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normal business hours in the FCC
Refersnes Center (Room CY-AZ57) at its
headquarters, 445 12th Street, SW.,
Washinpton, DC 20554, or may be
purchased from the Commission's copy
contractor, International Transcripbon
Sarvice, Inc., (202) 857-3B00, 1231 20th
Street, NW., Washington, DC 20036, ar
may be raviewed via Internet at
hitp:/fwww foe govicsh/,

I{;l this docement we make non-
substantive role changes to corract
errors in the publication af part 76 of
the Commission's rules. With this
action, wa templete the Commission's
biennial review of the public fils,
nolice, recordkeeping, and nalice
requirements applicable to cable
operators under part 76 of the
Commission's rules.

Need for Correction

As published, the final regulations
contain errors which may prove to be
misleading and need to be larified.

Lisl of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 76

Multichannel video and cable
television service.

Federal Communicatinna Commiesion.
William F. Caton,
Deputy Secretary-

Accaordingly, 47 CFR part 76 Is
correctad by making the follawing
correcting amendments:

PART 76—MULTICHANNEL VIDEQ
AND CABLE TELEVISION SERVICE

1.The authority citation for Part 76
conlinues ta read as follows:

Anthority: 47 U.5.C. 151, 152, 153, 154,
301, 30, 303, 3034, 307, 308, 309, 312, 315,
317, 326, 338, 330, 503, 521, 522, 531, 532,
533, 534, 539, 536, 937, 943, 544, 7444, 216,
548, 540, 552, 554, 556. 558, 560, 561, 571,
572, 673.

§76.305 [Removad]

2. Remove § 76.305.

3. Add Note to § 76.309 to read &s
follows:

§76.309 Customer service obligations.
" ] w " "

Nnte to § 76.309: Sectlon 76.1602 confaing
nobificetion requirements for cable operators
with regard lo opexalor obligalions Lo
subgcribers and general information to be
provided o customers regarding service.
Seclion 76,1603 contains subscriber
notificetion requiremenls governing rate and
sorvice chanpes, Seclion 76,1618 conlaing
naotificetion raquirements for cabla operators

with regard to subscriber bill information and

operalor response procedures pertaining 1o
hil] dizputes.

4. Add Note 4 to §76.630 to read as
follows:

§76.630 Compatlbllity with conzumer
electronic equipment.
* L w T *

Note 4 n § 76.630: Cable operators must
comply with the netificalion requirements
pertaining to the waiver of the prohibilion
againgl scrambling and encryption, and
comply with the public fila requirement in
connectiop with such waiver.

5. Section 76.1510 is revised to read
as follows:

£76.,1510 Application of certain Title VI
previslons,

The following sections within part 76
shell also apply to open video syslams;
§576.71, 76.79, 76.95, 76.77, 76.74,
76.1702, and 76.1802 (Equal
Employmenl Qpporlunity
Requirements); §§ 76.503 and 76.504
(ownership restrictions); § 76.981
(negative option billing): and
£576.1300, 76.1301 and 76.1302
(regulation of carriage agreaments);
provided, howsver, that these sections
shall apply to open video systems only
Lo the exctant thal they do not conflict
with this subpart 5. SecHon 631 of the
Communicalions Aet (subseriber
privacy) shall also apply Lo epen vides
systems.

§76.1700 [Amended]

6. Section 76.1700 is amended by
ramoving and reserving paragraph (a)(1).

§76.1702 [Amendad]

7. Segtion 76.1702 is amended the
first time it appears by removing the
editorial note. Section 76.1702 is lurther
amended by rameving it the second
time it appears in its entirety.

§78.1802 [Amended]

8. Section 76,1802 is amended the
first time il appears by removing the
editorial note. Section 76,1802 is further
amended by removing it the second
time it appears in its entirety.

[FR.Doc. 02~768 Filed 1-11-02; 8:25 am]
BILLING CODE &T12-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Research and Special Programs
Adminiztration

49 CFR Parts 195
[Docket No, RSPA-09-6355;

Amendment 195-74]
RIN 2137-AD61

Pipeline Safety: Pipeline Integrity
Management fn High Consequence
Areas (Repair Criteria)

AGENCY: Research and Special Programs
Admini:tration (RSPA), DOT.

ACTION: Final rols.

SUMMAITY: This final rule finalizes yepair
provisions for hazardous liquid
pipelinss, These provisions were
initially proposed in the previous
rulemaking action which addressed
requirecients for pipeline integrity
managiinent programs in high
consequence areas for operators owning
oT operating 500 or more miles of
hazardnis liquid or carbon dioxide
pipeline (Integrity Menagement rule,] In
the Intey ity Management ruls, we
requesied comrnenl an tha repair and
miitipation provisions, becanse the
provisions were substantially modified
from those originally proposed in the
notica of proposad rulemaking. This
final rvle also mekes several non-
substaniive corrections and
¢larificationg to athar provisions of the
Inteprily Management yale.

DATE%: ) 'his rule is effective May 29,
2001, except for paragraph (h) of
§195.452 which takes effect February
13, 2002, The incorporation by reference
of certain publications in this rule is
approved by the Director of the Federal
Repgister as of February 13, 2002.

FOR FUHTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.
Mike Ierani, (202) 366—4571, or by e-
mail: guke israni@rspa.dot.gov,
regardieg the remediation provisions in
paragra]h (h) or any other provisions of
Lbe intiyrity managament rule; or the
Daekets Facility (202) 966-03249, for
copies of this inal rule or other malaria)
in the duckat. All matarials in this
docket may be accessed electronically at
hitp:/films.dot.gov. General information
about the REPA/Office of Pipeling
Safety ((JPS) programs mey be obtginad
by acce:sing OPS's Internet homepage at
http:/fops.dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Backgronnd

On December 1, 2000, REPA
publishid a final rule (65 FR 75378) that
prasoribad integrity management
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propgram requirements for pipeline
pperators who own or operate 500 or
more miles of pipeline transporting
hazardous liguids or carbon dioxide.
Under the Inlagrily Manragement mals,
operators ara required to develop and
implemen! integrity management
programs that focus on hazardous liquid
and carbon dioxide pipelines that could
affect hiph consequence areas. High
ransequence areas are defined as:
populated aress, areas unusually
sensitive o environmental damage, and
commeresially navigable waterways.

As part of the Integrity Manapsment
final rule, we requasted comment on
repair and miligation pravisions
(§$195.452[h).) We mada this request
bacense we substantially changed the
initial provisions proposed in the nolics
of propozed rulemaking. We noted at
thal timea that, at the end of the
commenl period (March 31, 2001), we
would either publish a final rule
madifying these repair provisions or
stating that the pravizions weuld remain
unchanped. We received comments
fromn six sources. Based on oor analysis
of the comments received, we modified
paragraph (h). We discussed the
comments, our responses, and changes
made to these provisions below, in
greater detail.

This document also makes sevaral
corrections and languepe clarifications
to other provisions in §195.452 and Lhe
Appendix C pridance. These changes do
not affect the substance of any of the
Integrity Management rule
requirements. Rather, thess revisions
wither gorrect the rule because of
mistakes found since the rule was
issned, or they clarify some of the
language.

Corrections

The reference in paragraph (jl{4](i)
that the external monitoring technology
pravide sn understanding of the line
pipe equivalent ta that shtained under
paragraph (j)(2), was irncorract. The
reference should be to the assessmant
methods listed in paragraph [j)(5), not to
E.]:]L[B ?valuatiun described in paragraph
fz2).

Woe deleted the sentence in paragraph
(j)(4)iii) requiricg an operator to
complete an integrity assessment within
180 days, after providing 180-days
advance notice that it could not
complete the five-year continual
integrity assessment because of
unavailable technology. If we did not
remove this requirement, an operator
would have to complete the re-
asgaggment within the fve-year pericd.
Thus, the sxcaptian for a longar
assessment period would be illuzory.

We corrected the notificelion period
in paragraph (j)(5)(iii), which raquired
using altemalive technology in the
continual inlepgrity assessment, from 60
days to 90 days. 90 days is consistent
with the advance netice required fora
baseline assessmant Lhat uses
technology wlher than a hydrostatic test
or an internal inspection tool.

We added paragraph number 1 to
precede the first senlenes in paragraph

1}
( }We carracted Lthe grammar in several
places in Appendix C,

Clarifications and Non-Substantive
Revisions

We added carbon dioxide pipelines to
5195.452{a) to clarify that the inleprity
manegemen! program raquirements for
hazardous liguid pipelines to also apply
to carbon dioxide pipelines ragulaled
under Part 195.

We clarified in paragraphs (c](1](i)
and (j)(5) that the three allowable
assessment methods for the baseline and
continual inleprily assessments era to be
applied to lap welded pipe and to low
frequency ERW pipe.

We clarified that the periodic
evaluation (paragraph (j){(2)) is to
consider the results from the integrity
assessments required by § 195.452, {.a.,
the bascline and continual integrity
A55ESSMETLS,

We clarified the language in
paragraph (j){4)(i) regarding the
justificaticn and notice required for a
variance based on engineering reasons.

We added the requirement that an
address and facsimile number must he
included for natifications required by
the Integrity Management ruls, rather
than refereneing these in other pipeline
safoly rogulations. Due to the confusion
of some operatore about where to send
a natification required by § 195.453
versus notifications required for other
purpoges, wa added a new pamgrapk
[paragraph (m)), which pravides this
information.

We revised several paragraphs in
§195.452 and Appendix C to make the
terminology consistent with chanpes
made to the terms used in paragraph (k).

Wa added another section to the
guidance in Appendix C, which lists
conditions an operator should include
inits schedunle for evaluation and
remediatiomn.

Advisory Committee Consideration

The Technical Hazardous Liquid
Pipeline Safety Standards Committee
(THLPSSC) is the Federal advisory
commiltes chargad with the
rasponeibility af adviging on the
technical faasibility, reasomablaness,
cost-effectiveness, and practicability of

proposed hazerdous liguid pipeline
safety slendarde. The committee is
composed of members with the requisite
statutorv expertise who represent
industry governmeant, and the general
public,

We dizoussed Lhe repair provisions in
paragraph (h) and comments received
on thos: provisions by telecanference
with the: THLPS3C at ils meeting on
August 13, 2001. Before the discussion,
the comunitlee members were mailed a
summary af comments on the repair
provisiung, and a supplement ta the
cost-beiofit analysis thal eddrassad
these provisions.

At the August 13 meeting, seven of
the twelve current members parlicipated
in the trleconference. Thess seven
THLPS5C members votad unanimonsly
to accep! the repair provisions, provided
OPS consider the changes and
commeants discussed during the
telecon vrence.

The tollawing s 8 list of the changes
and cornments that the THLPSSC asked
OPS5 to consider:

¢ Rervaluate and relax the 60-day
repair st hedule for dents on the top of
the pi?:

« Allow mitigative measures, other
than rejair.

+ Tho provisions sssume the nse of
in-line-inspection technology Lo identify
dafacts «lthough the mles allaws bolk
hydrosietic testing and other
tachnolaogias for the intagrity
assessnunls,

* Provide that discavery of a defact
occurs when an engineering analysis of
the assr:sment results is completed.

s Let the scction reflect that some
internal inspection assessment results
cannot be analyzed as quickly as others,
For exaraple, it typically takes a year
following completion of the assessment
to recels e final results from a crack
detectiin tool.

« Delrte the section on other
conditizns requiring repair or move it to
A%emlix C as guidance material,

& disenss below all changes made to
§195.452(h) in response to the
THLPSEC and other commenters.

Comments on Section 195.452(h)

On December 1, 2000, OPS issued a
final ruly addressing pipeline integrity
managernent in high consequence areas
for apamlors owning or operating 500 or
more miles of hazardous liguid or
carbem cioxide pipeliny (65 FR 75378)
(The Inimprity Management Rule.) This
ride i luded provisions addressing Lhe
repair ol conditions found during an
integril; asseasment. The provisions
were found in paragraph (h) of section
195.45%. under the title “What setions
most bi: laken to address inteprity
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issues.” However, because Lhe repair
provisions in the Integrily Management
rule were subslanlially different from
what we initially proposed in the notire
of proposed rulemaking, we requested
comment oo the provisions. All other
provisions of the Integrity Manegermant
rule were final and became affactive
May 29, 2001,

We received comments from the
following six sowroes: |
—One irade association with members

affected by this rulemeking:

American Pelroleum Association

[API)

—Three individual liquid pipeline

operators:

Tosco Corporation

Chevron Pipe Line Compeny

Colonial Pipeline Company
—One operator not directly affected by

this ulemaking:

Enron Transportation Services

Company (netural gas lransmission)

—0One Enpineering company:

SLWEQ Pipaline Bridgs, Die.

SEFB0O did not comment directly on
tha repair provisions but expressed its
support for pipeline integrity
management programs and stressed the
importanee of considering safety issuas
relating to the support siructures nsed
by pipelines to cross hiph consequence
and other sensitive areas.

Some of the comments we received
aboul the repair provisions also
addressed other parliosns of the final
rule. As wa only requested comment o
the repair provisions in pamgreph (h),
this documant will focus on lthose
comments. If at some point we
determine that substantive ravisions to
the final mle are necessary and wa
propose chanpges, we will than sonsider
those comments,

Comments on Section 195,452 [1)=—
“What actions must be taken to address
integrily issues™"

1. General camments about paragraph
(h)-

AFI objacted to uea of the word repair
throughout paragraph (k). APT
contended the exslusive focus of the
role on repairs undermined the holistic
approach of the rule. APl cornmentsd
that a key principle throughout the mls
is the integration of information, so
approprials mitigative actions can be
taker based an a comprehensive
assessment. AFI explaingd that altheugh
ections may consist of repair, other
actions such as further testing and
evaluation, snvironmental changes,
operational changes, ar edministrative
changes could be appropriate. API
advised that the goal should be to
ensure operators differantiate defects
injurious to a pipeline's integrity from
those that are not.

Toseo alsn commentad thal requiring
repair in all inslances was too inflexible,
and operators must have the flexibility
to address a wide range of conditions.

Response:

To sssura Lthe integrily of pipeline
segments thal could affect high
CONSEqUEence areas, Section 195.452
Tequires an operator to conduct a variety
of essessments. The assessments include
baseline and continual integrity
assessments of the line pipe and
periodic evaluations of entire pipeline
systems, to assure the integrity of
pipeline sapments Lhal conld affect high
Consequence areas, This is
accomplished through the continual
identification and remediation of
patantial problams. We agres the word
“repalr™ in paragraply (h] might be too
narrow to encompass the range of
actions an operator could take Lo
address & problem. We intended
peragreph (h) to reflect the broader
gelions an oparator must take to address
integrity issnes that are identified. We
further agree that all anemaliss
identified by an integrity assessmanl or
informetion enalysis might not require
repair. Therefore, we replaced the word
repair with remediate throughout
paragraph (h). Remediate can
encompass a broad range of aclions,
which include mitigative measures as
well as repair, that an operator can take
to resolve a potential inlegrily concern.
Although we firmly believe rapair is
necessnry to address many anomalies,
wa rRiognize repair may not ba
necessary in all instances. The rule
provides the oparatar fexibility to
determine the most appropriate action
to take. However, we edded language to
ensure that whatever action is taken by
an operator, it must be adequate to
resolve the integrity consern on the
pipeline for the long term. We alze
added a raquirernent that when an
operator choosae to remediate a
condition throngh & reduction in
operaling pressure, the preszurs
reduction is nat to extand beyond 365
deys without the oporatar taking further
action to ensure the safaty of the

ipaline.

2. Seetion 195.452(h)1)—Ganeral
Requirements: In this paragraph we
required an gperator to take prompt
action to address all pipeline integrity
issnes raized by the integrity aseegsmant
and infarmation anelysiz, and evaluale
ell anomalies and repair those Lhat
could reduce a pipeline’s integrity. An
operator was further required to follow
§185.422 in making a repair.

AFI ohjected to the words “prompt™
and "all" becanse these words could be
interpreted in their absolute sense;
conld cause confusion basause of the

requirer time frames for addressing
certain ronditions; and cauld lead
inspeelors Lo require operators to take
castly .stions to address insignificant
anemalies. APl recommended deleting
these terms.

Toscr sugpested the rule only require
an operitor bo comply with §185.22
when » repair is necessary.

Hesponse:

As explained in the previons section,
wa repliced “repair” with “remediate”
throughout paragraph (L), allawing for
actions olber than repalr, in order to
addrass inleprity threatening pipeline
conditions, This will allow an operator
fexibility in how to address anomalous
conditinms on ilz pipeline.

We (:d not delete the terms “prompt”
and “atl." The pipeline salaly
regulalions have long incorporaled the
ez peompt,” with consistenl
enforsunent; thera is litlle dissgresment
belween operators and inspeclors about
its mewmiing, For the listed conditions,
we delermined what a prompt Hme
frame -hould be (viz., immediate, 60
days, 10 days), but leave it to the
operator to determine appropriate time
frames for other conditions. We kept the
word “all” because it is a reasonable
requirrmnent for an operator to cvalnatae
gll conditions indicated by en integrity
agzasginenl or Lhe inlormation analysis,
in ordes to determina the significance of
each concern. Upon evaluation of the
condition, the operator can then
determine the appropriate furlher action
to take, if any. We revised the lanpuage
to clarily that an operator must evaluate
all anomalous conditione (ia., any
condition that is irregnlar, abnormal,
deviate: from the norm, ate.) and
remedinte those conditions that eom]d
reduce ‘he integrity of a pipeline.

The weord “agdrass" is used in the
introd)intory paragraph o encompass
the process an operatar should go
throngh to find and remady ansmalous
conditivms, i.e., discovery, evalnation,
and rernediation of the condition
through repair or other mitipative
action. Jsing language to caplure the
proces: is consistent with API's
commu it about the intended goal of the
rule. By having an operator address all
anomalous conditions raised by the
integritv assessment or the informalion,
analysis, we envision a process thal,
begins with discovery of 2 condition ar
anamalv that poges an integrity concern
to the ynpeline; continues with an
evalualion that includes the analysis of
olher rolevanl data about the pipeline
(this arlysie could alse ba part of the
discoviry); and concludes wilh fxing
the prollem,

We did not add “if necessary,” to the
reguirenent ahout complying with
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§195.422, us supgested by Tosco. The
rile now uses the word remediate,
which should alleviate any confusion
about when compliance with § 195.422
is necessary. Section 195.422 applies
only to repairs. If actions otler than
repair are Laken, the raquirements in the
seelion do not apply.

3. Section 185.452(h}{2)—Dizcovery of
a conditinn.

The discovery of & candition tripgers
tha lime frames (sither raguired by the
rule or the operaler's scheduls) for
remediating the condition. We defined
discovery as occurring when an operator
has adequate inforrpation to determine
the need for & repair, and we provided
examples of when such information
might be available, depending un the
circumstances, The examples included
the receipt of the preliminary internal
inspection reporl, (he gathering and
integraling of other inspection
information, and the receipt of the final
internal inspection reporl. The date of
diseevery conld be no later than the
date of the inteprity assessment results
or tha fnal report.

API objsclad Lo tying discovery to a
gpecific point in time because discovery
is not usually a single event but occurs
over tims a3 information is analyzed.
API commented that other provisions of
the Integrity Manapement rule require
operalors Lo integrate information from
varions sources, and tying the date of
discovery to the date of the integrity
rasulis or receipt of the final reportis
inconsistent with the concept of
integrating data. APl mainteined that
Ltoe mnch emphasis is put on the use of
internal inspection tools and the data
collected from running these tools
through a pipeline. APl also commentsd
that the emphasis on the results of in-
line inspections in determining what
action must he leken, is inappropriate
and inroneistent with the rle's intent
for information from multiple sources to
be inteprated in the assessment process.
API suggestad that rather than tying
discovery to the integrity assessment
results or final report, discovery should
occur when an operator has integrated
other inspections, tests, surveillance,
controls, or pipeline integrity data with
the final ingpection report from an in-
line inspection vendar or hydrostatic
test. AP balisves this integration should
be completed within 90 days from the
receipt of the final inspection report.

Togeo axprassed similar concernse and
sugpested the word “discovery” not be
used, since it hag the common meaning
of when something is first found and
might cause confusion with how the
term is used in § 195.56. Instead, Tosco
would tie the repair schedules Lo Lhe
detarmination that a condition requires

mitigation, which would bi an outcome
of the ongoing assessment Process.

Chevron also believed 1t is
inappropriate to He discovery o a
specific event becanse discovery is a
procass that Is subject to change with
new information. Chevron suggested -
languape changes identical to those
recommendsd by APL

Response: ‘

We eonlend that discovery triggers an
gperalor’s process to address a
condition that could affect the integrity
of e pipeling. Therefore, discovery has
g oecnr at a specific point in time to
slart the period for evaluation and
ramediation of the conditon. The use of
tha word "'discovery” here is consistent
with how the word has been nsed in
other pipeline safety ragulation.
Howsever, lo allow flexibility the rule
pravidas that the time of discovery can
vary depending on circumstances, and
does not define discovery to oceur al Ll
sarme time for avery aperator and every
pi]lajelinc.

iscovery will depend on
circumstances. We revised tha rule Lo
provide that diseevery ocours when an
oparator has adequate information about
a condition to determine the condition
presents & potential threat to the
inteprity of the pipeline. The “when"
for an operator to heve sufficient
information to make a determination
will niot be the seme for svery operator
and every pipeline, Althongh the
examples in paragraph (b) provide
circumstances when discovery might
oceur, they were intended only as
axamples. Wa dagided Lo eliminate the
list as it is not axhaustive and may
wanss confusion. We did keep the
performance-based standard to give an
oparator flexibility when deciding there
is adequats jinfornetion to determine a
condition presents a potential threat to
its pipeline. However, we put an upper
limit on the langth of the :lpismvary
process. An operator mast promptly
obtain the information from an
assessment to ensure that remediation of
a condition which could threaten a
pipsline's inteprity occurs soon after an
integrity assessment. The discovery
process (the process for obtaining the
adequate information) will end 180 days
after an inteprity assessment unlass an
operator car demonstrata that tha 180-
day period is impracticable.

4. Section 195.452(h)(3)—Review of
integrity assassment:

This paragraph, as proposed, required
an apamator ko include in its schedule
for evaluation and repair a schedule for
promptly reviewing and analyzing
integrity essessmnent results. After
March 31, 2004, an operalor's schadule
had to provide for this review within

120 day: of conducting sach
asgessmint. The operalor also had to
obtain and assess a finel report within
an addilional 90 days.

API obijected to setting » fixed period
for the roview of integrily assesement
regults. APl commenled Lhat the
langnage confused the role of the vendor
who conducts a specific test or provides
interpridive results, with the operator
who conduets Lhe integrity assessment
and use: information from sources other
than in-line inspections in performing
those a..essments. API explained thal
an operitor contracts with the vendor
for a spucific service that is part of an
overall {1legrily essassment.

API also expressed concern that
increased demend for inspection
sarvice- would likaly affect the time in
which (ool vendors deliver the reports,
API stali:d that it is unlikely that
opearalons will be able to meet the
deadlin s for every tool ran and for
every tvpe of tool, as many types of
tools are on the leading edge of
develojinent. API supgsstad that tha
rule: require review of integrily tesls
and inspections (rather than
assessoimts); provide for integrating
other appropriate data with the
inspeciion/test results; and allow fora
delay in schednle beyond the specified
deadlins ag long as an operator
providr:: a reasonable explanation for
the delay.

Toscn commentad that the two
saparale lime pariods is confosing; that
if asseesment of ingpection results must
be accomplished within 120 days, it is
not clear what additional evalnation is
required within 90 days of obtaining the
report of an inspaction.

. Respronse: We wish to note: an
integrily assessment should not be
confusinl with an integrity mansgement
progrean. Integrity management appliss
to the ertire pipeline, It is a process that
uses the information from an integrity
assessticnt, in conjunction with the
periodic evaluation and information
analysis. to better manage the risks
posed 1o each pipeline segment that

. could alfect a hiph consequence area.

Assessinent is only one part of an
operator's integrity manapement
prograrn and appliss only to the line
pipe. I: the inlegrity manspement rule
an mssessment is required as e baseline
and then required, periadically, every
five yeiws to ascertain the condition of
the linu: pipe in each pipeline segment
that conld effect a high consequence
araa. T perform thiz assessment an
operator has a choice of technologies:
hydrosuutic testing; internal inspection
devices; or othar tachnology. The rale
clearly states that it is the operator's
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responsibility to perform the required
baseline and periodic assessments.

Integration of information is a critical
part of an operator’s integrity
management program. An operator musl
sonduct periodie evaluations, which are
Lo inelude evalpating data from the
information analysis. The evaluations
must be conducted as frequently as
needed to assure pipsline inlegrily, not
just when an assassment is dona. Thus,
Lthe mle leaves il la each operalor to best
detexmine the frequency for cvaluating
its pipelines. We further expect an
operator to structure its program to
bring the necessary information together
at the appropriate Hme.

The requirement that an operator
obtain and analyze an integrity
assessment reporl by a specified time
was intended to prompl an opearator to
obtain a timely report so that it conld
bepin the repair of pipeline inteprily-
threatening eondilions. However, afler
further analysis of this raguirement wa
believe its implementation would be
confusing and likely result in endless
disagreemenie halwaen opsrators and
enforcement personnel. For example, an
operator might have a condition on its
pipeline that falls into the 60-day
category. It ronld be argued that
discovery sccarred when the operator
racgived a preliminary raport af its
inteprity assessment, and that the
operator was required to remediate the
condition within 80 days after it
recrived the report. Howevar, the
operatur is supposed to have 120 days
to review and analyze a preliminary
raport. Thus, there could be
disagraement over whether the 60-day
requiremanl negated the period for
review and analysis, or whether the
pericd for initial review and snalysis
gave the operator an addilional 120 days
belore it was required to remediale the
condition,

Furthermore, we realized that the
intenl of this provision is to ensnre an
operator promptly addresses anomalons
conditions on itg pipeline, not to create
disagreements ahont when an operator
receives g report, reviews the raporl,
and whether the report was a
preliminary or final report.

Rather than create a potential
compliance and enforcement nightmare,
we eliminated this provision from

- paragraph [h). Instead, we rewrote the

provision (see disgussion on discovery
above) to give the operator flexibility in
what information it nses, and what
analysis it needs to discover a
condition. Now an operator must
promptly obtain subficient information
about a condition to make the
determination thal the condition
presents a patential threat to the

inteprity of the pipeline. However, tha
obtaining of this information can take
no longer than 180 days afler an
intagrity assessment. 180 days after an
inlepgrity assessment, is considered
sufficient ime for: an operalor to obtain
a report and any other informelion the
operator needs to determine thal a
eondition may prasent a threat. In
limited instevess, an operator may be
able to demonstrate that the 180-day
period is impracticabla.

By having a performance-hased
requirement, yet establishing an upper
limit on when discovery can occur, it
should be clearer to sx operator on how
to comply. It should alse be clearer to
determine when there is a violation, for
srforearnent purposes.

The rEViEEll‘F provisions ensure that an
oparator takes prompt action following
an integrity assessment to remediate
anomalous conditions and encourage
vperators to use sophisticated and
developing technologies, because the
operator will not be dependent on the
report from the vendor,

5. Section 195 452(h)(4}=Schedula
Jor repairs: This paragraph required an
operator to complete rapairs according
Lo a schedule that prioritizes conditions
for evaluation and repair. The schedule
was based on risk faciars used for
establishing the baseline end continual
inlegrity asgessment echednles. An
operator would be allowed to notify
REPA/OPS when it could nol meet the
schedule and pravide a justification for
the delay. Notice was to be sent to the
address in §195.56 or to the facsimile
number in § 195.56.

APl recommended the reference to the
risk factors be deleted becanee the
factors are appropriate for establishing
re-inspection istervals but not for
prioritizing mitigative acdons.

Tosco questioned, in the svent an
operator eould not meet its sehedule,
whether the notification required
should alsa be sent to the appropriate
State agency in Lhose States thal are
certified under Section 60105 of the
Federal Pipeline Safety Statute. Tusco
also noted that becanses § 195.58 applias
ta subpart B and § 195.56 epplies to
Safaty Reluted Condition reports, we
should reference the integrity
management notificalion in these
sections. '

Hesponge:

It iz likaly the resulls of an integrity
assessment will be the principal baeis
for scheduling a condition for
remadiation, These results will
generally indieats the sipnificanee of
ancmalies so oparators can establish
their relative impertance for
remediation. Howavar, RSPA recoonizes
that thers may be other factors an

operator needs ta cangider in
prioritizing the condilions far
remediztion, and agrees that requiring
an operitor to base its schedule on risk
factors is unnecessary. We deleted this
ragquireinent from the rule and will leave
it to thi operatar Lo delermine how best
to set v a schedule for evaluslion and
remedistion of conditions idenlified
fram thn assassment. Of course, an
aperalor must docurment the basis for
how it prioritizes condilians in its
schedu]e,

As fin where an operator is to send a
natifelion when it is unable to meet its
schedulw, the lanpuage clearly providag
the address and facsimile numbers for
sending the nolification. Although we
sea no rason for confusion about where
to send a notification, we added a new
paragrph (m) to the integrity
manag inenl rule that contains the
addres+ and facsirnile number for
sending notificalion. This paragraph
now coltaing the current room number
and facsimila nomber for sending any
notificivion required by § 195.452,

The :ule continues to require operator
notificivion to RSPA/OPS. Wea will then
ensure Lhat the relevant Repiona] ofice
recejves the notification for forwarding
to a certified State. Having the
notificivion come to R3PA is consistent
with the filing of other reperls, such as
Lha safit y-related condition repart and
acciden! report. As RSPA plans to keap
a data lnge of notifications, it is most
practicalila for it to be the notified
agency 1ather thap State safety agencies,
It also prrevents a burden Lo operators of
trying lo determine which ageneies
should l'e notified. Requiring ali
notificul ions under the Intagrily
Manegrment rule first come ta RSPA/
OP5, aliminates any potential eonfusion
about where a notification should be
sent. '

When a certified State adopts the
integrity managerment regulations, it
may also add a requirement for
notificalion by intrastate hazardous
liquid rperators.

&, Senrion 185.452(h)(5)—Special
requirenients for scheduling repairs:

This paragraph provided a list of
certain conditions that require either
immedinte repair, rapueir within 60 days,
or repair within six months, This
paragraph also listed other conditions
an oparator would be required to
evaluaty and repair, but did not specify
the tirm frame.

Althongh not directly affected by Lhis
rulemal:ing, Enron meintained that the
prescrijiive Hme framas for certein
conditinns were not appropriatg for the
eanditinne, forcing operators to seak
extensiis. Enron further cammentad
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that the descriptions of the conditions
were open to iplerpretation,

Immediata repair conditions: This
subparagraph providad a list of
conditions that require immediate
repair. An operator is further required Lo
temporarily reduce operating pressure
ar shut down the pipeline unlil the
operator could complele the repair,
baging the temparary opereling pressura
reduction on remaining wall thickness.

API acknowledged Lhal the conditions
we listed as immediate repair
conditions are those where the
indicated anomaly may suggest the

olential for imminent failure. However,
API objected ta limiling an operator’s
actions Lo address these conditions to
ropair of the condition. API
recommended renaming thess
immediate concern conditions, and
allowing an aperator 1o take actions
other than repair. APl gave the examples
of a pipeline over-designed far wall
thickness, et able o remain i service
al very law prossure and not subject to
imminent failure, even with metal loss
greater than 80 percent of nominal wall
thickness.

API further stated that limiting an
aperalor's discretion on reducing
operating pressure to remaining wall
thickness may be inappropriate in many
situations (e.g., dents with indicaled
metal loes) and supported by
engineering celeulations. APL supgpestad
that the original wall thickness in some
pipelines may have been above that
needed to contain current maximum
operating pressure, and recommended
basing pressura reduction on an
engineering assessment that includes all
the petential factors that may contribmte
to pressure containment.

hevron recommended we remove

the condition of “dents an the top of the
Egjehne with any indicated metsl loss"

m the immediate rapair category.
Chevron agreed such dents may be
serious, but contended there is
insufficient data to pruve that thase
types of anamalise are of immadiate
concarn. Chevron also belisved an
immediate repair requirement relaled Lo
snch anomalies would ba diffiendl ta
meet hocause corrosion internal
inepection tools do not always identify
such dents, end those vendors that
claim the lanle can identify such dents
cannot correctly size and identify them.
Chevron recommended we place these
types of anomalies in the 60-day

_category, and reword the anomaly

description to include known topside
dents that excesd & percent of the
nominel pips dismeter with any
(emphasis in the original comments)
indicated metal wall lass. In addition,
Chevron recommendad REPA work with

induslry Lo develop ‘a preszure
calculation that will determine the level
of pressure reduction required
(dependent on Lha sue of the dent) to
oparale Lhe pipeling safely.

Response:

We allowed an operator Jatitude in
how it addresses mmsl. conditions, by
changing the word repair Lo remediate
throughoul paragraph (h). However, we
firmly believe that certain conditions,
due to the 1mmad1ate threat they pose
to & pipeline's m'-EEPL_V and Lo a hiph
congequencs area, ara best addrassed by
repair. We continue to list these
conditions as "Immediate repair
conditions.” An operator must repair
these condilions; and until the rapair is
completed, either rédnre aperating
pressure or shut down the pipeline.

We agree that a sitnation might exist
where an over designed pipe segment
operating at a lower pressure could
withetand maximum operaling pressure,
even with 80% wall lozs. However, wo
find it unal::c:eptablé for an operator not
to immediately repmr a segment of
pipsline whare lass‘ than 20 percent of
originel wall thickness remains, Wall
loss exceeding ED“@ indicates somealking

nificant is occurring on the pipeline.

e also do not agree with Chevron's
sugpestion that “'dents on top of the
pipeline with indicated metal loss” do
not require immediate repair bacsnse
they are hard to 1denufy we
acknowledge current inspaclion
techniques may nal readily identify
dents with metal loks. The ruls does not
require an oparator/to identify such
conditions. The rule simply spacifies
that when such cund{tmns ars
identified, an DpEIEltDI must repair them
Immediately. This Lype of dent is also
classified as an immediate concem in
the most recent draft of API-1180,
"Managing System Integrity (or
Hazardons Liquid Pipalines.” Therafors,
we are not removing this condition from
tha list of 1mmed1ata repair conditions.

The raduction injoperating pressure,
or the shutdown of the pipeline,
provides an adcht_mnal margin of safery.
This requirement 15 consistent with
§195.401 (b). This established regulation
raquires an aperator to correct
conditions that could adversely affact
cafe operations in ﬂ.‘ reasonable time and
nat apearate the afected part of the
system until the condition is correctsd,
ifitis of such a natbwe that it presents
an immediate ha.za.rd.tn persans or
pruperty

ee that pressure reductions
shuultﬁae based on an enpineering
gvaluation, and changed the final rule
accordingly. Although it is appropriate
ta base the pressure reduction on the
remaining wall thickness for corrosion,

this may mat e the best method on
which lu bese a pressure reduction for
dents ard gouges, We modified the
requirement so that an opemtor must
calculaty the temporary teduction in the
operaticg pressura uzing the formula in
seation -k51.7 of ASME/ANSI B31.4.

In response to concerns about the rule
confusing the role of vendors with that
of operators, we ¢larified Lhe langueags
in one of the listed conditions
concerng the parsen responsible for
making certain determinations about a
conditicn. We revised the language so
that now it is the person desipgnated by
the opriator to evaluate sssessment
results, who is 1o determine whether an
anamaly requires immediate action.

60-dy conditions:

As proposed, this paragraph required
an operi.tor to schedule for evaluation
and rep.r all dents (other than those
listed sz immediate repair conditions),
rapardless of siza, localed an the top of
the pipeline (above the £ and 8 o'clock
position) within 60 days of discovery of
the comlition.

APInyreed with placing special
emphas s on investigating anomalies
that re)iresent potential excavation
damag. on the top of the pips. However,
API contendad that vaqninng rapair of
any tojwide dent, repardlecs of size,
would preclude operators from making
appropriate engineering judpments
abgutl;mnmaligs that E‘Igfger 1'?1 character
and risk profile from one pipeline to
anothsr.

API vontended that increasing
semsitivities of inspecton tools conld
tezull ic “"hundreds or even thousands"
of tapeile line indications, only some of
which will be a result of third-party
damag:. {Colonial and Chevron made
the sanuz comment). To battar focas
resourc.s on areas of highest rick, API
recommended we specify dents that are
in exeurs of three percent of pipeline
diamealer and are located in a high
population or ather papulated area, as
B0-day ronditione and include
remainiig dent-type defects as 6-month
conditions. APL balieves this
conservativaly reduces by half the
ASME [\31.4 pravisions, which require
removal or rapair of dents exceeding a
depth ul' six pereant of norminal
diamaler. APT explained that the focus
on higl. population areas and populated
areas i+ appropriate because third-party
activity is more likely to occur in these
areas. [(hevron recommended these
same changes). API further
racominanded excluding dents less than
0.25 inches for amall diameter pipe (less
than NI’5 12) to recognize mill
imperfirstions that fall within
manufiuturing tolaaness. AFI
maintained that operators have
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conducted verificalion digs on many
such small defects identified by past in-
line inspactions Lo demonstrale that
these indicalions do not Lhreaten
pipeline integrity.

Colonial reported in its experience,
in-line inspection identified hundreds
of bending shoe marks, smooth dents,
and minor mill imperfections that fall
within manunfacturing lalerances,
However, Colonial found these
indieations to be neither injurious to the
pipeline nor the result of third-party
damage. Colonial suggested that
imrreased [oeus on these indications
would result in dilution of resonrces
end diversion of attention from higher
ricks. Colonial recommended we
extluds “smooth dents, bending
anomalies, and mill defects that may be
identified through enpinesring analyss
and data integration incloding data
gathered from previous sxcavations and
ingpections.”

Chevron recommended we limit the
60-day condilions lo known topside
dents in excess of six pereent of tha
nominal pipe diermeter with any
indicated metal loss, and that accur
within a high population area or other
populalad area. :

Tosco wonld nat limit the 60-day
conditions to topside dents. Tosco
explained that an operator must alsg
evaluale dents located at the bottom of
the pipe because thay may indicate that
the pipe has heen damaged by lifting the
line with excavation equipment.

Rasponse:

Although commenters exprassad
concern ahout internal inspection tools
not being able Lo detect immediate
repair condilions, they also expressed
concern about the tools finding too
many of the 60-day conditions. We

" reconsidered what eondidons an

oparator shonld address within 60 days
from discovery. We decided to limit
those conditions to large dents (i.e.,
those dents in excess of three percent of
pipeline diameter) on the tap of the
pipeling and to dents o the bottom of
the pipsline that contain stress
concentratars because these types of
dents are more likaly to impair the
inteprity of the pipaline. We want the
rule to encourege the use of more
sophisticated inspection tools, as these
tools become available. By modifying
Lk list of 60-day conditions so that
operators san better focus resonrces on
remediating those condirions most
likely to pose a threat te the integrity of
a pipaline and te & high consequence
ared, operators will be encouraped to
use more sansibve tools,

We do not agraas that the 60-day
conditions shonld be limitad to
conditions found in high-populatiog

and populated areas'.}. While it may be
possible that third-party damage is more
likely to occur in these areas, such
damage can also occur in other areas.
There is no reason why third parly
damage to a pipelint;a in an wnusually
sensitive environmental area shonld nal
be addressed as pramptly as third party
damage to a pipalim:a in mnother high
consequence arca. Wé make no
distinction in the final rule belwean
dents idenlifiad in ﬁopulated areas and
dents identified in ather areas defined
as high consaguence.

We did not make the change
suggested by Tosco to include all dents
located on the buttn;m of the pipe. We
Tecopnize that excavation damaege
limited to the bottom of pips can occur,
but understands it to ba much less
pravalany. However, we included under
the G0-day cenditions dents located en
the bottam of the pipeline that have
other indicators of damage, such as
evidence of cracks or stress risers within
the dent that wonldlindicate a need for
more immediate action. Significant
dents [i.e., thosa daﬂ}ts with a deplh
greater than six percenl of the pipe's
diameter) on the bottom of pipe would
require remediation| within 180 days of
discovery. An operator must alss
svaluate and remediate any other dents
on the boltom of the pipeline within a
reasonable time.

Six-month eonditions: This paragraph
listed several cemditions an oparator
would have to schedule for evaluation
and rgpair within six months following
discovery.

APl recommendead the list of 6-month
eunditions be completely rewritten snd
affered changes it belisves use
technically sound descriptions of the
potentiel anomalies. APT's revisions
include the concept‘uf minimum
detection limits, particularly with
respect to dent-type anomalies. AP]
tlaimed this would prevent the
inappropriate diversion of safety
resourees that could result front a
requirement tu address “all dents,
repardless of size" g5 detection
vapabilities increase. API echoed the

comments of ColoniJal, distussed above, -

that in-line inspection companies have
identified imperfections that fall within
manutacturing tolerances and operators
have conducted many verifying digs to
demongtrate that these anomalies do not
alfact pipeline integrity. Colonial's
ci:lmments in thal repard are applicable
also.

Chevreon also recommended a
complete rewrite of the six-month
conditions for the same reasons as AP,
and proposed lanpuage substantially the
same a5 API's. Differences exist in
addressing situations in which

“pradiiled borst pressure' is less than
establizhied maximom operaling
pressure (API uses the term “safe
aperating pressure”), API wonld limit
the neet! to evalunate metzl loss losetad
at foreizn pipeline crossings, 1o
instancrs with greater than 50 percent
wall o4, while Chevron wounld address
those with greater than 30 percenl wall
logs.

Enran also commented thet several of
the listad conditions could require an
expensive, ime consuming, and nem-
productive diversion of safety resources.
Enron iniieved evaluating dents with
metal lnss or dents affecting pipe
curvatine at a girth or seam weld, could
result it numerous excavations, Many
in-line ispection devices annot
identify such seams and having to
investijyita such dents, regardless of
their dipth, could raquire significant
resourecs for little safety benefit. Enron
raised lia same coneern regarding the
need for unnecessary physical
ingpeclinns to evalvate and repair
corrosina of or along seam walds, Enron
sugges!od that the six-month conditions
only specify narrow axial exlemal
corrosini, BEnron commentad that the
rule ditl not appear to allow preseurg
reduction as an option for addressing
areqs ol general corrosion with
pradicleri moetal loss of greater thag 50
percan! of wall thickness.

Rezpiinse:

To be consistent in language
througluut paragraph (h), we now list
tha six-oionth conditions as 180-day
conditions. We re-categotized some of
the dents listad as B0-day conditions
into the 180-day calegory becanse they
are less evera. To avoid including
minor and nen inlegrity-threatening
dents tht fall within mienufacturing
toleranri: limits, we revised the list of
conditione to include dents preater than
two parcant of pipe diameter. The 180-
day conlilions category is consistent,
with the most racanl draft of API-1160,
“Managing System Integrity for
Hazardnus Liquid Pipelines,"' except for
minot ¢ifferences. We included goupes
and grooves greater than 12.5 percenl of
wall thicknass, whith are not in the
API-1100 draft.,

Enron's concern regarding potential
diversion of resources to address dents
affecting seam welds wae based on the
perception that an nperator would need
to excavite most, ot all dents to
determive if they impacted a seam wald
(similar Jogic underlies Enron's concern
about the need to investigata corrosion
along senm welds). We do not inlend to
require an excavation in order to
identfy he location of welds, We
clarified the final rule to eliminate
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confusion by setting de-minimns values
for cerlain dents,

We also clarified an apparent
inconsistency in which we lizled weld
anomalies with predicted metal loss
greater than 50 percent of wall thickness
and corrosion of or along seam welds as
g-month conditions. We deleted from
e List weld anomalies with a predicted
metal loss greater than 50% of nominal
wall. The tule now lists as 180-day
conditiens corrosion of and along a
longitodinal seam weld, and metal loss
grealer than 50% that can affect a girth
weld,

Other conditions: Paragraph (h) alss
lizted examples of other conditions an
aperator would need to schedule for
evaluation and repeir. API
recommended we eliminate this
paragraph as they contended it is
unwuorkable and unenforceable. Many of
lha listed conditions, accarding to AFI,
are not pipeline conditions but describe
characteristics of Lhe conditions as they
might appear ia yaw inspection data.
API argued that this paragraph
oversimplifiss the task of using past
data in evaluations.

Tosco also commented that the listed
conditions seem to relats to an
assessment using internal inspection
teals, and eonditions identified by other
means of assessment (e.g., direct
assessment) might not be addrassed if
this }ist wers eonsidered exhanstive,

Ernron commanted that becanae the
list of ather conditions contain vague
deseriplions (e.g., over a large area,
abrupt in nature, reflect a change, near
casings), compliance with and
enforcement of thesa requirements will
be arbitrary, inconsistent and result in
numerous disagreements baltween
operators and regulators. As an
example, Enron explained that a strict
interpretation of the requirsment
requiring an operaler to evaluate data
that raflect chanpes since the last
internal inspection, could include any
change, no matter how small, gr sven
one indicating an improvement. Enron
argued for us to allow operators a
reasonable degree of latitude in making
decisions regarding what conditions
must be evalnated, and requested wa
provide gnidance in the rule on this
latitude and not develop it through
enforcement and interpretation. Finally,
Enron maintained the repair
requirements are 1ikely to result in
differing interpretations by diffsrent
regulatory agencies.

E5ponse!

The paragraph listing other conditions
is not intended as en axhansrive list, but
simply a list of some of the conditions
an operator was to address in its
schedule. We wrate paragraph (h), as

wall as other provisi‘uns af section
195.452, to include performance-based
and, when necessary, prescriptive
languaps. The rule tries to balance the
need of an operator for flexibilily with
the need for clear arld enforceable
regulations.

Although we strive for clarity ina
regulation, language is an imprecize
instmamenl and is invariably subject to
different interpretations. We face this
challenge in every rolemaking, yet we
enforca tha regulations with a modicum
af difficulry, Nonmlz%eless. in response to
the comments, we modified the list of
other conditions Lo give bettar
descriptions of certain conditions an
operatar shonld addréss, and we
rslacated the list to Appendix C. This
list will now offer gnidance to operators
on conditions they should ba praparad
to evaluate and ramédiata. Aun oparatoy
will now be required to svaluate and
remediate conditions ather than those
listad as immeadialelrapair, G0-day, and
180-day conditions, and in so doing to
consider the guidence provided in
Appendix C. ‘

Apain, we want to emphasize that the
conditions listed as[immediate repair,
60 day, and 180-day are not an
exclusive list of conditions an aperatar
will be raquired Lo gvalunate and
remsdiate. These arg simply some of the
conditions that may show up. The
argument thal bacaﬁsa a condition was
nat listed in paragraph (h) or in the
Appendix C guidanlﬂé and so an
operator did not kaew il was required
to evaluate and remediate the condition,
will never be accepted.

Comments on other provisions in the
final rule: b

The Integrity Manegement Rule
issued on December 1, 2000, was a final
rule. We unly suugﬁticomment on the
tepair provisions inl paregraph (h) due to
the substantiva changes maga from
Lhuse inftislly proposed. All ather
provisions of the rule were previously
subject to notice and eamment.
Therefore, we will not address
commetits aimed at other provisions in
the rule, in this document.

Paragraph {h) Requ"rbments

Paragraph (h) of & 195.452 requires an
nsaratur to take prompt action te
address all anomalous conditions the
operator discovers thuough the integrity
assessmenl o infarmation analysis. .
Addressing all conditions means an
aperator must evaluate gll enomalous
conditions and remediate thosae whicly
could reduce a pipeline's integrity. The
actions an operator may take to
remediate a condition include a ranpe of
mitigative and other actions, including
repair. Howaver, the action teken must

be adeqnate to ensure the condition is
unlikel lo present a long-term threat to
tha intearity of the pipeline.

The tilae frames for evaluating and
remedinling certain sendilions begin
when thi ganditon is discovered.
Diseavery of a condition occurs when
an operator has adequate informalion lo
determire a condilion presents a
potenlial threat to the integrity of the
pipelinuy. An operator must promptly,
bt no luter than 180 days after an
inlggrilv assessment, obtain sufficient
information about a condition to make
the detvymination that a condition
presents a potential threal o the
inteprity of the pipslina. Thus, an
operator hes flexibilily determining
when il has sufficienl information for
discove ry. However, Lhe discovery
process will end 180 days after an
integrity assessment, unless the operator
can demonstrate that the 180-day period
is impracticable,

Discinery tripgers the time frames for
remediing a condition. An operator
must h.ve 8 scheduld providing time
frames for evaluating and completing
remedi.l action on a condition.

For nost conditions, it is left to each
operator to determing how to priogitize
the eonditions for evalnation and
remadiilion. An operator must be able
te justily ite prioritization. The rule
providr:: the Hme frames in which an
operator must complete repair or
remeditlion of certain conditions. These
are listinl as immediate repair
condilione, 0-day conditions and 180-
day condiions. Of caurze, the ruls
cannot identify all conditions an
operator will have to evaluate and
remediate. A condition an operator
discovers may qualify as an immediate
rapair, 60-day or 1B0-day condition,
even thongh 1t is not listed in the rule.
The rule simply provides commaon
examples of such conditinne.

The rude further provides that an
operator is to include in its schedule,
conditions other than those listed.
Examp!n of some conditions that could
show up during an integrity assessment
are provided in the Appendix C
guidanoa. The lst in t]i‘ua Appendix is
nol ap uchanstiva list.

An aperator may deviats Bom Lhe
schedu!ed time frames for remediation
of a condition, if the operator justifies
the reawms why it cennat maet the
schaduls and the changed schedule will
ol jeopardize publie safaly ax
environmental protaction. An aperator's
justification for a deviation wonld be
one of e records the operatar is
required to maintain for inspection. An
operaten must notify OFS if the operator
cannot meet the stheduls and eannat
providi: safety through a temporary
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reduction in operating pregeure. The
operator would be required to pravide
RSPA/OPS natice by mail ar facsimile.

GCorrections to Section 125,442

The ruls allawed two limited
exceplions for when an opsrator could
geek a variance from the Gve-year re-
asspssment intervals. One sxception
(paragraph (j){4)(i]) is if an gperalor can
justify, on an sugincering basis, for a
longer assessment inlerval. Among other
requirements, an operator is Lo support
the justification with the se of other
technology that provides an
understanding of the line pipe
squivalent to that provided by Lthe other
allowsble sssessment malhods,
However, inclead of refersncing the
assessment methods listed in paragraph
(i)(8), the rule incorractly referencad
{7){2), the paragraph addressing tla
periodic evaluatinn. We corraclad the
reference.

The second exception (paragraph
(j){a)(ii)] allows a variance because of
unavaileble sophisticated technology.
Far this exception an operator is to
notify OPS 180 days hefore the end of
the fve-yeur interval, Howsvar, Lhe mle
further provided that an operator would
then have to complete the assessment
witlin 180 days. This requirement was
ingorrectly included and we deleted it
If an operator has to enmplete the re-
assassment wilhin 160 days of its 180-
day notice, the operator would be
gompleting the re-assessment within the
five-year period. Tharalnre, with this

" requiremert the exception allowing an

sxtension is llusory, We deletad the
requirement and instead, now specify
that with its notice, an operatar is to
provide an estimate of when it will
complete the re-gssessment.

Advance notice to OPS is required
befurs an operater conducts a continunal
integrity assessment nsing alternative
technology. Paragraph {j) [5] (iii) of the
final rule gave this period as 60 days.
Thiz was incorrect. The advance
notification periad shonld be 90 days, to
be consistent with the advance
notification periad required when an
operator nses alternative technology for
the baseline assessment. We corrected
the time period.

In paragraph (1), we inadvertently left
put tha number (1) before the first
paragraph. We corrected this oversight.

Wo also corrected the grammar (n
sevetal places in the Appandix C
puidance.

Clarifieations and Nea-5Snbstantive
Revisions to Section 195,452

Ini paragraph (a) we clarified that (he
rule applies to any operalor who owns
or operates 500 ar more miles of

hazardeus liquid or n}:a‘._:l'bnn dioxide
pipeline. When we wrote the paragraph
describing which operators need
comply with the rule, we intended for
the phrase “hazardons/liquid” to
includs earhon dioxide pipalines.
However, we have since realized thal
bacanse of how hazardous liquid and
carhon dinxide are used in other
pipeline safety ragul‘at‘iups, there mey be
confusion ehout whether carhon dinxide
linae are included. By, thanging the
language to “hazardous liquid or carbon
dioxide," we eliminate any confusion
about which operators|are te camply.

In paragraphs [¢)(1)(i) and (j)(5),
questions were raised about the listad
methods an operator ié allawed to use
for an integrity assasement. The
guestions concemaed the application of
the melhods to low frequency electric
resislance welded pipe or lap welded
pipe susceptible ta longitudinal seam
failure. We revised these paragraphs to
make elear that the listed assessment
mothods apply to tl'ﬁ‘asfa types of pipe.
Altheugh for these types of pipe, an
aperator must chosse mathods that have
certain capabilities, aqd the methods are
to e feom those listed in the mle.

In paragraph (j)(2) we'clarified thal
the evalnation of aséa\‘és]‘:’lant rasults
include results from the baseline or
periodiz integrity assessments,
Although an operat':nr may have
performed a previous internal
inapection, unless thé|operator uses that
as ils baseline asscs‘srfllept the operator
would not have had to maintain those
records hacanse the pipeline safety
regulations did not réqqi:e an internal
inspection. This clarification should
avoid any disagraar.haht about which

integrity assessment mocords an operator.

will need for its periodic evaluations,
In paragraph () (4}(1), we clarified the
language about the requirements far Lhe
justification for a vdridnce from the 5-
year re-assessment interval for
engineering reasons and the
requirements for notification to OPS.
ug to changes wiamada Lo the
terminology in paragraph (h), wa
revised several ather paragraphs of the
ruls and Appendix C'to he consistent
with those changes, Affected paragraphs
in §195.452 are [((4] and (j)(2), and in
A%andix G, VI (16) and VI(18).

@ added a new patagraph
(puragraph m) to the ule to clarify that
the required notificatioh must be sent to
the Imformalion Resonroes Manager,
Dffice of Pipelina Safaty, Rasearch and
Spaecial Programs Administration, U.5.
Department of Transportation, Room
7128, 400 Soventh Strest SW.,
Washingtomn DC 20550, or to the
foesimile number (202) 366—7128.
Notification is required when an

operator cannot meet its schedule for
evaluatiug and remediating anomalous
manditicsis; usas alternative technology
for an irtlegyity assessment; or seeks B
verianc: from the five-year continnal
assessme it interval.

In Appendix G, which cantains
guidance material for § 195.452, we
added & section on conditions othar
than thes listed in parsgraph (h),
which i operator gauld find from en
integrity assescment and an opetator
should consider in its schedule for
evalualion and remedialion. We initially
listed tlirse conditions in paragraph (h)
but deciled they more appropriately fit
inte the Appendix C pnidance. This
guidan; does not list every possible
condition that cou)d avise on a pipeline
and an operator should evalnate. We
also revised the inlroductory paragraph
to referzace the new section.

Repulalory Analyses and Notices

Executive Order 12856 and DOT
Regulatury Folicies and Procedures

This rulernaking action is not
considired s significant repulatory
action nader section 3(f) of Executive
Crder (38 FR 51735: October 4, 1993).
Therelure, the Office of Managament
and Buriget did not review this
rulemsking document.

We sought public comment on any
additicral Hnaneial burden that the
repair requirements would have on the
hazardouos liguid pipeline industry. A
supplanental report to the regulatory
evalnalion to address this issns is
placed in the docket. Tha seven
membeas present at the Awguoet 13, 2001,
Techniral Hazardous Pipeline Safaty
Standacds committes meeting votad
unanimously to aceept the supplement
to the regulatory evaluation. Below iz a
summary of their supplemental report.

Treatment of Repairs in Cosl-Benefil
Analysis for the Integrity Management
Ruie

The linal regulatory evaluetion
supporting the integrity managemanl
rula did not estimate the costs
asgocizled with repairs to pips that may
occur i a result of the rule. The
evaluation instead focused on the costs
assacizled with the planning and
intaprily assessments required by the
rule. Thbe reasons for not evaluating
repair costs were:

1. Tlu: pipeline safaty ragulations
have always required an operator ko
repair problems found on its hazardous
liguid or carhon dioxide pipelines. (49
CFR 14:7.401(b)). The primary changes
made v the [ntegrity Management rule
were tn esiablish a systematized
agsessinent and evaluation process that
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would cause operatars to better identify
cenditions on their Bipelines requiring
repair. Thus, the addilional efforl
reruirad of oparatars by the rule is in
the planning and assessment process,
the costs of which were considered in
the regulatory evaluation. Rapair of a
problem, ance it is known, was not a
new requirement and was nol evaluated
becanse of the assumption that
additional costs would not ba ineurred.

2. The reprir criteria iv paragraph (h)
of the final rule (65 FR 75378; December
1, 2000) were changad from thuse
published with the proposed rule.
Accordingly, public comments were
solivited regarding the repair oriteria.
RSPA ruceivad comments from six
organizations (one trade association, one
engineerin cumg , three operators
direcily aflocted by L " rulg, end vne
operator net directly affected by the
rulemaking). None commented on the
lack af spacific reference to ropair costs
in the repulatory evaluation.

3. Some gommenters identified
criteria they helisved would raquire
unnecessary excavation ond evaluation
of minor pipeline enomalies that would
nol affact & pipeline's integrity. We
made changes te the provisions in
paragraph (h) in response to these
somments. These changes clarify the
types of conditions an operator must
evaloats and remediate so the focus will
be on those conditions thet ars most
likely to affect pipeline intaprity.
Moreover, the remediation requirements
ellow an operator flexibility in the
actian it taias to address s condition
that poses a thraat Lo s integrity of its
pipeline. These provisions are
consistent with the exicting
requirements in section 195.401(h), and
add no additional eosls.

Repulatory Flexihility Act

Under the Regulatory Flaxibility Act
(5 U.5.C. 601 &t 55q.), RSPA must
consider whether a rulemaking would
have a slgnificant impact on a
substantial cumber of small entities.
This rulameking was designed to impact
only thosa operators that own or operate
500 or more miley of hazardous liquid
or carbon dioxide pipseline. Because of
this limitation on pipsline mileage, only
66 hazardeus liquid pipeline operators
(large national energy companies)
covering B6.7 % of regulated liquid
transmission lines are impacted by Lhis
final rule. Pased on this, and the
evidence discussed above, I certify that
paragraph (h) in the final rule
addressing the remedial actions an
operator is requirad to take to address
inteprily coneerns on its pipeline will
not have a significant impact on a
substantial number of small entities.

Paperwork Reduc:tl‘l:m Act

The pipeline mlegnly Inenagemsent
ruls contains mformatmn collection
raquiramants. As reqmrﬁd by the
Paperwork RcduclmmAct of 1995 (44
U.5.C. 3507 (d)), the Dcpartmanl of
Transportation submltted a CDli’Y of the
Paperwork ReductmnuAut Analysit to
Lhe Qffice of Mﬂnagement and Budgeat
for its review. The 111f|:|r‘malmu
collection was rev1éwed and approved
by the Office of Managemnnt and
Budgst. The name cnf the information
collection is "Pipeling Irn.tagnty
Management in Hig \Cnnbaquanca
Areas.” The remcdlannh raquirements
in paragraph (h) of L]lEIE la will not add
any additional papérWurk on hazardous
liquid or earbon dlqmld = pipeline
Cperators as repair requirsrnenls mnst
already comply with 48 CFR 195.401(L).
This was dlstusqu‘above in the
Regulatory Evaluating | soction.
‘Therefare, no additiensl peperwork
reduction analysis is mecessary.

Exac¢utive Order 13034

The remadiation | pmv isions of tha
integrity managementiﬁnal rule were
analyzed in ascordente with the
principles and eritsrii contained in
Executive Order 13084 ["Ct:msultatmn
and Coordination with I Indian Tribal
Governments.") Begause thesa
pmwsmns as wel] ag |the other
provisions of the ﬂna.]J rule, do not
significantly or unjquely affect the
communities of tha‘Ind ian tribal
governments and dn nut1mpuse
substantial direct comp iance costs, the
funding and consullahon requirements
of Executive Order 13034 do not apply.

Executive Order 13132

The final rula proLnsmns in paragraph
(h) were analyzed i injaceardance with
the principles and criferia eontsined in
Executive Qrder 13132 ("Federalism").
This final ruls duas‘nnt adopt any
regulation that: |

1) has substantia], :lu-sct effects on the
States, the relalmnsh:p between the
national gcwernmant‘ a.nH the States, ar
the distribution of powar and
responsibilities a.mnn.g the various
levels of gnvemmant- |

(2) imposes substhnhal direct
compliance costs on|States and local
pOVETNINENts; OF | 'rH

{3) preempts stata law:

Nonetheless, Stal:mpubhc: safety
representalives warg' mvnlved
thronghout the deve]upment of the
ha]zarduus liguid mtegn‘ty mAnagement
rulg

Executive Order 13211 ‘

This rulemaklng is nut a "significant
energy action” within the meaning of

Execulive Order 13211 [“Actions
Conesmning Regulations That
Significmtly Affect Energy Supply,
Mstribation, or Use"). [Lis nol a
gignificimt repulatory astion undsr
Executre Order 12866 and is not likely
te have 1 sipnificant adverse effect on
the suply, distribulion, or use of
energy Further, this rulemaking hag net
been divignated by the Administralor of
the Oflu:e of Information and Kegulatory
Affairs ue & significant energy action.

Unfuniled Mandates

This rule doss net impose unfunded
mandalis under the Unfunded
Mandalis Raform Act of 1905, It does
el resnlt in costs of $100 million or
mora Lo aither Slate, local, or ribal
governinients, in the aggregate, or to the
private s.ector, and is Lhe laas]
burden:zome alternative that achieves
the objective of the role.

, National Environmenta) Policy Act

In ac-ordance with section 102(2)(c)
of the National Envirenrmental Policy
Act (47 1J.5.C, Section 4332), the
Council on Environmental Quality
regulatinns (40 CFR Sections 1500—
1508), sund DOT Order 5610.10, we
prepan:| an Environmental Assasemenl
(EA) that analyzed the environmenltal
impacts of the rulemeking addressing
inteprily management programs for
opéralors owning or operating 500 of
more miles of hazardous liquid or
carbon tlioxide pipeline. Inn the EA we
determuned that the rule wanld not
significently affect the quality of the
bhuman nvironment. The EA and the
Findiny of No Significant Impact are
available in Docket No. RSPA-D0-6355.
That EA considered the raquiraments in
section 185452 (h) concerning repairs
an operator would have to make to its
pipeline following an inteprity
8566550 120t

We raviewed the EA in light of the
changes we have made to § 195.452 (h),
and did not find that any of the changes
effecte| our finding about the
snvironinental impaets of the rule,

List of Subjects in 489 CFR Part 195

Carbrm dioxide, High sonsequence
areas, Incorporation by reference,
Integrily assurance, Pelrolenm, Pipeline
safety, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirenients.

Fur the reasons set forth in the
Préambly, RSPA is amending part 195 of
title 49 of the Cade of Federal
Fepulal lons as follows:

PART 1985—[AMENDED]

1. The anthority citatine far part 195
cortinue s to read as follpws:
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Authority: 49 U.5.C. 5103. 60102, 60104,
E0106, 60109, 60118; and 49 CFR 1.53.

Subpart F—Operation and
Maintanance

* o * * *
Fipeline Inlegreily Management

2. Section 195.452(a) is revised to
read as follows:

§195.452 Plpeline Integrity management In
high eongequence areas.

[a) Which operalors must
comply?This section applies to each
operator whe owins ox operates & talal of
500 or mora miles of hazardous liguid
or carban dioxide pipeline subjset Lo
this part.

* u * F *

3. Section 195.452 i amended by
revising paragraph (c)(1){i} introductory
text and peragraph (e)(1)(i)(C) to Tead as
follaws:

[E] LA

(=

(i) The methods selected to assess the
integrily of the line pipe. An operator
must assess the integrity of the line pipe
by any of the following methads. The
melhods an ‘aperator selects to assess
low frequency electric resistance
welded pipe or lap welded pipe
susceptible to longitudinal seam failure
must by capable of aseecsing seam
integrity and of detecting corrosion and
deformation anomalies.

w w W W w

(C) Other technology that the operator
demonstrates can provide an equivalent
understanding of the condition of the
line pipe. An operator choosing this
option must notfy the Office of Pipeline
Safety [OP5) 90 days before conducting
the assessment, by sending a notics to
the address ar Faesintile numbear
specified in paragraph (m) of this
section.

L] B w L) L

4, Section 195.452(f) (4) is revised to
read as follows:

[ﬂ * * *

{4) Criteria for remedial actions to
address integrity issues raised by the
assessment methods and information
analysis (see paragraph (h) of this
section);

x * w * *

5, Section 195.452 (h) i5 revisad to
read as follows:

(b) What actions must an eperator
take to address integrity issues?

(1) General raquirements. An aperator
must take prompt action to.address all
anomalous conditions that the operator
discovers through the integrity
assessment or information analysis. In

addressing all condi llﬂk‘ﬁ, an operator
must evaluats all anmhalnus conditions
and remediate those thaq pould raduce

a pipeline’s integrity. 'npcrator must
be able to demonstrate|that the
remediation of the co Fl]tllﬂn will engnre
that the condition is unlikaly Lo pose a
threat Lo the long-term{integrity of the
pipeline. A reduction im|operating
pressure cannot excesd 365 deys
without an operalor Lq.}:mg further
remediel action to ensure the safety of
the pipeline. An DPEI‘&(‘.CJ! must comply
with §195.422 whan makinp a repair.

(2) Discovery of curqdztmn DNiscovery
of a conditian oceurs when an operator
has adequate informatiol about the
condition to determln}é that the
condition presents a pnﬂéntm] threat to
the integrity of the plﬂalaﬂlha An operator
mus! promptly, but na lgter than 180
days after an integrit |assessment,
obtain sufficient information about a
condition to make that déterminaliun.
unless the operater ¢ ﬁ.amon&trata that
the 180-dey pariod is dmpracticable.

{3} Sehedule for evaluation and
ramediation. An operHtof must complete
remediation of a condition according to
a schedule that pﬁuriinzps the
conditions for evalualion and
remediation. If an DPEI‘EHJI‘ cannot meel
the schedule for any condltmn. the
operator must justify t]:ua 'raasans why it
cannot meet the schedule and that the
changed schedule will not jeapardize
public safety ar Elnvu'f:mmantal
protection. An operatd ‘must notify OP5
if the operator cﬂnnuLImeal. the scheduls
and cannot provide safet. y through a
temporary reduction i 111 perﬂhug
pressure. A aparalon must send the
nolies o the addrezs §pgc1ﬂad in
paragraph (m) of this gaetion.

(&) Special require em,ts for
scheduling remedmtmn‘ () Immadiate
repair conditions. Anjopbrator's
evaluation and remediation schedule
must provide for 1mn{ad1ate I‘E.'Pﬂ.'ll'
conditions. Ta maint m safety,
operator must tempo slnri],y reduce
operating pressure or shut down the
pipeline until the op ra.tur completes
Lhe repair of these co d1tiuns An
operator must calcul qe ‘Lha temporery
reduction in Dperaunj pressure using

i

the formula in secling|451.7 of ASME/
ANSI B31.4 (incorpon aad by reference,
see § 195.3). An opcrall:n |mus treat the
following conditions as Jmmediata
repajr conditione:

(A) Metel loss greater than 80% of
noninal wall reg&rdla&q of dimensions.
[B) A caloulation uﬁ' the remaining

strenpth of the lplpe shnws a predicted
buret pressure less l:ha.n. the established
maximum operating prassure at the
location of the anomaly! Suitable
remaining strength calenlation methods

include. but are not limiled to, ASME/
ANSI B 16 ["Manual for Determining
the Remoining Strength of Corroded
Pipelinr* {1991) or AGA Pipeline
Research Commiltes Project PR—3-805
(“A Moilified Criterion for Evalualing
the Remiining Strength of Corroded
Pipe™ (l)ecember 1988]). These
dacumer ts are incorporated by
referen v and are available al the
addresses listed in §195.3.

(C) A dlent Ioceled on the top of the
pipelin (sbove the 4 and 8 o'clock
position:) that has any indication of
metal lows, craeking or a stress riser.

(D) A 1lent Jocated on the top of the
pipslinu (sbave the 4 and 8 o'clock
pusiliving) with a depth greater than 6%
of the nominal pipe diameter,

(£} An anumﬁy that in the judgrment
of the person, designated by the operator
to evaluute the assessment tesults
require. inmmediate actior.

(1) 61! day conditions. Except for
conditios listad in paragraph (h)(4)(i)
of this »ection, an operator must
schedule evaluation and remediation of
the fallowing conditions within 60 days
uf diseoery of candition,

(A) A denl laocated on the top of the
pipelin: (above the 4 and & o'clock
positions+) with a depth greater than 3%
of the pipeline diameter (preater than
0.2530 i1ches in depth for a pipeline
dizmetsr less than Nominal Pipes Siza
(NPS) 12).

(B] A lent Jocated on the botlam of
tha pipoline trat has any indication of
matal lovs, cracking o a strees riser.

[iii) 1&0-day cenditions. Except for
conditions listed in paragraph (h)(4)0)
ar (i) af this section, an aperalor mnst
scheduli: evalnation and remediation of
the following within 180 days of
diseervery af the condition:

[A) A gent with a depth greater than
2% of the pipeline's diameter (0.250
inches in depth for a pipeline diameter
less ther NPS 12) that affects pipe
curvature at a girth weld ore
longitudinegl seam weld.

(B} A dent located on the top of the
pipelin: (ebove 4 and 8 o'clock
position| with a depth preater than 2%
of the pipeline's diameter [0.250 inches
in depth for a pipeline diameter less
than N!'3 12).

(C) A dent located on the battam of
the pipnline with a depth greater than

6% of lha F1palma s digmetar.

(D) & celenlation of the remaining
strength of the pipe shows an operating
pressure that is less than the current
pstabliz|ed maximum operating
pressure at the location of the anomaly.
Suitable remaining strength calculation
method: include, but are not limited to,
ASME/ANSI Ba1G (“Manual for
Determ ining the Remaining Strength of
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Corroded Pipelines” (1991)) ar AGA
Pipeline Research Committee Projact
PR—3-805 ("'A Modified Criterion for
Evaluating the Remaining Strength of
Corrodad Pipe" [December 1034)).
Thess documents are incorparated by
refarence and are aveilable al the
addresses listed in §195.3.

(E] Ar mrea of general currosion with
a predicted metal loss graater than 50%
of neminal wall.

(F) Predicted metal loss greater than
E0% of nominal wall that is located at
a crossing of another pipelins, or is in
gn area with widespread cireumferential
rorrosion, or is in 4n area that could
affect a girth weld.

[G) A potential crack indication that
when excavated is determined labe a
crack.

{H) Corrosion of or along a
longitudinel seam weld.

() A gomge or groove preater than
12.5% of nominal wall.

(iv) Other conditions. In addition to
the condilions listed in paragraphs
(h)(4)(i) through (iii) of this section, an
operalar must evaluate any condition
identified by asn integrily assessment or
information analysis that could impair
the integrity of the pipeling, and as
appropriate, schedule the condition for
remadiation, Appendix G of this parl
¢ontains guidance concarning other
conditions that an operator shauld
gvaluate, :

* o * w *

6. §105.452 is amendad by revising
the last sentence of paragraph (§}2],
revising paragraphs (1), (j)(5)
introductery text and [1)(5)(iii). and
removing paragraph (j1(6)te read as
follaws:

m* ==

(2) Evaluationt. * * *.The evalnation
must consider the results of the baseline
and periodic integrity assessments,
infoymation analysis (paragraph (g) of
this saction), and decisions about
remadiation, and preventive and
mitipative actions (paragraphs (h) and (i)
of this section).

fagv *=*

(4] Variance from the S-yeor intervals
in limited situations.(i] Engineering
basis. An oparator may be able to justify
an engineeriny basis for a longer
assessment interval on a sepment of line
pipe. The justification must be
supported by a reliable engineering
evaluation combined with the use of
other tachnnlopy, such as extarnal
mouiloring techrology, that pravides an
understanding of the condition ol Lhe
line pipe equivalent to that which ean
be ohtained from the assessment
methods ellowed in paragraph (j)(3) of
this section. An aperator must notify

OP3 270 days before the ul:ﬁd of the five-
year (or less) interval off the justification
for & longer interval, and prapose an
alternaiive interval. Anjoperator must
send the notice to the address specified
in paragraph (m] of this 5}a'ctiun.

i) Unavailable techyology. An
operator may require a longer
assessment periad for a segment of line
pipa (for example, beca|u5;e saphisticatad
internal inspection techrnology is nal
available). An operalor mst juslify the
reasons why it cannot comply with the
required assersment pariod and must
also demonstrate the ac.t'éns it ig taking
to evaluala the integrity of the pipeline
segmenl in the interim! An oparator
must notify OPS 160 dag‘rsf'befura the
end of the five-year {or|less) interval that
the operater may requira ia longer
assessment interval, axd provide an
estimala of when, the aseessment ¢an be
completad. An operater must send a
notics to the addrass specified in
paragraph (m) of this section.

(5) Assessment mathods. An apesator
rnust assess the integrity of the line pipe
by any of the following methods. The
methods an operator sélscts to assess
low frequency elastric resistanca
welded pipe or lap welded pipe
susesptible to longitndinal seam Failure
yanst be capable of asspssing seam
inteprity and of detectinlg corrasion and
deformation annmalies. ||

ijpr v ¥ |

i)« x> b

(iii) Other technolagythat the
operator demonsleates can provids an
squivalent understanding of the
candition of the line pipe. An eperator
choosing this option must nalify OFS 80
days balora conductirg|the assessment,
by sending 2 notice te|the address or
feeeimile number specified in paragraph
(m) of this seation. i

7. Parapraph (k)(1) is redesignated as
paragraph (1); paragra :H| designation
"i[1)" is added after the ‘}j.aadi.ng; and
paragraph (k)(2) is redesignated as
paragraph (1}(2). I

L] & * & x| |1

B. A new paragraph [pli] is addud to
§185.452 to read as follows:

(m) Where does an bj:a'Fmtor sand a
notificatian? An nparathi' raust send any
notification required hiyjthis section te
the Information Resonrces Manager,
Offica of Pipeline Safety; Research and
Special Programs Administration, U.5.
Department of Transportation, Room
7128, 400 Seventh Street SW,
Washingten DC 20590, or to the
facsimils number (202) 366-7128.

. Appendix C {s amended by ravising
the title, adding paragraph (7) in ths
introductory lext, revising parapgraphs
(7), (B}, and (9) of section LB., removing

paragrapt, (18) fram section V1and
renumbe ring paregraphs (19] through
{23) as [1 1) through (22), revising
paragraphs (16) and newly designated
(18) of scution VI, and adding a new
Seetinn VI to read as follows:

APPENINX C TO PART 195—
GUIDANCE FOR IMPLEMENTATION
OF AN INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT
FROGRAM

w * & * L)

{7) Types of condilicos that an inlegrity
assensment may identify thal an oparator
should in¢Jude in ils required schedule for
avaluaticr, and remediation,

L

{7} Opwi ating conditions of the pipeline
(pressure, flow rale, etc.). Exposurc af the
pipeline tu an operating pressure exceading
tha establishad maximum cperating pressure.

{8) Th hydsaulic gradient of the pipeline.

{g) Thr: diameter of the pipelins, the
potential releass volume, and the distance
between (l1a isolalion polnte.

T * *x *x L1

Vll = & )

(16) intigrily arsessment results and
anomalic. [onnd. process [or evaluating and
remediaiog anomalies, oriteria for remedial
actions and actions taken Lo evalusts and
remedial; Lhe anomalies;

L * * x *

{18) =t liedule for evaluation and
remediation of anomalies, justification to
support neviation from required remediation
Limes;

x * [ T *

VI Coaditions Lhat may impair &
pipeline’ s inlegrily-

Seclin: 195.452(h) reguires an operatar lo
evalyat and remediate all pipeline integelty
izsnes v sed by the integrity assessment or
information analysis, An pparator mast
develop . schedule that priorilizes
conditiong diseovered on the pipeline for
evaleaton and remedialion, The follewing
are some examples of conditions thal an
operator should scheduls for evalualion and
remadilion.

A. A change since Lhe previous
rgsessmint,

B. M1 hanical damage lhat is located on

" the lop side of the pipe.

C. An anomaly sbrupt in pature.

[, An anomaly longilndinel in orientation-

E. An inomaly over a large ares.

F. An anomaly locatad in or nesr a cesing,
g eross g of another pipeline, or an area
with suspegt cathodic protection.

Iszued in Washinpton, DC. on Decembar
21, 2001.
Ellen C. Engleman,
Admiaf.irator.
[FR Do 02-267 Filed 1-11-02; B:456 am]
BILLING LODE 4510-50-P
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Integrity Management for Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Operiatnre

High Consequence Areas
% 195.450 Definitions.

The following definitions apply to
this section and § 195.452:

Emergency flow restricting device
or EFRD means a check valve or
remota control valve as follows:

(1) Check valve means a valve
that perrnits fluid to flow freely in
ana direction and contains 3
meachanism to automatically prevent
flow in the cther direction.

{2) Remote controf valve or RCV
means any valve that is oparated
fram a location rermote from where
the valve is installed. The RCV is
usually operated by the supervisory
control and data  acquisition
(SCADA) system. The linkage
betweer the plpeline control center
and the RCV may be by fiber optics,
microwave, telephene lines, or
satelllte,

High consequence aréa means:

{1} A commercially navigable
waterway, which means a waterway
whare a substantial llkelihoed of
commerdial navigation exists;

(2) A high population area, which

means an urbanized area, as
defined and delineated by the
Cernsus Bureau, that contains

50,000 or more people and has a
population density f at [east 1,000
people per square mile;

(3) An other popufated area,
which means a place, as deﬂned
and dellneated by the Census
Bureau, that contalns a
concentrated population, such as an
Incomporated or unincorperated city,
town, village, or other designated
resndentnal or commerclal area;

{4) An unusually sensitive area, as
defined in § 195.6.

Pipeline Integrity Management

§ 195.452 Pipelina integrity
managemant in high
consaquence areas,

(a) Which pipelines are covered by
this section? This section applies to

each hazardous lqu |d pupelme and
carben dloxide pipel ne that could
affect a high consequence area,
Including any plpeh‘ne located in 2
high consequence 2 ee unless the
operator eﬂ’ectwely demonstrates
by risk assessment that the
plpeline could not effecl: the area.
(Appendix C of thik part provides
guidance on detérmining if a
pipeline  could qfﬁect a high
consequence areal) Covered
plpelines  are nategeﬂzed as
fallows: ‘

(1) Category 1 includes pipelines
existing on May 29, DDl that werae
owned or operated by an operator
who owned or op rated a total of
E00 or more mi es of pipeline
subject ta this part‘ ‘ :

(2) Category 2 includes plpelines
existing on May 29,/ 2001, that were
owned or operated| by an operater
who owned or eperated lass than
500 miles of pipeli e\'subject to this
part. i

{3) Category 3 nTlcludes pipelines
constructed or converted after May
29, 2001.

(b) What program|and practices
must operators use' to manage
pipelina integrity? Ee'ch operator of
a pipeline covered by this sectlen

must:

(1) Develop a wrjtten integrity
management pragram that
addresses the risks on each

segment of plpel nLﬂ.f} in the Firsk

column of the following table not
later than the date||ln the second
column: i

Pipeline | Date
Category 1 ... |March 31, 2002
Category 2 .... |Febrilary 18, 2003
Category 3 ... |1 |year after the

dete. the pipeline
beglns operation

I|
{(2) Include in the program  an

identification of each plpeline or
pipellne segment in the first column

of the followlng table not |ater than
the date in the secend column:

Fipeline Date
Category 1 ... December 31, 2001
Category 2 ,... |November 18, 2002
Category 3 .... |[Date the pipeline

begins oparation

(2) Include in the pragram a plan
to carry out basellne assessments

of line pipe as required by
parayraph () of this section.
(4) Include in the program a

framawork that-

(i) Addresses sach element of the
integrity  management  program
undar paragraph {f) of this section,
including continual integrity
assessment and evaluaktion under
paragraph (j) of this sectlon; and

(i Inltlally indicates  how
deciclons will be made to implement
each element,

(5) Implement and follow the
program.

(6] Foliow recognized
practices in
saction, unless-

m This
otharwise; ar

(ii) The operator demonstrates
that an alternative practice is
supported by a reliable engineering
evaluation and provides an
equivalent level of public safety and
anvironmental protection.

(c) What must be in the baseline
assessment plan? (1) An aperator
must incdude each of the fallowing
elements in its written baseline
assessment plan:

{1) The methods selected to assess
the Integrity of the line pipe. An
operator must as5sess the integrity
of the line pipe by any of the
followlng methods. The methods an
operator selects o assess low
frequency electric resistance welded
plp= or lap welded pipe susceptible
to longitudinal zeam failure must be
capable of assessing seam integrity
and of deatecting corrosion and
deformation anaomalies.

industry
carrying out this

sectlon specifies
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(A) Internal Inspection tool or
tools capable of detecting correslon
and deformation anamalies Induding
dents, gouges and grooves,

(B) FPressure best conducied  In
aceordance with subpart E of this part; or

(C) Other technology that the
operator demonsirates can provide
an equlvalent understanding of the
condition of the llne pipe. An
operator choasing this option must
notify the Qffice of Pipeline Safaty

(OPS) 90 days bemrl'e conducting
the assessment, by sending a notice
to the address or facsimile number
specifled in paragraph (m) of this
section. I

(i) A schedule for; compieting the
integrity assessment;||

(i) An explanatlon of the
assessment methods]iselected and
evaluation of risk factors considerad
in ectablishing the assassment
schedule, .

(2) An operator must document,
priar to implementing any changes
to the plan, any modiflcation to the
plan, and reasons for the
rmoditication.

(d) When must operators camplete
base/ine assessments? Operators
must complete baselina
assecsments as follows: (1) Time
periods.  Complete assessments
before the following deadlines:

If thea pipeline is:

Then complete baseline assessments flot later

And assess at least 50 percent of the line

than the following date according to ¢ Echedula | pipe on an expedited basis, beginning with
that prioritizes assessments:|| the highest risk plpe, not later than:
Categary 1 ..o March 31, 2008 | | September 30, 2004
Category 2 c.e.. . February 17, 2009 August 16, 2005 |
[ Category 3 e Date the plpeline begins operation i, Not applicable

(2) Prior assessment. To satisfy
the requirements of paragraph
(€)(1)(i} of this section far pipelines
in the first column of the following
table, operators may use integrity
agsessments conducted after the
date in the second column, if the
Integrity assassment method
complies with this section. However,
If an operator uses this prior
assessment as iks  baseline
assessment, the operator must
roassess the line pipe according to
paragraph (j)(3) of this section. The
table follows:

Pipeline Date
Category 1 .... |January 1, 1996
Category 2 .... |Decemper 18, 2006

(3) Newly-identlfied areas. ()

when information |s avallable from

tha information analysis (see
paragraph (g) of this section), or
from Census Bursau maps, that the
population density around a pipeline
segment has changed so as Lo fall
within the definition In § 195.450 of
a high population area or other
populated area, the operator must
incorporate  the area into jts
baseline assessment plan as a high
consequence area within one year
from the date the arez Is identlfled.
AR operator must complete the
baseline assessment of any line

pipe that could a‘FFé-.I:i:t the newly-
identified high comsequence area
within five years from the date the
area is identified. .T "

(i} An operator ‘Irq"Hst incorporate
a new unusually sensitive arga into
its baseline assessmient plan within
one year from the é!féte the area is
identified. An | dperator must
complete the hasgline assessment
of any line pipe thatcould affect the
mewly-identified high' consequence
area within flve ye!a‘:'l from the date

the araa s ldentifie |

(e) What are the|risk factors for
establishing  &n||| assessment
schedule (for both: tie baseline and
continual’ fntegrity‘.: | assessments)?
1) An operator & f.hl-'.;t establish an
integrity assessth:n'I; schedule that
prioritizes  pipeline|l segments for
asgessment (see paragraphs (d}(1)
and (G)(3) of tﬁs; section). An
operator must basejthe assessment
schedule on all |risk factors that
reflect the risk conditions on the
pipeline segment, |The factors an
operator must consider include, but
are not limited to: i‘!

(i) Results of ﬂ'n%e l[::irevious integrity
assessment, defect type and size that
the assessment method can detect,
and defect growth rate;

(i) Pipe |size,  material,
manufacturing infarmation, coating
type and condition, and seam type;

(i} Leak history, repalr history
and cathodic protection history;

(iv) Product transported;

(v) Operating stress level;

(vi) Existing or projected actlvities
inthe area;

(vii} Local environmental factors
that could affect the pipeline {e.q.,
corroglvity of soil, subsiderce,
climatic);

(viii) geo-technical hazards; and

(ix) Physical support of the
geqment such as by a cable
suspension bridge.

(2) Appendix C of this part
provides further guidance on risk
faciors.

() What are the elements of an
Integrity management program? An
integrity  management  program
begins with the inltlal framework.
An operator must continually
change the program to raflect
operating  experience, conclusions
drawn from results of the integrity
ascessments, and other
maintanance and-surveillance data,
and evaluation of consequences of a
fallure on the high c¢onsequence
area. An operator must include, at
muimurn, each of the follawing
elements in its written integrity
menagement program:

(1) A process for identifying which
pipeline segments could affect a
high consequence araa;

2
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(2) A baseline assessment plan
meeting the requirements of
paragraph (c) of this section;

{3) An analysis that integrates all
avallable Information about the
integrity of the entire pipeline and
the consequences of a failure (see
paragraph (g) of this section);

{4) Criteria for remedial actions ko
address integrity izsues ralsed by
the assessment methods and
Information analysis (see paragraph
(h} of this section);

(5) A continual process of
azsesgment and evaluation to
maintain a pipeline’s integrity (ses
paragraph (j) of this section);

(6) Idenktfication of preventive
and mitlgative measures to protect
the high conseguence area (see
paragraph (i) of this section);

(7) Methods [0 measura the
program’s effectiveness (see
paragraph (k) of this sactian);

(8) A process for review of
integrity asssssment results  and
information analysis by a person
gualified to evaluate the rasults and
information (see paragraph (h}(2)
of this section).

(g) What is an information
analysis? In periedically evaluating
the imtegrity of each pipeline
segment (paragraph (i) of this
section), an operator must analyze
all avallable information about the
integrity of the entire pipeline and
the consequences of a failure. This
Information includes:

(1) Information  critical  to
determining the potential for, and
preventing, damage due Lo
excavatlon, including current and

plannad damage prevention
activities, and development or
planned development along the

pipelline segment;

(2) Data gathered through the
intagrity assessment required under
thi= sectlon;

{3) Data gathered in conjunction
with other Inspections, tests,
survelllance and patrols required by
thls Part, including, corrosion
control monitoring and cathodic
protectlon surveys; and

(4) information about how a
failure would affect the high
consequence area, such as location
of the water Intake.

|

1l |
(h) what actions must an operator
take to address integrity Is5UEs?
(1) General requirements, An dperator
must taike prompt acyan to address all
anomalous  conditigns  that  the
operator  discovers, ithmudh the
integrity assessment |or infarmation
analysis. In addressipg| all cofditions,
an operator must | evaluate all

Il ]
gnd re[nedlate

anomalous condition
thoge that could reduce @ pipeline’s
integrity. An operator must be able to
demonstrate that thE remedladon of
the conditon will ‘n:sure that the
condltion is unlikely to pose a threat to
the long-term integrit ‘\of thel 'plpeline.
A reducon in operating |pressure
cannot exceed 365 |days without an
operator taking further remedial action
to ensure the safety ‘:fithe plpeline. An
operator must comply| with § 195.422
when making a repalr,|
(2) Discovery of a| conditiop.

Discovery of a cond ti‘u}:n occurs when
an  operator  |has adequate
information about |the condition 1o
determine  that | the condition
presents a potential threat to the
integrity of the pipeline. An loperator
must promptly, but! no later than
180 days E:Ftl:-frrl ‘ an f!lntegrity
assessment,  obtain  'sufficlent
information about| | condition to
maka that determination, thess the
operator can demonstrate [that the
180-day perlod is impracticable,

(3) Schedule for|evaluation and
remediation. An| [operatdr must
complete remediation of ajcondition
according to schedg.flle that
prioritizes  the | conditions  for
evaluation and remediatign. If an
operator cannot ntqfet the |schedule
for any condition, the operator must
justify the reaso s:\ why (it cannot
meet the scheddle and/[that the
changed  schedule will  not
jeopardize  public  safety  or
environmental  |protection.  An
operator must notify ORS if the
operator cannot meet the) schedule
and cannot pruvide“safety‘ through a
temporary reduction In leperating
pressure. An operator must send
the notlce to the| address specifiad
in paragraph (m) 'of this section.

(4) Special |requirernents  for
scheduling remediation () Immediate
repajr conditfons. ' An oparator's

| e
evaluation and rem}edlatmn schedule

1]

must providae for immediate repair
conditions, To maintalin safety, an
pperatar must temperarily reduce
gperating pressure or shut down the
pipeline until the operator
completes the repair of these
conditlons, An operatar must
calculate the temporary reduction In
operating  pressure  Using the
formula in section 4517 of
ASME/ANSI B31.4 (incorporated by
referance, see § 195.3), An
operator must treat the following
concitions as  immediate repair
conchtiens:

(A) Metal loss greater than 80% of
nom!nal wall regardless  of
dimensions.

(B) A calculation of the remaining
strength  of the plpe shows a
predicted burst pressure less than
the =stablished maximum operating
pressure at the location of the
anomaly. Suitable remaining
strenath calculation methods
include, but are not limited to,

ASME/ANST B21G  ("Manual for
Determining the Remaining
Strength of Corroded Plpelines”

(1591) or AGA Plpeline Research
Committee Project FR- 3- 806 (MA
Modified Criterion for Evaluating the
Remaining Strength of Corroded
Pipe” (December 1989)). These
documents are incorporated by
referance and are available at the
addresses llsted in § 195.3.

(C) A dent located on the top of
the pipeline (above the 4 and 8
o'tiock positions) that hasz any
incication of metal loss, cracking or
a slress risar.

(D) A dent located on the top of
the pipeline (above the 4 and &
o'dock positions) with a depth
greater than 6% of the nominal
pipe diameter.

() An anomaly that in the
judgrment of the person designated
by the operator to evaluate the
asnesimeant results requires
immediate action.

(i) 60-day conditions. Except for
conditlons  listed in  paragraph
(b (4)(1) of thls section, an operator

must schedule evaluation and
remediation of the faliowing
conditions  within 60 days of

dizcovery of condition.
3
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(A) A dent located on the top of
the pipeline (above the 4 and 8
o'clock positions) with 2 depth
greater than 3% of the pipeline
diareter (greater than 0.250 inches
in depth for a pipeline diameter less
than Nominal Plpe Size (NPS) 12).

(B) A dent located on the bottam
of the pipeline that has any
indication of metal loss, cracking or
a stress rizer.

(iii) 180-day conditions. Except
for conditions listed in paragraph
(h)(4)(D) or (i) of this secton, an
operator must schedule evaluation
and remediation of the following
wlthin 180 days of discovery of the
condition:

(A) A dent with a depth greater
than 2% of the pipelines diameter
(0.250 inches in depth for a plpeline
diameter less than NPS 12) that
affects plpe curvature at a girth
wald or a longitudinal seam weld.

(B) A dent located on the top of
the pipeline (above 4 and & a'clock
position) with a depth greater than
204 of the pipeline’s diameater
(0.250 inches in depth for 2 pipeline
dlameter less than NPS 12).

(C) A dent located on the bottom
of the pipeline with a depth greater
than 6% of the plpeline’s diameter.

(D) A calculation of the remalning -

strength of the pipe shows an
operating pressure that is less than
the current established maximum
pparating pressure at the location of
the =anomaly. Suitable remaining
strerngth calculation methods
Include, but are not limlted to,
ASME/ANST B31G  (“Manual  for
Determining the Remaining
Strength of Corroded Plpelines™
(1991)) or AGA Pipellne Rasearch
Committee Project PR- 3- 805 MA
Modified Criterlon for Evaluating the
Remaining Strength of Corroded
Flpe” (December 1589)). Thesa
document: are incorporated by
reference and are available at the
addresses listed In § 195.3.

(E) An area of general corrosion
with a predicted metal loss greater
thar 50% of nominal wall.

(F) Predicted metal loss greater
than 500 of nominal wall that is
located at a crossing of another
pipeling, or 15 in an area
with  widespread circumFerential

corrosion, oF is in an area that could
affect a girth weld.

(G) A potential crack indlcation
ghat when excavated is determined
to be a crack. ‘

(M) Corresion of or along a
longitudinal ‘seam weld.

(1) A gouge or |groove greater
than 12.5%. of nomlnal wall.

(iv) Othar conditfons, In addition
to the 'conditigns listed N
paragraphs‘(h)(al)(i‘);thruugip (ny of
this cection, an |operator must
evaluate any condition Identifled by
an  integrity jssecsment  ar
information. analysis that could
impair the Integrity of the plpeling,
and as appropriate, schedule the
condition for remediation. Appendix
C of this part cdntains duldance
concerning other conditions| that an
operator should evaluate.

(1) What preventive and mitigative
measuras must &n Dperato:l* take to
protect the high copsequence ares?
(1) General requiremernts. An
operator must take mea%ures to
prevent and ‘ mitigate the
consequences of a: plpeline fallure

that .could
consequence area.
include cenducting

affect |

. high
iThese sasures
a risk analysis of

the pipeline segment to idantlfy

additional actlons

ro enhanice publlc

safety or environmental prlotection.

Such actions may
not Ilirnited to
damage preventio
better | monitorin

protection’ where!

include, but are
" implementing
rn bast practices,
g of |cathodlc
corrosion is 3

COncern,
Inspection’

astablishing
intenvals,

shorter
installing

Devices (EFRD).

EFRDs on the pipeline segment,
modifying 'the systems thak monltor

prassure and detect leaks, pproviding .

additional i tralning ito personnel on
response ' procedures, conducting
drills ~ with  Igeal  emergency
responders and ‘L adopting other
management controls. r[

(2) | Risk analysis criteria. In

identifying the need for bdditional
preventlve and mitigative
measures, an | operator must

evaluate the likelihood of a pipeline
release occurring and how|a release
could affect the |high comzequence
area. This determination must
consider all relevant risk factors,
including, but not|limited t:o:

i

(i) Terrain surrounding the
pipeline segment, including
drainage systems such as small
streanms  and other smaller
waterways that could act as a
concuit to the high consequence
aras;

(li) Elevaton profile;

(iii} Characteristics of the product
tranzported;

(iv) Amaunt of preduct that could
be released;

(v) Possibllity of a spillage In a
tarm field following the drain tle
into A waterway,;

(vi) Ditches along Side a raadway
the pipeline crosses;

(vi) Physical support of the
piprline segment such as by a cable
suspension bridge;

(vhi) Exposure of the pipeline to

operating pressure excaeding
established maximum  operating
pressure.

(%) [eak detection. An operator
must have a means to detect leaks
on its pipeline system. An operator
must evaluate the capability of Its
leak detectlon means and modify,
as neceszary, to protect the high
consequence area, An operator’s
evaluation must, at least, consider,
the following factors-length and size
of the pipeline, type of product
carried, the pipeline’s proximity to
the high consequence area, the
swiftness of leak detection, location
of nearast rasponse personnel, leak
history, and risk assessment
results,

(4} Emergency Flow Restricting
If an operator
detarmines that an EFRD is needed
on a pipeline segment to protect a
high consequence area in the event
of a hazardous ligquid pipeline
reloase, an gperator must install the
EFFD. in making this
determination, an operator must, at
least, conslder the following factors-
the swiftness of leak detection and
plpeline shutdown capabilities, the
type of commodlty carried, the rate
of potential leakage, the volume
that can be released, topography or
pipellne profile, the potendal for
ignitlon, proximity to  power
sources, location  of  nearast
response parsonnel, speclflc terrain
-becwaeen the pipgling segment and

4
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of the paseling and pericdic of Ithe pipeling sagment in the any nodifications, justlﬁcetiuns
integrity agsessments, information mterim; AN I;:?eratcn‘ must notify varlances, deviations and
analysis (paragraph {a) of this ors 13‘0 days pefore the end of the determinations made, and actions
eactlon), @ a4 declslons about five-ygar (or 1 155) intqrve\ that the taken, o implement and evaluate
remediation, and preventive and gperatar marE require 8 longer aach alement of the | tegrity
@

mitigative actions (paragraphs n) assessment | rval, and provide an management program fisted  In
and (i) of this gection)- estimgte of when tht assessment paragraph (F) of this zaction.

(3) Assessment intervals. A0 can be completed. | pn operator (2) See appendix C of this part for
operator must estaplish intervals must|[send notice to the address examples of records an operator
ot to exceed five (5) years far specified 1N Ieragradh (m) of this  would be required to keep.
cantinually ascessing the line pipe’s saction. i (m) where does an aperator cend
jntegrity. AR pperater must base (5 , a otification? AP operator must
the acgessment intervals on the risk opeqeter mdst assass the intagricy send any otlfication red Lired by
the line pipe POSES o the moh  of the line|| pipe B any of the  {nis section fica e Informatian
consequence area to qeterming the follawing ™ thods. The Y hods an  pesources  Manager office of
priority for asgessing the pipeline operator "'1.‘&“5 o AasSess jow plpeline Safety R’esearch and
zagments. An  operator must frequency ellectric relsistence welded special Prngran:\'s Administration
actablish the acsessment (rpervals pipe or lapg I\'Meltjecl ipe susceptible Us Department of Transportatlon'
pased on the facrars specified in to longitudinal seam failure must be R;m'm D128, 400 Se venth Stree,t
paragraph (€) of this section, the capable of;eseessin'g ceam Integrity  SW W ashington OC 4o850, oF to
anatysis of the rasuls from the jast  and of detecing corrosion  and t’ne' facsimile Aumber (202') 266-
Intearity agsessment, and  the : geformation anomalies.

(nformation analysis required by m Interﬁ'ei inspection tool or tools 7128,

paragreph (g) of this gection. ' cepabie u‘H et cti:ng corrnsion and Appendix C to Part 195-

{4} variance from the S-year defurmati'ain anomalies including Guidance for Implementatiun of
intervals in limited sjtuations- dents, go‘;lges and| grooves; an Integrity management

(1) Engineering hasis. An operatar ‘(li) pressure test onducked i Program

may able @ justify an accerdan‘:ie with subpart £ of this This Appendix glves guiden'ce to

gngineering pasis for @ longer  Bart; of |l

acsecsment interval on @ gagmeant ity Other technology that the requirements of the neearity

of line pipe. The juetiﬁcetien must operato] demonelr.ratee can provide management program cule in 58

be supported by @ reliable an eguivalent uqderetending of the 195.450 and 195.452

engineering evaluation cormbined ;cenditle‘"r of the line pipe. An ’

with the use of other technologdy, operator choosln this option must GEuldance is provided o

guch &8 encternal monitoring notify ops 90 days patura {1} Information an operator M&

rachnalogy, that provides an  canducting the agsassment, by use identify 2 high congequend

understanding of the condition of 35end1ru;'1 a notice to the address oOF area and factors an operator cd
' 1

help an operator irnplement the

1
i
i

|
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use to consider the potential {2) Geographic Database on the transporting  (refined  products,
impacts of a release on an area; cornmerclal \newgetle waterways crude ails, highly volatile liquids,

(2) Risk factors an operater can
use to determine an integrity
assessment schedule;

[3) Safety risk indicator tables for
leak history, velume or ling size, age
of pipeline, and product transported,
an operator may use to determiine If
a pipeline segment falls into a high,
mediurm or low risk category;

(4) Types of internal inspection
tools an operator could use to find
pipeline anomalies;

(5) Measures an operator could use
to measure an integrity management
program’s performance; and

(6) Types of records an operator
will have to maintain.

(7) Types of conditions that an
integrity assessment may identify
that an operator should include In
its required schedule for evaluation
and remediation.

I. Identifying a high consequence
area and factors for considering a
pipeline segment’s potential impact
on a high consequence area.

A. The rule defines a High
Consequence Area as a high
population area, an other populated
area, an unusuany sensitive area, or
a commercially navigable waterway.
The Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS)
wil map thesa areas on the
Natlonal Pipeline Mapplng System
(NPMS). An operator, member of
the public, or other government
agency may vlew and download the
data from the NPMS home page
http://www.npms.rspa.dot.qgy. OPS
will maintain the NPMS and update
it periadically. However, It is an
operator’s responsibllity to ensure
that it has identdfied all high
consequence areas that could be
affected by a pipelineg segment. An
operator Is also responsible for
perindically evaluating its plpeline
gegments to look for population or
environmental changes that may
have oceurred arcund the pipellne
and to keep Its program current
with this information. (Refer to §
195.452(d)(3).) For move
information to help In identlfying
high consequence  areas, an
operator may refer ta:

(1) Digital Data on populated areas
avallahle on U.5. Census Buraauw maps.

aveﬂeble'on nttp: I/www.bts.

oy/ais

Has/nebwor
{3) The Bureau o |Trenepertetlen
Statistics database |[that inciudes
curnmerclall\,‘r navig ble waterways

and rnon-commerc Ily naylgable

watarways, [The da Iabase can be
downloaded |from the BTS webslte

: . las
networks,ftml.

B. The rule{ requnreUen operatar to
include & prucess in ||Lt5 program far
identifylng Wh]Eh pipellne segments
could affect a high consequence
area and to takel ‘measures to
pravent end n:lgate the
consequences of a p:pellne failure
that could affect a high
consequence area. { e 5§ 1 5.452
Thus, an eperator will
need to conelder how each pipeline

seqgment : FFect a  high

cpuld
consequence ' area. |The primary
source for the listed| risk fecbl:nrs is a
us DOT study erpT Inetrumented
Internal - ‘ Inspectlon devicas
(November | 1992). |Dther saurces
include the |Nationa Trensp rtation
Safety Boerd the Enwrn mental
Protection Agency a1d the Technical
Hazardous Liguid Plpellne Safety
Standards Cemmutte Tha following
list prowd‘ee gui ence D an
operator m‘1 both | 1|:he mandatory
and addmenel facto
(1) Terraln
pipeline,
conslder the contou
profile and |f it coul
from a releese t
cunsequence area. n opergtor can
get thlE‘ information  from
topographical maps|isuch as u.s.
Geolagical Sl.‘lnfey quadrangle rlneps
(2) Drainage syStems such as
small streams and| other |smaller
waterways [that collld serve as a
condult to a‘ high capsequence area.
(3) Crossmg of farm tile flelds, An
operator, ehouh:l | feonsider  the

5 llreundlng the

o eretor shauld
Ui of the land
ellew the liquid
Enter a high

. possibility of a splijage in the field

following the drarH tile
waterway. | i
(4) Crossing of iroadways  with
ditches eleng the side. The| ditches
could carry a spnllage|te a waterway.
(5) The nature arld ChEIFEICtEI'IStICS

of the product the pipéling is

| |
| | |
| |
\ 1.
[ ‘

intks a2

etc.) Highly volatile llqulds becomes
gasanus when exposed to the
atmosphere, A spillage could create
a vapor cloud that could settle into
the lower elevation of the ground
profile,

(6) Physical support of the
pipelina segment such as by a cable
suspension  bridge.  An  operator
should look for stress indicators on
the pipeline (strained supports,
Inadequate suppeort at  towers),
atmozpherlc corrosion, vandalism,
and other obvlous signs of impraper
maintanance.

(7) Operating conditions of the
pipeline (pressure, flow rate, etc.).
Exposure of the pipeline to an
operating pressure exceading the

established maximur operating
pressure.
(8) The hydraulic gradient of the
pipeline.

(9) The diameter of the plpeline,
the potentlal release velume, and
the distance between the Isolation
points.

(10) Potential physical pathways
between the pipeline and the high
consequence area.

(11) Responsa capability (time to
respond, nature of response).

{12) Potential natural forces
Inherent in the area (flood zones,
earthquakes, subsidence areas,
ete.)

II. Risk factors for establishing
frequency of assessment.

A. By assigning weights or values
to tha risk factors, and using the risk
indicator tables, anm operator can
determine the priority for assessing
pipeline segments, beginning with
those segments that are of highest
risk, that have not previously been
assessed, This list provides some
guidance en some of the risk factors
to consider (see § 195.452(e)). An
operator should also develop factors
specific tb each plpeline segment it
is a=sessing, Including:

(1) Populated areas, unusually

sensitive  envirommental  areas,
National Fish Hatcheries, -
commercially navigable waters,

arens where people congregate.
(2% Results from previous testing/
inspaction. (See § 195.452{h).}

6
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(3) Leak History. (See leak history
risk table.) -

(4) Known eorrosion or condition
of pipeline. (See & 195.452(g).)

(5) Cathodic protection history.

(6) Type and guality of pipe
coating (disbonded coating results
i corrosion). |

(7) Age of pipe (older pipe shows
more corroslon-may be uncoated or
have an ineffactive coating) and
type of plpe seam. (See Age of Pipe
risk table.)

(8) Product transportad (hightly

" yolatile, highly flammable and taxic

liquids present a greater threat for
both people and the gnvironment)

(see Product transported sk
table.)

(9) Pipe wall thickness (thicker
walls give =a better safety
margin)

(10) Size of pipe {higher
volume release if the pipe
ruptures).

{11) Location related to potential
ground movement (e.0., seismic
faults, rock quarries, and coal
mines); climatic (parmafrost
causes sektlement-Alaska); geologic
(landslides or gubsldence).

(12) Security of throughput
(effacts on customers if thers 18
failure reguiring shutdown).

(13) Time since the last internal
inspaction/prassure testing.

(14) With respect to previously
discovered defects/anomalles, the
type, growth rate, and size.

(15) Operating stress levels In the
pipeling,

(16) Location of the pipelina
segment as it relates to the ahility
of the operator to detect and
respond to a leak. (e.d., pipalines
deep underground, or in locations
that make leak detection difficult
without specific sectional
monitoring  and/or significantly
impede access for spill respanse or
any other purpose).

(17) Physical support of the
segment such as by a cable
suspension bridge.

(18) Non-standar or other than
recognized } industry|| practice op
pipeline installation [2.9., horizontal
directional drilling). ||/ |

B. Exan’}np!e: Tihis example
illustrates ;\a hyptithetical rmodel
used to establish|) an intearity
ascassment  schedule for @
hypothetical pip If'pe segment,
After yne the risk

we | deter
factors applicableWt!p the pipellne

|
segment, we ther ‘:}asslgn valuas
(1). We can deterfpine an| overall
a sliding scale (values 5 tb 1) for
mot provided. we fwould classify a
of maximum walue (highest
! |compared  with

ar nurnbeﬁs to ea |h1 factor, such
as, high (5), modeqate (3), or low
risk classification A, B, C) for the
segment using thalrisk tables and
risk factuHs for wWhich tables are
segment as C if Ifeil above 2/3
overall risk valye| for any one
segment lwhen J¢

other segments of a pipelina), a

segment as B if| it fell between
13 to 2/3 of maximum value,
and the rémainlng.gegmeits as A.

i. For the baseline assessment
schedule, we would plan to assess
50% of |all pipeline sggments
covered by the, ﬁule, beginning
with the'highest irlsk segments,
within th‘F first B 1/2 years and
the ramaining sln.'n.gmen:E within

the seven—year‘p‘erind. For the
continulng integrity assessments,
we would pian 1o assess the G
segrments within| the first two (2)
years q;f the, 'js;hed,4xle, the
segments classified as moderate
risk no later thah jyear|three or
four and the feémaining lowest
risk segments ng| later than year

five (5). i

li. For our hypcl.j“thetic | pipeline
seqgment, we have ch'Psen the
following  risk || /factgrs  and
obtained risk Fagtor values from
the appropriate table. The values
agsighed to thE!|iJri}slc factors are
for lllustration gnly.

Age of pipeline: aésume) 30 ymars
old (I"EfEr tol “Age olf Pipelina”
risk table) - Risk valug = 5

pres=ure tested: tested once during
construction - Risk Value=5
Coated: (yes/no)-yes
Coating Candition: Recent
excavation of suspected areas
ghowed holidays in coating
{potential corrosion risk)- Risk
value=5
cathodically Protected: {yes/no)-
yes - Risk Value=1
Date cathodic protection installed:
frve years after plpeling  was
ronstructed  (Cathodic  protection
installed within one year of the
[npeling’s construction 1 generally
onsidered low risk.) - Risk Value=3
Cloue interval survey: (yes/no}-no-
Risk value =5
Internal  Inspection  tool used:
(yes/no) - yes. Date of pig run?
I last five years - Risk Value=1
Anomalies found: (yes/no)-yes, but
¢o not pose an immed|ate safety
rigk or environmental hazard -
Risk Value=3
leak History: yes, one spill In last
10 years. (refer to “Leak Hlstory”
ik tapble) - Risk Value=2
Prodquet  transportad: Dlesal fuel.
Product law risk. (refer to “Product”
1isk table) - Risk Value=1
pipa size: 16 Inches. Size presents
moderate risk (refer to TLine
Size” risk table) - Risk Value=3
ii. Overall risk wvalue for this
hypothetical segment of pipe Is 34.
Acrume we have two other pipelineg
sepments for which we conduct
similar risk rankings. The second
pipeline segment has an overall risk
value of 20, and the third segment,
11. For the baseline agsessment we
would establish a schedule where
we assess the first  segment
(lnghest risk segrment) within two
years, the second segment within
flve years and the third segment
within seven years. Similarly, far
tha contlnuing integrity assessment,
we could astablish an assessment
schadule where we assess the
mighest risk segment RO later than
the second year, the gecond
segment no- later than the third
yaar, and the third segment no later
than the Fifth yaar,
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111, Safety risk Indicator tables for leak history, volume _e:o{f lime size, age of pipeline, and product transported.

I
I
Line Sizé or Volumﬂ!}Transpnrtad Age of Pipeline

Leak History

Safuty Risk Leak history Safaty Rlsk JII'I o Size Safety Risk Age Pipeline
Indicater | (Time-dependent defeds) 1 Indleator I Indicator condition dependent)
High ... |> 3 Spills in last 10 years High -ooveeee 218% i : High -...ocous = 25
LOW -verers < 3 Spills in last 10 years Moderate... |10°-16" paminal diameters Low < 25
LOW . ooeeer. |87 nomjnal diameter 1 .
‘ Depends on  pipeline’s coating &

! Time-depandent defecte are those that e
pacult in spills due to corrosian, gouges, or i
problems developed during manufacture, : ;}
construdion or eperation, etc. ]
T
B

Product Tranth‘.pnrta:

corrosion condition, and steel quallty,
toughness, welding.

Safety risk o d i \

ndicator Conglderations ‘ F!udu:t examples

HIgh weeeieese | (Highly volatile and flammable) .« .oummmminmn--——-s L..',.... (Prupane, butane, Marural Gas Liquid (NGL), ammania).
HIGRIY $0XIE werroemrrrececcs smnsrrmosbiasensemsananrrns ot nnsenas L. | (Benzeng, high Hydrogen Sulfide content crude oils),

Medium....... Flammable-flashpoint <100F .....c.....- ennannrrreestaniy L (Gasaline, P4, low flashpoint crude oils).

LOW Lavirmnnnees Non-flarnmable-flashpoint 1004F ....-ceeeweeecsreinnnie o (Diasel, fuel oil, kercsene, JPS, most crude oils).

T The degree of acute and chronic toxicity to humans, wildlife, and Aquatlc life; reactivity; and, volatility, flammability, and water
solublity determine the Froduct Indicator. Comprehensive Envircjwr_nental Response, Compenzation and Liabllity Act Reportable
Quantity values may be used as an indication of chronic texicity. Nat

rating acute hazards.

IV, Types of internal inspection
tools to use,

An operator should consider at
least two types of Intemal
Inspection tools for the integrity
assessment from the following list.
The type of tool or tools an operator
selects will depend on the results
from previous internal inspection
runs, Information analysis and risk
factors specific to the plpeling
segimnent:

(1) Geometry Internal inspection
tools for detecting changes @
avality, e.g., bends, dents, buckles
or wrinkles, due to constructlon
flaws or soil movement, or other
outside force damage;

(2) Metal Loss Tools (Ultrasonic
and Magnetic Flux Leakage) for
determining pipe wall anamalies,
e.q., wall loss due to corrosion.

(3) Crack Detection Tools for
detecting cracks and crack-like
features, e.g., Stress corresion
cracking (SCC), fatioua cracks,
narrow axial corroslon, toe cracks,
hook cracks, etc.

V. Methods to measure performance.

A. General. (1) This guidance is
to help an operator establish
measuras ko avaluate the

effactivenass  of

managerment prograrm.

-
in

Intearity
The

performance measufes required will

depend’ on the .
integrity managem
will be based on
and analysis
mechanisms or th

of each plpeling segy ent.

(2) An oﬁerator 5
of measurements {
its program is

operator’s objective
are to ensure publj
or minimize leaks
é'[l‘:tl envirénmental

prevent property a
damage, ' A

ypical
management proggam  will

| performing.

etails of each
nt progtam and
f understanding
lﬂJ the | failure

Ihts to jintegrty

I:t?uld select a set
o, judge how well
|

An
5 for jts [program
. safety; prevent
ifand spills and

integrity
be an

engoing program and It may contain

many elements,

performance measlire are

be needed
effectiveness of an

B. Perfarmance;
maasures show H
cointrel risk on p
that  could '
consequence are
under the inted
requirements. Fe

tol|

—_

affect &

1[Lj‘erefure:, geveral

likely to
| measure the
argoing program,

I

measures, These
W a pl‘Flngll‘l'l to
peline segmeants
high
FES progressing
ity management
MMANCe Measures

generally fall intothree cat;egon'es:

I"unal Fire Protection Assaciation health factors may be used for

(1) Selected Activity Measures-
Measures that  monitor  the
surveillance and preventive
activities the operater  has
implamented. These rneasure
Indicate how well an operator is
implementing the various elements

of Itz integrity ~management
program.
{(2) Deterioration Measures-

Oparation and maintenance trends
that indicate when the Integrity of
the system is weakening desplte
preventive measures, This category
of performance measure may
indlcate that the system cendition is
deterlorating desplte well exacuted
preventive activities.

(3) Fallure Measures-Leak History,
incldent response, product lass, etc.
These measures - will  indicate
progress towards fewer spills and
less damage.

C. Intarnal vs. BExternal Cornparisons.
These comparisons show haw &
pipaline segment that could affect a
hlgh consequence area Is
progressing in comparison te the
gperator’s other pipellne segments
that are not covered by the integrity
management requirements and how
that plpeline segment compares to

g
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gther operators’ pipeline segments,

(1) Internal-Comparing data from
the pipeline segment that could
affect, the high consequence area
with data from pipellne segmeants in
gther areas of the system may
indicate the effects from  the
attentlon ogiven to the hlgh
consegquence area.

(2) External-Comparing data
extarnal to the pipeline segment
(2.9., OPS Incident data) may
provide measures on the frequency
and size of leaks in relation to other
companies.

D. Examples. Some examples of
perforrnance measuras an pperator
could use Include- _

(1) A performance measurament
goal to reduce the total velume
from unintended releases by -%
(percent to be determined by
operator) with an ultitmate goal of zero.

(2} A performance measurément
goal to reduce the total number of
unintended releases (based on a
thrashold of 5 gallons) by | -%
(percent to be determined by
pperator) with an uitimate goal of zera.

(3) A performance measuramant
goal to documnent the percentage of
integrity  management activities
completed during the calendar year.

(4) A performance measurement
goal to track and evaluate the
effectiveness of the operator’s
cormmunity outreach activities,

(5) A narratlve description of

plpeline system integrity, including

a summary of performance
improvements, both qualltative and
quantitative, to an operator’s
imtegrity ~management  progiam
prepared periodically.

(6) A performance measure based
on internal audits of the operator’s
pipeline system per 49 CFR Part 195,

(7) A performance measure based
on external audits of the operator's
pipeline system per 49 CFR Part 195,

(B) A performance measure based
on aperational events (for example:
relief occurrences, unplanned valve
closure, SCADA outages, ete.) that
have the potential to adversely
affect pipeling Integrity. ]

{%) A performance measure to
demonstrate that the operator's
inteqrity ~management  program

I
reduces risk| over tirnF‘-_ with & focus
on high risk ‘lt\E'.I'I'IS. + ‘ b
(10) Al performance measure to
demonstrate  that | E'TE Inpn?rator’s
integrity ' m nagemerft program for
pipeline | stations 'land {terminals
reduces risk over tifge with a focus
on high risk jitems. || || !
V1. Examples of types of records
an operator must mq‘Ftaid’. |
!

The rule requires | operator to
maintain  gertain | |F-C°”F'5- (5ee
§195.452(1)). This sectlon rovides
examples of some | cords that an
operator would have l:o maintaln for
inspection ‘to comply with  the
requirement,  Thig || is ; nbt an

exhaustive I‘ﬁst. -

(1) a process for | ﬁ,ntifylring which
pipelines  could affect a high
consequence area ampd a jddcument
identifying ‘all pip’gE Ine |sHgments
that ~could affect la| high
consequence area; | i

{2) a plan for basellne assessment
of the iine pipe thag includes each
required pla{n elemant; !

(3) medificatlonsjto the baseline
plan and‘ reaspns  for the
modiflcation; i !

{(4) ude of and i support | for an
alternative practice: ‘ :.

(5) a framework laddressing each
required element Jdf the integrity
management progr‘g n, updates and
changes to the lﬁ] ‘ial Ilfrarnewurk
and eventual program; |

(6) a process for ¥
high consequend
Incorporating It in
plan, particularly,’
identifying | popul
around a pipeline segmerit;

(7) an explanaton of methods
selected td assess|[the i:ntégrity of
line pipe; ‘ | .

(8) a process | [for freview of
integrity assessmemt resylts and
data an'aly#is by a| :ersclin ‘lqualifled
to evaluate the resufts and data;

(9) the process, nd risk factors
far  determining] || the' basaline
assazsment intervals

(10) results

rhanges

basellne
integrity assessmentg;
(11) the process  used for
continual ‘evalua:lpn, -and  risk
factors used for |determifing the
frequency of evaluation;

(12) process for integrating and
analyzing information about the
integrity of a pipeling, Information and
data used for the information anatysis;

(13) results of the information
analyses and perlodic evaluations;

{14) tha process and risk factors
for establlshing continual  re-
assessment intervals;

(15) justlfication to support any
variance from the required re-
assessment intervals;

(16) integrity assessment rasults
and anomalies found, process far
evaluating and remediating
anomalies, criteria for remedial
actions and actions taken to evaluate
and remediate the anomalies;

(17) other remedial
planned or taken;

(12) schedule for evaluation and
remediation of anomalies, justification
to support deviatlon from required
remediation times;

actions

. {19 risk analysis used to identify

additional preventive or mitigative
meosures, records of preventive and
mitigative actions planned or takean;

(20) criteria for determining EFRD
installation;

(21) criteria for evaluating and
moadifying leak detection capability;

(22) methods used to measure
the program’s effectiveness.
- VII, Conditions that may impair a
pipeline’s Integriky.
Section 195.452(h) requires an
operator to evaluate and remediate
all pipeline integrity issues ralsed by
the Integrity  assessment  or
information analysis. An operator
must  develop a schedule that
prioritizes conditions discoverad on
the pipaline for evaluation and
remediation, The followlng are some
exainples of condibons that an
operator  should schedule for
evaluation and rermediation.

A. Any change since the pravious
agcessment.

B. Mechanical damage that Is
lacated on the top side of the pipe.

. An anormaly abrupt in pature.

0. An anomaly longitudinal in
orientation.

E. An anomaly over a large area.

F. An anomaly located in or near a
casing, a crossing of anether
pipeling, or an area with suspect
cathodlc protection.



