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3)

through the 811 program, correction of the location and subsequent renewals did not
trigger re-marking the pipeline.

Plains failed to follow its Pipeline Excavation/Ditching and Backfill Procedures
(PAALP-ENG-SPC-PRW-042 Section 6) to determine the depth of cover over its buried
pipeline and share the information with the excavator operator when marking the line
on September 5, 2014.

Plains Response:

4)

The referenced procedure (PAALP-ENG-SPC-PRW-042 Section 6) is written and
intended for new construction as well as bell hole type excavations, such as may be found
in pipeline inspection, repair or short replacements done as a maintenance function. This
procedure does not apply in the incident scenario, it was not new construction involving
existing piping, nor were there plans to excavate the pipeline or the necessity to conduct
a bell hole or pothole examination of the 127 pipeline since it was approximately 435 feet
from the construction area. The pipeline was located and marked at the direction of the
Plains District Manager per Plains’ Procedure P-105.442 (a) Pipeline Locating for
Permanent Line Marker and Temporary Marking Placement, and Locator Training. This
procedure provides the location for the contractor/excavator, and as long as the marks
are honored and properly regarded, this locating/marking procedure will provide
adequate protection for the pipeline. It is prevailing industry practice to refuse to make
available any depth information to the contractor/excavator. While the new electronic,
multi-frequency locating equipment provides quick and user-friendly locating, the depth
accuracy cannot be guaranteed. Therefore, industry practice has found that giving even
an approximate or unconfirmed depth to an excavator will cause the excavator to make
unwarranted assumptions and influence him to dig (unsafely) into the perceived
tolerance zone and thereby compromise the locate integrity. Therefore, Plains marked
the line as required, in good faith that the excavator would prudently honor the marks
and would not penetrate the surface with mechanical equipment as required by Texas
one-call law.

Plains failed to carry out its Written Damage Prevention Program (Plains
Operations and Maintenance Manual Appendix C Page 4) to provide for inspection
of the Mesa to Basin, 12” pipeline during the excavation activity that led to the
damage of the pipeline. Plains Engineering and Basin personnel were relying on a
contract construction inspector to observe and inspect the pipeline excavation
activities for the duration of the Sunrise Project (August — October 2014).

Response:

Plains’ Written Damage and Prevention Program (Plains Operation and
Maintenance Manual Appendix C Page 4) states that a “Company representative” must
be present at all times during any excavation within 10 feet of Company pipelines or
above ground facilities. Company representative is defined as a contract inspector as
long as said inspector is not an employee of the company performing the excavation, in
essence, a true third-party inspector representing Plains. The third-party inspector






