
, CEN'TRAI- GAS PIPEL.INE , 

Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline, Inc. 
3800 Frederica Street, Suite 200 

P.O. Box 20010 
Owensboro, Kentucky 42304-0010 

Phone 2701852-5000 

Subject: Response to PHMSA Notice of Amendment 
CPF 4-2007- 10 12M 

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

September 18,2007 

Dear Mr. Seeley: 

Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline, Inc. (SSCGP) received the Notice of Amendment (NOA) dated August 20 
on August 24,2007. The NOA resulted from the inspection of the company's integrity management procedures 
performed in Owensboro, KY during September of 2006. In response to the NOA, SSCGP concurs with the 
findings of the PHMSA representatives who inspected our integrity management procedures. 

At the time of the inspection, SSCGP was converting to a new pipeline risk assessment model. The conversion 
began in August, 2005 and concluded in July of 2007. Many of the identified NOA issues resulted from their 
dependence on the risk model's completion. 

The new risk model, American Innovations IMP Version 6.4, has now been installed, populated, reviewed, and 
generated output. PHMSA has been notified of this change and acknowledged the notification (#118) on July 
13,2007. The PHMSA acknowledgement is provided in the attached NOA response. Placing the new risk 
model in service allows SSCGP to proceed with addressing many of the issues documented in the NOA. 

SSCGP responses to PHMSA7s identified issues are summarized below and completely documented in the at- 
tached NOA response document. 

1A. Plan to address inspection issue submitted in SSCGP's NOA response document. 
1B. Modification submitted and deemed adequate by PHMSA. 
2.-3. Plan to address inspection issue submitted in SSCGP's NOA response document. 
4. Modification submitted and deemed adequate by PHMSA. 
5. Modification completed by SSCGP and submitted in SSCGP7s NOA response document. 
6.- 7. Plan to address inspection issue submitted in SSCGP7s NOA response document. 
8.-12. Modification submitted and deemed adequate by PHMSA. 
13 .- 15. Plan to address inspection issue submitted in SSCGP's NOA response document. 

In addition, SSCGP shall continue to provide monthly progress reports to keep PHMSA informed of the com- 
pletion status of its submitted completion plans. Please contact Mark Elliott at (270) 852-4421 should you re- 
quire clarification or additional information on the SSCGP NOA Response or the aforementioned monthly pro- 
gress reports. 



~ r .  Robert S. Bahnick, 
Senior Vice President, Operations and Technical Support 

Attachment 



Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline 

Response to PHMSA Notice of Amendment 

CPF 4-2007-1012M 

The numbered appendices of this Notice of Amendment (NOA) response provide amended pro- 
cedures and documents to demonstrate compliance with an NOA issue. Each appendix is labeled 
to coincide with the issue number of Mr. R. M. Seeley's NOA correspondence dated August 20, 
2007. For example, the documentation to address Issue 3B of the NOA would be located in 
Appendix 3B. The PHMSA risk model change acknowledgement is provided in Appendix X. 
The official NOA letter from Mr. Seeley along with SSCGP receipt documentation will be pro- 
vided in Appendix Y and the Gantt Chart which graphically illustrates SSCGP's projected 
schedule for amending all its documents and procedures consistent with the NOA will be found 
in Appendix Z. Appendices X, Y and Z are located at the end of the document, but in front of 
the numbered appendices which contain Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline, Inc. (SSCGP) sub- 
missions for NOA resolution. 

Each item below provides the protocol covering the PHMSA issue followed by the specific issue 
description provided by PHMSA which requires amendment. 

1. $1 32.90S How does an operator identify a high conssqugtrcs %re%? 
(b)(l) Identified sites. An opsrrrtor must W f y  en identlfZd aslte, for purposes of 

this subpart, from lnformatlon the operator has obtalncrd from routine opetrption end 
maintsrrrrrce activities and frsm publlc officials wtth mfdty w emergency response ot 
planning msponsfbili4es who indicatr, to the opemtot that they know of locatlow that 
meet the Identifled slte c These public dWcb& muid include officiets an s local 

ency plornn41tg co n at nelavant Natlve Amerlcan ttJW otffcieb. 

SSCGP must revise its IMplan and procedures to: 

A. Ensure the integration of in formation from routine operations and mainte- 
nance activities (e.g., identification of new structuredchange in facility use 
along the right-of-way) into the HCA identification process. 

0911 1/2007 Performed O&M Manual Review and approved. 
1010112007 Implement procedure and form changes in updated O&M Manual. 

B. Detail its process by which localpublic officials are contacted for information 
regarding identified sites and specifj) the periodicity with which officials should 
be contacted. 

Per page 7 of the PHMSA NOA in Appendix Y, SSCGP provided finalized 
documentation via e-mail to PHMSA on July 5,2007. After considering the ma- 
terial provided, PHMSA deemed the modifications adequate, and no further ac- 
tion is required on this item. 



2. $492.817 How dosr an operator ldclnttfy potentiat thwb to pipeline inbylrtt), and uos 
the amat MentttrclElm In Its Ontegrbty grogtam? 

n. An operator must identify and ev~luats all potential 
threats to egeh Potentid threats that an operator mu+t 
consider inctu&, but am 170f to, tns thmats fisted h ASMEtANSI 831.8s 
(Incorporated try mference, me 9 1927), mctJon 2, Mkh an, grauped under tha 
follwlng four catego s: 

(1) Time dependo 9 threatd such as internal corrarrlan, external camslon, and 
stress cornston tracking; 
(2) Sta* or mDdsnt thmts, such as fabrjwttbn or eanctructi[on d-G; 
(3) Time independent t)rreortr such as thlrd party dormegtc and outride tom 
damage; and 
(4) Human error. 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to include guidance on how subject matter experts 
(SMEs) identify and address potential interacting threats. 

1213 112007 Define different interacting threats and methods for assessment. 
02/29/2008 Complete final draft of procedures. 
0313 112008 Approve and implement the required procedures. 

3. $1$2.917 How dims an operatar Identify potential #Irsata to pipeline Integrity and u ~ ,  
t)ta threat iderrtlficatisn in Its integrity program? 

(b) Data gottrerlng and Integration. To MnWy end eveluuts ths potnrrtlal threats to 
a covered pipsfirm m o~statar must ~~~lther and integrate exls4lng data ant9 
information on thg entire pipdlrrcr tMt c~11cO be W a n t  to the covwed segment In 
performing thla data gatherlag and Intagration, en operator must fiolOow Ow, 
regulrsments in ASMElANSI B31.85, section 4. At a minimum, an opbmbt must 
gather and svrlrsate the ost of data s p s c M  In Appsndiix A to ASMWANSI 834.89, 
and conaiclsr both on the coversd sagmsnt and sOmllat non.covemd segmclnts, past 
lncldent hhtory, corrorlan canbot rsconfs, conOrrulng suMtlll8cs recopdr, 
patrolling records, minwtiancu hbtury, intwml impbction records and air ot-t#NI 
canditlons spsciflc to each plpelinrt. 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to: 

A. Ensure the verification that individual data elements are brought together and 
analyzed in their context. Integrated data should provide improved confidence 
with respect determining the relevance of specific threats and can support an 
improved analysis of overall risk (e.g., depth of cover, land use). 

12/31/2007 Identify data to be integrated for each threat and for interacting threats. 
04/30/2008 Evaluate and select mechanisms for data integration and analysis. 
06/30/2008 Develop procedure for data integration. 
08/29/2008 Approve and implement the required procedure. 

B. Ensure provisions exist to collect data identifying i f  a pipeline line segment in- 
cludes flash-welded pipe. 



Updated procedures and forms addressing these issues are provided in Appendix 3B. 
References to EFW pipe are highlighted in yellow. These documents have completed the 
management of change process and are implemented in the SSCGP Integrity 
Management Plan as of September 14,2007. 

C. Ensure procedures adequately address how data for conditions unique to each 
pipeline is gathered and evaluated for both covered and similar non-covered 
segments. 

0713 112008 Develop scope for procedures (dependent upon completion of 413012008 
milestone in 3A.). 

1013 112008 Identify data gathering and evaluation methods for each data gathering 
item above. 

1213 112008 Develop procedures. 
02/27/2009 Approve and implement procedures. 

D. Ensure procedures address how suspect, missing, or unknown information will 
be addressed in the risk analysis process and include requirements for how and 
when suspect, missing, or unknown data elements will be collected and 
managed. 

0313 112008 Identify data gathering items and suspect data issues and methods of data 
collection and validation. 

0413012008 Document how data will be evaluated in the risk model. 
0613012008 Develop procedures. 
0913 012008 Approve and implement procedures. 

E. Ensure procedures address the timing for incorporation of new data and 
requirements to ensure the most current information is available prior to run- 
ning the risk analysis program. 

1213 112007 Identify data elements that need to be collected and updated in the data- 
bases that provide input data to the risk model. 

0313 112008 Identify data paths from generation point to database. 
0613012008 Determine timelines for data to complete identified path into database and 

date maximums for database population. 
08/29/2008 Develop procedures. 
1213 112008 Approve and implement procedures. 



4. Q192.81 f Haw doe@ m operator ldwt1fy pot.sntlal threats do plptine integrfty end urn 
the threat identlflcation in fts integrity program? 

(cf A&k a ~ n s m s n t  An openfor must conduct a rbk abremrnent that follow8 
MYEIANS! B31.8S, rtoctTon 5, and cons the id threats for each covered 
slsgmnt. An opetator mast use the the covered 
segments for the baseline and continua4 msaessmarrtr (gf929ldi), 519292$, 
5182.937), and to determine what siddltional prwentive and rnltSgatlve measures am 
needed (51 92.936;) for the covered segment 

Per page 7 of the PHMSA NOA in Appendix Y, SSCGP provided finalized documentation 
via e-mail to PHMSA on July 5, 2007. After considering the material provided, PHMSA 
deemed the modifications adequate, and no further action is required on this item. 

8. $192.917 How dam an op@CBfM Identify potential threats to pipellna intggrlty and use 
ths thrsptt MmltOacrtlon in b Irrtegrlty program? 

(a) A e t h s  H an operator i any of the 
following three W n g  acWnr to !I%@ thmt, 

(3) Manufacturhg and construction d If an operatst identifies the threat of 
manufacturing and construction defe cludlng asrm defects). Ln the covered 
Mlrgmant, an operator must anstyzrr the covered segment to dudermine the risk of 
failure from these dafacb. Ths analyas must cornaider the trasutts of prlor 
assessmen& on the c o v d  mmfwtt An operator m y  cmsidur rnanufmhrrlng 
and constructlon refated defects tu be stabkt defects H the opgdng p m ~ u m  on 
the coverad segment has fiat increased ortr ths maxlmwn oplwrting prwsua! 
rtxpa*nced during the five pars p r d i n g i  ldentificlltlon of t)rs hlgh 
corrsaquenca am.  tf any of the following changes occur in the ~ ~ a r s d  segment, 
an operotor must prioritits sr a high risk segment for the 
baseline asunrmcsnt or a uu 

(i) OpramtOng premu ng preooum 
experienced during the preceding Wve years; 
(ill MAOP incrsams; or 
(iii) The stresses &##ding to cydlc fdgm increase. 

(4). ERW piptr. lf a cavered pipeline stqment contalna law frequency electric 
reatstance w d d d  pipe (EW), lisp welded pipe er other pips that mtlsfim the 
conditions specified In ASMUAWI B31,8S, Appendkcerr A4.3 and A4.4, and any 
covsred or noncovered ssgrnent In the pipeline system wiZh such pipe ha8 
experkwed ream failure, or operrttng pressure on the covered Msgmsnt Ras 

ovw the rrmx g pamure expbrlsnced during the 
fbm Ymm 190 select on omrtsamant bchndogy or 

ler with r proven rpp Eng wrcm integrity and 
seam corrosion anomallasl, The opst%tor must prtodtixe the c w W  segment a# o 
high risk segment far tlhe baseline eawrasment ar rr subsequent wa-wmerrt. 

SSCGP must revise its IMplan to specifi that segments with low-frequency ER W or lap 
welded pipe or that have manufacturing defects where operational changes could have 
made them unstable be treated as high-risk segments. 

Updated procedures and forms addressing these issues are provided in Appendix 5. Ref- 
erences to higher prioritization for ERW or lap welded pipe are highlighted. These 



documents have completed the management of change process and are implemented in 
the SSCGP Integrity Management Plan as of September 14,2007. 

8- 9492.923 H w  Ir the baselhe o m @ s m # t  to be conducted? 
(b) PrtwWn mb. An operator must ptiodtk6 ths, covered pipellno 

segments tor tf#e Wing to a risk anslysb that considers t b  
potentlPl thmk to each covered nt fha risk emfysls must comply wittr the 
tequiramenb in j5492.917, 

(d) Time period. An opcrmtor must priorlttze aN the em -men& for 
assessment in accordance with 9182.917 fc) and pata~raph (b) of this d c ~ n .  An 
operator must iiissers olt least 50% of the covanrd oegmuntr bagrlnnlng wfth ttre 
highurt , by DeccMnber 17, 2007. An operator mullrt compkts the 
bmeelincr ail1 covered m$ments by Dacembt 17,2012. 

SSCGP must moduy the process to require the development of its baseline assessment plan 
prior to December 17,2007 in order to ensure that the 50% completion deadline will be 
me f. 

0911 412007 Approved documentation of Baseline Assessment Plan process. 
1211 712007 Complete "white paper" discussing Baseline Assessment Plan changes. 
1211 712007 Complete Summary report illustrating compliance with 50% completion 

deadline. 
492.925 What are t b  requirements for using External Camnian Direct Assessment 
(ECDA)? 

fb) G e n m l  requinamsntr. An operator that uses dl& as8arrrnsnt to asssrs  th. 
ttrmt af extsmal amasion must fdtow tba raqutrernenb In this section, lrr 
ASYElAP1481831.85 (tn~;orporabrd by mbmnce, see g t%Z.t), M i o n  $14, and In NACE 
RP 0602-2W2 (Incorporated by tsference, we 5 492.7). An apantor must develop arrd 
imptemsnt a direct a w s m m t  pIIn that hrs procedures addmdng pnrasberrmant, 
indlmct examinadorn, dlmt sxmlnatian, rrrd port-assmumant fl the ECDA br,hczb 
piipellm coating darnage, the operator must elso Inbgra8s UH) data fKMI the ECDA 
with othw infermation f m  the data integmtlon (Q 192.917fb)) to evaluate the c o v d  
segment for the threat of thlrd party damage, and to address tfis threat as requtmd by 

t 92.91 ~ ( e ~ r  

SSCGP must revise its procedures to ensure references to O&Mprocedures are provided at 
the appropriate locations in the ECDA process in order to provide the appropriate guid- 
ance for consistent application of the process. 

1013 112007 Review and modify all ECDA documents and procedures in the SSCGP 
Integrity Management Plan to verify references to O&M procedures are 
accurate and complete. Generate a complete list of modifications to sub- 
mit to PHMSA. 

1113012007 Approve and implement modifications to identified documents and proce- 
dures if changes required. 



8. $192.925 What are the requlrsments for uslng External Corrosion DDrect Assesmmt 
(ECDA)? 

(b) 8- %bOVe 
(j) Pma-ment tn ads5mn to ths nee(rsiremsntr In ASMEIANSI 831.85 -don 
6,4 rand NACE RP 0502..2002, secttJm 3, the plam's p preaar-mnt 
murst Include-- 

fl) Provialon8 for apptying mom restrictive crfteria mducfdng ECDA 
for the first time on a covered qmenl; and 
(91) The bask on whkh an upemtor satscta at lmst two dHI~rsnt, bsrt 
comNemslr* itrdlrect assessment toafs to amess each ECDA RegSon. If 
an 6peratoa utllfirters ain Indlrscct $ruspecctiuw mbthod that is not dl;acuclrtbd in 
Appendix A rbb NACE RFOBO2 operator must d 
appEWillly, validation basir, gqu rtssca, rppitcstton 
utilization of data for the inrgwtlon method, 

Per page 7 of the PHMSA NOA in Appendix Y, SSCGP provided finalized documentation 
via e-mail to PHMSA on July 5,2007. After considering the material provided, PHMSA 
deemed the modifications adequate, and no further action is required on this item. 

9. s192.925 What am Ehsr m u #  Ma for wing External Conwlan Dlract Asrsssmsnt 
(ECDA)? 

(b) ss?e ehve 
(3) bimct sxrminatlon. tn addition to the raqulmmn$r In BSCMUAJYSOI 831.W 
section 8.4 and NACE RP 0W2-2002, d o n  5$ the ptrn's p for direct 
examlnation af indlatkrns &lorn the indfrect awninatran muat 

(iii) Critsrfo, and notJWcatlion urn for m y  cfrrngas in ths ECDA Phn, 
inctudlng changes that a f k t  the bevsrtty cbsaificatlon, ths priority of 
direct examlnotion, and the time from for dl- sxamlnrtlon of 
Indications; and 

Per page 7 of the PHMSA NOA in Appendix Y, SSCGP provided finalized documentation 
via e-mail to PHMSA on July 5,2007. After considering the material provided, PHMSA 
deemed the modifications adequate, and no further action is required on this item. 

10. gl S Z S ~   hia at the mu4 nts fur using Internal Corroalon Direct Amwwsmnt 
(ICDA)? 

(c) The ICDA pfm. An lope- must develop clad foBlow an lCbA phn thet 
on of tCDA rsglons rwd excavation locations, 
n locations, and porrt-mserwment eva kotion 

and m~nttoring, 
(8) CMk?r requlm The I%DA plan mwt also @nclubs- 

fl) CrMeria en operotor will eppfy In mrkl~rg ktry dscbfons {s.g, IGDA 
hrriblfllty, daflnhton af ICDA Reglorrs, condltlonar tsqulrlng excavation) in 
Implmcwrtlng e8ch stage of tha l C M  proc;eaa; 

Per page 7 of the PHMSA NOA in Appendix Y, SSCGP provided finalized documentation 
via e-mail to PHMSA on July 5,2007. After considering the material provided, PHMSA 
deemed the modifications adequate, and no further action is required on this item. 



11.9192.933 What rctlons must be hken to address Dntegrtty Issuss? 
(8) Gen8ral requlrcarnenb. An operator munt taka prompt action ta address all 

anomekwr condDtIons that the operotos discovem through the integrity assessment. 
In oddrassirkf~ aff condttions, en operator must wslwate ail anomelouo conditions m d  
mmdi#& those tf\rt m i d  teducs a pipeline's Integrity, An oprabr muart be able to 
demons tM+ remdhtlon of the cundltlcn wlll cm8um that the condition Is 
unlike&! threat to tk iMegrify of the pipeline until the mart roassesrc~nt of 
the coverrrd segment. W en operotor in unobDs 
~srtsln corrdMms specified frr this ilcrct)on, tM 
operating pmaure of the pipeline or take oths, 
covered sqmnt .  If pressurn is reduced, en 
PsductDon in opmting pmssure udng A8M 
sae, $1 92J) or AGA Pipeline Reseam h C 
see $192.7) or reduce the operating pmaurops b a level not e x d i n g  .t#)% of the Iwd 
f i t h e  tlme the condltlon wus discoversd. ($be, append9x A to this part 192 Fw 
lntormrtlan on avelksbility of cs infomt)on). A rscluctIwr In 
operating pseasun, cannot a an opw8trw pmvaing r Cbchnlcrrl 
justification that the continued prearuro nrrstdctton will net jsoprrdtra the lntagrlty sf 
the pipefine- 

Per page 7 of the PHMSA NOA in Appendix Y, SSCGP provided finalized documentation 
via e-mail to PHMSA on July 5,2007. After considering the material provided, PHMSA 
deemed the modifications adequate, and no further action is required on this item. 

12, Qt 92.933 What actions musf be takan ta addnsrs Integrity i~8ws.l 
(b) Qiscovery of cohdltfon. DJaeovety of r condition m u m  when an operator has 

adequate infomratlan r W  r cCWK(ttion to &Wrmine that tS#, condition presents a 
potentla1 threat to the Integrtty of the pipslim. A co Qhst pmmts r potsnttcrl 
threat includes, but is not limited to, those eondMons thplt rsquita mmedkrtlon or 
morrDtorIng listed undsr paragraphs (dH1) through (dH3) of thl8 amon. An operator 
mubt prom@y, but no later than 180 days after conductsng an Integrity assessmend, 
abtaln suffi tinfamaan &bout a condition to make that rminrtlon, unless tha 
operator demomhcltsr that rite 1 80- period ts Impncticeblb* 

Per page 7 of the PHMSA NOA in Appendix Y, SSCGP provided finalized documentation 
via e-mail to PHMSA on July 5,2007. After considering the material provided, PHMSA 
deemed the modifications adequate, and no further action is required on this item. 



13. @16)2.935 WO\at udd-I prarwrtjve a d  mlttgstive u r n  must an ~plbrator take 
to protectthe hfgh cmawquenca ama? 

(a) General requlmerr*. An opsntbr must take I 
those alrewly rsquirrrd by Part 192 to prevent a pipell 
cmaaqumca& of a plpelim failurn in a hlgh consequence ama* An operator must 
b a e  *a oddfttaacll measures on the thts;otr the operator has Identitled to each 
pipetine segment. (5as $732.917) An operotor must cud 
of the tiak assasrsmf~~t approache8 in ASMEJAtdSI B31.W ( 
$ee 4192.7), rrectOoar 6, a risk analpla of Ik pipdine to fdan 
protact the hlgh consequence area and enhance publlc safety. Such addlttonsl 
mmms Inciwk, but are not Ihw stulling Automatic Shutoff Valves or 

rizd monttorlng and leak detection 
rysterns, wphclng pipe s q  )atr wall thlckrww, providing 
rrddlUonlrl tralnlng to personmt on rleaporrue procsdunn, toardutti~ drilk vdth local 
emergency rerponderrr and impktmenttng additional Lrwpactron owl  malntsnmcc, 
pmgrams. 

SSCGP needs to revise itsprocedures to ensure: 

A. P&M measures reference all of the requirements in ASME B31.8S, evaluate all 
threats, and evaluate the adequacy of measures already being implemented 
along with applying the procedures to all relevant threats in each covered 
segment. 

09/14/2007 Approved and implemented procedures for evaluation of all threats. Up- 
dated procedures and forms addressing these issues are provided in Ap- 
pendix 13A. These documents have completed the management of change 
process and are implemented in the SSCGP Integrity Management Plan as 
of September 14,2007. Additional documents regarding 13A will be 
submitted as indicated below. 

04/30/2008 Develop methodology for evaluating the effectiveness of P&M measures. 
06/30/2008 Develop required documents and procedures. 
08/29/2008 Approve and implement required documents and procedures. 

B. An adequate documented decision-makingprocess exists to decide which P&M 
measures are to be implemented that involves input from relevantparts of the 
organization such as operations, maintenance, engineering, and corrosion 
control. 

Updated procedures and forms addressing these issues are provided in Appendix 13B. 
These documents have completed the management of change process and are imple- 
mented in the SSCGP Integrity Management Plan as of September 14,2007. 

C. The evaluation of both the likelihood and the consequences of apipeline failure 
with regard to additional P&M measures. Based on the information reviewed 
during the inspection, it appears that this concern will be addressed through 
implementing the new risk model 



04/30/2008 Documentation of risk model scoring and impact upon likelihood and 
consequences of a pipeline failure for potential P&M measures. 

05/30/2008 Develop final draft of procedures to perform this evaluation for reconcilia- 
tion of real-world events to the risk model. 

08/29/2008 Approve and implement documents and procedures for evaluation and 
reconciliation. 

D. The ongoing implementation of P&M measures for all HCAs. 

11/30/2007 Issue HCA P&M measure identification forms with data sheet. 
02/29/2008 Receive all completed HCA P&M measure identification forms. 
0313 112008 Determine data gathering and database population methods for all P&M 

measures. 
05/30/2008 Develop data gathering and database population procedures for all P&M 

measures. 
05/30/2008 Review and approve all HCA P&M measure identification forms with data 

sheet. 
06/30/2008 Schedule and begin implementation of P&M measures. 
06/30/2008 Approve and implement data gathering and database population proce- 

dures for all P&M measures. 

14.5192.836 What addlt9onsl preventive and mftDgattvu mmsuma must an opatrator tab 
to protect the high carr+equmce a m ?  

(c) Automatfc shut-aff valve8 (ASV) or Rmotr, contrat vtWu$ QRCV). If m 0pbc8tO 
dstsrmtnars, Meed on a risk #nelysis, that an ASW or RCV would be an eftlclsnl meant 

0 of adding pr-tion to r high cwmquenw a m  In tb went of ti gas release, 81 
op6rat~r muat fnslatl tRs A W  or RCV. fn making tnat datsrminatfon, an opbrstor must 
at leasf conslder the foihing keCo m of lsrk on and pip 
shutdown apabillties, the type of gas being trenspwted, opsntirng prerrom, the tab 
of potential rrsFerase, pipetine proflie, the potenttul for ignition, and location of r#wm 
lvmpunss psrsonnsl. 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to ensure decisions and technical justification for not 
installing additional automatic or remote-acting valves are documented. 

09/28/2007 Get questionnaires out to SMEs. 
1213 112007 Receive completed information from SMEs. 
02/29/2008 Input information in EN Engineering evaluation model. 
0313 112008 Complete ASVIRCV Report Preliminary Draft. 
05/30/2008 SSCGP review ASVIRCV Preliminary Draft. 
06/30/2008 Complete ASVIRCV Report. 
0713 112008 Generate action plan associated with ASVIRCV project. 



f 6, $4 62.937 What is a continual procetw of evaluatson and arrarrmnt to maintain r 
plprrllntfs InWgrlty? 

(b) Evalwltbn. An operator must conduct a periodic evrlurt#an ar frcequently as 
needed to rusura t t ~  tnwrlty of mch covered urq)mrrrut, Tha @odic ~ v ~ I w I % . ~ R  most 
be bawd on r data intagratlon and dark assessment of the entire pipelfm, as speci8ed 
in 5W2.917. For pIast4c transmiasston plpslines, ths pertodlc @valuation lie based on 
the ttrreaO analysis specifid in @192,917(6). For at1 other trarrsmisslon pipelines, the 
evaluation must consltker the pw~t intagrity atmessmen? weulb, data 
tategretion and rEsk e me& (S19291T), and deciskmr, about 
remediatlon (9192.333) and addManel preventive a d  mitigative actfans (9192935). An 
operator must us& ttre results from thfs evaluation to ldentlfy the threats rpscffit to 
each covar@d segment and the rlsk ntpresentsd by these ttmrrtrr. 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to ensure the following: 

A. Continual evaluation and assessments in the SSCGPprocess must specifi all of 
the required elements and sufficient guidance must be provided for consistent 
application of the process. 

113 112008 Identify continual evaluation or improvement examples for key program 
elements. 

313 112008 Document continual evaluation or improvement examples for key program 
elements in the Integrity Management Program. 

413012008 Approve and implement documented examples. 

B. The periodic evaluationsper the SSCGPprocedure (2 years) must be revised to 
reflect the need to update important information on a continual basis. 

11 I3012007 Achieve agreement on time frame for getting new information into the ap- 
propriate databases and subsequently into the risk model for evaluation. 

02/29/2008 Submit proposed procedures. 
0413012008 Approve final draft of impacted procedures. 
0513012008 Approve and Implement procedures. 
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Elliott, Mark 

I From: Gas IM Notification Service [clearinghouse@cycla.corn] 
Sent: Friday, July 13, 2007 8:23 AM 

clearinghouse@cycla.corn 
Elliott, Mark; Etheridge, Warren A 

Subject: Gas IM Notification Status Change: # I  18, Acknowledged 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  I Event : Gas IM Notification Status Change New Status : ACKNOWLEDGED 
Previous Status..: Under Review 

I Notification # . . . :  118 
. . . . . . . . .  Operator : Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline, Inc. 

Operator ID . . . . . .  : 31711 
Notification Type : Program 

. . .  Operator Email : Mark.D.Elliott@SSCGP.com,Warren.A.Etheridge@SSCGP.com 
Data Entry Time..: 07/13/2007 06:23 AM 

OPERATOR SUMMARY 
---------------- 
This notification shall advise PHMSA that Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline, Inc. is 
implementing a more advanced and appropriate risk model to address the requirements of 

I 
Title 49, Part 192, Subpart O (Integrity Rule). 

RESPONSE BASIS 
-------------- 

I PHMSA has received your notification of a change to your IM program. This information will be incorporated into PHMSA inspection planning. 

------ ' I This PHMSA database is supported by Cycla, a contractor to PHMSA. All content contained 
herein, submitals, and responses to submitals are reviewed by PHMSA personnel and approved 
for appropriate action. 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

8701 South Gessner, Suite 111 0 
Houston. TX 77074 

Plpdlne and 
nazardous Mclhrlal~ Sahty 
Admlnlstrcltlon 

NOTICE OF AMENDMENT 

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

August 20,2007 

Robert S. Bahnick 
Senior VP of Operations and Technical Services 
Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline 
4700 Highway 56 
Owensboro, KY 42301 

CPF 4-2007-101 21111 

Dear Mr. Bahnick: 

During the weeks of September 11-14 and 25-28, 2006, representatives of the Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) pursuant to Chapter 601 of 49 United 
States Code inspected Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline (SSCGP) your integrity management 
procedures in Owensboro, Kentucky. 

On the basis of the inspection, PHMSA has identified the apparent inadequacies found within 
SSCGP's plans or procedures, as described below: 

1. 9192.905 How does an operator identify a high consequence area? 
(b)(l) identified sites. An operator must Identify an identlfied site, for purposes of 

this subpart, from Information the operator has obtained from routine operation and 
maintenance actlvities and from public officials with safety or emergency response or 
planning responsibilities who indicate to the operator that they know of locations that 
meet the Identified site criteria. These public officials could include officials on a local 
emergency planning commission or relevant Natlve American tribal officials. 

SCCGP must revise its IM plan and procedures to: 
A. Ensure the integration of information from routine operations and maintenance activities 

(e.g., identification of new structuresJchange in facility use along the right of way) into the 
HCA identification process. 

B. Detail its process by which local public officials are contacted for information regarding 
identified sites and specify the periodicity with which officials should be contacted. 



2. 5192.917 How does an operator identify potential threats to pipeline integrity and use 
the threat identlfication in its integrity program? 

(a) Threat identlflcation. An operator must identify and evaluate all potential 
threats to each covered pipeline segment. Potentlal threats that an operator must 
consider include, but are not limited to, the threats listed in ASMEIANSI B31.8S 
(incorporated by reference, see 5 192.7), section 2, which are grouped under the 
following four categories: 

(1) Time dependent threats such as internal corrosion, external corroslon, and 
stress corrosion cracking; 
(2) Statlc or resident threats, such as fabrication or constructlon defects; 
(3) Time independent threats such as thlrd party damage and outside force 
damage; and 
(4) Human error. 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to include guidance on how subject matter experts (SMEs) 
identify and address potential interacting threats. 

3. 5192.917 How does an operator Identify potential threats to pipeline integrity and use 
the threat identlfication in its integrity program? 

(b) Data gathering and integratfon. To identify and evaluate the potential threats to 
a covered pipeline segment, an operator must gather and integrate existing data and 
information on the entire pipeline that could be relevant to the covered segment. In 
performing this data gathering and integration, an operator must follow the 
requirements in ASMUANSI B31.8S, section 4. At a minimum, an operator must 
gather and evaluate the set of data specified in Appendix A to ASMUANSI B31.8S, 
and consider both on the covered segment and similar noncovered segments, past 
incident history, corrosion control records, continuing surveillance records, 
patrolling records, maintenance history, internal inspection records and all other 
conditions specific to each plpeiine. 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to: 
A. Ensure the verification that individual data elements are brought together and analyzed 

in their context. Integrated data should provide improved confidence with respect to 
determining the relevance of specific threats and can support an improved analysis of 
overall risk (e.g., depth of cover, land use). 

B. Ensure provisions exist to collect data identifying if a pipeline line segment includes 
flash-welded pipe. 

C. Ensure procedures adequately address how data for conditions unique to each pipeline 
is gathered and evaluated for both covered and similar non-covered segments. 

D. Ensure procedures address how suspect, missing, or unknown information will be 
addressed in the risk analysis process and include requirements for how and when 
suspect, missing, or unknown data elements will be collected and managed. 

E. Ensure procedures address the timing for incorporation of new data and requirements to 
ensure the most current information is available prior to running the risk analysis 
program. 



4. 5192.917 How does an operator identify potential threats to pipeline Integrity and use 
the threat identification in its integrity program? 

(c) Rlsk assessment An operator must conduct a rlsk assessment that follows 
ASMElANSl B31.8S, section 5, and considers the identified threats for each covered 
segment An operator must use the risk assessment to prloritize the covered 
segments for the baseline and continual reassessments (51 92.91 9, 51 92.921, 
5192.937), and to determine what additional preventive and mitigative measures are 
needed (5192.935) for the covered segment 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to ensure there is a documented basis for the 1000 foot 
segmentation used for risk analysis. 

5. 5192.917 How does an operator Identify potential threats to pipellne Integrity and use 
the threat identification in Its integrity program? 

(e) Actions to address particular threats. If an operator identifies any of the 
following threats, the operator must take the following actions to address the threat 

(3) Manufacturing and construction defects. If an operator identifies the threat of 
manufacturing and construction defects (including seam defects) in the covered 
segment, an operator must analyze the covered segment to determine the rlsk of 
failure from these defects. The analysis must consider the results of prior 
assessments on the covered segment An operator may consider manufacturing 
and construction related defects to be stable defects if the operating pressure on 
the covered segment has not increased over the maximum operating pressure 
experienced during the five years precedlng ldentlficatlon of the high 
consequence area. If any of the following changes occur in the covered segment, 
an operator must prioritize the covered segment as a high risk segment for the 
baseline assessment or a subsequent reassessment 

(I) Operating pressure increases above the maximum operating pressure 
experienced during the preceding five years; 
(ii) MAOP increases; or 
(iii) The stresses leading to cycllc fatigue increase. 

(4) ERW pipe. If a covered pipellne segment contains low frequency electric 
resistance welded plpe (ERW), lap welded pipe or other plpe that satisfies the 
condltions specified in ASMElANSl B31.8S, Appendices A4.3 and A4.4, and any 
covered or noncovered segment in the pipeline system with such pipe has 
experienced seam failure, or operating pressure on the covered segment has 
Increased over the maximum operating pressure experienced during the 
precedlng five years, an operator must select an assessment technology or 
technologies with a proven application capable of assessing seam integrity and 
seam corrosion anomalies. The operator must prioritlze the covered segment as a 
high risk segment for the baseline assessment or a subsequent reassessment 

SSCGP must revise its IM plan to specify that segments with low-frequency ERW or lap welded 
pipe or that have manufacturing defects where operational changes could have made them 
unstable be treated as high-risk segments. 



6. 9192.921 How is the baseline assessment to be conducted? 
(b) Prioritizing segments. An operator must prioritize the covered pipeline 

segments for the baseline assessment according to a risk analysis that conslders the 
potential threats to each covered segment The risk analysis must comply with the 
requirements in 9192.917. 

(d) Time period. An operator must prioritize all the covered segments for 
assessment in accordance with 9192.917 (c) and paragraph (b) of this section. An 
operator must assess at least 50% of the covered segments beglnning with the 
highest risk segments, by December 17, 2007. An operator must complete the 
baseline assessment of all covered segments by December 17,2012. 

SSCGP's must modify the process to require the development of its baseline assessment plan 
prior to December 17, 2007 in order to ensure that the 50% completion deadline will be met. 

7. 192.925 What are the requirements for using External Corrosion Direct Assessment 
(ECDA)? 

(b) General requirements. An operator that uses direct assessment to assess the 
threat of external corrosion must follow the requirements in thls section, in 
ASMElANSi 631.8s (Incorporated by reference, see 5 192.7), section 6.4, and In NACE 
RP 0502-2002 (incorporated by reference, see Q 192.7). An operator must develop and 
implement a direct assessment plan that has procedures addressing preassessmenf 
indirect examination, direct examination, and post-assessment. If the ECDA detects 
pipeline coating damage, the operator must also integrate the data from the ECDA 
with other information from the data integration (9 192.917(b)) to evaluate the covered 
segment for the threat of thlrd party damage, and to address the threat as required by 
9 192.917(e)(1). 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to ensure references to 0 & M procedures are provided at 
the appropriate locations in the ECDA process in order to provide the appropriate guidance for 
consistent application of the process. 

8. 9192.925 What are the requirements for using External Corrosion Direct Assessment 
(ECDA)? 

(b) see above 
(1) Preassessment. In addition to the requirements in ASMElANSl 631.8s section 
6.4 and NACE RP 0502-2002, section 3, the plan's procedures for preassessment 
must include- 

(i) Provisions for applying more restrictive criteria when conducting ECDA 
for the first time on a covered segment; and 
(ii) The basis on which an operator selects at least two different, but 
complementary indirect assessment tools to assess each ECDA Region. i f  
an operator utilizes an indlrect inspection method that is not discussed in  
Appendix A of NACE RP0502-2002, the operator must demonstrate the 
applicability, validation basis, equipment used, appilcation procedure, and 
utilization of data for the inspection method. 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to: 
A. Provide additional guidance and documentation in order to assure consistent results of 

the feasibility assessment in the pre-assessment step of the ECDA process. 



6. Provide justification for the spacing of some indirect inspection tool readings that do not 
meet industry standards or NACE requirements (e.g., acceptability of 30 ft. spacing in 
paved locations). 

C. Provide better documentation of the more restrictive criteria required on initial ECDA 
assessments in the pre-assessment, indirect inspections, and direct examination steps. 

9. 91 92.925 What are the requirements for using External Corroslon Direct Assessment 
(ECDA)? 

(b) See above 
(3) Direct examination. In addition to the requirements in ASMEIANSI B31.8S 
section 6.4 and NACE RP 0502-2002, section 5, the plan's procedures for direct 
examination of indlcations from the indirect examination must include-- 

(iii) Criteria and notification procedures for any changes in the ECDA Plan, 
including changes that affect the severity classification, the priority of 
direct examination, and the time frame for direct examination of 
indications; and 

SSCGP must revise its procedure to ensure adequate internal communications exist on 
changes in the ECDA plan are documented in the SSCGP ECDA process. 

10.9192.927 What are the requirements for using Internal Corroslon Direct Assessment 
(ICDA)? 

(c) The ICDA plan. An operator must develop and follow an ICDA plan that 
provldes for preassessment, identication of ICDA regions and excavation locations, 
detailed examlnation of pipe at excavation locations, and post-assessment evaluation 
and monitoring. 

(5) Other requirements. The ICDA plan must also include- 
(i) Crlteria an operator will apply in making key declsions (e-g., ICDA 
feasibility, definitlon of ICDA Regions, condltions requiring excavation) in 
impiementing each stage of the ICDA process; 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to ensure requirements defining the criteria for making 
decisions regarding the selection of ICDA regions and determining the feasibility of the ICDA 
assessment provide sufficient guidance for consistent application of the process. 

11.9192.933 What actions must be taken to address integrity issues? 
(a) General requirements. An operator must take prompt action to address all 

anomalous condltions that the operator discovers through the integrity assessment. 
In addressing all conditions, an operator must evaluate all anomalous condltions and 
remediate those that could reduce a pipeline's integrity. An operator must be able to 
demonstrate that the remediation of the condition will ensure that the condition is 
uniikely to pose a threat to the integrity of the pipeline until the next reassessment of 
the covered segment. If an operator is unable to respond withln the tlme limits for 
certain conditions specified in this section, the operator must temporarlly reduce the 
operating pressure of the pipeline or take other action that ensures the safety of the 
covered segment. If pressure is reduced, an operator must determine the temporary 
reduction in operating pressure using ASMWANSI B31G (Incorporated by reference, 
see 9192.7) or AGA Pipeline Research Committee Project PR3-805 ("RSTRENG"; lbr, 
see 9192.7) or reduce the operating pressure to a level not exceeding 80% of the level 
at the time the conditlon was discovered. (See appendix A to thls part 192 for 
information on availability of incorporatlon by reference Information). A reduction in 



operating pressure cannot exceed 365 days without an operator providing a technical 
Justification that the continued pressure restriction will not Jeopardize the integrity of 
the pipeline. 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to ensure that upon discovery of an immediate repair 
condition, that pressure is reduced as required and remediation is accomplished in a prompt 
manner. 

12.9192.933 What actions must be taken to address Integrity issues? 
(b) Discovery of conditlon. Discovery of a condition occurs when an operator has 

adequate information about a conditlon to determine that the condltion presents a 
potential threat to the integrity of the pipellne. A condltion that presents a potential 
threat includes, but is not limited to, those conditlons that require remedlation or 
monitoring listed under paragraphs (d)(l) through (d)(3) of this section. An operator 
must promptly, but no later than 180 days after conducting an Integrity assessment, 
obtain sufficient Information about a conditlon to make that determlnation, unless the 
operator demonstrates that the 18Oday period is impracticable. 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to ensure IMP procedures require that the date of discovery 
for an anomaly be documented. 

13.9192.935 What additional preventive and mitigative measures must an operator take 
to protect the high consequence area? 

(a) General requirements. An operator must take additional measures beyond 
those already required by Part 192 to prevent a pipeline faiiure and to mitlgate the 
consequences of a pipellne failure in a high consequence area. An operator must 
base the additionai measures on the threats the operator has identified to each 
pipeline segment. (See 9192.917) An operator must conduct, in accordance with one 
of the risk assessment approaches In ASMUANSI 831.8s (incorporated by reference, 
see §192.7), section 5, a risk analysis of its pipeline to identify additional measures to 
protect the high consequence area and enhance public safety. Such additional 
measures include, but are not limited to, installing Automatic Shutoff Valves or 
Remote Control Valves, installing computerized monitoring and leak detection 
systems, replacing plpe segments with pipe of heavkr wall thickness, providing 
additional training to personnel on response procedures, conducting drills wlth local 
emergency responders and implementing additionai inspection and maintenance 
programs. 

SSCGP needs to revise its procedures to ensure: 
A. P & M measures reference all of the requirements in ASME 831 .BS, evaluate ail threats, 

and evaluate the adequacy of measures already being implemented along with applying 
the procedures to all relevant threats in each covered segment 

8. An adequate documented decision-making process exists to decide which P&M 
measures are to be implemented that involves input from relevant parts of the 
organization such as operations, maintenance, engineering, and corrosion control. 

C. The evaluation of both the likelihood and the consequences of a pipeline failure with 
regard to additional P 8. M measures. Based on the information reviewed during the 
inspection, it appears that this concern will be addressed through implementing the new 
risk model. 

D. The ongoing implementation of P&M measures for all HCAs. 



14.9192.935 What additional preventive and mitlgative measures must an operator take 
to protect the high consequence area? 

(c) Automatic shutoff valves (ASV) or Remote control valves (RCV). If an operator 
determines, based on a rlsk analysis, that an ASV or RCV would be an efficient means 
of adding protection to a high consequence area in the event of a gas release, an 
operator must install the ASV or RCV. In making that determination, an operator must, 
at least, conslder the following factors--swiftness of leak detection and pipe 
shutdown capabilities, the type of gas being transported, operating pressure, the rate 
of potential release, pipeline profiie, the potential for Ignition, and location of nearest 
response personnel. 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to ensure decisions and technical justification for not 
installing additional automatic or remote acting valves are documented. 

15.9192.937 What is a continual process of evaluation and assessment to maintain a 
pipeline's integrity? 

(b) Evaluation. An operator must conduct a periodic evaiuatlon as frequently as 
needed to assure the integrity of each covered segment The periodic evaluation must 
be based on a data integration and risk assessment of the entire pipeline as specified 
in 9192.917. For plastic transmission pipelines, the periodlc evaluation is based on 
the threat analysis specified In 9192.917(d). For all other transmission pipelines, the 
evaluatlon must consider the past and present integrity assessment results, data 
integration and risk assessment information (9192.917), and decislons about 
remediation (5192.933) and addltional preventive and mitlgative actions (91 92.935). An 
operator must use the results from this evaluation to identify the threats specific to 
each covered segment and the rlsk represented by these threats. 

SSCGP must revise its procedures to ensure the following: 
A. Continual evaluation and assessments in the SSCGP process must specify all of the 

required elements and sufficient guidance must be provided for consistent application of 
the process. 

B. The periodic evaluations per the SSCGP procedure (i.e., 2 years) must be revised to 
reflect the need to update important information on a continual basis. 

In regard to Items 1.6, 4, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 listed above, SSCGP provided finalized 
documentation via email to PHMSA on July 5, 2007 of various changes made to the IMP. After 
considering the material provided, PHMSA deemed the modifications adequate, and no further 
action is required on these items in response to this Notice. 

Res~onse to this Notice 

This Notice is provided pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 5 60108(a) and 49 C.F.R. 5 190.237. Enclosed 
as part of this Notice is a document entitled Response Options for PNeline Operators in 
Compliance Proceedings. Please refer to this document and note the response options. Be 
advised that all material you submit in response to this enforcement action is subject to being 
made publicly available. If you believe that any portion of your responsive material qualifies for 
confidential treatment under 5 U.S.C. 552(b), along with the complete original document you 
must provide a second copy of the document with the porhons you believe qualify for 



confidential treatment redacted and an explanation of why you believe the redacted information 
qualifies for confidential treatment under 5 U.S.C. 552(b). If you do not respond within 30 days 
of receipt of this Notice, this constitutes a waiver of your right to contest the allegations in this 
Notice and authorizes the Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety to find facts as alleged in 
this Notice without further notice to you and to issue a Final Order. 

If, after opportunity for a hearing, your plans or procedures are found inadequate as alleged in 
this Notice, you may be ordered to amend your plans or procedures to correct the inadequacies 
(49 C.F.R. 5 190.237). If you are not contesting this Notice, we propose that you submit your 
amended procedures to my office within [number of days] days of receipt of this Notice. This 
period may be extended by written request for good cause. Once the inadequacies identified 
herein have been addressed in your amended procedures, this enforcement action will be 
closed. 

In correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to CPF 4-2007-1012M and, for each 
document you submit, please provide a copy in electronic format whenever possible. 

Sincerely, 

R. M. Seeley 
Director, Southwest Region 
Pipeline and Hazardous 
Materials Safety Administration 

Enclosure: Response Options for Pipeline Operators in Compliance Proceedings 
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RISK ASSESSMENT AND THREAT IDENTIFICATION 
(5192.917) 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
SSCGP has developed the following plan pertaining to threat identification per 49 CFR Part 192 
Subpart 0. This document details the general procedure for assessing risk and identifying threats for 
the covered pipeline segments. 

Per Part 192 and ASME B3 1.8s one or a combination of the following approaches are acceptable 
methods of risk assessment: 

Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) 
Relative Assessment Models 
Scenario-Based Models 
Probabilistic Models 

The objective of the SSCGP risk assessment initiative is to evaluate risk likelihood and consequences 
to allow prioritization for assessments, repairs, and P&M measures and to ensure integrity of the 
SSCGP pipeline system. Through a more accurate evaluation of risk likelihood and consequences, 
SSCGP can more effectively manage risk and apply resources. Section 4.0 of this document details 
the risk assessment program (RAP); Section 5.0 discusses the threat determination process; Section 
6.0 outlines the validation process for both risk scores and threat analysis. 

Element 3 of the SSCGP Integrity Management Plan also includes several related documents. The 
first, entitled Risk Assessment Program Development, details the history, current status, and planned 
improvements to the Risk Assessment Program used in determining and prioritizing risk threats. The 
second, entitled Data Integrity, details the data collection and validation efforts related to SSCGP's 
Integrity Management Program. 

The Baseline Assessment Plan results directly from the threat identification process. The SSCGP 
SME chooses the appropriate method of integrity assessment based upon the identified threats. 
Selection of the assessment type and scheduling result from the type of threat, the severity, and 
consequences of a failure as do the selection of P&M measures More than one assessment method 
may be necessary to address all of the identified threats. 

2.0 RELATED FORMS AND PROCEDURES 
The Threat Identification element includes the following procedures and forms: 

IMP. E3.RAP. 01 "Import / Export of Risk Data" 
IMP. E3. THR. 01 "Threat Analysis and JustiJcation " 
SSCGP-IMP-0302 "Integrity Management Pipeline Threat Analysis" 

This document also references the following related procedures and forms: 

IMP. E2.ASMT. 06 "Finding Corrosion in an HCA " 
IMP.E8.PREr03 ''ldentzfiing and Implementing Preventive and Mitigative Measures" 
SSCGP-IMP-I 100 "Management of Change " 

SSCGP Integrity Management Program 
Risk Assessment and Threat Identification 

September 14,2007 Page 1 of 8 
Version 4 



SSCGP-IMP-1200 "Integrity Management Statement of Qualifications" 

3.0 DATA MANAGEMENT 
Part 192 Subpart 0 5 192.9 17 requires an operator to identify and evaluate all potential threats in each 
High Consequence Area (HCA). An operator must consider all the threats listed in ASME / ANSI 
B3 1.8s section 2 as well as any additional threats. At a minimum, SSCGP must gather and evaluate 
the data sets specified in ASME / ANSI B3 1.8s Appendix A. ASME / ANSI B3 1.8s section 4 also 
provides requirements for data collection. For more detailed information on data collection and 
integration, refer to Element 3 "Data Integrity" in the Integrity Management Plan. 

3.1 Data Collection 
SSCGP retains pipeline design and construction information and collects data during routine 
operations and maintenance procedures that are relevant to risk assessment and threat identification. 
In general, information is primarily stored in the O&E database or the Pipeline Compliance System 
(PCS) database. 

3.2 Data Integration 
Risk assessment is performed through a combination of a relative risk assessment program (RAP) and 
analysis by SSCGP Subject Matter Experts (SMEs), further discussed in section 4.0. The majority of 
the information used in the RAP is bridged directly from the O&E and PCS databases as outlined in 
procedure IMP.E3.RAP.O 1, current revision, "Import / Export of Risk Data". 

3.3 Updating the Risk Assessment Program with New Information 
New information pertaining to the SSCGP pipeline system is collected and documented on a 
continual basis, as discussed in the Data Integrity document within the Integrity Management Plan 
Data is then imported to the American Innovations IMP risk assessment database according to 
procedure IMP.E3.RAP.O 1, latest revision, "Import / Export of Risk Data". Pipeline Integrity 
personnel recalculate the risk scores twice each year in accordance with the procedure. 

4.0 RISK ASSESSMENT 
The RAP is a relative risk model that incorporates construction data, operating data and pipeline 
survey data to determine a quantitative estimate of failure probabilities and failure consequences 
along the pipeline. The RAP calculates, based on available data, Risk of Failure and other scores for 
both HCA and non-HCA segments along the SSCGP pipeline. Additionally, the RAP determines 
annual wall loss due to time dependent threats and from this calculates the theoretical available pipe 
wall thickness for the segment. 

4.1 Dynamic Segmenting 
The RAP segments each line such that a boundary exists at each location where any data changes. In 
other words, it dynamically segments on all input data. Therefore, each pipeline segment is 
composed of numerous sub-segments of varying lengths. Since some data input changes in each sub- 
segment, the sub-segments frequently vary in their calculated values of ROF and POF. 

4.1.1 Probability of Failure (POF) 
The RAP calculates threagspecific and overall Probability of Failure (POF) scores for each 
dynamic segment. These scores reflect the likelihood of a failure occurring on that segment. 
The following threats generate a POF score: 
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Time Dependent threats 
Thirdparty Damage 
Weather & Outside Force 
Incorrect Operations 

POF scores are calculated on a scale of 0 to 1, with 1 being the most severe. 

4.1.1.1 Time Dependent Threats 
The RAP determines a theoretical milslyear wall loss due to the following time- 
dependent threats: 

External Corrosion 
Internal Corrosion 
Stress Corrosion Cracking (SCC) 
Fatigue 

The RAP calculates overall available wall thickness as: 

Available Wall = x - (j x z) 

Where: 

x = Last known wall thickness 
y = Elapsed time since last wall thickness reading (years) 
z = Sum of theoretical wall loss due to time dependent threats (milslyear) 

If actual inspection data is not available for a pipe segment, then the last known wall 
thickness is equal to the nominal wall thickness. 

4.1.1.2 Time Independent Threats 
For time independent threats such as Third-Party Damage, Weather and Outside 
Force, Incorrect Operations, or Equipment threats, the RAP calculates the number of 
failures per mile per year based on data from the Integrity Event table in the O&E 
database. This information is used in determining POF scores for each segment. 

4.1.2 Consequence of Failure (COF) 
The RAP calculates a Consequence of Failure (COF) score for each dynamic segment. This 
score reflects the impact of a potential failure and is based on factors including, but not limited 
to, Class location, PIR distance, and potential for secondary failure. COF scores are calculated 
on a scale of 0 to 10, with 10 being the most severe. 

4.1.3 Risk of Failure (ROF) 
Risk of Failure (ROF) is defined as the product of probability and consequence of failure. That 
is, 

ROF = POF x COF 

ROF scores are calculated on a scale of 0 to 10, with 10 being the most severe. 
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4.2 Collapsed Data 
The segmented data described in Section 4.1 is combined - or collapsed - into larger, more 
meaningful segments in order to obtain output for an entire HCA or non-HCA segment. These output 
values are exported from the RAP, retained in the O&E database, and used in the validation process 
described in Section 6.0. 

4.2.1 Risk Scores 
The RAP calculates both a weighted average ROF score and a maximum ROF score for each 
HCA. Weighted average scores are weighted based on comparative lengths of each segment 
within the HCA. Maximum values are the highest for any segment within the HCA. POF and 
COF scores are collapsed and weighted similarly. 

4.2.2 Available Wall 
The minimum available pipe wall is reported for each HCA equal to the smallest available wall 
thickness for any segment within the HCA. Note: Because available wall is based on a 
theoretical mpy wall loss therefore it is possible for the RAP to calculate a minimum available 
wall of zero (0.0") inches. 

5.0 THREAT SCREENING 
In addition to being a relative risk model, the IMP software also screens for the following threats 
based on construction data, operating data and pipeline survey data: 

Table 1 - Threats Addressed by Risk Model 

' According to GRI - 0410178 "Effects of Pressure Cyles on Gas Pipelines, fatigue is not considered a threat for 
natural gas pipelines; therefore the Threat Screener was not set up to address Fatigue as a separate threat category. 

related to pipe girth welds, fabrication welds, wrinkle bends, 
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Equipment EQ 

operating 1 maintenance procedures. Also considered 
"human error". 
Addresses threats associated with pipeline facilities such as 
meter, regulator and compressor stations. Specific 
equipment includes gaskets, o-rings, control valves, relief 
valves and seal /pump packing. 



Threat Screening Criteria 
Appendix 0306 "Threat Screening Criteria" models the threat screening decision-tree developed by 
SSCGP and incorporated into the RAP model. Subject Matter Experts may override the RAP'S threat 
identification results as described in procedure IMP.E3.THR.O1, latest revision. 

A brief synopsis of threat criteria is provided in the Table below. 

Table 2 - Examples of Threat Screening Criteria 

Threat 
External Corrosion 
Internal Corrosion 
Third -Party 
Damage 
Manufacturing 

Construction 

Weather & Outside 
Force 

Stress Corrosion 
Cracking, 
High-pH 

I Corrosion coating systems other than fusion-bonded epoxy (FBE) 
Incorrect ( I 0  ( Procedures - quality, coverage, use, periodic review 

Abbrev. 
EC 
IC 

TPD 

Stress Corrosion 
Cracking, 
Near-Neutral 

I I 
. ~ 

Operations Training - quality, coverage 
Audit results 

Factors Considered 
Present for all pipeline segments2 

MFG 

CONS 

WOF 

SCC 

Factors including, but not limited to: 
seam type (low-frequency ERW, EFW) material, manufacture date, joint 
type, girth weld method 
Factors including, but not limited to: 
weld procedures, joint inspection, weld method, questionable reinforcements, 
manufacturer inspections, interacting outside forces, bend radius, joint type, 
joint bend method 
Factors including, but not limited to: 
frost heave, lightning, ice, erosion/scour, flood, seismic potential, blasting 
activity, dead loads, liquefaction, frost depth 
All five of the required criteria must be present: 

Operating stress > 60% SMYS 
Operating temperature > 100°F 
Distance from compressor station 5 20 miles 
Age 2 10 years 

SCC 

5.1.1 Constant Threats 
SSCGP considers External Corrosion, Internal Corrosion, and Thir&Party Damage threats to 
exist for all pipeline segments. The risk model attempts to estimate the severity of the threat 
and the effectiveness of P&M measures. 

Corrosion coating systems other than fusion bonded epoxy (FBE) 
All three of the required criteria must be present: 

Operating stress > 60% SMYS 
Age 2 10 years 

Equipment 

Not included in Appendix 0306. Refer to section 5.1.1 of this document. 
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5.2 Threat Screener Results 

5.2.1 Collapsed Data 
The RAP collapses threat screener output data into manageable segment sizes rather than 
reporting separate results for each discrete point along the pipeline. For threat results, the line 
is broken into a separate segment whenever one of these conditions is met: 

Change in HCA status (HCA begin and end points) 
Change in Manufacturing threat status 
Change in Construction threat status 
Change in SCC threat status 

For all other threats, the most severe case within the HCA is applied to the entire HCA 
segment. This approach was taken in order to limit the number of segments to a manageable 
number while retaining the ability to differentiate segments that may require different 
assessment methods3. 

5.2.2 Output 
Threat Screener output labels each of the threats as one of the following: 

Present: This threat is known to exist for the HCA. 
Possible: Threat may exist. Additional data collection may be required. Refer to 
IMP.E3.THR.O1. 
Stable: Threat is stable due to pressure test and stable operating history (only available for 
Manufacturing or Construction Threats). Refer to IMP.E3.THR.O 1. 
Assessed: A baseline assessment has already been performed for threat. 
Not Indicated: Criteria required for a threat to exist are not met. 

Other categories may be created in order to flag missing or unknown data or otherwise assist in 
data validation efforts. 

5.2.2.1 Present versus Possible Threats 
The table below summarizes the difference between a Present versus Possible threat 
for each threat category. Refer to Appendix 0306 "Threat Screening Criteria" for 
more information. 

Specific requirements for assessing Manufacturing, Construction, and SCC threats are discussed in Element 2 of the 
Integrity Management Program. 
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Table 3 Present vs. Possible Threats 

5.3 Baseline Assessment Planning based on Identified Threats 

Threat 
MFG 

CONS 

WOF 

SCC 

I 0  

EQ 

5.3.1 2004 to 2007 Assessments 
For assessments performed in 2004 through 2007, threats were evaluated using the old RAP 
and earlier versions of procedures and forms. Refer to historical records for more information. 
Based on preliminary results and analysis of the new RAP, portions of the 2007 Baseline 
Assessment Plan were modified . 

5.3.2 2008 to 20 12 Assessments 
Upon implementation of the new RAP, satisfactory validation of the algorithm, and generation 
of new risk scores, SSCGP shall execute its threat identification process per Procedure 
IMP.E3.THR.O1, latest revision for baseline assessments scheduled in 2008 through 2012 and 
subsequently revised the Baseline Assessment Plan for these years. The Baseline Assessment 
Plan details the threats identified for each HCA segment. 

Threat Present 
MFG threat due to pipe seam 

Weldljoint procedures = none or unknown 

Weldljoint procedures = poor or none along with 
high possibility of Outside Force 

High possibility of wrinkle bend, buckle, or 
coupling along with high possibility of Outside 
Force 

WOF threat present due to known data. 

SCC anomalies or cracking found. 

Proceduresltraining is fair or null 

Audit results = fair or not performed 

Incorrect operation within the last year 

Known history of equipment failures 

6.0 RISK AND THREAT VALIDATION 
SSCGP uses the RAP as a first tier determination of threats for the covered pipeline segments. 
Subject Matter Experts then validate threats, HCA Priority, and risk scores generated by the RAP 
using form SSCGP-IMP-0302. This form allows for a consistent and documented validation method. 
This process is further detailed in procedure IMP.E3.THR.O1, current revision "Threat Analysis and 
Justification". 

Threat Possible 
MFG threat not related to pipe seam 

Weldljoint procedures = poor or none along with 
moderate possibility of Outside Force 

Weldljoint procedures = fair, unknown, or null 
along with high possibility of Outside Force 

High possibility of wrinkle bend, buckle, or 
coupling along with moderate possibility of 
Outside Force 

Moderate possibility of wrinkle bend, buckle, or 
coupling along with high possibility of Outside 
Force 

WOF threat due to unknown or null data. These 
may be eliminated by gathering additional 
missing data. 

Meets SCC threat criteria but no known 
anomalies or cracking found. 

No procedures or training 

Audit results = poor or unknown 

Incorrect operation > 1 year ago 

Equipment failure history unknown 
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6.1.1 Subject Matter Experts 
SMEs are SSCGP employees who work on the pipelines and are frequently involved in pipeline 
activities. Therefore, they are knowledgeable with the daily environment in which the pipeline 
operates and the past operating history. The Manager Safety and Technical Trainng maintains 
form SSCGP-IMP-1200 "Integrity Management Statement of Qualifications" summarizing the 
qualifications of each SME. 

6.1.2 Pre-2008 Assessments Validation Process 
Originally form SSCGP-IMP-0302 was used in conjunction with the old Bass-Trigon 5.8 Risk 
Model. In cases where the old RAP did not adequately address a specific threat, the SME 
further analyzed the threat using this form. The form and related procedure IMP.E3.THR.O1 
were revised as part of the new RAP implementation. 

7.0 PLASTIC TRANSMISSION LTNES 
SSCGP currently does not have any plastic transmission pipeline contained in a HCA. If a HCA is 
identified in the future that contains plastic transmission pipeline, the Project Manager Pipeline 
Integrity Management or designee will assess the threats for the covered segment as well as consider 
any threats unique to plastic pipe. 

8.0 QUALITY ASSURANCE 
Quality assurance is inherent to the threat identification process. The RAP determines risk scores and 
identifies threats using criteria determined by SSCGP personnel In addition, SMEs further evaluate 
the threat on form SSCGP-IMP-0302. If the SME refutes the outcome of the RAP, the SME justifies 
why he or she does not agree on this form. Refer to procedure IMP.E3.THR.Ol, latest revision. 

9.0 MANAGEMENT OF CHANGE 
Because Threat Identification is an ongoing process, it is expected that minor changes will be 
required to the Threat Analysis and supporting documents from year to year. 

SSCGP Procedure IMP.E3.THR.O1 "Threat Analysis and Justification" outlines the types of changes 
that require completion of form SSCGP-IMP-1100 "Management of Change." These include, but are 
not limited to: 

Change that results in identification of a new threat. 
Change that results in the elimination of a previously jdentified threat 
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Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline 
Integrity Management Procedure IMP.E3.THR.01.04 

Threat Analysis and Justification 
DOT - 49 CFR 192 SUBPART 0 

Key Words: Threat, Risk of Failure (ROF), Risk Assessment Program (RAP) 

1.0 PURPOSE 

1.1 Identify active threats for High Consequence Areas based on Risk Assessment 
Program (RAP) results. Review and validate risk scores and the Threat Screener 
based on Subject Matter Expert and Pipeline Integrity judgment. 

2.0 TASK OVERVIEW 

General 

Provide Risk Assessment Output 

SME Review 

Identify Stable Threats 

Pipeline Compliance Review 

3.0 GENERAL 

3.1 The RAP provides overall risk scores, some threat specific scores and a threat 
screener. 

3.1.1 Threat screener evaluates whether SCC (both high pH and near-neutral), 
Manufacturing, Construction, Weather and Outside Force, Incorrect Operations 
and Equipment threats are Present, Possible, Stable, Assessed or Not Indicated. 

3.1.2 The risk model calculates threat-specific scores for Time Dependent (EC, IC, SCC, 
and Cyclic Fatigue), Third Party, Outside Force and Incorrect Operation threats. 

3.1.3 SSCGP always considers External Corrosion, Internal Corrosion, and Third Party 
Damage as threats for all HCAs. 

3.2 For purposes of threat analysis and justification, the SME is the District Manager 
in whose district the HCA is located. 

3.2.1 SMEs are encouraged to discuss HCA threats with other Operations personnel. 

4.0 PROVIDE RISK ASSESSMENT OUTPUT 

4.1 Responsibility: Project Manager Pipeline Safety, Subject Matter Expert or 
designee 
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4.1.1 Provide the SME with Risk Assessment Program (RAP) results for HCAs to be 
assessed in Section 1 of Form SSCGP-IMP-0302. 

5.0 SME REVIEW 

5.1 Responsibility: District Manager I Subject Matter Expert 

5.1.1 Complete Form SSCGP-IMP-0302 for each HCA using risk and threat data &om 
the report provided by Pipeline Compliance. Verify data inputs using SME's 
knowledge and explain any disagreements in the space provided. 

5.1.1.1 Data inputs affecting the Risk Model output are listed for each section 

5.1.1.2 Pipe data inputs may be reviewed in the Facility Maintenance application of the 
O&E database. 

5.1.1.3 See section 6.0 "Identify Stable Threats" below if a Manufacturing or Construction 
threat is identified as Stable. 

5.1.2 Review section 10 of Form SSCGP-IMP-0302 and explain any disagreements with 
HCA Priority in the space provided. 

5.1.3 Complete section I I (Sign-Off) on Form SSCGP-IMP-0302. 

5.1.4 Send completed forms SSCGP-IMP-0302 to Project Manager Pipeline Safety. 

6.0 IDENTIFY STABLE THREATS 

6.1 Responsibility: District Manager I Subject Matter Expert 

6.1.1 If Construction or Manufacturing threats are identified as stable in Section I of 
Form SSCGP-IMP-0302, determine whether the RAP result is correct. 

6.1.2 Determine whether a pressure test has been performed on the HCA segment(s) that 
met the requirements of 49 CFR 192 Subpart J. 

6.1.3 If a pressure test has not been performed on the segment(s), determine the 
maximum operating pressure in the five (5) years preceding identification of the 
HCA. 

6.1.4 Determine whether the MAOP has increased since the pressure test or HCA 
identification. 

6.1.5 Determine whether the MAOP has been exceeded since the last pressure test. 

6.1.6 Determine whether stresses leading to cyclic fatigue have increased since the 
pressure test or HCA identification. 

6.1.7 The threat may be considered stable if a pressure test been performed and since 
that time neither the MAOP nor stresses leading to cyclic fatigue have increased 
and the MAOP has not been exceeded. - 
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6.1.8 The threat may be considered stable if a pressure test has not been performed but 
neither the MAOP nor stresses leading to cyclic fatigue have increased 4 
operating pressure has not exceeded the maximum operating pressure achieved in 
the five (5) years preceding HCA identification. 

6.1.9 A Manufacturing or Construction threat considered stable does not require an 
Integrity Assessment (pressure test) to assess that particular threat. 

6.1 .I0 If a previously identified stable threat no longer meets these conditions, complete 
form SSCGP-IMP- 1 100. 

7.0 PIPELINE COMPLIANCE REVIEW 

7.1 Responsibility: Pipeline Safety Engineer or designee 

7.1.1 Update the RAP Output in the O&E database according to SME responses if 
applicable. 

7.1.2 Consider the SME's disagreements, if any, with the Risk Assessment Program's 
scores or data inputs. 

7.1.2.1 Review the components of the RAP threat score for that segment. 

7.1.2.2 Discuss the risk assessment with the SME, District Manager, Project Manager 
Pipeline Safety or other personnel as necessary. 

7.1.3 Determine whether the RAP threat screener and scores are legitimate or whether 
the SME's justification is sufficiently supported by the data. 

7.1.4 Determine whether the RAP algorithm should be modified based on the results of 
this analysis. 

7.1.4.1 Algorithm changes should be based on the collective threat analysis results for the 
pipeline system, not on a single HCA. 

7.1.5 Document response and supporting information to SME's disagreement in the 
space provided. 

7.2 Responsibility: Project Manager Pipeline Safety or designee 

7.2.1 Review Form SSCGP-IMP-0302 and document final determination and supporting 
information for that decision in the space provided for Pipeline Compliance 
Review. 

7.2.1.1 If the threat analysis results in the elimination of a previously identified threat or 
identification of a new threat, complete form SSCGP-IMP- 1 100. 

7.2.1.2 If the threat analysis warrants rescheduling of the assessment, complete form 
SSCGP-IMP- 1 100. 
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7.2.1.3 If the threat analysis warrants modifying the RAP algorithm, complete form 
SSCGP-IMP-1100. 

7.2.2 Notify District Manager of decision and complete section 10 (Sign 0 fl) on Form 
SSCGP-IMP-0302. 

7.2.3 File and retain copies of all forms SSCGP-IMP-0302 per IMP Record Keeping 
procedures. 

7.3 Responsibility: Pipeline Safety Data Analyst 

7.3.1 Upload SSCGP-IMP-0302 forms into Report Tracking database. 

7.3.2 Update 0 & E database with changes. 

7.3.2.1 Database changes include but are not limited to pipeline segment data, HCA 
priority ranking, and identified threat data. 

NOTE: 

Changes to the Risk Score for a HCA will be incorporated into the RAP during the 
next scheduled evaluation. 
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Defmitions and Abbreviations : 
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I 0  Threat Possible 

Manufacturing 
Threat 

No proceduresltraining, poor or unknown audit results, OR incorrect operation within last 
year. 

MFG 

MFC Manufacturing threat 
MFG Threat MFG threat not related to the pipe seam. 

Minimum Available 
Pipe Wall 

mPY 
POF 

Probability of 
Failure 

RAP 

Risk Algorithm 

Risk of Failure 
Risk Scores 

See Available Pipe Wall. 

mils per year 
Probability of Failure. Reported as a weighted average or maximum for the HCA for each 

individual threat or for the combined overall threats. Reported on a scale of 1-10. 
POF 

Risk Assessment Program. General term for the overall program that calculates risk scores 
and also screens threats for each segment. Official software title is "IMP ????" 

A function wihtinwithin t he RAP that calculates Risk Scores based on known features and 
data for each segment of the pipeline. The algorithm includeEncompasscs hundreds of 
variables and formulas covering an assortment of factors. 

ROF 
General term for ROF, POF, and COF scores calculated by the RAP. May also refer to mpy 

and available wall values calculated by the RAP. 
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ROF 

SCC 
SMYS 
Stable Threat 

Stress Corrosion 
Cracking 

SCC Threat Possible 
Threat Assessed 

Threat Not Indicated 
Threat Possible 

Threat Present 
Threat Screener 

Threat Stable 

Time Dependent 
Threats 

Weather and Outside 
Force Threat 

WOF 
WOF Threat 

Possible 

Risk of Failure. POF x COF. Reported as a weighted average or maximum for the HCA 
for each individual threat or for the combined overall threats. Reported on a scale of 1 - 10. 

Stress Corrosion Cracking. Two types are High-pH and Near Neutral. 
% Specified Minimum Yield Stress. MAOPISMYS. 
Indicates the threat is present but can be considered stable based on operating history and 

other conditions. Applies only to Manufacturing and Construction threats. 
SCC 

Meets criteria but no known anomalies or cracking found. 
Indicates the threat is present but a baseline assessment addressing the threat has already 

been performed. 
Based on known data, conditions required for this threat are not present. 
Based on known data it is unclear whether the threat is present. Treated as if the threat is 

present unless prove otherwise. 
Based on known data, this threat is present. 
A function within the RAP that determines threats based on predetermined conditions set 

by SSCGP . 
Indicates the threat is present but can be considered stable based on operating history and 

other conditions. Applies only to Manufacturing and Construction threats. 
Combination of external corrosion, internal corrosion, SCC, and cyclic fatigue. All of these 

threats act over time. 
WOF. May also be referred to as WeatherIGeotechnical 

Weather and Outside Force threat 
WOF threat due to unknown or null data. These may be eliminated by gathering additional 

missing data. 



INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT PIPELINE THREAT ANALYSIS 
District 

Line: 

Begin Series I Station Number: I 

End Series I Station Number: I 

HCA Length: 

HCA Earliest Identified Year: 

HCA Priority [10.1]: 

ROF (Risk of Failure): 

POF (Probability of Failure): 

COF {Consequence of Failure): 

POF Time Dependent [2.1]: 

External Corrosion (metal loss rate in milslyr) [2.2]: 

Internal Corrosion (metal loss rate in milslyr) [2.5]: 

SCC (metal loss rate in milslyr) [2.8]: 

Cyclic Fatigue (metal loss rate in  milslyr) [2.11]: 

Available Pipe Wall (mils) [2.14]: 

POF Third-Party Damage [3.1]: 

POF Weather 8 Outside Force [5.1]: 

POF Incorrect Operations [8.1]: 

Begin End SCC SCC Weather 8 Incorrect 
Begin Station End Station High pH Near Neutral Outside Force Manufacturing Construction Operations Equipment 
Series Number Series Number Threat [4.1] Threat [4.1] Threat [5.1] Threat [6.1] Threat p.11 Threat [&I] Threat [9.1] - - 

"' SSCGP always considers External Corrosion, Internal Corrosion, and Third Party Damage as Threats for all line segments. 



2.1 Does the SME agree with lime Dependent W F  scow? 

External Corrosion 
2.2 Does the SME agree with the mpy? 

If dtsagrse, verify data inpufs for itema 2.3 1-2.3 4 and jusbiy reason for disagreeing wtfh risk model n Ihe span, below. 
no  

2 3.1 External eorrodon history 
2 3.2 Age of pipe 
2.3 3 Coating type and condition 
2 3.4 CP (cathodic proteaon) varlablea 

Pi~elne Comliance Revim: 

2.4 Data or alogirthm changes required? (Desw,be changes or explain why changes notrequ~red m space below.) 

Internal Corrosion 
2 5 Does the SME agree with the mpy? 

If d,segrca, vorrfy data inpuh for ;lams 2.6.1-2.6 4 andlustlfy reason for &agreeing wtlh risk model in the space below. 

2.6.1 Internal conosDn histow 
2.6.2 Age ofPtpe 
2.6.3 Internalcoating (VIN) 
2.6.4 Internal Corrosion rnonitwing variables 

I I 
P i t l n e  Compliance Revim 

2 7 Data or alogirthm changes required? (atsw!ba changes or explain why changes notrequired ,n space below) 

SCC 
2.8 Does the SME agree with the mpy? 

lfd!sagree, vmfy data inputs for ltems 2.0.1-2.0.4 ar,djust!fyrsason for disagreeag wrth risk model in the space below 
NOTE: Reler m Scdion 4 for SCC three1 questrons. 

2.9.1 Operating stress level (* SMVS) 
- MAOP - 100% SMVS value 

2.9.2 Age of p~pe 
2.9.3 Coating type (Ie FEE vs. all omer) 
2 9 4 Age of pipe 

PiDdie Comtiane Review: 

2.10 Data or alogirthm changes required? (Describe chenges or explain why changes no1 raquned in specs below.) 

I I 
Cyclic Fatigue 
2 11 Does the SME agree with the mpy? 

I f  dlragree venfy data rnputr fw,tema 2 12 1 2 12 3 andloshfyrsasan for drragreeng wrth nrk model m Iha space below 

2 12 1 Crorslng Types (la Railroads. highways) 
2 12 2 Pressure Fluctuation 
2 12 3 External laadng condlbona 

SSCGP-IMP-0302 
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PiDeliie ComDliance Rwiew: 

2.13 Data o r  alogir thm changes  required? (Describe changes or explain why changes notrequrred m space below.) 

- - - - 

Available Wall 
2.14 D o e s  t h e  SME agree w i t h  t h e  m in imum avai lable wall? 

Ifdisagree, vew data inputs tor items 2 15.1-2 15 2 andjustiW reason for drrsgrssng with risk model m the space below. 
NOTE: A zero ava,lable wall rr not uncommon for olderprpe depending on mpy and most recent inprectbn date. Agreerng wrth this question 

FIE 
does not mean the SME ~ r e e s  that there is no physrcal pipe wall l e t  in the ground. 

2.15.1 Installation date 
2,152 Lart inspection or a6sessment wail thickness 

- ILI assessment - Pressure test assessment - UT measurement (applies onty to specific IocaUan tested) 

Pi~eline Com~llance Review: 

2 1 6  Data o r  alogir thm changes. required? (Describe chenges or explain why changes not required in space below J 

3 1 D o e s  the  SME agree w n h  POF S C O W ?  
If disagree, venfy data inputs tor !terns 3 2 1 3 2 . 5  end justfl reason for disagreeing with nsk model in the space below. 

3.2.1 Third-Party Damage history 
3.2.2 Age of Pipe 
3.2.3 Deph of Cover 
3.2.4 Facilty security 
3.2.5 Land use, consbudon activity, and XXX variables 

I I 
Pbeline Compliance Review: 

3.3 Data o r  alogir thm changes required? (Dsscnbe changes or explain why changes notrequ,red NI space below.) Bf i  

4.1 D o e s  Threat Screener ident i fy H igh  p H  SCC (Uor Near -Neutn l  SCC a s  a threat? 

4 2 D o e s  t h e  SME a g m  w l th  Threat Screencr? 
Itdlsagree, venw date lnputs for Items 4 3 1-4 3 6 andlushfy reason br drsagwmg wrth nsk mads1 m the space below 
NOTE Rehr to Sedan 2 for SCC mpy quesbons 

4.3.1 Known SCC indications or failures 
-Pipe Condition = SCC present -Pressure Test failure due to SCC - ILI or Vsual Inspection anomalies atkibuted to SCC 

43.2 Operating stre- level (* SMYS) 
- MAOP - (00% SMYS value 

4.3.3 Age of pipe 
4.3.4 Coating me (i.e. FBE vr. all other) 
4.3.5 Produd temperamre 
4.3.6 Disbance hom compersor station (i.e. greater than or less man 20 miles) 

4.4 Based  o n  SME review, i s  H i g h  p H  SCC a threat7 

4.5 B a s e d  o n  SME mview, i s  Near Neutral  SCC a threat? 

Pipeline Com~liance Rmew: 

4.6 Manua l  overr ide 01 Threat resul t  i n  0 6 E  database required? (If 'Yes: explan, m space below.) 

4.7 Data o r  alogir thm changes. required? (Dsscribe changer ar explain why changer not mquired in space below.) on 

SSCGP-IMP-0302 
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.. ,"" .-y"-"..".." " .7 .""  .", "-."- ...- "-.."". -" ..-.. ".." -......-w..-,, 

5.1 Does blast activity occur? 
( IHigh One or more times a year? 

n ~ e d w m  Less man once a year to once m ten years? 

=LOW. Lesr man ance in ten years7 

5.2 D m s  thn pipe traverse unstable aloper7 

High 

Medlum 

5.3 Is then  potential L r  soil liqudaciion 
H!gh probabilNq 

Modarele probatiliw 

Low probabilNq 

5.4 Does experience loading due to ice build-up7 
High Continuous ice loading? 

Moderate One day per year? 
Low Leas than one day per year? 

5.5 1s there pokntial lor  erosionlscour at fiver, creok, ditch, ravine crossings or other amas ol tne segment? 
High: for rivers 

Medrum. creek, dtch, ravine crossings 
Low. omcrs 

5.6 1s there potential for a flood even1 to remove soil from around the pipeline? 

=LOW 

5.7 Is the pipe located in sand, sill or  clay? 
other 

5.8 Is the Depth of Cover over the p i p  betmen 0 to 36 inches? o f 3  
5.9 Does the segment become exposed? ria 
5.10 Does the swment experience loads that were not intended in  design? 

~ L ' W  

- High 

- Medium 

Low - 
- None, they were infended in d e a n  

u-+ 
H,gh - -- 

- Medium 

- Low 

- None, they were intended in design 

5 11 Does the SME a g ~ e w ~ t h  Threat Screener and POF scores? 
If disagree, mnfy data rnputs for demr 5 13 f- 5 13 3 endlusfrfy reason for d!egmemng mth nsk model ro the space below 

112 1 Crcesmahes - ,. 
5.12 2 Weamer Faces variables 
5.12.3 Movement Faces variables 

- ExVerne Surface Loads 
- Earthquake Faun Zone 
-Subsidence Area 

Pirreiine Comoliance Review: 

5.13 Manual override of Threat result in Of3E database required? (If 'Yes: explain in space below) 

5.14 Data or alogirthm changer required? fhsscnbe changes or explain why changer not requaed in space below J 00 

SSCGP-IMP-0302 
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8.1 Does the SME agree with Threat Scmener? 
If disagree. wriw dafa Inputs for ifems 6.2. f b . 2 . 8  andjusfihr reason Ibr disagreeing urlh rkk model in the apass bsbw. 
ofhenrrsa, slnp lo quesfron 5.3 

6.2.1 la the pipe material and age correct? 
-Cast iron vs. steel -Pipe older ban 1952 

6.2.2 Is the seam type correct7 
6.2.3 la the girth -Id joint type mncct7 

- Couplinoe - Aceylsne girth welds 
6.2A 1s failure and incident hialoty correct? 

- Histoty 01 seam failure - Lamination, hard spot, or hard W - MFG defects found by ILI, DA, or visual inspection 
- hior  ta~lurs durn lo MFG dehd - History of low ternperatwe bntUe lsllure 

6.2.5 la the pipe material and age correct? 
-Cast iron VS. steel - b e  of pipeline (greater than or lesa than 50 years) 

6.2 6 Is the seam type conect7 
6.2.7 Is the gklh weld pint typa correct? 

-Couplings 
- Acylcnc girth weld* 

Stable Threats Yes NO . ~~~ .-.- 

8.3 Does the Thmat Screener identify Manufacturing (MFG) as a stable thmat? 
M 'no: skip to quesfron 5 6 

00 
8.4 Has the MAOP inueased since the last Subpart J pressure test7 nu 
8.5 Has the operating pressure ~ncreared above the MAOP above the highest operating pressure expmienced within 5 years p i o r 0  0 

to HCA identification ( fw any reason, including abnormal operation) since the last pressure test? 

Pi~eline Com~liance Rcview: 

8.6 Manual overrlde of Threat result i n  O a E  database required? (If 'yes: explain in space below) 

6.7 Data or alogidhrn changes required? (Dermbe changes or explain why chengcsnot requned in space below.) 

7 1 ~ o e s  the SME agree with Threat Screener? 
lfd,sagree wrrw data rnpufs foritems 6 2 l-5 2 6 andjusbw reason Ibrd,sagree,ng wlfh nsk model m the space below 
otheriise, skip fo question 6.3 

7 2.1 Pipe material and age 
-Cast iron vs. steel - Pipe older ban 1952 

7 2.2 Weld type 
7.2.3 Joint type 

-Couplings - Aceylene glM welds 
7.2.4 Bend mebod 
7.2.5 Consbudon variables 

-Welding prwedure used - Cons~uction inspection - Manutadurer inspection (pressure test. NOT, vioual) 
-Joint i~pecflon - Requred reinbrcement performed 

7.2.6 If winkle bends are presml, verify the (ollMng. I1 no writ-& bends, skip toned queshon. 
-Winkle bend max. temperalure - Nonatandardkinkle bend radius - Non-rbndardlminkle bend degree angle 

Stable Threats 
7.3 Does the Threat Scrsener identify Construction (CONS) as a stable threat? 

If 'no: skip to question 8 9  

7.4 Has me  MAoP increased since the last Subpart J pressure lest7 OD 
7.5 Has the operating pressure irweased above the MAOP or above h e  highest operating pressure experienced within 5 years prior 0 0 

to HCA Identification (for any reasm, including abnormal operation) since the last pressure test? 
If "ver'fo eifhsr~uotfion 6 4or 6.5, fhreafrs not stable 

7.6 Manual override of mrea t  result in  OaE database mquired? (If 'Yes: expla~n m space below.) 

7.7 Data o r  alogifthm changes required? (Describe changes or explain why changes n d  required m space below.) on 
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8.1 Does the SME agree with T h m t  Screener and POF scores? 
I t  disagree, vsnfy date inputs for dems 8 2 1-82 2 and justify reason tor disagmrng with rrsk model m the space bslow. 

8.21 Audit finding variable 
- Failure to bilow procedures - lnmvrect operating procedures 

8.2.2 lnadent age 
- Leak  or fallures amibuted lo incorrect operations 

Pineline Comliance Review: 

8.3 Manual override d Threat result in OaE database required? (If 'Yes: explain in space bslowJ 

8.4 Data or alogirthm changes requind? (Descnbe changes or explain why changesnotrequflred~n span, below J on  

9.1 Does the SME agree with Threat Screener? 
if disagree, verify data inputs fwifems 9.2 1-9 2.2 andjustrllr reason for drJegreerng wllh risk modslrn the space below. 

9.2.1 H4sbr)r of Probkms variables 
-Gasket - RegulatorlRelief Performance - SesllPacking 
-&Ring - Se$oint Drin 

9.2.2 IncidentAge 

I I 
Pi~eiine Comnliance Review. 

9.3 Manual ovenide d Threat result in O&E database required? (If "Yes: explain in space below) 

9.4 Data or  alogirthm changes required? (&scribe changes or explain why changer nofrequrred in wen, below.) 
o f 5  no 

10 1 Does the SME agrse with the HCA Priority?  NO: explatn below ) o f 5  

I I 
Pimeline Compliance Review: 

10.2 Were any changes made to HCA Priority? (Descnbe changes or explain why changes not required in spsce below ) 

Subject Matter Expelt 
Review by: Date: 

Pipeline Compliance 
Review by: Date: 
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THREAT IDENTIFICATION 
APPENDIX 0306 - THREAT SCREENING CRITERIA 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
The RAP Threat Screening tool identifies threats for each HCA (adjacent HCAs) based on criteria 
established by SSCGP in conjunction with American Innovations, the s o h a r e  developer. The 
IMP Steering Committee and Project Manager Pipeline Integrity Management appointed 
individuals to an Algorithm Team which was responsible for both the risk score algorithm and 
threat screening function. 

American Innovations provided documentation of the Threat Screening tool in the form of the 
flowcharts provided on the following pages. 

SSCGP Integrity Management Program 
Appendix 0306 - Threat Screening Criteria 

September 14,2007 Page 1 of 10 
Version 1 



CFR 192 113 
Ploe IS Cast lmn OR 

(PIDe IS Sreel Unknown or Null And 
Seam IS Lap Weld Hammer Weld 

Other, Unknown or Null Acerylene llnknowrt orNull 

ASME B31.8S A4 4, A4 7 

Yes 

DOT 49 CFR subpart J, i n  619 

192.937,lB 939. 

ib : :A',;t": -. rr___lb _ 
7810 South Shaffer Parkway Su~te 350 

MFG Threat Evaluation 
0 S O ~ R N  STAR 

CEIYTRASLUASP( UNE 



CONS Threat Stuble 

Cnnh Welds: 
Weld is ialnknown or No 7 

ASME 831.8S AS.4. 
-is No RT. Pre-1970 Inslnllation (No RU 

or Cotrplmgs. or Ilnknown7 

is Pre-I950 Eleclric Arc or 
Acefylene Weld 

Questionable Rslnlorecmentr 
IS No Rcmnfircernrnr~? 

Hmp Slrers Level> 

No 

CONS Thteat Stable 

-lnroecllonsNoR% Pre-1970 Inrlallotion (NoRTJ or Y e s ,  
Coup1;ngs. AUTImpcl;on, Pm 1970 Possdle RT. Other. 

Weld Mslhpd is Prr-I950 E/ectricArc. Pm-1970 
Eleclrtc Arc, T&C, Olhrr, Unknown, 

Acetylene or NulP 

-Yes CONS 'heat ScaMe 

ASME B31.8S A5.4. 
ASME B31.8 831.3, App. N. 

DOT 49 CFRSubpari J, 192.619. 

CONS 'lhreat Stable 

fb :": ::A',:./": 
L.h..-.w- 

7810 South Shafler Parkway, Suite 150 
Littleton, Colorado 80127 2 , . . - C E  ' &S P~PEUN~ 
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(eM4). 192.937 (b). 
Fsbncuion Welds 

ASME B31.BS A5.3, A5.4. 

ASME B31.S A5.3, A5.4. 

DOT 49 CFR 192.921, 
DOT 49 CPR 192.917 (0)(3), (cX4). 

192.937, 192.939. 

bstabilltyls Htgh7 OR 
Intended Dead Loads is Hrgh? OR Un~ntended Dead Loads isHtgh? 

OR Llve Loads is High? OR Unintended Live Loads IS 

Hfgh7 OR is High? OR Frost Heavc 
IS Htgh? OR Lghuxg IS High7 

B31.8SA5.2.AS.3.AS.5, OR&rsH~gh?OREroaon/scour~s 
CPR 192.917 (sM2). (e)(3) Hfgh? OR Flood Event 



DOT 49 CFR 192.917 (s)(2). (eN3), 
(e)(4), 192.931 (b). 

Wrinkle Bends, Buckler or Couphngr: 
-$No? 

Frost Hcaw OR 0 
rsMedum. Ilnhown orNul17 

ASME 831.8s A53.AS.4. 
noT 49 CFR 192.911 (c)(3). (en42 

~ i r H ; g h ? O R ~  
ASME S31.8S A5.2, A5.3.AS5, AS.8. 

Wnnkls Bends, Buckler or Couplings: 



AND Selsmlc Potent~al IS None or  low AND Blastlnp IS None or low7 

Frost De~th Dlff> 07 

W T  49 CFR 192.935 (Z), 192.937 (b). 

Unktown or Null7 OR Blastme Actlvlt]! IS Medlum Zlnknown or  Null? OR ASME BJ1.8S A9.4, A9.7. 
-1s Medium. Unknown or Null? OR Intended Dead Loads rs Medlum W T  49 CFR 192.937,192.939. 

Unknown orNuN7 OR Ynlntended Dead LQ& 1s Medlum Unknowrl or Null? OR 

L~auefact~on 1s Medrum, Uriknown orNull7 
OR Cross~n!a T v ~ e  1s Olher or  Unknown) OR 

Frost D e ~ t h  D~ff  1sNu1I or  /=07 

No 

ASME B31.8S A92, A9.3, A9.4, A9.5, A9.8. 
W T  49 CFR 192.935 (2). 192.937 (b). 

Frost Heave 1s Hrgh? 
OR Llnhtnln~ 1sHfgh7 OR 1sHrgh7 

OR Eros~onlswur 1s H1gh7 OR Flood Event 1sHfgh7 
OR Ea& 1s H1gh7 OR Selsmlc Pot& IS Hrgh? ASME B31.8S A9.4, A9.7. 

OR- ~ctlvltvsHfgh7 OR Slooe lnstab~l~& IS H~gh? Yes DOT 49 CFR 192.937,192.939. 
OR intended IS HI@? OR Un~ntended Dead Loads 1s H~gh?  OR 
Llve Lo& IS Hrgh? OR Yn~ntended Llve Loads IS Hrgh? OR L~auefact~on 1s H1gh7 

IS Mlnor Walemay Nw~golable Walemay 
or Wetlands 

Frmi Ikpih D~fl' 07 

ti# P": 5 :a',:/": 
...*L_. L1 

7810 South Shaflar Parkmay. Sulfa 150 
L~ttbton. COIOIU~O 801.27 

WOF-Threat Evaluation 
Rev~s~on Date 8/07/2007 cervra/u GAS PIPEUNC 

SOUTHERN STAR 










































































































