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The Maritimes and Northeast Pipeline has petitioned OPS to waive Part 192 MAOP regulations for Class 1, 2 and 3 on existing and proposed pipelines.
1.  Pipe Integrity Improvements since the establishment of 72% SMYS in the 1950s
· Metallurgical and Technological Advances

Metallurgy – Fracture Toughness, Ductility, Critical Defect Size, Hydro test Level and Duration, Mill Quality Control

Welding – Automatic, Ultrasonic Inspection
Coatings – Fusion Bonded Epoxy
· Comprehensive Threat Analysis

External and Internal Corrosion

Stress Corrosion Cracking

Manufacturing & Construction Defects

Excavation Damage (3rd party)
Human Error

· Integrity Management

In Situ Inspection Technologies Now Available – MFL, etc. Tools, Radiographic and Ultrasonic, Weld Inspections

Life Cycle Management of Pipe

Operator Qualification Program (address human error)

Damage Prevention Program (3rd party damage)
2.  Risk = Probability of the Occurrence Times Consequences of the Occurrence
· Threat Analysis Only Addresses Probability

Probability is never zero, so consequences must be considered

· Increased MAOP Increases Consequences
Current waiver petition includes existing pipeline - Class 2 to 67%, Class 3 – 56%

This Meeting only addressed Class 1 to 80% 
There will be no record on the advisability of increasing MAOP in Class 2 and Class 3 where consequences are greater. 
· Unknown Stresses – Will they still be adequately addressed? 
      Residual construction stresses, uneven externally-applied loads

· Grandfathering of MAOP Due to Class Location Changes 
Class 2 (60%) from Class 1 (72%) (with waiver 80%)

Class 3 (50%) from Class 2 (60%) (with waiver 67%)
· Current Regulations Which Allow Grandfathering, Do Not Address Consequences            Consequences will increase again with waivers - “Double dipping” of the Integrity Management Protocols?
· Integrity Management and OQ Regulations Have Not Been in Place Long Enough to Demonstrate Effectiveness.
3.  In Summary
· Develop An Independent Analysis Of The Probability Of Threats To The Pipeline Occurring As The Result Of Increased MAOP – Credibility with the Public
· Expand The Analysis to Include the Consequences of  All Class Locations                 (1 Through 4)
· Rulemaking vs. Waiver Petition
Either way should require:

A complete risk analysis;
An expanded public education program for the parties directly impacted – should discuss   risks and consequences; and
An Assessment of the Credibility of the operator – inspection and compliance history, integrity management history.
For intrastate gas transmission lines, a rulemaking could limit state regulatory agency oversight and conditions. 
