integrity based on data integration and risk
’ assessment to identify the threats specific to each covered segment and the risk represented by these threats. [§192.917 and 192.937(b)]
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a. Verify that periodic evaluations are conducted based on a data integration and risk assessment of the entire pipeline as specified in
§192.917. The evaluation must consider the following: [§192.937(b) and §192.917]

igg 1%29371(7b) i.  Pastand present assessment results
Fig 13_'2” Fig. 192.933 F.la ii.  Data integration and risk assessment information [§192.917]
13-5, Fig. 4-6 192.935 iii.  Decisions about remediation [§192.933]

iv.  Additional preventive and mitigative actions [§192.935]

b. Verify that periodic evaluations of data are thorough, complete, and adequate for establishing reassessment methods and schedules.

47 192.937(b) F.1b [8192.937(0)]
) ¢. Verify that an appropriate interval is established for performing required periodic evaluations of threats and pipeline conditions following
13.4, Form 3-1 192.937(b) Flc completion of the baseline assessment. [§192.937(b)]
Section 13 192,937 F1d d. Verify that the operator periodically reviews the evaluation results to determine if the new information warrants changes to reassessment
' ' intervals and/or methods, and makes changes as appropriate. [§192.937]
Fo F.2 Reassessment Methods Verify that the approach for establishing the reassessment method is consistent with the requirements in

§192.937(c). [§192.937(c) and §192.941]
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a. Verify that one or more of the following assessment methods (depending on the applicable threats) are specified:
i.  Aninternal inspection tool(s) capable of detecting corrosion and any other threats that the operator intends to address using this
tool(s). The process must follow ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 6.2, in selecting the appropriate inspection tool.
[8192.937(c)(1)

ii. A pressure test conducted in accordance with subpart J. An operator must use the test pressures specified in ASME B31.8S-2004,
192.937(c)(1) Section 5, Table 3, to justify an extended reassessment interval in accordance with §192.939. Pressure test is appropriate for
192.937(c)(2) threats as defined in ASME B31.85-2004, Section 6.3. [§192.937(c)(2)

. 192.937(c)(3
Section 13, 192 9378243 iii.  Direct assessment — refer to Protocol D. [§192.937(c)(3)]
Secﬁ?g:ggeéc 192.937(c)(5) F.2a iv.  Other technology that an operator demonstrates can provide an equivalent understanding of the condition of the pipe. If other
T 192.949 technology is the method selected, the process should require that the operator notify PHMSA at least 180 days before
B31.85-2004, 5 conducting the assessment, in accordance with §192.949. Also, verify that notification to a State or local pipeline safety
B31.85-2004, 6.3 authority is required when either a covered segment is located in a State where PHMSA has an interstate agent agreement, or an
intrastate covered segment is regulated by that State. [§192.937(c)(4)

v.  Confirmatory direct assessment when used on a covered segment that is scheduled for a reassessment period longer than seven

years. Refer to Protocol G. [§192.937(c)(5)]

vi.  If the operator is using "low stress reassessment" method, evaluate the process using protocol question F.03.

Form 6-1 F.2b b. Review the methods selected for reassessments and verify that they are appropriate for the identified threats.
F.3 Low Stress Reassessment For pipelines operating at < 30% SMYS, the operator may choose to use a "low stress reassessment™ method to
F.3 address threats of external and internal corrosion. If this method is used, verify that the operator addresses the following requirements
[8192.941]:
o a. Verify that the operator completes a baseline assessment on the covered segment prior to implementing the "low stress reassessment"
Appendix 8-A 192.941(a) F.3a method. [§192.941(a)]
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b. If used to address external corrosion, verify that the operator has incorporated the following:

i.  If the pipe is cathodically protected, electrical surveys (i.e., indirect examination tool/method) must be performed at least every 7
years. The operator must use the results of each survey as part of an overall evaluation of the cathodic protection and corrosion
threat for covered segments. This evaluation must consider, at a minimum, the leak repair and inspection records, corrosion

F.3b monitoring records, exposed pipe records, and the pipeline environment. [§192.941(b)(1)

135 192.941(b)(1)

ii.  If the pipe is unprotected or cathodically protected where electrical surveys are impractical, the operator must require (1) the
conduct of leakage surveys as required by 192.706, at 4-month intervals; and (2) the identification and remediation of areas of
active corrosion every 18 months by evaluating leak repair and inspection records, corrosion monitoring records, exposed pipe
records, and the pipeline environment. [§192.941(b)(1)

c. If used to address internal corrosion, verify that the operator has incorporated all of the following:
i.  Gas analysis for corrosive agents must be performed at least once each calendar year. [§192.941(c)(1)]
192.941(c)(1) ii.  Periodic testing of fluids removed from the segment must be conducted. At least once each calendar year the operator must test
Section 13.5 192.941(c)(2) F.3c the fluids removed from each storage field that may affect a covered segment. [§192.941(c)(2)]
: iii. t least every seven (7) years, the operator must integrate data from the analysis and testing required by c.i and c.ii above wit
192.941(c)(3) ii.  Atl 7 h i data from the analysis and testi ired by c.i and c.ii ab ith

applicable internal corrosion leak records, incident reports, and test records, and define and implement appropriate remediation

actions. [8192.941(c)(3)]

Fa F.4 Reassessment Intervals Verify that the requirements for establishing the reassessment intervals are consistent with section §192.939 and
' ASME B31.8S-2004. [§ 192.937(a), 192.939(a), 192.939(b), 192.913(c), ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5, Table 3]

192.921(d a. Verify that the operator reassesses covered segments on which a baseline assessment was conducted during the baseline period specified in
Section 13 —(—1192'937@) F.4a subpart §192.921(d) by no later than seven years after the baseline assessment of that covered segment unless the reassessment evaluation
' (refer to question F.01) indicates an earlier reassessment. [8192.937(a)
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b. For pipelines operating at or above 30% SMYS, verify that the operator meets the following requirements:
i.  If the operator establishes a reassessment interval greater than seven (7) years, a confirmatory direct assessment (refer to Protocol
G) must be performed at intervals not to exceed seven (7) year intervals followed by a reassessment at the interval established
by the operator (refer below). [§192.939(a)
192.913(c) ii.  Unless a deviation is permitted under 192.913(c), the maximum reassessment interval shall not exceed the values listed in the
192.917 §192.939(b) table. [§192.937(a)]
Section13 gggg?gg F.4b iii.  If the reassessment method is a pressure test, ILI, or other equivalent technology, the interval must be based on either: (1) the
B31 85-200 45 identified threat(s) for the covered segment (see §192.917) and on the analyses of the results from the last integrity assessment,
.Table 3 o and a review of data integration and risk assessment; or (2) using the intervals specified for different stress levels of pipeline
listed in ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 5, Table 3. An operator must use the test pressures specified in ASME B31.85-2004,
Section 5, Table 3, to justify an extended reassessment interval in accordance with §192.939. [§192.939(a)(1)]
iv.  If the reassessment method is external corrosion direct assessment, internal corrosion direct assessment, or SCC direct assessment
refer to Protocol D for evaluating the operator’s interval determination.
c. For pipelines operating < 30% SMYS, verify that the operator selects one of the following reassessment approaches:
i.  Reassessment by pressure test, internal inspection or other equivalent technology following the requirements in paragraph
§192.939(a)(1) except that the stress level referenced in §192.939(a)(1)(ii) would be adjusted to reflect the lower operating
stress level. However, if an established interval is more than seven (7) years, the operator must conduct at seven (7) year
192.939(b)(1) intervals either a confirmatory direct assessment in accordance with §192.931, or a low stress reassessment in accordance with
192.939(b)(2) §192.941. An operator must use the test pressures specified in ASME B31.85-2004, Section 5, Table 3, to justify an extended
192.939(b)(3) reassessment interval in accordance with §192.939.[8192.939(b)(1)]
Section13 192.939(b)(4) F.dc ii.  Reassessment by external corrosion direct assessment, internal corrosion direct assessment, or SCC direct assessment. Refer to
:3&?5332?(85% Protocol D for evaluating the operator’s interval determination. [§192.939(b)(2), §192.939(b)(3), and §192.939(b)(4)]
2004, 5, TaBIe 3 iii.  Reassessment by confirmatory direct assessment at seven year intervals in accordance with subpart §192.931, with reassessment
by one of the methods listed in §192.939(b)(1) — (b)(3) by year 20 of the interval. [§192.939(b)(4)]
iv.  Reassessment by the "low stress method" at 7-year intervals in accordance with §192.941 with reassessment by one of the
methods listed in §192.939(b)(1) through (b)(3) by year 20 of the interval. [§192.939(b)(5)]
13.4.2, 192.921(e) F 4d d. Verify that a covered segment on which a prior assessment was credited as a baseline assessment under subpart §192.921(e) is required to
Fig. 13-3 192.937(a) ' be reassessed by no later than December 17, 2009. [§192.937(a)]
134 F.4e e. Verify that reassessment intervals are appropriate and that adequate documentation and technical bases support the intervals selected.
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F.5 Deviation From Reassessment Requirements If the operator elects to deviate from certain requirements listed in §192.913(c), verify that
F.5 the operator uses a performance based approach that satisfies the requirements for exceptional performance as follows: [§192.913, ASME
B31.85-2004]

a. Verify that the operator has a performance based integrity management program that meets or exceeds the performance-based requirements
of ASME B31.85-2004 and includes, at a minimum, the following elements: [§192.913(a)
i. A comprehensive process for risk analysis;

ii.  Allrisk factor data used to support the program;
iii. A comprehensive data integration process;
iv. A procedure for applying lessons learned from assessment of covered pipeline segments to pipeline segments not covered by this

192.911(j) subpart;
13.9, N/A 192.913(a) F.5a v. A procedure for evaluating every incident, including its cause, within the operator's sector of the pipeline industry for
192.943 implications both to the operator's pipeline system and to the operator's integrity management program;

vi. A performance matrix that demonstrates the program has been effective in ensuring the integrity of the covered segments by
controlling the identified threats to the covered segments (Refer to Protocol 1);

vii.  Semi-annual performance measures beyond those required in 8192.943 that are part of the operator's performance plan. [See
§192.911(i)] Refer to Protocol I.

viii.  An analysis that supports the desired integrity reassessment interval and the remediation methods to be used for all covered
segments.

b. Verify that the operator has completed at least two integrity assessments on each covered pipeline segment the operator is including under
13.9, N/A 192.913(b)(2)(i) F.5b the performance-based approach and is able to demonstrate that each assessment effectively addressed the identified threats on the covered

segments. [§192.913(b)(2)(i)]

192.913(b)(2)(ii) c. Verify the operator has remediated anomalies identified in the more recent assessment per the requirements of §192.933.

13.9, N/A F.5¢c

192.933 ' [8192.913(b)(2)(ii)]
. d. Verify the operator has incorporated the results and lessons learned from the more recent assessment into the operator’s data integration and
13.9, N/A 192.913(b)(2)(i1) F.5d risk assessment. [8192.913(b)(2)(ii)]
13.9. N/A 192.913(c)(1) F5e e. Verify that deviations are allowed only for the timeframe for reassessment as provide in §192.939 except that reassessment by some method
- 192.939 ' allowed by Subpart O (e.g., confirmatory direct assessment) must be completed at intervals not to exceed seven (7) years. [§192.913(c)(1)]
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F.6 Waiver from Reassessment Interval Verify that the operator’s program requires that it apply for a waiver, should it become necessary,
F.6 from the required reassessment interval. The waiver request must demonstrate that the waiver is justified as specified in the rule. Such a
waiver request may only be made in the following limited situations: [§192.943]

Section13 192.943(a)(1) F.6a a. Lack of internal inspection tools. [§192.943(a)(1)]
Section13 192.943(a)(2) F.6b b. Cannot maintain local product supply. [§192.943(a)(2)]
Section13 192.943(b) F6c ¢. Application must be made at least 180 days before the end of the required reassessment interval. (Exception: If local product supply issues

make the 180 day submittal impractical, an operator must apply for the waiver as soon as the need for waiver becomes known). [§192.943(b)

G.1 Confirmatory Direct Assessment, CDA If using confirmatory direct assessment (CDA) as allowed in §192.937, verify that the
operator’s integrity management plan meets the requirements of §192.931, §192.925 (ECDA) and §192.927 (ICDA). [8§192.931]

G.1

a. Verify that the operator’s CDA plan for external corrosion complies with all of the requirements contained in §192.925 (See Protocols D.1 ~
D.5) with the following exceptions, [192.931(b)

Section13, 192.931(b) Gla i.  The procedures for indirect examination may allow use of only one indirect examination tool suitable for the application

Section 7 . . L L . . . L
ii.  The procedures for direct examination and remediation must provide that all immediate action indications and at least one

scheduled action indication are excavated for each ECDA region.

b. Verify that the operator’s CDA plan for internal corrosion complies with all of the requirements contained in §192.927 (See Protocols D.6 ~
G.1b D.10) except that procedures for identifying locations for excavation may require excavation of only one high risk location in each ICDA
region.[§192.931(c) and §192.925]

Section 13, 192.931(c)
Section 7 192.927

¢. When using CDA carried out under §192.931(b) or (c), if an operator discovers any defect requiring remediation prior to the next scheduled
assessment, verify that the operator evaluates the need to accelerate the schedule for the next assessment. If the schedule is accelerated, verify
that the new assessment scheduled is determined using the methodology documented in NACE SP0502-2008, Section 6.2 and NACE SP0502-

h G.lc
Section 7 192.933 . o . o . . . .
i.  If the defect requires immediate remediation, verify the operator reduces pressure consistent with §192.933 (See Protocol E) until

the operator has completed reassessment using one of the assessment techniques allowed in §192.937 (See Protocol F).

[§192.931(d)]

H.1 General Requirements (ldentification of Additional Measures) Verify that a process is in place to identify additional measures to

e prevent a pipeline failure and to mitigate the consequences of a pipeline failure in a high consequence area. [§192.935(a)]
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192.917 a. Verify that the process for identifying additional measures is based on identified threats to each pipeline segment and the risk analysis
12.1.1,12.2 1&W35(a) H.la required by §192.917. [Note: Protocol H.8 addresses the implementation decision process for additional preventive and mitigative measures.]
' [8192.935(a)]
b. Verify that additional measures evaluated by the operator cover a spectrum of alternatives such as, but not limited to, installing Automatic
Shut-off Valves or Remote Control Valves, installing computerized monitoring and leak detection systems, replacing pipe segments with pipe
1231 192.935(a) H.1b - - L L . : . ;
of heavier wall thickness, providing additional training to personnel on response procedures, conducting drills with local emergency
responders and implementing additional inspection and maintenance programs. [§192.935(a)]
H.2 H.2 Third Party Damage Verify that the following preventive and mitigative requirements regarding threats due to third party damage have
: been addressed: [§192.935(b)(1) and §192.935(¢)]
a. Verify implementation of enhancements to the §192.614-required Damage Prevention Program with respect to covered segments to prevent
and minimize the consequences of a release, and that the enhanced measures include, at a minimum: [Note: As noted in Protocol H.03 and
Protocol H.04, a subset of these enhancements are required for pipelines operating below 30% SMYS and for plastic transmission pipelines.]
[8192.935(b)(1)]
i.  Using qualified personnel (see Protocol L.02 - §192.915(c)) for work an operator is conducting that could adversely affect the
integrity of a covered segment, such as marking, locating, and direct supervision of known excavation work.
[8192.935(b)(1)(i)]
ii.  Collecting, in a central database, location-specific information on excavation damage that occurs in covered and non covered
segments in the transmission system and the root cause analysis to support identification of targeted additional preventative and
192.935(b)(1) S . . - - . ;i A .
192 915(c mitigative measures in the high consequence areas. This information must include recognized damage that is not required to be
1232 B31—u.88-2004,7.5 H.2a reported as an incident under Part 191. [§192.935(b)(1)(ii)]
SP0502-2008 iii.  Participating in one-call systems in locations where covered segments are present. [§192.935(b)(1)(iii)]
iv.  Monitoring of excavations conducted on covered pipeline segments by pipeline personnel.

1. When there is physical evidence of encroachment involving excavation that the operator did not monitor near a
covered segment, verify that the area near the encroachment must be excavated or that an above ground survey using
methods defined in NACE SP0502-2008 must be conducted. [§192.935(b)(1)(iv)]

A If an above ground survey is conducted, verify that any indication of coating holidays or discontinuities
warranting direct examination must be excavated and remediated in accordance with ASME B31.85-2004,
Section 7.5 and §192.933. [§192.935(b)(1)(iv)]
12.3.2, Forms 192.917(e)(1) H.2b b. If the threat of third party damage is identified by results of the §192.917(b) (Protocol C.02) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix A7 data
12-2 ' ' integration processes, verify that comprehensive additional preventive measures are implemented. [§192.917(e)(1)]
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H3 H.3 Pipelines Operating Below 30% SMYSS Verify that the following preventive and mitigative requirements for pipelines operating below
’ 30% SMYS have been addressed:

a. For pipelines operating below 30% SMYS located in a high consequence area:

i.  Verify that the operator's processes for damage prevention program enhancements include requirements for the use of qualified
personnel (see Protocol L.02 - §192.915(c)) for work an operator is conducting that could adversely affect the integrity of a
covered segment, such as marking, locating, and direct supervision of known excavation work. [§192.935(d) and §192.935(d)(1)]
[Note: This requirement is also contained in Protocol H.02.a.i for pipelines operating above 30% SMYS.]

192.935(d) ii.  Verify that the operator's processes for damage prevention program enhancements include participating in one-call systems in
12.35 192.935(d)(1) H.3a locations where covered segments are present. [§192.935(d) and §192.935(d)(1)] [Note: This requirement is also contained in
192.935(d)(2) Protocol H.02.a.iii for pipelines operating above 30% SMYS.]

ili.  Verify that excavations near the pipeline are monitored, or patrols are conducted of the pipeline at bi-monthly intervals as required
by §192.705. [§192.935(d) and §192.935(d)(2)]

1. Ifindications of unreported construction activity are found, verify that required follow up investigations are conducted
to determine if mechanical damage has occurred. [§192.935(d)(2)]

b. For pipelines operating below 30% SMY'S located in a class 3 or 4 area but not in a high consequence area:

i.  Verify that the operator's processes for damage prevention program enhancements include requirements for the use of qualified
personnel (see Protocol L.02 - §192.915(c)) for work an operator is conducting that could adversely affect the integrity of a
covered segment, such as marking, locating, and direct supervision of known excavation work. [§192.935(d), §192.935(d)(1) and
§192 Table E.I1.1] [Note: This requirement is also contained in Protocol H.02.a.i for pipelines operating above 30% SMYS.]

ii.  Verify that the operator's processes for damage prevention program enhancements include participating in one-call systems in

192.935(d) locations where covered segments are present. [§192.935(d), §192.935(d)(1) and §192 Table E.11.1] [Note: This requirement is
192.935(d)(1) also contained in Protocol H.02.a.iii for pipelines operating above 30% SMYS.]
12.35 192.935(d)(2) H.3b
1_?_25?3?5(?3(? iii.  Verify that excavations near the pipeline are monitored, or patrols are conducted of the pipeline at bi-monthly intervals as required

by §192.705. [§192.935(d), §192.935(d)(2) and §192 Table E.I1.1]

1. If indications of unreported construction activity are found, verify that required follow up investigations are conducted
to determine if mechanical damage has occurred. [§192.935(d)(2) and §192 Table E.I1.1]

iv.  Verify that the operator performs semi-annual leak surveys (quarterly for unprotected pipelines or cathodically protected pipe
where electrical surveys are impractical). [§192.935(d)(3)and §192 Table E.11.1]
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H.4 Plastic Transmission Pipeline For plastic transmission pipelines, verify that applicable third party damage requirements have been

e applied to covered segments of the pipeline. [§192.935(e)]

a. Verify that the operator’s processes for damage prevention program enhancements include requirements for the use of qualified personnel
(see Protocol L.02 - §192.915(c)) for work an operator is conducting that could adversely affect the integrity of a covered segment, such as
12.3.2.1 192.935(e) H.4a marking, locating, and direct supervision of known excavation work. [§192.935(e)] [Note: This requirement is also contained in previous
Protocol H.02.a.i for non-plastic pipelines operating above 30% SMYS.]

b. Verify that the operator's processes for damage prevention program enhancements include participating in one-call systems in locations
12.3.2.3 192.935(e) H.4b where covered segments are present. [§192.935(e)] [Note: This requirement is also contained in Protocol H.02.a.iii for non-plastic pipelines
operating above 30% SMYS.]

c. Verify that the excavations on covered segments are monitored by pipeline personnel. [§192.935(e)] [Note: This requirement is also
contained in Protocol H.02.a.iv for non-plastic pipelines operating above 30% SMYS.]

i.  When there is physical evidence of encroachment involving excavation that the operator did not monitor near a covered segment,
verify that the area near the encroachment must be excavated or that an above ground survey using methods defined in NACE
SP0502-2008 must be conducted. [§192.935(e)] [Note: This requirement is also contained in Protocol H.02.a.iv for non-plastic

192.935(e) H.4c pipelines operating above 30% SMYS.]

12324 SP0502-2008

1. Ifanabove ground survey is conducted, verify that any indication of coating holidays or discontinuities warranting
direct examination must be excavated and remediated in accordance with ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 7.5 and
§192.933. [8192.935(e)] [Note: This requirement is also contained in Protocol H.02.a.iv for non-plastic pipelines
operating above 30% SMYS.]

H.5 Outside Force Damage Verify that the operator adequately addresses threats due to outside force (e.g., earth movement, floods, unstable

et suspension bridge). [8192.935(b)(2)]

a. Verify that if the operator makes a determination that outside force (e.g., earth movement, floods, unstable suspension bridge) is a threat to
the integrity of a covered segment (e.g., via Protocol C.01 activities), measures have been taken to minimize the consequences to the covered
segment. These measures include, but are not limited to, increasing the frequency of aerial, foot or other methods of patrols, adding external
protection, reducing external stress, and relocating the line. [§192.935(b)(2)]

1233 192.935(h)(2) H.5a

H.6 H.6 Corrosion Verify that the operator takes required actions to address corrosion threats. [§192.917(e)(5)]
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a. Verify that the operator makes a determination of whether or not corrosion exists on a covered pipeline segment that could adversely affect
the integrity of the line (conditions specified in §192.933). [§192.917(e)(5)]
i.  If such corrosion is identified, then verify:
458%;'0” 1816 192.917(e)(5) H.6a 1. The corrosion is evaluated and remediated, as necessary, for all pipeline segments (both covered and noncovered)
-6, Form - with similar material coating and environmental characteristics. [§192.917(e)(5)
2. Aschedule is established for evaluating and remediating, as necessary, the similar segments consistent with the
operator’s established operating and maintenance procedures under Part 192 for testing and repair.
[8192.917(e)(5)
H.7 H.7 Automatic Shut-Off Valves or Remote Control Valves Verify that the operator has a process to decide if automatic shut-off valves or
’ remote control valves represent an efficient means of adding protection to potentially affected high consequence areas. [8192.935(c)
a. Verify that the operator establishes an adequate risk analysis-based process to determine if an automatic shut-off valve or remote control
valve should be added. [§192.935(c)]
i.  Verify that, as a minimum, the following factors were considered: [§192.935(c)]
1. swiftness of leak detection and pipe shutdown capabilities
2. the type of gas being transported
1234 192.935(c) H.7a ype o gas being transp
3. operating pressure
4. the rate of potential release
5. pipeline profile
6. the potential for ignition
7. location of nearest response personnel
H.8 General Requirements (Implementation of Additional Measures) Verify that the operator has identified and implemented (or
H.8 scheduled) additional measures beyond those already required by Part 192 to prevent a pipeline failure and to mitigate the consequences of a
pipeline failure in a high consequence area: [§192.935(a)]
12.2,12.4.1, a. Verify that a systematic, documented decision-making process is in place to decide which measures are to be implemented, involving input
Form 12-1, 192.935(a) H.8a from relevant parts of the organization such as operations, maintenance, engineering, and corrosion control. [§192.935(a)]
Form 12-2
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Section 12,
12.3.4, 192.935(a) H.8b b. Verify that the decision-making process considers both the likelihood and consequences of pipeline failures. [§192.935(a)
Form 8-1
Section 12, 192.935(a) H.8c c. Verify that additional measures are identified and documented and have actually been implemented, or scheduled for implementation.
Form 12-1 ’ ’ [8192.935(a)]
1.1. General Performance Measures Inspect the operator’s program to verify that, as a minimum, provisions exist for measuring integrity
management program effectiveness in accordance with the four elements of ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 9.4 and each identified threat in
1.1
‘ ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix A. [§192.945(a) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 12(b)(5)]
a. Verify the process for measuring IM program effectiveness includes the elements necessary to conduct a meaningful evaluation.
An adequate process for measuring IM program effectiveness should have the following characteristics:
. Includes the use of periodic self-assessments, internal and/or external integrity management program audits, management reviews,
or other self-critical evaluations to measure program effectiveness.
. Includes a clear description of the scope, objectives, and frequency of these program evaluation methods.
. Includes bench-marking performance metrics using data from inside or outside the company.
e Clearly defines the use of performance metrics in evaluating program performance.
192.945(a) . Provides for feedback to corrective action programs, preventive and mitigative measures decisions, and the threat and risk analysis
15.4,17.4,17.6, | B31.8S-2004,9.4 I1a processes? Does this feedback include communicating lessons learned and noteworthy practices to the appropriate
Form 17-1 B31.85-2004, individuals/organizational units.

Appendix A

e Assures management awareness and commitment, including the resources required to address integrity program improvements
identified through performance measurement.

. Includes provisions for the review and follow-up of program effectiveness evaluation results, findings, and recommendations, etc.,
with appropriate company managers.

. Includes provisions for the assignment of responsibility, by organization, group, or title, for implementation of required actions.

. Requires evaluation of the effectiveness of programs to address specific threats in accordance with ASME B31.8S-2004 Appendix
A.

b. Verify the process to evaluate IM program effectiveness includes an adequate set of performance metrics to provide meaningful insight into

B31.8S-2004, 9
IM program performance.

B31.8S-2004, 1.1b
Appendix A

17.3,17.4,
Form 17-1

A process for identifying an adequate set of performance measures should have the following characteristics:
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Includes a description of the performance metrics to be used and the frequency for data collection.

Defines metrics that:

Provide an overall measure of program effectiveness such as number of leaks or ruptures, etc.,

Reflect the accomplishment of the program's objectives such as number of miles of pipeline assessed; number of
anomalies found requiring repair or mitigation; number of right-of-way encroachments, and

Provide threat-specific insight in accordance with ASME B31.8S - 2004, Appendix A. Examples include: the number
of leaks caused by each threat (e.g., internal/external corrosion, third party damage, etc.); number of repair actions taken
for each threat, etc.

Includes performance metrics developed in accordance with ASME B 31.8S-2004 Section 9 including:

o]

Process/Activity Metrics that monitor the surveillance and preventive activities that are in place to control risk. These
metrics indicate how well an operator is implementing the elements of its integrity management program.

Operational Measures that monitor operational and maintenance trends to indicate if the program is effective or
ineffective, or the desired outcome is being achieved or not, despite the risk control activities in place.

Direct Integrity Metrics that reflect whether the program is effective in achieving the objective of improving integrity.
These are typically lagging indicators that measure the number of leaks, ruptures, injuries, fatalities, etc.

Includes trending of metrics over time and an analysis of these trends? The process for trending should include:

o]

A method to establish the magnitude of trends that represent normal fluctuations versus significant deviations (e.qg.,
significant enough to warrant corrective action).

The trending of equipment or material failures (e.g., valve gaskets or pump seals) as a means to evaluate pipeline
deterioration (an indicator of the end of useful life of materials and components).

The trending of leading indicators such as inadvertent over-pressurization, right-of-way encroachments without one-call
notification, SCADA outages, operation of overpressure or other safety devices, or other abnormal operating conditions
such as those listed in 192.605(c). (Leading indicators measure the effectiveness of proactive activities to control risk.
These indicators can uncover weaknesses before they develop into full-fledged problems.)

Provides for the periodic review and revision (if needed) of performance metrics to assure they are providing useful information
about the effectiveness of IM Program activities.

Includes procedures to ensure the completeness and accuracy of performance measure data — both for metrics reported to PHMSA
and the metrics used internally.

Defines performance goals, including segment-specific issues related to the operator's unique operating environment such as a
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decrease in the number, and depth, of corrosion related anomalies, a decrease in the threat of mechanical damage due to a decrease
in one-calls, a decrease in the number of crack anomalies, etc.

. Provides for the periodic review of performance goals and their revision (if needed) based on the results of program evaluations.

. Includes comparing leak, failure, and incident metrics to risk model results, and uses these comparisons to modify the risk model if
necessary.

¢. Verify that performance is measured annually (completed through December 31st of each year) for each of the following: [ASME B31.8S-
2004, Section 9.4]

®  Number of miles of pipeline inspected versus program requirements

e Number of immediate repairs completed as a result of the integrity management inspection program

17.3.2 B31.85-2004, 9.4 l.1c
®  Number of scheduled repairs completed as a result of the integrity management program
®  Number of leaks, failures and incidents (classified by cause).
B31.8S-2004, . . . . - . .
Appendix A d. Verify that performance is measured annually in accordance with the threat-specific metrics of ASME B31.8S-2004, Appendix A (See
Form 17.1 B31.85-2004, 1.1d ASME B31.8S-2004, Table 9 for a summary listing).
Table 9
1.2 1.2 Performance Measures Records Verification Inspect operator records to verify: [192.945(a)]
a. The methods to measure program effectiveness provide effective evaluation of IM program performance and result in program
improvements where necessary.
The records to demonstrate IM program effectiveness should have the following characteristics:
e The records show that periodic self-assessments, internal and/or external audits, management reviews, or other self-critical program
evaluations have been performed at the established frequency.
192.945(a) 1.2a e  The records indicate that the process has been implemented consistent with its scope and objectives, and at the established

frequency.

e  The records show that these program evaluations provided a comprehensive and in-depth examination of performance, and
effectively used the established performance metrics in this process.

e The records show bench-marking performance using data from inside or outside the company.

e The records show evidence of feedback to corrective action programs, preventive and mitigative measures decisions, and the threat
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and risk analysis processes.

e The records show that lessons learned and best practices have been communicated to the appropriate individuals and organizational
units.

e The records show evidence of management awareness and commitment, including providing resources to address improvements
identified by the program evaluation.

e The records include the review and follow-up of program evaluation results, findings, and recommendations, etc., by appropriate
company managers.

e  The records include the assignment of responsibility, by organization, group, or title, for implementing required actions.

e  The records show that deficiencies identified in program evaluations and recommended improvements have been implemented in a
timely manner.

b. That performance metrics are providing meaningful insight into integrity management program effectiveness.

Records to demonstrate that performance metrics are providing meaningful insights into IM program effectiveness should have the following
characteristics:

e  The records show the performance measure data is being collected and at the frequency established in the program evaluation
process.

. The records show that overall metrics have been defined and data collected for:

o  Overall measures of program effectiveness such as number of leaks, or ruptures, etc.,

192.605(a) 0  Metrics that reflect the accomplishment of the program's objectives, and
Form 17.1 B31.85-2004, 1.2b
' Appendix A ' 0  Threat specific metrics as established in ASME B31.85-2004, Appendix A.

B31.8S-2004, 9
e The records show that the performance metrics developed in accordance with ASME B 31.85-2004 Section 9 were implemented.
Specifically,

0  Process/Activity Metrics that monitor the surveillance and preventive activities that are in place to control risk. These
metrics indicate how well an operator is implementing the elements of its integrity management program.

o0  Operational Measures that monitor operational and maintenance trends to indicate if the program is effective or
1.2aineffective, or the desired outcome is being achieved or not, despite the risk control activities in place.

o  Direct Integrity Metrics that reflect whether the program is effective in achieving the objective of improving integrity.
These are typically lagging indicators that measure the number of leaks, ruptures, injuries, fatalities, etc.
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e The records show the trending of metrics over time and an analysis of these trends. Specifically,

o Do records show the trending analysis includes method(s) to establish the magnitude of trends that represent normal
fluctuations versus significant deviations (e.g., significant enough to warrant corrective action).

o Do records show trending of equipment or material failures as a means to evaluate pipeline equipment deterioration.

o Do records show trending of leading indicators such as inadvertent over-pressurization, ROW encroachments without
one-call notification, SCADA outages, operation of overpressure or other safety devices, or other abnormal operating
conditions such as those listed in 192.605(c). (Leading indicators measure the effectiveness of proactive activities to
control risk. These indicators can uncover weaknesses before they develop into full-fledged problems.)

e  The records show that the performance metrics have been reviewed and updated if needed to assure they are providing useful
information about the effectiveness of IM Program activities.

e The records show that the operator has implemented its program to assure the completeness and accuracy of the data used to
measure performance.

e The records show that the IM performance measures reported to PHMSA are complete and accurate.

e The records show any data quality concerns that might exist.

e The records show that the operator has established specific performance goals, including segment specific issues related to the
operator's unique operating environment such as the number, and depth, of corrosion related anomalies, the threat of mechanical
damage due to one calls, the number of crack anomalies, etc..

e The records show that the performance goals have been reviewed and revised based on the results of program evaluations.

e The records show the leak, failure, and incident metrics have been compared to the risk model, and that changes to the risk model
have been made when the data indicates such changes are necessary.

192.951 ¢. The four overall performance measures of ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 9.4 have been submitted to PHMSA annually in accordance with

17.3.5, GTAR B31.85-2004, 9.4 1.2¢ §192.951.

1.3 Exceptional Performance Measurements For operators that choose to demonstrate exceptional performance in order to deviate from
certain requirements of the rule, verify the following.

a. Additional performance measures beyond those required in 8192.945 (see Protocol 1.01) are part of the operator’s performance plan.

N/A 192.913(h) 1.3a [5102.913(b)(vii)]
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N/A 192.913(b) 13b b. All performance measures (all measures required by §192.945 and the additional performance measures) are submitted to PHMSA on a
' ' semi-annual frequency in accordance with §192.951. [§192.913(b)(vii)]
31 J.1 Records to be Maintained by the Operator Verify that the following records, as a minimum, are maintained for the useful life of the
: pipeline: [8192.947, ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 12.1 and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 12.2(b)(1)]
16.4.1All
sections
Section 3 a . . .
Section 4’ i.  Awritten integrity management program [§192.947(a)]
16.4.2 ! ii. Threat identification and risk assessment documentation per §192.917 [§192.947(b)]
o iii. A written baseline assessment plan per §192.919 [§192.947(c)]
Section 8, - S . .
16.4.3 iv.  Documents to support any decision, analysis, and process developed and used to implement and evaluate each element of the
16.4.4 baseline assessment plan and integrity management program. Documents include those developed and used in support of any
Sectibﬁ 18 192.947(a) thru J1a identification, calculation, amendment, modification, justification, deviation and determination made, and any action taken to
1645 ' 192.947(i) ' implement and evaluate any of the program elements [§192.947(d)]
Forrﬁ §-2 v.  Training program documentation and training records per §192.915 [§192.947(e)]
16.4.6 ' Vi. Remediation schedule and technical basis documentation per §192.933 [8192.947(f)]
Sectioﬁ 7 vii.  Direct assessment plan documentation per §192.923 through §192.929 [§192.947(g)]
16.4.7 ' viii. Confirmatory assessment documentation per 8192.931 [§192.947(h)]
Sectioﬁ 7 iX. Documentation of Notifications to PHMSA or State/Local Regulatory Agencies. [§192.947(i)]
16.4.8
16.4.9
K1 K.1. Documentation and Notification of Changes to the Integrity Management Program Verify that changes to the integrity management
’ program have been handled in accordance with §192.909 of the rule.
Revision Logs 192.909(a) K.la a. Verify that the reasons for program changes have been documented prior to implementation of the change(s). [8192.909(a)]
19.3 192.909(b) K.1b b. Verify, that for significant changes to the program, program implementation, or schedules, PHMSA or the State or local pipeline safety
' ' ' authority, if applicable, has been notified within 30 days after operator has adopted the change. [192.909(b)]
K.2 Attributes of the Change Process Verify that the integrity management program meets the requirements of ASME B31.8S-2004, Section
K.2
11 for a management of change process. [§192.911(k)]
. B31.8S-2004, a. Verify the existence of procedures that consider impacts of changes to pipeline systems and their integrity. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section
Section 14 K.2a
11(a) 11(a)]
. B31.8S-2004, . . . . :
Section 14.4.4 11(a) K.2b b. Verify change procedures address technical, physical, procedural, and organizational changes. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 11(a)]

; R d2afde Attachment to Response to AG Q252
rotocol CR - 42 0 Page 59 of 770
Bellar



APPENDIX 1-A

% B CROSS REFERENCE TABLE
x i\s IMP SECTION-PROTOCOL-REGULATION (AUGUST 2013)
EFFECTIVE DATE: 12/22/2014
PPL companies
IMP Sec. | Regulation | Protocol No. Protocol Description (Version 8/1/2013)
c. Verify the following are provided for by the change procedures: [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 11(a)]
i Reason for change
ii. Authority for approving changes
) iii. Analysis of implications
Section . - . .
B31.85-2004, iv. Acquisition of required work permits
14.1.2.4, K.2c
] 11(a) .
Section 2 V. Documentation
Vi. Communication of the change to affected parties
vii. Time limitations
viii. Qualification of staff
14.412 B31.8S-2004, K 2d d. Verify that integrity management system changes are properly reflected in the pipeline system and that pipeline system changes are properly
o 11(b) ’ reflected in the integrity management program. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 11(b)]
B31.8S-2004, - . . . . . . .
11(d) K.2e e. Verify that equipment or system changes have been identified and reviewed before implementation. [ASME B31.85-2004, Section 11(d)]
L1 L.1 Program Requirements for the Quality Assurance Process Verify that a quality assurance process exists that meets the requirements of
' ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 12. [§192.911(1)]
Section 2, Table - S . . . . .
2.1 B31.8S-2004, Lia a. Verify that responsibilities and authorities for the integrity management program have been formally defined. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section
Section 18 12.2(b)(2) 12.2(b)(2)]
Section 2.4.3, . . . . . -
Section 15.4.3 B31.85-2004, L1b b Verify that reviews of the |nt(_egr|ty ma_magement program and the quality assurance program have been specified to be performed on regular
Section i7' ' 12.2(b)(3) ' intervals, making recommendations for improvement. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 12.2(b)(3)]
ﬁgﬁ;o%l_z’ B31.8S-2004, Lic c. Verify that corrective actions to improve the integrity management program and the quality assurance process have been documented and
Form 15_1’ 12.2(b)(7) ’ are monitored for effectiveness. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 12(b)(7)]
15.4.9. Eorm B31.85-2004 d. Verify that when an operator chooses to use outside resources to conduct any process that affects the quality of the integrity management
' 105 1‘2 2(0) ' L.1d program, the operator ensures the quality of such processes and documents them within the quality program. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section
' 12.2(c)]
L2 L.2 Personnel Qualification and Training Requirements Verify that personnel involved in the integrity management program are qualified
’ for their assigned responsibilities. [§192.911(1), §192.915 and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 12(b)(4)]
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Sgctlon 2 a. Verify that the Integrity Management Program requires supervisory personnel to have the appropriate training or experience for their
Section 18.2.1, 192.915(a) L.2a - P
assigned responsibilities. [8192.915(a)]
Form F2-1
Section 2,
18.2.2, Form 192.915(b) L.2b b. Verify the qualification of personnel that carry out assessments and who evaluate assessment results. [§192.915(b)
F2-1
¢. Verify the qualification of personnel who participate in implementing preventive and mitigative measures including: [§192.915(c)
Section 2, 192.915(c) i.  Personnel who mark and locate buried structures.
18.2|.:32,_l;orm B3]]:2£3(§)(24%04 L2 ii.  Personnel who directly supervise excavation work.
iii.  Other personnel who participate in implementing preventive and mitigative measures as appropriate. [ASME B31.8S-2004,
Section 12(b)(4)]
Section 2, B31.8S-2004, . L L . . . .
Section 15 12.2(b)4 d. Verify that the personnel who execute the activities within the integrity management program are competent and properly trained in
18.22.4, For’m B31.85-2004, L.2d accordance with the quality control plan. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 11(a)(8) and ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 12.2(b)(4)]
F2-1 11(a)(8)
L.3 Invoking Non-Mandatory Statements in Standards Verify that non-mandatory requirements (e.g., “should" statements) from industry
L.3 standards or other documents invoked by Subpart O (e.g., ASME B31.8S-2004 and NACE SP0502-2008) are addressed by one of the
following approaches: [§192.7(a)]
,15.4.6 L.3a a. Incorporated into the operator’s plan and implemented as recommended in the standard; or
L.3b b. An equivalent alternative method for accomplishing the same objective is justified and implemented; or
L3c ¢. A documented justification is included in the plan that demonstrates the technical basis for not implementing recommendations from
’ standards or other documents invoked by Subpart O.
M.1 M.1 External and Internal Communication Requirements Verify that an integrity management communication plan exists that meets the
: requirements of ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 10. [§192.911(m)]
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19.3 M.1a a. Verify that the operator has submitted its API-1162 external communications plan to the PHMSA clearinghouse for approval..

b. Verify provisions for operator internal organizational communication exist to establish understanding of and support for the integrity

195 B31.85-2004,10.3 M.1b management program. [ASME B31.8S-2004, Section 10.3]
M.2 M.2 Addressing Safety Concerns Verify that provisions exist to address safety concerns raised by:
1943 19.6 192.911(m)(1) M.2a a. PHMSA and State or local pipeline safety authorities (when a covered segment is located in a State where PHMSA has an interstate
e 192.911(m)(2) ' agreement). [§192.911(m)(1) and §192.911(m)(2)].
N.1 Integrity Management Program Document Submittal Verify that the operator includes provisions in its program to submit, upon
N.1 El JTEA LZIOLEL] '
request, the operator’s risk analysis or integrity management program to: [§192.911(n)]
1944 192.911(n) N.1la a. PHMSA and State or local pipeline safety authorities, as applicable. [§192.911(n)]

Attachment to Response to AG Q252
Page 62 of 770
Bellar

Protocol CR - 45 of 46



. &
. e N e@

PPL companies

APPENDIX 1-B
TERMS, DEFINITIONS, AND ACRONYMS

Terms, Definitions, and Acronyms

Appendix 1-B

Attachment to Response to AG Q252

Page 63 of 770
Bellar



ICGE

/;/ um\\:
Y

PPL companies

APPENDIX 1-B
TERMS, DEFINITIONS, AND ACRONYMS

EFFECTIVE DATE: 07/20/2009

In This Section
A TERMS, DEFINITIONS, AND ACRONYMS ..ottt et e e e e e e e e 2
A1 Terms, Definitions, and ACIONYMS ...t 2
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A TERMS, DEFINITIONS, AND ACRONYMS

The following are terms, definitions, and acronyms that may be used within this
document as provided by Integrity Management regulations. The prefix symbol
denotes the regulations that provides the respective definition.

-Definition means a definition from 49 CFR 8192.3 Definitions — Revision 03/2015.

**Definition means a definition from 49 CFR 192 Subpart O — Gas Transmission
Pipeline Integrity Management, primarily 8192.903— Revision 03/2015.

+Definition: A definition from ASME B31.8S-2004

-Abandoned means permanently removed from service.

-Active Corrosion means continuing corrosion that, unless controlled, could result in
a condition that is detrimental to public safety.

-Administrator means the Administrator, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration or his or her delegate.

-Alarm means an audible or visible means of indicating to the controller that
equipment or processes are outside operator-defined, safety-related parameters.

*Assessment is the use of testing techniques as allowed in this subpart [49 CFR
192—-Subpart O] to ascertain the condition of a covered pipeline segment.

+Bell hole: an excavation that minimizes surface disturbance yet provides sufficient
room for examination or repair of buried facilities.

+Cathodic Protection (CP): a technique by which underground metallic pipe is
protected against deterioration (rusting and pitting).

+Close Interval Survey (CIS): an inspection techniques that includes a series of
aboveground pipe-to-soil potential measurements taken at predetermined
increments of several feet (i.e. 2-100 feet) along the pipeline and used to provide
information on the effectiveness of the cathodic protection system.

+Composite repair sleeve: a permanent repair method using composite sleeve
material, which is applied with an adhesive.

*Confirmatory direct assessment is an integrity assessment method using more
focused application of the principles and techniques of direct assessment to identify
internal and external corrosion in a covered transmission pipeline segment.
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+Consequence: the impact that a pipeline failure could have on the public,
employees, property and the environment

-Control room means an operations center staffed by personnel charged with the
responsibility for remotely monitoring and controlling a pipeline facility.

-Controller means a qualified individual who remotely monitors and controls the
safety-related operations of a pipeline facility via a SCADA system from a control
room, and who has operational authority and accountability for the remote
operational functions of the pipeline facility.

**Covered segment or covered pipeline segment means a segment of gas
transmission pipeline located in a high consequence area (HCA). The terms gas and
transmission line are defined in §192.3 (and in this Appendix).

-Customer meter means the meter that measures the transfer of gas from an
operator to a consumer.

+Defect: an imperfection of a type and magnitude exceeding acceptable criteria.

**Direct assessment is an integrity assessment method that utilizes a process to
evaluate certain threats (i.e., external corrosion, internal corrosion and stress
corrosion cracking) to a covered pipeline segment’s integrity. The process includes
the gathering and integration of risk factor data, indirect examination or analysis to
identify areas of suspected corrosion, direct examination of the pipeline in these
areas, and post assessment evaluation.

+Direct Current Voltage Gradient (DCVG): inspection technique that includes
above ground electrical measurements taken at predetermined increments along the
pipeline and is used to provide information on the effectiveness of the coating
system.

-Distribution Line means a pipeline other than a gathering or transmission line.

+Double Submerged-Arc Welded pipe (DSAW pipe): pipe that has a straight
longitudinal or helical seam containing filler metal deposited on both sides of the joint
by the submerged-arc welded process.

*ECDA Region a section or sections of a pipeline that have similar physical
characteristics, corrosion histories, expected future corrosion conditions, and in
which the same indirect inspection tools are used [NACE SP0502].

+Electric resistance welded pipe (ERW Pipe): pipe that has a straight longitudinal
seam produced without the addition of filler metal by the application of pressure and
heat obtained from electrical resistance. ERW pipe forming is distinct from flash
welded pipe and furnace butt-welded pipe as a result of being produced in a
continuous forming process from coils of flat plate.
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-Electrical survey means a series of closely spaced pipe-to-soil readings over
pipelines which are subsequently analyzed to identify locations where a corrosive
current is leaving the pipeline.

+Evaluation: the analysis and determination of the facilities fithess for service under
the current operating conditions.

+Examination: the direct physical inspection of the pipelines by a person and may
also include the use of nondestructive examination (NDE) techniques.

-Exposed underwater pipeline means an underwater pipeline where the top of the
pipe protrudes above the underwater natural bottom (as determined by recognized
and generally accepted practices) in water less than 15 feet (4.6 meters) deep, as
measured from the mean low water.

**External Corrosion Direct Assessment (ECDA) is a four-step process that
combines preassessment, indirect inspection, direct examination, and post
assessment to evaluate the threat of external corrosion to the integrity of a pipeline
[8192.925].

+Failure: a general term used to imply that a part in service has become completely
inoperable; is still operable but is incapable of satisfactorily performing its intended
function; or has deteriorated seriously, to the point that is has become unreliable or
unsafe for continued use.

+Fracture Toughness: the resistance of a material to failure from the extension of a
crack.

-Gas means natural gas, flammable gas, or gas which is toxic or corrosive.

+Gas: any gas or mixture of gases suitable for domestic or industrial fuel and
transmitted or distributed to the user through a piping system. The common types
are natural gas, manufactured gas, and liquefied petroleum gas distributed as a
vapor, with or without the admixture of air.

-Gathering Line means a pipeline that transports gas from a current production
facility to a transmission line or main.

+Geographic Information System (GIS): a system of computer software,
hardware, data, and personnel to help manipulate, analyze, and present information
that is tied to a geographic location

+Global Positioning System (GPS): a system used to identify the latitude and
longitude of locations using GPS satellites.

-Gulf of Mexico and its inlets means the waters from the mean high water mark of
the coast of the Gulf of Mexico and its inlets open to the sea (excluding rivers, tidal
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marshes, lakes, and canals) seaward to include the territorial sea and Outer
Continental Shelf to a depth of 15 feet (4.6 meters), as measured from the mean low
water.

-Hazard to navigation means, for the purpose of this part, a pipeline where the top
of the pipe is less than 12 inches (305 millimeters) below the underwater natural
bottom (as determined by recognized and generally accepted practices) in water less
than 15 feet (4.6 meters) deep, as measured from the mean low water.

**High Consequence Area means an area established by one of the methods
described in paragraphs (1) or (2) as follows:

(1) An area defined as-
(i) A Class 3 location under § 192.5; or
(i) A Class 4 location under 8§ 192.5; or

(i) Any area in a Class 1 or Class 2 location where the potential impact radius is
greater than 660 feet (200 meters), and the area within a potential impact
circle contains 20 or more buildings intended for human occupancy; or

(iv) Any area in a Class 1 or Class 2 location where the potential impact radius
contains an identified site.

(2) The area within a potential impact circle containing-

(i) 20 or more buildings intended for human occupancy, unless the exception in
paragraph (4) applies; or

(i) An identified site.

(3) Where a potential impact circle is calculated under either method (1) or (2) to
establish a high consequence area, the length of the high consequence area
extends axially along the length of the pipeline from the outermost edge of the
first potential impact circle that contains either an identified site or 20 or more
buildings intended for human occupancy to the outermost edge of the last
contiguous potential impact circle that contains either an identified site or 20 or
more buildings intended for human occupancy. (See Figure E.I.A. in Appendix E.
of Subpart O)

(4) If in identifying a high consequence area under paragraph (1) (iii) of this
definition or paragraph (2) (i) of this definition, the radius of the potential impact
circle is greater than 660 feet (200 meters), the operator may identify a high
consequence area based on a prorated number of buildings intended for human
occupancy within a distance 660 feet (200 meters) from the centerline of the
pipeline until December 17, 2006. If an operator chooses this approach, the
operator must prorate the number of buildings intended for human occupancy
based on the ratio of an area with a radius of 660 feet (200 meters) to the area of
the potential impact circle (i.e., the prorated number of buildings intended for
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human occupancy is equal to 20 x (660 feet [or 200 meters]/ potential impact
radius in feet [or meters])**2]).

2
660
Bprorated = Zo(mj

-High pressure distribution system means a distribution system in which the gas
pressure in the main is higher than the pressure provided to the customer.

+Hydrogen Induced Cracking (HIC): a form of hydrogen induced damage
consisting of cracking of the metal.

+Hydrogen induced damage is a form of degradation of metals caused by
exposure to environments (liquid or gas) that cause absorption of hydrogen into the
material. Examples of hydrogen induced damage are formation of internal cracks,
blisters, or voids in steels; embrittlement (i.e. loss of ductility); high-temperature
hydrogen attack (i.e., surface decarbonization and chemical reaction with hydrogen).

**|CDA Region is a region that extends from the location where liquid may first enter
the pipeline and encompasses the entire area along the pipeline where internal
corrosion may occur and where further evaluation is needed [8192.927].

+Incident: an unintentional release of gas due to the failure of a pipeline.
**|dentified site means each of the following areas:

(@) An outside area or open structure that is occupied by twenty (20) or more
persons on at least 50 days in any twelve (12)-month period. (The days need
not be consecutive.) Examples include but are not limited to, beaches,
playgrounds, recreational facilities, camping grounds, outdoor theaters,
stadiums, recreational areas near a body of water, or areas outside a rural
building such as a religious facility; or

(b) A building that is occupied by twenty (20) or more persons on at least five (5)
days a week for ten (10) weeks in any twelve (12)-month period. (The days
and weeks need not be consecutive.) Examples include, but are not limited
to, religious facilities, office buildings, community centers, general stores, 4-H
facilities, or roller skating rinks; or

(c) A facility occupied by persons who are confined, are of impaired mobility, or
would be difficult to evacuate. Examples include but are not limited to
hospitals, prisons, schools, day-care facilities, retirement facilities or assisted-
living facilities.

+Indication: a finding of a nondestructive testing technique. It may or may not be a
defect.
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+In-line Inspection (ILI): a pipeline inspection technique that uses devices known in
the industry as “smart pigs”. These devices run inside the pipe and provide
indications of metal loss, deformation, and other defects.

+Inspection: the use of a nondestructive testing technique.

+Integrity Assessment: is a process which includes inspection of pipeline facilities,
evaluating the indications resulting from the inspections, examining the pipe using a
variety of techniques, evaluating the results of the examinations, and characterizing
the evaluation by defect type and severity and determining the resulting integrity of
the pipeline through analysis.

**Internal Corrosion Direct Assessment (ICDA) is a process an operator uses to
identify areas along the pipeline where fluid or other electrolyte introduced during
normal operation or by an upset condition may reside, and then focuses direct
examination on the locations in covered segments where internal corrosion is most
likely to exist. The process identifies the potential for internal corrosion caused by
microorganisms, or fluid with CO2, O2, hydrogen sulfide or other contaminants
present in the gas [8192.927(a)].

+Leak: an unintentional Escape of gas from the pipeline. The source of the leak may
be holes, cracks (include propagating and non-propagating, longitudinal, and
circumferential), separation or pullout, and loose connections.

-Line section means a continuous run of transmission line between adjacent
compressor stations, between a compressor station and storage facilities, between a
compressor station and a block valve, or between adjacent block valves.

-Listed specification means a specification listed in section | of Appendix B of this
part [49 CFR 192].

+Location Class: an onshore area that extends 220 yards on either side of the
centerline of any continuous 1-mile length of pipeline. Class location units are
categorized as Class 1 through 4. Class 1 locations are more rural and Class 4
locations are more urban.

-Low-pressure distribution system means a distribution system in which the gas
pressure in the main is substantially the same as the pressure provided to the
customer.

+Magnetic Flux Leakage (MFL): a type of in-line inspection technique that induces
a magnetic field in a pipe wall between two poles of a magnet. Sensors record
changes in the magnetic flux (flow) which can be used to evaluate metal loss.

-Main means a distribution line that serves as a common source of supply for more
than one service line.
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+Management of Change: a process that systematically recognizes and
communicates to the necessary parties changes of a technical, physical, procedural
or organizational nature that can impact system integrity.

-Maximum actual operating pressure means the maximum pressure that occurs
during normal operations over a period of 1 year.

-Maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) means the maximum pressure
at which a pipeline or segment of a pipeline may be operated under this part [49 CFR
192]

+Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP): the maximum pressure at
which a gas system may be operated in accordance with the provisions of ASME
B31.8 Code.

+Mechanical Damage: a type of metal damage in a pipe or pipe coating caused by
the application of an external force. Mechanical damage can include denting, coating
removal, metal removal, metal movement, cold working of the underlying metal, and
residual stresses, any one of which can be detrimental.

+Microbiologically Influenced Corrosion (MIC): is corrosion or deterioration of
metals resulting from the metabolic activity of microorganisms. Such corrosion may
be initiated or accelerated by microbial activity.

+Mitigation: the limitation or reduction of the probability of occurrence or expected
consequence for a particular event.

-Municipality means a city, county, or any other political subdivision of a State.

+Nondestructive Examination (NDE): an inspection technique that does not
damage the item being examined. This technique includes visual, radiography,
ultrasonic, electromagnetic and dye penetrant methods.

-Offshore means beyond the line of ordinary low water along that portion of the
coast of the United States that is in direct contact with the open seas and beyond the
line marking the seaward limit of inland waters.

-Operator means a person who engages in the transportation of gas.

+Operator: the entity that operates and maintains the pipeline facilities and has
fiduciary responsibility for such pipeline facilities.

-Outer Continental Shelf means all submerged lands lying seaward and outside the
area of lands beneath navigable waters as defined in Section 2 of the Submerged
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1301) and of which the subsoil and seabed appertain to the
United States and are subject to its jurisdiction and control.
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+Performance Based Integrity Management Program: an integrity management
process that utilizes risk management principles and risk assessments to determine
prevention, detection and mitigation actions and their timing.

-Person means any individual, firm, joint venture, partnership, corporation,
association, State, municipality, cooperative association, or joint stock association,
and including any trustee, receiver, assignee, or personal representative thereof.

-Petroleum gas means propane, propylene, butane, (normal butane or isobutanes),
and butylene (including isomers), or mixtures composed predominantly of these
gases, having a vapor pressure not exceeding 208 psi (1434 kPa) gage at 100 °F
(38 °C).

+Pig: a device run inside a pipeline to clean or inspect the pipeline, or to batch fluids.
+Piggability: the ability of a pipeline or segment to be inspected by an ILI device.

-Pipe means any pipe or tubing used in the transportation of gas, including pipe-type
holders.

+Pipe Grade: a portion of the material specification for pipe, which includes
specified minimum yield strength.

-Pipeline means all parts of those physical facilities through which gas moves in
transportation, including pipe, valves, and other appurtenance attached to pipe,
compressor units, metering stations, regulator stations, delivery stations, holders,
and fabricated assemblies.

+Pipeline: all parts of physical facilities through which gas moves in transportation,
including pipe, valves, fittings, flanges (including bolting and gaskets), regulators,
pressure vessels, pulsation dampeners, relief valves, and other appurtenances
attached to pipe, compressor units, metering stations, regulator stations, and
fabricated assemblies. Included within this definition are gas transmission and
gathering lines, transporting gas from production facilities to onshore locations and
gas storage equipment of the closed pipe type, which is fabricated or forged from
pipe or fabricated from pipe and fittings.

-Pipeline environment includes soil resistivity (high or low), soil moisture (wet or
dry), soil contaminants that may promote corrosive activity, and other known
conditions that could affect the probability of active corrosion.

-Pipeline facility means new and existing pipelines, rights-of-way, and any
equipment, facility, or building used in the transportation of gas or in the treatment of
gas during the course of transportation.

**Potential Impact Circle is a circle of radius equal to the potential impact radius
(PIR).
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**Potential Impact Radius (PIR) means the radius of a circle within which the
potential failure of a pipeline could have significant impact on people or property. PIR
is determined by the formula

r =0.69y pd?
where ‘r’ is the radius of a circular area in feet surrounding the point of failure, ‘p’ is

the maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) in the pipeline segment in
pounds per square inch and ‘d’ is the nominal diameter of the pipeline in inches.

Note: 0.69 is the factor for natural gas. This number will vary for other gases depending upon
their heat of combustion. For other gases refer to ASME/ANSI B31.8S-2004 Section 3.2.

+Prescriptive Integrity Management Program: is an integrity management
process that follows preset conditions that result in fixed inspection and mitigation
activities and timelines.

+Pressure Test: a measure of the strength of a piece of equipment (pipe) in which
the item is filled with a fluid, sealed, and subjected to pressure. It is used to validate
integrity and detect construction defects and defective materials.

+Probability: the likelihood of an incident occurring.

**Remediation is a repair or mitigation activity an operator takes on a covered
segment to limit or reduce the probability of an undesired event occurring or the
expected consequences from the event.

+Rich gas: a gas that contains significant amounts of hydrocarbons or components
that are heavier than methane and ethane. Rich gases decompress in a different
fashion than pure methane or ethane.

+Right of Way (ROW): a strip of land on which pipelines, railroads, power lines, and
other similar facilities are constructed. It secures the right to pass over property
owned by others and ROW agreements only allow the right of ingress and egress for
the operation and maintenance of the facility, and the installation of the facility. The
width of the ROW can vary and is usually determined based on negotiation with the
affected landowner or by legal action.

+Risk: a measure of potential loss in terms of both the incident probability
(likelihood) of occurrence and the magnitude of the consequences.

+Risk Assessment: is a systematic process in which potential hazards from facility
operation are identified, and the likelihood and consequences of potential adverse
events are estimated. Risk assessments can have varying scopes, and be performed
at varying level of detail depending on the operator’s objectives.

+Risk Management: an overall program consisting of: identifying potential threats to
an area or equipment; assessing the risk associated with those threats in terms of
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incident likelihood and consequences; mitigating risk by reducing the likelihood, the
consequences, or both; and measuring the risk reduction results achieved.

+Root Cause Analysis: a family of processes implemented to determine the
primary cause of an event. These processes all seek to examine cause-and effect
relationship through the organization and analysis of data. Such processes are often
used in failure analyses.

+Rupture: a complete failure of any portion of the pipeline.
+SCADA System: a supervisory control and data acquisition system

+Segment: a length of pipeline or part of the system that has unique characteristics
in a specific geographic location.

-Service line means a distribution line that transports gas from a common source of
supply to an individual customer, to two adjacent or adjoining residential or small
commercial customers, or to multiple residential or small commercial customers
served through a meter header or manifold. A service line ends at the outlet of the
customer meter or at the connection to a customer’s piping, whichever is further
downstream, or at the connection to customer piping if there is no meter.

-Service regulator means the device on a service line that controls the pressure of
gas delivered from a higher pressure to the pressure provided to the customer. A
service regulator may serve one customer or multiple customers through a meter
header or manifold.

+Smart pig: the industry term for a type of ILI device.

-SMYS means specified minimum yield strength is:

(a) For steel pipe manufactured in accordance with a listed specification, the
yield strength specified as a minimum in that specification; or

(b) For steel pipe manufactured in accordance with an unknown or unlisted
specification, the yield strength determined in accordance with § 192.107(b).

+Specified Minimum Yield Strength (SMYS): is the minimum yield strength of the
steel in pipe as required by the pipe product specifications expressed in pounds per
square inch,.

-State means each of the several States, the District of Columbia, and the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

+Stress Concentrator: a discontinuity in a structure or change in contour that
causes a local increase in stress.
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+Stress Corrosion Cracking (SCC): is a form of environmental attack of the metal
involving an interaction of a local corrosive environment and tensile stresses in the
metal resulting in formation and growth of cracks.

**Stress Corrosion Cracking Direct Assessment (SCCDA) A process to assess a
covered pipe segment for the presence of SCC primarily by systematically gathering
and analyzing excavation data for pipe having similar operational characteristics and
residing in a similar physical environment [§192.929(a)].

+Subject Matter Experts: individuals that have expertise in a specific area of
operation or engineering.

-Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system means a computer-
based system or systems used by a controller in a control room that collects and
displays information about a pipeline facility and may have the ability to send
commands back to the pipeline facility.

+System: refers to either the operator's entire pipeline infrastructure or large
portions of that infrastructure that has definable starting and stopping points.

+Third Party Damage: damage to a gas pipeline facility by an outside party other
than those performing work for the operator. For the purposes of this document
[ASME B31.8S — 2004] it also includes damage caused by the operator’'s personnel
or the operators contractors.

-Transmission line means a pipeline, other than a gathering line, that: (1)
Transports gas from a gathering line or storage facility to a gas distribution center,
storage facility, or large volume customer that is not down-stream from a gas
distribution center; (2) operates at a hoop stress of 20 percent or more of SMYS; or
(3) transports gas within a storage field.

Note: A large volume customer may receive similar volumes of gas as a distribution
center, and includes factories, power plants, and institutional users of gas.

+Transmission System: one or more segments of pipeline usually interconnected
to form a network that transports gas from a gathering system, the outlet of a gas
processing plant, or a storage field to a high- or low-pressure distribution system, a
large-volume customer, or another storage field.

-Transportation of Gas means the gathering, transmission, or distribution of gas by
pipeline or the storage of gas, in or affecting interstate or foreign commerce.

+Transportation of Gas: gathering, transmission, or distribution of gas by pipeline
or the storage of gas.

+Ultrasonic: high frequency sound. Ultrasonic examination is used to determine wall
thickness and to detect the presence of defects.
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-Welder means a person who performs manual or semi-automatic welding.

-Welding operator means a person who operates machine or automatic welding
equipment.

+Wrinkle bend: a pipe bend produced by field machine or controlled process which
may result in abrupt contour discontinuities on the inner radius.
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PART 192 - TRANSPORTATION OF NATURAL AND OTHER GAS BY
PIPELINE: MINIMUM FEDERAL SAFETY STANDARDS

Subpart O—Gas Transmission Pipeline
Integrity Management

§192.901 What do the regulations in this
subpart cover?

This subpart prescribes minimum re-
quirements for an integrity management
program on any gas transmission pipeline
covered under this part. For gas transmis-
sion pipelines constructed of plastic, only
the requirements in 88§ 192.917, 192.921,
192.935 and 192.937 apply.

[Amdt. 192-95, 68 FR 69777, December
15, 2003 as amended by Amdt. 192 95A, 69
FR 2307, December 22, 2003]

§192.903 What definitions apply to this
subpart?

The following definitions apply to this
subpart:

Assessment is the use of testing tech-
nigques as allowed in this subpart to ascer-
tain the condition of a covered pipeline
segment.

Confirmatory direct assessment is an
integrity assessment method using more
focused application of the principles and
techniques of direct assessment to identify
internal and external corrosion in a covered
transmission pipeline segment.

Covered segment or covered pipeline
segment means a segment of gas transmis-
sion pipeline located in a high consequence
area. The terms gas and transmission line
are defined in §192.3.

Direct assessment is an integrity as-
sessment method that utilizes a process to

evaluate certain threats (i.e., external corro-
sion, internal corrosion and stress corrosion
cracking) to a covered pipeline segment'’s
integrity. The process includes the gathering
and integration of risk factor data, indirect
examination or analysis to identify areas of
suspected corrosion, direct examination of
the pipeline in these areas, and post assess-
ment evaluation.

High consequence area means an area
established by one of the methods described
in paragraphs (1) or (2) as follows:

(1) An area defined as—

(i) A Class 3 location under §192.5; or

(i1) A Class 4 location under 8192.5; or

(iii) Any area in 