
Pipeline Safety- Final Rule
Safety of Gas Transmission Pipelines (RIN 1)



Brief History of Gas Rule

 Why was this rule updated needed?
 Major incidents that prompted rule making effort
 Post incident actions taken
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Before we get into the actual rule changes addressed by the amendment, I want to go over just a bit of the history that led to this rule making.



September 9, 2010 -PG&E incident at San 
Bruno, CA 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Our rulemaking agenda at PHMSA is largely driven by incidents – for which Congress may direct us to act, and the NTSB( National Transportation Safety Board)investigates and provides safety recommendations.

This Rule concludes an Effort that has spanned over a decade  stemming from the PG&E (Pacific Gas & Electric) incident at San Bruno, CA, in 2010.




PG&E incident at San Bruno, CA 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Green line is line 132 which ruptured in San Bruno after pressure was raised above normal operating pressure but did not exceed the listed MAOP of the pipeline.



PG&E incident at San Bruno, CA 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
8 people died
60 people were injured (10 seriously)
74 vehicles were destroyed or damaged
Over 300 people were evacuated

What happened?

Line was relocated in 1956 – NTSB determined PG&E had inadequate quality assurance and control.

Ultimately, this was caused because PG&E’s IM program failed to detect and repair or remove the defective pipe section.  PG&E did not know what pipe they had in the ground – its strength, its seam type, what pressure they should be operating at – did not understand the risks to the pipe or the threat it posed to the residents above and around the pipe, and therefore could not select the appropriate assessment tool and mitigative measures for the pipeline per IM.

On April 1, 2014, a Federal jury found PG&E guilty of knowingly and willingly violating 5 sections of PHMSA’s IM regulations and obstructing the NTSB investigation.
	Failure to 	gather and integrate existing data and information relevant to identifying potential threats
		identify and evaluate all potential threats to pipeline segment
		include all potential threats in a baseline IM assessment plan and choosing the appropriate assessment method
		prioritize high-risk pipeline segments for assessment when circumstances made manufacturing threats unstable
		prioritize LFERW pipe as high-risk for assessment when circumstances made manufacturing seam threats unstable





Post incident San Bruno, CA 
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 Jan 3 - Sept 26, 2011-NTSB issues recommendations 
to PHMSA, CPUC, PG&E, AGA, and INGAA. 

 August 25, 2011-PHMSA issues Gas ANPRM 

 January 3, 2012- Pipeline Safety Act of 2011 issued 
• Included several mandates correlating to PG&E 

investigation findings

Presenter
Presentation Notes
ANPRM  PHMSA Sought public comment on 15 topics / 122 questions.  Received 103 responses containing thousands of comments.

CPUC-California Public Utilities commission
AGA- American Gas Association
INGAA- Interstate Natural Gas Association of America
ANPRM- advanced notice of proposed rulemaking
PSA 2011 
Section 5 (e) – Allow extension (6 months) for a High Consequence Area (HCA) reassessment if operator submits sufficient justification
Section 5 (f) – Expand Integrity Management (IM) requirements or principles beyond HCAs
Section 23 (d)(1) –  requires the DOT secretary to issue regulations for testing to confirm the material strength of previously untested Gas Transmission (GT) pipelines; issue regulations requiring each owner or operator of a pipeline facility to conduct  records verification; Requires operators to report Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) exceedance when the allowable buildup is exceeded.
Section 29 –Operators Shall consider seismicity of the area when identifying and evaluating all potential pipeline threats




Dec.11, 2012 - Incident near Sissonville, WV
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 Columbia Gas Transmission
 20” natural gas transmission pipeline 



December 11, 2012 - Incident near Sissonville, 
WV
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Fire damage area along highway right of way was about 820 feet wide and nearly 1100 feet long 
     3 houses were destroyed, and several others were damaged. No fatalities or serious injuries.
NTSB determined cause to be external corrosion of pipe wall due to deteriorated coating and inadequate CP. 
Failure to detect corrosion due to pipe not being inspected or tested after 1988.



Post incident Sissonville WV

9

 March 5, 2014 - NTSB issues 4 recommendations

 April 8, 2016 - PHMSA issues Gas NPRM 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
NPRM issued and PHMSA received Approximately 300 responses containing thousands of comments

NTSB recommendation to PHMSA 
P-14-001 to PHMSA
Revise subpart O of part 192  to add principal arterial roadways to the list of “identified sites” that establish an HCA




Amdt No. 192-125

-
1
0
-

Amdt. 192-125

MAOP Reconfirmation, Expansion Assessment 
Requirements, and Other Related Amendments.

Published Date. 10/1/2019  
Effective Date     7-1-2020



Part 192 Major Areas Revised

 Verification of pipeline (§192.607)
 MAOP Reconfirmation (§192.624)
 Seismicity and Other IM clarifications (§192.917)
 6-Month Grace Period (§192.939)
 ILI Launcher and Receiver Safety (§192.750)
 Strengthening Requirements for Assessment Methods 

(§§192.150, 192.493, 192.921, 192.937, Appendix F)
 Assessments outside HCAs (§§192.3, 192.710)

1
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
There were also some reporting requirements that were changed in Part 191. specifically, 191.23 Reporting SRCs and 191.25 Filing SRC reports which addressed MAOP exceedance pipeline reporting requirements. For this presentation we are going to focus on PART 192 changes/updates.



Verification of Pipeline Material…

1
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 PHMSA added a new §192.607 
(a) Applicable to Onshore Steel Transmission pipelines
(b) Documentation of Material…

• Records must be Traceable, Verifiable & Complete (TVC)
• Records must be kept for life of the pipeline

(c) Verification of Material…
• Operators who do not have TVC records must develop 

and implement  procedures… 



Verification of Pipeline Material…
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…For conducting nondestructive and destructive tests to verify 
material properties…
• Need procedures for aboveground pipe and buried pipe

(d) Special requirements for nondestructive methods
• Lists three requirements for procedures developed in 

accordance with par (c)  for nondestructive methods
(e) Sampling Multiple Segments of pipe

• For a population of comparable segments of pipe without TVC 
records

• Operators may use a Sampling program…



Verification of Pipeline Material…

1
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• …in accordance with the five specific requirements listed 
under this paragraph

(f)  Components
• For mainline pipeline components other than pipe
• Must develop procedures for establishing & documenting 

ANSI rating or pressure rating (in accordance with 
ASME/ANSI B16.5)



Verification of Pipeline Material…

1
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(g) Uprating
• Cannot use properties determined by destructive or 

nondestructive testing to raise the Grade or specification 
of the material,  

• Unless the original grade is unknown and MAOP is 
Based on an assumed yield strength or 24,000 psi in 
accordance with §192.107(b)(2)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
For those operators who do not have TVC records and must do testing to establish/document the material properties under par (C)

The material properties determined from the destructive or nondestructive tests required by this section cannot be used to raise the grade or specification of the material, unless the original grade or specification is unknown and MAOP is based on an assumed yield strength of 24,000 psi in accordance with §192.107(b)(2).
§192.107 is Yield Strength (S) for Steel pipe.  This is where you find out how to determine the yield strength to be used in the design formula in §192.105. 
 




MAOP Reconfirmation

1
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 PHMSA added a new §192.624
(a) Applicability

• Operators of onshore steel pipelines Must reconfirm 
MAOP if either of the following conditions exist…
1. Do not have TVC records for establishing MAOP per 

§192.619 (a)(2) and pipeline is in an HCA or class 3 or 
4 location

2. MAOP was established per §192.619(c), and is 30% or 
more of SMYS and pipeline is in one of the following 
areas: HCA, MCA or class 3 or 4 location

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Traceable verifiable and complete records will be addressed in detail by Bryan Kichler in the MCA presentation.

MAOP established using 192.619 (a)(2)  is the pressure test method  §192.619 (c) is the highest operating pressure during the preceding 5-year period  method ( if operator used this method, they more than likely do not have a TVC test record)




MAOP Reconfirmation

1
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(b) Procedures and completion dates. Operators Of pipelines 
subject to this section had to have procedures developed and 
documented by July 1st, 2021.

• Complete all actions required on at least 50% of pipeline 
mileage  by July 3rd , 2028

• Must have all actions on 100% of pipeline mileage complete by 
July 2nd , 2035 or as soon as practicable but not to exceed 4 
years…

• Operators may petition for an extension of the completion 
deadline by up to one year, notification must be submitted in 
accordance with §192.18

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This new section of code was added to comply with the 2011 Pipeline safety Act 

Section 23 (d)(1) –  requires the DOT secretary to issue regulations for testing to confirm the material strength of previously untested Gas Transmission (GT) pipelines; issue regulations requiring each owner or operator of a pipeline facility to conduct  records verification; Requires operators to report Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) exceedance when the allowable buildup is exceeded.





MAOP Reconfirmation

1
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(c) Maximum allowable operating pressure 
determination. Operators must reconfirm using one of 
the following methods:

Method 1: Pressure test 
 Must verify material properties in accordance with 

§192.607
Method 2: Pressure Reduction.
 Highest actual operating pressure in previous 5 years 

from Oct 1, 2019
Method 3: Engineering Critical analysis (ECA)
 Conduct ECA in accordance with §192.632



MAOP Reconfirmation

1
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(c) Maximum allowable operating pressure 
determination. Operators must reconfirm using one of 
the following methods (cont’)

Method 4: Pipe replacement
 Replace pipe in accordance with this part

Method 5: Pressure reduction for Pipeline segments with 
small Potential impact radius(PIR)
 Specific instruction for establishing MAOP for pipelines 

with PIR of 150 feet or less
Method 6: Alternative Technology 
 Must notify PHMSA in advance in accordance with 

§192.18 if planning to use alternative technology



MAOP Reconfirmation

2
0

(d) Records
 Operator must retain records of investigations, tests, 

analyses, assessments, repairs, replacements, alterations, 
and other actions taken in accordance with the requirements 
of this section for the life of the pipeline.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Any records created as part of the operator's compliance efforts with this new section 192.624 have to be retained for the life of the pipeline.




MAOP Reconfirmation

2
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 PHMSA added a new §192.506
• This new section was added to codify the minimum 

standards for performing spike hydrostatic tests when 
operators are required to,   or elect to use this assessment 
method.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This new section of code was added to comply with the 2011 Pipeline safety Act 

Section 23 (d)(1) –  requires the DOT secretary to issue regulations for testing to confirm the material strength of previously untested Gas Transmission (GT) pipelines; issue regulations requiring each owner or operator of a pipeline facility to conduct  records verification; Requires operators to report Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) exceedance when the allowable buildup is exceeded.





Seismicity and other IM clarifications

2
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 PHMSA revised §192.917 (a)(3) & (e)(4) And added 
a new paragraph §192.917(e)(6)

• (a)(3) was revised to include seismicity of the area in 
evaluating the threat of outside force damage. 

• (e)(4)Additional requirements were added for the 
assessment of low frequency ERW pipe with seam failures

• (e)(6) was added to include specific IM requirements for 
addressing the threat of cracks and crack like defects.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Section 29 of the 2011 pipeline safety act requires operators to consider seismicity. Because addressing seismicity was only implicitly required previously by §192.917,  PHMSA added the changes to explicitly require operators to analyze seismicity.




6-Month Grace Period

2
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 PHMSA revised §192.939 
• (a) Pipelines operating at or above 30% SMYS…..

Operators may request a 6-month extension of the 7-
calendar- year reassessment interval if the operator submits 
written notice to OPS, in accordance with §192.18, with 
sufficient justification of the need for the extension.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Section 5 of 2011 PSA allow secretary of transportation to extend the 7 year IM assessment interval for an additional 6 months PHMSA added new language to par (a) to codify this.

https://www.windot.com/docs/federal/192ci/html/192CI/_192_18_how_to_notify_phmsa.htm


ILI Launcher and Receiver Safety

2
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 PHMSA added a new §192.750
• Any launcher or receiver used after July 1, 2021, must be 

equipped with a device capable of safely relieving 
pressure in the barrel before removal or opening of the 
launcher or receiver barrel closure or flange and insertion 
or removal of in-line inspection tools...

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The used after date is one year from effective date of the rule
The current regulations for hazardous liquid pipelines at 49 CFR part 195 have, since 1981, contained such safety requirements for scraper and sphere facilities (§ 195.426). 
However, the regulations for natural gas pipelines do not similarly require controls or instrumentation to protect against inadvertent breaches of system integrity due to the incorrect operation of launchers and receivers for ILI tools, scraper, and sphere facilities. 

Accordingly, this final rule Added § 192.750 to require a suitable means to 
relieve pressure in the barrel 
And either a means to indicate the pressure in the barrel or a means to prevent opening if pressure has not been relieved.



Strengthening Assessment Requirements

-
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 PHMSA added or revised §§192.150, 192.493, 
192.921, 192.937, and Appendix F
• Industry standards for ILI -§192.150 revised  & 192.493 

added
• Expand Assessment methods allowed for IM -§§192.921(a) 

and 192.937(c)
• Guided Wave Ultrasonic Testing- added Appendix F

Presenter
Presentation Notes
ILI standards,
Added language incorporating by reference NACE SP0102 at §192.150
Added a new §192.493 to require compliance with three consensus standards when conducting ILI 
API STD 1163-2013
NACE SP0102-2010
ANSI/ASNT ILI-PG-205(2010)

Expanding assessment methods
Following the PG&E incident, PHMSA determined that the baseline assessment methods should be clarified and strengthened to emphasize ILI use and pressure testing over direct assessment.§192.921(a) was revised and (i) was added
Guided wave Ultrasonic Testing-(previously considered Other technology) Appendix F added to Define criteria for GWUT. Any application of GWUT that does not conform to appendix F criteria  for GWUT will be considered “Other Technology” and OPS will require notification 90 days prior.





- 26 -

 PHMSA revised §192.3 Introducing a new 
definition for Moderate consequence Area(MCA)

 Added new §192.710 requiring operators to assess 
areas outside of HCAs
 Only applicable to Transmission pipelines operating at 

30% or more of SMYS and located in class 3 or 4 location 
or an MCA as defined in §192.3

Assessments Outside HCAs

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Before this rule added §192.710 there was no requirement for operators to assess pipelines outside of HCA areas. Sissonville WV 2012 incident was a corrosion failure that was on a pipeline that had not been inspected since before 1988 for example Had this pipeline been assessed the corrosion would have been detected and the incident could have been prevented.





- 27 -

 PHMSA revised §§191.23  & 191.25
• §191.23 Paragraph (a)(6) was revised, paragraph 

(a) (10) was Added, and paragraph (b)(4) was 
revised.

• §191.25 was revised to incorporate new filing 
requirements for the new SRC identified in 
§191.23 

MAOP Exceedance Reporting
Amdt. 191-26 & 192-125

Presenter
Presentation Notes
(For RIN 1 Amdt 192.125) so just know that Exceedance has been required as a Congressional mandate since 2011 (section 23 of 2011 pipeline safety act)but was not identified as an SRC.  There is an important distinction between old SRC reporting requirements and those associated with MAOP exceedance. This is required
191.23(a)(6) – distribution, gathering, ungsf or LNG
191.23(a)(10) NEW – Only Transmission lines regarding
 192.201(capacity of pressure relieving and limiting stations), 
192.620(e)(AMAOP - capacity of pressure relieving and limiting stations) and 
192.739 (Pressure limiting and regulating stations: Inspection and testing)

In § 191.23, paragraph (a)(6) is revised, paragraph (a)(10) is added, and paragraph (b)(4) is revised to read as follows:
Section 23 of the 2011 Pipeline Safety Act requires operators to report each exceedance of MAOP that exceeds the margin (build-up) allowed for operation of pressure-limiting or control devices. PHMSA is revising § 191.23 to codify this statutory requirement.
Prior to this rule an advisory bulletin was issued on Dec 21, 2012 ADB-2012-11 advising operators of their responsibility under section 23
191.25 had to be updated to include the new reporting requirements for (a) (10) 5 calendar days from date of exceedance.
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Steven W. Kirkland
PHMSA Training & Qualifications
Steven.Kirkland@dot.gov
405-423-1353

mailto:Steven.Kirkland@dot.gov

	Slide Number 1
	Brief History of Gas Rule
	�September 9, 2010 -PG&E incident at San Bruno, CA �
	�PG&E incident at San Bruno, CA �
	�PG&E incident at San Bruno, CA �
	�Post incident San Bruno, CA �
	Dec.11, 2012 - Incident near Sissonville, WV
	December 11, 2012 - Incident near Sissonville, WV
	Post incident Sissonville WV
	Amdt No. 192-125
	Part 192 Major Areas Revised
	Verification of Pipeline Material…
	Verification of Pipeline Material…
	Verification of Pipeline Material…
	Verification of Pipeline Material…
	MAOP Reconfirmation
	MAOP Reconfirmation
	MAOP Reconfirmation
	MAOP Reconfirmation
	MAOP Reconfirmation
	MAOP Reconfirmation
	Seismicity and other IM clarifications
	6-Month Grace Period
	ILI Launcher and Receiver Safety
	Strengthening Assessment Requirements
	Slide Number 26
	Slide Number 27
	Slide Number 28

