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The following are my meeting notes and that I used to when I presented at the meeting: 

Robert Cupina with FERC made a comment early in the meeting stating: “MAOP is about safety – so of course we are concerned.”  I reiterated that in my talk.  I believe as regulator it is important that we play the devils advocate and raise concerns and ask the difficult questions around this issue. 

After sitting through early testimony about a need for more gas I could not help but think that this may be a short term fix to a long term problem – meaning we are going to have to build new pipelines eventually.  It is difficult to form a technical argument against %80 when there isn’t a good technical argument for the present %72 SMYS limit. 
Risk is a function of probability and consequence; however, after an accident we are only left to deal with the consequence.  No one is interested in how low the probability was after someone injured or killed. 

One of my biggest concerns regarding this issue is what pipelines will end up qualifying for a waiver like this in the future?   Will tape coated lines be allowed? What will be the toughness requirements to qualify?  Is their a diameter limitation?  Etc.

Technology had dramatically improved since the concept of IMP was first discussed; however, I am still concerned about our ability to adequately identify injurious defects.  Are the right ILI tools being selected?  Is the tool being run properly and interpreted properly?    I also remain concerned about the ability to accurately predict the growth rate of defects.     

In early presentations incident rates were depicted as being higher on lower SMYS pipelines than pipeline lines operating at 72% SMYS or higher.   I think this is likely a reflection of how much better the maintenance has been on pipelines operating at higher pressures as compared to lower SMYS lines.   Excavation Damage is a leading cause of incidents and it would be much more difficult to breach a 36-inch, thick wall pipeline operating at 72% than it would be to breach an 8-inch thin wall pipeline line operating at a much lower SMYS.  
Other concerns that I mentioned in my talk were:

· What are the long term IMP requirements for lines that receive waivers?  

· How do the waivers mix with existing or future rules regarding this issue? 

· Do this open the door for waivers to operate pipelines above %80 SMYS. 
· Is the present ILI technology adequate to identify all types of defect?

· What happens to the existing Class Location design requirements?

· Now that we have a defined PIR (Potential Impact Radius) shouldn’t that be the basis for determining class location?  The present class location design requirements are either grossly over or under designed if you were to apply the PIR instead of the 220 yard class location boundary.   For instance the PIR on a 2-inch 1000 p.s.i.g. line is approximately 20 yards, while the PIR on a 42-inch operating at the same pressure is approximately 370 yards.   
I also expressed concern about things moving to a limit states design concept instead of prescriptive rules.   This would make it difficult for inspectors to determine compliance with pipeline safety.  Our pipeline inspectors are going to have to be more qualified than ever before to evaluate limit states design and IMP.      

Even with these concerns, I did close with the comment that Minnesota is not presently opposing or promoting the waiver request for Alliance Pipeline.   I personally am not that concerned about Alliance’s waiver request.  I am more concerned that we will be entertaining waiver requests from many other operators including liquid operators.  I would also anticipate that waiver requests could be based on the fact that an operator claims to know where all their defects are from an ILI run and have determined the growth rate of each defect and will repair them long before failure; therefore, they should also be allowed to operate at MAOPS above the present class location limits.   We are putting a lot of weight on these ILI tools when only a few years ago it wasn’t even considered a Safety Related Condition if you got a bad ILI report back from a tool run until you dug it up and confirmed it.   Now we are scheduling immediate repairs from the results of an ILI tool runs.  Great advancements for pipeline safety, but will we be negating these advancements by waiving class location design limits?      
