Questions Asked at the January 19-20, 2005, Workshop

on Gas Integrity Management Inspection Protocols

Questions asked from the floor
1. Why is SCC DA not included in the ECDA process. (The questioner indicated that Australia has been doing this for 15 years).  

Response: A specific standard for SCC DA has been developed.

2. Protocol A.3.b refers to rule requirements for identified sites.  Is it correct that operators must first attempt to obtain input from a public safety officials and that if information cannot be obtained then one of the other sources identified in protocol A.3.b.ii must be used?  

Response:  Yes, operators must make an attempt to contact public officials for identified site information.  If public officials are unable to provide the information, then operators must use one of the sources identified in 192.905 and this protocol section.

3. Referring to protocol A.4.c – if method 1 is used, when are identified sites required to be determined…is it only for PIRs >660ft?  

Response:   No.  As method 1 is described in the definition, housing density need be considered in class 1 and 2 areas only where the PIR>660 ft (para. iii), but identified sites must be considered in any PIR in class 1 and 2 areas (para. iv)).


4. For casings, why is guided wave UT considered “other technology” when no alternate assessment is available?  

Response:  The rule and the ECDA standard call for use of two complementary indirect examination methods.  Guided wave UT is considered “other technology” except when used as a complementary tool during ECDA, under that standard.  OPS is presently evaluating a notification regarding use of guided wave UT, alone, to assess pipe in casings.


5. Is it acceptable to do close interval survey up to the casing for casings that are not assessable through other means?  

Response:  It would not be acceptable to do a close interval survey up to the casing to assess the pipe inside the casing unless the operator can demonstrate that this technique is valid for identifying potential anomalies inside the casing.


6. Regarding protocol B.2.e.i; what will be the non-compliance action if operators fall behind in completing baseline assessments but still have time before the 2007 and 2012 rule deadlines?  

Response:  OPS considers the rule dates as the hard dates.  If an operator were falling behind in their assessments OPS may alert the operator to the issue and possibly schedule a follow-up inspection.


7. FAQ-27 addresses completed assessments.  What is meant by “conducted” versus “completed” assessment?  For example, for ECDA is the four-step process required to be completed before the assessment is considered “complete”?  

Response:  FAQ-34 addresses when an assessment is considered complete for purposes of starting the clock on the reassessment interval.  For ILI, this is when the pig is removed from the line.  For ECDA, it is when the final direct examination is completed.  FAQ-27 addresses use of prior assessments and states that the reassessment interval must begin on the date on which the prior assessment was “conducted”.  No difference is intended by using the term “conducted” in one FAQ and “completed” in the other.


8. Regarding ECDA, may an operator do a 100% visual examination instead of performing the 4-step process.  

Response:  Yes, the standard allows 100% visual, in which case step-2, indirect examination, may be skipped.


9. How do you justify the elimination of a threat?  

Response:  Section 5.10 of the Supplement discusses this justification.  If the threat being eliminated is not justified by one of the example approaches in this section of the Supplement, then the operator would need to develop their own justification.  OPS would review this justification during the inspection.

10. For operators with a few miles of pipe in state regulatory jurisdiction, would you expect to use a multi-regional team to do the IM inspection?  

Response:  It would be difficult for state programs to be able to do a multi regional intrastate inspection.  There is a small state group working on guidance material, trying to provide state inspectors with smaller systems some inspection guidance.  You will not have federal inspectors participating on these small state inspections.


11. Follow-up to #10 – Would you anticipate that it would take weeks?  

Response:  It would depend on the system and the documentation to be looked at.  We think the smaller inspections will not take as long to get through.


12. The slides for the protocols have the references to the FAQs; do you have a document that cross-references the protocols with the FAQs?  

Response:  Yes, it’s a matrix cross-reference.  We are looking to put it on the web site.  Maybe in a few weeks.


13. How is OPS going to handle large operators that involve intrastate agents.  

Response:  It’s going to be a multi-regional effort that will be a headquarters inspection and very little, if any, field inspection.  We will invite states with safety authority over intrastate pipelines to the inspections when a company has both interstate and intrastate pipelines under one program.  If the intrastate safety authorities cannot participate in the interstate inspection, they will inspect the intrastate pipelines in a separate inspection.  Interstate agents will be encouraged to participate to the degree possible.


14. Follow-up to #13 – Has the issue of who pays for travel cost for state inspectors been decided?  

Response:  No.


15. In the operator qualification inspection program, there was a database put together where inspection data was to be posted.  Is OPS considering doing something similar to that for Gas IM?  Recommend that OPS populate the database itself and not expect the states to do it.  

Response:  We will have a web tool for gas IM inspections, but probably not the same model as OQ.  I understand that there was a template provided to the states that they were required to upload to the web site.  We’re still looking at this issue.


16. Is the SCCDA NACE standard approved?  

Response:  Yes.


17. Is the ICDA NACE standard approved?  

Response: No.


18. Protocol E.2, program requirements for immediate repairs, item 3 indication or anomaly that a person designated by the operator to evaluate assessment results would require immediate action…does OPS recommend that an operator pre-define these criteria? The same for item 6, indication that might be expected to cause an immediate condition?  

Response:  Yes, operators should pre-define these criteria where issues are known that are not already defined in the rule.  Operators should, of course, be diligent in attempting to identify other anomalous conditions that might represent problems not foreseen when the criteria were developed.


19. Protocol E.2.b references section 7 of the supplement regarding response times.  A segment has a Pf/MAOP with a safety factor of 1.3.  The response time for a line operating up to 30% is only two years and line operating over 50% the response time can be as much as seven years.  Is the response time information in Table 4 of the supplement wrong?  

Response: (Dr. Dave Johnson answered this question).  The lower pressure pipe has less remaining wall thickness.  Refer to the SGA website discussion forum where there an explanation of why Table 4 is correct.  In summary, if you have a low stress pipe with a Pf/MAOP that is around the 1.1 or 1.2 level, what that means is that wall thickness is almost all gone.  If you run the numbers for .72 design factor pipeline you will have considerable more wall thickness available to give away before you will have a problem.


20. Under the umbrella concept the operator must deal with any threat.  B31.8S was originally intended as a best practice and it included as many threats as the authors could identify.  As we see other threats arise, near-neutral SCC is a classic example, it is incumbent on OPS to determine how to open the discussion forum on these new threats and communicate it to the operators.  Presently there is no criteria for when these threats arise.  For example, we’re hearing in an FAQ that SCCDA is not applicable for near-neutral SCC.  Well, pigs don’t work on near-neutral SCC and hydrotests are not practical on a threat that you can’t bound.  Somehow we need to open up the discussion.  

Response:  OPS believes that near-neutral SCC is not a new threat.  It is mentioned in B31.8S.   There is a Baker report regarding SCC.  OPS will look on a case-by-case basis at these threats.  There should be more discussion at the standards groups to define what the applicable criteria should be.


21. Protocol E.2.b.i (2) regarding immediate repair conditions.  May have pipeline with scattered light pitting.  There may be some of this pipe with a dent that resulted from construction.  Protocol is more specifically directed toward third party damage where a dent has occurred.  Is there any acceptable alternative for an operator who can prove that the only dent they have with metal loss is scattered light pitting in the area where the construction damage exists?  Concern is that any dent with any metal loss is an immediate repair.  

Response:  The rule requires that any dent with an indication of metal loss or a stress riser, regardless of the depth, be classified as an immediate condition.  In-line inspection tools have not routinely characterized with accuracy all metal loss within and surrounding dents or the possible associated threats.  It is incumbent on the operator to demonstrate through engineering analysis that sufficient data is available for evaluation and to assure through the evaluation of the data that there is not a threat to the pipeline’s integrity in order to demonstrate that an immediate threat does not exist.    

Questions submitted by 3x5 card
1. Consider the case where direct assessment is used to address a covered segment with multiple threats – for example, using ECDA and ICDA, each of which requires a 4-step process that may run sequentially over an extended period.  How should an operator determine the following:

a. When is assessment of the segment complete?

b. What is the expected timeframe to complete ECDA and ICDA?

c. For the purpose of establishing the reassessment interval, what is the milestone date, or what point of the 4-step process should be used to determine the required date for the next assessment?

Response:  The assessments are considered complete when the last direct examination is completed (see FAQ-34).  This is the milestone from which the reassessment interval should be measured.  OPS does not have specific criteria for the time frame over which ECDA and ICDA should be conducted.  Operators must assure that the time frame is such that the validity of the indirect examinations can still be assured.


2. In a situation using a pressure test to assess an HCA with pipe SMYS above and below 30%, what criteria must be met to achieve a 10-year reassessment interval?  (Example: a 3000’ HCA with 2500’ above 30% SMYS and 2 road crossings totallying 500’ that MAOP is <30% SMYS.  Which criteria is used 30-50% SMYS or <30% SMYS?)

Response:  An operator must meet all criteria for scheduling reassessments.  Accordingly, the criterion that is most restrictive within the segment should be used.  The intervals specified in the rule are maximums, and it is acceptable to reassess those portions of the segment not subject to the most restrictive criterion at intervals shorter than the allowed maximum.


3. The answer to FAQ-229 seems to trump the language in the rule that outlines that a pressure reduction of 80% of the current operating pressure is sufficient for immediate repair conditions before the repair can be made.  Is this correct?  Will the rule be amended to include the 72% safety factor language in the rule?

Response:  There is no conflict between FAQ-229 and the rule.  The FAQ discusses considerations that must be used when calculating a pressure reduction.  The rule provides that a reduced operating pressure must be calculated OR that the operating pressure be reduced to a level not exceeding 80% of the level at the time the condition was discovered.  The 80% criteria is often used when making pressure reductions for dents with metal loss or other conditions that do not lend themselves to a calculated safe operating pressure.


4. Re: Protocol I.1.a, General Performance Measures.  This protocol specifies that the number of immediate and scheduled repairs be recorded/reported.  If three pits are repaired by one clockspring, does this count as one or three repairs?

Response: One


5. If an operator is not using direct assessment and a covered segment has a failure attributable to SCC, does the segment still require a hydrotest within one year?  Is this in B31.8S Appendix A3?

Response:  The occurrence of a failure in an HCA is a serious event and would prompt OPS to initiate actions to assure the safety of the pipeline in question.  Industry standards would be considered in determining the appropriate actions to make a pipeline safe in response to an incident, however each incident would be considered on its own merits and set of circumstances.


6. Please describe what OPS’ expectations are for notices of application of “other technology”.  Will OPS give written approval after their review of this technology, or is an operator cleared to proceed after the expiration of a 180-day period?

Response:  Notifications that an operator intends to use “other technology” must include sufficient information to demonstrate that the technology can provide an understanding of pipeline integrity equivalent to that provided by the methods listed in the rule.  Operators will be notified of any objections that OPS may have to their notification, or that a review has been completed with no objections noted.  The review process for notifications is described on this web site under the “notifications” link.


7. Will state IMP audit be passed on state definitions of what is “transmission pipe” (i.e., including pipe <20% SMYS)?

Response:  Yes.


8. What qualifications are required, if any, for the project manager/engineer who has the overall responsibility for the development, implementation, and assessments of the integrity management plan?  Must he be OQ qualified?  Does he require professional certification?  Should he be the subject matter expert?

Response:  Knowledge and training requirements are described in 192.915.  These tasks are not covered under the OQ rule.  Professional certification or recognition as a “subject matter expert” are not required by the rule.  Operators are responsible for assuring that supervisors with IM responsibilities have appropriate training or experience.  Operators could adopt requirements for professional certifications as part of their criteria.


9. During Alan Beshore’s presentation, he indicated ECDA or pressure testing could be used to assess the third party damage threat.  Can these methods be used as stand alone, or do they need to be combined with preventive and mitigative measures?

Response:  Pressure testing is an acceptable, stand alone, assessment method under the rule.  Use of ECDA to treat third party damage requires data integration to identify potential areas susceptible to third party damage.  

10. Does OPS anticipate that the inspection protocols will be modified or updated in the near future (next 6 months)?  If so, when should operators expect these changes?

Response:  OPS does not expect any near-term changes in the inspection protocols


11. Has OPS received any requests for “other technology”?  Was it approved?  How long was the process?  Can you share approved other technology with operators?

Response:  OPS has received two notifications for use of guided wave ultrasound in casings.  They are currently under review.  OPS expects to post a summary of the results of every notification review on the public web site.


12. Is there a timeframe for adoption of the NACE ICDA Standard into Subpart O?  Until then, does the rule govern the ICDA process or can an operator use the NACE standard?

Response:  The ICDA standard is not yet final.  OPS does not presently have an estimate for when the rule might be revised to endorse an approved standard.  Operators must always comply with the requirements in the rule.  


13. Is dry gas ICDA applicable to gas transmission lines that were previously used for petroleum service?

Response:  Per the proposed NACE ICDA standard, pipelines that were used for non dry gas service can not be assessed using ICDA unless an operator demonstrates that there is no prior damage from internal corrosion or that its location and severity are known. From the standard:

3.3.2   The pipeline should not have been previously converted from a service for which DG-ICDA is not applicable (e.g., crude oil or products) unless it is demonstrated either that internal corrosion did not occur in the previous service or that previous damaged has been separately assessed.

14. Re: Protocol E.4: What “local authorities” would need to be notified when remediation activities have not been completed?

Response:  This refers to state pipeline safety regulators when the line is under their jurisdiction.  See FAQ-210.


15. The “rule” and “protocols” refer to the use of “root cause analysis” under ECDA.  Is this the only portion of the rule where this is “required”?  References have been made to “root cause analysis” on other slides during this meeting.

Response:  The rule refers to root cause analysis in section 192.925 (regarding ECDA) and in section 192.935(b)(ii) (regarding preventive and mitigative measures for third party damage).  OPS considers it important that operators understand the root cause of problems experienced on their pipelines, but the rule does not explicitly require the use of root cause analysis other than in these two instances.


16. How will the regulation and protocols be balanced with the fact that IMPs are in framework form and some elements are still under development by operators?

Response:  OPS understands that IM plans are at a framework stage.  Inspectors will consider the content of those plans and the operator’s actions and intentions to further flesh them out.  OPS expects that processes that have been implemented, such as high consequence area identification, will be described at a much finer level of detail.


17. For the performance metric “number of repair actions taken due to in-line inspection results”, does it include only repairs within HCAs or all repairs found as a result of the ILI?

Response:  Only those repairs in high consequence areas.


18. If an operator mentions EC/ICDA as a possible tool of its IM program in the introduction of its manual, but has no immediate plan to apply DA, when would the operator be expected to have fully developed procedural documentation for DA?  Can the documentation be developed as a part of the initial implementation?  Would the same apply to ILI?

Response:  Prior to use, the operator would be expected to include the assessment methods in their framework.  The level of detail could be consistent with plans for near-term use.  Implementing procedures would need to be fully developed prior to using the method, and must be followed when conducting assessments by that method.


19. Is the date of discovery the same date as the date the ILI tool was removed from the pipeline?

Response:  No.  The date the tool is removed from the pipeline marks the end of the assessment, but discovery occurs when the operator has sufficient information to determine that an actionable anomaly exists.  See FAQ-58.


20. If SCCDA is being contemplated to assess for near-neutral SCC, is OPS expecting to see a DA plan that follows NACE RP-0204?

Response:  The operator must have a plan that is sufficient to conduct the assessment.  OPS has not yet considered the NACE recommended practice for endorsement.


21. If ILI, pressure test, or DA (with appropriate data integration) are used to address the third party damage threat, and CDA is not allowed for use in assessing third party damage, what options does an operator have for addressing this threat at the seven-year interval?

Response:  The rule specifies (192.931(a)) that confirmatory direct assessment can only be used for the threats of external corrosion and internal corrosion.  Nevertheless, a CDA assessment can be a first step in conducting an interim assessment for third party damage.  Operators would need to integrate other data with their CDA results (as in 192.917(e)(1) for ECDA) and must conduct a further assessment if evidence of residual third party damage is found.  That further assessment could consist of localized excavation and examination of the pipeline at the location of the potential damage.  


22. If an operator has transmission pipeline but no HCAs, and therefore is not required to have an integrity management plan, is that operator expected to make any kind of submission by the February 28 deadline?  If so, what information should they submit?

Response:  The rule does not require an operator with no pipeline in HCA to submit reports.  We are asking that transmission line operators with no pipeline in HCAs voluntarily report, noting the fact that they have no pipeline in HCA.  This information will help OPS with its inspection planning.  The on-line form for reporting Gas IMP performance measures has been revised to include a comment field in which an operator can provide this information.  Other information about the obligations of transmission line operators with no mileage in HCAs can be found in FAQ-150.


23. Re: Protocol B.6.a:  A new HCA has been identified in 2005 on an existing line.  It’s characteristics, along with those of the pipe, make it relatively high risk.  Is it acceptable to move an existing HCA from the top 50% to the bottom 50% in order to make room in the assessment program for the new HCA?

Response: Yes.  As understanding of risk changes, whether from newly-identified HCAs or new understanding regarding threats, the baseline assessment schedule can be changed to accommodate the new knowledge.  FAQs 25 and 35 provide additional information relative to this question.


24. Re: Protocol C.1.c:  Please provide guidance as to what will constitute evidence that interactive threats have been considered.

Response:  This issue is discussed in section 2.2 of ASME/ANSI B31.8S.  The standard provides an example of an interaction as corrosion at a location that also has third party damage.  OPS would expect to see that records for each threat are included in the data gathering and integration process supporting an operator’s risk analyses.


25. If an operator can locate the existence of all identified sites through mapping and field investigations, does the operator still have to meet with public safety officials or do website research to locate identified sites?

Response:  Yes.  The rule requires that operators contact public safety officials to locate identified sites.  OPS expects that these officials will have the best knowledge of buildings and locations in their communities that meet the criteria for identified sites.  For this reason, the rule requires that operators review maps, websites, or local signage only if public safety officials inform the operator that they do not have the information to identify these sites.  (Operators are required to consider information they have obtained from routine operation and maintenance activities in either case).


26. Can you provide some insight on the scope of management of change OPS expects from operators?

Response:  OPS expects to see evidence that changes in integrity management plans are being logged, that the basis for these changes is documented, and that they are reviewed and approved by appropriate persons.  Operators must also notify OPS of significant changes (see FAQ-31) Operators should also assure that physical changes on the pipeline itself are evaluated to determine if they affect the integrity management program (e.g., create new HCAs).  OPS expects operator management of change programs to meet the requirements of Section 11 of ASME/ANSI B31.8S.


27. If a nightclub is used on Thursday, Friday, and Saturday by 400+ people, it would not be an identified site by definition.  However, if the same number of people used the building on the same frequency and the roof were removed it would be an HCA.  How will OPS interpret this anomaly and what will OPS expect of operators in this regard?  Will there be best practices for these and other situations?

Response:  The rule includes different criteria for buildings and for outside areas/open structures.  OPS expects operators to apply the criteria in the rule.  Operators, of course, can include as HCAs frequently-used areas not meeting the criteria in the rule, as a matter of prudence, but are not required to do so.


28. Has OPS calculated the gas factor for hydrogen?

Response:  Yes.  A draft consultant report is under review and will be posted on the web site shortly.


29. Can you post a log on your website of the FAQs you have removed?  How can I get a copy of a removed FAQ if I didn’t save a copy before you removed it?

Response:  FAQs are rarely removed.  When this action is taken, it is because of changes, including corrections made to the rule, which make the information incorrect or irrelevant.  OPS does not see value in providing a mechanism for continuing to promulgate information that is no longer useful.


30. When performing ECDA for the first time, the rule requires two additional random direct examinations to validate the process.  Does this mean 2 additional random direct examinations per ECDA Region or 2 extra direct examinations per system?

Response:  Two random examinations as part of the first ECDA assessment, regardless of how many Regions are included in the assessment.


31. Re: Protocol A.6.a:  Please give an example of when a “design change affecting line pressure” (line item x) would create or eliminate an HCA, other than when it changes the MAOP (a situation already addressed in line item i).

Response:  Design changes cannot create or eliminate an HCA unless they involve a change in MAOP.  The protocol is being revised to eliminate item x.


32. When determining compliance with the 12/17/07 deadline, is it 50% of the covered segments or 50% of the covered segment mileage?  There seems to be a conflict between FAQ-33 and the rule.  Also, is it 100% of the top 50% or is it acceptable if the vast majority of the 50% assessed are top 50% segments?

Response:  Operators must assess 50% of their mileage in covered segments by December 17, 2007.  The rule requires that an operator begin with its highest risk segments, but not that the top 50% segments in an overall risk ranking be completed by that date. (See FAQ-35).  

33. If using method 1 in a class 3 location, do you still need to identify “other identified sites”?

Response:  No.  Operators using method 1 to identify HCAs need to locate identified sites within potential impact circles only in class 1 and 2 areas, since class 3 and 4 areas are automatically classified as HCA.


34. What consequences do you foresee for an operator who will not have all of their HCAs identified until February 2005?

Response:  OPS will not pre-judge possible enforcement actions.


35. What type of schedule is anticipated for Gas IMP inspections?

Response:  Inspections will begin shortly.  As described during the workshop, inspections will be conducted by teams of inspectors.  OPS expects that inspection of a large operator will require approximately two weeks.  These will usually be scheduled so that there is a break between the first and second weeks, allowing both operator and team time to address questions that may have arisen during the first week.  OPS expects that inspections of smaller operators will take less time.


36. When do you expect IMP audits to begin?

Response:  Operators should be prepared for an inspection at any time.

Questions submitted by Webcast Viewers

1. Will the workshop be available via the web for any period of time for those of us who have missed it? Also, is there some way to obtain copies of any handouts provided during the sessions?  

Response:  The video archive of the workshop will be available for approximately one month.  A link to this archive will be available on the gas integrity management website, under the meetings listing for this meeting.  The presentation slides are also available at that location, and will remain available. 


2. What are the ECDA options available to pipeline operators which have identified large HCA segments under impervious surfaces (concrete, asphalt) and to which currently available electrical survey techniques cannot be applied? (Note: These segments cannot be tested utilizing in-line inspections) 

Response:  Operators have demonstrated the ability to perform ECDA for pipeline under pavement, such as by drilling holes to allow use of electrical survey techniques.  It is the operator’s responsibility to determine how to conduct assessments.


3. Please clarify a statement made by Mr. Beshore.   He mentioned that "guided wave" is considered "other technology".  Per FAQ 198, guided wave UT used as a complementary ECDA method is considered as an approved assessment method. 

Response:  The FAQ indicates that guided wave ultrasound would not be considered other technology if it is used as one of two complementary tools under the ECDA process.  NACE RP-0502-2002 includes a list of indirect examination tools, but also states that operators can use other tools with proper justification.  Guided wave ultrasound would be considered other technology if it were to be used alone, rather than in conjunction with another complementary tool.  OPS is presently reviewing notifications for use of guided wave ultrasound, without a complementary tool, for pipeline in casings.


4. During the ECDA presentation, the different grades of "indications".  The date of discovery is considered after excavations are made and information is reported to and evaluated by the operator.  Please explain any differences for ILI tool assessments.  Is the date of discovery when the operator has received the report and evaluated it?  This would be consistent with practices of various liquid pipeline operators. 

Response:  Discovery occurs when an operator has sufficient information to conclude that an actionable anomaly has been identified.  See FAQ-58.


5. ECDA: What are the criteria for determining possible TPD residual damage and correlating during the pre-assessment portion? 

Response:  Operators must assemble and integrate data indicating likely locations of third party damage, which can later be integrated with the results of the indirect examination step.  OPS does not intend to develop specific criteria for this purpose.


6. FAQ 196 posted to your website on 1-14-05 addresses the question of what is the required timeframe between steps 2 and 3 in the ECDA process.  Within the answer to that question it is stated:

"Operators must complete their discovery of anomalies requiring remediation within 180 days of completing their indirect examinations."

This statement appears to conflict with the statements made in the discussions of Protocol D.03 regarding discovery of condition (in accordance with 192.933) occurring after the direct examination is completed for ECDA.

Please clarify if Discovery of Condition for ECDA occurs as stated in FAQ 196 (after Indirect Examination) or as stated during your discussion (after Direct Examination). 

Response:  FAQ-196 says that an operator must complete discovery within 180 days of completing indirect examinations or must justify that any further delay does not affect the continued validity of the indirect examination results or represent an immediate threat to pipeline safety.  The statements made at the workshop indicated the OPS understanding that an operator accumulates sufficient information to constitute “discovery” from DA at the time that direct examinations are conducted, i.e., when the pipe is exposed.  OPS’s expectation is that discovery will occur, i.e., that direct examinations will be completed, within 180 days of completing the indirect examination step, unless the operator justifies further delay.

7. What type of justification would be acceptable to eliminate a low probability threat from an assessment requirement? 

Response:  OPS has not established criteria for concluding that a segment is not susceptible to a particular threat.  Operators need to establish and apply these criteria as part of their IM programs.  The criteria could vary depending on the circumstances of specific pipeline segments.


8. A 5-day window for pressure reduction was mentioned.  When does the 5 days begin, from the initial classification of the indication, from the completion of the 4 steps of ECDA, from the date of discovery, or another point in the process? 

Response:  The requirement to examine indications requiring immediate response within five days comes from ASME/ANSI B31.8S, section 7.2, “Responses to Pipeline In-line Inspections,” and thus applies directly to anomalies identified using ILI.  The principle is common to all assessment methods, however – indications that appear to require immediate action should be investigated promptly.  Neither the standard nor the rule states that an operator can wait five days (or any period) before reducing pressure.  Rather, section 192.933(d)(1) of the rule requires that an operator must temporarily reduce operating pressure for immediate repair conditions.  No time limit is specified.  OPS recognizes that pressure reductions can not occur immediately, but expects that actions to reduce pressure will begin promptly once an immediate repair condition is discovered.


9. Regarding remediation:  It was mentioned that sometimes a repair can be implemented quicker than a pressure reduction and that was appropriate.  However, it was further stated that a pressure reduction was still a necessity.  Why would we need to reduce pressure if a permanent repair such as a clockspring is installed?

Response:  OPS expects that operators will begin taking actions to reduce pressure promptly after discovery of an immediate repair condition.   It is possible, but not likely, that a pipeline can be excavated and repaired before a pressure reduction can be implemented.  If this occurs, then pressure need not be reduced, as the repair has remedied the potential for imminent safety consequences.  Operators should not, however, unreasonably delay actions to implement a pressure reduction in order to stretch them out beyond the time required to make a repair and thereby obviate the need for a pressure reduction.


10. CDA Applicability and TPD -- What level of proof/information is needed to show that a pipeline is not susceptible to third party damage (TPD), thus CDA may be applied.

Response:  See response to #7 in this section.

11. ICDA and IC for CDA -- What level of proof/knowledge is needed to show that water/electrolytes have not been a problem, thus ICDA/IC process and evaluation/examination does not need to be performed.  Will "no knowledge or records" be sufficient?

Response:  No knowledge or no records is not sufficient to demonstrate that water or electrodes have not been present in a gas transmission pipeline.

12. If corrosion is discovered during a CDA examination in a covered segment, are examinations in the non-covered portion of "similar" conditions required as may be required in ECDA/ICDA? 

Response:  Yes.  The provision to examine non-covered segments with similar conditions is in section 192.917(e)(5) and applies to any finding of “corrosion on a covered segment that could adversely affect the integrity of the line.”


13. Is the formula to determine ICDA possible locations in the referenced GRI formula different from the proposed NACE Standard?  If so what is different?

Response:  This is really two questions, the GRI model and excavation locations.

The GRI model suggests locations for possible excavation using a model that must be integrated with several iterations because the constant can change based on the critical angle that is obtained. The GRI model also has limitations as the velocity ( 25 ft/sec max) of the gas stream and the pressure ( 500 psi to 1100 psi) of the gas stream.  The NACE model does not have velocity limitations and has a pressure range of 0 psi to 1100 psi.

The code requires operators to perform at least two excavations within an HCA with the first near the start of an ICDA region at a low point or other appurtenance and the second near the end of the region, again in an HCA at a critical angle.

The NACE RP requires multiple excavations at locations that exceed the critical angle starting at the first critical angle and moving downstream from there until two consecutive excavations do not have internal corrosion. Then at least two excavations at sub regions must also be performed. If no internal corrosion is found, then the all the excavations must be in sub region 0, which is defined as being between the start of the ICDA region and the first excavation downstream. If corrosion is found at any regular excavations, then the sub region is defined as between the two excavations and additional excavations must be performed at sub critical angles in the region.

14. Does one-month notification prior to audit apply to pre-inspection or actual on-site inspection? 

Response:  OPS’s expectation that operators will be notified one month prior to inspections applies to the actual on-site inspection.


15. Will guidelines be prepared for use by small operators? 

Response:  No.  OPS does not intend to develop a model IM plan that could be used by a small operator.


16. Re:  Performance Measures Protocol I, what is the definition of leak?  What is the definition of failure?  What is the definition of incident? 

Response:  These terms are defined in ASME/ANSI B31.8S, Section 13, for purposes of monitoring IM plan performance.  OPS has modified these definitions slightly to conform with the use of the term “incident” for purposes of reporting events to OPS.  The definitions are included in the instructions for submitting performance measures on line, which can be found on the OPS web site.


17. If a tap coming off a transmission line has an MAOP below 20% and classified as a distribution line and that distribution line has equipment  (regs. & reliefs) that are maintained within the boundaries of a HCA in reference to the transmission line, does the equipment need to be considered in the risk assessment. 

Response: No, because the equipment, by itself, would not result in the area being classified as an HCA.


18. Reassessment intervals: If evaluation of threats and integrity assessment methodology is used to determine reassessment intervals for pressure test, ILI, or equivalent technology, what level of qualitative and quantitative analysis and conclusions will be required to establish an interval that will be acceptable to DOT and operators alike?  Are there guidelines or standards being prepared by DOT or professional or industry associations in this regard?

Response:  Operators need to develop justifications for their reassessment intervals that they conclude are sufficient.  OPS will review operator justifications, but does not intend to prepare guidelines or develop explicit criteria.  OPS considers that the possible combination of circumstances are too great to make guideline development a fruitful endeavor.

