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LOWER FRANKFORD TOWNSHIP 
1205 £asy Road 

Carlisle, PA 17015 

(717)243-0855 
FAX (717) 258-4715 

e-mail: lowerfrankford@comcast.net

June 11, 2018

Wilmer Baker 
430 Run Road 
Carlisle, PA 17015

RE: Pipeline Questions

Mr. Baker:

Thank you for attending the Board of Supervisors meeting on Tuesday, June 5, 2018. 1 reached 
out to Sunoco Logistics. The plan is for them to send at least one representative to the next 
Board of Supervisors meeting that will be held on Tuesday, July 10, 2018 at 7PM. Ll^kedlhenT] 

rtblbnngcopies of the“ImporFanV Safety Message”~fly^sj

Resi :ctfully, /i/ j

Karen M. Heishman, secretary 
Lower Frankford Township

CC: Wilmer Baker 
Dave McGinnis 
Thomas Nelson

Exh/S/t j
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Sunoco Logistic
Sunoco Pipeline L.R

rator of the Inland and Harbor pipeline systems

24-Hour Emergency Number: 800-786-7440

Non-Emergency Number: 877-795-7271



You are receiving this brochure because Sunoco Pipeline L.P. operates a pipeline in your community.
Our underground pipelines provide a safe and efficient method of transporting a variety of products, 
including crude oil, gasoline, diesel fuel, kerosene, heating oil, jet fuel, butane, ethane, propane, and 
natural gas.

Petroleum Pipelines In Your Community

There are almost 200,000 miles of petroleum pipelines in the United States. According to the U.S. 
Department of Transportation. pipelines are the roost reliable and safest wav to ■transport the lame . »
volume of natural oas and petroleum used in the United States. Pipelines transport two-thirds of all 
the crude oil and refined products in the United States'. Pipelines are made of steel, covered with 
a protective coating and buried underground. Ihey are tested and maintained through the use of * 
cleaning devices, diagnostic tools, and cathodic protection. Since Americans consume over 700 
million gallons of petroleum products per day, pipelines are an essential component of our nation’s 
infrastructure.

' Keeping you safe

Maintaining safe pipeline operations is critical in all areas where we operate. In high 
population and environmentally sensitive areas known as High Consequence Areas, 
we perform additional inspections and analyses as part of our Integrity Management 
Program (IMP). Additional information on our IMP efforts is available on our website:
www.simocologistics.CQin.

Always call 811 before you dig

One easy phone call to 811 starts the process to have your underground pipelines and utility lines 
marked. When you call 811 from anywhere in the country, your call will be routed to your state One 
Call Center, who will contact underground facility owners in the area. So you can dig safely, Sunoco 
Pipeline personnel will contact you if one of our pipelines are in the area of the planned excavation. 
More information about 811 is at www.can811.com. -

How to know where pipelines are Jocated _

Most pipelines are underground, where they are more protected from the elements and minihwd 
interference with surface uses. Even so, pipeline rights-of-way are clearty identified by pipeline 
markers along pipeline routes that identify the approximate—NOT EXACT—location of the pipeline. 
Every pipeline marker contains information identifying the company Rpe^Manera 
that operates the pipeline, the product transported, and a phone 
number that should be called in the event of an emergency.
Markers do not indicate pipeline burial depth, which win 
vary. Markers are typically seen where a pipeline intersect a 
street, highway or railway. For any person to willfully deface, 
damage, remove, or destroy any pipeline marker is a federal crime.

Pipeline Marker—This marker is the most common. It contains Sunoco Pipeline information, type 
of product, and our emergency contact number. Size, shape and color may vary.

Aerial Marker— These skyward facing markers are used by patrol planes that monitor pipeline 
routes.

Casing VentMarker—This marker indicates that a pipeline (protected by a steel outer casing) 
passes beneath a nearby roadway, rail line or other crossing.

RtarahtflbekML
CaObctoioaiQB.

1

How would you recognize a pipeline leak?

While pipelines are the safest method of transporting the fuel and products we use every day, 
knowing how to'recognize a pipeline leak is important The following may indicate a pipeline leak:;

'/ Liquid pools, discolored or abnormally dry soi/vegetation, continuous bubbling inwet or
—rtooded areas, an oily sheen on water surfaces, and vaporous fogs or blowing dirt around a 

pipeline area can all be indicative of a pipeline leak. Dead or discolored plants in an otherwise 
healthy area of vegetation or frozen ground in warm weather are other possible signs.

• Sound: Volume can range from a quiet hissing to a loud roar depending on the size of the leak 
and pipeline system.

• Soie//;An unusual smell, petroleum odor, or gaseous odor will sometimes accompany pipeline '
leaks. ‘ :

What to do in the event a leak were to occur:

• Public safety and protecting the environment are toe top priorities.

• Tam off any equipment and eliminate any ignition sources without risking injury.

• Leave the area by foot immediately. Try to direct any other bystanders to leave the area. 
Attempt to stay upwind.

• From a safe location, call 911 or your local emergency response number and call the 24-hour 
emergency number for toe pipeline operator. Provide your name, phone number, a brief 
description and location of toe incident so a proper response can be initiated.

What not to do in the event a leak were to occur

• DO NOT cause any open flame or other potential source of ignition such as an electrical 
switch, vehicle ignition, light a match, etc. Do not start motor vehicles or electrical equipment. Do 
not ring doorbells to notify others of toe leak. Knock with your hand to avoid potential sparks from 
knockers.

NOT come into direct contact with any escaping liquids or gas.

• DO NOT drive into a leak or vapor cloud while leaving the area.

• DO NOT attempt to operate any pipeline valves yourseif. You may inadvertently route more 
product to the leak or cause a secondary incident.

• DO NOT attempt to extinguish a petroleum product fire. Wait for local firemen and other 
professionals trained to deal with such emergencies.

What to do in case of damaging/disturbing a pipeline

if you cause or witness even minor damage to a pipeline or its protective coating, please immediately 
notify toe pipeline company. Even a small disturbance to a pipeline may cause a future leak. A gouge, 
scrape, dent or crease is cause enough for toe company to inspect the damage and make repairs.

All damages to underground gas or hazardous liquid pipeline facilities are required by law to be 
reported to the operator. Excavators must notify the pipeline company immediately upon damaging a 
pipeline.



What is a right-of-way and can I build or dig on it?

Sunoco Pipeline works diligently to establish written agreements, or easements, with landowners 
o allow for ease of construction and maintenance when they cross private property. Rights-of-way 
ROW) are often recognizable as corridors that are clear of trees, buildings or other structures excerit 
or the pipeline markers. A ROW may not have markers clearly present and may only be indicated _ 
beared corridors of land, except where farmland or crops exist. County Clerk or Recorder of Deeds 
)ffices may also have records of the pipeline easements.

incroachments upon the pipeline right-of-way inhibit the pipeline operator's ability to reduce the • 
chance of third-party damage, provide right-of-way surveillance and perform routine maintenance 
jnd required federal/state inspections. In order to perform these critical activities, pipeline 
naintenance personnel must be able to easily and safely access the pipeline right-of-way, as well 
is areas on either side of the pipeline. Keeping trees, shrubs, buildings, fences, structures and any 
Dther encroachments well away from the pipeline ensures that the pipeline integrity and safety are 
naintained.

Before any excavation project on or near Sunoco Pipeline’s right-of-way, contact Sunoco Pipeline at 
377-795-7271.

How can you help?

A/hile incidents involving pipeline facilities are very rare, awareness of the location of the pipeline, 
he potential hazards, and what to do if a leak occurs can help to minimize the impact of a pipeline 
elease. A leading cause of pipeline incidents is unauthorized excavation near pipelines. Pipeline 
aerators are responsible for the safety and security of their respective pipelines. To help maintain the 
ntegrity of pipelines and their rights-of-way, it is essential that pipeline and facility neighbors protect 
igainst unauthorized excavations a other destructive activities. Here's what you can do to help:

• Become familiar with the pipelines and pipeline facilities in the area (marker 
signs, fence signs at gated entrances, etc).

• Record the operator name, contact information and any pipeline information
from nearby marker/facility signs and keep in a permanent location near the 
telephone. ^

» Be aware Of any unusual nr sitspirinus artivities nr unauthorized excavations taking 
plane within nr near the flipeHne right-of-way nr pipeline facility; report any^UCh 
activities to the pipeline operators and CALL 911.

Transmission Pipeline Mapping

Ihe U.S. Department of Transportation’s Office of Pipeline Safety has developed the National Pipeline 
tapping System (NPMS) to provide information about gas transmission and liquid transmission 
)perators and their pipelines. The NPMS website is searchable by zip code or by county and state, 
and can display a county map that is printable. For a list of pipeline operators with pipelines in your 
area and their contact information, go to www.npms.phmsa.dot.gov/.

. mm
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listed esta recibiendo este folleto porque Sunoco Pipeline L.P. opera una linea de tuberias en su comunidad. 

Nuestras tineas de tuberias subterraneas proveen un m&odo seguro y eficiente para el transporte de varios 

productos, incluyendo el petroteo crudo, la gasolina, el combustible diesel, queros6n, aceite para calefaccion, 

combustible para jets, butano, etano, propano y el gas natural.

Oleotf 'os en su comunidad

Existen mis de 200,000 millas de tineas de petrdleo en los Estados Unidds. De acuerdo al Deoartamento de 

Transporte rie EF LII, las Hneas tie tiiterfas snn el mflntto rate ttahtey sfiQiirn rtefniKflnrtarrijynn wntiimftn de

_aas natural v oetrOleo utilizado en los Estados Unidos. Los oteoductos transportan dos tercios de todo el petroteo 
d[udo y productos refinados en los Estados Unidos. Estan fabricados de acero, cubiertos con un revestimiento 

protector y enterados. Se someten a pruebas y se mantienen mediante el uso de aparatos de timpieza, herramientas 

(f diagnostico y protection catodica. Debido a que los estadounidenses consumen mas de 700 millones de galones 
de productos de petrtieo por dia, los oleoductos son un componente esencial de la infraestructura de nuestra 

ndcibn.

Manteniendo su seguridad

Mantener operaciones seguras de nuestros ductos es primorrfia) en todas tas areas 

donde operamos. Nosolros ejecutamos inspecciones y analisis adicionales como parte 

de nuestro Programa de ‘Manejo de Integridad (IMP)' en Areas de alta poblacidn y en 

, Areas ambientalmente sensibtes establecidas c6mo 'Areas de Altas Consecuencia. ‘ La 

information adicional sobre nuestros esfuerzos de IMP esta disponible en nuestro sido 

web: www.sunocologistics.com.

Siempre llame al 811 antes de excavar

Una tacil llamada al numero 811 da comienzo al proceso para que marquen sus lineas de tuberias subterrAneas y 

de senricios de utilidades. Cuando usted llama al 811 desde cualquier lugar del pais, su llamada serA transferida 

al Centro de One-Call (Una-Llamada) de su estado, quienes contactarAn a los duehos de esas facilidades en su 

area.Para que usted pueda excavar con seguridad, un representante de Sunoco Pipeline se contactara con usted si 

una de nuestras lineas de tuberias se encuentra en el Area donde se propone excavar. Usted puede encontrar mas 

information acerca del 811 en ei sido web www.call811.com.

Como puede usted saber donde se encuentian localizadas las lineas 

de tuberias

La mayotwi^ las lineas de tuberias se encuentran debajo de la tierra, donde estan mejor protegidas de los 

elementos y donde minimizan la interferentia con usos en la superficie. Aun asi, los derechos de paso de las lineas 

de tuberia estan claramente identificados con marcadores de lineas de tuberias a lo largo de la ruta de la linea de 
tuberia, los cuales identifican la ubicacion aproximada—NO EXACTA—de la linea de tuberia. Cada marcador de la 

linea de tuberia contiene informacidn que identifica la compafiia que opera 

la linea de tuberia, el producto transportado y un numero de telAfono al 

cual se debe llamar en caso de una emergencia. Los marcadores no 
iAdican la profundidad a la cual una linea de tuberia se encuentra 
emerrada, la cual puede variar. Los marcadores se pueden ver 
tfeiicamente donde una Ifnea de tuberia atraviesa una calle, autopista o 

, ferrocarril. Es un delito federal que una persona voluntariamente estropee, 

darie, quite o destruya un marcador de una linea de tuberia.

Marcador de Uneas de Tuberias—Este tipo de marcador es el mas comun. Contiene la informacidn de Sunoco 

Pipeline, tipo de producto y nuestro numero de contacto en caso de una emergencia. El tamano, forma y color 

pueden variar.

x Marcador Aereo—Estos marcadores colocados mirando hacia et citio son usados por los aviones de patrullas 

que monitorean las rutas de las lineas de tuberias.

Marcador de TUbos de Ventitacidn— Este marcador indica que una linea de tuberia (protegida por un 

revestimiento de acero) pasa pa debajo de una carretera, ferrocarril u otro cruce.

Mareate (to Linea de Tuberia 
/-v



J; ^Cdmo piiede usted reconocer una fuga en una Ifnea de tuberias?

Aun cuando bs oleoductos son el metodo m& seguro de transportar el combustible y los productos que 
isamos todos tos dias, saber reconocer una fuga en la tuberia es importante. Lo siguiente puede imfcar 

| ■ una fuga en la tuberia:

; • Vista: Charcos de.liquido, terrenoAfegetaci6n descolorida o anormalmente seca, burbuja) G joen;: t
dreas mojadas o inundadas, un brilio aceitoso en la stperfide del agua, niebla de vapor o tierra 

, volando en el aire pueden ser muestras de que ocurre una fuga en la linea de tuberia. Otras posibtes
indicacioes son la presenda de plantas descotoridas o muertes, o terreno congelado durante tempora- ^ 
dascaliente.

; • Sonfdo: El volumen del ruido puede ser desde un silbidb silendoso hasta un rugido fuerte, depend- ■
I endodeHamaftodelafugaydelsistemadelfneasdetuberias. & -

• • ••> . - .
1 o/dr; Un olor inusual, olpr a petrdleoounolorgaseoso puede a vecessdirde una fuga en una linea 
| fdetuberias., • ■. s. -l!

Lo que si debe hacer en el caso de que ocurriese una fuga:

:• Las prioridades prindpales son la seguridaddei publico y (a pratecddn del medio ambiente...

• Apague cualquier equipo y elimine cualquier fuente de encendido sin ponerse en riesgo a st mismo.

• Inmediatamente saiga del Area caminando. Irate de avisar a otras personas que se encuentren 
cerca para que se alejen del area. Interne mantenerse en contra del viento.

• Desde un lugar seguro, liame al911oa$u numero local de respuesta a emergencias y llame al
| numero de emergencias de 24-horas del operador de la linea de tuberlas. Provee su nombre, numero ;
1 de telefono, una breve descripcibn del inddente y la ubicacidn para as> pods' inidar una respuesta 

; apropiada.
i
1 Lo que no debe hacer en el caso de que ocurriese una fuga:

; • NO cause ninguna llama m use otras fuentes potendaies de encencfido tales como bs interruptores de 
electriddad, vehiculos de igniddn, fosforos, etc. No endenda ningun vehiculo de motor ni equipo 

i electrico. No toque ningun timbre de casa para notlficar a las personas acerca de la fuga. Golpee la 
j puerta con su mano para evltar crear chispas con la aldaba.
{ • iWsepongaencontactodrectoalgasoliquidocjueseesteescapando.

! • NO maneje hacia ninguna fuga o nube de vapor cuando este saliendo del area.

! • NO intente operar usted mismo ninguna valvula. Sin quererlo, usted podria dirigir mds producto hacia la . 
I fuga ocausarotro inddente. 1

j • NO intente extinguir un fuego de productos de petrdeo. Espere a que los bomberos locales y otros 
j profesionales entrenados manejen la emergence.

{ Lo que usted debe hacer en el caso que dahe/disturbe una linea de tuberia,

Si usted ocasiona o tiene conocimiento de algiin dano, por mas minimo que sea, a una linea de tuberia o' 
a el revestimiento protector de la tuberia, por favor notifique inmediatamente a la compahia de la linea de 
tuberia. Cualquier dano pequeno a una linea de tuberia, puede causar una fuga en el futuro. Un agujero, ara- 
nazo, dobladura o una arruga pueden ser una causa suftdente para que la compania tenga que inspeccionar 
el dark) y hacer reparadones.

: Esta requerido por la ley que todos los darns causados a tubenas subterraneas de gas o facilidades liquidas 
peligrosas sean reporteado a la compania que opera esas tuberlas. Los excavadores deben comunicarse 
con la compania de esas tubenas inmediatamente al causar daftos.

iQu6 es un derecho de peso y puedo yo construir o excavar en ellos?

Sunoco Pipeline trabaja diligentemente para establecer acuerdos escritos, o servidumbres con los duefbs 
de terreno para asi permitir y fadlitar el acceso de construcddn y mantenimiento cuando atravesamos esas 
propiedades phvadas. los derechos de paso usualmente se reconocen al ver caminos de terreno que estin 
libr i arboles, edifidos y de otras estructuras, con excepddn de los marcadores de lineas de tuberias.
Un uciecho de paso puede que no tenga marcadores claramente visibles y puede que solo sean evidentes 
al ver solo los caminos de terreno libres, con excepddn de granjas o tierras de cuttivo.

Las ofidnas del Secretario del Condado mantienen los registros de las servidumbres, los cuales son infor- 
madbn publica. Ocupando espado en los derechos de paso de las lineas de tuberia impiden la hadlidad 
del operador de la linea de tuberia de poder redudr los dahos por terceras personas, de proveer vigilanda 
en el derecho de paso y de hacer mantenimiento rutinario e inspecdones requeridas federalmente y 
estatalmente. Para poder ejecutar estas actividades criticas, el personal de mantenimiento de la linea de 
tuberia necesita poder tener acceso de una manera fAdl y segura al derecho de paso de la linea de tuberia, 
y a las Areas a cada lado de la linea de tuberia. Para poder conservar la integridad y seguridad en las lineas 
de tuberia, se debe mantener distanda entre los Arboles, arbustos, edifidos, cercas, estructuras y otros 
impediments y las lineas de tuberia.

Antes de cualquier proyecto de excavacion cerca de los derechos de paso de Sunoco Pipeline al 
877-795-7271.

iCdmo usted puede ayudar?

Aunque inddentes que implican facilidades de oleoductos son muy raros, el conodmiento de la ubicadAn 
de la tuberia, el potential de los peligros, y que hacer si una fuga ocurre puede ayudar a minimizar el 

. impact de una emistin de la tuberia. La causa principal de incidentes en las tuberias subterrAneas es 
excavadones sin autrizatidn. Los operadores de las lineas de tuberias son responsables por la seguridad 
de sus respectivas lineas de tuberias. Para poder conservar la integridad de las lineas de tuberias y de los 
derechos de paso, es esencial que los vednos cerca de las facilidades y de las lineas de tuberias protejan 
contra excavadones sin autrizadbn y contra actividades destructives. A continuadtii fistamos lo que usted 
puede hacer para ayudar:

• FamiOaricese con las lineas de tuberias y las facilidades de lineas de tuberias en el Area

aes de marcadores, seftales en las cercas de los lugares cercados, etc.).

a el nombre del operador o compania, informadAn de contacto y cualquier otra 
irrformaciAnde la linea de tuberia que seencuentran en las senates o marcadores cerca de 
usted y mantenga esa iniorniadon cerca de su telefono.

• Este al tanto de cualquier actividad Inusual o sosoechosa o de excavadones no autorizada
tomando lunar dentro o cerca del derecho-de-paso de la linea de tuberias o instaladdn de
linea de tuberias: informe cualouiera de estas actividades a los operadores de la linea de

. tuberias v LLAME AL 911.

Mapas de Lineas de Tuberia de Transmisidn

* La Oficina Estadourtidense del Departamento de Transporte de Seguridad de Lineas de Tuberia ha desar- 
roilado el Sistema National de Mapas de Lineas de Tuberia ('NPMS* por sus inidales en inglAs) para 

, propordonar information acerca de los operadores de lineas de tubena y de sus mismas lineas de tuberias.
El Sitto web de "NPMS' puede ser buscado en el internet usando el cCDIGO ........
POSTAL o el nombre del condado y estado, y en ei mismo sitio usted puede 
adquirir un mapa del condado, el cual puede serimprimido desde cualquier 
impresorapersonal. Para obtener una iista de los operadores con lineas de 
tuberias en su Area y su informaddn de ctimo contactados, visite la pAgina 
vmwjiDm&phmsa.doLaov/.



For more information regarding pipeline safety and an overview of the pipeline industry 
please visit the following websites:
Pipeline Resources and Information

• 811 -www.call811.com
• Pipeline 101 - www.pipeJine101.coni
• Association of Oil Pipe Lines (AOPL) - www.aopl.org '

• American Petroleum Institute (API) • www.api.org
• Common Ground Alliance (CGA) - www.commongroundalltence,com
Gowemment/Regulatory Agencies

• Pipeline Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) - phnisa.dot.gov
• Department of Transportation (DOT) • www.dot.gov

To leam more about Sunoco Pipeline L.P., or to take our survey, visit our website at: www.sunocologistics.com 

Sunoco Pipeline LP. operates the Inland and Harbor pipeline systems.

PRODUCTS THAT MAY BE TRANSPORTED IN YOUR AREA
PRODUCT LEAK TYPE VAPORS

HIGHLY VOLATILE LIQUIDS (SUCH
AS: BUTANE. PROPANE, ETHANE.
E/P MIXJ. ONLV IN GLOUCESTER 
COUNTY, NJ: NATURAL GAS

Gas

r.
Initially heavier than air. spread along ground and may 
travel to source of ignition and flash bade. Product is 
colorless, tasteless and odorless.

T _ - * i
NEALTN

May be IgnitRl by twat. iparks,-bf flames and may form combustible^mixtUre With air. Vapors 
/nay cause dijainess or’asphyxlation and be'ttwfc if inhaled at hlgh concehtratlom. Contact wfth 
r»Kor(i{quefiedgimayM^b^r^^vMli^uryand^fro^Ujlte; : ;

HAZARDOUS LIQUIDS [SUCH AS: 
CRUDE OIL DIESEL FUEL. JET FUEL, 
GASOLINE. AND OTHER RERNED 
PRODUCTS]

Liquid

Initially heavier than air and spread along ground and 
collect in tow or confined areas Vapors may travel to 
source of ignition and flash back. Explosion hazards 
indoors outdoors or in sewers.

! -

HAZARDS

Inhalation or contact with material mayfirHtatedrEuml^iri aixleyes.TWmay produce i
irritating, corrosive and/or tongues..Vapors may cause.^ztneaor suffocMIbn. Runoff from’ ;| 
firecontroljw.dlluttdn.waterimavSuse-bdllufion.'' •• r>„

LOS PRODUCTOS QUE TRANSPORTAMOS ENSUAREA
PRODUCTO TtPO DE FUGA_. VAPORES

UQUDOS ALTAMENTE VOlAniES [TALES COMO: 
BUTANO. PROMNO. ETANO. E/T MX). SOLO EN 
GLOUCESTER COUNTY, Nh GAS NATURAL

Gas

inicialmente cnis pesado que el aire. se prooaga en 
el suelo y puede viapr hasta fuentes dt encendido y 
OtMiongr retroeww de Hama*. Elpro^xtonotiene 
color, tabor ni dor.

(sbesgos'a"la 

V'ssttro i| 1 rfiiarjna^mezcia^mflamaU* ah'el alieT Uk m pores
aeptradonet«Kas. B ccmtaTTo con el gmo toa eTgat 
iladdn..-^ '------- .--.‘i

UQtlDOS PEUGROSOS
(TALES COMO: PETROLIC CRUDO. COMBUSR81E 
DCSEL COMBUSTtBLE PARA JETS. GASOLMA Y 
OTROS PRODUCTOS REfINADOS)

Liquido

Inicialmente mis petado que el aire y se propaga en 
•Isuebyte acumulaen Areas bajasotonrmadas. lot 
vapores pueden viajar hasta luentes de encendido 
y ocationar retroceiot da llamas, lot peligra 
de explotidn ocurren adentro, afuaca o en lot 
akantarillados.

■aBOOSAlA
SAUK)

l« inhelacMri o>l contahd'con el mMtfrM pueden irrttar 0 quemar la piely.lm ojo*-' El fuegs pwde mluclf gate*
britantas'coirdsWwjrtiidcw. Cos v^xwn pu«Wn cautar ma«os o totoMcWn/La «corrtna« qua proven* dti ,1 
axttrWddfueoo odlelas aouaidar&LuodnouedccataarcontaatnaddrL t ♦

24-Hour Emergency Number: 800-786-7440

Sunoco Logistics
Sunoco PipcUn* L.P.

Non-Emergency Number 877-795-7271 
Website: www.sunocologistics.com

7 ft All



ail:: INBOX.Exposed pipeline farm: Sunoco logistics exposed Mariner I pipeline i^/11/10, o:oy hm

Pate: Wed, 24 May 2017 14:28:44 +0000 [05/24/2017 10:28:44 am est]
From: Woods, Ian (PHMSA) <ian.woods@dot.gov>_____________ ,

kvanfleet@pa.net <kvanfleet@pa.net>_____________________
^Pec: lynda@pscoalition.org <lynda@pscoalition.org>, Gentile, Karen (PHMSA) <karen.gentile@dot.gov>

object: Sunoco logistics exposed Mariner I pipeline 

Hi Kim,

This is the latest information that I have received from Sunoco Logistics regarding their actions in responding to 
the exposed pipeline;

"Sunoco Pipeline's Engineering Group has been working with Er-Con Technologies to develop an engineering 
solution to address this erosion-exposed location.

Background investigation work is completed and a final engineering design is expected soon.

An environmental evaluation of the area is underway.

After conclusion of the environmental evaluation, the PA DEP permitting can begin.

General Timing for the overall project is as follows:

17 -■ Complete Engineering Design / Complete Environmental Evaluation / Submit PA DEP Permit 
ication(s) needed to allow work

3Q2017 to 4Q2017 - Timing for progress and installation is uncertain due to timing for PA DEP Permits needed.

Once PA DEP permits are obtained we can begin work.

4Q2017 - Sunoco estimates this project should be completed sometime in 4Q2017 or sooner if PA DEP Permits 
come sooner/'

It appears that they do have a plan in place and are working towards a remedy for the exposed pipeline. 
Unfortunately, due to the location of the exposure, the operator requires specific permits from the state before 
they start digging, excavating etc. I understand that this can be quite frustrating, as far as safety concerns and 
timeliness of operator response, but I see this quite frequently, especially where environmental issues are in 
question. I did have additional questions for the operator though that are still being addressed and when I hear 
back from them, I will forward the answers to you. Thank you for your time and your patience as it is greatly 
appreciated. Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have any other questions or concerns.

Regards,

Ian

Uor/./webmail.pa. net/imp/message.php?actionlD=print_message&mailbox=INBOX.Exposed%20pipeline%20farm&index=18&uniq=1544579939037 Page 1 of 2

f



^G-9\rr>'e,a^” ^ ^
il 2016 r °

P^Q 0 lu>\ ^ 

Qonf\ t’sVjfc^N*A v^OvS-

January 2017 the company had someone put the snow fence and red warning tape around this during 

late fall of 2016





June 2018: When I took this photo in June the growth was too thick to get a close photo. Words on 

the yellow sign states "Danger Exposed Pipe" To date this pipe is still exposed.



May 2017
Various sections of coated and bare 16' and 20" inch pipeline laying in field at 1705 McClures Gap Rd. Carlisle, PA 

before installation. ______
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Certificate of Completion

Awarded to:

p'^Pbe
tejcwdlra
Ua'*« ..".'U * ik

r^WvVk<'*

STEVE ARMOLD

for attendance of the following program:

Pipeline Emergency Response & Awareness for Excavator 
Operations

Attended: September 24, 2014 Chambersburg, PA

wradigrin
Steve Roberts
Director of Corporate Training
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Pipelines in YouS 
Community

Lineas de Tuberias en su Comunidad

www.buckeye.com

For More Information/Para Mas Informacidn

1-866-432*4960
Toll Free/Peaje Libremente

AM

Tcf yr*'s Hi ^



Call ore You Dig

We need your help in preventing pipeline emergencies. If your company does 
excavation work, or if you are a homeowner or farmer and dig on your 
property, you must call your local One Call System prior to 
beginning your excavation. Statistics show that damage from 
excavation-related activities, particularly from equipment 
digging into pipelines, is a leading cause of pipeline 
accidents. Without proper coordination, excavation 
activities near underground pipelines can result in 
dangerous conditions. Calling before you dig is now 
easier than ever before - as simple as calling 8-1-1. Know whafs
Always remember to MB foofora vm «35®.

“Call 811 before you dig!”

Signs of a pipeline release

While pipelines are the safest method of transporting the fuel we rely on every 
day, and pipeline releases are rare, here is how to recognize a pipeline leak:

A pool of liquid or discolored vegetation on the ground near 
a pipeline, a rainbow sheen on water, a dense white cloud or 
fog over a pipeline, or blowing dirt, grass or leaves near a 
pipeline.

An unusual noise coming from the pipeline, such as a hissing 
or roaring sound.

An unusual petroleum, chemical or natural gas smell.

What to do if a leak occurs

■ Leave the area immediately and stay upwind.

■ Warn others to stay away.

# ■ Do not touch, breathe, or make contact with leaking liquids.

■ Do not light a match, start an engine, use a telephone, operate on/off 

switches, or do anything that may create a spark.

■ From a safe location, call 9-1-1 or your local emergency response number 

and the pipeline company. Provide your name, phone number, a 

description of the leak, and its location.

■ Do not drive or enter into a leak or vapor cloud area.

v' Sight-

Sound- 

Smell-

Pipeline Markers
The U.S. Department of Transportation requires the use of pipeline markers to 
indicate the presence of pipelines. Markers indicate the general location of 
pipelines, and not their exact location. Markers are located at road, railroad, 
and navigable waterway crossings. Markers are also posted along the pipeline 
right-of-way. It Is a federal crime to damage or remove a pipeline marker.

Pipeline markers display:
■ The material transported in the pipeline
■ The name of the pipeline operator
■ A telephone number where the pipeline operator can be reached in the 

event of an emergency

Pipeline Right-Of-Way

A pipeline right-of-way, or easement, is a written agreement that provides 
certain rights within a strip of the owner’s land to the pipeline company. This 
includes, but is not limited to. installation, operation, maintenance, inspection, 
and repair or replacement of pipeline facilities. The agreement also provides 
for reasonable access to our right-of-way across the owner’s land.
Buckeye does not allow certain activities within our right-of way such as 
unauthorized excavation, the placement of buildings or structures, the planting 
of trees or large shrubs and other types of activities which could damage or 
prevent access to our pipeline facilities. Public Safety is Buckeye’s highest 
priority. For additional information on our pipeline safety actions and for 
permissible safe uses and activities within our rights-of-way, please visit our 
website, www.buckeve.com (Pipeline Awareness tab).

IN CASE OF A PIPELINE EMERGENCY CALL:

1-800-331-411l§
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Sunoco a no-show in Lower Frankford as contamination complaints, safety concerns pile up | The Sentinel: News | cumberlink.com
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Sunoco a no-show in Lower Frankford as contamination 
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10/9/2018 Sunoco a no-show in Lower Frankford as contamination complaints, safety concerns pile up | The Sentinel: News | cumberlink.com
• *

Vern Leath inspects his property where Sunoco Pipeline LP placed a pipeline in Lower Frankford Township.

Sunoco Pipeline LP officials did not show up as promised to a public meeting Tuesday 

night with the Lower Frankford Township supervisors, leaving roughly 20 residents of 

the rural municipality concerned that their safety questions about the Mariner East 

pipelines would not be addressed.

‘They called us about an hour ago and said they won’t be coming, so we won’t be 

discussing the pipeline tonight,” Supervisor James Burkholder said during the meeting.

The township will attempt to schedule Sunoco officials to attend another meeting, 

Burkholder said, ideally when the township’s attorney is available to discuss the 

municipality’s control over the pipeline process, which is limited.

<j

At Tuesday’s meeting, the township also approved an invoice from Brehm-Lebo 

Engineering for inspections along the pipeline construction routes, a process that will 

help determine how much the township gets reimbursed for damage to its roads.

“Beyond that, the process is pretty much all in the hands of the DEP [Pennsylvania 

Department Environmental Protection],” Burkholder said.

The Mariner East 2 pipeline will carry liquefied gas, hydrofracked from shale 

Wrrmations in western Pennsylvania, to the Marcus Hook Industrial Complex near 
Philadelphia for processing.



10/9/2018 Sunoco a no-show in Lower Frankford as contamination complaints, safety concerns pile up | The Sentinel: News | cumberlink.com

Throughout most of Cumberland County, Mariner East 2 is being built alongside 

Mariner East 1, a line that was installed in 1931 to carry oil, but was recently re

-purposed to transport higher-pressure liquefied gases.

Limited information

According to Lower Frankford residents, communications from Sunoco have provided 

limited safety information about either pipeline, with communications focusing on 

marketing the economic benefits of the pipeline.

This appears to be a significant departure from previous communications, resident 

Wilmer Baker said.

Baker provided a safety pamphlet from Sunoco he said he received years earlier when 

he moved into his property. The pamphlet gives dire warnings about what to do if you 

suspect a pipeline leak near your home, including not starting your car, or even using a 

door knocker, for fear of sparks.

®*I have a wood stove that runs 24 hours a day,” Baker said. “What am 1 supposed to do 

' . if this thing gives out? They’re cranking up the pressure on an iron line from the 1930s, 

but all we get now is the propaganda, no new safety information.”

The state’s Public Utility Commission and administrative law judge appear to agree with 

Baker.

In March, the administrative court shut down Mariner East 1 flow after Mariner East 2 

construction in Chester County caused massive sinkholes that exposed the original 

Mariner East 1 line.

The court allowed the pipeline to resume operation on May 3, but shut it down again 

three weeks later over safety concerns similar to those voiced by Lower Frankford 

residents on Tuesday night. As of June 14, Sunoco is again allowed to operate the 

pipeline
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In the May 21 shutdown order, Administrative Judge Elizabeth Barnes found that 

“Sunoco has made deliberate managerial decisions to proceed in what appears to be a 

^•ushed manner in an apparent prioritization of profit over the best engineering practices 

q available in our time that might best ensure public safety.”

In the past year, Mariner East 1 has experienced three leaks, all of which Sunoco failed 

to identify and report. In one instance it took Sunoco officials 90 minutes to close off 

Mariner I after being informed of a leak in Berks County that resulted in a 1,000-gallon 

spill of liquefied gas, Barnes said.

.In reference to Mariner East 1 being strong enough for conversion from low-pressure oil 

to high-pressure liquefied gas, Barnes found that “there is insufficient evidence to show 

whether the pipe has been properly tested for repurposing.”

1931 line

Sunoco has submitted no reports that would indicate the line, built in 1931, would be 

^ble to accommodate high-pressure loads of shale gas liquids, known as highly volatile 

liquids, according to the shutdown order.

“I question whether the [Mariner I] pipe meets today’s engineering standards to hold the 

HVLs of ethane, butane and methane gases, especially so close to dwellings,” Barnes 

wrote.

She also found that “there is a substantial issue regarding whether Sunoco has 

adequately created and trained its personnel and first responders of townships along its 

route regarding proper emergency response and evacuation procedures.”

That would seem to be the case in Lower Frankford. Burkholder said the township 

superv isors have had “no direct report” from Sunoco, beyond pamphlets the company 

gave them to hand out to residents.^i

AThe company’s June newsletter contains no concrete emergency response information,

S at it does devote considerable space to complaining about the Mariner East 1 shutdown 

decision, calling Barnes’ ruling “a significant departure from the law and the due
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process procedures that the PUC follows.”

0

^The newsletter even contains a graphic of sizzling steaks with the tagline “restarting 

Mariner East l will make cookouts more affordable” due to lower energy transport 

costs.

“They send us all this stuff about energy prices, but they still can’t tell the township 

what we’re supposed to do when this thing blows up,” Baker said, referencing the 

explosion of the Columbia Gas Transmission line in West Virginia last month.

“Remember, that line was brand new, not 80 years old,” Baker said.

In response to the shutdowns, Sunoco has submitted exhibits to the PUC detailing safety 

measures. These include safety literature similar to that which Baker had received in the 

past, and details of training sessions for local emergency responders.

If Lower Frankford officials or residents feel Sunoco isn’t actually carrying through on 

those plans, they can take action through the PUC, PUC spokesman Nils Hagen- 
^rederiksen said.

C'
“There are state and federal requirements for [Sunoco] to have outreach campaigns and 

interaction with emergency responders,” Hagen-Frederiksen said. “If people don’t feel 

they’re getting the necessary information or interaction from Sunoco, we encourage 

them to raise that issue with the PUC.”

t

Remediation
---
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Other Lower Frankford residents voiced concern with ongoing environmental 

remediation and access issues.

^Vem Leach said that Sunoco had cut his fences to run Mariner East 2 under his farm, 

and now wants to put in gates so that workers can access the line in the future, even 

though the company doesn’t have right-of-way.

Drilling fluid and mud has leaked to the surface of the wetlands surrounding Locust 

Creek, which abuts Leach’s property, leaving a hardened layer of silt under the marshes, 

he said.

“They cut our fences, so we can’t use it for pasture, and they destroyed the wetlands,” 

Leach said. “It’s as hard as a rock just below the surface.”

Two incidents involving Locust Creek and its associated wetlands, referred to by the 

state as Wetlands J35, are cited in the April 27 “consent assessment” between Sunoco 

and the DEP, which fines Sunoco $355,622 for dozens of instances of “inadvertent 

Return” during the construction of Mariner East 2.

.“Inadvertent return” is an industry term for incidents in which underground drilling fluid 

and mud escape the drilling path and cause contamination, either by entering 

underground aquifers or soil voids, or by flowing up to the surface.

Locust Creek and Wetland J35 experienced a 500-gallon inadvertent return on Sept. 27, 

2017, and another 100-gallon incident on Feb. 27, 2018, according to the consent 

assessment.

DEP records show 31 incidents of inadvertent return in Cumberland County since April 

2017, with problems still ongoing.

The most recent violation was issued this week — July 9 — in which the DEP and 

county conservation district documented a one-gallon inadvertent return in Wetland 132 

along LeTort Spring Run in Middlesex Township.
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M$ny of the inadvertent returns are of small volumes. But one stands out, an incident 

between May 6, 2017, and May 19, 2017, in which 170,000 gallons of inadvertent 

^return flowed into Wetlands 130 and 132.

f One Cumberland County incident was also cited in the DEP’s $12.6 million penalty 

assessment against Sunoco in February.

That incident did not involve inadvertent returns. On Dec. 18, 2017, county officials 

discovered that Sunoco officials were conducting directional drilling near North Locust 

’.Point Road in Silver Spring Township even though Sunoco officials were told to install 

.pipe using open trench cuts and had not obtained permits for horizontal drilling at that 

site.

But with the sheer volume of violations and fines piling up, local residents have 

expressed doubt that the state has the tools to force Sunoco to stop acting recklessly, let 

alone fix the damage.

WThey make a big deal out of a $12 million fine, but that’s a drop in the bucket for a 
^company like Sunoco,” Leach said. “They have no incentive to stop doing what they’re 
^doing.”

Sunoco did not return requests for comment.

Email Zack at zhoopes@cumberlink.com.

MORE INFORMATION



LOWER FRANKFORD TOWNSHIP
1205 Easy Road 

Carlisle, PA 17015 
(717) 243-0855 

FAX (717) 258-4715
e-mail: lowerfrankfordft'comcast.net

To Whom it May Concern:

c ^ December 10, 2018

The Board of Supervisors of Lower Frankford Township invited Sunoco Pipeline to its regularly 
scheduled meeting on Tuesday, July 10, 2018 at 7PM to discuss pipeline safety. Mr. Wilmer 
Baker and other concerned residents planned to attend the meeting to ask questions about 
personal safety.

Sunoco Pipeline backed out of the meeting at the last moment.

The very next day Sunoco Pipeline offered to train the Board of Supervisors on pipeline safety. 
The Board declined this invitation. It is of the opinion of the Board that first responders should 
be the ones that are trained.

Respectfully,

fames W. Burkholder, Jr., Chairman 
Board of Superv isors 
Lower Frankford Township
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The Cumberland County Commissioners are throwing their weight into an effort to get 

Sunoco officials to hold a public meeting in the county regarding therMaryier East 

pipeline projects, following the abrupt cancellation of an appearance in Lower 

Frankford Township last month.
(•

The county commissioners sent a letter on Monday to Sunoco, formally requesting a 

session.

“We were disappointed to learn that your company recently cancelled, apparently at the 

last minute, its expected attendance at a July 10 meeting of the Lower Frankford 

Township Board of Supervisors that was intended to address questions and safety 

concerns posed by Lower Frankford Township residents,” the commissioners wrote.

“In light of that unfortunate occurrence, we hope you and Sunoco LP officials will now 

accept our invitation to attend a meeting hosted by the county to address citizen 

concerns,” the commissioners continued.

The county’s request comes after Sunoco bowed out of a July 10 township supervisors 

meeting in Lower Frankford, apparently notifying the supervisors only an hour before 

the meeting that company representatives did not plan to show up.

Residents had gathered to voice their concerns regarding the Mariner East pipelines, 

which run through Lower Frankford as well as several other municipalities in 

Cumberland County.

https://cumber1ink.com/news/local/cumberland-county-commissioners-push-for-meeting-with-sunoco/article_05622556-ec4f-57da-8fda-4567f210a9c9.... 2/5
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energy Transfer Partners — the company under whose banner Sunoco Logistics is 

operating — is constructing the Mariner East 2 pipeline roughly along the same route as 

the existing Mariner East 1, which was completed in 1931. The lines carry liquefied 

gases, hydrofracked from shale formations in Western Pennsylvania, to the Marcus 

Hook Industrial Complex near Philadelphia for processing.

Several Lower Frankford landowners have been vocal in their concerns over the 

environmental impact of Mariner East 2 construction, as well as safety issues regarding 

Mariner East 1.

As documented by The Sentinel last month, escaped drilling fluid and debris have 

turned wetlands and pasture “hard as a rock” with silt and shale fragments, according to 

Lower Frankford farmer Vem Leach.

https://cumber1ink.comynews/local/cumber1and-county-commissioners-push-for-meeting-with-sunoco/article_05622556-ec4f-57da-8fda-4567f210a9c9....
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This is the effect of frequent “inadvertent returns,” .an industry term for incidents in 

which underground drilling fluid and mud escape the drilling path and cause 

contamination, either by entering underground aquifers or soil voids, or by flowing up 

the surface.

Records from the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection show 33 

incidents of inadvertent return in Cumberland County having occurred since April 2017 

in conjunction with Sunoco’s Mariner East 2 construction.

Problems are still occurring as recently as two weeks ago, with a 5- to 10-gallon release 

of drilling fluids in Middlesex Township listed by the DEP on Aug. 3.

Middlesex has also seen one of the largest inadvertent returns in the state, according to 

DEP records - a leak of 170,000 gallons of drilling fluid into Wetlands 130 and 132 

along LeTort Spring Run between May 6 and May 19, 2017.

Residents have also voiced concerns over the re-purposing of Mariner East 1.

Originally built to carry oil, Mariner East 1 has been converted to carry shale gas liquids 

at much higher pressure. The line was shut down for two periods of time earlier this 

year after complaints were lobbied through the Pennsylvania Public Utility 

Commission.

j(n those cases, the administrative law judge found that Sunoco had provided insufficient 

evidence that the 1931 line could handle high-pressure liquefied gases. Three leaks 

along Mariner East 1 ’s length had occurred in the past year, the judge found, with

https://cumberlink.com/news/local/cumber1and-county-commissioners-push-for-meeting-with-suncxx)/article_05622556-ec4f-57da-8fda-4567f210a9c9 .... 4/5



10/9/2018 Cumberland County Commissioners push for meeting with Sunoco | The Sentinel: News | cumber1ink.com

Sunoco apparently not noticing one leak and taking 90 minutes to close it off after they 

were notified, resulting in a 1,000-gallon chemical spill.

Email Zack at zhoopes@cumberlink.com.

Zack Hoopes
Reporter

Reporter for The Sentinel.

https://cumberlink.com/news/local/cumberland-county-commissioners-push-for-meeting-with-sunoco/article_05622556-ec4f-57da-8fda-4567f210a9c9.... 5/5
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Commissioner 
One Courthouse Square

Jim Hertzier

SUNOCO PIPELINE
An ENERGY TKANSFEK Can^t^

Carlisle, PA 17013

August 24, 2018

Cumberland County Board of Commissioners 
One Courthouse Square

Office (717) 24CP6150
Mobile (717) 991-7985

jhertzJer^Vxpa.net
www.crpa.net

Room 200 
Carlisle, PA 17013

Dear Cumberland County Board ohCommissioners,

1 received your August 13,2018, letter to Matt Ramsey, which was forwarded to me. I look forward to the 
opportunity to continue our communications with the Lower Frankford Township Board of Supervisors and 
your first responder organizations about the Mariner East project as we have been doing since 2014.

An integral part of this communications is the "Mariner Emergency Response Outreach (MERO)” training 
program that was launched in 2014 to ensure that first responders along the Mariner East corridor were 
trained on pipeline safety and the characteristics specific to transporting natural gas liquids. Since that time,

TOSS

To that end, we offered on multiple occasions to schedule additional meetings and trainings for 
representatives from Lower Frankford Township to further ensure your local emergency preparedness 
organizations are equipped with the knowledge and training to safeguard the community. That offer still 
stands today.

Additionally, we invite you and members from the Cumberland County first responder community to attend 
the upcoming Paradigm Core-Ex Emergency Response Training to be held at the Harrisburg Best Western at 
800 E. Park Drive at 5:30pm on Wednesday September 12,2018.

At Sunoco Pipeline, safety is our top priority at all times and that begins with our rigorous integrity 
management program and first responder outreach. Attached you will find additional information on pipeline 
safety and operations and how the Mariner East project has gone above and beyond to ensure safe operations 
in your community.

Sincerely,

Matthew Gordon
Senior Director, Pipeline Operations 
Sunoco Pipeline



Commissioners of Cumberland County

Vincent T. DiFiBppo
Chairman

A
Jim Hertzler

Vice Chairman

J750_ Gary Eichelberger
Secretary

September 13, 2018

Attn: Mr. Matthew Gordon,
Senior Director, Pipeline Operations 
Sunoco Pipeline (Energy Transfer Partner)
525 Fritztown Road 
Reading, PA 19608

Dear Mr. Gordon:

Thank you for your August 24 letter of response to our communication to Sunoco LP Chairman Matt Ramsey earlier last

month.

While we appreciate the efforts Sunoco Pipeline has undertaken to provide training to first responders in the event of an 

accident or emergency associated with your company’s pipeline operations, we find it inexplicable that you did not respond to 

the primary request of our letter.

We will assume that since you did not respond to our request to attend a county-hosted meeting to answ er individual questions 
and concerns from our constituents about pipeline safety that your company isn’t interested in addressing those individual 

citizen questions and concerns.

At a time when your company is spending money on television and radio advertising to convince the public, as your letter 
ates, that “safety is (your) top priority at all times,” we find it difficult to understand why company representatives would not 

/ant to participate in any such meetings that can be arranged with the public at large to detail all of the safety precautions that 

the company has taken to prevent leaks, explosions and other emergencies from occurring in the first place.

If you are sincerely interested in convincing the public that your pipeline operations are as safe as safe can be, then we would 
respectfully request, as the good corporate neighbor that we w'ould expect you to be, that you reconsider and agree to attend a 

public meeting hosted by the county for the purpose of granting the company the opportunity to detail safety measures and to 

permit citizens to ask questions and voice any concerns.

Thank you again for your attention to this request

cc: Honorable Gladys Brown, Chairman State Representative.
Honorable Stephen Bloom 

Honorable Sheryl M. Delozier

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
State Senators:

Honorable Richard L. Alloway 

Honorable John H. Eichelberger 
Honorable Mike Regan

Honorable Dawn W. Keefer 

Honorable Mark K. Keller 
Honorable Will Tallman

Honorable Jim Burkholder, Chairman 

Lower Frankford Township

Honorable Greg Rothman
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October 8, 2018

Honorable Gladys M. Brown, Chairman 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Commonwealth Keystone Bldg.
400 N. Street, 3rd FI., Room N-304 

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Dear Chairman Brown:

As you are aware, a number of our county’s citizens have raised safety questions and concerns with 
respect to Sunoco Pipeline’s Mariner East project that crosses through nearly a dozen municipalities in 
Cumberland County.

In an effort to have the company address those questions and concerns, the Board of Supervisors of one 
of our townships, Lower Franlcford Township, had scheduled a July 10 meeting with Sunoco Pipeline 
representatives only to have the company cancel at the last minute. Subsequently, we invited the 
company, in letters dated August 24 and September 13, to attend a county-hosted meeting so that any of 
our county’s citizens who live in close proximity to the pipeline could have their questions and concerns 
addressed. Unfortunately, we have yet to receive a direct, formal response.

We find it inexplicable that a large enterprise like Sunoco Pipeline that touts “safety” as a ‘‘top priority at
all times,” would refuse to send representatives to attend a coordinated county-hosted meeting to detail 
safety measures taken and advise citizens of any precautions they should take and to address any 
other questions and concerns.

In addition to other elements of the company’s “public awareness” efforts, we believe a requirement for
periodic regional outreach meetings directly with the public is a reasonable request. We hope you will

cc: All PUC Commissioners
Cumberland County State Legislative Delegation

One Courthouse Square ♦ Room 200 • Carlisle, PA 17013 • 717.240.6150 ♦ Fax; 717.240.6448

E-mail: ccmnissioners@ccpa.net • Web: www.ccpa.net



IN REPLY PLEASE 
REFER TO OUR FILE

«

PENNSYLVANIA

PUC
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
400 NORTH STREET, HARRISBURG, PA 17120

CHR CORR 
2018-0261

November 8, 2018

Honorable Vincent T. DiFilippo, Chairman 
Honorable Jim Hertzler, Vice-Chairman 
Honorable Gary Eichelberger, Secretary 
Commissioners of Cumberland County 
One Courthouse Square, Room 200 
Carlisle, Pennsylvania 17013

Re: Mariner East Pipeline Project

Dear Commissioners:

Thank you for your letter to Chairman Gladys Brown of the Pennsylvania Public 
Utility Commission (PUC or Commission) regarding Sunoco Pipeline L.P.’s (Sunoco) 
Mariner East Pipeline project located in several municipalities in Cumberland County. 
You stated that Sunoco had not adequately responded to your invitation to attend a 
county-hosted meeting. Your letter requests the Commission to take “whatever policy 
and/or regulatory action necessary to enhance the minimum federal ‘public awareness’ 
safety rules ... to require PUC regulated pipelines to hold periodic regional “public 
outreach meetings to address any citizen questions and concerns.”

Sunoco has to comply with the United States Department of Transportation, 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration’s (PHMSA) public awareness 
regulation at 49 CFR Section §195.440, which the Commission has adopted through a 
PUC regulation, 52 Pa.Code Section 59.33.
https://www.pacode.com/secure/data/052/chapter59/s59.33.html. Section 195.440 
adopts the American Petroleum Institute’s Recommended Practice 1162 
https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/publicawareness/PARPl 1162.htm (API RP 1162).

The pipeline operator’s obligations under 195.440/1162 include, among other 
requirements, “provisions to educate the public, appropriate government organizations 
and persons engaged in excavation related activities on ... [pjossible hazards associated 
with unintended releases from a hazardous liquid or carbon dioxide pipeline ... [s]teps 
that should be taken for public safety in the event of a hazardous liquid or carbon dioxide 
pipeline release...” Section 195.440 further specifies that a public awareness “program 
must include activities to advise affected municipalities, school districts, businesses and 
residents of pipeline facility locations.” 49 CFR § 195.440(e).
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API RP 1162 identifies the “affected public" as one of four primary stakeholder 
audiences towards whom a pipeline operator must direct its public awareness efforts.
The other three primary stakeholder audiences are emergency officials, local public 
officials and excavators. Section 5 of API RP 1162 identifies several methods for a 
pipeline operator to use for effective public awareness. In particular, and relevant to your 
concerns, are the discussions in API RP 1162 regarding various types of group meetings 
as an effective method of providing public awareness. See API RP 1162, Section 5.2 
(Personal Contact) and Appendix D (D.2.3-D.2.5).1 A county-hosted meeting for citizens 
who live in proximity to the pipeline appears consistent with the group meetings 
described in API RP 1162.

After discussing these issues with Vice-Chairman Hertzler and subsequently 
discussing his concerns with counsel for Sunoco, I believe that the cancellation of the 
July 10 meeting with the Board of Supervisors of Lower Frankford Township, and 
Sunoco’s reluctance to participate in a county-hosted public meeting, was based on 
Sunoco’s expectation that a formal complaint would be filed by a resident of Lower 
Frankford Township regarding Sunoco’s public awareness compliance.

The complaint was filed and is pending before the Commission’s Office of 
Administrative Law Judge at Docket No. C-2018-3004294. Out of an abundance of 
caution related to the ex parte provisions of the Public Utility Code, I am providing a 
copy of your letter and this response to the Commission’s Secretary for docketing at C- 
2018-3004294.

Sunoco must continue to meet its public awareness obligations while a complaint 
is pending. However, the existence of the complaint creates legal issues which could 
affect the methods Sunoco chooses to implement its public awareness efforts. 
Accordingly, 1 have strongly suggested to Sunoco that they engage in discussions with 
your office to find a way to accommodate your request for Sunoco to participate in a 
county-hosted group meeting while addressing Sunoco’s concerns about pending 
litigation.

The legal and technical staff of the Commission are reviewing the Commission’s 
current regulations governing the transportation of hazardous liquids by pipeline public 
utilities. Staff intends to make recommendations for the Commission’s consideration at a 
forthcoming public meeting. We appreciate your request that the Commission enhance 
the PHMSA’s public awareness standards by including a requirement for periodic 
regional outreach meetings and we will consider including it among our 
recommendations.

1 Unfortunately, API RP 1162 is online as a view-only file on API’s website and I cannot enclose a copy. 

But it is viewable in full at the link provided above.

2



Please contact me if you have any questions or need additional information.

cc: Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary (for filing at Docket No. C-2018-3004294)

3
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that company representa
tives did not plan to show 
up.

Residents had gathered 
to voice their concerns 
regarding the Mariner 
East pipelines, which run 
through Lower Frankford, 
as well as several other 
municipalities in Cum
berland County.

Sunoco's Aug. 24 re
sponse to the county’s 
initial letter did not re
spond to the request for a 
public meeting one way or 
the other, but included in
formation about first-re
sponder training provided 
by Sunoco.

“We found it a little in
explicable that they didn’t 
really respond, they just 
told us about training op

portunities 
involving 
first re- 
s p o n d - 
ers,” said 
county 
commis
sioner Jim

. , Hertzler.
Hertzler „We re_

alize we don't have any ju
risdiction over this,” Hert
zler continued, “but good 
public relations would 
seem to dictate that send

ing some representation 
to a public meeting would 
just be a matter of being a 
good corporate citizen.”

Energy Transfer Part
ners — the company un
der whose banner Sunoco 
Logistics is operating — is 
constructing the Mariner 
East 2 pipeline roughly 
along the same route as 
the existing Mariner East 
1, which was completed in 
1931. The lines carry liq
uefied gases, hydrofracked 
from shale formations in 
western Pennsylvania, to 
the Marcus Hook Indus
trial Complex near Phila
delphia for processing.

Lower Frankford land- 
owners, along with many 
others in Cumberland 
County and the state as a 
whole, have voiced con
cerns over the environ
mental impact of Mariner 
East 2 construction, as 
well as safety issues re
garding Mariner East 1.

As documented by The
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This is the effect of fre

quent “inadvertent re
turns,” an industry term 
for incidents in which 
underground drilling 
fluid and mud escape the 
drilling path and cause 
contamination, either by 
entering underground 
aquifers or soil voids, or by 
flowing up to the surface.

Records from the Penn - 
sylvania Department of 
Environmental Protec
tion show 37 incidents 
of inadvertent return in 
Cumberland County hav
ing occurred since April 
2017 in conjunction with 
Sunoco’s Mariner East 2 
construction.

The last violation issued 
by the DEP to Sunoco was 
just last week, with an in
advertent return of 7 gal
lons into Lelbrt Spring 
Run in Middlesex Tbwn- 
ship occurring on Sept. 13.

Middlesex has also seen 
one of the largest inadver
tent returns in the state, 
according to DEP records 
— a leak of 170,000 gal
lons of drilling fluid into 
Wetlands 130 and 132 
along LeTort Spring Run 
between May 6 and May 
19,2017.

Residents have also 
voiced concerns over the 
re-purposing of Mariner 
East L

Originally built to carry 
oil, Mariner East 1 has 
been converted to carry , 
shale gas liquids at much 
higher pressure. The line 
was shut down for two 
periods of time earlier 
this year after complaints 
were lobbied through the 
Pennsylvania Public Util
ity Commission.

In those cases, the ad
ministrative law judge 
found that Sunoco had 
provided insufficient ev
idence that the 1931 line 
could handle high-pres
sure liquefied gases! Three 
leaks dong Mariner East 
1’s length ha4 occurred 
in the past year, the judge 
found, with Sunoco ap
parently not noticing one 
leak and taking 90 min
utes to close it off after 
they were notified, re
sulting in a 1,000-gallon 
chemical spill.



United
Steelworkers of 
___America___

AFL-CIO/CLC

Five Gateway Center 
Pittsburgh, PA 15222

(412) 562-2400 • FAX (412) 562-2484

August 28, 1991

Wilmer Jay Baker 
Local Union 4442, District 7 
United Steelworkers of America 
95 Beagle Club Road 
Carlisle, PA 17013

Dear Brother Baker:

This letter is to notify you that District 7 Director John 
Reck has recommended you for a four (4) day course in Hazardous 
Waste and Chemical Emergency Response training, September 29- 
October 4, 1991. This training is conducted under a National
Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) grant to a 
consortium of the International Chemical Workers Union (ICWU), the 
United Steelworkers of America, the Greater Cincinnati Occupational 
Health Clinic and the University of Cincinnati. The course will be 
held at the Center for Worker Health and Safety Education in 
Cincinnati, Ohio. I am forwarding your name and address to the 
Center. You will be receiving a letter- from them with all the 
details shortly.

The training is authorized by the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) for the education of workers 
engaged in activities related ho hazardous waste removal, 
containment and emergency response. Your International Health, 
Safety and Environment Department selected plants where we believe 
workers should be trained, based on questionnaires returned to us 
by your Local Union and our experience with assisting members with 
safety and health problems in similar plants.

If your emergency response team has deficiencies or if no 
emergency response team currently exists in your plant, we are 
certain there should be one. This course will give you the 
education to return to the plant and inform other workers and 
management what programs are necessary or can be improved. It is 
still management's responsibility to establish or upgrade the 
programs.

"\ u
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; Steelworkers' nonpartisan grassroo|sl 

education, communicntion, -and action 
• program, that provides the necessary
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member about 'pending legislation 
0Dnceming labor and work related 

' issues. Rapid Response provides 

opportunily for all USW members to 

have a strong voice and an active part 
in the legislative activities that affect
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families, and their communities.
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J
UNITY AND STRENGTH FOR WORKERS

As the voice of over 52,000 active 

members of the United Steelworkers 

Union from all across Pennsylvania, 

the Rapid Response activists tha^ 

came to your office today would like 

to thank you for your time.

Here is a few of our key issues so 

that you may remember why we 

were here to see you today.

ESa District 10
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Jl : to Work Laws

• "Right to Work" Laws were designed specifically to under
mine the rights of the American worker. Despite its mis

leading name, these laws do not create or protect jobs. 
We strongly oppose "Right to Work" (RTW) Laws that re
strict workers rights by prohibiting employee organiza

tions from negotiating union security agreements. Right 
to Work Laws are an attack on unions by those seeking to 

undermine the power of hard working employees . Only 

CEO's and those in powerful management positions bene
fit from these laws. Existing Pennsylvania labor laws al
ready protect job applicants and incumbent employees 
who do not want to belong to a union and the rights of 
the majority of workers who want to negotiate worker 
fairness provisions in their contracts.

• State and Federal laws promote collective bargaining to 
ensure democracy by majority rule in workplaces. Noth
ing protects individual workers better than collective bar
gaining and a strong union.

•fieck Deception

• Paycheck Deception laws that weaken the ability of work
ing people to advance their issues are being proposed 
around the country. This type of legislation requires pub

lic sector unions to seek written permission from their 
workers before using their dues money for politics. Pro
ponents say that what they call "Paycheck Protection" 

laws will keep unions from using members dues for politi

cal activities against the members wishes. The reality is 

that members choose whether or not they want their 

dues to be used for political and legislative activities, and 

they have the power to change that at any time during 

their membership.

• We are opposed to Paycheck Deception laws that ^ ^
would interfere with union mepibers rights to partici-^ ' • PR it ernployees build and maintain our highways, work

pate in the political and legislative process. in sewa8e P|ants- 6uard our over-crowed prisons, fight

fires, protect against crime, work in state hospitals and 
Workers Rights preform a variety of hazardous jobs without OSHA safe-

• The choice to form a union should be left to employ

ees without interference or intimidation from the em
ployer. Companies should not deny their workers the 

opportunity to organize together on the job.

• We support legislation to assure that all workers— 

public and private, professional and non-professional, 
part time and full time, guards, production and service 

employees—have the legally protected right to union 

representation.

• We also support legislation to assure that once a labor 
agreement is reached, the agreement will be enforce
able for its term and that employers and their succes
sors will not be permitted to evade their contractual 
obligations.

• Additionally, we are 1n favor of legislation to assure 

that both sides in a collective bargaining dispute have 

equal economic, judicial and political resources and 

legislation that prohibits the hiring of permanent re
placements of strikers during a labor dispute.

Public Employee OSHA

• The Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) was 

signed into law in 1970, safeguarding the health and 

safety of private sector workers. Currently, there are 

approximately 500,000 public workers in Pennsylvania 

who do not have any protections under OSHA. State 

legislation is needed to protect public workers in the

workplace.

guards.

• Pennsylvania needs a well balanced public sector Safety 

and Health law that would provide needed safeguards 

by establishing safety and health committees, setting 
staffing levels for fire fighters, implementing a safety 

plan to remove asbestos dangers in public places, and 
provide many other safeguards that are provided by 

Federal OSHA.

Infrastructure

• Pennsylvania has been in desperate need of transporta
tion funding. Whether its our aging bridges, crumbling 
roads or underfunded public transportation, all aspects 

of Pennsylvania's transportation infrastructure need im

provement.

• The United Steelworkers supports funding that will pro-

O Oe , continuous, sustainable and appropriate funding
levels for all sources of transportation. Using the Federal 
Highways Administrations conservative job multiplier, 
we can expect the creation of 30,000 jobs for every $1 

billion invested, that means nearly 100,000 jobs will be 

created with a $3 billion proposal.

• Additionally, we oppose any efforts to privatize portions 

of our transportation system, such as mass transporta
tion, which is the life-blood to so many communities and 

businesses.



Sen. Andy Dinniman (Pa.19)

Concerns expressed by Pennsylvania citi
zens fostered theses legislative pro
posals:

(Bills pending co sponsors) Sen Dinniman: .

Hazardous Liquids Pipelines Moratorium Act:

Moratorium: Pipelines and Eminent Domain

Pipeline Safety Monitoring and Reporting

Pipeline Pre-Construction Safety Standards Act 
(Sen. Muth)

Certification of Land Agents (Friel-Otten)

Current bills (Dinniman and Killionl or as noted:

Pipeline Safety Package (Quinn)

Bill 2S8 -Pipeline Emergency Notification

Bill 257-Regulation of Land Agents

Bill 262- Pipeline Siting and Review

Bill 263-Pipeline Safety Valves

Bill 260- Pipelines Located near schools

Bill 284- Pipeline Safety & Advanced Leak Detec
tion

Sponsors of the SOS People’s Rally urge citizens to 

contact your State Senators and Representatives to 

support these bills. Vote for those who protect your 

health and welfare.

Citizens Organizing

Our “SOS Rally” is demanding relief from 

The clear and present danger of Mariner East 

-from Marcellus Shale to Marcus Hook

Our State Constitution and Title 35 laws demand piat 
our elected officials protect citizens and our environ
ment for the generations. Our hand out on Title 35 
details these deficiencies.

1. Mariner East’s history of violations demon
strates that Sunoco is not trustworthy. They 
have proved to be inept and dishonest.

2. This project causes irreparable harm to wat 
air, soil and land.

3. Over 105,000 Pennsylvanians live within the 
pipelines’ blast zone.

4. Mariner East endangers students in more 
than 40 schools located in the thermal im
pact zone

5. .The tracked gas in Mariner goes to Europe to 
produce plastic and therefore contributes to 
damaging the global environment

6. Mariner East compromises our democratic 
process when government action, fueled by 
lobbyist’s money, serves corporate interests 
over the public interest.

Across Pennsylvania

LYe call on our state officials to serve and protect our 
lives and property by permanently halting the con
struction and operations of all Mariner East pipelines. 

At the very least, a two year moratorium in in order, 
considering the state wide criminal investigation by 
our State Attorney General and citizen lawsuits 
against Sunoco.

A list of Groups that have signed our petition can be found here:

W.facebook.com/Voices-Of-Mariner-East

Our Speakers:

Jerry Me Mullen—Orientation 

Andy Dinniman - Pipeline Safety Caucus 

Danielle Friel-Otten-Grassroots political power 

Rebecca Britton—Title 35 and PEMA 

Wilmer Baker—Pipeline integrity and labor 

Ellen Gerhard—Eminent domain 

Ginny Kerslake- PUC / Call to action

Ray Kemble of Dimock, PA



Save Our Students

Save Our Streams

Save Our Land

People's Rally
The group sponsors of this rally urge a two year 

moratorium of Mariner East until all health and 

safety issues have been resolved. Our state has 

failed the citizens of Pennsylvania in the permitting 

and oversight of this project.

Citizens demand a dean sustainable energy future.
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Save Our Future

Our Message : 

Citizens Demand Relief

Safety Over SUNOCO Citizen Groups Across PA 

Harrisburg March 19th, SO 19

17 Pennsylvania Counties Affected From Marcellus Shale to Marcus Hook Protect our Right to a Clean Environment
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SUMMARY

Between 2007 and 2009 a number of pipe mills produced substandard steel pipe for U.S. 
pipeline companies. This pipe failed to comply with the American Petroleum Institute Grade 5L X70 
standard (API 5L X70 Standard). In response to this discovery of defective pipe, on May 21,2009, the 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) issued Advisory Bulletin ABD-09-01, 
entitled ‘‘Potential Low and Variable Yield and Tensile Strength and Chemical Composition Properties in 
High Strength Line Pipe*’ (Advisory Bulletin). The Advisory Bulletin described the low strength steel 
pipe issue and recommended an industry response to it in very general terms.

To learn more about this problem, a number of groups submitted a Freedom of Information Act 
Request to PHMSA on September 2, 2009, which requested documents related to PHMSA's investigation 
of and response to this problem. In response, in March and May of 2010, PHMSA sent 3,710 pages of 
information, including test results and reports, emails, letters, presentations, and other documents. This 
report is intended to summarize the material disclosed by PHMSA, discuss its implications, and identify a 
number of concerns that may not have been fully addressed by PHMSA and the Industry.

The documents provided show that PHMSA investigated a total of seven pipelines, four 
constructed by Boardwalk Partners, LP (Boardwalk), and three by Kinder Morgan. Inc. (Kinder Morgan). 
PHMSA confirmed that five of these pipelines contained significant amounts of defective pipe. 
Specifically, the documents show that the pipe stretched under pressure, creating “expansion anomalies*’ 
that indicate use of low-strength steel. To repair their pipelines, the affected companies removed and 
replaced hundreds of pipe joints.

A number of companies are implicated in producing defective pipe, but it appears that Welspun 
Corp. Ltd (Welspun), an Indian steel pipe manufacturer, produced most of it. For example, according to 
released documents, Welspun was responsible for 88% of pipe with expansion anomalies provided to 
Boardwalk. This being said, other pipe mills also provided defective pipe, some in significant amounts. 
Globalization of steel pipe supply chains has made quality' control more challenging and increased 
the need for greater domestic measures to ensure discovery of defective pipe.

Even though the documents released show that certain pipe mills provided most of the defective 
pipe, none of the documents describe any systematic approach to defining the scope of this problem or 
identify the final disposition of pipe provided by these mills during this time period. Thus, it is not clear 
that PHMSA has tracked down all of the potentially defective pipe joints and confirmed that they have 
been tested and, where necessary, replaced. Accordingly, this report provides recommended actions, 
accomplishment of which would assure the public that PHMSA has responded fully to the threat created 
by low-strength steel.

New natural gas and hazardous liquid pipelines are larger, higher pressure, and more 
dangerous than earlier generations of pipelines. It is critical that PHMSA fully investigate the root 
cause of the industry’s failure to comply with pipe steel standards so that appropriate solutions are 
implemented. It is also critical that large high-pressure pipelines be regulated more stringently than 
smaller lower pressure pipelines, including measures that increase certainty of the industry’s 
compliance with written standards.

Public confidence in pipeline safety will be increased only through greater regulatory 
transparency, increased opportunities for public participation, and a demonstration that PHMSA will 
respond aggressively to the increasing need to update and improve pipeline safety standards.



INDUSTRY USE OF SUBSTANDARD STEEL PIPE

Between the third quarter of 2007 and the fourth quarter of 2009, Kinder Morgan Inc. and 
Boardwalk Pipeline Partners, L.P., constructed a number of new large, high-pressure natural gas 
pipelines. The approximate construction schedules for these pipelines are shown below.

Defective Pipe Steel 
Investigation Period

Pipeline Construction Schedules 3Q
07

4Q
07

IQ
OS

2Q
08

3Q
08

4Q
08

IQ
09

2Q
09

3Q
09

4Q
09

Kinder Morgan Louisiana Pipeline

Kinder Morgan Midcontinent Express Pipeline

Kinder Morgan Rockies East Pipeline

Boardwalk East Texas Pipeline

Boardwalk Gulf Crossing/MS Loop Pipeline

Boardwalk Southeast Pipeline

Boardwalk Fayelteville/Greenville Pipelines

a

a

Upon completion, each of these pipelines was “hydrotested,5* meaning that each new pipeline was filled 
with water and pressurized to find out if it had any leaks. Five of these pipelines failed their hydrotests, 
including the Louisiana Pipeline, the East Texas Pipeline, the Mississippi Loop portion of the Gulf 
Crossing Pipeline, and the Fayetteville Pipeline. As described below, these tests triggered an 
investigation by PHMSA, which ultimately detennined that these companies had incorporated significant 
amounts of defective steel pipe into their pipelines.

Kinder Morgan Investigation

PHMSA investigated three Kinder Morgan pipelines:

• Kinder Morgan Louisiana Pipeline (Louisiana Pipeline) - 137 mile 42 inch diameter natural gas 
pipeline constructed between January 2008 and December 2008;1

• Midcontinent Express Pipeline - approximately 500 mile long natural gas pipeline with 40 miles 
of 30 inch pipe, 197 miles of 36 inch pipe, and 257 miles of 42 inch pipe, constructed between 
September 2008 and August 2009;2 and

• Rockies Express Pipeline - East Project (REX East) - a 639 mile 42 inch diameter natural gas 
pipeline constructed between June 2008 and November 2009.3

Investigation of each of these pipelines is discussed below-.

1 Kinder Morgan, Presentation, Kinder Morgan Louisiana Pipeline (KMLP) - Pipe Issues, December 15, 2008 
(KMLP December 15 Presentation) at 2; Kinder Morgan 10-K, February 23,2009. Given the danger of natural gas 
Jeaks and ruptures, initial pressure tests are conducted with water rather than natural gas.
‘ U.S. Dept, of Transportation. Special Permit for the Midcontinent Express Pipeline. April 4,2007: Kinder Morgan 
10-K, Februaiy 23. 2009.
3 Kinder Morgan 10-K, February 23,2009.



Kinder Morgan Louisiana Pipeline

Sometime in late 2008 the Louisiana Pipeline failed a hydrotest.4 This failure triggered 

PHMSA’s investigation. Little is known about this hydrotest failure because PHMSA did not release 
documentation disclosing the location, time, or circumstances of this failure.

In its initial investigation of what caused this failure, Kinder Morgan determined that some of the 
pipe joints in the Louisiana Pipeline had expanded beyond specification.5 Expansion was of concern 

because it indicated that the steel pipe might not have been strong enough to withstand the very high 
pressures under which this pipeline would operate. Accordingly, Kinder Morgan conducted a high 
resolution caliper survey of the entire pipeline to identify all expanded substandard pipe joints.0 PHMSA 

did not supply the data collected by these high resolution caliper surveys in response to the FOIA 
Request, nor did it identify- the pipe and steel mills that supplied the expanded pipe joints.

Once Kinder Morgan identified specific pipe joints that had expanded, it tested 30 of these joints 
for chemical composition and strength.7 It also tested 30 random pipe joints that had not been subject to 
pressures sufficient to expand them.8 It found that 43% of the samples from expanded pipe failed to meet 

strength specifications contained in the API 5L X70 Standard. The data table containing these results 
describes the pipe as “NPS 42 x 0.864” WT API Grade X70 Welspun LMLP Linepipe.”9 It also found 
that 13% of the samples from non-expanded Welspun pipe did not meet specification.10

Kinder Morgan concluded that ‘'[t]he variability in the pipe yield properties is a result of 
deviation from plate controlled rolling parameters,*’11 meaning that the steel had been formed improperly. 

PHMSA provided us with no data or information supporting this conclusion.

^■orer^fWpipeim&Iinfegii^iQnbe^f^iofg'dhiurflSMelwrem’dveQSpprQXiirfatelW^lXfOgeeQ
^o^^taUgasassrdSSMSidiaiSgteigyaftabilif^^^md^MSf^^aSQireQi^ekthaaWeEpuni

cg^inve^tim&jtih^ma^^anWg^ectifSfsi f^Ppiggjomtss.basedro'nrit^eco'rdsT^Wels^B^
^^^^JanHSXH^pipe'f'me'anin'gThatfi^

Even though PHMSA did not provide data beyond that contained in generalized Kinder Morgan 
presentations, it is clear that a substantial number of pipe joints expanded to a degree that caused Kinder 
Morgan and/or PHMSA to remove and replace these joints. Also, Welspun is the only one of Kinder 
Morgan’s pipe suppliers implicated by the released documents.

4 Email, S. Nanney, PHMSA to A. Mayberry, PHMSA, transmitting undated Kinder Morgan presentation on KMLP 
use of defective steel.
5 Id. at 5.
0 Kinder Morgan, KMLP Presentation, December 15,2009, at 8. A high resolution caliper survey is performed by 
sending a device through the pipeline that measures the diameter of the steel pipe. Such test can determine with 
precision if and where the pipeline has stretched under the pressure of a hydrotest.
7 Id. at 5.
8 Id. at 6.
9 Id. at II.
10 Id. at 7.
11 Id. at 12.
12 id. at 5.
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Kinder Morgan Midcontinent Express Pipeline

Due apparently to the failure of the Louisiana Pipeline, PHMSA investigated whether or not 
Kinder Morgan also used substandard pipe in its Midcontinent Express Pipeline.15 Specifically, it tested 
30 samples of steel from API 5L X70 42-inch pipe manufactured by Man Industries in India.16 Man 
Industries contracted to supply 257 miles of 42-incli pipe to Midcontinent Express Pipeline, w hich is the 
length of the entire 42-inch segment of this pipeline.17 Kinder Morgan found that all 30 steel samples 
complied w ith strength standards.18 It appears that Kinder Morgan did not test the steel from pipe 
manufactured for the Midcontinent Express Pipeline by other companies. These companies included 
Welspun. which provided a majority of the 197 miles of 36-inch pipe.19 * and JSW. iVLA. and Evra OSM 
Portland, which provided smaller amounts of pipe.211

Even though Kinder Morgan ran a '‘construction type'’ caliper tool immediately after construction 
of the Midcontinent Express Pipeline,21 apparently this tool was not considered adequate to test for pipe 
expansions, because Kinder Morgan also tested this pipeline with a high resolution caliper tool owned by 
TDW Magpie.22 This high resolution tool discovered one 42-inch pipe joint that expanded 2.08%, which 
was removed and replaced. Kinder Morgan also reported that 1,906 feet of 42-inch pipe joints had 
expanded betw een 0.6% and 1.32%, but it deemed these pipe joints to be safe.23 None of the documents 
\ve received indicate that Kinder Morgan tested the 36-inch diameter Welspun pipe with the high 
resolution tool.

Kinder Morgan’s detailed test results for the Midcontinent Express Pipeline have not been 
disclosed. Further, Kinder Morgan may not have tested the 36-inch Welspun pipe in this pipeline with a 
high resolution caliper tool. Therefore it is not possible to compare these test results to test results from 
other pipelines. Nonetheless, it is clear that PHMSA required the removal of at least on defective pipe 

- joint. I also appears that the pipe produced by Man-Industries didnot suffer a large-number of significant- 
expansions because perhaps only a few dozen pipe joints expanded modestly.

Kinder Morgan Rockies Express Pipeline - East Project

PHMSA also investigated whether Kinder Morgan had used substandard steel in the construction 
of its Rockies Express Pipeline (REX). As it did for other pipelines, PHMSA required that Kinder 
Morgan test the pipeline with high resolution deformation tool.24 Kinder Morgan reported inconsistently 
that one pipe joint had expanded 1.07%25 but also found that that no pipe joints showed an expansion of 
greater than 0.79% of pipeline diameter.26 Otherwise, PHMSA provided no detailed documentation 
related to investigation of the steel in this pipeline or the source of this steel. However, press reports 
indicate that Kinder Morgan contracted with Oregon Steel Mills, Inc. to supply all or most of the 42 inch

15 Email, J. Torres, Kinder Morgan, to J. Mendoza. PHMSA, January 5. 2009; Email, J. Mendoza, Project Manaeer. 
PHMSA, to T. Binns, PHMSA, June 3,2009.
]b Kinder Morgan Metallurgical Investigation Report NG1-09-01, January 8,2009.
17 Business Line, Man Lnd. Bags Rs 1,000-cr Order from Midcontinent of US, March 30,2007.
18 Kinder Morgan Metallurgical Investigation Report NG1-09-01, January 8, 2009.
19 Email, J. Mendoza, PHMSA, to J. Torres and K. Kahncke, PHMSA, May 4,2009.
^ Id.; Kinder Morgan Metallurgical Investigation Report NGI-09-01, January 8, 2009 at 11.

Email, J. Mendoza, PHMSA, to J. Torres and K. Kahncke, PHMSA, May 4,2009.
:2 Email, D. Burton, VP Kinder Morgan, to A. Mayberry, PHMSA, October 1, 2009.
23 Letter, D. Burton, VP Kinder Morgan, to A, Mayberry', PHMSA, August 25, 2009 (Appendix A, Technical
Discussion for Pipe Diameters in Excess of 0.6% of Pipe Body Diameter For Midcontinent Express Pipeline at 3-4).

Letter. D. Burton. VP Kinder Morgan, to I. Huntoon, PHMSA, August 27,2009.
-5 Email, D. Burton, VP Kinder Morgan, to I. Huntoon, PHMSA. August 17, 2009.
■‘6 Letter, D. Burton, VP Kinder Morgan, to I. Huntoon, PHMSA, August 27, 2009. There may be a reasonable
explanation for this inconsistent reporting, but the information received did not provide it.



pipe used in REX.27 Despite a lack of detailed data, the documents provided do indicate that the steel 

pipe provided by Oregon Steel Mills showed little expansion.

Kinder Morgan Investigation Summary

Kinder Morgan constructed the Louisiana, Midcontinent Express, and REX pipelines between 
mtd-2008 and the end of 2009. One of these, the Louisiana Pipeline, suffered a rupture during a 
hydrotest. In response, PHMSA ordered Kinder Morgan to investigate each of these pipelines to 
determine if they contained substandard steel, and Kinder Morgan used a high resolution caliper tool to 
test each pipeline for excessive expansion. Kinder Morgan determined that Welspun provided defective 
steel pipe for construction of this pipeline, and after testing the pipe for strength, removed 7,100 feet of 
defective pipe joints and left others in place but with down-graded ratings. With regard to the 
Midcontinent Express and REX pipelines, Kinder Morgan discovered limited expansions in pipe provided 
by Man Industries and Oregon Steel Mills and ordered the removal of only one pipe joint. It does not 
appear that PHMSA required Kinder Morgan to inspect the 36-inch Welspun pipe used in the 
Midcontinent Express Pipeline, such that it is not possible to evaluate the performance of this pipe.

Boardwalk Pipeline Partners Investigation

From 2007 to 2009 Boardwalk Pipeline Partners (Boardwalk) constructed a number of natural gas 
pipelines in the south central U.S. including:

• East Texas Pipeline - a 238 mile long 42-inch diameter natural gas pipeline constructed between 
July 2007 and June 2008;

• Gulf Crossing/Mississippi Loop Pipeline - 355 miles of 42-inch diameter natural gas pipeline 
constructed between June 2008 and February 2009;

• Southeast Pipeline - a 111 mile 42-inch natural gas pipeline constructed between December 2007 
and February 2009; and

• Fayetteviile/Greenville Pipelines - two 36-inch natural gas lateral pipelines28 with a combined 

length of 263 miles constructed between March 2008 and January 2009.

The East Texas, Gulf Crossing, and Southeast pipelines were mostly constructed with 42-inch diameter 
pipe, although some 36-inch pipe was used in these projects. The Fayetteville/Greenville Pipelines were 
comprised of 36-inch diameter pipe, although some 20-inch pipe was used as well. All of these pipelines 
were to be constructed using steel in conformance with the API 5L X70 Standard.

PHMSA’s investigation of Boardwalk’s use of defective steel appears to have been triggered by a 
series of failed hydrotests in Boardwalk’s pipelines.29 Three of these failures were caused by defective 
end w:elds.30 The fourth failure, in the Mississippi Loop Pipeline on December 5,2008, was caused by 

use of substandard steel in pipe number 073 88793.31 In response to these failed hydrotests, PHMSA

27 Press Release, Oregon Steel Mills, Inc., Oregon Steel Announces Receipt of510,000 Ton Large 
Diameter Pipe Order, March 1,2006.
28 The Fayetteville and Greenville Pipelines are in fact separate pipelines, but since much of the Boardwalk data for 
these pipelines is reported together, this report treats them as one project.
‘9 The East Texas Pipeline failed a hydrotest in February 2008, the Southeast Pipeline failed on April 24, 2008, the 
Mississippi Loop Pipeline failed on December 5, 2008, and the Fayetteville Pipeline failed on March 11, 2009.
30 Pipelines are constructed by welding joints of pipe end-to-end. Here three of these types of welds failed.
31 Boardwalk Partners Update, November 6, 2009, Deformation Lab Results for Mississippi Loop Pipeline.
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ordered Boardwalk to conduct a high resolution caliper test for each pipeline, similar to the tests 
performed by Kinder Morgan. This investigation produced surprising results.

First, Boardwalk determined that a mill owned by the Mittal Steel Company in Mexico (Mittal) 
accidentally substituted three slabs of API 5L X70 steel with three slabs of low grade steel, thereby 
mistakenly providing steel that did not conform to the API 5L X70 Standard to the JSW pipe mill owned 
by Jindal Pipes Limited.32 One of these pipe joints, number 07388793, burst during the Mississippi Loop 
hydrotest.33 The other two pipes containing switched slabs expanded but did not burst.'4

The high resolution caliper testing also determined that an Essar steel mill in India accidentally 
switched one slab provided to Welspiui (pipe number D08132667).'5 This slab ultimately ended up in the 
Gulf Crossing Pipeline/6

The fact that only one switched slab burst when hydrotested suggests that hydrotests alone cannot 
be relied upon as the only means to discover even grossly substandard steel, and that high resolution 
caliper testing is also necessary.

Second, the high resolution caliper tests identified 550 expansion ‘■anomalies'’ in Boardwalk’s 
pipelines.37 The following chart38 summarizes the numbers and severity of these expansion anomalies for 

each Boardwalk pipeline.

Pipeline Total
Miles

%of
Total
Miles

Expan
sions
/mile

Expan
sions
>2%

Expan
sions

>1%<2%

Expan-
sious

0.25"-l%

Expan
sions

<0.25"

Total 
Exp’s - 

All Sizes

%of
Total
Exd’s

East Teias 238 25% 0.55 9 48 56 18 131 24%

Gulf
Crossing/ 355 37% 0.08 2 9 16 3 30 5%
MS Loop

Southeast 111 11% 0.04 0 2 2 0 4 1%

Fayetteville/
Greenville

263 27% 1.46 53 150 173 9 385 70%

Total 967 100% 0.57 64 209 247 30 550 100%

This data shows that the expansion anomalies were not evenly distributed among the pipelines, as would 
be expected if the cause of the expansions was based on random variability in steel quality. In fact, the 
East Texas and Fayetteville/Greenville Pipelines together accounted for 94% of the excessive expansion 
anomalies. Further, a full 70% of the expansion anomalies were in the Fayetteville/Greenville Pipelines 
even though they accounted for only 27% of total pipeline length.

The number of expansions per mile ranged from a high of about one and one-half expansions per 
mile in the Fayetteville/Greenville Pipeline, to a low of one expansion every 25 miles in the Southeast

-"'x
)

32 Id.
3J Id.

~5 Id
^ Id. Deformation Lab Results for Gulf Crossine, Paris to Mira Segment.
36 Id.
j7 Boardwalk Pipeline Partners Update, November 6,2009.
3S Id. Expansion anomaly data provided herein are based on Boardwalk’s November 6,2009, Update, which is the 

most recent Boardwalk Update provided by PHMSA in response the FOIA request.
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Pipeline, making the anomaly rate in the Fayetteville/Greenville lines over 36 times higher than that in the 
Southeast Pipeline.

Boardwalk also identified the pipe manufacturers and steel mills that provided plate steel to the 
pipe manufacturers for each of the investigated pipelines,39 and this information is summarized in the 

following table. Small amounts of pipe were also provided by Durabond and 1PSCO.

Pipe Supplier Steel Mills Supplying Slab Steel to Pipe Supplier Total Miles of Percent of 
Pipe Installed Pipe Installed

Azovstrai (Ukraine)
Jindal/JSW Mittal (Mexico)

536(India) Essar (India)
Jindal (India)
Essar (India)

Welspun (India)
POSCO (Korea)
BAOSTEEL (China)
T1SCO (China)

363 38%

Camrose (US) Mittal (Mexico) 68 7%

Jindal and Welspun provided 93% of the pipe for these pipelines. Jindal sourced its steel from the 
Ukraine, Mexico, and India. Welspun sourced its steel from China, Korea, and India The only steel mill 
that provided steel to both Jindal and Welspun was the Essar steel mill.

Boardwalk also identified the pipe manufacturers that provided expanded pipe for each pipeline.40

Pipeline
Camrose

Total
Expansions

Camrose 
% of Total 
Expansions

Welspun
Total

Expansions

Welspun 
% of Total 
Expansions

Jindal
Total

Expansions

Jindal 
% of Total 
Expansions

East Texas 0 0% 93 71% 38 29%

Gulf Crossing/
MS Loop

0 0% 7 23% 23 77%

Southeast 0 0% 0 0% 4 100%

Fayetteville/
Greenville

0 0% 385 100% 0 0%

Total 0 0% 485 88% 65 12%

Thus, 88% of the recorded expansion anomalies were in pipe provided by Welspun. Moreover, as shown 
below, it appears that the Welspun pipe stretched more than the Jindal pipe.41

Pipe Supplier Expansion
>2%

Expansion 
>1% <2%

Expansion 
0.25” -1%

Expansion
<0.25"

Total
Expansions

Jindal/JSW 2 17 35 11 65

Welspun 62 192 212 19 485

This data shows that 13% of the Welspun anomalies exhibited expansion greater than 2%, whereas only 
3% of the Jindal anomalies exhibited expansions of this amount. Further, 40% of the Welspun anomalies

39

40

41

Boardwalk, Summary of Pipe and Slab/Coil Sources Used on Boardwalk Expansion Projects, March 2, 2009. 
Boardwalk Pipeline Partners Update, November 6. 2009.
Id.



exhibited expansion of between 1% and 2%, whereas only 26% of the JindaJ expansions were in this 
range. This data shows that Welspun pipe varies more in quality than Jindal pipe.

Even though PHMSA did not provide any systematic analysis showing which steel mills provided 
the steel used in each defective pipe joint,42 it did provide some test data indicating that Boardwalk and 
PHMSA focused their testing efforts on steel provided by certain steel mills.43 The following table 
summarizes the number of tests performed on expanded pipe joints by pipe manufacturer and steel mill.

Pipe Mill Tests on Welspun Pipe Tests on Jindal Pipe

Steel Mill
s
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Pipelines

East Texas

Carthage to Hall Summit 2 2 ■ -;4 .

Hall Summit to Vixen 2 4 .. 6

Tullulah to Harrisvilie 2 69 2 73 ~ 6 7

Vixen to Tallulah 4 2 , 6

Gulf Crossing

Bennington to Paris 1 1

Mira to Sterlington 2 i* J '

Paris to Mira 4 1 5 : 10

Sterlington to Tallulah 1 6 7

Mississippi Loop . : 3 nj <5.

Southeast 2 2 1 : -5"' •;

Fayetteville

Bald Knob to Lula 23 ■ 23 '

Grandville to Bald Knob 2 2 4 ■

Greenville 7 5 : .12 /

Total Tests 2 9 99 2 1 6 119 15 26 2 5 : ' 48

For Welspun, 119 pipe joints were tested; for Jindal 48 pipe joints were tested.

4" It appears that PHMSA and Boardwalk determined that the defective steel could be traced to certain steel mills, 
because Boardwalk requested a variance from its Special Permit Modification Agreement for Welspun pipe 
manufactured with POSCO steel since only one pipe joint manufactured with POSCO steel had expanded. Letter. 
D. Goodwin, VP Boardwalk Pipeline Partners, to A. Mayberry, PHMSA, July 22, 2009.
43 Boardwalk Pipeline Partners Update, November 6,2009.
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The following table shows Boardwalk tested pipe made with Essar steel almost four times more 
than pipe made with steel from any other mill.

Steel Mill # Tests % of Tests

Anshan 2 1%

Azovstal 15 9%

Baostee! 9 5%

Essar 101 60%

JSW 5 3%

Mittal 28 17%

POSCO 1 1%

T1SCO 6 4%

Total 167 100%

This data shows that PHMSA and Boardwalk focused most of the strength testing on pipe produced by 
the Welspun-Essar combination.

That there is a correlation between pipe expansions and pipe strength is shown by metallurgical 
test data for the Fayetteville/Greenville Pipelines provided by Boardwalk to PHMSA on October 7,
2009.44 This test data shows results for strength tests of 46 Welspun pipe joints, all of which were 
fabricated using steel from the Essar steel mill.45 Boardwalk strength tested 28 joints that had expanded 

more than 1.5%, 10 joints that had expanded approximately 1%. and eight joints that were "control joints’' 
that showed no expansion. Each joint was subjected to nine separate tests.46 Almost all of the joints that 
had expanded more than 1.5% failed most of the strength tests.47 The joints that expanded approximately 
1 % also failed most of the strength tests.48 In contrast, six of the eight control joints exceeded strength 
standards by substantial margins.49 The two control joints that did not pass all of the strength tests failed 
in only a few sample runs by narrow margins but generally passed almost all of tlie strength tests.50 This 

data shows a clear correlation between pipe expansions and the use of substandard steel.

Even though it appears that PHMSA could order Boardwalk to trace each expansion anomaly to a 
specific steel mill, PHMSA did not provide such information in response to the FOIA Request. Further, 
the absence of a root-cause analysis in the information provided in response to the FOIA Request suggests 
that PHMSA did not conduct, report on, and/or disclose such analysis. Therefore, based on the 
documents provided by PHMSA it is not possible to determine the full extent of the low'rslrength steel 
problem or trace all possible low-strength steel from particular steel and pipe mills to particular pipelines.

Tracing defective steel back to each steel mill is important because other PHMSA data suggests 
that one of the causes of the substandard steel was mis-formulation during alloying of the steel. In a 
September 8,2009, report by the Microalloyed Steel Institute to PHMSA, the Institute determined that the 
pipe in the Fayetteville Pipeline (provided by ’Welspun) and Mississippi Loop Pipeline (provided by 
Jindal) had improper steel chemistry.51 The report noted low manganese levels and no vanadium.

44 Email, D. Goodwin, VP Boardwalk Pipeline Partners, to S. Nanney, PHMSA, October 7,2009.
45 Id.
40 Id. Tests applied included flat strap yield, flat strap tensile, flat strap elongation, round bar yield, round bar tensile, 
round bar elongation, Charpy toughness, Cltarpy shear, and grain size tests.
47 Id.
48 Id.
49 Id.
50 Id.
51 Leiter, J.M. Gray, Microalloyed Steel Institute, to S. Nanney, PHMSA, September 8, 2009.
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niobium, and molybdenum in steel samples from the Mississippi Loop pipeline, and an absence of 
vanadium in the Fayetteville Pipeline.52 53 The data in Boardwalk’s November 6.2009, Update also 

indicates that low strength pipe (including the switched slabs) had low levels of vanadium, niobium, and 
Titanium.5'51

In summary, it appears that 88% of the pipe that expanded was provided to Boardwalk by a single 
pipe manufacturer, Welspun, even though in terms of length it provided only 38% of the pipe for all the 
new Boardwalk pipelines combined. Welspun provided a total of 363 miles of pipe that contained 485 
expansion anomalies, for a rate of over one anomaly per mile. In contrast, the Jindal pipe had an 
expansion anomaly rate of about one anomaly every-' eight miles, and pipe provided by Camrose exhibited 
no expansion anomalies at all. Also, the expansion anomalies found in the Welspun pipe were markedly 
w-orse titan the anomalies in the Jindal pipe. Another difference is that Welspun and Jindal sourced their 
steel from different steel mills, except that they both acquired steel from the Essar steel mill. That 
Boardwalk and PHMSA focused their attention on pipes made by Welspun-Essar is also indicated by the 
fact that 60% of all tested pipe joints were made from steel produced by Essar. Further, it appears that 
mis-fonnulation of the steel alloy for this pipe may have been a cause of the weakness of some of the 
Welspun steel pipe.

Ultimately, Boardwalk agreed to remove 305 pipe joints, including all pipe joints in the East 
Texas, Southeast, Gulf Crossing Pipelines that expanded more than 0.25” (148 pipe joints), and all pipe 
joints in the Greenville/Fayetteville Pipelines that expanded more than 1.5% (157 pipe joints).

Commodity Prices, Pipe Steel Market Growth and Quality Control

During the period when the defective pipe was fabricated, commodity prices soared, including 
prices for most metals. The following chart shows that the price for manganese more than tripled in 2007 
and the price for iron ore and vanadium more than doubled in 2008.

This market evidence indicates that steel mills faced substantially higher prices for raw materials than 
they likely anticipated. It is reasonable to question whether these dramatic changes in commodity prices 
shifted steel mill priorities toward meeting production and price goals and away from quality control, 
including control over the quality of raw materials and steel formulation. However, in the absence of

52 Id.
53 Boardwalk Pipeline Partners Update, November 6,2009.
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systematic metallurgical analysis, it is not possible to know with certainty that a pattern of production of 
mis-alloyed steel existed, and that this was the root cause of the production of substandard pipe by 
manufacturers.

During this same time period, demand for steel increased dramatically. According to the industry 
graph below, betw een 2007 and 2008 the miles of new pipe installed by the industry doubled.54

Snurcfl* IOF Inlfcmatiiwal

This increase in installed miles of pipe is reflected in a corresponding growth in sales of pipe by pipe 
mills. For example, Ifora 2006 to 2009, Welspun increased its pipe production rapidly, registering nearly 
50% increases in sales in fiscal years 2007 and 2008.55 Its pipe volume production rate increased by 34% 
in the third quarter of 2008 alone.56 This rapid growth likely required the retention and training of new 

employees, pressed steel and pipe mill infrastructure to its limits, and resulted in substantial management 
pressure on personnel to meet production deadlines. Such production conditions could have adversely 
impacted quality control.

PHMSA knew about quality control problems at a Jindal pipe mill as early as May 2007.57 
Specifically, PHMSA conducted a visit of a Jindal mill to review quality control problems.58 PHMSA 

produced a list of concerns related to pipe rolling and coating, mill hydrotest equipment failures, seam 
inspection equipment failures, steel plate rejections, pipe end quality-, pipe repair quality, pipe tracking, 
and oil and chloride contamination.59 Also, in September, 2007, Boardwalk was informed of allegations

54 Presentation, M. Hereth, FNGAA Foundation, Best Practices in Procurement and Manufacturing Workshop, June 
9, 2010, at 2.
55 KJMC Institutional Research, Reseach Updates, Welspun Gujarat Stahl Rohren Limited. June 3,2009 and April 
29,2010.
56 Hindu Business Line, Welspun Gujarat Stahl Rohren: Buy, November 23, 2008.
57 Email, H. Wang, Boardwalk, to S. Nanney, PHMSA. June 25.2007.
58 Id.
59 rj
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by two former Jinda] pipe mill employees that JindaPs production of steel for the East Texas Pipeline 
could impact the pipeline’s integrity.60 Although PHMSA provided no detail on these allegations, Gulf 

South, the initial developer of this pipeline, responded to them by conducting:

• a review of current inspection procedures,
• a review of recordkeeping and data storage practices,
• cross-checks on pipe data across multiple independent sources including:

Jindal, Gulf South, and third party' suppliers for Jindal (double-joint 
contractors. NDE contractors),

• a physical audit of selected pipe with alleged issues.
• a spot audit of inspection areas in question, and
• immediate implementation of an independent tracking and verification 

database for pipe procedures beyond the pipe mill to assure an 
independent check of pipe specification conformance, quality', and 
disposition through final shipment and receipt at Gulf South’s field 
yards.61

Unfortunately. PHMSA provided very limited information about these early reports of pipe mill quality- 
control problems. Nonetheless, the limited information provided indicates that the steel pipe industry was 
experiencing quality control challenges in 2007.

Summary of Industry Production and Use of Defective Steel Pipe

The information provided by PHMSA in response to the FOIA Request is not as comprehensive 
as expected. Nonetheless, it indicates that most pipe mills provide limited numbers of joints of 
substandard pipe, but in 2007 to 2009 the Welspun-Essar mill combination produced an unusually large 
amount of defective pipe, and that the Jindal-Mittal-Azovstal mill combinations also produced a 
significant amount of defective pipe.

Even though PHMSA did not provide data tracing the defective pipe steel to specific steel mills, 
it appears that PHMSA, Kinder Morgan, and Boardwalk may very well have such data. In any case, the 
data provided by PHMSA shows that the problem here was not caused by random quality variation within 
the pipe manufacturing industry but rather the vast majority of the substandard steel provided to 
Boardwalk and Kinder Morgan can be attributed to the Welspun-Essar and Jindal-Mittal-Azovstal mill 
combinations.

The information provided by PHMSA also identifies that at least three distinct mechanisms are 
believed to have caused the low-strength steel pipe provided to Boardwalk and Kinder Morgan: (1) 
improper steel chemistry; (2) improper rolling of steel plate; and (3) a lack of proper segregation of slabs 
of different grades of steel at steel mills. Other causesaie possible^^^^^^dgpSfiFdSmec.hgSisin^ai^

►TOSlccrulK

While the low-strength steel problem was first discovered after investigation of two failed 
hydrotests caused by low-strength steel pipe, hydrotesting did not identify- the full scope of this problem. 
Only two of hundreds of defective pipe joints burst during the hydrotests. Instead, the scope of this

60 Emails, W. Bennett and J. Earley, Boardwalk, to S. Nanney et al., PHMSA, September 10-11,2007.
61 Id.; Email, J. Gams, Boardwalk, to S. Nanney, PHMSA, September 24, 2007 (further describing Boardwalk’s 

response).



problem was identified only through high resolution caliper testing. Ultimately, PHMSA and the industry 
concluded that this problem was of sufficient gravity to require the removal and replacement of hundreds 
of pipe joints.

Unfortunately, it does not appear that PHMSA has yet conducted a comprehensive root-cause 
analysis of this problem, given that it provided no such analysis in response to the F01A Request, ft also 
appears that PHMSA may not have conducted a comprehensive study of the possible flow of defective 
steel pipe from steel and pipe mills noted herein to new natural gas and hazardous liquid pipelines 
constructed in the U.S. from 2007 to 2009. Instead it appears that PHMSA limited its investigation to 
only Kinder Morgan and Boardwalk.

INDUSTRY TRADE ASSOCIATION RESPONSE

PHMSA's first formal action related to the defective pipe steel problem was to issue the Advisory- 
Bulletin.62 63 In response, the industry convened a meeting on or about June 11, 2009, to which PHMSA 

was not invited." Apparently, one product of this meeting was a September 2009 White Paper by the 
Interstate 'Natural Gas Association of America Foundation (INGAA Foundation) entitled, ‘identification 
of Pipe with Low and Variable Mechanical Properties in High Strength, Low Alloy Steels” (INGAA 
White Paper). By way of background to this issue, the INGAA White Paper states the following:

During 2007 and 2008 there was a significant increase in new pipeline 
construction in the United States. This construction boom put almost 
unprecedented demands on both pipe and other material manufacturers and 
pipeline constructors. To meet the demands for high yield line pipe, botli 
traditional and newer pipe mills, utilizing plate and coil from both established 
and nontraditional steel suppliers, were used. During post-commissioning test 
(field hydrostatic test) inspection of some of these lines, a small number of pipe 
joints W'ere detected that had expanded well beyond the dimensional tolerance 
limits of the pipe manufacturing specification, API Specification 5L. In most 
cases, the point at which this expansion occurred has not been definitively 
determined. As the investigation of this phenomenon progressed, it became 
apparent that it was not limited to one pipe mill, one steel supplier, or one 
manufacturing process. Through experience of a limited number of operators, it 
appeared that this issue was a rarity', affecting an extremely small percentage of 
pipe joints produced. However because the phenomenon could not be isolated or 
traced to a single source, PHMSA issued [the] Advisory Bulletin.64

Thus, due to a boom in pipeline construction, the industry’ admits that it acquired pipe from 
“newer,** and presumably less experienced pipe mills, and that some pipe mills acquired steel from 
“nontraditional” steel mills, which could be less familiar with the exacting quality control standards that 
regulate the construction of pipelines in the United States. It is reasonable to believe that unprecedented 
demands for high-strength steel pipe and high commodity costs increased the risk of production of 
substandard pipe in 2007 and 2008.

6" PHMSA Advisory Bulletin ABD-09-01, Potential Low and Variable Yield ami Tensile Strength a/id Chemical 

Composition Properties in High Strength Line Pipe, 74 Fed. Reg. 23930, May 21,2009. PHMSA also conducted a 
workshop on pipeline construction issues on April 23.2009, which addressed a variety of pipeline construction 
failings.
63 Emails, P. Lidiak, API, to J. Wiese, PHMSA, May 21,2009.
64 INGAA White Paper at 1.
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Rather than seek or provide greater clarity about the cause and sources of the pipe joints that 
‘"expanded well beyond the dimensional limits of the pipe manufacturing specification, API Specification 
5L ” the industry merely stated that the “point*’ of expansion (presumably this means time and cause of 
expansion) had not been “definitively determined.*’ It also stated that the expansions were not limited to 
one pipe mill, one steel mill, or one manufacturing process, thereby implying that problems linked to only 
a single supplier should be of concern (which makes no logical sense). It did not support its statements 
with any data. It also stated that industry operators believe that the quality control problems were a 
“rarity, affecting an extremely small percentage of pipe joints produced.’* but failed to reference or 
provide any data supporting this statement or discuss the risks created by small amounts of defective pipe. 
After all, it only takes one bad pipe joint to create an environmental and economic disaster. In short, the 
INGA A White Paper ignored any detailed discussion of the root causes of the substandard pipe and 
offered only unfounded generalizations about the problem rather than solid explanations.

The industry attempted to justify a limited response to this problem by discussing historical 
pipeline failures occurring prior to the events that precipitated the Advisory Bulletin.''5 Historical data is 

not relevant when current evidence suggests new types of industry' failings in “unprecedented’* market 
conditions. Historical data does not justify a lack of robust response by PHMSA or the industry to 
specifically identified problems.

Finally, the 1NGAA White Paper contains two flow charts intended to guide an operator of an 
existing pipeline in its determination of whether it has a “potential issue with pipe quality and if so, what 
actions should be taken to address those issues.*’* 66 67 Figure 1 indicates that existing pipelines intended to 

operate at an 80% design factor are subject to the review included in process B1. Figure 2 and its 
accompanying text describe the B1 process as being:

1) a determination of whether there is a known history’ of low mechanical properties or 
excessive expansion found during nonnal operations;68

2) if such history exists, then a company should conduct an in-line inspection (ILI) during its 
next assessment; and

3) if such investigation shows expansions greater than “X%5* amount (X%” is not specifically 
defined by the INGAA White Paper, which states only that it may be about 1%) then the 
company must "‘evaluate and mitigate” the expansions, apparently within one year of the 
analysis, however the industry has not identified what “evaluate and mitigate” means, when 
the one-year period tolls, or what actions might be required based on differing degrees of pipe 
failings.69

Thus, it appears that the industry recommends that operators of existing pipelines, including pipelines 
constructed between 2007 and 2009, conduct an inspection for expansion anomalies only if their 
“nonnal” review of pipe data or information discovered dur ing normal operations indicates that a threat of 
expanded pipes exists. However, the INGAA White Paper makes no recommendations about the type of

c5 INGAA White Paper at 2.
66 Id. at 3.
67 Id.
68 Id. The INGAA White Paper describes this history as. “Regardless of the preceding steps, if the company, 
through its normal review of the pipe data, such as is conducted during pipe production, and any other operational 
data or field observations, such as during tie-ins, installing taps, making coating repairs or performing pipe 
replacements, has made a determination that the threat of expanded pipe exists, then it must look further for such 
deformation during the next in-line inspection of the pipeline. If there is no evidence of low strength or excessively- 
expanded pipe, no further action is required. Examples of such evidence include coating flaws caused by pipe strain 
and improper tie-in of a repair due to strain. This step does not contemplate extraordinary' evaluations or inspections, 
but rather relies on those normally conducted as operations and maintenance activities.”
69 Id. at 6-9.
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in-line inspection required, and it specifically states, 'This step does not contemplate extraordinary 
evaluations or inspections, but rather relies on those normally conducted as operations and maintenance 
activities.'170

The 1NGAA Foundation’s recommendation is essentially to allow operators of pipelines 
constructed between 2007 and 2009 to determine by and for themselves whether or not they need to 
conduct high resolution deformation testing and how to redress any problems found. Its response 
provides no assurance of any systematic investigation of or response to the defective steel problem. Thus, 
it appears that the industry- makes no recommendation that such operators do any initial investigation 
beyond normal operations and also does not recommend particular responses.

RECOMMENDED PHMSA ACTIONS

Since this report is based only on documents released pursuant to the F01A Request, it is not possible 
to fully know about all of the actions taken by PHMSA in response to the defective steel problem. With 
this caveat in mind, we recommend that PHMSA take the following actions, if it has not already done so:

• Investigate and provide a public report on the use of defective steel in U.S. hazardous liquid and 
natural gas pipelines that:

o identifies the number of defective pipe joints discovered; 
o provides a description of each defective pipe joint; 
o provides any test results performed on each pipe joint; 
o indentifies the pipe and steel mill sources for each defective joint; 
o identifies the root cause or causes of the defective pipe joints; and 
o presents recommended improvements in safety regulations, safety- enforcement, pipe steel 

standards, pipeline testing, quality control surveillance, and other appropriate responses 
to this problem.

• Order all operators of natural gas and hazardous liquids pipelines constructed between 2007 and 
2009 to conduct high-resolution in-line deformation caliper testing and provide the results of such 
inspections to the public on the PHMSA website;

• Order all operators of natural gas and hazardous liquids pipelines constructed between 2007 and 
2009 using API 5L X70 and higher grades of pipe to trace pipe from pipe and steel mills with a 
history of supplying defective API 5L X70 and higher pipe to all U.S. pipelines that contain such 
pipe, regardless of pipe diameter, and provide a report to PHMSA and the public describing the 
use of such pipe in U.S. pipelines.

• Post all hydrotest results provided by pipeline operators on the PHMSA website; and

• Reduce the operating pressure of newly conducted hazardous liquid and natural gas pipelines to a 
design factor of 72% or lower pending completion of PHMSA investigation of possible use of 
defective pipe steel, any necessary fitness for service determinations, and opportunity- tor. public 
review and participation in these activities.

All of the foregoing recommendations include easily accessible information disclosures by PHMSA and 
greater opportunities for public participation in PHMSA activities. Greater transparency in PHMSA 
operations is necessary to ensure public participation in and support for PHMSA activities. A lack of 
transparency will result in a lack of trust and risk greater opposition to pipeline development.

70 Id. at 8.
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The growing number of high-pressure, large diameter hazardous liquid and natural gas pipelines 
are putting increasing numbers of citizens at risk. New large pipelines must be built to the highest 
standards and be fully tested using the best available technology to ensure that they comply with safety 
requirements. Existing pipelines, especially large diameter pipelines, must be tested with greater 
frequency as they age.

To avoid further fatalities, injuries, and property damage, PHMSA must adapt its safety 
standards, regulations, and enforcement activities to protect citizens and their property from the greater 
risk posed by new large high-pressure pipelines. To gain greater public trust and public support for its 
activities, PHMSA must allow citizens to easily learn what it is doing and increase opponunities for 
citizens to participate in PHMSA’s efforts to protect them.
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Easiness days between the hours of 10 
a;m. and 3 p.m. Copies of such filing 
also will be available for inspection and 
copying at the principal office of NYSE 
Area. All comments received will be 
posted without change; the Commission 
does not edit personal identifying 
information from submissions. You 
should submit only information that 
you wish to make available publicly. All 
submissions should refer to File No. 
SR-NYSEArca-2010-14 and should be 
submitted on or before April 8, 2010.

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Trading 'and Markets, pursuant to delegated 
authority.18 
Florence E. Hannon,
Deputy Secretary.
[FR Doc. 2010-6507 Filed 3-23-10; 8:45 am]
BILLING) CODS 8011-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Surface Transportation Board

[STB Finance Docket No. S5359]

annual revenue will not exceed $5 
million.

If the verified notice contains false or 
misleading information, the exemption 
is void ab initio. Petitions to revoke the 
exemption under 49 U.S.C. 10502(d) 
may be filed at any time. The filing of 
a petition to revoke will not 
automatically stay the effectiveness of 
the exemption. Petitions for stay must 
be filed no later than March 31, 2010 (at 
least 7 days before the exemption 
becomes effective).
^ . original and 10 copies of all
pleadings, referring to STB Finance 
Docket No. 35359, must be filed with 
the Surface Transportation Board, 395 E 
Street, SW., Washington, DC 20423- 
0001. In addition, a copy of each 
pleading must be served on Thomas F. 
McFarland, 208 South LaSalle Street, 
Suite 1890, Chicago, IL 60604.

Board decisions and notices are 
available on our Web site at http:// 
www.stb.dot.gov.

Decided: March 18,2010.
Pacific Rim Railway Company, Inc.— 
Acquisition and Operation 

^feemption—City of Keokuk, (A
^^Pacific Rim Railway Company, Inc. 

(PRIM), a noncarrier, has filed a verified
notice of exemption under 49 CFR 
1150.31 to acquire from the City of 
Keokuk, LA and to operate 
approximately 2,894 feet of railroad 
trackage (.544-inile) consisting of a 
2,194 foot-long railroad bridge over the 
Mississippi River, cominonly known as 
the Keokuk Municipal Bridge, 
approximately 600 feet of land and track 
at the approach to the bridge at 
Hamilton, IL and approximately 100 feet 
of land and track at the approach to the 
bridge at Keokuk (collectively, the 
Bridge). The Bridge connects trackage at 
Keokuk with trackage at Hamilton.* 1

The transaction is expected to be 
consummated on or shortly after April 
7,2010 (the effective date of the 
exemption).

PRIM certifies that its projected 
annual revenues as a result of the 
transaction do not exceed those that 
would qualify it as a Class m rail carrier 
and further certifies that its projected

^^Ffo

t« 17 CFR 200.30-3(a)(12).
1 PRIM states that, because the Bridge is part of 

a through route for rail transportation, it is a 
Uroad line" under 49 U.S.C. 10901(a)(4). Rail 

portation over the Bridge is currently being 
brmed by Keokuk junction Railway Company 

(K]RY). a Class in rail carrier. PRIM does not 
propose to operate over the Bridge, but 
acknowledges that, as owner of the Bridge, it would 
have a residual common carrier obligation to 
provide rail transportation in the event KJRY ceases 
to do so. PRIM seeks an exemption for operation on 
that basis.

By the Board, Rachel D. Campbell, 
Director, Office of Proceedings.

Kulunie L. Cannon,
Clearance Clerk.

[FRDoc. 2010-6414 Filed 3-23-10; 6:45 am] 
BILLINO CODE 4915-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

Research, Engineering And 
Development Advisory Committee

Pursuant to section 10(A)(2) of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub.
L. 92-463; 5 U.S.C. App. 2), notice is 
hereby given of a meeting of the FAA 
Research, Engineering and Development 
(R.E&D) Advisory Committee.

Agency: Federal Aviation Administrating.
Action: Notice'of Meeting.
Name: Research, Engineering & 

Development Advisory Committee.
Time and Date: April 21, 2010—9 a.m. to 

5 p.m.
Place: Federal Aviation Administration,

800 Independence Avenue, SW-Round Room 
(10th Floor), Washington, DC 20591.

Purpose: The meeting agenda will include 
receiving from the Committee guidance for 
FAA's research and development 
investments in the areas of air traffic services, 
airports, aircraft safety, human factors and 
environment and energy. Attendance is open 
to the interested public but seating is limited. 
Persons wishing to attend the meeting or 
obtain information should contact Gloria 
Dunderman at (202) 267-8937 or 
gioria.dundermaii@faa.g6v. Attendees will 
have to present picture ID at the security 
desk and be escorted to the Round Room.

- Members of the public may present a 
written statement to the Committed at any 
time.

Dated: Issued in Washington, DC on March 
17, 2010.
Barry Scott,
Director, Research & Technology 
Development.

[FR Doc. 2010-6254 Filed 3-23-10; 6:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration

/

[Docket No. PHMSA-2010-0078]

Pipeline Safety: Girth Weld Quality 
Issues Due to Improper Transitioning, 
Misalignment, and Welding Practices 
of Large Diameter Line Pipe

AGENCY: Pipeline and Hazardous 
Materials Safety Administration 
(PHMSA); DOT.
ACTION: Notice; issuance of advisory 
bulletin.

SUMMARY: PHMSA is issuing an advisory 
bulletin to notify owners and operators 
of recently constructed large diameter 
natural gas pipeline and hazardous 
liquid pipeline systems of the potential 
for girth weld failures due to welding 
quality issues. Misalignment dining 
welding of large diameter line pipe may 
cause in-service leaks and ruptures at 
pressures well below 72 percent 
specified minimum yield strength 
(SMYS). PHMSA has reviewed several 
recent projects constructed in 2008 and 
2009 with 20-inch or greater diameter, 
grade X70 and higher line pipe. 
Metallurgical testing results of failed 
girth welds in pipe wall thickness 
transitions have found pipe segments 
with line pipe weld misalignment, 
improper bevel and wall thickness 
transitions, and other improper welding 
practices that occurred during 
construction. A number of the failures 
were located in pipeline segments with 
concentrated external loading due to 
support and backfill issues. Owners and 
operators of recently constructed large . 
diameter pipelines should evaluate 
these lines for potential girth weld 
failures due to misalignment and other 
issues by reviewing construction and 
operating records and conducting 
engineering reviews as necessary.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Alan Mayberry by phone at 202-366- 
5124 or by e-mail at. 
alan.mayberry@dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

f
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practices are conforming to API 5L, API 
J.104, ASME B31.4 or ASME B31.8 and 
Operator procedures for weld bevel, pipe 
alignment, back welding, and 
transitions. If any bends are cut, the 
operator must have procedures to 
ensure that the pipe or bend cut ends 
are acceptable for welding in 
accordance with the listed 
specifications. Procedures, inspection, 
and documentation must be in place to 
ensure that when pipe, fittings, bends, 
and other appurtenances are welded, 
the field girth welds are made and non- 
destructively tested in accordance with 
49 CFR §§ 192.241,192.243.192.245, 
195.228,195.230, and 195.234. NDT
procedures including film type and 
radiation source selection should be 
optimized for weld defect detection and 
repairs completed in accordance with 
established welding procedures. When 
there is a variation in wall thickness 
between line pipe and a segmented 
fitting, bend, or other appurtenance, 
consideration should be given to the 
installation of a segment of intermediate 
wall thickness pipe. Additionally, 
efforts should be taken to ensure pipe 
girth weld alignment is optimized by 
utilizing experienced and trained 
welders, suitable pipe and detailed 
procedures.
■ Each material component of a 
pipeline such as line pipe, fittings, 
bends, and other appurtenances must be 
able to withstand operating pressures 
and other anticipated external loadings 
without impairment of its serviceability 
in accordance with 49 CFR §§ 192.143 
and 195.110. In order to ensure pipeline 
integrity, the operator must take all 
practicable steps to protect each 
transmission line from abnormal loads 
while backfilling and other work 
continues along the right-of-way and to 
minimize loads in accordance with 49
CFR §§ 192.317,192.319,195.246(a), 
and 195.252. Operators should give 
special attention to girth welds with 
variations in wall thickness when 
located in pipeline segments where 
significant pipe support and backfill 
settlement issues after installation may 
be present, specifically in hilly terrain 
and high stress concentration locations 
such as at crossings, streams, and 
sloping hill sides with unstable soils.

Even if no girth weld concerns are 
identified by reviewing construction 
records, if an operator has any 
knowledge, findings or operating history 
that leads it to believe that its newly

fonstructed, high material grade, large 
lameter, line pipe segments contain 
lese type girth weld transitions, the 

operator should conduct engineering 
reviews as described above with those 
operating pipelines to ensure that

material, engineering design, and field 
construction procedures were in 
compliance with 49 CFR Parts 192 and 
195. Failure to conduct engineering 
reviews and to remediate findings may 
compromise the safe operation of the 
pipeline.

Authority: 49 U.S.C. chapter 601 and 49 
CFR 1.53.

Issued in Washington, DC, on March 18, 
2010.
Jeffrey D. Wiese,
Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety. 

(FR Doc. 2010-6526 Filed 3-23-10; 6:45 am] 
BILUNG CODE 4910-60-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Maritime Administration

Voluntary Intermodal Sealift 
Agreement

AGENCY: Maritime Administration, DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of Voluntary Intermodal 
Sealift Agreement (VISA].

SUMMARY: The Maritime Administration 
(MARAD) announces the extension of 
the Voluntary Intermodal Sealift 
Agreement (VISA) until October 1, 2011, 
pursuant to the Defense Production Act 
of 1950i as amended. The purpose of the 
VISA is to make intermodal snipping 
services/systems, including ships, ships’ 
space, intermodal equipment and 
related management services, available 
to the Department of Defense as 
required to support the emergency 
deployment and sustainment of U.S. 
military forces. This is to be 
accomplished through cooperation 
among the maritime industry, the 
Department of Transportation and the 
Department of Defense.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Jerome D. Davis, Director, Office of 
Sealift Support, Room W25-310, 
Maritime Administration, 1200 New 
Jersey Avenue, SE., Washington, DC 
20590, (202) 366-2323, Fax (202) 366- 
5904.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
708 of the Defense Production Act of 
1950, as amended, (50 U.S.C. App.
2158), as implemented by regulations of 
the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (44 CFR Part 332), “Voluntary 
agreements for preparedness programs 
and expansion of production capacity 
and supply”, authorizes the President, 
upon a finding that conditions exist 
which may pose a direct threat to the 
national defense or its preparedness 
programs, “* * * to consult with 
representatives of industry, business, 
financing, agriculture, labor and other 
interests * * *” in order to provide the

making of such voluntary agreements. It 
further authorizes the President to 
delegate that authority to individuals 
who are appointed by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, upon 
the condition that such individuals 
obtain the prior approval of the 
Attorney General after the Attorney 
General’s consultation with the Federal 
Trade Commission. Section 501 of 
Executive Order 12919, as amended, 
delegated this authority of the President 
to the Secretary of Transportation 
(Secretary), among others. By DOT 
Order 1900.9, the Secretary delegated to 
the Maritime Administrator the 
authority under which the VISA is 
sponsored. Through advance 
arrangements in joint planning, it is 
intended that participants in VISA will 
provide capacity to support a significant 
portion of surge and sustainment 
requirements in the deployment of U.S. 
military forces during war or other 
national emergency.

The text of me VISA was first 
published in the Federal Register on 
February 13,1997, to be effective for a 
two-year term until February 13,1999. 
The VISA document has been extended 
and subsequently published in the 
Federal Register every two years. The 
last extension was published on 
November 7, 2007. The text published 
herein will now he implemented.
Copies will be made available to the 
public upon request.

Text of the Voluntary Intermodal 
Sealift Agreement:

Voluntary Intermodal Sealift 
Agreement (VISA)
Table of Contents
Abbreviations
Definitions
Preface
l. Purpose
0. Authorities

A. MARAD
B. USTRANSCOM

m. General
A. Concept
B. Responsibilities
C. Termination of Charter, Leases and 

Other Contractual Arrangements
D. Modification/Amendment of This 

Agreement
E. Administrative Expenses
F. Record Keeping
G. MARAD Reporting Requirements

IV. Joint Planning Advisory Group
V. Activation of VISA Contingency

Provisions
A. General
B. Notification of Activation
C. Voluntary Capacity
D. Stage I
E. Stage II
F. Stage m
G. Partial Activation

VI. Terms and Conditions



FACT SHEET

Commerce Finds Dumping and Countervailable Subsidization of Imports of Large Diameter Welded
Pipe from Canada, Greece, Korea, and Turkey

On February 21, 2019, the Department of Commerce (Commerce) announced its affirmative final 
determinations in the antidumping duty (AD) and countervailing duty (CVD) investigations of imports of 
large diameter welded pipe from Canada (AD only), Greece (AD only), Korea, and Turkey.

The AD and CVD laws provide U.S. businesses and workers with a transparent, quasi-judicial, and 
internationally accepted mechanism to seek relief from the market-distorting effects caused by injurious 
dumping and subsidization of imports into the United States, establishing an opportunity to compete on a 
level playing field.

For the purpose of an AD investigation, dumping occurs when a foreign company sells a product in the 
United States at less than its fair value. For the purpose of a CVD investigation, a countervailable subsidy is 
financial assistance from foreign governments that benefits the production of goods from foreign companies 
and is limited to specific enterprises or industries, or is contingent either upon export performance or upon 
the use of domestic goods over imported goods.

In the Canada investigation. Commerce assigned a dumping rate of 12.32 percent for mandatory respondent 
Evraz Inc. NA. Commerce assigned a dumping rate of 12.32 percent to all other producers and exporters of 
large diameter welded pipe from Canada.

In the Greece investigation, Commerce assigned a dumping rate of 9.96 percent for mandatory respondent 
Corinth Pipeworks Pipe Industry S.A. Commerce assigned a dumping rate of 9.96 percent to all other 
producers and exporters of large diameter welded pipe from Greece.

In the Korea investigation. Commerce assigned a dumping rate of 14.97 percent for mandatory respondent 
Hyundai RB Co., Ltd.. Commerce assigned a dumping rate of 7.03 percent for mandatory respondent SeAH 
Steel Corporation. Commerce assigned a dumping rate of 20.39 percent for mandatory respondent Samkang 
M&T Co., Ltd., based on adverse facts available. Commerce assigned a dumping rate of 9.30 percent to all 
other producers and exporters of large diameter welded pipe from Korea.

In the Turkey investigation. Commerce assigned a dumping rate of 4.55 percent for mandatory respondent 
Bomsan Mannesmann Boru Sanayi ve Ticaret A.S. Commerce assigned a dumping rate of 5.05 percent for 
mandatory respondent HDM Celik Boru Sanayi ve Ticaret A.S. Commerce assigned a dumping rate of 4.68 
percent to all other producers and exporters of large diameter welded pipe from Turkey.

In the Korea investigation. Commerce has calculated a subsidy rate of 0.01 percent (de minimis) for 
mandatory respondent Husteel Co., Ltd., 0.44 percent {de minimis) for m^datojy rcsponient Hyundai Steel 
Company and 27.42 percent for mandatory respondent SeAH Steel Corporation based on adverse facts 
available. Commerce calculated a rate of 9.29 percent for all other Korean producers and exporters.

In the Turkey investigation, Commerce has calculated a subsidy rate of 3.72 percent for mandatory 
respondent HDM Celik Boru Sanayi ve Ticaret A.S. and 0.92 percent {de minimis) for mandatory



respondent Bomsan Mannesmann Boru Sanayi ve Ticaret A.S. Commerce calculated a rate of 3.72 percent 
for all other Turkish producers and exporters.

9 ■ Upon publication of the final affirmative AD determinations, Commerce will instruct U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection (CBP) to collect AD cash deposits equal to the applicable final weighted-average 

—y dumping rates. Further, as a result of the affirmative final CVD determinations, if the U.S. International 
’ Trade Commission (TTC) makes affirmative injury determinations, Commerce will instruct CBP to resume 

collection of CVD cash deposits equal to the applicable above-de minimis subsidy rates.

• The petitioners are American Cast Iron Pipe Company (Birmingham, AL), Berg Steel Pipe Corp. (Panama 
City, FL), Berg Spiral Pipe Corp. (Mobile, AL), Dura-Bond Industries (Steelton, PA), Skyline Steel 
(Parsippany, NJ), and Stupp Corporation (Baton Rouge, LA).

. • The merchandise covered by the Canada, Greece, Korea, and Turkey investigations is welded carbon and
‘ alloy steel pipe (including stainless steel pipe), more than 406.4 mm (16 inches) in nominal outside diameter 

(large diameter welded pipe), regardless of wall thickness, length, surface finish, grade, end finish, or 
. stenciling. Large diameter welded pipe may be used to transport oil, gas, slurry, steam, or other fluids, 

liquids, or gases. It may also be used for structural purposes, including, but not limited to, piling. 
Specifically, not included is large diameter welded pipe produced only to specifications of the American 
Waterworks Association (AWWA) for water and sewage pipe.

Large diameter welded pipe used to transport oil, gas, or natural gas liquids is normally produced to the 
American Petroleum Institute (API) specification 5L. Large diameter welded pipe may also be produced to 
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) standards A500, A252, or A53, or other relevant 
domestic specifications, grades and/or standards. Large diameter welded pipe can be produced to 
comparable foreign specifications, grades and/or standards or to proprietary specifications, grades and/or 
standards, or can be non-graded material. All pipe meeting the physical description set forth above is 
covered by the scope of these investigations, whether or not produced according to a particular standard.

Subject merchandise also includes large diameter welded pipe that has been further processed in a third 
country, including but not limited to coating, painting, notching, beveling, cutting, punching, welding, or 
any other processing that would not otherwise remove the merchandise from the scope of the investigations 
if perfonned in the country of manufacture of the in-scope large diameter welded pipe.

Excluded from the scope of the Korea AD and Turkey AD investigations are any products covered by the 
existing antidumping duty orders on welded line pipe from Korea and Turkey, respectively. See Welded 
Line Pipe from the Republic of Korea and the Republic of Turkey: Antidumping Duty Orders, 80 FR 75056 
(December 1, 2015). Also excluded from the scope of the Korea AD investigation are any products 
covered by the existing antidumping order on welded ASTM A-312 stainless steel pipe from Korea. See 
Welded ASTM A-312 Stainless Steel Pipe from South Korea: Antidumping Duty Order, 57 FR 62300 
(December 30, 1992). Also excluded from the scope of the Turkey CVD investigation are any products 
covered by the existing countervailing duty order on welded line pipe from the Republic of Turkey. See 
Welded Line Pipe from the Republic of Turkey: Countervailing Duty Order, 80 FR75054 (December 1, 
2015).

The large diameter welded pipe that is subject to these investigations is currently classifiable in Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States (HTSUS) under subheadings 7305.11.1030, 7305.11.1060,

A 7305.11.5000, 7305.12.1030,7305.12.1060, 7305.12.5000, 7305.19.1030, 7305.19.1060,7305.19.5000,
- 7305.31.4000, 7305.31.6010, 7305.31.6090, 7305.39.1000 and 7305.39.5000. While the HTSUS

U.S. Department of Commerce International Trade Administration Enforcement and Compliance



subheadings are provided for convenience and customs purposes, the written description of the scope of 
these investigations is dispositive.

O
In 2017, imports of large diameter welded pipe from Canada, Greece, Korea, and Turkey were valued at an 
estimated $179.9 million, $10.7 million, $150.9 million, and $57.3 million, respectively.

* • The Final Decision Memoranda are on file electronically via Enforcement and Compliance’s Antidumping 
and Countervailing Duty Centralized Electronic Service System (ACCESS). ACCESS is available to 
registered users at https://access.trade.gov, and to all parties in the Central Records Unit, Room B8024 of 
the main Department of Commerce building. Please refer to AD case numbers A-122-863 for Canada, A- 
484-803 for Greece, A-580-897 for Korea, and A-489-833 for Turkey and CVD case numbers C-580-898 
for Korea and C-489-834 for Turkey.

> NEXT STEPS

' • The ITC is scheduled to make its final determinations on or about April 5, 2019.

• If the ITC makes affirmative final determinations that imports of large diameter welded pipe from Canada, 
Greece, Korea, and/or Turkey materially injure, or threaten material injury to, the domestic industry, 
Commerce will issue AD and CVD orders. If the ITC makes negative determinations of injury, the 
investigations will be terminated.

FINAL DUMPING RATES:

COUNTRY , - EXPORTER/PRODUCER DUMPING. RATES'

) Canada Evraz Inc. NA 12.32%

j All Others 12.32%

•:SddyNTO$;i^ 'EXPORTER/PRODUCER DUMPING RATES

Greece Corinth Pipeworks Pipe Industry S.A. 9.96%

All Others 9.96%

COUNTRY ; \ v; EXPORTER/PRODUCER
DUMPING
•• RATES;;;!'

cash; :

Korea

Hyundai RB Co., Ltd. 14.97% 12.86%

SeAH Steel Corporation 7.03% :4.92%

Samkang M&T Co., Ltd. 20.39% 18.28%

All Others 9.30% 7.19%

U.S. Department of Commerce International Trade Administration Enforcement and Compliance



IMSPi
Vj.:* •

Turkey
Borusan Mannesmann Boru Sanayi ve Ticaret A.S. 4.55% 4.55%

HDM Celik Boru Sanayi ve Ticaret A.S. 5.05% 4.05%

All Others 4.68% 3.68%
» *Rates are adjusted for export subsidies.

FINAL SUBSIDY RATES

Korea

Husteel Co., Ltd. 0.01% (de minimis)

Hyundai Steel Company 0.44% (de minimis)

SeAH Steel Corporation 27.42%

All Others 9.29%

-L
WlCOUNTRY- J

*<t 1 • • • '*j* i < il?fcjr,‘.■ st • . V,' < :• _* ,r* .*
EXItORTER/PRODlJCER

. Turkey Borusan Mannesmann Boru Sanayi ve „ 0.92% (de minimis)
f Ticaret A.S.

HDM Celik Boru Sanayi ve Ticaret A.S. 3.72%
All Others 3.72%

^*'de minimis = less than 1 % for developed countries, less than 2% for developing countries.

CASE CALENDAR:

- -■* . ■

Petitions Filed January 17,2018 January 17,2018

DOC Initiation Date February 9, 2018 February 9,2018

ITC Preliminary Determinations March 6, 2018 March 6,2018

DOC Preliminary Determinations June 29, 2018 August 27, 2018

DOC Final Determinations February 19, 2019 February 19,2019
i* . •

ITC Final Determinations Aprils, 2019 April 5,2019

Issuance of Orders* April 12,2019 April 12,2019

735(aXI) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the Act). For CVD investigations, the deadlines are set forth in sections 703(b) and 705(a) of the Act. These deadlines 
ay be extended under certain circumstances.

is will take place only in the event of affirmative final determinations from Commerce and the ITC.

U.S. Department of Commerce International Trade Administration Enforcement and Compliance



IMPORT STATISTICS

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, accessed through Global Trade Atlas. (HTSUS 7305.11.1030, 7305.11.1060,7305.11.5000, 
7305.12.1030, 7305.12.1060,7305.12.5000, 7305.19.1030, 7305.19.1060, 7305.19.5000, 7305.31.4000, 7305.31.6010, 7305.31.6090, 
7305.39.1000, and 7305.39.5000.) Note: Currently there are AD and CVD orders on welded line pipe trom Turkey and an AD order 

welded line pipe from Korea. These three orders cover welded line pipe not more than 24 inches in nominal outside diameter. The 
^P^ove import statistics include HTSUS subheadings that may also be covered under the AD and CVD orders; therefore, the above 

^ pport statistics for imports of large diameter welded pipe from Korea and Turkey may be overstated.

U.S. Department of Commerce International Trade Administration Enforcement and Compliance
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ENHANCED CONTENT

PUBUSHED DOCUMENT

AGENCY:

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), DOT.

ACTION:

Advance notice of proposed rulemaking (ANPRM).

SUMMARY:

PHMSA is seeking public comment on its existing class location requirements for natural gas transmission 

pipelines as they pertain to actions operators are required to take following class location changes due to 

population growth near the pipeline. Operators have suggested that performing integrity management 

measures on pipelines where class locations have changed due to population increases would be an equally 

safe but less costly alternative to the current requirements of either reducing pressure, pressure testing, or 

replacing pipe. This request for public comment continues a line of discussion from a Notice of Inquiry 

published in 2013 and a report to Congress in 2016 regarding whether expanding integrity management 

requirements would mitigate the need for class location requirements.

DATES:

Persons interested in submitting WTitten comments on this ANPRM must do so by October 1, 2018.

ADDRESSES:

You may submit comments identified by the Docket: PHMSA-2017-0151 by any of the following methods:

E-Gov w.ebsite: https://www.regulations.gov (https://www.reguIations.gov). This site allows the public to 

enter comments on any Federal Register notice issued by any agency. Follow the online instructions for 

submitting comments.

Fax: 1-202-493-2251.

Mail: Hand Delivery: U.S. DOT Docket Management System, West Building Ground Floor, Room W12-140, 

1200 New Jersey Avenue SE, Washington, DC 20590-0001 between 9:00 a.tn. and 5:00 p.m., Monday 

through Friday, except Federal holidays.

Instructions: Identify the Docket ID at the beginning of your comments. If you submit your comments by 

mail, submit two copies. If you wish to receive confirmation that PHMSA has received your comments, 

include a self-addressed stamped postcard. Internet users may submit comments at 

https://www.regulations.gov/(https://www.regulations.gov/).

Note: Comments are posted without changes credits to https://www.regulations.gov 

(https://www.regulations.gov), including any personal information provided. There is a privacy statement 

published on https://uAvw.TegulQtions.gov (https://wimo.regvlations.gov).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Technical questions: Steve Nanney, Project Manager, by telephone at 713-272-2855 orby email at 

steve.nanney@dot.gov (mailto:steve.nanney@dot.gov).

General information: Robert dagger, Technical Writer, by telephone at 202-366-4361 or by email at 

robert.jagger@dot.gov (mailto:robert.jagger@dot.gov).

’T'?

https-Jfaww.federairegister.gov/documents/2018/07/31/2018-16376/piperine-5afety-class4ocation-change-Tequirements 2/21
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Outline of This Document

I. Class Location History and Purpose

A. Class Location Determinations

B. Class Location—“Cluster Rule" Adjustments

II. Changes in Class Location Due to Population Growth

III. Class Location Change Special Permits 

A. Special Permit Conditions

IV. Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011—Section 5

A. 2013 Notice of Inquiry: Class Location Requirements

B. 2014 Pipeline Advisory Committee Meeting, Class Location Workshop, and Subsequent Comments

C. 2016 Class Location Report

V. INGAA Submission on Regulatory Reform—Proposal To Perform IM Measuresln-Lieu of Pipe

Replacement When Class Locations Change

VI. Questions for Consideration

VII. Regulatory Notices

Background

I. Class Location History and Purpose

The class location concept pre-dates Federal regulation of gas transmission pipelines 1*1 and was an early 

method of differentiating areas and risks along natural gas pipelines based on the potential consequences of 

a hypothetical pipeline failure. Class location designations were previously included in the American 

Standards Association 631.8-1968 version of the “Gas Transmission and Distribution Pipeline Systems" 

standard, which eventually became the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) International 

Standard, ASME B31.8 “Gas Transmission and Distribution Pipeline Systems." The class location definitions 

incorporated into title 49, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 192.5 were initially derived from the 

designations in this standard and were first codified on April 19,1970.^ These definitions were like the 

original ASME B31.8 definitions for Class 1 through 3 locations but added an additional Class 4 definition 

and, with some modifications, still apply today.

Gas transmission pipelines are divided into classes from 1 (rural areas) to 4 (densely populated, high-rise 

areas) that are based on the number of buildings or dwellings for human occupancy in the area. This concept 

is to provide safety to people from the effects of a high-pressure natural gas pipeline leak or rupture that 

could explode or catch on fire. PHMSA uses class locations in 49 CFR part 192 (/select- 

citatioD/20i8/o7/3i/49-CFR-i92) to implement a graded approach in many areas that provides more 

conservative safety margins and more stringent safety standards commensurate with the potential 

consequences based on population density near the pipeline. When crafting the natural gas D regulations, 

DOTs Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS) determined that these more stringent standards were necessary 

because a greater number of people in proximity to file pipeline substantially increases the probabilities of 

personal injury and property damage in the event of an accident At the same time, the external stresses, the
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the population; consequently, additional protective measures are often needed in areas with greater 

concentrations of population.

The most basic and earliest use of the class location concept focused on the design (safety) margin for the 

pipeline. As pipelines are designed based, in part, on the population along their pipeline route and therefore 

the class location of the area, it is important to decrease pipe stresses in areas where there is the potential for 

higher consequences or where higher pipe stresses could affect the safe operation of a pipeline in larger- 

populated areas. Pipeline design factors are derating factors that ensure pipelines are operated below 100 

percent of the maximum pipe yield strength. From an engineering standpoint, they were developed based on 

risk to the public kl and for piping that may face additional operational stresses.^* Pipeline design factors 

vary, ranging from 0.72 in a Class 1 location to 0.40 in a Class 4 location. They are used in the pipeline design 

formula (§ 192.105) to determine the design pressure for steel pipe, and are generally reflected in the 

maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) based upon a percentage of the specified minimum yield 

strength (SMYS) at which the pipeline can be operated.15 6J Design factors are used along with pipe 

characteristics in engineering calculations (Barlow's Formula) to calculate the design pressure and MAOP of 

a steel pipeline. More specifically, the formula at § 192.105 is P = (zSt/D) * F x E*T, where P is the design 

pressure, 5 is the pipe’s yield strength, f is the wall thickness of the pipe, 0 is the diameter of the pipe, F is 

the design factor per the class location, E is the longitudinal joint factor,^ and Tis the temperature derating 

factor.^ The formula in § 192.105 can be used to calculate the MAOP of a 1000 psig pipeline with the same 

operating parameters (diameter, wall thickness, yield strength, seam type, and temperature) but in different 

class locations (and therefore different design factors), and the MAOP of that pipeline in the different class 

locations would be as follows:

■ No class location—design factor » 1.0 (none); MAOP = 1000 psig

■ Class 1—design factor = 0.72; MAOP = 720 psig

■ Class 2—design factor *= 0.60; MAOP = 600 psig

p Class 3—design factor = 0.50; MAOP = 500 psig

p Class 4—design factor = 0.40; MAOP = 400 psig

As therefore evidenced, pipelines at higher class locations will have lower operating pressures and maximum 

allowable operating pressures due to more stringent design factors to protect people near the pipeline.

As natural gas pipeline standards and regulations evolved, the class location concept was incorporated into 

many other regulatory requirements, including test pressures, mainline block valve sparing, pipeline design 

and construction, and operations and maintenance (O&M) requirements, to proride additional safety to 

populated areas. In total, dass location concepts affect 12 of 16 subparts of part 192 and a total of 28 

individual sections.^

A. Class Location Determinations

Pipeline dass locations for onshore gas pipelines are determined as specified in § 192.5(a) by using a “sliding 

mile.’’ The “sliding mile” is a unit that is l mile in length, extends 220 yards on either side of the centerline of 

a pipeline, and moves along the pipeline. The number of buildings within this sliding nule at any point 

during the mile's movement determines the dass location for the entire mile of pipeline contained within the 

sliding mile. Class locations are not determined at any given point of a pipeline by counting the number of 

dwellings in static mile-long pipeline segments stacked end-to-end.

When higher dwelling concentrations are encountered during the continuous sliding of this mile-long unit, 
the dass location of the pipeline rises commensurately. As it pertains to structure counts, a Class 1 location is 
a dass location unit along a continuous mile containing 10 or fewer buildings intended for human 
occupancy, a Class 2 location is a dass location unit along a continuous mile containing 11 to 45 buildings 
intended for human occupancy, and a Dass 3 location is a dass location unit along a continuous mile
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with four or more stories above ground are prevalent. Whenever there is a change in class location that will

cause an apparent overlapping of class locations, the higher-numbered class location applies.
<

B. Class Location—“Cluster Rule” Adjustments

After proposing the initial natural gas safety regulations in 1970, OPS received several comments stating that 

the proposed class location definitions could create 2-mile stretches of higher class locations for the sole 

protection of small dusters of buildings at crossroads or road crossings. Because part 192 regulations become 

more stringent as class locations increase from Class 1 to 4 locations, pipelines in higher class location areas 

such as these can result in increased expenditures to the pipeline operator in areas where there is no 

population. When finalizing the class location definitions as a part of establishing part 192 on August 19,

1970 (35 FR13248), OPS added a new paragraph to allow operators to adjust the boundaries of Class 2,3, 

and 4 Dlocations. Under this provision, operators can choose to end Class 4 location boundaries 220 yards 

from the furthest edges of a group of 4-story buildings, and operators can choose to end Class 2 and 3 

boundaries up to 220 yards upstream and downstream from the furthest edges of a group or “cluster” of 
buildings.1121 “Clustering" therefore, is a means of reducing the length of a Class 2,3, or 4 location in a 

sliding mile unit that requires a Class 2,3, or 4 location; in other words, it allows operators to cluster or 

reduce the amount of pipe that is subject to the requirements of a higher class location.^131

It is important to note that while clustering allows for the adjustment of the length of class locations in 

certain areas, it does not change the length of class location units themselves nor the method by which class 

location units are determined. Further, clustering does not exclude “buildings for human occupancy" in a 

class location unit/sliding mile, so all buildings within a specified class location unit must be protected by the 

maximum class location level that was determined for the entire class location unit. This concept becomes 

especially important when other buildings for human occupancy are built within a class location unit/sliding 

mile where a cluster exists and an operator has adjusted the class location length to exclude certain lengths of 

pipe outside of the cluster area.

For instance, assume there is a class location unit/sliding mile containing 47 homes dose to one another. The 

class location unit would be a Class 3 location per the definition provided at § 192.5(b). An operator can 

consider these homes a “cluster" and appropriately apply the adjustment at § 192.5(c) so that the boundaries 

of the Class 3 location are 220 yards upstream and downstream from the furthest edges of the clustered 

homes (buildings for human occupancy). Therefore, while the entirety of the pipeline is in a Class 3 class 

location unit, the only pipe subject to Class 3 requirements is the length of the cluster plus 220 yards on both 

sides of the cluster. The remaining pipe in the dass location unit/sliding mile, the pipe that is outside of this 

clustered area, could therefore be operated at Class 1 requirements rather than at the otherwise-required 

Class 3 requirements.

However, what would happen if new buildings were built within that sliding mile but away from that single 

cluster? If, per the example above, there is a duster of 47 homes at one end of a dass location unit/sliding 

mile, and 3 homes are built at the other end of the class location unit, the operator must count and treat 

those 3 homes as a second duster, with the length of the cluster plus 220 yards on both sides of the cluster 

subject to Class 3 requirements. The pipeline between these two dusters would still be in a Class 3 location 

per its dass location unit, as there would be 50 homes within the sliding mile, but the pipeline between the 

clusters could be operated under Class 1 location requirements. If the 220-yard extensions of any two or 

more dusters intercept or overlap, the separate dusters must be considered a single duster for purposes of 

applying the adjustment.

An operator must use the clustering method consistently to ensure that all buildings for human occupancy 

within a class location unit are covered by the appropriately determined dass location requirements. Any 

new buildings for human occupancy built in a dass location unit where dustering has been used must also be 

dustered, whether they form a new, independent duster or are added to the existing duster. Note that even a
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specified class location unit must be protected by the maximum class location level that was determined for 

the entire class location unit.

PHMSA’s interpretation to Air Products and Chemicals, Inc., issued on March 11,20isJI4l explains and 

diagrams this concept further.

II. Changes in Class Location Due to Population Growth

Class locations can change as the population living or working near a pipeline grows and, as outlined earlier, 

are specifically determined based on the density of dwellings within the 440-yard-wide (quarter-mile-wide) 

sliding mile down the pipeline centerline. Class locations are used to determine a pipeline's design factor, 

which is a component of the design formula equation at § 192.105 and ultimately factors into the pressure at 

which the pipeline is operated. As population around a pipeline increases and the pipeline's class location 

increases, the numeric value of the design factor decreases, which translates, via the formula at § 192.105, 

into a lower MAOP for the pipeline. To illustrate this, a Class 4 location containing a prevalence of 4-or- 

more-story buildings has a safety factor of 0.4, whereas a Class 2 location containing 11 to 45 dwellings has a 

safety factor of 0.6. If a Class 2 location is very quickly developed to a point where there is a prevalence of 4- 

or-more story buildings, the corresponding difference in safety factor when the class location changes, from a 

0.6 to a 0.4, equates to a 33% reduction in MAOP per the design formula equation.

A change in class location requires operators to confirm safety factors and to recalculate the MAOP of a 

pipeline. If the MAOP per the newly determined class location is not commensurate with the present class 

location, current regulations require that pipeline operators (1) reduce the pipe's MAOP to reduce stress 

levels in the pipe; (2) replace the existing pipe with pipe that has thicker walls or higher yield strength to 

yield a low-er operating stress at the same MAOP; or (3) pressure test at a higher test pressure if the pipeline 

segment has not previously been tested at the higher pressure and for a minimum of 8 hours.Depending 

on the pipeline’s test pressure and whether it meets the requirements in §§ 192.609 and 192.611 (“Change in 

class location: Required study," and “Change in class location: Confirmation or revision of maximum 

allowable operating pressure,” respectively), an operator can base the pipeline's MAOP on a certain safety 

factor times the test pressure for the new class location as long as the corresponding hoop stress of the 

pipeline does not exceed certain percentages of the specified minimum yield strength (SMYS) of the pipe.’6 

D This is often referred to as a "one-class bump,” as an operator can use this method when class locations 

change from a Class 1 to 2, a Class 2 to a 3, or a Class 3 to a 4.

The §§ 192.5 and 192.611 requirements to change-out pipe, re-pressure test, or de-rate pipe to a lower MAOP 

when population growth occurs and requires a class location change are the most significant reasons that 

operators request that class locations be revised or eliminated. Throughout the process of considering class 

location changes,^ comments PHMSA received from the trade associations state that reducing a pipeline's 

operating pressure below that at which the pipeline historically operated may unacceptably restrict deliveries 

to natural gas customers. These same commenters suggest that pressure testing pipelines may be practicable 

in select cases, but the test pressure required for higher class locations may exceed what a pipeline is 

designed to accommodate. Operators also contend that they should not have to change out pipe when a class 

location change occurs if the operator can prove that the pipe segment is fit for service through integrity 

assessments.^

III. Class Location Change Special Permits

As population growth occurs around pipelines that were formerly in rural areas, some operators have applied 

for special permits to prevent the need for pipe replacement or pressure reduction when the class location 

changes. A special permit is an order issued under § 190.341 that waives or modifies compliance with 

regulatory requirements if the pipeline operator requesting it demonstrates a need and PHMSA determines 

that granting the special permit would be consistent with pipeline safety. PHMSA performs extensive 

technical analysis on special permit applications and typically grants special permits on the condition that
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publishes a notice and request for comment in the Federal Register for each special permit application 

received and tracks issued, denied, and expired special permits on its website.

Since 2004, PHMSA has approved over 15 class location special permits based on operators adopting 
additional conditions, including certain operating safety criteria and periodic integrity evaluations.^9 2°1 

Generally, the additional conditions PHMSA requires are designed to identify and mitigate integrity issues 

that could threaten the pipeline segment and cause failure, especially given the fact that the majority of class 

location special permits it receives and reviews are for older pipelines that may have manufacturing, 

construction, or ongoing maintenance issues, such as seam or pipe body cracking, poor.extemal coating, 

insufficient soil cover, lack of material records, dents, or repairs not made to class location design safety 

factors.

Typically, PHMSA requires operators to incorporate the affected segments into the company’s O&M 

procedures and integrity management plan, perform additional assessments for threats to the pipeline 

segments identified during an operator's risk assessment, perform additional cathodic protection M and 

corrosion control measures, and repair any discovered anomalies to a specified schedule. Therefore, the 

additional monitoring and maintenance requirements PHMSA prescribes through this process help to 

ensure the integrity of the pipe and protection of the population living near the pipeline segment at a 

comparable margin of safety and environmental protection throughout the life of the pipe compared to the 

regulations as written. The class location change special permits that PHMSA has granted have allowed 

operators to continue operating the pipeline segments identified under the special permits at the current 

MAOP based on the previous class locations. PHMSA notes that it developed its class location special permit 

process by adapting Integrity Management (IM) concepts and published the typical considerations for class 

location change special permit requests in the Federal Register in 2004.^ Based on its experiences when 

renewing some of the earliest class location change special permits, PHMSA has extended the expiration date 

of its class location change special permits from 5 years to 10 years. This extension should provide additional 

regulatory certainty to operators that apply for these permits. Further, throughout the renewal process of 

existing special permits, PHMSA has not significantly changed the original conditions imposed on individual 

operators. While PHMSA can make modifications to its special permit conditions when it is in the interest of 

safety- and the public to do so, PHMSA has determined that the present special permit conditions and process 

are consistent with public safety.

A, Special Permit Conditions

In the special permit conditions and criteria PHMSA published in the Federal Register on June 29, 2004, 

PHMSA outlines several “threshold conditions" pipelines must meet tobe considered for a special permit 

when class locations change. For instance, PHMSA does not consider any pipeline segments for a special 

permit where the class location those segments are in changes to a Class 4 location. Typically, PHMSA 

receives special permit requests D for pipeline segments where file class location is changing from Class 1 to 

Class 3. PHMSA also does not consider for class location change special permits any segments that have bare 

pipe or wrinkle bends. Other manufacturing- and construction-related items PHMSA considers include 

whether the applicable segments have certain seam types that may be more prone to defects and failures, 

whether the pipe has certain coating types that provide an adequate level of cathodic protection, and the 

design strength of the pipe.

There are also operation and maintenance factors that PHMSA considers when evaluating pipeline segments 

for class location change special permit feasibility. For example, PHMSA doesn't consider for a Class 1 to 

Class 3 location change special permit any pipe segments that operate above 72 percent SMYS. Operators 

also need to produce a hydrostatic test record showing the segment was tested to 1.25 times the MAOP. Also, 

operators are required to have pipe material records to document the pipelines diameter, wall thickness, 

strength, seam type and coating type. Fox operators who do not have these records, PHMSA requires they 

make these records per the special permit conditions. PHMSA often requires operators to operate each 

applicable segment at or below its existing MAOP as well.
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pipeline segments into their IM program and inspect them on a regular basis according to the operator's 

ptocedures. Ap an extension of this requirement, operators must perform in-line inspections on the 

applicable segments, and the segments must not have any significant anomalies that would indicate any 

systemic problems. Additionally, PHMSA's published special permit criteria defines a “waiver inspection 

area,” also known as a “special permit inspection area,” as up to 25 miles of pipe on either side of the 

applicable segment. Operators must incorporate these areas into their IM programs as well and inspect and 

repair them per the operator’s IM program procedures. Some of the factors PHMSA uses when deciding the 

length of special permit inspection areas are based on factors including what class location the surrounding 

pipe is in and whether class location “clustering" has been used. For both the special permit segments and 

the special permit inspection areas, PHMSA also typically requires operators to perform assessments and 

surveys to identify pipe that maybe susceptible to certain issues, especially seam or cracking issues in the 

pipe seam or pipe body, based on the coating type, vintage, or manufacturing of the pipe. Pipelines in the 

special permit segments or in the special permit inspection areas that have had a leak or failure history arc 

also taken into consideration when PHMSA develops an individual special permit's conditions so as to 

prevent similar issues in the future. Further, PHMSA looks at the enforcement history of an operator 

applying for a special permit as a benchmark for how the operator has followed the Federal Pipeline Safety 

Regulations when developing the conditions following a special permit request.

In class location change special permit requests, PHMSA also ensures that integrity threats to pipelines in 

special permit segments and special permit inspection areas are addressed in operator operations and 

management plans, including a systematic, ongoing program to review and remediate pipeline safety 

concerns. Some of the typical integrity and safety threats PHMSA would expect operators to address include 

pipe coating quality, cathodic protection effectiveness, stress corrosion and seam cracking, and any long

term pipeline system flow reversals. To this end, PHMSA often requires coating condition surveys, the 

remediation of coating, and cathodic protection systems for pipelines where the operator has requested a 

class location change special permit. Any data gathered on the special permit area and special permit 

inspection area would have to be incorporated into the operator’s greater IM program.

PHMSA incorporates these conditions into class location change special permit requests to ensure that 

operators meet or exceed the threshold requirements with equivalent safety to the provisions in the Federal 

Pipeline Safety Regulations that are being waived and ensure that granting the special permit will not be 

inconsistent with safety.

IV. Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011—Section 5

On January 3,2012, the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011 (Pub. L. 112-90 

(https://api.fdsys.gov/link?collection=plaw&congress=li28dawtype=public&lawnum=9o8clink-type=html))

was enacted. Among the many provisions of the Act, Section 5 required PHMSA to evaluate whether IM 

system requirements, or elements thereof, should be expanded beyond high-consequence areas (HCA) and, 

with respect to gas transmission pipeline facilities, whether applying IM program requirements, or elements 

thereof, to additional areas would mitigate the need for class location requirements. PHMSA was required to 

report the findings of this evaluation to Congress and was authorized to issue regulations pursuant to the 

findings of the report following a prescribed review period.

A. 2013 Notice of Inquiry: Class Location Requirements

In August 2013, through a Notice of Inquiry, PHMSA solicited comments on whether expanding IM 

requirements would mitigate the need for class locations inline with the Section 5 mandate of the 2011 

Pipeline Safety Act.^ Several topics were discussed, including whether class locations should be eliminated 

and a single design factor used, whether design factors should be increased for higher class locations, and 

whether pipelines without complete material records should be allowed to use a single design factor if class 

locations were to be eliminated.!^
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lead to improvement to pipeline safety. Further, commenters noted that establishing a single design factor in 

lieu of class location designations might be too complicated to implement Many commenters noted that any 

changes in class location requirements would impact not only the classifications of many pipelines but would 

also possibly create several unintended consequences within part 192, as the class location requirements are 

referenced or built upon throughout the natural gas regulations.

Several industry trade groups had suggestions for changing the class location regulations, and these 

suggestions were developed further through subsequent discussions at advisory committee meetings and at 

public workshops. The Interstate Natural Gas Association of America (INGAA) noted that IM should be 

extended beyond HCAs with the caveat that PHMSA should examine the effects of such a change on other 

areas of the pipeline safety regulations. Along with this, it suggested that PHMSA revise certain operations 

and maintenance requirements that may no longer be necessary given technological advances and IM 

activities.Q

B. 2014 Pipeline Advisory Committee Meeting, Class Location Workshop, and Subsequent 
Comments

On February 25,2014, PHMSA hosted a joint meeting of the Gas and Liquid Pipeline Advisory Committees. 

[2S] At that meeting, PHMSA updated the committees on its activities regarding the Section 5 mandate of the 

2011 Pipeline Safety Act, and committee members and members of the public provided their comments.

INGAA, reinforcing its comments on the 2013 Notice of Inquiry, noted that the original class location 

definitions In ASME B31.8 were intended to provide an increased margin of safety’for locations of higher 

population density’ and stated that IM is a much better risk management tool than class locations. INGAA 

reiterated that it intends for its members to perform elements of IM on pipelines outside of HCAs.

On April 16,2014, PHMSA sponsored a Class Location Workshop to solicit comments on whether applying 

the gas pipeline IM program requirements beyond HCAs would mitigate the need for gas pipeline class 

location requirements. Presentations were made by representatives from PHMSA, the National Energy 

Board of Canada (NEB), National Association of Pipeline Safety Representatives (NAPSR), pipeline 

operators, industry groups, and public interest groups.^

During the workshop, INGAA representatives noted that the current class location regulations require 

changes that result in the replacement of "good pipe," and the special permit process for class location 

changes should be embedded in part 192. Representatives from the American Gas Association (AGA) noted 

that applying the current class location change requirements can cost more than $1 million per change. AGA 

claimed the special permit process for class location changes is burdensome, the renewal process is 

increasingly complex, and the outcome is uncertain.^27! Therefore, AGA suggested eliminating the special 

permit process for class location changes and incorporating spedfic requirements for special permits into 

part 192 as part of the base regulations. AGA recommended two approach methods, one based on IM and the 

other using the current class location approach.

Public interest groups including Accufacts and the Pipeline Safety Trust (PST) pointed out how deeply the 

concept of class locations is embedded in part 192, while also noting that IM requirements and class 

locations overlap in densely populated areas to provide a redundant, but necessary, safety regime. The PST 

also suggested that, in time, the older class location method potentially could be replaced with an IM method 

for regulation. However, the PST noted that incidents and data suggest there is room for improvement in the 

IM regulations, as data shows higher incident rates in HCAs than in non*HCAs, and noted that pipe installed 

after 2010 has a higher incident rate than pipe installed a decade earlier. Similarly, Accufacts noted that the 

incident at San Bruno, CA, exposed weaknesses in tire operator’s IM program and demonstrated that the 

consequences resulting from the incident spread far beyond the potential radius in which they were expected 

to occur J28* Therefore, Accufacts suggested that shifting the class location approach to solely an IM approach 

might decrease the protection of public safety.

•
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advancements in IM technology and processes have superseded the need for mandatory pipe replacement 

fo1l6wing a class location change. It noted that, in the past, it was logical to replace a pipeline when class 

locations changed because of the widespread belief that thicker pipe would take longer to corrode and would 

withstand greater external forces, such as damage from excavators, before failure. However, given current 

technology, improvements in pipe quality, and ongoing regulatory processes such as IM, operators can 

mitigate most threats without the need for pipe replacement. Therefore, INGAA offered an approach to class 

locations changes to not require pipe replacement for existing pipelines if pipe segments meet certain 

requirements that are in line with current IM requirements. Specifically, INGAA suggested that pipelines 

meeting a “fitness for service" standard in 18 categories of requirements could address potential safety 

concerns and preclude the need for pipe replacement^91 The 18 categories are very similar to the special 

permit conditions that PHMSA uses for a Class i to 3 location special permit as noted in the 2004 Federal 

Register notice.^301

C. 2016 Class Location Report

The Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011 required that PHMSA evaluate 

whether IM should be expanded beyond HCAs and whether such expansion would mitigate the need for class 

location requirements. In its report titled “Evaluation of Expanding Pipeline Integrity Management Beyond 

High-Consequence Areas and Whether Such Expansion Would Mitigate the Need for Gas Pipeline Class 

Location Requirements," k*1 which was submitted to Congress in April 2016 concurrently with the 

publication of the NPRM titled “Safety of Gas Transmission and Gathering Pipelines” (81 FR 20722 

(/citation/8i-FR-20722)), PHMSA noted that the application of IM program elements, such as assessment 

and remediation timeframes, beyond HCAs would not warrant the elimination of class locations.

PHMSA notes that class locations affect all gas pipelines and are integral to determining MAOPs; design 

pressures; pipe wall thickness; valve spacing; HCAs, in certain cases; and O&M inspection, surveillance, and 

repair intervals. While IM measures are a critical step towards pipeline safety and are important to mitigate 

risk, the assessment and remediation of defects do not adequately compensate for these other aspects of class 

locations. Thus, as outlined in the report, PHMSA determined the existing class location D requirements 

were appropriate for maintaining pipeline safety and should be retained. Therefore, any revisions to the class 

location requirements would have to be forward-looking (i.e., applying to pipelines constructed after a 

certain effective date) and would have to comport with the existing regulatory regime to provide 

commensurate safety if any changes are made to aspects of pipeline safety related to design and construction, 

which is where key safety benefits of class locations are realized.k21

As a part of the continuing discussion on class location changes and subsequent pipe replacement, PHMSA 

summarized at the end of the Class Location Report the concerns operators expressed regarding the cost of 

replacing pipe in locations that change from a Class 1 to a Class 3 location or a Class 2 to a Class 4 location.

As discussed throughout the document, operators submitted that the safe operation of pipelines constructed 

in Class 1 locations that later change to Class 3 locations can be achieved using current IM practices.

However, over the past decade, PHMSA observed problems with pipe and fitting manufacturing quality, 

including low-strength material; ^ construction practices; welding; field coating practices; IM assessments 

and reassessment practices; t3435] and record documentation practices.136371 These issues give PHMSA pause 

in considering approaches allowing a two-class bump (Class 1 to 3 or Class 2 to 4) without requiring pipe 

replacement, especially for higher-pressure transmission pipelines.

PHMSA stated in the conclusion of its Class Location Report that it would further evaluate the feasibility and 

the appropriateness of alternatives to address issues pertaining to pipe replacement requirements, continue 

to reach out to and consider input from all stakeholders, and consider future rulemaking if a cost-effective 

and safety-focused approach to adjusting specific aspects of class location requirements could be developed 

to address the issues identified by industry. In doing so, PHMSA would evaluate alternatives in the context of 

other issues it is addressing related to new construction quality- and safety-management systems and will
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PHMSA has initiated this rulemaking to gain further information on analyzing the current requirements 

cesulting in pipe replacement and alternatives to that practice.

V. INGAA Submission on Regulatory Reform—Proposal To Perform IM Measures 
in Lieu of Pipe Replacement When Class Locations Change

On July 24,2017, INGAA submitted comments to a DOT docket regarding regulatory review actions (Docket 

No. OST-2017'0057). In its submission, INGAA estimated that gas transmission pipeline operators incur 

annual costs of $aoo-$300 million1381 nationwide replacing pipe solely to satisfy the class location change 

regulations and requested PHMSA consider revising the current class location change regulations to include 

an alternative beyond pressure reduction, pressure testing, or pipe replacement

INGAA's proposed alternate approach focuses on recurring IM assessments that would leverage advanced 

assessment technologies to determine whether the pipe condition warrants pipe replacement in areas where 

the class location has changed. INGAA states that such an approach would further promote IM processes and 

principles throughout the nation's gas transmission pipeline network, improve economic efficiency' by 

reducing regulatory burden, and help fulfill the purposes of Section 5 of the 2011 Pipeline Safety Act.

INGAA claims that the current alternatives to pipe replacement following a class location change do not 

reflect the substantial developments in IM processes, technologies, and regulations over the past 15-plus 

years. More specifically, in-line inspection (IU) technologies, such as high-resolution magnetic flux leakage 

tools, can precisely assess the presence of corrosion and other potential defects, allowing an operator to 

establish whether a pipeline segment requires remediation or replacement.^39^

INGAA further notes that PHMSA’s proposed rulemaking titled “Safety of Gas Transmission and Gathering 

Pipelines" aims to expand IM assessments to newly defined “Moderate Consequence Areas" (proposed § 

192.710), and such an expansion provides a framework for developing an alternative for managing class 

location changes. INGAA suggests that the costs saved from avoiding pipe replacement using such an 

alternative could mitigate, to some degree, part of the costs of the proposed rulemaking. Additionally, INGAA 

notes that the proposed rulemaking contains several new provisions that will require operators to better 

manage the integrity of their pipelines by implementing more preventative and mitigative measures to 

manage the threat of corrosion. INGAA states that the inclusion of such corrosion control measures as a part 

of a program for managing the integrity of pipeline segments, including ones that have experienced class 

location changes, would further justify the development of an IM-focused alternative to class location 

changes.

#

Based on those statements, INGAA recommends PHMSA develop an alternative approach to § 192.611 that 

leverages the proposed § 192.710 for areas outside of HCAs and the IM requirements at § 192.921 to require 

recurring IM assessments and incorporation of those affected pipeline segments into IM programs. Further, 

INGAA suggests this approach require operators to reconfirm pipeline MAOP in a changed class location for 

any pipeline segment without traceable, verifiable, and complete records of a hydrostatic pressure test 

supporting the segment's previous MAOP.

PHMSA acknowledges that the class location change regulations predate the development of modem 

pipeline inspection technology such as IU, above-ground surveys, and modem integrity management 

processes. In fact, it wasn't until the mid-1990s that PHMSA, following models from other industries such as 

nuclear power, started to explore whether a risk-based approach to regulation could improve public and 

environmental safety. PHMSA finalized the IM regulations for gas transmission pipelines on December D15, 

2003,t4°l in response to tragic incidents on pipelines in BeDingham, WA, in 1999 and near Carlsbad, NM, in 

2000, which killed 3 people and 12 people, respectively. The IM regulations designated HCAs where 

operators would perform periodic assessments of the condition of their pipelines and make necessary repairs 

within specific timeframes if discovered anomalies met certain criteria. More specifically, the IM regulations 

outline the risk-based processes that pipeline operators must use to identify, prioritize, assess, evaluate, 

repair, and validate the integrity of gas transmission pipelines.
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flow to clean the inside of their pipelines. This pigging concept was later adapted through the application of 

technology to measure and record irregularities in the pipe and welds that may represent corrosion, cracks, 

deformations, and other defects. Now operators use III technology (“smart pigging or ILI") as a backbone of 

the modern IM program. ILI tools are inserted into pipelines'at locations, such as near valves or compressor 

stations, that have special configurations of pipes and valves where the ILI tools can be loaded into 

launchers, the launchers can be closed and sealed, and the flow of the product the pipeline is carrying can be 

directed to launch the tool down the pipeline. A similar setup is located downstream where the tool is 

directed out of the main line into a receiver so that an operator can remove the tool and retrieve the recorded 

data for analysis and reporting. ILI tools come in several different varieties that have distinct advantages and 

disadvantages over other methods of pipeline assessment. For instance, while some ILI tools might be able to 

reliably determine whether a pipeline has internal corrosion, the same tool might not be able to determine 

whether the pipeline has any crack indications. In selecting the tools most suitable for inline inspections, 

pipeline operators must know the type of threats that are applicable to the pipeline segment. Threats that ILI 

tools can identify typically include existing pipe wall thickness, pipe wall changes, pipe wall loss, cracking, 

and dents.

At the time the class location regulations were promulgated, it was logical to replace a pipeline when 

population growth resulted in a class location change in order to restore the safety margin appropriate for 

that location because the industry did not have the technology that is available today to learn the in situ 

material condition of the pipe. Further, since the existing pipe would not achieve a similar safety margin as 

replaced pipe, operators would need to use applicable inspection technology and pressure testing to ensure 

pipe has the correct wall thickness; strength; seam condition; toughness; no detrimental cracking or 

corrosion in the pipe body or seam; and a pipe coating that has not deteriorated or shields cathodic 

protection currents to allow corrosion or cracking issues such as girth weld cracking, stress corrosion 

cracking, or selective seam weld corrosion.

Currently, operators are not required to inspect pipelines or otherwise perform IM on those portions of 

pipelines unless they are within high consequence areas (HCAs) or the operator otherwise voluntarily 

assesses them and performs remediation measures for threats to the pipeline. As such, while prudent 

operators may know the characteristics and conditions of their pipelines outside of HCAs and can be 

confident that they can manage class location change expectations through the performance of IM measures, 

some operators may not.

PHMSA notes that while class locations and HCAs both provide additional protection to areas with high 

population concentrations, they were designed for different purposes. Unlike class locations, which provide 

blanket levels of safety throughout the nation’s pipeline network at all locations by driving MAOP and design, 

construction, testing, and O&M requirements, the purpose of the IM regulations is to provide a structure for 

operators to focus their resources on improving pipeline integrity in the areas where a failure would have the 

greatest impact on public safety. Whereas over time the safety margins that class locations provide can be 

reduced due to corrosion or other types of pipe degradation, IM requirements provide a continuing 

minimum safety margin for more densely populated areas because operators are required to inspect and 

repair those applicable pipelines at a minimum of every 7 years and more frequently based upon risk 

assessments of threats to the segment in the HCA.

PHMSA acknowledges that applying modern IM assessments and processes could potentially be a 

comparable alternative to pipe change-outs. PHMSA notes that if operators perform integrity assessments on 

significant portions of non-HCA pipe mileage, PHMSA could further consider operators using such 

assessments to determine whether pipe in a changed class location is fit for service rather than having to 

replace it

PHMSA is concerned, however, that some issues that result in pipeline failures, induding poor construction 

practices and operational maintenance threats, are not always being properly assessed and mitigated by
# operators, whether due to lack of technology or other causes. Further, as the incident at San Bruno in 2010

showed, operators may not have traceable, verifiable, and complete records of pipe properties, such as pipe 
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that are critical and necessary for IM processes and pipeline safety in Class 3 and 4 locations and HCAs 

where there are higher population densities. PHMSA also points out that there might be instances where a 

pipeline may be in "good condition" from a visual standpoint, but it may not have the initial pipe 

manufacturing, pipe strength, construction quality, and O&M history requirements that add the extra level of 

safety required by the regulations for the higher population density area and the MAOPJ4*! Section 192.611 

already allows a “one-class locatiqn" bump for pipeline class locations that are in satisfactory physical 

condition and have the required pressure test

Because of these factors, PHMSA seeks comment on the potential safety consequences of altering the current 

class location methodology and moving to an IM-only method in certain areas.D

VI. Questions for Consideration

PHMSA is requesting comments and information that will be used to determine if revisions should be made 

to the Federal Pipeline Safety Regulations regarding the current requirements operators must meet w’hcn 

class locations change. The list of questions below is not exhaustive and represents an effort to help in the 

formulation of comments. Any additional information that commenters determine would be beneficial to this 

discussion is also welcomed.

Qi—When the population increases along a pipeline route that requires a class location change as defined at 

§ 192.5. should PHMSA allow pipe integrity upgrades from Class 1 to Class 3 locations by methods other than 

pipe replacement or special permits? ^ Why or why not?

ia. —Should part 192 continue to require pipe integrity upgrades when class locations change from Class 1 to 

Class 3 locations or Class 2 to 4 locations? Why or why not?

ib. —Should part 192 continue to require pipe integrity upgrades from Class 1 to Class 3 locations for the 

“cluster rule" (see § 192.5(c)) when 10 or fewer buildings intended for human occupancy have been 

constructed along the pipeline segment? Why or why not?

ic. —Should part 192 continue to require pipe integrity upgrades for grandfathered pipe {e.g., pipe segments 

without a pressure test or with an inadequate pressure test, operating pressures above 72% SMYS, or 

inadequate or missing material records; see § 192.619(c))? Why or why not?

Q2—Should PHMSA give operators the option of performing certain IM measures in lieu of the existing 

measures (pipe replacement, lower the operating pressure, or pressure test at a higher pressure; see § 

192.611) when class locations change from Class 1 to Class 3 due to population growth within the sliding 

mile? Why or why not?

2a.—If so, what, if any, additional integrity management and maintenance approaches or safety measures 

should be applied to offset the impact on safety these proposals might create?

Q3—Should PHMSA give operators the option of performing certain IM measures in lieu of the existing 

measures (pipe replacement with a more conservative design safety factor or a combination of pressure test 

and low'er MAOP) when class locations change due to additional structures being built outside of clustered 

areas within the sliding mile, if operators are using the cluster adjustment to class locations per § 192.5(c) 

(2)? Why or why not?

3a-—If so> what, if any, additional integrity management and maintenance approaches or safety measures 

should be applied to offset the impact on safety these proposals might create?

3b.—At what intervals and in what timeframes should operators be required to assess these pipelines and 

perform remediation measures?

#
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locations change from Class i to Class 3, should some sort of “fitness for service" standard determine which 

pipelines are eligible? Why or why not?

4a.—If so, what factors should make a pipeline eligible or ineligible?

(i) Should grandfathered pipe (lacking records, including pressure test or material records) or pipe operating 

above 7296 SMYS be eligible? Why or why not?

(ii) Should pipe that has experienced an in-service failure, was manufactured with a material or seam 

welding process during a time or by a manufacturer where there are now known integrity issues or has lower 

toughness in the pipe and weld seam (Charpy impact value) be eligible? Should pipe with a failure or leak 

history be eligible? Why or why not?

(iii) Should pipe that contains or is susceptible to cracking, including in the body, seam, or girth weld, or 

haring disbonded coating or CP shielding coatings be eligible? Are there coating types that should disqualify 

pipe? Should some types of pipe, such as lap-welded, flash-welded, or low-frequency electric resistance 

welded pipe be ineligible? Should pipe where the seam type is unknown be ineligible? Why or why not?

(iv) Should pipe with significant corrosion (wall loss) be eligible for certain IM measures, or should it be 

replaced? Why or why not?

(v) Should anomalies be repaired similar to IM, allowed to grow to only a 10-percent safety factor ^ (§ 

192.933(d)) before remediation in high population areas such as Class 2,3 and 4 locations, or should they 

have an increased safety factor for remediation should these class location factors be eliminated? Why or why 

not?

(vi) Should pipe that has been damaged (dented) or has lost ground cover due to 3rd party activity 

(excavation or other) be eligible? Why or why not?

(vii) Should pipe lacking cathodic protection due to disbonded coating be eligible? Why or why not?

(viii) Should pipe with properties such as low frequency electric resistance weld (LF-ERW), lap welded, or 

other seam types that have a history of seam failure due to poor manufacturing properties or seam types that 

have a derating factor below 1.0 be eligible? Why or why not?

4b.—Should PHMSA base any proposed requirements off its criteria used for considering class location 

change waivers (69 FR 38948 (/citation/69-FR-38948); June 29,2004), including the age and 

manufacturing and construction processes of the pipe, and O&M history? Why or why not?

4c.—In the 2004 Federal Register notice (69 FR 38948 (/titation/69-FR-38948)), PHMSA outlines 

certain requirements pipelines must meet to be eligible for waiver consideration, including no bare pipe or 

pipe with wrinkle bends, records of a hydrostatic test to at least 1.25 times MAOP, records of ILI runs with no 

significant anomalies that would indicate systemic problems, and agreement that up to 25 miles of pipe both 

upstream and downstream of the waiver location must be included in the operator's IM program and 

periodically inspected using ILI technology. Further, the criteria provides no waivers for segments changing 

to Class 4 locations or for pipe changing to a Class 3 location that is operating above 7296 SMYS. Should 

PHMSA require operators and pipelines to meet the threshold conditions outlined earlier in this document 

(Section 3A; “Class Location Change Special Permits—Special Permit Conditions) or other thresholds to be 

eligible for a waiver when class locations change? Why or why not?

Q5—As it is critical for operators to have traceable, verifiable, and complete (TVC) records to perform IM, 

should operators be required to have TVC records as a prerequisite for performing IM measures on segments 

instead of replacing pipe when class locations change? Why or why not?
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j'ield strength, seam type, and wall thickness; coating type; O&M history; leak and failure history; pressure 

test»records; MAOP; class location; depth of cover; and ability to be in-line inspected?

5b.—If operators do not have TVC records for affected segments and TVC records were a prerequisite for

performing IM measures on pipeline D segments in lieu of replacing pipe, how should those records be D Start Printed
obtained, and when should the deadline for obtaining those records be? Page 36870

Q6—Should PHMSA incorporate its special permit conditions regarding class location changes into the 

regulations, and would this incorporation satisfy the need for alternative approaches? Why or why not?

(Examples of typical PHMSA class location special permit conditions can be found at

https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/classlQc/documents.htm

(https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/classIoc/documents.htm).)

6a.—What, if any, special permit conditions could be incorporated into the regulations to provide regulatory 

certainty and public safety in these high population density areas (Class 2,3, and 4)?

Q7—For all new and replaced pipelines, to what extent are operators consulting growth and development 

plans to avoid potentially costly pipe change-outs in the future?

Q8—What is the amount of pipeline mileage per year being replaced due to class location changes for 

pipelines: (1) Greater than 24 inches in diameter, (2) 16-24 inches in diameter, and (3) less than 16 inches in 

diameter?

8a.—Of this mileage, how much is being replaced due to class locations changing when additional structures 

for human occupancy are built near clustered areas, if operators are using the cluster adjustment to class 

locations per § 192.5(0X2)?

8b.—At how many distinct locations are pipe replacements occurring due to class location changes and that 

involve pipe with these diameters?

8c.—What is the average amount of pipe (in miles) being replaced and cost of replacement at the locations 

described in question 8b. and for these diameter ranges due to class location changes?

Q9—Should any additional pipeline safety equipment, preventative and raitigative measures, or prescribed 

standard pipeline predicted failure pressures more conservative than in the IM regulations be required if 

operators do not replace pipe when class locations change due to population growth and perform IM 

measures instead? Why or why not?

9a.—Should operators be required, to install rupture-mitigation valves or equivalent technology? Why or why 

not?

9b.—Should operators be required to install SCADA systems for impacted pipeline segments? Why or why 

not?

Q10—Should there be any maximum diameter, pressure, or potential impact radius (PIR) limits that should 

disallow operators from using IM principles in lieu of the existing requirements when class locations change? 

For instance, PHMSA has seen construction projects where operators are putting in 42-inch-diameter pipe 

designed to operate at up to 3,000 psig. The PIR for that pipeline would be over 1,587 feet, which would 

mean the total blast diameter would be more than 3,174 feet.

VII. Regulatory Notices

A. Executive Order 12866, Executive Order 13563, (/executive-order/13563) Executive Order 
13771, (/executive-order/13771) and DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures
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a “reasoned determination that the benefits of the intended regulation justify its costs,” and to develop 

regulations that “impose the least burden on society." Executive Order 13771 (/executive-order/13771) 
(“Reducing Regulation and Controlling Regulatory Costs"), issued January 30,2017, provides that “it is 

essential to manage the costs associated with the governmental imposition of private expenditures required 

to comply with Federal regulations.” One way to manage the costs of rulemakings is to propose new 

regulations that are deregulatory in nature, i.e. regulations that reduce the cost of regulatory compliance. 

PHMSA seeks information on whether this rulemaking could result in a deregulatory action under E.O. 

13771, (/executive-order/13771) meaning that a potential final rule could have “total costs less than zero." ^ 

We therefore request comments, including specific data if possible, concerning the costs and benefits of 

revising the pipeline safety regulations to accommodate any of the changes suggested in the advance notice.

B. Executive Order 13132 (/executive>order/13132): Federalism

Executive Order 13132 (/executive-order/13132) requires agencies to assure meaningful and timely input by 

State and local officials in the development of regulatory polides that may have a substantial, direct effect on 

the States, on the relationship between the national government and the States, or on the distribution of 

power and responsibilities among the various levels of government. PHMSA is inviting comments on the 

effect a possible rulemaking adopting any of the amendments discussed in this document may have on the 

relationship between national government and the States.

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 (5 U.S.C. 601 (https://api.fd$ys.gov/link? 

collection=uscode&title=5&year:=mostrecent&section=6oi&type=usc&link-type=html) et seq.)t PHMSA 

must consider whether a proposed rule would have a significant impact on a substantial number of small 

entities. “Small entities" indude small businesses, not-for-profit organizations that are independently owned 

and operated and are not dominant in their fields, and governmental jurisdictions with populations under 

50,000. If your business or organization is a small entity and if adoption of any of the amendments discussed 

in this ANPRM could have a significant economic impact on your operations, please submit a comment to 

explain how and to what extent your business or organization could be affected and whether there are 

alternative approaches to the regulations the agency should consider that would minimize any significant 

negative impact on small business while still meeting the agency's statutory objectives.

□. National Environmental Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 requires Federal agencies to consider the consequences of 

Federal actions and that they prepare a detailed statement analyzing them if the action significantly affects 

the quality of the human environment. Interested parties are invited to address the potential environmental 

impacts of this ANPRM, including comments about compliance measures that would provide greater benefit 

to the human environment or any alternative actions the agency could take that would provide beneficial 

impacts.

E. Executive Order 13175 (/executive-order/13175): Consultation and Coordination with 
Indian Tribal Governments

Executive Order 13175 (/executive-order/13175) requires agencies to assure meaningful and timely input 

from Indian Tribal Government representatives in the development of rules that “significantly or uniquely 

affect” Indian communities and that impose “substantial and direct compliance costs" on such communities. 

We invite Indian Tribal governments to provide comments on any aspect of this ANPRM that may affect 

Indian communities.

F. Paperwork Reduction Act

Under 5 CFR part 1320 (/sdect-citation/20i8/o7/3i/5-CFR-i32o), PHMSA analyzes any paperwork 

burdens if any information collection will be required by a rulemaking. We invite comment on the need for 

any collection of D information and paperwork burdens related to this ANPRM.

G. Privacy Act Statement
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of the individual submitting the comment (or signing the comment, if submitted on behalf of an association, 

business, labor union, etc.). DOTs complete Privacy Act Statement was published in the Federal Register 

on April 11,2000 (65 FR19477 (/citation/65-FR-i9477)).

Issued in Washington, DC, on July 25,2018, under authority delegated in 49 CFR 1.97 (/select- 

citation/20i8/o7/3i/49-CFR-i.97).

Alan K. Mayberry,

Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety.

Footnotes

1. The Department of Transportation first proposed class location regulations on March 24,1970 (35 FR 

5012). The proposal was part of a series o/NPRMs published in response to the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety 

Act of jg68 (Pub. L. 90-481). The NPRMs were directed at developing a comprehensive system of Federal 

safety standards for gas pipeline facilities and for the transportation of gas through such pipelines. The 

class location rulemaking was finalized on August 19,1970, as part of a consolidated rulemaking 

establishing the first minimum Federal safety standards for the fransporfaftbn of natural gas by pipelines 

(35 FR 13248).
Back to Citation

2. 35 FR 13248.
Back to Citation

3. For instance, the number of human dwellings near the pipeline or the type of dwelling (hospital, school, 

playground, nursing care facility, etc.).

Back to Citation

4. This can include piping at compressor stations, metering stations./abrications, and rood or railroad 

crossings.
Back to Citation

5. Design factors for steel pipe are listed inff192.nl. Class 1 locations have a 0.72 design factor, Class 2 

locations have a o.6o/acfor. Class 3 locations have a 0.50 factor, and Class 4 locations have a 0.40 design 

factor.

6. SMYS is an indication of the minimum stress a pipe may experience that will cause plastic, or 

permanent, deformation of the steelpipe.
Back to Citation

7. The seam type of a pipeline, per thisformula, has a limiting effect on the MAOP of the pipeline. While it 

is typically “i.oomand does not affect the calculation, certain types of furnace butt-welded pipe orpipe not 

manufactured to certain industry standards will havefactors of 0.60 or 0.80, which will necessitate a 

reduction in design pressure.
Back to Citation

$. The temperature derating factor rangesfrom 1.000 to 0.867 depending on the operating temperature of 

the pipeline. Pipelines designed to operate at 250 degrees Fahrenheit and lower have a factor of 1.000, 

which does not affect the design pressure calculation. Pipelines designed to operate at higher temperatures, 

including up to 450 degrees Fahrenheit, will haue derating/actors that mill lower the design pressure of 

the pipeline.
Back to Citation

9. §§192.5,192.8,192.9,192.65,192.105,192JH, 192.123,192J50,192J75,192J79,192243,192327, 

192.485,192.503,192.505,192.609,192.611,192.613,192.619,192.620,192.625,192.705,192.706,192.707, 

192.713,192.903,192.933, andi92.935.
Bade to Citation
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9

residence,for business, orfor another purpose. For the purposes of this rulemaking, a ''building’’may be 

interchangeably referred to as a "home,”a “house,”or a'dwelling.”

Back to Citation

11. Under § 192.5, Class i locations also include offshore areas, and Class 3 locations contain areas where 
the pipeline lies within 100 yards of a building or a small, well-defined outside area (including 

playgrounds, recreation areas, and outdoor theaters) that is occupied by 20 or more persons at least 5 

days a week for 10 weeks in any 12-month period. The days and weeks need not be consecutive.
Back to Citation

12. See § 192.5(c)(1) & (2).
Back to Citation

13. For example, if all buildings for human occupancy in a sliding mile containing enough buildings to 
require a Class 3 location were clustered in the middle of that sliding mile, the Class 3 area would end 220 

yards from the nearest building (on either side of the cluster through which the pipeline passes) rather than 

at the end of the i-mile class location unit that would otherwise be the basis for classification. Thus, if the 

cluster were 200 yards in length, the total length of the Class 3 area would be 640 yards (220 + 200 +
220).
Back to Citation

14. PHMSA Interpretation ^PI-14-0017, available at https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/sites/phmsa.dot.gov/ 

files/legacy/interpretations/Interpretation962oFiles/Pipe!ine/20i5/Air__Products_PI_i4__ooi7_io~oi_

20i4_Part„i92.s.pdf

(https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/sites/phmsa.dot.gov/files/legacy/interpretations/Interpretation%20File$/PipeUne/20is/Air_Products_PI_i4 
Back to Citation

15. See § 192.611 as appropriate to one-cZass changes (e.g., Gass 1 to 2 or Class 2 to 3 or Gass 3 to 4). As an 

example, for a Class 1 to Class 2 location change, the pipeline segment would require a pressure test to 1.25 

times the MAOPfor 8 hours. Following a successful pressure test, the pipeline segment would not need to 

be replaced with new pipe, but the existing design/actor 0/0.72 for a Class 1 location ujouW be acceptable 

for a Class 2 location.
Back to Citation

16. See § 192.611. Specifically, if the applicable segment has been hydrostatically tested for a period of 

longer than 8 hours, the MAOP is 0.8 times the test pressure in Gass 2 locations, 0.667 times the test 

pressure in Class 3 locations, or 0.555 times the test pressure in Class 4 locations. The corresponding hoop 

stress may not exceed 72% ofSMYS of the pipe in Class 2 locations, 60% of SMYS in Class 3 locations, or 

50% ofSMYS in Class 4 locations.

Back to Citation

17. See Section IV of this document. In the context of this rulemaking, PHMSA has been considering issues 

related to class location requirements since publishing anANPRMon the gas transmission regulations in 

2011. Following that, PHMSA published a notice of inquiry soliciting comments on expanding gas IM 

program requirements and mitigating class location requirements (78 FR 46560 (/dtation/78-FR-4656o);

August 1,2013) and held a public meeting on the notice of inquiry topics on April 16,2014 (both actions 

under Docket Number PHMSA-2013-0161). PHMSA also received comments on the issues discussed in this 

rulemaking in the doeiket titled Transportation Infrastructure: Notice of Review of Policy, Guidance, and 

Regulations Affecting Transportation Infrastructure Projects” which was noticed in the Federal Register 

on June 8,2017(82 FR 26734 (/citation/82-FR-26734); Docket Number OSr-2017-0057).
Back to Citation

18. Operators did not outline the type of integrity assessments that would be appropriate from their 

perspective nor the factors that should be considered to determine whether a pipeline segment is fit for 

service (such as pipe, pipe seam, or coating conditions; OScM history; material properties; pipe depth of 

cover; non-destructive testing of girth welds; type pipe coatings used and if they shield cathodic protection; 

seam type; failure or leak history; and pressure testing or acceptance criteria and any re-evaluation 

intervals).

Back to Citation

19. Special permit conditions are implemented to mitigate the causes of gas transmission tnadenfs and are 

based on the type 0/threats pertinent to the pipeline. The conditions are generally more heavily tveighted 

on identifying: Material, coating and cathodic protection issues, pipe wall loss, pipe and weld cracking,
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patrob, pressure tests and documentation, data integration of integrity issues, and reassessment intervals.

20. Examples ofPHMSA's class location special permit conditions can be found at: 

hkps://pnmis.phmsa.dot.gov/dassloc/docs/SpeciQlPermit^ExampleClassLocSP_Conditions_090U2_ 

drafti.pdf

(https://primb.phmsa.dot.gov/classloc/docs/SpecialPermit_ExampleClassLocSP_Conditions_09OJi2_draft1.pdf), 
and more information about PHMSA's special permit process for class location changes can be found at: 

https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/classloc/documents.htm 

(https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/classloc/documents.htm)

Back to Citation

21. Cathodic protection is a technique used to control the corrosion of a metal surface by making it the 

cathode of an electrochemical cell. This can be achieved with a special coating on the external surface of the 

pipeline along with an electrical system and anodes buried in the ground or with a “sacrificial"or galvanic 

metal acting as an anode. In these systems, the anode will corrode before the protected metal will

Back to Citation

22. Federal Register (69 FR 38948 (/citation/69-FR-38948), June 29,2004). Additional guidance is 
provided online at: http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/dassloc/index.htm

(http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/dassloc/index.htm). Public notices were publbhed in Federal Register:

69 FR 22115 (/citation/69-FR-22US) and 69 FR 38948 (/citation/6g-FR-38948), dated April 23,2004 and 

June 29,2004: Docket No. RSPA-2004-17401—Pipeline Safety: Development of Class Location Change 

Waiver (Special Permit).

Back to Citation

23. Federal Register (78 FR 46560 (/citation/78-FR-46s6o), August 1,2013).

Back to Citation

24- Regarding these questions, PHMSA received 30 comment letters, available at www.regulations.gov 

(http://www.regulations.gov) at docket PHMSA~2013-oi6i.

Back to Citation

25. The Pipeline Advbory Committees are statutorily mandated advbory committees that advise PHMSA 

on proposed safety standards, risk assessments, and safety policies for natural gas and hazardous liquid 

pipelines (49 USC. 60115 (https://api.fdsys.gov/link?

coUecHon=uscode8rtitle=49&year=mostrecent£ksection=6oii5Sctype=usc&link-type=htmI)). These 

Committees were established under the Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub. L. 92-463,5 US.C. app. 1- 

16) and the Federal Pipeline Safety Statutes (49 U.S.C. chap. 601-603). Fach committee consists of 15 

members, with membership divided among Federal and State agency representatives, the regulated 

industry, and the public.

Back to Citation

26. Meeting presentations are available online at: http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/meetings/MtgHome.mtg? 

mtg=95 (http://primb.phmsa.dot.gov/meetings/MtgHome.mtgPmtg-95).

Back to Citation

27. PHMSA notes that the special permit process is outlined in § 190.341 and is no different for the class 

location regulations than for any other pipeline safety regulation. Of the 18 special permits up for renewal 

from 2010-2017,9 of them were for class location changes. When reviewing the class location change 

permits up for renewal, PHMSA found no safety reason to extensively modify any of the prior permits and 

made no major revisions to any of the previously imposed safety conditions.

Back to Citation

28. The potential impact radius for the ruptured pipe segment involved in the San Bruno incident was 

calculated at 414 feet. However, the NTSB, in its accident report (NTSB/PAR-11/01), noted that the 

subsequentfire damage extended to a radius of about 600 feet from the blast center.

Back to Citation

29. Those 18 categories were as follows: Baseline Engineering and Record Assessments—Girth Weld 

Assessment, Casing Assessment, Pipe Seam Assessment, Field Coating Assessment, Cathodic Protection, 

Interference Currents Control, Close Interval Survey, Stress Corrosion Cracking Assessments, In-line 

Inspection Assessments, Metal Loss Anomaly Management, Dent Anomaly Management, Hard Spots

https:/Avww.federalregister.gov/documents/2018/07/31/201 S*16376/pipe!ine-safety-class^ocation-change-requirements 19/21
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Failure or Leak, Line Markers, Patrols, Damage Prevention Best Practices, Recordkeeping & 

Documentation.
Back to Citation

30. See also: http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/classloc/index.htm 
(http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/classloc/index.htm).

Back to Citation

31. https://wvjw.regulations.gov/document?D=PHMSA-20li‘0023-oi$3 

(https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=PHMSA-20ll-oo23-oi53).

Back to Citation

32. In its comments following the public workshop on Class Locations in 2014, INGAA noted that, after 

further analysis, it appears that applying the Potential Impact Radius (PIR) method to existing pipelines 

may be unworkable.
Back to Citation

33. PHMSA has documented pipe material foiD-strength issues through an aduisory buiferin and the ' 

following website link: http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/lowstrength/index.htm 

(http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/lowstrength/index.htm).

Back to Citation

34. IM and gperafiona/ procedures and practices were issues in the Pacific Gas & Electric (PGScE) San 

Bruno, CA, rupture in September 2010 and the Enbridge MarshaH, MI, rupture in July 2010.

35. PHMSA issued Advisory Bulletins ADB-ll-01 and ADB-2012-10 to operators regarding IM meaningful 

metrics and assessments on January 10,2011, and December 5,2012, respectively, luhich can be reviewed 

at: http://phmsa.dot.gov/pxpel\ne/regs/advisory-bu\letin (http://phmsa.dot.gov/pipelme/regs/advisory- 

bulletin).
Back to Citation

36. PHMSA issued Advisory Bulletin, ADB-12-06, concerning documentation ofMAOP on May 7,2012, 

which can be reviewed at: http://phmsa.dot.gov/pipeline/regs/advisory-buUetin  

(http://phmsa.dotgov/pipeline/regs/advisory‘buUetin).

37. Abo note PHMSA's Advisory Bulletin titled "Deactfuatfon of Threats,’’ issuedMarch 16,2017 (82 FR 

14106 (/citation/82-FR-i4io6)).

Back to Citation

38. PHMSA requests further substantiation of this estimate. In extrapolating the national data, PHMSA 

estimates this number is the cost incurred/or allpipe replacement projects on transmission lines, not just 

those projects triggered in response to class location changes.

Back to Citation

39. PHMSA notes that III and in-the-ditch evaluation technologies for crack identification are under 

development and couldfurther be improved.

Back to Citation

40. 68 FR 69778 (/titation/68-FR-69778); Pipeline Safety: Pipeline Integrity Management in High 

Consequence Areas (Gas Transmbsion Pipelines).
Back to Citation

41. PHMSA hasmetioith operators constructing neu> pipelines on seueral occasions to discuss issues/ound 

during inspection. To reach out to all members of the pipeline industry, PHMSA hosted a public workshop 

in collaboration with our State partners, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and 

Canada's National Energy Board (NEB) in April 2009. The objective of the workshop was to inform the 

public, alert the industry, review lessons learned from inspections, and to improve new pipeline 

construction practices prior to the 2009 construction season. This website makes available information 

discussed at the loorfcsftop and provides a forum in which to share additional information about pipeline 

construction concerns. This workshop focused on transmission pipeline construction. 

http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/construction/index.htm 

(http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/construction/indexJitm).

Back to Citation
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establish the pipelines operating pressure, anomaly repair criteria, safety surveys for leaks, 3rd party 

encroachments, etc. When Class locations change (from additional dwellings for human occupancy) from 

ohe-level tc<* higher level there are cut~ojf levels that may require a different designfactor, pressure test, 

or maintenance criteria. For pipe to be replaced the class location change would have to be from a Class 1 

to 3 or Class 2 to 4, which is a large increase in dwellings along the pipeline.
Back to Citation

43. Sections involving class location requirements include §§192.5,192.609,192.611,192.619 and 192.620.
Back to Citation

44. Section 192.933 has anomaly repair requirements based upon apredictedfailure pressure being less 

than or equal to 1.1 times theMAOP.

Back to Citation

45. See OMB Memorandum M-17-21, “Guidance Implementing Executive Order 13771, (/executive- 

order/13771) Titled 'Reducing Regulation and Controlling Regulatory Costs,' ” (April 5,2017).

Back to Citation

[FR Doc. 2018-16376 (/a/2018-16376) Filed 7-30-18; 8:45 am]
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Iviidclletown (Dauphin County), showing the area potentially within a 
flammable cloud from a Mariner East pipeline rupture.
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For details on the consequences of the ignition of a cloud like this, and for the assumptions that went Into this diagram, see: 

https://dragonpipediarv.com/2018/12/12/the-pipeline-threat-to-the-three~middletown-area-schools-south-of-harrisburg/



Downtown Mechanicsburg, showing the area potentially within a 
flammable cloud from a Mariner East pipeline rupture.

For details on the consequences of the Ignition of a cloud like this, and for the assumptions that went into this diagram, see: 

https://dragonpipediarv.com/2019/01/30/mechanicsburg-could-suffer-a-pipeline-catastrophe/





3/22/2019 Higher operating pressure prompts new safety concerns over Sunoco’s Mariner East 2X pipeline | Statelmpact Pennsylvania
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Sunoco's Mariner East 2 pipeline construction on Pennell Road in Middletown Township. 

(Emma Lee/WHYY)
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MARCH 21,2019 | 06:06 PM

Higher operating 
pressure prompts new 
safety concerns over 
Sunoco’s Mariner East 
2X pipeline
Pipeline safety advocates worry the 
pressure on the 16-inch Mariner East 
2x would pose greater dangers
Susan Phillips©

Reid Frazier/The Allegheny Front

A tree clearing crew member on a property in Huntingdon County along the 
Mariner East pipeline path.
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3/22/2019 Higher operating pressure prompts new safety concerns over Sunoco's Mariner East 2X pipeline | State Impact Pennsylvania

Pipeline opponents are raising new concerns about the safety of 
Energy Transfer/Sunoco Logistics' Mariner East 2x natural gas 
liquids line, which the company says will have a maximum 
operating pressure much higher than that of the Mariner East 1 
and 2 lines.

The pressure on the Mariner East 2x had previously been 
reported in public documents as equal to the pressure of parallel 
Mariner East 2, which uses the same right-of-way. A 
pipeline's “Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure.” < 
http://www.puc.state.pa.us/transport/gassafe/pdf/Gas Safety Seminar 2C 
PPT-PUC MAOP Ver.pdf > or MAOP, is set by the Department of 
Transportation <
https://www.federa|regi_ster?gov/documents/2012/05/07/2012- 
10866/pipeline-safetv-verification-of-records> and, for safety 
reasons, is lower than what the design characteristics of the pipe 
can withstand.

In permit applications filed in 2016 with the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Protection <
http://files.dep.state.pa.us/Regional Resources/SWRO/SWROPortalFilesZC 
%20Proiect%20Descr/Penn%20Pipeline%20Proiect%20Description 032: 
, and with the Delaware River Basin Commission in 2015, Sunoco 
stated the MAOP for Mariner East 2 and 2x would be 1480 psig, 
or pounds per square inch gauge.

But a footnote in recent reports filed with the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Protection point to a much higher 
number: 2100 psig.

Clean Air Council attorney Alex Bomstein, who says he 
discovered the difference while analyzing Sunoco's new 
horizontal directional drilling plans filed with DEP, said a risk 
assessment conducted of the pipeline project was based on a 
lower pressure.
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Higher operating pressure prompts new safety concerns over Sunoco's Mariner East 2X pipeline | Statelmpact Pennsylvania

"Every risk assessment done on Mariner East has used the 1480 

psig figure in calculating destructive potential, because that’s 

what Sunoco has always represented to the public and to 

regulators," Bomstein said.

Bomstein’s organization hired Quest Consultants to do a risk 

assessment <
https://stateimpact..nprorg/pennsylvanLa/20_18/08/29/risk- 

assessment-auantifies-mariner-east-hazards-for-residents-in- 
two-counties/> on the line. Quest’s senior engineer Jeff Marx, 

who conducted the assessment, says the risks are greater with a 

higher pressure.

"Something up in the 2100 psi range would be a significant 

increase and will increase the hazard because the release rate of 

material is largely driven by pressure," Marx said.

What are natural gas liquids, and what happen...

Bomstein says air emissions are also impacted by the pressure, 

and in air permits filed with DEP<

http_^fiJes.dep_^tate.p_a,us/RegionalResources/SCRO/SCROPortalFiles/Co 

%20Mount0/o20Unipn0/o20Pump0/o20Station0/o200/oE20/o800/o930/o209- 

• 2h
17%20DEP%20Addendum%20Memo%20and%20Revised%20Draft%20S:

ttps7/stateimpact.nDr.oro/Dennsvlvania/2019/03/21/sunoeo-marin«r_p»<:t-nirw»iino-«:afoh//



nlgrTBroperaung pressure prompts new safety concerns over Sunoco’s Mariner East 2X pipeline | Statelmpact Pennsylvania

Qnly%20Qperating%20Permit%2031-03036.pdf > for pumping 

stations, the pressure is reported by Sunoco as 1480 psig.

"If the pressure were 2100, that would increase emissions, 

meaning Sunoco's estimates would be off, meaning DEP’s 

determination around air permitting of this would also be legally 

erroneous,” Bomstein said.

Sunoco spokeswoman Lisa Dillinger confirmed in an email that the 

maximum operating pressure of the Mariner East 2x is 2100, but 

insists that is not a change.

"The pipe being used to construct ME2X is designed to safely 

accommodate a MOP up to 2100 psig,” Dillinger wrote. "Its valves, 

wall thickness, grade, and hydrostatic testing <

https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/factsheets/fshvdrostatictesting.htm> 

are all designed to that pressure. This is recognized in our 

documentation with the DEP, PUC and PHMSA. We tested the 

pipe at approximately 2600 psig - way above the design pressure 

and operating pressures.”

In a review of public documents submitted to the DEP as part of 

their permit applications in 2016 and to the Delaware River Basin 

Commission in 2015, Statelmpact Pennsylvania could find no 

reference to the 16-inch Mariner East 2x line operating at 2100 

psig. The only references are from the footnotes in recent 

drawings submitted to DEP as part of the revised construction 

plans involving horizontal directional drilling. The company was 

forced to revise its HDD plans after dozens of drilling mud spills 

resulted in DEP penalties and a lawsuit by Clean Air Council.

“Our greatest concern is that Sunoco has put into the ground 

pipeline that has not been properly tested,” Bomstein said. "And if 

it can't withstand those pressures, that means there’s a great and 

needless risk of rupture and explosion.”

ttps://stateimpact.npr.orQ/Dennsvlvania/2019/03/21/sunoco-mariiw-*a«;t-oineiina-cafoK//
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Sunoco’s Dillinger said the currently operating Mariner East 2 

pipeline is designed for 1480 psig and the line was tested at about 

2160 psig. The parallel Mariner East 2x remains under 

construction, as do sections of the Mariner East 2. Although the 

Mariner East 2 is operational, construction accidents and delays 

forced the company to use an older section of pipe as a 

workaround while work on the rest of the line continues.

The Mariner East pipeline project includes three lines that carry 

natural gas liquids from eastern Ohio and western Pennsylvania 

about 350 miles across the state to Marcus Hook, Delaware 

County. The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission shut down 

the Mariner East 1 line earlier this year after a sinkhole exposed 

the pipe in Chester County.

A spokesman for the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 

Administration said the agency is unaware that the maximum 

operating pressure on the Mariner 2x is now 2100 psig.

The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission's Pipeline Safety 

Division, Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement said it cannot 

discuss the specific pressures of pipelines because they "are 

confidential security information.” The PUC said federal safety 

regulations do not change based on the maximum operating 

pressure of a line.

A spokesperson for the DEP said pipeline safety and operations 

are not a part of their jurisdiction.

Pipeline safety consultant Richard Kuprewicz of Accufacts, which 

conducted a safety review of the lines running through West 

Goshen Township <

https://stateimpact.npr.org/pennsvlvania/2017/Ql/16/consultants- 

report-endorses-safety-of-mariner-east-2-critics-unmoved/>. 
said that historically, the pressure limits for natural gas liquids 

pipelines is at 1440 or 1480 psig.

ttps7/stateimpact.npr.oro/D€nnsvlvania/2019/03/21/siinnm-m»rirwar^»actj^inai;no-cafoh//
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A pressure of 2100 psig, Kuprewicz says, is “in a whole different 

ball game." He says components like valves and flanges may not be 

adequate for such a high maximum operating pressure.

“All I can say is federal regulations wouldn’t prevent you from 

running it at 2100, but you would be out of your mind,” Kuprewicz 

said.

Both Kuprewicz and Marx said failure at a higher pressure 

; translates to greater safety risks.

Kuprewicz says his review of Sunoco's practices for the lines 

running through, or close to, West Goshen Township show the 

company exceeded federal safety standards with regard to the 

construction and operation of the Mariner East lines. He said he 

has not seen detailed information about the Mariner East 2x line.

EXPLAINERS

Delaware Watershed

https://stateimpactnpr.org/pennsylvania/tag/delaware-

watershed/>

ttps7/stateimpact.nDr.ora/Dennsvlvania/2019/03/21/sijn(wvmarin<»r^ifl«st-ninAiin£i.caf«.h//



Kim Van Fleet response to Rebuttal 
24 June 2019

All previously submitted photographic images were taken by me on the property located at 17Q5 
McClures Gap Rd. Carlisle. Cumberland County PA from 2017 through 2019 including two more being 
prov ided with this addendum. The original photos are date time stamped and are stored on an external 
hard drive for my computer.

The first photo (taken yesterday ev ening (24 June 2019) shows the current condition of the still exposed 
pipeline on the property which individuals representing Energy franfer Partners Sunoco Logistics Energy 
I ransfer Equity claimed to PHMSA that they had applied to and were awaiting a response from the 
Pennsylv ania Department of Env ironmental Protection (DEP) on a permit to remedy the issue. Although 
there is now a lot of sediment in the stream bed close examination of this image shows the exposed 
Mariner 1 pipeline.

The second photo shows another view of the side-by-side pipeline segments (submitted prev iously ) in the 
trench trav ersing the wetland. Note the landscape in the background is that of tw o neighboring properties 
to the east of the McClures Gap Rd. property .

I have also included multiple documents concerning safety and safety issues, in support of a public siren 
warning system (Like Metropolitan Edison, GPl Nuclear, and Excelon energy have been responsible for 
installing and their cost and maintaining the system across the years), adding an odorant (ethyl mercaptan) 
to the NGLs being transponed through these pipelines, product safety information for butane and propane 
and ETPs recommendations regarding what to do in the event of a leak. They are as follows:

FTP violations
1. table of Energy transfer PHMS \ violations (Nationwide record of violations). PA violations 

highlighted in yellows.
2. table of Energy Transfer EPA and OSHA v iolations (PA only record of violations)
3. Notice of Probable Violation and Proposed Compliance order (violation of safety' regulations) 

Mariner 1 pipeline; Honeybrook, PA; February 4, 2019

Removal of Ethyl Mercaptan from NGLs
first pages of three documents supporting the recommendation that the odorant (ethyl mercaptan i can be 
removed from NGL. products, this is in support of my previous recommendation that ethyl mercaptan be 
put into products transported in Mariner l, 2 and 2\ pipelines for the purpose of detection and public 
safety across the state.

4. international patent application for the process,
5. front page of article: Mercaptans remov al from gases by absorption into amines and caustic
6. front page of article: remov e mercaptans from hydrocarbons condensates and N(}L streams

NGL pipeline products safety and what to do and not do in the event of a leak

7- Product information sheets for Butane and propane from the 2,)<)8 Emergency response 
Guidebook

8. ETP reccomendations

Exposed Pipeline on McC lures Gap Rd. property
pertinent pages from PHMSA's (Operation and Enforcement Guidance’s for

9. 49 CFR 190-199 mote sections highlighted in yellow on both)
A. Part 192 Subparts I. and M
B Part 195 Subpart F
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J'#5 20, 2019

To whom it may concern,

I recently discovered a mistake on the original resume I sent in for Wilmer Bakers 

case file # C-20181300-4294. Submission dated: May 23, 2019.1 am submitting 

a corrected version of the same resume. Please withdraw the resume submitted 

on May 23 of 2019, and replace it with the corrected resume I am providing to

you now.

Iv jards

Christina Lynn DiGiulio
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Christina Lynn DiGiulio

chrisdigiulip@gmail.com

grills and Abilities
to operate and maintain the following instruments: GC, GC/MS, ICP, ICP/ 

MS, 1C, NIR, FT-IR, UV-Vis, thermal desorption-GC/MS, HPLC, FAAS/GFAAS/ 

EAAS, FIMS, MARS, JFTOT, and vapor sorption.

Familiar with MALDI-TOF and LC/MS.

Worked in a class 100 clean room.

Experience with Scanning Electron Microscopy.

Chemometrics: Experience with Python and MATLAB software (attended a class 

on PLS Toolbox).

.Experience with LIMS (Laboratory Information Management System). 

Experienced with EPA OSW's SW-846 manual, EPA drinking water test methods, 

air test methods, multi media test methods, pesticides and toxic substances test 

methods.

S ong research and analytical skills developed through experience.
s

Education and Certifications
2000, B.S. (Biology-Chemistry, minor in Criminal Justice) Lock Haven University 

of Pennsylvania, Lock Haven, Pennsylvania 

. 2003, Calculus Harford County Community College, Bel Air, MD 

2011, ICS Training, Dionex, Fort Belvoir, Va

2011, Acquisition Certification, SPRDE - SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY MGR 

LEVEL 2

2010, Acquisition Certification, SPRDE - SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY MGR 

LEVEL 1

2008, COR, Fort Belvior, Va.

2005, Chemometrics, Eigenvector Research, Inc., FACSS, Quebec City, Quebec, 

C nada

M, Dissolution Training Course, United States Pharmacopeia, Rockville, MD 

ID3, ICP/MS Training Course, A. Gutierrez Inc., Aberdeen, MD 

2003, 40 Hour Hazwoper Certification, 29 CFR 1910.120(e), Compliance

2"



Solution, Columbia, MD

2000, EMT, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Department of Health, Lock Haven, 

Pennsylvania

a
loyment

05/2008- -05/2013. DB-03.1320- Chemist for NVESD-ST-CM
Chemist for the US Army, CERDEC, RDECOM, Science and Technology Division, 

Countermine Branch, Chemistry Team. Primary duties include COR for several 

contracts, maintaining and expanding the analytical chemistry laboratory, 

creating and implementing quality control measures for sampling and analysis, 

developing sampling and test methods for the analysis of explosives, and 

research in the area of explosives detection. Duties also include adjusting 

existing test methods for use in specific applications as needed by the 

Department of Defense, evaluation of new and existing technologies for stand

off explosive detection, and supporting any of Night Vision's analytical chemistry 

needs.

0 /2007, Chemist. Alion, Fort Belvoir, VA

Contractor for the US Army, CERDEC, RDECOM, Science and Technology 

Division, Countermine Branch, Chemistry Team. Primary duties include 

maintaining and expanding the analytical chemistry laboratory, creating and 

•implementing quality control measures for sampling and analysis, developing 

sampling and test methods for the analysis of explosives, and research in the 

area of explosives detection. Duties also include adjusting existing test methods 

for use in specific applications as needed by the Department of Defense, 

evaluation of new and existing technologies for stand-off explosive detection, 

and supporting any of Night Vision's analytical chemistry needs. Acquired 

necessary clearance.

/2007, Analytical Chemist. Aerotek. Inc.. Fort Belvoir. VA
extractor for the US Army, CERDEC, RDECOM, Science and Technology 

Division, Countermine Branch, Chemistry Team. Primary duties include 

maintaining and expanding the analytical chemistry laboratory, creating and



impiemenung quamy coniroi measures tor sampling ana analysis, developing 
sampling and test methods for the analysis of explosives, and research in the 

area of explosives detection. Duties also include adjusting existing test methods 

fo<use in specific applications as needed by the Department of Defense, 
ef|luation of new and existing technologies for stand-off explosive detection, 

and supporting any of Night Vision's analytical chemistry needs. Acquired 

necessary clearance.

8/2004-11/2006. Staff Scientist. Nova Research. Inc.. Alexandria. VA
Worked within the Chemistry Division for the Chemical Dynamics and 

■ Diagnostics Branch, Chemical Sensing/Chemometrics Section at the Naval 

Research Laboratory in Washington DC. Focus has been primarily in the area of 

analytical chemistry and chemical sensing. Performed analytical method 

development and validation. Proficient in quality control measures. Instruments 

being used on a daily basis include GC (Agilent/HP and Varian), GC/MS (Agilent/ 

HP and Varian), NIR, ICP-MS (Thermo Element), and Thermal Desorption -GC/ 

b/~. Other projects focused in the area of metals analysis via ICP-MS and SEM 
(l^ated in NRL's Institute for Nanoscience).

8/2003-8/2004. Chemist. United States Pharmacopeia. Rockville. MD
Worked for the research and development group at USP. Performed routine 

chemical analyses of reference standard materials to determine the chemical 

.composition and purity of substance. Selected appropriate established methods 

‘and procedures for testing by considering the chemical identity of the sample, 

its physical state, and the type of data required. Performed routine statistical 

calculations. Referred unusual observations or data to supervisor and 

recommended minor modifications to established procedure, or the use of an 

alternative. Prepared written reference standard evaluation reports for review by 

the supervisor and senior technical staff. Followed standard operating 

procedures and instrument procedures. Proficient in laboratory documentation 

p—'cedures. Tasked to maintain the ICP and creation of the standard operating 

PQcedure for the ICP. Instruments used on a daily basis include HPLC, UV-VIS, 
I™, NIR, Vapor sorption, and FT-IR.



Christina uiciuno, K.j.jonnson, b.L. Kose-Henrsson, ADStract: "Analysis ot 
Surface Wipes for the Detection of 2,6-di-tert-butyl-4-nitrophenol on Navy 

Submarines" FACSS, Quebec City, Canada, October 2005.

b
K0 Johnson, S.L. Rose-Pehrsson, Christina DiGiulio, "USS Toledo Atmospheric 

Sea Trials: Analytical Results" Naval Research Laboratory, NRL/MR/ 

6112-05-8889, Naval Research Laboratory, Washington DC, July 18, 2005.

K.J. Johnson, S.L. Rose-Pehrsson, Christina DiGiulio, "USS Virginia Atmospheric
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A^<ac nt Research

Present:

Method development for sampling, extraction, and analysis of explosives. 

Stand-off detection for explosives.

.Vapor and surface studies for a better understanding of the behavior of 
'explosives on a variety surfaces under a variety of conditions.

Past:

Fuels analysis by GC, GCMS, NIR, FT-Raman and JFTOT (JFTOT analysis 

examines the oxidation rates of fuels to determine any differences in insoluble 

formation propensities.)

Diesel-range alkane sampling and analysis method (sampling is via Tenax TA air 

sampling tubes, analysis is done using thermal desorption-GCMS).

Metals analysis (working with nanorods) by ICP-MS, SEM, UV-VIS, and FT-IR. 

O^ntitative surface wipe analysis for DTBNP (2,6-di-ferf-butyl-4-nitrophenol) 

aTO 2-butoxyethanol on navy submarines.

Real-time chemical sensing. 70/^
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lack of consideration for their areas. I think public 

safety's paramount. I think that that's really what we 

need to focus on today.

Chairman Barrar, I want to thank you for 

holding this hearing.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR: Thank you,

Representatives.

Our first testifier is Mr. Tim Boyce, 

Director, Delaware County Department of Emergency 

Services and County Emergency Management Coordinator.

Tim, thanks for taking time out of your 

day today to be here. Either one is good.

We did invite the Chester County 

Emergency Management people and Lancaster County 

Emergency Management. But because they may have 

pending legal action, they did not want to testify 

today. So that's why, Tim, we're glad that you're here 

today. So begin when you're ready.

MR. BOYCE: Well, thank you, sir. Thank

you. And welcome all to Delaware County. Sir, you're 

no stranger to public safety. I know Mr. Quinn and Ms. 

O'Mara both have been strong advocates for public 

safety. And that's the position I'm going to take 

today.

Just - my comments are going to begin

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC.
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19
with opportunities and burdens. I'm a lifelong 

resident of Delaware County. My career in public 

safety began as a young person. I joined the volunteer 

fire department at 18. I'm much older than that now. 

And I was blessed with a 27-year career in the Upper 

Darby Fire Department as a Deputy Chief. So my public 

safety experience in seeing emergencies and seeing - 

when people tell you nothing will happen, I’ve spent a 

career responding to people telling me it will be fine, 

don't worry about it. So I approach everything in this 

position.

I also served ten years as the Homeland 

Security Coordinator for the District Attorney's 

Office. They manage a program before we appointed the 

Delaware County Council about two-and-a-half years ago.

My role here is really twofold. I'm the 

County Emergency Manager, and I'm also the Director of 

the 911 Center for the county.

Opportunities and burdens. Obviously, 

Delaware County benefits greatly from all the industry 

that we celebrate here. I often like to praise that 

the - the people that work on these pipelines, that 

work in our facilities are our neighbors, many proud 

union members, many great people. Many serve also on 

our volunteer fire departments, our local elected
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committees. So when I speak about the people that 

maintain the pipeline or work in the facilities, I 

really do speak about neighbors that are committed to 

public safety. That said, accidents happen, terrorism 

happens, and it leads us to where we're at.

Burdens. The County of Delaware has 

stepped up under Chairman McBlain's leadership, Ms. 

Morrone's, Mr. Culp, Mr. Zidek and Mr. Madden, all 

committed to doing whatever they can to make sure all 

hazards are seen.

We spend a lot of money in the county of 

Delaware and we take a lot of burdens on it, and also, 

like our volunteer fire departments across Delaware 

County who are struggling, we're asking more and more 

people to do things. We pump highly volatile liquids. 

Our fire companies are struggling to respond to fires, 

to fire alarms. They're responding to more calls than 

ever. They're professional. Whether they're paid or 

volunteer, they're all professional. But at some 

point, the capacity, this belief that there's an 

overwhelming force of folks that are going to be able 

to respond is really a fallacy. And as you've alleged, 

sir, the idea that we need to do something to support 

our first responders is critical.

By example, this morning, we have a

20
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Certified Hazardous Materials Team, where eight of the 

members are now in Montgomery County assisting our 

brothers and sisters there. So where is the next line 

of defense when there's an emergency.

Things Delaware County has done has 

really been on the certification end. We've certified 

the Emergency Management Center under my direction, 

certified our plan, and we developed the first county 

Hazardous Materials Team in Delaware County, certified 

that. These are priorities we've done.

We've led a comprehensive risk, analysis 

of the pipelines, both the Mariner East and the 

Adelphia Gas pipeline with the really twofold concept 

of what is the likelihood, the risk. And again, while 

that's - it could be subjective, if it - if it leaks, 

it's the one we're going to worry about, whether it's 

one in a million or one. And then a general lot of 

consequences, you know, what could we expect from a 

small leak, a two-inch rupture, which is the idea that 

somebody puts a backhoe through it, or full rupture of 

the pipeline. Those values obviously show that, you 

know, a leak of those magnitudes would be catastrophic 

here in Delaware County, our ability back to our first 

responders, which we usually think of police or fire 

departments, but our police officers. Our police

SARGENT'S COURT REPORTING SERVICE, INC.
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officers are going to go into harm’s way with very 

little additional training, no expert protective 

equipment to address these things, but they're going to 

rush in and try and evacuate people.

Our fire department's going to be faced 

with trying to - if you were to textbook this problem, 

you know, assess the situation, set boundaries. And 

the reality, you know, we’re going to have mass 

evacuations. We're going to have injuries. We’re 

going to have overwhelming - and shutdowns. So we're 

up against it.

And my advocacy really is to look at our 

first responders, and if you could - to the 

Representative's comments about planning, so many of 

our local emergency managers are volunteers. And for 

them to commit to starting from scratch on what a 

comprehensive plan is in Springfield to Brookhaven to 

Marple Townships independent, it's an added duty to 

that person. They're looking at best practices. But 

even those that work really, really hard often just 

come up with a boilerplate template that says, you 

know, self-evacuate.

Other issues that Delaware County is 

addressing, but recognizing it's the first issue is our 

large community with access and functional means.
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Delaware County Council supported a plan specifically 

for those communities. And again, our community is 

rich with institutions and facilities that care for 

those that can't care for themselves. The reasonable 

expectation that they're going to be able to walk away, 

understand the threat or communicate the threat is - 

it's just not reality.

So while I've had the opportunity and I 

did want to come in and brag a little bit about 

Delaware County and the people that work here and live 

here, I've toured the steamfitters' facility, we 

frequently work at the facilities on exercise and 

training and drills and believe in prevention, but 

whether that incident is from, most unlikely, a failure 

of a well or a crazed person that goes after a valve, 

we're looking at a pretty catastrophic situation.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR: Okay.

You're prepared for questions?

MR. BOYCE: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR; How much coordination 

is there between - there are pipelines all through 

Delaware County. If you've ever taken a look at a map, 

there's I don't know how many miles of pipeline going 

through our county, but there's quite a few. Is there 

- is there a yearly, annual type of coordination with

23
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the pipeline - the companies that run the pipelines to 

talk to - to do any discussions on emergency 

preparedness, emergency response? Is there any - are 

there any revenues that are - that can be obtained by 

like the Hazmat Unit that you have? I assume that's 

not funded by anything other than county tax dollars at 

this point, which if there are any - I mean, what type 

of activities do you have that actually help us plan 

for this better?

MR. BOYCE: Again, Delaware County I

think is a little unique that, while many counties in 

Pennsylvania have the transmission lines, they end 

here. The storage facilities are located in Delaware 

County. The ships that dock to take the product 

overseas, the trains that - you know, if the pipeline 

is not operational, the train comes rolling through our 

municipalities, the trucks.

So back to planning. We do plan with 

them. Prevention is really not our role because 

without some type of regulatory planning, I really have 

no way other than taking somebody's good word that this 

meets their standards. And as you know, sir, the - 

going to the PUC or PHMSA or somebody chasing that 

down, you have to operate - the pipeline wouldn't be in 

operation if it wasn't safe. But for me to ensure that

24
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is just impossible. So we do train and we do prepare 

with our local responders. They're not getting 

expertise. And I think we spoke before, and Energy 

Transfer is a good part of it. We work with them. We 

drill with them. We meet with them. We do not have an 

adversarial relationship in any way with them. But 

we're in this position now where do I go hat in hand 

and ask them for funding for something. And then the 

public expectation - and the public is a very informed 

person. So to take a meter from them in their 

generosity is also seen at the other side as taking 

from somebody. So I think that methodology where we 

went from grants from any of the providers hurts our 

confidence with the community, and I'm just not 

comfortable with it anymore.

I'd rather the Commonwealth, you know, 

support these programs. Our Hazmat Team - again, our 

Hazmat Team's duties is assigned by my staff. So when 

we go out, it's - again, hopefully there's nothing else 

going on. And we have great partnerships with all five 

counties. And I know the PEMA Director, acting 

Director, has been a leader ever since he's been 

serving in that role and making sure we're 

collaborating and speaking. But at the core it's 

probably the same 20 people that meet at every meeting.
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And I doubt very seriously if any of us are going to be 

that person behind the fire truck at two o'clock in the 

morning.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR: Thank you.

Representative, would you mind 

introducing yourself?

REPRESENTATIVE FRIEL OTTEN: Thank you.

Thank you. Representative Barrar. My name is Danielle 

Friel Otten. I’m the Representative for the 155 

District in Chester County. Also I'm an impacted 

member of the Mariner East Project. So it's a really 

important opportunity for me to sit here along with 

this group, and I appreciate the opportunity.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR: Great. If the other 

Representatives have questions, we're going to go to 

questions from the Representatives. I'm going to start 

with Chairman Webster.

CHAIRMAN WEBSTER: Thanks. Thanks, Mr.

Chairman.

26

This may be a really broad kind of 

question, and I apologize on th record - in my opening 

remarks about new topics and new areas of interest, but 

I do have one experience around oil and gas and that is 

as an old Air Force officer, I once accompanied a 

Congressional delegation to Valdez, Alaska. It was
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after, you know, the sinking of the Exxon Valdez and 

all the environmental damages there. All that aside, 

what was really interesting from my observation was in 

the next six months, in the next four years, safety and 

accountability in that part of Alaska obviously 

skyrocketed, because if they had another problem, you 

know, it would change Alaska and the oil and gas 

industry. Can you talk to a little bit about what 

you're seeing in terms of like the cycle of we're 

really safe, now we're not paying attention, or you 

know, your observation of the last few years of how 

we're really approaching that level of safety on these 

issues?

27

MR. BOYCE: You know, I can speak to it

from my experience with the elected officials and the 

community members. Sometimes we can be dull with 

hundreds of years of - and I actually use the word 

refineries, with facilities, with such a long history 

in Delaware County of the pipelines and people working 

there and their fathers or their grandparents or their 

mothers working there, with very little experience with 

catastrophic failures. I think we've become that 

everything is the same. These liquids, gases, are 

different, and it's been the community members that 

have really rallied the cry to bring that attention to
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us. We face a lot of hazards in Delaware County. I’m 

sure you've seen the opioid panels, the gun violence 

panels. You know, we face a lot of these issues, but I 

think the awareness of the community members to 

challenge us, to say you have a plan, have you 

practiced the plan, does the plan make sense for 

everyone, and I really think that's where the 

leadership in committees like this can really advance 

the cause.

Whether we have a pipeline or not, it's 

not my choice. How I could plan for reasonably 90 

percent of the population to be evacuated, I can't look 

somebody in the eye and tell you that if you’re 

immobile or you have an intellectual disability, that I 

can do it for you. And I think that's an honest 

conversation that we either have to have with our 

community groups and say, you know, at some point I 

can't solve that for you. You know, things - I believe 

that the pipeline is sincerely safe and tested and 

built my good people and managed by good people. I've 

never seen anything different than that. But I know 

that the world - bad things happen to good people. So 

our plan and perspective needs to address everyone.

And I think that's the - really what the spirit of this 

meeting is about.
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CHAIRMAN BARRAR: Representative Quinn?

REPRESENTATIVE QUINN: Thank you, Mr.

Chairman. First of all, you mentioned the idea of a 

backhoe and a two-inch gash in the pipe. And I'd love 

to think that that was completely farfetched, but we 

actually had an incident where a backhoe did strike a 

pipe here in Delaware County. What additional things 

would you look for in order to prevent that? I mean, 

Representative Web (sic) mentioned the Exxon Valdez. 

And I think we moved to double-hull tankers after that 

Are there any additional steps where - that we could 

take or should take, especially where the pipeline is 

actually exposed in the way of a valve station and/or 

where it's closer to the surface?

MR. BOYCE: Well, again, engaging the

public is part of this, their awareness program, of 

what to look for, that's out there. But again, 

pipelines and facilities sit in a very unique domain. 

They're out of bounds for many people. They're not on 

the public thoroughfare. They’re in yards, they’re 

right-of-ways, often in State Police jurisdictions. 

They don't try and put everyone right down the main 

road. So this access to those areas is certainly 

difficult. And that someone can do it is not beyond 

the pale.
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So when we looked at the two-inch thing, 

that's the - you know, the well-meaning construction 

accident, that things do happen, to the person with a 

bad intent, we're not going to be discussing the who in 

the first few minutes. So the way you detect - you 

spoke of - it's just common physics. If we could put 

smaller segments of a line to release less product at 

any given time, that makes sense.

You can think of the rail car analogy, 

and there's a lot of risks to rail cars, but are you 

really going to puncture 25 rail cars or one? And if 

you put the pipeline together, that's a lot of rail 

cars. So the valves are an issue. The security of the 

valves are an issue. I know they have to have them, 

but they're also seen sometimes as the most risky 

place. So it's not a panacea to say put a valve every 

block because it does make it - it safer underground.

So between those two, but as we talked about our first 

responders again, our law enforcement and how we're 

supporting our police officers, the tools, maybe the 

right-of-way access for them to go in there.

REPRESENTATIVE QUINN: Well, let me ask

this from a different standpoint. How about from a 

reporting standpoint? You recently had another 

incident at the State Police barracks right on

30
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Baltimore Pike. Was the reporting that you received 

sufficient? Was it in a timely manner? How can we 

improve that?

MR. BOYCE: No, the long and short of

it. We're fortunate. Again, in Delaware County, with 

our familiar relationship with the facilities, we 

happen to receive a call from them directly. It's not 

uncommon for them to call us directly. The reporting 

mechanism, however, goes up to the National Reporting 

Center. From there, an e-mail is sent. PEMA will also 

send us an e-mail.

We recently addressed following an 

incident that we've now got that e-mail into a text 

alert to all senior stuff. But an issue like that, 

where it's a slow start to a problem or maybe there's 

two problems at one time, the direct ownership for a 

person who reports it or facility reports it, is not to 

us, by rule. It goes up. And some of these incidents 

are first responders are the last to know.

So that reporting mechanism is a little 

slow. And I don't fault PEMA because PEMA is pushing 

it to us as soon as they can. But that up and down and 

then it's - it's also one of those things where with 

border crossings - maybe I don't know or maybe there's 

not a pattern where we haven't engaged law enforcement
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that lots of subsidence or a sinkhole or an unusual 

activity. How are we bringing all that intelligence 

together so that others are looking out for it.

But the realtime recording, if you go 

and see the marker and you call that 1-800 number, 

while that's the rule, my preference is you call 911.

But it's - it's still a little bit of a gray area of 

who needs to know. And when we receive that 

information, it's for official use only. So you - on 

this fine line of sharing it or not.

REPRESENTATIVE QUINN: Well, I 

appreciate you being here today. And if you have any 

recommendations, any way that we can improve or if you 

think about something after today, please let us know 

and I'll share it with the committee.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR: Next for a question.

Representative O'Mara.

REPRESENTATIVE 0'MARA: Thank you, Mr.

Chairman. And thank you, Mr. Boyce, for all you do 

with Delaware County.

So how long have you been in this role? 

MR. BOYCE: Approximately two-and-a-half

years.

REPRESENTATIVE O'MARA: Okay.

So were you - my question is, and

32
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perhaps one of my colleagues can weigh it with the new 

bill. Because, like you mentioned, this pipeline - the 

Mariner East 2 pipeline, which is something that's very 

present on everyone’s mind in Delaware County - my 

constituents call and ask about it - contains a 

different - a liquid gas that is part - you don't smell 

it and it will be hard to identify in case of a leak.

So I assume that most of the elected officials on the 

local township board were aware of how different that 

was when they were approving it. So my question is, 

and I know a lot of you in the room, but do you know if 

Delaware County emergency services were included in the 

process or aware of what was happening as the local 

board was approving this?

MR. BOYCE: No.

REPRESENTATIVE O’MARA: You were not?

MR. BOYCE: No. We wouldn't be a

stakeholder. I know I spoke early on in Middletown 

concerning this, but it was never in the opinion of 

whether we were for or against it or -.

REPRESENTATIVE O’MARA: Were you just

considering what would happen as a result of an 

emergency?

MR. BOYCE: Yes.

REPRESENTATIVE O'MARA: And I'm hoping,

33
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34
and this could just be a comment, but in the piece of 

legislation you're passing we can have the local 

agencies includes as well when the site is specific. 

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR: Thank you.

Representative.

Who's next? Representative Gillen?

REPRESENTATIVE GILLEN: Thank you for

your distinguished service and your testimony. In the 

plethora of challenges that you face as an emergency 

responder yourself, and as the Director, in the 

taxonomy of concerns that you have, where lies 

pipelines? And you've got Bakken crude coming through 

here. You've got rail, and you have fire, any manner 

of emergencies.

I think I heard you use the word safe in 

terms of pipeline thus far. You spoke well of your 

relationship with Energy Transfer Partners, and they've 

participated actively in support of training for the 

community. And so, as we sit here today, in the litany 

of concerns that you have, what keeps you up at night? 

Is pipeline safety at the top of the list or is it 

something else?

MR. BOYCE: Well, thank you.

You know, the risk - the frequency as we
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35
look at it, obviously, today is a great example.

Weather is, without a doubt, the number one damaging 

factor in Pennsylvania. Weather emergencies are what 

we prepare for the most.

We don't have a lot of experience with 

these leaks. We've had small events. We did manage a 

gasoline leak that we saw associated with these 

pipelines. Different product. So while it's - you 

know, it's gun violence, it's opioids, they're probably 

equal to dealing with literally everything in Delaware 

County and our response to that from the public.

Public health issues are a concern. I don’t think it's 

the most likely to happen, but it's - you cannot ignore 

that with, again, the pipeline that many counties have 

and the facilities, it comes above ground in Delaware 

County. It starts to be pushed around and shipped. So 

the ability to leak, our responders' capability to 

evacuate smalls I think we're okay with. We can work 

with those. But propane - as a first responder, you 

know, I've been to a couple of things. And when you 

say - propane igniting is one of the ones that, you 

know, I always worried about. So it's kind of 

balancing that need.

<l»

REPRESENTATIVE GILLEN: Just a quick

follow-up, Mr. Chairman. If you had additional
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resources, and I don't think the committee is offering 

the panel today, but respectfully, and that's why you 

have the hearing, if you had additional resources, 

where would you put that in terms of pipeline safety?

MR. BOYCE; Well, I would put it in our 

wheelhouse of emergency preparedness and emergency 

management planning. Again, we have - there are always 

two avenues. I mean, like all Pennsylvanians, you 

know, we serve on several boards and several 

committees, but as we ask first responders, local 

police, local emergency management, firefighters who 

are tasked with what we've been doing forever, they're 

just out of time, to independently develop ways to do a 

plan and to make that plan consistent, in a mutual aid 

system that we all enjoy in Pennsylvania, your plan is 

different than mine. I evacuate when it leaks and you 

don't. We still don't have that kind of common 

guidance.

If someone were to call up right now and 

say, you know, grass is shooting up in the air, each 

municipality, and frankly, even who responds first, may 

look at that differently. So I think in a common 

operating picture that is we - we deal with this.

These are the people you need to move. These are the 

actions you need to take immediately. These are the
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warning systems.

The one offs are just taking up a lot of 

time with good intent people. So an effective model 

that you can produce that we can guide all plans and 

not a boilerplate that just says it's on the shelf - 

and that's what happens a lot of places. You got to 

have a plan, but no one's ever opened it in a million 

years. But a plan that we could, A, add value to. And 

that plan could be all hazards, comprehensive. What do 

I do to evacuate a flood or a fire or these things?

But the planning process is not meeting the current 

needs. And they're all paper based as well. So I 

mean, that's another issue you're going to ask in the 

technology world, you know, who's got the plan in the 

trunk of their car?

REPRESENTATIVE GILLEN: Thank you, Mr.

Chairman.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR; So to follow up on his 

question and your comments about planning, would it 

make sense for us to have you require to require 

semi-annual planning meetings with the pipeline - the 

people that are running these pipelines through the 

counties that the management - emergency management 

director and then do an annual or semi-annual review 

and update their plans every year? I mean, we saw what
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happened in New Orleans. There was a great plan. 

Spent like 10, 12 million dollars creating a plan for

flooding. When the flood occurred, nobody looked at 

the book. So I imagine maybe there's a need for 

planning in drilling to - you know, to drill to make 

sure that our plan works.

MR. BOYCE: Well, planning - I would

say, again, that the ownership of any of the pipelines 

is their right-of-way. They don't own the next block 

over once you get to the public. So practicing the 

planning - it's people, you know, whatever the 

emergency is, it's really about people these first few 

minutes. So a comprehensive planning tool for our 

first responders that focuses on the correct

You know, we have firefighting plans, we 

have hazard control plans, we have air monitoring 

plans, but we don't have a commonality people plan, and 

I'll just return over and over again, to those that are 

limited needs. You know, not everybody has the smart 

phone. Not everyone can self-evacuate. The criticism 

is true when people say if your plan is to get up and 

walk away, I'm failing, sir. So I think that idea that 

we help people plan on these most vulnerable 

communities will be better off served on all the things
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we've addressed.

REPRESENTATIVE GILLEN: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR: Representative

Comitta?

REPRESENTATIVE COMITTA: Thank you, Mr.

Boyle (sic) . And thanks very much for being here.

Yeah, it's all about planning. Right? So I imagine 

communicating the plan and practicing the plan. So to 

that point, I know that in Chester County that Energy 

Transfer turned over an emergency management plan - is 

that what it was called - and you have the same?

MR. BOYCE: Yes.

REPRESENTATIVE COMITTA: And so do you

find that that - the information in that plan is 

actionable, adequate, for your emergency planning and 

is there - and/or is there additional information - you 

need the right information in order to make a plan. 

Otherwise your plan doesn't - it won't work. So how do 

you see the information that you have from Energy 

Transfer? Is there anything else that would help you 

in planning more effectively for an evacuation 

response, et cetera?

MR. BOYCE: Yes. The plan is protected.

So that's one of those challenges that - you know, 

what's behind the curtain? You know, I've looked
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what's behind the curtain. I've read it. Those plans 

are really technical plans that, best served maybe 

after the first 30 minutes, how we're going to shut 

down a plan, how we're going to remediate the area, how 

we're going to control things, and how we're going to 

communicate. So those plans existed and they're 

practiced and they're technical.

And I'll reference the gasoline leak we 

had. Those plans work well. We practice them. But 

they're not the first 30-minute plans. They're just 

not designed that way, that the - and the other issues 

that we faced with all the pipelines, and I'm sure most 

of you know, pardon the pun, is clearly what's in the 

pipelines. What products are in there, what pressure's 

in there, what assumptions are being made are based on 

us communicating real time with the control centers. 

Again, we visited te control centers. We've tested the 

numbers. But that's dynamic. The pressure that's 

happened. And the X factor in all this is, despite all 

those procedures, plans and practices, something's 

going wrong. So in those first 30 minutes you're 

trying to say all of these failsafe systems I'm 

supposed to count on, this was never supposed to 

happen. So again, I think those plans are okay and 

they're technical and they work, but they do not

40
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address the first minutes of the release, who's 

communicating, what were communicated, what's the best 

action and what tools are available realtime to get you 

there.

REPRESENTATIVE COMITTA: And so who do

you meet at the table to come up with that 

communication plan, that first aid communication plan?

MR. BOYCE: Well, I think it gets back 

to what's the common operating picture. You know, with 

the county emergency manager, the local municipality 

develops their plans. And to a degree, most of them 

are very good. And some are robust and some are, you 

know, maybe not as forward thinking, but they're 

meeting the letter of the law. So I think a review of 

what the Commonwealth expects in an emergency plan that 

I can enforce, what you and the Commonwealth and the 

PEMA Director expects from me and my plan, a 

comprehensive review of that, and we're already 

addressing these realtime issues, let's us go and train 

and practice in that value, but it's - the basic plan 

is just - it really is too basic and not helpful in the 

30 - first 30 minutes.

REPRESENTATIVE COMITTA: So there's a

county plan, but what you're saying is that a specific 

community, maybe even down to the neighborhood or
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retirement home that has a particular population that 

might not be able to get away or whatever, in talking 

to Chester County Emergency Management Director, he 

said he thought it would be really helpful for 

communities, you know, neighborhoods that have a 

specific topography, a specific demographic, would work 

with the county to come up with their specific plan, 

together with their local township emergency management 

people so that they would know what they specifically 

were going to do because it would be different than the 

people across the highway or whatever. And so I'm 

wondering what you think about that.

In addition, the idea was that if the 

neighborhood had an emergency response, an evacuation 

plan, not only would it help in the event of a pipeline 

incident, but it would also help in the event of 

weather incident, some other emergency that, as you 

said, might be more likely to happen, but you know, 

that it would be good for the community in general to 

have that plan. What do you think about that?

MR. BOYCE: I think that it's important 

to have a common plan. And a lot of what we do is all 

hazard. You know, run high, fight, shelter in place, 

evacuate. There's not a lot of confidence when you 

tell people to shelter in place if these products are
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leaking. So that one kind of goes out the window. 

There's enormous risk of evacuating certain populations 

because it may be needed, nursing home facility, 

children. Our plans - I mean, we have schools that are 

practicing every day. I commend many of my school 

districts of being in a leadership position. But at 

the end of the day our plans are you're going to walk 

up the same highway our police and fire trucks are 

coming down. It just needs to be looked at more 

comprehensively. And while all hazards work, the 

active shooter plan is not the same tornado plan as 

these type of products. And just - the ability to 

communicate with everyone is just not as simple.

Many of our systems you voluntarily set 

up for. People get tornado warnings in the middle of 

the night, and I don't think they run to the basement, 

but we'd encourage you to look at both the people that 

we serve and understand the needs of the people that 

are responding, technology aside. You need to have 

both of those supported and connected.

REPRESENTATIVE COMITTA: Thank you very

much.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR: Thank you.

Representative Ryan? Is there anybody else that's 

going to ask a question after Representative Ryan?
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REPRESENTATIVE: So I want to go back to

the first 30 minutes because that's my great concern as 

well. So we have a situation - first I want to point 

out that as we’re all sitting here, the eight-inch 

Mariner East 1 pipeline is actively moving product as 

we sit here and discuss the fact that there's no real 

plan if there's an emergency. And so in the first 30 

minutes, that's my greatest area of concern.

I've had some specific incidents 

personally that I've been involved in that have led me 

to the question. So in September in Beaver County 

there was an explosion on the Revolution pipeline. It 

was in operation for one week. And the Rizotti family 

is the family that lived closest. They were 500 feet 

away from that pipeline. They were evacuated in the 

middle of the night. They actually weren't - they 

heard the explosion and they ran in the middle of the 

night. And I just recently read the account of the 

Rizotti family and their testimony to our Auditor 

General DePasquale and what they said was that the 

emergency management services needed to be convinced 

that a pipeline exploded. It didn't even know that the 

pipeline was in operation. They didn't know what 

products were in the pipeline. And they didn't believe 

that that was what happened.

44
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Now, in the middle of an explosion I'm

not real sure that matters all that much, but we here 

in Chester County have had a similar experience of 

where land subsidence around pipelines have been a 

concern, both in Chester County and Delaware County.

And so when it happened in Chester County most recently 

I actually got on the phone with Chester County, who's 

here today, and I asked him why people were calling me 

to ask me what was going on from the neighborhood where 

the land subsidence was occurring, because nobody had 

communicated with the neighbors in that neighborhood 

what was happening.

And so my question to Bill was, you

know, like I'm three miles away. I can't really do 

much for these people if there was a major emergency 

related to the land subsidence, and so I want to know 

what - like what happened. Where was the breakdown? 

Why did these neighbors who live in that neighborhood 

not know what was happening literally three doors away 

from them. And so his answer to me was that emergency 

services relies on operators to tell them whether it's 

an emergency or it's not an emergency. And like you 

said, their response plans are very technical. And 

their response plans are related to, you know, 

mitigating the risk to the pipeline, that's not to the
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people. And so when the first responder who was 

trained at the township level responded to the incident 

that was called into 911, the person that was there 

that first responded to the operator told that first 

responder that there was no emergency and there was no 

need to trigger a response. And so that had closed out 

in the Chester County system.

And so to me, I see this major, major

hole in that first 30 minutes in communication, but 

also should that communication be in the hands of the 

operator? Should we, while standing really close to 

this - these pipelines be at the mercy of the operator, 

whose primary objective is to secure the pipeline.

It’s not to secure the people who live there.

So do you have any thoughts on that

first 30 minutes? Like I know there was some 

legislation that's within some of the packages that 

have been presented that talk about tying in the 

response systems for the pipeline operator to the

so that they know whenemergency services

there's a lot of pressure or something that's happening 

on a pipeline. I've gotten a lot of resistance on that 

idea because they said that there would be lots of 

false alarms in that case. So I don't really know what 

the answer is, but I do know, especially as a mother
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who has two small kids, if you do find one of these 

pipelines, that that first 30 minutes could be my 

family's life. Could be, you know, a lot of families' 

lives in Chester and other counties.

MR. BOYCE: You know, I would just

reference it this way. We do practice with the 

intention of shutting the pipeline down. But to your 

example, that fire chief needs to - mock the current 

system. Everybody's on the same sheet of music. The 

Fire chief says, hey, this needs to be shut down. They 

call me. I call the operator. You shut it down or I - 

they don't want to. Or I call PEMA and they shut it 

down. Those systems are still bent on the person 

making the decision, am I a hundred percent in charge 

of this if it's not leaking catastrophically? So my 

understanding of the pipeline operator is they have a 

metric that they decide to turn it down. I don't 

approve that metric if it loses one pound of pressure 

or a hundred pounds. I believe that's their decision 

to shut it down or send a crew. It's a decision, three 

part there. So there could be. I mean, I'm not being 

specific, but if there's a pressure drop, you might be 

able to regulate them, that they had to shut it down. 

But you know, at a technical level, the other method 

that you're speaking of is people calling each other.
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And we're past 30 minutes if you call me and your 

neighbor calls you. So any type of thing that takes - 

I always say take me out of the loop. If this is a 

life safety decision, let's have an automatic trigger 

that does something.

REPRESENTATIVE: And let me use that.

You don’t know what that metric is in terms of whether 

it's a 10 percent drop, 20 percent drop, 30 percent 

drop, that triggers that decision to trigger an 

emergency response. Correct?

MR. BOYCE: I don't.

REPRESENTATIVE: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR: Just one more

follow-up questions from Chairman Webster.

CHAIRMAN WEBSTER: I'll try to make it

quick. In the aftermath of, you know, 911, September 

11th, I was privy to a whole bunch of information 

technology companies swirling around, and the idea was, 

you know, there's an app for something. And if first 

responders and county and state officials all were 

connected, you could have everything on there and drop 

down a menu and you say it's a highway accident, it's a 

weather accident, and a checklist, and people would be 

notified automatically, you know, based on priority, 

and all of that stuff could be in - I know our Guard
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and Reserve units try to do that around their own bases 

in terms of the civil engineering capability response. 

Have you seen anything like that in terms of homeland 

security?

MR. BOYCE: There are axial learning

systems. Some are voluntary, you have to sign up for. 

Many, unfortunately, want money and they want the 

proprietary information in keeping it safe and reverse 

911 and things like - so systems exist to a degree.

A decision has to be made. Someone has 

to draw the polygon, someone has to act. We’re never 

going to get away from that. But again, I'm going to 

beat on it a little bit, those persons with access and 

functional needs often do not have the funds. 

Hearing-impaired communities, they just don't have the 

money for these technology solutions. So - and what 

percentage of people are we willing to say we're pretty 

good?

REPRESENTATIVE WEBSTER: But it’d be

nice if the first responder knew there was a community 

that you need to go pay attention to?

MR. BOYCE: Correct. And those systems 

we do. And the commonwealth, through homeland security 

running in the region, we support a program called 

Evergreen. So we are improving those messaging, but it
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needs to be, again, more realtime and not a third-hand 

report.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR: Director Boyce, thanks

for your participation here today. Your testimony was 

very, very useful. Thank you very much.

MR. BOYCE; Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN BARRAR: I will tell you last

night I had a meeting on the Conchester Highway with a 

group of residents. And about 6:30 just about every 

phone in the place went off from the people who had 

signed up for these emergency alerts. And it was like 

- I mean, it was almost like something you'd see on TV. 

My phone - my phone went off, started beeping, then 

everybody else's came off with that, because I'm signed 

up for four different emergency alerts around the 

state. And they all started going off at once about 

the tornado warnings coming through and - that was 

pretty neat to . see because every - you know, it raised 

everybody's concern about what kind of weather was 

coming towards us.

Again, thank you for being here. I 

understand you're leaving for vacation.

MR. BOYCE: I'm supposed to go to

Ireland, but there's an event going on. So I'm going 

to excuse myself and see if I'm going to go to Ireland.
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

OF CUMBERLAND COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 
CIVIL DIVISION-IN REM

IN RE: CONDEMNATION BY SUNOCO Docket No. 2015-05516
PIPELINE L.P. OF PERMANENT AND
TEMPORARY RIGHTS OF WAY FOR
THE TRANSPORTATION OF
ETHANE, PROPANE, LIQUID
PETROLEUM GAS, AND OTHER EMINENT DOMAIN—IN REM ‘
PETROLEUM PRODUCTS IN THE 
TOWNSHIP OF UPPER FRANKFORD,
CUMBERLAND COUNTY,
PENNSYLVANIA, OVER THE LANDS :
OF ROLFE W. BLUME AND 
DORIS J.BLUME

ORDER

AND NOW, this 26^ day of_ OcV _, 2016, upon consideration of the

Revised Petition to Deposit Estimated Just Compensation, it is hereby ORDERED and 

DECREED that the sum of S13,000.00, representing the amount of just compensation estimated 

by Sunoco Pipeline L.P. due to the Condemnees and/or interested parties on subject property 

shown on the attached Proposed Schedule for Distribution, be paid into the Court by deposit to 

the Prothonotaiy in an interest bearing account, if available. No fee shall be charged against 

these funds. It is further ORDERED that the sum shall be held until further Order of Court 

directing full or partial payment to the Condemnees and/or interested parties entitled to it 

pursuant to Sections 307. 521, and/or 522 of the Eminem Domain Code of 2006, as amended, 26 

Pa.C.S. Sections 307,521, and/or 522, os applicable.

J.

BY THE COURT:
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Township, Cumberland County, and five years ago he received 

a safety manual from Sunoco Pipeline about his, in his 

words, the old iron pipeline.

Since then, he claims Sunoco put in two larger 

pipes and backflowed the old pipe from 800 pounds per square 

inch of pressure to 1400 psa.

Mr. Baker avers that the Mariner East 1 

pipeline is unsafe as it is over 80 years old, and he 

requests that Sunoco be directed to, first, put in an alarm 

system for all residents residing within 1000 feet of the 

blast zone of Mariner East 1; second, to train emergency 

personnel; and third, replace the Mariner East 1 pipeline 

with, in his words, American made steel pipe.

Mr. Baker avers he tried to complain to Sunoco 

before filing this complaint at a township meeting held, 

that was scheduled for July 10, 2 018, but Sunoco canceled 

the meeting one hour before it was set to begin.

Sunoco filed an answer denying that it is a 

gas utility but avers it is instead a public utility that 

transports petroleum products and natural gas liquids.

Sunoco admits to sending the Important Safety 

Message pamphlet to the complainant five years ago. Sunoco 

denies that the Mariner East 1 was an old iron pipe when it 

is a steel pipe originally constructed with domestically 

manufactured steel pipe.
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applies to the ME2 pipeline.

He's made no nexus. There's no facts, no 

proof, no foundation that the two are related. He's just 

saying that this was issued. So what? It's not relevant.

THE WITNESS: Your Honor, I --

JUDGE BARNES: You may respond.

THE WITNESS: I can prove my points, Your 

Honor, really I can. I mean, if you go back to the 

pictures, there are two pictures that I have here. One says 

"Bradley." The picture beside that is a bigger picture of a 

weld, if you see that in your records.

JUDGE BARNES: Yes, I see it.

THE WITNESS: Alrighty. If you look at the 

second picture, the big picture, take notice about how they 

have riveted the one pipe. And they put a collar over both 

ends of the pipe, and they welded it, and then welded this 

section here where they don't have pop rivets in to hold the 

thing into the pipe.

Well, I may be stupid, but when you put rivets 

in a pipe, you break down its integrity. You break down its 

ability. You put holes in it to put a collar on it to weld 

these pipes together.

On the other end, they have it welded and they 

ground it down. So apparently Sunoco is taking very serious 

about these X70 pipes expanding --

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 701-7150
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because --

JUDGE BARNES: Well -- okay.

THE WITNESS: Because they found that the X70 

was expanding, and to protect --

JUDGE BARNES: That's your theory.

THE WITNESS: Pardon?

JUDGE BARNES: That's your theory, that --

THE WITNESS: No, no. It's in the Federal 

Register, that it says that the X70 pipes expand. And it 

says that, you know, they should take them out of service or 

put them down to an X65.

Sunoco has bought all these pipes that are 

foreign made, and maybe or not -- I can't speculate that 

they fear -- they put collars over the ends of these pipes. 

They put rivets on the one end of that picture and they slid 

a collar over the end of the pipe to reinforce it.

And they welded it in the center, this collar, 

and they welded on the other end where they don't have the 

rivets to hold it in place. So they're reinforcing these 

X70 pipes that they have a speculation may be weak.

JUDGE BARNES: All right.

THE WITNESS: Now, as an expert witness, I 

don't want to overstep my terms here, but when you weld a 

piece of metal --

MR. SNISCAK: Objection, Your Honor. He can't
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THE WITNESS: Their government?

JUDGE BARNES: Their government.

THE WITNESS: I could not tell -- 

JUDGE BARNES: Is that just the general 

definition of dumping, is where a government --

THE WITNESS: Our government -- I'm sorry, go

ahead.

JUDGE BARNES: No, like the foreign 

government, France or Greece, I don't know; is that what 

you're saying, is --

THE WITNESS: Some of their governments are

subsidizing --

JUDGE BARNES: -- so they can compete and 

offer price in America less, is what you're saying?

THE WITNESS: They're buying it, they're

dumping it --

JUDGE BARNES: Less than market price --

THE WITNESS: -- and they're paying less than 

what they would if Archer Mitchell here in Steelton would 

pay for it. And they're only 20 miles away from the 

pipeline. Archer Mitchell in France is hundreds of miles 

away.

It doesn't make sense to me that you would 

take a pipe and make it in France, dump it with a Greek 

letterhead on it and bring it to this country, and all the

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY <7171 761-7150
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other companies, the X65, Stuitt (phonetic), Durabond, all 

have charges against the fact that they're dumping this 

steel and then they all knew what was going on.

JUDGE BARNES: I just wanted some 

clarification. Thank you. Go ahead.

MR. SNISCAK: Thank you. Just a few more

questions.

BY MR. SNISCAK:

Q. You've referenced in I believe some of the 

responses to Her Honor that you were critical of SPLP for 

using X65 pipe and also availing itself allegedly of a 

loophole relative to population. I guess my question is, 

relative to that use of the X65 and also the loophole about 

the population, first question, who did you talk to at 

Sunoco?

A. About them using a loophole?

Q. Well, your characterizing that. I'm not agreeing 

with that.

A. Right. It's in the article, because when I started 

the question about X70 and X65 being minimum standard, the 

response came back to me that they go by population.

Q. Okay. Couple questions.

A. Okay.

«

Q. The article, are you talking about a newspaper 

article?
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JUDGE BARNES: Are they rivet markings? I 

thought they were --go ahead.

THE WITNESS: They're just scrapes of the 

coating, is all they are, Your Honor. There is no 

detrimental aspect to that at all.

JUDGE BARNES: Scrapes of the coating where

rivets were?

THE WITNESS: They are not rivets, they are 

just scratches in the coating.

JUDGE BARNES: You're saying rivet?

THE WITNESS: Rivet, a pop rivet or a welding

rivet.

JUDGE BARNES: I understand. Rivet markings 

are from a sleeve or a cuff?

either.

THE WITNESS: Yeah, they're not from that

JUDGE BARNES: They're not from that.

THE WITNESS: Not from that.

JUDGE BARNES: Okay. Thank you.

THE WITNESS: If you will turn to the next 

picture in that exhibit, the next picture there, -- is there 

a second one in your --

JUDGE BARNES: Yes.

THE WITNESS: -- you'll see the pipe there. 

Those marks that you're looking at, Your Honor -- it's

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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Exhibit 27.

JUDGE BARNES: Twenty-seven, second page. I

have it.

THE WITNESS: Yes. That is what caused those 

marks in the pipeline coating. You will see that this is 

what's called a line-up clamp. This is used on the pipeline 

projects, so as I'm about to weld two pieces of pipe 

together, I put this clamp around it to hold it in place, 

and you can see the chain on that clamp, and that chain is 

what left those marks in the coating. Now, that coating 

will be completely removed and replaced with new coating 

before the pipeline is put in the ground, and the coating 

quality will be checked again before that pipeline is put in 

the ground. So this is not an issue at all. This has 

nothing to do with pipe integrity or manufacture. It's a 

mark on a coating from a line-up clamp that would be or was 

-- the coating was replaced.

BY MS. SNYDER:

Q. Is there any kind of sleeve used on this pipeline?

A. No, there is not, none of these pipelines. No 

sleeve at all.

Q. Thank you. Yesterday we also heard complainant 

explain that he is an arc welder, but he's not qualified as 

a hazardous liquids pipeline welder. Could you briefly 

explain the qualification requirements to be a hazardous

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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achievable, that's why it's a standard practice instead of a 

written standard.

So there are times that it's going to have to be closer 

to each other. And this whole topic was really about any 

effectiveness of one pipeline failure to the other, so it's 

not about a spacing standard, because there is none.

There's no requirement in the regulations or a written 

standard, but it is a standard practice within the industry 

to attempt to place them ten feet apart.

Q. You testified that based on scientific evidence, 

same distance if you're going to blast near a pipeline.

That is your testimony, sir?

A. I said that there was scientific evidence to say 

that a pipeline that was ten feet away from another, if 

there was blasting hear that pipeline, it would not be 

affected if it was at least ten feet away.

Q. So if you have two pipelines, sir, the ME and the 

ME2X, whether it be here or wherever, you're saying that if 

one of those would explode, that it would be safe as long as 

it's ten feet away, the .scientific evidence shows?

A. Well, let's be careful here, because we're talking 

about blasting near a pipeline versus the explosion of a 

pipeline, so the science is around the blasting of the 

pipeline and a blasted charge next to a pipeline. So that's 

where that scientific evidence is about the blasting. Okay?

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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MR. SNISCAK: Thank you, Your Honor.

MR. BAKER: Next question, Your Honor?

JUDGE BARNES: Yes. Do you have any more

questions?

MR. BAKER: Oh, yes.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Can you tell me why Delaware County would be 

calling for a moratorium on the --

MR. SNISCAK: Your Honor, same objection.

JUDGE BARNES: Yes. This proceeding pertains 

to Cumberland County. Sustained.

MR. BAKER: Then I will say that I'm done with 

this witness, Your Honor.

JUDGE BARNES: All right. Any redirect?

MR. SNISCAK: Your Honor, if I may approach 

the witness, I have one question on redirect.

JUDGE BARNES: You may.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. SNISCAK:

Q. Mr. Perez, I would like to draw your attention to 

paragraph 1 of our answer to the complaint of Mr. Baker, and 

could you read that into the record?

A. "No answer is required to this paragraph, and in 

any event, respondent is without knowledge as to the 

accuracy of the representations in this paragraph and, as

371
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such, it is denied. By way of further response, 

complainant's property is approximately over 1,300 feet from 

the Mariner East 1 pipeline route."

MR. SNISCAK: Thank you.

JUDGE BARNES: Is that the answer that Sunoco 

filed to the complaint?

MR. SNISCAK: Yes, it's from our answer.

JUDGE BARNES: Okay.

MR. BAKER: That was to me, sir, my property? 

JUDGE BARNES: Yes, you have a copy of the

answer.

BY MR. SNISCAK:

.Q. And is that true> and correct, Mr. Perez, to the 

best of your knowledge, information, and belief?

A. That 's correct.

MR. SNISCAK: Thank you.

JUDGE BARNES: Is that all?

MR. SNISCAK: That's it. That's all we have.

JUDGE BARNES: Thank you, sir. You may step

down. You're also excused.

THE WITNESS: Thank you. Your Honor.

(Witness excused.)

JUDGE BARNES: You may call your next witness

Mr. Sniscak.

MR. SNISCAK: If I can just have a moment to
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Q. Referencing SPLP Exhibit 13, did anyone from Lower 

Frankford Township attend the MERO training?

A. Jim Burkholder is listed as an attendee from Lower 

Frankford Township.

Q. Was the program you presented at the 2017 MERO 

program in Cumberland County in 2017 the same as what's 

shown in Exhibit 8?

A. Yes, except for the county-specific maps that show 

the pipeline right-of-way.

Q. Thank you. Could you please briefly describe how 

the MERO training program was run?

A. Pretty much the process would be that we would 

start with a meal, we would have introductions, and then go 

through the prepared program. It was a PowerPoint 

presentation with one video clip, if you will, that was 

included. We tried to make it a very open program with 

opportunities for questions, for discussions. A big part of 

it was having the Sunoco Pipeline folks in the room. I 

would typically rely on them for technical questions that 

would pertain to the design, the construction, and the 

operation of the pipeline itself, while I would focus 

primarily on the emergency response policies and procedures 

and protocols.

Q. What were attendees taught at the MERO program in 

2017 in Cumberland County?

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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A. The objectives -- there were essentially five broad 

objectives for the programs. The first was to describe the 

general path or the right-of-way of the Mariner East 

Pipeline through their respective county, to identify the 

component parts of a pipeline operation, so talking about, 

essentially pipeline operations 101, describing the hazards 

that are associated with natural gas liquids. Specifically, 

we would look at their physical and their chemical 

properties. We would talk about the types of incident 

scenarios that could potentially occur that might involve 

the Mariner pipeline operations, and then to describe 

emergency response procedures that would be pertinent to 

those incident scenarios.

Q. Is it important, as part of the MERO process, to 

develop relationships among the pipeline operator and the 

local emergency response community?

A. Yes. Relationships are everything in terms of 

working in the emergency services community, because they 

provide a foundation for when you have that emergency, you 

already have the credibility of the individuals, of the 

players; they know each other. Even if they don't know each 

other personally, they recognize them or they have that 

affiliation that they can go back to a training or meeting, 

and it helps provide an effective foundation for the 

response, as well as the plan.

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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Q. In your opinion, did Sunoco do that through the 

MERO trainings?

A. Yes. At each of the MERO sessions that I 

conducted, Sunoco personnel, operators, and supervisors were 

available and readily exchanged contact information with the 

emergency responders that were in the room, as well as with 

their peers.

Q. In your opinion, and to a reasonable degree of 

professional certainty, does MERO provide all of the 

specific information to the emergency responders to allow 

them to develop a pre-incident plan?

A. Yes. Again, the pre-incident plan is developed by 

the fire department or by the jurisdiction, but the 

information that we provided in the MERO program are key 

elements in the development of that pre-incident plan.

Q. As part of that pre-incident plan and provision of 

information, does MERO also provide public protective action 

procedures?

A. Yes. As I testified at the previous hearing, the 

MERO course does discuss public protective action options, 

and specifically when we talk about protective action 

options, we're referring to either evacuation or sheltering 

in place as strategies for protecting the public-at-large.

Q. Thank you. I think you mentioned this; I just want 

to make sure it's clear for the record. Is it Sunoco or the

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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developing the pre-incident plans?

A. There are several plans that are developed. There 

is an emergency operations plan that is developed at the 

county level, usually through the county emergency 

management agency, and that plan will include information on 

public protective action options, and then there are 

community and pre-incident action plans that get into more 

detail as it would relate to a specific facility or hazard.

Q. In your opinion, and to a reasonable degree of 

professional certainty, are the emergency planning and 

emergency response and public awareness activities you've 

conducted for Sunoco through MERO compliant with PHMSA 

regulations?

A. Yes.

Q. Do you work with other pipeline operators in 

Pennsylvania?

A. Yes. I have done work, emergency response training 

for Williams Pipeline in Lancaster County. I have provided 

emergency response consulting for Monroe Energy at their 

Trainer Refinery in Delaware County, as well as for their 

pipeline organization, which is known as MIPC, LLC. I've 

also done work for Chester County Department of Emergency 

Services in facilitating two pipeline emergency tabletop 

sessions.

234

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

235

I've also facilitated a pipeline planning meeting on 

behalf of the Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency in 

southeastern Pennsylvania. I also serve as a member of the 

Pennsylvania Pipeline Emergency Response Initiative, which 

is a PHMSA-developed program whose goal is to enhance local 

emergency preparedness to pipeline emergencies by bringing 

pipeline operators and the emergency response community 

together.

Q. Thank you. Regarding the Pennsylvania Pipeline 

Emergency Response Initiative, could you give us a few more 

details on that, please?

A. PA PERI/ as it is known, was created approximately

18 to 24 months ago. It's an initiative that is being 

pushed at the national level by PHMSA, and the goal is to 

advance the abilities of. emergency responders to both plan 

for, manage and train for pipeline emergencies through 

improved training, cooperation, and communication. In 

simple terms, it's an initiative to bring all the 

stakeholders from both the pipeline community and the 

response community together and maintain or establish a 

consistent dialogue.

In Pennsylvania, the Pennsylvania Office of the State 

Fire Commissioner administers the program, and then various 

government and private entities participate, which would 

include, for example, Pennsylvania Emergency Management

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMR^NY (717) 761-7150
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Agency, Energy Transfer Partners, and I would say virtually 

all of the pipeline operators have a representative or 

monitor the PA PERI initiative.

Q. In your opinion, and to a reasonable degree of 

professional certainty, are the emergency planning and 

emergency response activities that you've conducted for 

Sunoco and the Mariner East project consistent with other 

pipeline operators in Pennsylvania?

A. Yes.

Q. In your opinion, and to a reasonable degree of 

professional certainty, have the emergency planning and 

emergency response activities that you've conducted for the 

Mariner East project for Sunoco provided local emergency 

responders, county officials, township officials, and others 

who attended the means for them to create emergency action 

plans in their communities?

A. Yes.

Q. Now, I just have a couple more questions. I'd like 

to discuss what the complainant here has referred to as a 

public alarm system for pipelines. In your experience, is 

there any regulatory or legal requirement that pipelines 

install a public alarm system?

A. I am not aware of any.

Q. And in your experience, are you aware of any 

natural gas liquid pipelines that have a public alarm

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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Agency, Energy Transfer Partners, and I would say virtually 

all of the pipeline operators have a representative or 

monitor the PA PERI initiative.

Q. In your opinion, and to a reasonable degree of 

professional certainty, are the emergency planning and 

emergency response activities that you've conducted for 

Sunoco and the Mariner East project consistent with other 

pipeline operators in Pennsylvania?

A. Yes.

Q. In your opinion, and to a reasonable degree of 

professional certainty, have the emergency planning and 

emergency response activities that you've conducted for the 

Mariner East project for Sunoco provided local emergency 

responders, county officials, township officials, and others 

who attended the means for them to create emergency action 

plans in their communities?

A. Yes.

Q. Now, I just have a couple more questions. I'd like 

to discuss what the complainant here has referred to as a 

public alarm system for pipelines. In your experience, is 

there any regulatory or legal requirement that pipelines 

install a public alarm system?

A. I am not aware of any.

Q. And in your experience, are you aware of any 

natural gas liquid pipelines that have a public alarm

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

1 8

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

system?

A.

237

No. Again, I am not aware of any.

MS. SNYDER: Thank you, Mr. Noll.

Your Honor, the witness is now available for 

cross-examination.

JUDGE BARNES: Mr. Baker, you may cross-

examine .

MR. BAKER: Alrighty.

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MR. BAKER:

Q- Good morning, Mr. Noll.

A. Good morning, Mr. Baker.

Q. How are you today?

A. I am fine. It's a nice sunny day in Myrtle Beach

Q. In front of you, sir, do you have anything from

rebuttal testimony that we can refer to? 

A. I do.

Q. You do?

A. Yes.

Q. Alrighty. Yes, sir. Can we start on rebuttal page

459?

MS. SNYDER: Could you give him the exhibit 

number, please?

MR. BAKER: Oh, for rebuttal testimony, it 

begins on page 459.

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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system?

A. No. Again, I am not aware of any.

MS. SNYDER: Thank you, Mr. Noll.

Your Honor, the witness is now available for 

cross-examination.

JUDGE BARNES: Mr. Baker, you may cross

examine .

MR. BAKER: Alrighty.

CROSS - EXAMINATION

BY MR. BAKER:

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

rebuttal

A.

Q.

A.

Q-

Good morning, Mr. Noll.

Good morning, Mr. Baker.

How are you today?

I am fine. It's a nice sunny day in Myrtle Beach. 

In front of you, sir, do you have anything from 

testimony that we can refer to?

I do.

You do?

Yes.

Alrighty. Yes, sir. Can we start on rebuttal page

459?

MS. SNYDER: Could you give him the exhibit 

number, please?

MR. BAKER: Oh, for rebuttal testimony, it 

begins on page 459.
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MS. SNYDER: The exhibit.

MR. BAKER: What do you mean?

MS. SNYDER: Let me find it.

(Pause.)

MS. SNYDER: Exhibit 3.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. I'm sorry; I was on the wrong page, page 459.

Let's go to page 466, sir.

A. Bear with me as I try to find this.

MS. SNYDER: This is -- may I talk?

Greg, this is SPLP Exhibit No. 3. This is 

your Flynn testimony.

THE WITNESS: Okay, I have it in front of me.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Alrighty. So that -- it says that the management 

agencies -- "The classes were approximately two to two-and- 

a-quarter hours in length, and I believe it was a total of 

23 programs," which you already testified to.

A. Yes.

Q. Alrighty, you already testified to. So you have 

these meetings for MERO and everything and you give a 

certificate out for two-and-a-half hours and say that these 

people are experts, sir?

A. No. it is true that we give a certificate out.

The certificate reflects that they've been provided training

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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that's specific to pipeline emergencies. If we go back to 

the HAZWOPER training or the levels of responders to 

hazardous materials incidents, the training content is 

focused towards providing the information to operations 

level responders. If an operations level responder had the 

need for additional information on any HAZMAT emergency, not 

just pipelines, they would turn to the members of the county 

hazardous materials response team or they would go to 

technical specialists who may be on scene on behalf of the 

responsible party. That could be a pipeline operator, it 

could be a railroad, could be a fixed facility, it could be 

a representative from a transporter on a highway incident.

Q. Alrighty, sir. In the same exhibit, would you go 

to page 468?

A. Yes, sir.

Q. Lines 13 to 22, the local emergency planning 

committee is a requirement that was originally enacted in 

1986 for the Superfund Amendments, and down to line 22, 

there is funding that comes to each of us through the state, 

specifically through the Pennsylvania Emergency Agency, to 

support these activities. Do you remember that, sir?

A. Yes.

Q. Alrighty. Now, the local townships have opted out 

of this first response --

MS. SNYDER: Objection; assumes facts not in

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761 -71 SO
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that's specific to pipeline emergencies. If we go back to 

the HAZWOPER training or the levels of responders to 

hazardous materials incidents, the training content is 

focused towards providing the information to operations 

level responders. If an operations level responder had the 

need for additional information on any HAZMAT emergency, not 

just pipelines, they would turn to the members of the county 

hazardous materials response team or they would go to 

technical specialists who may be on scene on behalf of the 

responsible party. That could be a pipeline operator, it 

could be a railroad, could be a fixed facility, it could be 

a representative from a transporter on a highway incident.

Q. Alrighty, sir. In the same exhibit, would you go 

to page 468?

A. Yes, sir.

Q. Lines 13 to 22, the local emergency planning 

committee is a requirement that was originally enacted in 

1986 for the Superfund Amendments, and down to line 22, 

there is funding that comes to each of us through the state, 

specifically through the Pennsylvania Emergency Agency, to 

support these activities. Do you remember that, sir?

A. Yes.

Q. Alrighty. Now, the local townships have opted out 

of this first response --

MS. SNYDER: Objection; assumes facts not in
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evidence.

JUDGE BARNES: Was there testimony about what 

you're saying, Mr. Baker?

MR. BAKER: Yes, there was, Your Honor. I was 

just re-doing it again.

MS. SNYDER: No. He represented that 

townships have opted out of I guess receiving funds. That's 

not - -

MR. BAKER: No, no. I'm testifying to the 

fact that the township, my township where I'm at, Lower 

Frankford, turned around and Mr. Burkholder, he went to one 

of your --

MS. SNYDER: Object. He can't testify. This 

is cross-examination. The facts are not in the record.

JUDGE BARNES: He's trying .to refresh my 

recollection about what was -- I'm just going to hear him 

out.

Go ahead, Mr. Baker.

MR. BAKER: Yes, ma'am. Thank you.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Mr. Burkholder and local township turned around and 

they received some of your training, and then Mr. Burkholder 

opted out of your MERO.

JUDGE BARNES: You can ask him if he has 

knowledge that Mr. Burkholder opted out; okay?

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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BY MR. BAKER;

Q. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Burkholder 

stepping out of being a first responder?

A. I have no knowledge of what you're referring to, 

other than the point that Mr. Burkholder attended the MERO 

session in Hampden Township. I'm uncertain, when you say 

that they are opting out of the MERO program, what that 

means.

Q. They came to your meeting, partaked in it twice in 

a period from 2014 to 2017, and then when asked to be first 

responders, they refused.

MS. SNYDER: Objection and move to --

JUDGE BARNES:. You can ask him if he knows 

whether they refused or not.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Do you know that they refused, sir?

A. No.

MR. BAKER: I had sent this paperwork to you 

and counsel before about his testimony.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Alrighty. So you turned around and you have these 

logs of the MERO, okay, for sign-in sheets, sir, and you 

have a number, I believe 154, people, and yet part of them 

were Sunoco people, so you're sort of like inflating the 

numbers of the people that partake in your MERO program. Do

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717).761-7150
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you know that, sir?

MS. SNYDER: Objection; mischaracterizes the

testimony.

JUDGE BARNES: You can ask the witness, out of 

the number of people that attended, how many were Sunoco 

representatives.

MR. BAKER: Alrighty.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Sir, out of all the meetings, could you tell me how 

many people were Sunoco representatives to your MERO?

A. I do not know the answer to that in total, but I 

can tell you that at all the sessions that I was involved 

in, that the maximum number of Sunoco folks who may have 

been attending the program never exceeded three to five.

Q. But my question was that they are inflating the 

numbers - -

MS. SNYDER: Asked and answered..

JUDGE BARNES: Sustained. You can ask another

question.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Could we go to page 476, sir?

A. Okay.

Q. Lines 14 through 22.

A. Yes.

Q. So, in this you testified that they're to have --
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the HAZMAT teams to have access to monitoring and detection 

equipment.

MS. SNYDER: Objection; mischaracterizes --

JUDGE BARNES: What is the question?

MR. BAKER: The question is that he testified 

to the access of monitoring and detection equipment.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Sir, did you testify to that?

A. It is very common for emergency responders, 

specifically in the fire service, to have portable air 

monitoring and detection equipment on their apparatus. The 

reason for this is that one of the most common emergency 

scenarios that the fire service goes to in any community are 

probably natural gas incidents and flammable liquid spills. 

The only way that you can safely and effectively 

characterize both the hazards and the risks and then make 

decisions to effect the protection of the public is to have, 

essentially, a science-based foundation to make that 

decision. If you don't have air monitoring equipment, you 

cannot effectively make that decision. • This is something 

that, while pipelines is part of the discussion, goes well 

beyond emergency response just to pipelines. It's a fact 

that influences what the fire service does every day.

Q. So they have monitoring that they can detect a 

leak?
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A. I cannot speak for your local fire department, but 

I can say unequivocally that I know that the Cumberland 

County HAZMAT team has a fairly robust capability to provide 

portable monitoring and detection at a hazardous materials 

incident. It's part of their requirements to be a state- 

certified hazardous materials response team in Pennsylvania.

Q. So what you're saying is yes, they do have 

monitoring where they can detect a leak on the pipeline; 

correct?

MS. SNYDER: Objection; mischaracterizes the

testimony.

THE WITNESS: Correct.

JUDGE BARNES: Well, he answered. He said

"correct."

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Alrighty, sir. Can we go to page 480?

A. Yes.

Q. On page 480, lines 13 through 14, you said that 

they developed county emergency management agency, which is 

PEMA, and the planning requirements that exist at the local 

jurisdiction of the townships, the towns, and the boroughs. 

You testified to that, sir?

A. I did not say that PEMA is responsible for the 

development of an emergency operations plan.

Q. So in your opinion, who is responsible for these
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A. Under Pennsylvania regulations, each county 

emergency management agency is responsible for the 

development of a county-level emergency operations plan.

Q. So, sir, what do you do when you don't have a fire 

company in your township and the county commissioners don't 

want to partake in any meetings anymore? How does the -- 

MS. SNYDER: Objection; assumes facts not in

evidence.

JUDGE BARNES: I'll sustain it.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Sir, in your opinion, all the townships and 

counties are supposed to be part of this plan; correct?

A. I am not versed to speak on the specific 

regulations, however, my experience is that each county 

develops a county emergency operations plan and then works 

with each of the legislative bodies within their county, 

i.e., boroughs, towns, townships, to ensure that there is a 

local-based emergency plan at that level.

Q. Bear with me here, sir.

(Pause.)

MR. BAKER: Alrighty. Could I admit this into 

evidence, Your Honor?

JUDGE BARNES: You must show it to opposing 

counsel. What is it?

245
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MR. BAKER: Just the -- they already have a

copy of this.

Do you want to take a look?

(Document shown to Counsel Snyder.)

MS. SNYDER: Oh, the exhibit we've been

discussing?

MR. BAKER: Yes.

MS. SNYDER: That's already been admitted.

MR. SNISCAK: It's ours. It's already in.

MR. BAKER: It's already been admitted. Okay.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Sir, can we switch over to Sunoco Pipeline's 

rejoinder witnesses' statements?

MS. SNYDER: You're referencing SPLP Exhibit

No. 23?

MR. BAKER: It's your exhibits. Exhibit 77.

MS. SNYDER: So the exhibits you're going to 

reference are exhibits within Exhibit 23.

(Pause.)

MR. BAKER: You say that's Exhibit 77, 78?

MS. SNYDER: Exhibit 77 within Exhibit No. 23 

starts at page 281 of 318.

THE WITNESS: I have it.

MR. BAKER: I found it. Thank you.

BY MR. BAKER:
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Q. Seventy-seven, page 2 of the MERO. Okay, 77 is 

your resume on this. Alrighty. Page 78 -- 

MR. SNISCAK: Exhibit 78.

MR. BAKER: Pardon?

JUDGE BARNES: Exhibit, not page.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Page 77, Exhibit 78, page 2.

MS. SNYDER: So that's page 283 of 318.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. So this is you, sir, 77, 78, training the MERO 

people?

A. No.

Q. That's not you at all?

A. No.

Q. Can we go to Exhibit 81 for Cumberland County?

MS. SNYDER: And this is page 293 of 318. 

JUDGE BARNES: What exhibit are we in? I'm

sorry.

MS. SNYDER: We're still in Exhibit 23. We 

can provide our hearing binders, Your Honor.

(Exhibit binder handed to Judge Barnes.) 

JUDGE BARNES: Thank you.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Are you still with me, Mr. Noll?

A. Yes.
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Q. They have a number down for Cumberland County here. 

They say there's 154 people that have taken in this from 

2014 to 2017, and divided up for four years, that's less 

than 40 people a year that attend this; is that correct, 

sir?

A. I can't speak to that because I can only speak to 

what I know about the sessions that I delivered. I would 

guess, however, that the same people probably attended some 

of the multiple sessions that took place over the 2014 to 

2017 timeframe.

Q. So out of 154 people that were trained by you, sir, 

I counted at least, oh, 14, maybe 15, Sunoco people also 

attended this, and that drops the total, so the totals are 

inflated for the MERO process?

MS. SNYDER: Your Honor, I object to this line 

of questioning on relevance. We've already heard Mr. Noll 

asks the variance agencies to invite people. We can't 

control whether they come or not. We're showing the people 

who have come.

JUDGE BARNES: Can there be maybe a 

stipulation as to fact as to what the 154 number represents?

MR. BAKER: They have a total of 154 for their 

MERO project, and --

JUDGE BARNES: Does the figure include Sunoco 

representatives, or is it the 154 emergency responders?
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That's what I'm trying to figure out.

MR. BAKER: Yes, that's basically what my 

question was, Your Honor, that --

JUDGE BARNES: Perhaps there could be a

stipulation.

MS. SNYDER: Your Honor, there actually are' 

exhibits in the record that could demonstrate that. We have 

each of the sign-in sheets from each of the MERO sessions in 

Cumberland County, so you could count those, and they have 

who the person was, whether they were from Sunoco, et 

cetera. We'll be entering those exhibits. So that's 

something that could be briefed based on documents that are 

in the record. I don't know if we want to waste time right 

now figuring that out.

JUDGE BARNES: My concern is the question 

Mr. Baker had, it seemed to assume that there are annual 

meetings?

MR. BAKER: Yes, ma'am.

JUDGE BARNES: Is that true or not?

MS. SNYDER: No.

JUDGE BARNES: That's a false premise?

MS. SNYDER: There were four. We have each of 

the MERO sessions in this. Mr. Perez will be discussing 

each of those other MERO sessions. That evidence will come 

into the record, when they were held.
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Okay.

JUDGE BARNES: So there's a misunderstanding.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Alrighty, sir. We're still on Exhibit 82, page 6, 

7, 8.

MS. SNYDER: This is page 300 of 318 of

Exhibit No. 23.

JUDGE BARNES: Okay. Go ahead with your

question.

MR. BAKER: Thank you, Your Honor,

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. This is Cumberland County, the MERO, and it has the 

numbers of all the people. Page 6, 7, 8, and 9, you go the 

whole way over to 9, to the top. Now, the totals here are 

142, sir.

JUDGE BARNES: Let's get clarity here.

MR. BAKER: Your Honor, --

JUDGE BARNES: Mr. Baker, I see on the bottom 

of page 301 a MERO session on April 29, 2015. There was 

one, I guess, on page 300 in 2014, and one in May 2017, 

Silver Spring Township, and the October 16, 2017 one which 

Ms. Snyder referred to in Hampden Township, which Mr. Noll 

testified took place in Hampden Township.

So, I guess, can the question be: has there 

been a MERO training in Cumberland County since October 16,
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2017, Mr. Noll, or a refresher training?

THE WITNESS: Not that I have (inaudible). 

JUDGE BARNES: Not that you're aware of?

THE WITNESS: Not that I'm aware of, Your-

Honor.

BY MR, BAKER:

Q. My point to you, Mr. Noll, is the paperwork went 

from 154 people attending these meetings to 142?

MS. SNYDER: Objection; he's mischaracterizing

the exhibit.

If you look at the exhibit, the total for the 

county is listed directly across from the county name.

You're referring to the Dauphin County total, not the 

Cumberland County total.

MR. BAKER: West Pennsboro Township is 142 

people out of Cumberland County.

MS. SNYDER: No. There's a "1" beside that

number.

JUDGE BARNES: That's Dauphin. You're looking 

at -- you're on the wrong line, Mr. Baker. It's in bold, 

page 303. The number 142 is not a total of the numbers 

above it, it's -- if you look to the left, it says Dauphin, 

and then it's a breakdown under.

MS. SNYDER: If you look back at page 300,

Mr. Baker, directly across from the word "CumberlandM is the
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total for Cumberland County.

JUDGE BARNES: So it's reversed. Instead of 

the total being at the bottom, like a summation, it's at the 

top, and then it's broken down. Okay?

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Are you still with me, Mr. Noll?

(No response.)

Q. Mr. Noll?

A. Yes, I am.

Q. Alrighty. A few questions.

MR. BAKER: I would like to add this into 

evidence, Your Honor, the rejoinder, where I got these from. 

JUDGE BARNES: Exhibit 23?

MR. BAKER: That's what the exhibit is.

JUDGE BARNES: Is it already admitted?

MR. BAKER: Not the rejoinder as a whole.

JUDGE BARNES: Any objection to SPLP Exhibit

No. 23?

MS. SNYDER: No.

MR. SNISCAK: He hasn't identified it 

correctly. Your Honor.

MS. SNYDER: Yes, let me identify this.

This is the public awareness excerpt of Sunoco Pipeline,

LP's June 22, 2018 compliance filing in the Dinniman matter 

with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission.
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JUDGE BARNES: That's a long title, say 

Dinniman compliance filing.

All right. Hearing no objection, SPLP Exhibit 

No. 23 is admitted.

(Whereupon, the document was marked as SPLP Exhibit 

No. 23 £or identification, and was received in 

evidence.)

MR. BAKER: I don't have copies of that, Your 

Honor. Sunoco didn't send me any more than what I have 

here.

JUDGE BARNES: Our court reporter has a copy.

MR. BAKER: They're Sunoco Pipeline rejoinder 

witness statements and exhibits of July 10.

MR. SNISCAK: Do we have another copy?

MS. SNYDER: Yes, we have a. copy.

MR. BAKER: Well, I don't need a copy. I was 

putting that into the record.

JUDGE BARNES: The court reporter has a copy. 

Don't worry about that.

MR. SNISCAK: That's our exhibit.

JUDGE BARNES: I have a question for Mr. Noll.

Mr. Noll, is there any kind of timeline 

whereby refresher MERO training courses are possibly 

upcoming? And specifically, I'm talking about for 

Cumberland County. Is there any anticipated -- let me start
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over. Is there any MERO training anticipated in the near 

future for Cumberland County?

THE WITNESS: Your Honor, nothing that I am 

aware of. I would add, though, -- and this ties back into 

my comment on the Pennsylvania MERO program -- that pipeline 

emergency training is available through a number of 

different venues. Our focus here today is obviously on the 

MERO project, but the MERO project content is based upon the 

Pipeline Emergencies curriculum, and training courses that 

use that curriculum are available at no cost online, are 

provided through what's been known as the paradigm process, 

as well as through the training that's provided by the 

individual operators. So while we're focusing here on the 

MERO training, there are probably other -- there are other 

training numbers that take place that aren't reflected in 

this discussion, and those training numbers are likely 

substantial.

JUDGE BARNES: Any further questions,

Mr. Baker?

MR. BAKER: Yes, ma'am.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Mr. Noll, if your outreach program is so 

educational, why did Lower Frankford Township request a 

Sunoco mailing that's supposed to be sent out every two 

years?

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMR^NY (717) 761-7150
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MS. SNYDER: Objection; assumes facts not in 

evidence. I don't know what this mail --

MR. BAKER: This was put in.

MS. SNYDER: The fact that someone requested

it.

MR.

as far as I know.

MS.

BAKER: We had put that in evidence, too,

SNYDER: We objected. That would be

hearsay.

MR. BAKER: It's right there. I sent you a 

copy of all this because the man's on the telephone. Does 

he have a copy of what I'm talking about?

MS. SNYDER: He does.

MR. BAKER; So then I can --

MS. SNYDER: Can you reference the exhibit, 

maybe? Then we could be clear about what we're talking 

about.

MR. BAKER: I couldn't tell you what the Court

put as the exhibit on this.

JUDGE BARNES: Just describe the letter.

MR. BAKER: "Thank you for attending the Board 

of Supervisors meeting," it was dated June 11.

JUDGE BARNES: Was that from Lower Frankford

Township? f

MR. BAKER: Yes.
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MS. SNYDER: This is Exhibit C-l, and I can 

ask the witness to reference it.

The filing you have, Mr. Noll, is Exhibit

AE2B.

MR. BAKER: So what is your exhibit then?

MS. SNYDER: C-l.

MR. BAKER: C-l. And we've already put this

into evidence?

JUDGE BARNES: I don't think that particular 

letter went in, did it?

MR. BAKER: Well, this whole -- I have a 

package here of everything I put together for Mr. Noll.

JUDGE BARNES: I'm asking Ms. Snyder.

MS. SNYDER: Yes, it was admitted. I have a 

list from yesterday.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Yes, sir. So the question remains about your 

outreach program where Lower Frankford doesn't even know 

what the important safety message is that I was telling them 

about. Can you explain that?

MS. SNYDER: Objection; outside the scope. 

JUDGE BARNES: Please rephrase your question. 

MR. BAKER: Alrighty.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. The important safety message is supposed to be sent
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every two years, sir?

JUDGE BARNES: Is that a question?

MR. BAKER: Yes.

THE WITNESS: I'm unable to answer the 

question because it's outside of the scope of my duties on 

this program, on the project, rather.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. But I thought your duties was to outreach to the 

local government officials and everything, sir.

MS. SNYDER: Objection; mischaracterizes

what - -

JUDGE BARNES: His expertise is in emergency 

preparedness and planning, not necessarily public outreach 

through the issuance of pamphlets to the public.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Let's go on to another question then, sir. If 

Sunoco's outreach to educate [sic], why didn't they show at 

the Lower Frankford meeting?

A. Outside of my scope of assignments.

Q. So your assignments are nothing with anything of 

the township's not coming to meetings, county commissioners 

not being involved? Your outreach program is not reaching 

these public officials?

MS. SNYDER: Objection; argumentative.

JUDGE BARNES: Sustained.
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BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Alrighty, sir. Is your program, the MERO program, 

everywhere across the state?

A. It's not my program, it's the Sunoco program for 

which I was asked to deliver it, and the MERO program has 

been delivered in every county across the Commonwealth in 

which the pipeline right-of-way exists.

Q. So that's a yes?

MS. SNYDER: Objection; asked and answered.

JUDGE BARNES: Sustained.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Twenty-four people from Cumberland County to this 

event. How many different townships did they come from, 

sir?

A. That can be determined by going back and looking at 

the sign-in sheets, which lists what their organizational 

affiliation is.

Q. Do you have any concerns about the quality of the 

training, concerns about the response to the first 30 

minutes from the Director of Management Service?

A. Do you want to rephrase your question, please?

Q. I'm asking you if you have concerns about the 

quality of the training and concerns about the response 

time, especially for the first 30 minutes, from the Director 

of Management Services.
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A. I can't address what the quality of the response 

is, because that's outside of my scope and I have no 

influence on that. I can attest to the quality of the 

training, and I would note the following: I mentioned 

previously that the Pipeline Emergencies curriculum is a 

national curriculum that was developed through both the 

PHMSA and through the pipeline industry to provide a uniform 

curriculum for the delivery of Pipeline Emergencies training 

content. If you look at the textbook, Pipeline Emergencies, 

which is now in its third edition, and you look at the 

reviewers of the course curriculum, of which there were 

probably 50 to 60, they represent subject matter experts and 

technical specialists from both the response community, the 

pipeline industry, and government, who reaffirm what the 

content of the curriculum is.

In my case, I am simply presenting a consensus-based, 

nationally accepted, uniform curriculum focused on pipeline 

emergencies. I have no doubt in my mind as to the quality 

of the content which we are presenting.

Q. Yes, sir. As part of your training for MERO, were 

you made aware by Sunoco when Sunoco changes the 

construction methods or operations of the pipeline, for 

example, placing pipes so many inches from each other or 

three feet apart from each other?

MS. SNYDER: Objection; outside the scope of
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the witness' testimony.

JUDGE BARNES: Well, it may have some 

relevance as to the training, so I'll allow the question.

MR. BAKER: Relevance is --

JUDGE BARNES: I'm allowing the question,

Mr. Baker.

MR. BAKER: Okay.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Sir?

A. In the training that was provided, as I noted, I 

would focus on the emergency response aspects of the 

training, and then we would have representatives from Sunoco 

Pipeline who would be available to discuss what I would 

characterize as the operational aspects of the pipeline 

operations. There were numerous questions that were asked 

throughout the training programs as to the points that you 

were just asking, how deep is the pipeline, what is the 

separation of the distances between pipelines if there are 

multiple lines in a right-of-way, and so forth. So while I 

may not be personally aware of that, I would say that those 

questions, when they came up, that information was provided 

to the responders.

Q. So, sir, you don't know the distance between the 

pipes and everything?

A. Again, my focus is on the emergency response
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issues. When those questions came up, and they did come up, 

they were readily answered by the Sunoco pipeline operations 

folks who were part of the instructional team.

Q. Were you well aware that the Delaware Commissioners 

put a moratorium in?

MS. SNYDER: Objection; relevance.

JUDGE BARNES: You can explain the purpose of

your question.

MR. BAKER: That they were not -- okay. That 

the Delaware Commissioners are not -- they were very 

concerned about the outreach and the safety of this 

pipeline.

JUDGE BARNES: What moratorium are you talking

about?

(Brief pause.)

MS. SNYDER: Your Honor, the witness [sic] is 

being coached by somebody. We don't even know if it was an 

attorney.

{Inaudible statement from audience.)

MR. SNISCAK: She can't provide legal advice. 

And secondly, how can this witness speak for the Delaware 

County Commissioners as to what they allegedly did or did 

not do? We're spinning our wheels here.

JUDGE BARNES: I'm just asking for an offer of

proof.
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What's the purpose of your question? Explain

your question.

MR. BAKER: Yes, Your Honor. He testified 

that the emergency response trainings are similar in several 

areas, and yet Delaware has put a moratorium into effect, 

and Chester County, about this pipeline.

MS. SNYDER: There's no evidence -- 

JUDGE BARNES: You just said Cumberland

County, now you're saying Chester and Delaware. I don't 

know what you're talking about.

MR. BAKER: Well, he had said that the MERO 

project was the same all across the State of Pennsylvania.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Is that correct, sir?

A. I said that the content of the emergency response 

aspects of the MERO program was identical across the 

Commonwealth. The only thing that was different were maps 

which indicated where the pipeline right-of-way went through 

the respective county.

Q. Would you testify that the emergency planning and 

emergency response plans are currently sufficient?

A. It is beyond my scope to testify to that fact.

Q. You're not part of --

A. I'm assuming you are referring to the county-based 

emergency operations plans.
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Q. Yes. Are you happy with that, sir? I mean, are 

you satisfied with the emergency planning and emergency 

response plans?

A. It's not my responsibility to assess the 

operational capabilities and effectiveness of the county- 

based emergency operations plans. The premise which we 

operate on is that if the county develops the plan, and the 

plan is accepted by the state emergency management agency, 

then it certainly would be sufficient.

Q. But I'm asking you your opinion as a --

MS. SNYDER: Asked and answered.

JUDGE BARNES: I'm going to agree with that. 

That is the answer, Mr. Baker.

MR. BAKER: Alrighty.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. And you can't explain why Delaware County is 

calling for a moratorium?

MS. SNYDER: Objection; assumes facts not in 

evidence; relevance.

JUDGE BARNES: All right.

MR. BAKER: Your Honor, at this time, I would 

like to put this into evidence. He had said that the MERO 

was the same across the state.

JUDGE BARNES: What is it?

MR. BAKER: I'd like to put this in evidence.
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Q. Yes. Are you happy with that, sir? I mean, are 

you satisfied with the emergency planning and emergency 

response plans?

A. It's not my responsibility to assess the 

operational capabilities and effectiveness of the county- 

based emergency operations plans. The premise which we 

operate on is that if the county develops the plan, and the 

plan is accepted by the state emergency management agency, 

then it certainly would be sufficient.

Q. But I'm asking you your opinion as a --

MS. SNYDER: Asked and answered.

JUDGE BARNES: I'm going to agree with that. 

That is the answer, Mr. Baker.

MR. BAKER: Alrighty.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. And you can't explain why Delaware County is 

calling for a moratorium?

MS. SNYDER: Objection; assumes facts not in 

evidence; relevance.

JUDGE BARNES: All right.

MR. BAKER: Your Honor, at this time, I would 

like to put this into evidence. He had said that the MERO 

was the same across the state.

JUDGE BARNES: What is it?

MR. BAKER: I'd like to put this in evidence.

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150



1

2

3

4

5

6

1

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

264

JUDGE BARNES: What is it?

MR. BAKER: It's the Emergency Preparedness 

Committee of Delaware County.

JUDGE BARNES: Is it an exhibit?

MR. BAKER: Yes, it is an exhibit.

JUDGE BARNES: What number is it?

MR. BAKER: I don't have a number on it.

JUDGE BARNES: Do we need to take a recess?

MR. BAKER: Yes, please.

JUDGE BARNES: All right. We're off the

record.

(Recess.)

JUDGE BARNES: We are back on the record.

Mr. Baker has provided counsel and Mr. Noll 

and myself with a copy of what appears to be a transcript of 

a hearing in front of the Veterans Affairs and Emergency 

Preparedness Committee at Delaware County Community College 

in Media, Pennsylvania, dated Thursday, May 30, 2019. It's 

entitled a "Public Hearing on the Public Safety Aspects of 

Pipeline Systems."

Should we pre-mark this as Complainant's Cross 

Exhibit 1? Let's do that.

(Whereupon, the document was marked as Complainant's 

Cross-Examination Exhibit No. 1 for identification.)

JUDGE BARNES: Go ahead with your question.

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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MR. SNISCAK: Your Honor, I would like to 

interpose an objection first, if I may?

JUDGE BARNES: Yes. Are you objecting to the 

admission of this exhibit?

MR. SNISCAK: Yes, I'm objecting to the 

attempted cross-examination also, and here are the bases, 

and there are several of them. First of all, the proffer, 

to the extent it was a proffer, was Delaware County doesn't 

like something, or Chester, or somebody wants a moratorium. 

We're dealing with Cumberland County here. Again, our 

witness has testified that he provides education and 

information to first responders and to county emergency 

preparedness divisions, and then they take it from there, 

and it's not up to him to approve those plans, it's up to 

others such as PEMA. So he would have no. knowledge, he 

would have no personal knowledge, concerning what Delaware 

County or Chester County may or may not be thinking.

There is a Rule of Evidence in Pennsylvania 

precisely on point, which it's Rule 602 of the Pennsylvania 

Rules- of Evidence. It says, "A witness may not testify to a 

matter unless evidence is introduced sufficient to support a 

finding that he has personal knowledge." There's no 

personal knowledge. He may not know these people who are 

testifying. I doubt he was at the hearing. We're spending 

a lot of time and we're running out of daylight for getting
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this case concluded. That's point number one.

Secondly, this isn't a transcript from a legal 

proceeding, and here's what's really fatal to this. Under 

Pennsylvania Rule of Evidence 803.1, this document, again, 

contains hearsay, and at some points hearsay on hearsay.

All the testimony is essentially hearsay because it's from a 

declarant who is not here in the courtroom, and it also 

references in the document what other people may have said 

to them.

Now, under Rule 803.1, the declarant who 

testifies at trial concerning prior testimony has to be 

present, and that is exactly what we did with our testimony. 

The testimony from other hearings -- and they were sworn 

hearings subject to cross-examination -- we put them into 

the record, and every one of our declarants is here in this 

proceeding relative to what we incorporated to be cross- 

examined. That's a huge difference. This is just not 

allowable under the Rules of Evidence in Pennsylvania. And 

again, it's not pertinent to either what this witness has 

testified to, and secondly, to Cumberland County.

JUDGE BARNES: At this point, we do not know 

if the witness attended the meeting or not, and I think he's 

free to answer those questions. It appears to be a public 

meeting. It says a public hearing.

MR. SNISCAK: It is. Your Honor, but it
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doesn't change that it's hearsay.

JUDGE BARNES: I understand the hearsay. This 

is an agency proceeding, it is not a court of law. The 

Rules of Evidence are somewhat relaxed for an agency 

proceeding. I'm not saying how much weight I'm going to 

give this, but I am inclined to allow it into evidence at 

this point.

Mr. Baker, do you have any questions for the

witness?

this.

MR. BAKER: Yes, Your Honor. I'll be brief on

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Are you aware that the Delaware Commissioners have 

a resolution for a moratorium on the ME project directly 

related to your testimony in this document that they're not 

adequately, they feel, protected in this instance, in these 

instances?

MS. SNYDER: Objection to the characterization 

of Mr. Noll's testimony.

JUDGE BARNES: Could you make it just a simple

question?

MR. BAKER: Okay.

BY MR. BAKER:

Q. Are you aware that the DelCo community has a 

resolution for a moratorium on the ME project?

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150



A. Yes, but through the public media only.

Q. Was any of this related to your testimony, sir?

A. No.

MR. BAKER: Well, then, Your Honor, I move to 

admit this as evidence, and other than that, I'm finished 

with this witness.

MS. SNYDER: Your Honor, we renew our 

objection. He didn't even ask a question about the 

document. If he wants the fact of the moratorium in the 

record, he has that fact through our witness. Nothing else 

in this entire document has been discussed.

JUDGE BARNES: Do you still wish for the 

transcript to be admitted into evidence?

MR. BAKER: Yes, ma'am, I do.

MS. SNYDER: On what basis?,

JUDGE BARNES: What is it to show?

MR. BAKER: It's to show that even with all 

the outreach, MERO, and everything, the county commissioners 

in that area have asked for a moratorium on any more 

construction because they're afraid of this project.

JUDGE BARNES: I'm going to allow it into 

evidence. Complainant's Cross Exhibit No. 1 is admitted.

(Whereupon, the document marked as Complainant's Cross- 

Examination Exhibit No. 1 was received in evidence.)

JUDGE BARNES: Does that conclude your
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It is well established in Pennsylvania law and the Commission’s precedent that when a lay person 

proceeds pro se in a legal proceeding, they assume the risk that their lack of expertise and legal 

training may negatively affect their case. As the Pennsylvania Supreme Court has explicitly held, 

“It is, we believe, preferable to simply recognize, as the Commonwealth Court has previously 

done, that ‘anv layperson choosing to represent himself in a legal proceeding must, to some 

reasonable extent, assume the risk that his lack of expertise and legal training will prove his

undoing.’” Vann v. Com., Unemployment Comp. Bd. of Review, 508 Pa. 139, 148 (1985)(emphasis 

added); quoting Groch v. Unemployment Compensation Board of Review, 81 Pa.Cmwlth. 26, 30, 

472 A.2d 286, 288 (1984)). See also Dolores Herring v. Metropolitan Edison Company, No. F- 

2016-2540875, 2017 WL 3872590, at *3 (Order entered August 31, 2017) (The Commission, 

citing Vann and Groch, adopted the AU’s initial decision, noting “the Complainant in this case 

proceeded pro se by choice and bore the risk of doing so.”)
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Date: July 17, 2019
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evidence

A. Standards for Expert Qualification

Pa. R.E. 702 sets forth the standard for the qualification of expert witnesses and provides

that:

A witness who is qualified as an expert by knowledge, skill, 
experience, training, or education may testify in the form of an 
opinion or otherwise if:
(a) the expert’s scientific, technical, or other specialized knowledge 

is beyond that possessed by the average layperson;
(b) the expert’s scientific, technical, or other specialized knowledge 

will help the trier of fact to understand the evidence or to determine 
a fact in issue; and
(c) the expert’s methodology is generally accepted in the relevant 

field.

225 Pa. Code Rule 702; see Randall v. PECO Energy Co., No. C-2016-2537666, 2019 WL 

2250792, at *43 (Pa. P.U.C. May 9, 2019), citing Gibson v. WCAB, 580 Pa. 470,485-86, 861 A.2d

1



939,947 (Pa. 2004) (holding, in part, that notwithstanding the statutory maxim of 2 Pa. C.S. § 505, 

which mandates a relaxation of the strict rules of evidence in agency hearings and proceedings, 

the “evidentiary Rules 602, 701, and 702 are applicable to agency proceedings in general...”). To 

the extent a witness is found to possess specialized knowledge to qualify as an expert on certain 

subject matters, the witness’s expert testimony is limited to those issues within their specific 

expertise. See Bergdoll v. York Water Co., No. 2169 C.D. 2006, 2008 WL 9403180, at *8-9 (Pa. 

Cmwlth. 2008) (unreported) (prohibiting independent contractors from offering expert testimony 

on water source and cause of sewer blockage; while witnesses were qualified to offer certain 

testimony as to facts and the extent of damage at issue, the source of the water and cause of the 

sewer blockage at issue “was not within their expertise”); see also, Application of Shenango Valley 

Water Co., No. A-212750F0002, 1994 WL 932364, at *19 (Jan. 25, 1994) (President of water 

company was “not qualified to provide expert testimony regarding the ratemaking value of utility 

property” when, notwithstanding his skills and expertise as to the operation of a public utility, he 

was “...not a registered professional engineer and has never been a witness concerning valuation 

of utility property in any proceeding before the Commission... lacks of knowledge regarding 

standard ratemaking conventions concerning capital stock as an item of rate base, cash working 

capital and the ratemaking requirements of Section 1311 of the Public Utility Code.”)(intemal 

record citations omitted).

B. Lav Witness Testimony is Limited to Direct Personal Knowledge

Lay opinions on matters requiring scientific, technical or specialized knowledge are not

competent evidence to support a finding of fact. Pa. R.E 701(c) (“If a witness is not testifying as 

an expert, testimony in the form of an opinion is limited to one that is ... not based on scientific, 

technical, or other specialized knowledge within the scope of Rule 702”). Although the 

Pennsylvania Rules of Evidence are not strictly adhered to by the Commission, the Pennsylvania

2



Supreme Court has reco2nized that any relaxation of the rules of evidence in administrative

settings cannot permit lav witnesses to testify to technical matters “without personal

knowledge or specialized training.” Gibson v. W.C.A.B., 861 A.2d 938, 947 (Pa. 2004) (holding 

Rules of Evidence 602 (personal knowledge), 701 (opinion testimony by lay witnesses) and 702 

(testimony by expert witnesses) generally applicable in agency proceedings); Nancy Manes, C- 

20015803,2002 WL 34559041, at *1 (May 9, 2002) (the Commission abides by the Pennsylvania 

Supreme Court's standard “that a person qualifies as an expert witness if, through education, 

occupation or practical experience, the witness has a reasonable pretension to specialized 

knowledge on the matter at issue.”). Accordingly, the Commission has consistently found that 

a lav witness is not qualified to testify or offer exhibits related to anv issues outside of direct

personal knowledge. Lamagna v>. Pa. Elec. Co., C-2017-2608014, 2018 WL 6124353, at *20 

(Oct. 30, 2018) (lay witness was “not qualified to testify or offer exhibits related to health and 

safety issues outside of her direct personal knowledge.”). Moreover, to the extent a lav witness 

offers references to reports or conclusions of others, these may not be considered as

substantial evidence because a lav witness cannot rely on such Information in reaching a

conclusion - rather, that is the role of a qualified expert witness. Compare Pa. R.E. 701 with Pa. 

R.E. 703.

While a fact finder may weigh the opinion testimony of a qualified expert, any such 

testimony of an unqualified lay witness must be excluded and should not be given any evidentiary 

weight. Gibson v. W.C.A.B., 861 A.2d 938, 947 (Pa. 2004); Miller v. Brass Rail Tavern, Inc., 664

A.2d525,528 (Pa. 1995). Accordingly, the Commission has consistently found that lav witness 

testimony on technical issues such as health, safety, and the probability of structural failure

as these necessarily Require expert evidence to be persuasive enough to support the

3



proposing party’s burden of proof.” Application of PPL Elec. Utilities Corp., A-2009-2082652, 

2010 WL 637063, at *11 (Jan. 14,2010) (emphasis added); Pickford v. Pub. Util. Comm'n, 4 A.3d 

707, 715 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2010) (ALJ ‘‘properly disregarded” testimony from 13 lav witnesses 

related to concerns and personal opinions about damage to pipes, lead leaching, toxicity to

fish and home filtration expenses because “the nature of these opinions... was scientific and

required an expert.”): Lamagna v. Pa. Elec. Co., C-2017-2608014, 2018 WL 6124353, at *20 

(Oct. 30, 2018) (finding that lav witness testimony and exhibits regarding technical health and 

safety issues “carry no evidentiary weight and ... were properly objected to and excluded.).

Moreover, that a lay witness may possess some level of knowledge and education in a 

related subject does not make him an expert on specialized and technical matters such as

geology, pipeline construction, pipeline safety, or emergency response, and such unqualified

testimony is not credible evidence. See Opinion and Order, Amended Petition of State Senator 

Andrew E. Dinniman for Interim Emergency Relief, P-2018-301453 et al. (June 14, 2018) 

(acknowledging lack of expert testimony regarding technical geological concerns, thereby 

necessarily rejecting testimony of lay witness on geological issues without regard for lay witness’s 

purportedly related education and experience.); see also. Joint Statement of Commissioners 

Coleman and Kennard, Amended Petition of State Senator Andrew E. Dinniman for Interim 

Emergency Relief, P-2018-301453 et al. (June 14, 2018) (acknowledging “no credible evidence of 

record to indicate that a clear and present danger exists with respect to the construction activities 

on ME2 and ME2X in West Whiteland Township” when hearing transcript was “devoid of any 

expert witness testimony that, to a reasonable degree of scientific certainty, there is a credible and 

immediate harm with the construction of these lines.”).
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C. Authenticating an item of evidence

Pursuant to Rule 901 of the Pennsylvania Rules of Evidence, parties to a hearing 
are required to satisfy the requirement of authenticating or identifying an item of 
evidence. To do so, “the proponent must produce evidence sufficient to support a 
finding that the item is what the proponent claims it is.” Pa.R.E. 901. The rationale 
for requiring authentication is that it provides a measure of protection against fraud 
or mistaken attribution of a writing to a person who fortuitously has the same name 
as the author. Commonwealth v. Brooks^ 508 A. 2d 316 (Pa. Super. 1986); 
Commonwealth v. Harrison, 434 A.2d 808 (Pa. Super. 1981). Improper 
authentication can lead to reversal on appeal. Kopytin v. Aschinger, 947 A.2d 739 
(Pa. Super. 2008). As it is the duty of the ALJ to ensure that the evidentiary record 
is solid and reliable, permitting improper authentication is a breach of that duty.

Evangeline Hojfman-Lorah v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Docket No. C-2018-2644957,

Initial Decision at 16 (Nov. 14, 2018)(AU Bames).

D. Hearsay

Hearsay is an out-of-court statement made by a declarant that is offered by a party 
to prove the truth of the matter asserted in the statement. See Pa.R.E. 801. The 
general rule against hearsay is that hearsay is inadmissible at trial unless it falls into 
one of the recognized exceptions to the hearsay rule pursuant to the Pennsylvania 
Rules of Evidence, other rules prescribed by the Pennsylvania Supreme Court, or 
statute. See Pa.R.E, 801, 802, 803, 803.1, 804. The rationale for the rule against 
hearsay is that hearsay lacks the guarantees of trustworthiness to be considered by 
the trier of fact; however, exceptions have been fashioned to accommodate certain 
classes of hearsay that are substantially more trustworthy than hearsay in general, 
and thus merit exception to the rule against hearsay. See e.g. Commonwealth v. 
Kriner, 915 A.2d 653 (Pa. Super. 2007); Commonwealth v. Cesar, 911 A.2d 978 
(Pa. Super. 2006); Commonwealth v. Bruce, 916 A.2d 657 (Pa. Super. 2007).
Under the relaxed evidentiary standards applicable to administrative proceedings, 
see 2 Pa. C.S. § 505, it is well-settled that simple hearsay evidence, which otherwise 
would be inadmissible at a trial, generally may be received into evidence and 
considered during an administrative proceeding. D'Alessandro v. Pennsylvania 
State Police, 937 A.2d 404, 411, 594 Pa. 500, 512 (2007) (D’Alessandro). The 
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania stated: “Hearsay is a statement, other than one 
made by the declarant while testifying at the trial or hearing, offered in evidence to 
prove the truth of the matter asserted.” Pa.R.E. 801(c). Hearsay evidence is 
normally inadmissible at trial unless an exception provided by the Pennsylvania 
Rules of Evidence, jurisprudence, or statute is applicable. Pa.R.E. 802. 
Complicating this general rule in the administrative law context, however, is 
Section 505 of the Administrative Agency Law: “Commonwealth agencies shall 
not be bound by technical rules of evidence at agency hearings, and all relevant 
evidence of reasonably probative value may be received. Reasonable examination 
and cross-examination shall be permitted.” 2 Pa. C.S. § 505. Therefore, hearsay 
evidence may generally be received and considered during an administrative

5



proceeding. See A.Y. v. Pa. Dep't of Pub. Welfare, Allegheny County Children & 
Youth Serv.,53>l Pa. 116,641 A.2d 1148, 1150(1994).

However, whether simple hearsay may support a finding of an agency 
depends on whether the evidence meets the criteria of the Walker/Chapman rule. 
The Walker/Chapman rule provides that simple hearsay evidence may support an 
agency’s finding of fact so long as the hearsay is admitted into the record without 
objection and is corroborated by competent evidence in the record. See Walker v. 
Unemployment Compensation Board of Review, 367 A.2d 366, 370 (Pa. Cmwlth. 
1976) (Walker) (citations omitted); see also Chapman v. Unemployment 
Compensation Board of Review, 20 A.3d 603, 610, n.8 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2011) 
(Chapman).

Under Pennsylvania’s Walker/Chapman Rule, it is well-established that “[hjearsay 
evidence, properly objected to, is not competent evidence to support a finding.” 
Even if hearsay evidence is “admitted without objection,” the AU must give the 
evidence “its natural probative effect and may only support a finding ... if it is 
corroborated by any competent evidence in the record,” as “a finding of fact based 
solely on hearsay will not stand.” Walker at 370 (citations omitted).

To be “properly objected to” in an administrative proceeding, the hearsay evidence 
must not fall within one of the recognized exceptions to the rule against hearsay. 
Hearsay that falls within one of the recognized exceptions to the hearsay rule is 
competent evidence that may be relied upon by the agency. See Chapman, supra, 
n. 8 (finding that the Board properly relied upon a party’s admission as competent 
evidence as a recognized exception to the hearsay rule); see also Sanchez v. PPL 
Electric Utilities Corporation, Docket No. C-2015- 2472600 (Order entered July 
21,2016) (Sanchez) (finding that testimony related to the issuance of a termination 
letter fell within the business records exception to the hearsay rule, and, therefore, 
was not simple hearsay, and was competent evidence to be relied upon in the 
proceeding to determine whether the complainant satisfied her burden of proof); 
see also Pa.R.E. 802, 803, 803.1 and 804.

Moreover, hearsay cannot corroborate hearsay. See Sule v. Philadelphia Parking 
Authority, 26 A.3d 1240, 1244 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2011), citing J.K. v. Department of 
Public Welfare, 721 A.2d 1127, 1133 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1998) (noting substantial 
evidence did not exist because there was no non-hearsay evidence to corroborate 
hearsay testimony).

Evangeline Hoffman-Lorah v. PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, Docket No. C-2018-2644957, 

Initial Decision at 16-18 (Nov. 14, 2018)(AU Barnes).
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12555 Ronaldson Rd, Baton Rougs, LA
■customer (TEST PARAMETERS

^ Sunoco Logistics Partners, LP 
| CUSTOMER ORDER SXL4500055301

a,----------------------------------------------------------------

FDTOIPj

PRESSURE DURATION DRILL HOLE NOTCH MINIMUM

2/480 PSI 15 Seconds 0.125 In NIO 1,650° F

^ORDER DESCRIPTION

HFW / Fine Grained Steel / Aluminum Killed / Continuously 
Cast / Melted and Manufactured In U.S.A.

CVN-46-32F (35 ft lb. minimum per 3/4-sIze).

OD 20.000 Inches

WALL 0.380 Inch

GRADE AP15L-X65M-PSL2

SPEC API-5L

VERSION 45th December 2012

QUANTITY

STEEL PO 6764-15

Flattening tests acceptable per specifications.

-VVjiT
CE=C+Mn/6+Cr/5+Mo/5+V/5+NI/15+Cu/15

Pcm=C+SI/30+Mn/20+Cu/20+Cr/20+Nl/60+Mo/15+V/10+5B

CE Max=0.42%; Pan 21% j Pipe manufectured, sampled, tested, and Inspected In accordance with the
spedlTcstfon(s} end meets requirements. Steel cast and colls rolled at US Steel, Gary, IN. Pipe manufactured 
at Stupp Corporation, Baton Rouge, LA.

TENSILE TESTS (in PSI) SPECIMEN SIZE 12.0 In X2"(1.5''x () DROP WEIGHT TESTS TRANSVERSE FULL SIZE

WIELD
_ Ji.. V>

2764 5 PIPE LONGITUDINAL 78,300 91,700 31 0.85

2764 5 TRANS PIPE 67,300 93,500 31 0.72

2764 5 TRANS PIPE WELD 91,700

2766 5 TRANS PIPE 73,200 91,900 29 0.80

2766 5 TRANS PIPE WELD 91,600

2764 5 BODY 32°F 100 100 100.6'

CHARPY TESTS

5 TRANSVERSE BODY 

5 TRANSVERSE WELD

3/4 320F 100 100 100 100 134 117 158 136.3

3/4 32°F 100 100 100 100 116 158 228 167.3

2766 5 TRANSVERSE BODY 3/4 32°F 100 100 100 100 207 189 186 194.0

2766 5 TRANSVERSE WRD 3/4 32°F 100 100 100 100 198 219 206 207.7

2952 5 TRANSVERSE BODY 3/4 32°F 100 100 100 100 227 178 217 207.3

2952 5 TRANSVERSE WELD 3/4 32°F 100 100 100 100 224 208 206 212.7

HARDNESS SURVEY- ' - . ’ *

2764 5 VICKERS 10 KGF 211

rB0
177 178 178 210

2764 5 VICKERS 10 KGF 218 176 190 184 220
2764 5 VICKERS 10 KGF 212 182 168 194 226

CHEMICAL TESTS

^ 0.273’ 0.124 ladle’ CL050 1.270 0.016” 0.004 0.220 0.038 6.069^001 6.015 0.004 0.040 6.004 0.020 6.010 O.OOOl O.6626 O.OOS

2764 5 0.279 0.121 PROD 0.043 1.350 0.016 0.001 0.218 0.038 0.069 0.003 0.015 0.007 0.039 0.004 0.021 0.009 0.0000 0.0019 0.004

2766 5 0.283 0.127 PROD 0.049 1.340 0.016 0.003 0.223 0.037 0.068 0.002 0.015 0.007 0.038 0.004 0.022 0.010 0.0000 0.0023 0.004

The undersigned, on behalf of Stupp Corporation, hereby certifies that the above materials have been inspected and 
tested in accordance with the methods prescribed in the appBcabfe specifications, and the results of such Inspection and 

' ^ *s are shown above. In determining properties or characteristics for which no methods of inspection or testing are 
/Cribed by said specification, the standard mill Inspection and testing practices of Stupp Corporation have been 

frtded. Unfess ft appears otherwise In the readts of such Inspection and tests shown above, the undersigned emp 
'\pp Corporation beQeves that materials conform to said specification.

JeffjoMtz

Itupp CorporaHon,Authorized Insp. Rep App

10/9/2015

/2jy f~
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0 CORINTH PIPEWORKS S.A. MILL TEST CERTIFICATE
ACC TO EW 10204-20047 3.1

HudOtaiUMianNsiM-Hatondrioustr. isi 2SMBiwsd Athens
Td.:(«30) 210478710. Fn^430) 2104787510
flegMerad Offleei 24 Mesegeten Av., 115 27 Athens, Greece 22210)
n*ne Vthe. tTents • 320 10 Oonvrm, vutb
TeL (+ 30 -22840) 22777,22388 fee <+3»-228<0) 22210

Customer/Contract No!_______ KINDER MORGAN CQ2 COMPANY L P______________

__________________ 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000_____________________

_____ ________HOUSTON TEXAS 77Q02 _ _______

_____ .___________________Puttfiasg Order No 426a5B2-0-C0NT _________________

CPWA7.1ERICA Co Purchase Order No 31-1167 Rc»o

Pipe Spec, and description»______LonoHudinaliy Hicib Freoueocy Induction Wetdacl Steel Lne Pipe ERW.HFI

accordina 10 API 514SIH Edilton PSL2. ITP_60_18_HFW_REV 1__

Pipes Inside bam ana outside coaled wnU> FBE+ARO occoroinrj to ITP_62_14.AR0_REV 1

Dimensions / ^radm 16 000" OD X 0 >130" WALL THICKNESS ' X70M PSL2 GRADE ITEM 3

Quantity i PIECES. Ill FEET: 6,498.9
Test results are indicated In the attached documents:

WEIGHT IN LBS: 433,379

Cert (flea to Not

.Date:

Revision:

Paaes .

Process Sheet No/suMtoi

15-023

16/3/2015

F166/2

Impact report No: 

Tensile report No: 

Chemical report No:

SN 5194 (2 pages) 

SN 5361 (7 pages) 

SN 5389 (8 pages)

-All pipes passed a hydrostatic test at minimum

3,660 psi (95% oTSMYS) for 10 sec minimum. 
•Hatteritng test carried out acmrdlng to the 

specification with acceptable results 
•AH pipes have undergone a weld seam 
heat treatment irith minimum temperature 860°C 

-Residua! MagnedsmTess thai 30 Gauss (average) 

-Visual / dimensional and marking Inspection carried 
outaccordlno to specification with acceptable result*. 

•Macro /micro examination aixording 
to specification with acceptable results.

Ultrasonic Inspection
• 100% of pipes on weld seam for longitudinal 

Imperfections
(calibration standard: 1RDH 00.125” located on the 
(uslon line, 2 x NS notches (1 ID A10D} parallel to the 
weld).

Steel maMnamlH. location 
Arcelor Mittal FOS mill, France

coil rolling mill, location 
Arcelor Mittal FOS mill, France

We hereby certify that the material
described herein has been'made 
In accordance with foe applicable 
standard and the customer's 
requirements.

REMARKS

ExtemaLFBE+ARO Coating Tests Passed;
Pipe inspection before Masting.
Surface Inspection after blastlng.(SSPC-SPlO min).
Salt contamination test after blasting.
Control of Roughness (2.0-4.4mits).
Phosphoric add wash treatment 
Uncoated pipe ends (1.5-3.0ln).
Vlsual.lnspection of coating.
Holiday examination at 4.9(V min.
Coating thickness (FBE: 14-25mils/l6mfls nominal, ARO: 40mtis min).

• Ftodblty test (FBE+ARO:T.(to, @-22oF; FBE: 2.5o,@-22oF).
Impact resistance test (FBE+ARO: 3.QJ min, @-22oF, FBE:l.a mb, ®-22oF). 
Cathodic dlsbondment test (FBE, FBE+ARO: Max radius 4.5mm, $149oF).

• Adhesion test (FBE; FBE+ARO: Rating 1-3, Q167oF).
Interfoce contamination (FBE, FBE+ARO: 30% max).
Cross-section porosity test (FBE, FBE+ARO: Rating 1-3).
Interfoce porosity test (FBE, FBE+ARO: Rating 1-3).
DSC cure test (FBE, FBE+ARO: ATgsSoC).
Residual magnetism (Averages 30Gauss, Individuals 35Gauss).

THIRD PARTY INSPECTOR CUSTOMER'S INSPECTOR CUENT / CUENTS REPRESENTATIVE

NAME:
DATE:
SIGNATURE:

NAME:
DATE:
SIGNATURE:

NAME:
DATE:
SIGNATURE:

P.VASItEZOU LTASZOS

\

s’



ZYZTHMA AIAXEIPIZHIHOIOTHTAI CPW-T-HS-190.0.3 Rev.1
O CORINTH PIP6W0RKS SA

mm neutiai iia mu iitut
(Quality Management System) A;A(S/N):

KM/NIA(Date):

5194
9/3/2015

AEATIO AOKIMON KPOYIHZ (IMPACT TEST REPORT)

neWrnc/Cusromer
KINDER MORGAN COZ COMPANY L'.P. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 HOUSTON TEXAS 
77002 Purchase Order No. 426BS824-CONT CPW AMERICA Co Purchase Order No. 31-1187 
Revs ITEM 3

EvroAit napCYwyit^/PSN FI 68/2

PpoSiaypofiyspec
Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HFt according to API 
5L 45th EdiSon PSL2, ITP_60_14_HFW_REV.1. Pipes Inside bare and outside coated with 
FEE according to ITP_62_14_ARO_REV.1.

oerwicVProeedure CPW-T-HS-190.0

AidcnxKTiv'Sfze 16.000” X 0.438" noidrnra/Grade X70MPSL2

L: LongMudiul spedneM - • T: Traovciw tptefenen

Run Specimen
Orientation

Temp o-c SUe lOXIOXSSmn Specimen
Orientation

Temp 0 •c Slu lOXIOXSiRM! Specimen
Orientation

Tamp 0 *C Bite lOXioXMmn Temp Site Plp<

Call Col) No mum Body Av Wald Av HAZ Av Weld-5 0 Av Pipe Ne Cornier

Ns Fllbt K nibs 15 nibs v nibs % Fdbs % nib* % nib* 15 FUbl % Ribs % nibs % FUbl % nibs % nibs % nib* % Ribs 15 nib* % per Kelt

Spse min 50 to 59 120 95 49 40 40 40 » to 90 129

UnRs. mu •

1 B4»«7 739419944 T 21? 100 202 100 209 100 209 100 T 97 109 97 101 T 204 221 241 222 1211112 12795

a 9S0S114 730419599 T 222 100 232 100 199 100 215 100 T IDS 97 103 103 T 239 251 211 249 191211 1/99

3 •sosiis 730427735 T 229 100 217 100 20$ 100 219 100 T 114 10$ 97 105 T 211 291 217 290 491319 9/99

t 149909} 730419595 T 195 100 199 100 194 100 195 100 T 94 M 95 99 T Z4S 233 230 237 711517 7/99

a 9325031 730419340 T 190 190 193 100 195 100 193 too T 91 97 103 97 T 297 299 299 274 971919 9/99

t 9499079 730427739 T 199 100 195 100 199 100 199 100 T 97 99 88 91 T 249 290 224 243 1171917 7/99

» 9445094 730419949 T 212 100 211 .100 200 100 209 100 T 103 92 100 99 T 219 231 209 219 1321917 7/99

10 •291144 730427405 T 214 100 201 100 204 100 209 100 T as 94 99 99 T 204 209 201 204 14911017 7/99

12 92911)2 730419197 T 195 100 199 100 204 .100 ,199 .100 T 109 112 94 109 T 229 21$ 229 224 17911219 0/99

13 9307095 730419344 T 200 ICO 159 100 194 100 191 100 T 102 111 109 109 T 240 220 203 221 19011316 o/e

14 92511)7 . 730427403 T 193 100 191 too 203 100 115 too T 94 97 91 90 r 211 229 209 219 299114 1 5 e/99

IS 9302091 7304274S9 T 294 100 209 100 195 m 202 100 T 105 in 114 109 T 200 197 192 199 21911511 1/9

17 9250079 - 730427409 T 155 100 193 100 189 100 159 100 T 119 123 lit 119 T 221 200 204 201 24911711 1/9

IS #325049 730427937 T 194 100 190 100 207. 100 194 100 T 99 to 93 93 T 212 189 180 193 29011911 1/99

IS I2S5070 730411199 T 214 100 192 100 191 100 199 too T 109 95 99 101 T 191 205 174 197 27511911 1/St

20 1109042 730427209 T 229 100 •215 100 212 100 219 100 T 99 99 89 91 T 209 199 175 195 29912011 1/9

22 9257CM 730427494 •T 157 -100 190 -100 191 100 119 100 T 75 (2 83 90 T 197 199 175 116 31912211 1/99

23 9257079 730427497 T 219 100 219 100 219 100 219 100 T 100 109 99 102 T 217 224 208 217 33312311 1/99

24 9109040 730427213 T 229 100 234 100 232 100 231 100 T . 114 100 94 103 T 230 204 220 221 353124 19 9/9

2S S121057 730419591 T 249 100 239 100 237 100 237 100 T 85 77 98 83 T 240 221 219 229 3991291 9 9/9

29 9233131 730427215 T 191 100 215 100 215 100 207 100 T 90 74 81 82 T 199 200 229 20* 350129 1 9 5/0

Lsborstorv Assistant

ACES-GQS
Jtr

Third Part Inspection

O
Client's Representative 1\2
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ZYZTHMA AIAXEIPIZHZ ROIOTHTAZ CPW-T-HS-190.0.1 Rev.1
Q CORINTH PIPEWORKS S.A.

MM ■■•(flit nil min

(Quality Management System) A/A(S/N): 5381

HM/NlA(Dat 9/3/2015

AEATIO AOKIMQN EOHAKYIWIOY KAIZKAHPOMETPHIEQN (TENSILE AND HARDNESS TEST REPORT)

neAdin^/Oustomer
KINDER MORGAN C02 COMPANY L.P. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 

HOUSTON TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 4268582-O-CONT CPW 

AMERICA Co Purchase Order No. 31-1187 Rev6 ITEM 3

EvroAri napaYwyri^PSN F166/2

npoSiaypatp^/Spec

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HFI 
according to API 5L45th Edition. PSL2, ITP_60_14_HFW_REV.1. Pipes Inside 

bare and outside coated with FBE according to ITP_62_14_ARO_REV.1.

OSnyfa/Procedure CPW-T'HS*190.0

Aidoraon/SIze 16.000,,X 0.438" ncidTHTO/Grade X70M PSL2

Run
Coll
No

Coil No Heat No

Raw Material Pipe

Pipe No

Pipe

Counter

per Heat

Spacicn 
Size mm

Sp
eel
m
en

Yield
Strength

Pel

. Tensile 
Strength 

Pel

Elg.
%

G.L

Specim Size 

mm
Specimen

Orientation
Yield

Strength
Pel

Tensile
Strength

PsI

Body
ys/ts

eig.
%

G.L.

Specim Size 
mm

Specimen
Orientation

Yield
Strength

Pel

Tensile
Strength

Pel

Elg.
%

G.L.

Herdness Max HV10 Bend
Test

HAZ Base Weld

Spec min 70300 82700 22 82700

Limits max 92100 110200 0,90 250 250 250

1 8458067 730419644 39.349X11.146 T 79916 94274 0,85 30 39.543X10.895 T 89198 212 222 201 12\1 \12 12/99

2 8505114 730419556 39.253X11.109 T 77595 9008B 0.86 33 39.218X10,874 T 88588 214 228 198 19\2M 1/99

3 8505115 730427735 39.207X11.097 T 78901 90794 0,87 33 39.154X10.726 T 65862 201 220 200 40\3\8 6/99

S 6465093 730419555 39.338X11.137 T 80351 93259 0,86 31 39.025X11.033 T 88297 210 220 200 71\5\7 7/99

6 8325051 730419340 39.124X11.109 T 80496 95000 0,85 30 39.087X10.969 T 86733 210 220 200 87\6\8 8/99

8 8458076 730427736 39.086X11.096 T 79046 92389 0,86 32 39.013X10.979 T 86297 203 220 200 117\8\7 7/99

9 8445084 730419846 38.573X11.086 T 79916 93694 0,65 30 38.563X11.100 T 85427 210 218 200 132\9\7 7/99

10 8251144 730427405 38.547X11.118 T 78030 93259 0,64 31 38.875X11.042 T 85717 210 223 200 14811017 7/99

12 8251122 730419187 38.663X11.102 T 78755 92534 0,85 33 38.703X10.763 T 86878 203 217 201 175 \ 12 \ 6 6/99

13 8307086 730419344 38.680X11.094 T 81076 95870 0,85 29 38.683X10.838 T 86297 210 214 200 190\13\6 8/99

14 8261127 730427403 38677X11.095 T 79046 93694 0.64 32 38.654X11.040 T 85862 210 220 204 20SM4 \6 8/99

15 8302061 730427468 39.252X11.120 T 76145 91519 0.83 32 39.387X10,731 T 88328 203 217 200 216\15\1 1/9

17 8250076 730427406 39.204X11.149 T 78610 93259 0,84 31 39.118X10.847 T 87313 210 217 200 246\17\1 1/9

18 8325045 730427537 39.205X11.142 T 78755 92879 0,65 32 38.844X10.657 T 88326 210 217 203 260\18\1 1/99

19 8255070 730419166 39.211X11.040 T 75855 91519 0,83 30 39.064X10.835 T 87603 201 217 201 275 M9\1 1 /99

Laboratory Assistant

°.
Laboratory Supervisor

ACES-GC&

Third Part InspecUon Client's Representative 1 \ 7
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ZYZTHMA AIAXEIPIZHI flOIOTHTAZ CPW-T-HS-190.0.1 Rev.1
0 CORINTH PIP6W0RK5 S.A.

firi laitMir mi iinti

(Quality Management System). A/A(S/N):

HM/NIA(Dat

5361

9/3/201S

AEAT10 AOKIMON Ed>EAKYIMOY KAITKAHPOMETPHZEnN (TENSILE AND HARDNESS TEST REPORT)

ReAdnis/Customer
KINDER MORGAN 002 COMPANY L.P. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 

HOUSTON TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 42685B2-0-CONT CPW 
AMERICA Co Purchase Order No. 31*1187 Revfl ITEM 3

EvtoM napaywYiWPSN FI 66/2

npofiKJYpatpiVSpec

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HFI 

according to API 5L 45th Edition PSL2. rrp_60J4_HFW_REV.1. Pipes inside 

bare and outside coated with FEE according to ITP_62_14_ARO_REV.1.
OQnvia/Procedure CPW-T-HS-190.0

Aiiaraon/Size 16.000" X 0.438" noifirnTa/Grade X70M PSL2

Run
Coll
No

Coil No Heat No

Raw Material Pipe

Pipe No

Pipe

Counter

per Heat

: SpeeJm 
Size mm

Sp
ec:

m
an

: Yield 
Strength 

Psl

Tensile
Strength

Psl

Elg.
%

GJ-

Speclm Size 

mm

Specimen
Orientation

Yield
Strength

Psl

Tensile
Strength

Psl

Body.
YS/TS

.Bg.
%

GJ-

Speclm Size 
mm

Specimen
Orientation

Yield
Strength

Psi

Tensile
Strength

Psl

Bg.
K

G.L.

Hardness Max HV10 Bend
Test

HAZ Base Weld

Spec mtn 70300 -82700 22 82700

Limits max . 92100 110200 0,90 250 ■ 250 250

20 8109042 730427200 39.145X11.136 T 76725 91229 0.64 32 38.921X10.690 T 87893 210 220 204 289 \ 20 \ 1 1/0

22 8267086 730427494 39.320X11.122 T 79626 91229 0.87 31 39.115X11.053 T 87748 204 220 198 318V22\1 1/99

23 825/078 730427497 39^63X11.132 T 79771 93114 0.88 31 39.070X10.882 T 87168 201 217 203 333 V 23 \ 1 1/99

24 8100040 730427213 - 39.304X11.086 T 78755 93694 0.84. -31 38.919X10.777 T . 88328' 210 216 204 353\24\6 6/9

25 8121067 730418561 39.330X11.049 r T 77180 >•; 91229 0.85 33 38.846X10.806 T 85572 208 .220 199 366 \25\6 6/9

26 823313V 730427215 39.140X11.089 T ’76901.; -92534' 0,85' •33v 38.901X10.374 T 88763 -■ 203 ■ 215 203 380 \ 28 \ 6 6/9

28 8302068 730427456 36.904X11.041 T 77016 92679 0,83 31 39.201X10.630 T 68908 408\26\6 51/9

31 8307076 730419340 38.901X11.092 T 76725 92969 0,83 32 39.251X10.715 T 87023 454 \ 31 \ 5 51/99

33 8348069 730419339 39.517X11.092 T 79338 93549 0,85 32 30.521X10.864 T 86878 213 214 201 481 \ 33 \ 1 1/9

36 .8255068 .730427493 39.093X11.093 ■. T 76290 89343 0,85 36 38.881X10.989 T 85282 210 220 199 515 \ 35 \ 3 3/9

36 8250080 730419242 39.289X11.063 T 77450 92099 0,84 34 30.228X10.832 T 87023 204 212 199 527\36\1 1/99

39 8257053 730427495 39590X11.117 T 77885 90213 0.66 31 38.817X10.666 T 85137 206 215 198 572V39\1 1/99:

42 8456074 730419645 39.497X11.029 T 77160 91229 0,65 - 32 38.584X10.859 T - 85882 200 215 201 617\42M 1/99

43 6257062 730427497 39.262X11.095 T .-78465 : .95680• 0,82 •32'' 39.328X10.994 T • 86007. • 63514314 51/99

49 8511106 730419557 39.255X11.042 T 76000 88818 0,88 33 38.287X10.680 T 85717 203 216 200 72014911 1/99

ACES-GQS
MAP-

Third Part Inspection Client's Representative 2 \ 7



ZYZTHMA AIAXEIPIZHZ HOIOTHTAZ CPW-T-HS-190.0.1 Rev.1
Q CORINTH FIREWORKS SA

f 1 / 1 latlMIlI *«» •Ml MMIt

(Quality Management System) A/A(S/N): 5381

HM/NIA(Dat 9/3/2015

AEATIO AOKIMQN EOEAKYZMOY KAIZKAHPOMETPHIEON (TENSILE AND HARDNESS TEST REPORT)

neAdTOS/Customer

KINDER MORGAN 002 COMPANY L.P. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 

HOUSTON TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 4268582-Q-CONT CPW 

AMERICA Co Purchase Order No. 31-1187 RevS ITEM 3
EvtoAi'i napQYUYit^PSN FI 66/2

npo5iaYpa<piySpec

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HFI 

according to API 5L 45th Edition PSL2, ITP_60_14_HFW_REV. 1. Pipes Inside 
bare and outside coated with FBE according to 1TP_62_14_ARO_REV.1.

OSqYia/Procedcire CPW-T-HS-190.0

AidoTOoiySlze 16.000" XOASS" noi6iqia/Grade X70M PSL2

Run
Coll
No

Coll No Heat No

Raw Material Pipe

Pipe No

Pipe

Counter

per Heat

Speclm
Size mm

IS
 3 

84
? Yield

Strength
Psi

Tensile
Strength

Pal

Elg.
•A

G.L

Speclm Size

mm

Specimen
Orientation

Yield
Strength

Psi

Tensile
Strength

Pal

Body
YS/TS

Elg.
%

G.L.

Speclm Size 

mm

Specimen
Orientation

Yield
Strength

Pal

Tensile
Strength

Psi

Elg.
*A

G.L

Hardness Max HV10 Bend
Test

HAZ Base Weld

Spec mtn 70300 62700 22 82700

Limits max 92100 110200 0,90 250 250 260

S2 8310047 730419341 39.561X11.047 T 79481 91954 0,86 31 38.375X10.680 T 87313 206 217 199 766 \ 62 \ 1 1/99

58 8458069 730419645 38.871X11.029 T 79626 93984 0,65 30 39.371X11.271 T 83832 659 158\6 51/99

61 8251140 730419167 36.626X10.991 T 77595 91809 0,55 31 39.237X10.830 T 86442 90516116 52/99

64 8250077 730419237 39.235X11.042 T 77450 92969 0,83 33 33.443X10.823 T 66007 206 221 201 95116416 . 6/9

65 8257054 730427495 38.721X10.976 T 78175 93114 0,84 32 39.071X10.946 T 66442 966 1 65 1 6 51/99

66 8251133 730419170 39.013X11.099 T 77015 91954 0,84 31 39.124X10.971 T 86152 205 215 200 98116616 6/99

67 8251112 730427403 38.642X11.141 T 79481 95435 0,83 32 38.874X11.121 T 85427 99516715 51/99

71 8458070 730427735 38.861X11.041 T 78320 92099 0,85 32 39.062X10.602 T 85282 1059171 18 51/99

73 8251137 730419166 38.671X11.043 T 77740 91954 0,85 33 38.691X11.087 T 85282 108817317 51/99

75 8511098 730419644 38.938X10.985 T 82526 97900 0,84 28 38.994X10.713 T 88473 111417S13 51/99

78 8307084 730419343 38.830X11.116 T 76670 91664 0,64 31 39.092X10.833 T 86733 201 218 200 1163 178 1 6 6/99

82 62640S7 730427496 38.546X11.042 T 78030 91374 0,85 32 38,963X11.009 T 85572 205 212 199 1222 1 82 1 6 6/99

86 8325052 730419340 38.779X10.951 T 81366 95870 0,85 29 38.926X10.655 T 88038 1266 1 86 1 9 101/99

93 8251116 730419170 36.808X10.912 T 75420 90068 - 0,84 33 38.818X10.623 T 85717 13881931S SI/99

97 8345064 730427542 38.459X11.068 T 79046 93549 0.84 34 38.645X10.720 T 86442 201 210 198 145019716 6/99

Laboratory Assistant

o _
Third Part Inspection Client's Representative 3 \ 7

°#



O# ■ ■ ■ 0* ^

IYZTHMA AIAXEIPIIHZ HOIOTHTAZ CPW-T-HS-1S0.0.1 Rev.1
0 CORINTH PIPGWORKS SA
W flM MIHI

(Quality Management System) A/A{S/N):

HWNIA(Dat

5381

9/3/2015

AEAT10 AOKIMON EOEAKYZMOY KAI ZKAHPOMETPHZEQN (TENSILE AND HARDNESS TEST REPORT)

nEAdrnc/Customer

KINDER MORGAN C02 COMPANY LP. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 

HOUSTON TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 4268582-O-CONT CFW 
AMERICA Co Purchase Order No. 31-1187 Rev6 ITEM 3 . .

EvroXrj napayu)Yf|C/PSN. F166/2

npo5iaYpa9>VSpec

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HFI 

according to API SL4Sth Edition PSL2, ITP_60_14_HFW_REV.1. Pipes Inside 

bare and outside coated with FBE according to JTP_62_14xARO_REV.1.

OSnvIa/Procedure CPW-T-HS-190.0

Aidoraan/Sfze 16.000" X 0.438" noi6iqTa/Grade X70M PSL2

Run
Coll
No

Coll NO Heat No

Raw Material Pipe

Pipe No

Pipe

Counter,

per Heat

Speclm 
Size mm

Sp
eel

m
en

Yield
Strength

Pel

Tensile
Strength

Pel

Bg.
K

G.L.

Speclm Size

mm

Specimen.
Orientation

Yield
Strength 

Pel .

Tensile
Strength

Psl

Body
YS/TS

Big.
%

G.L.

Speclm Size 

mm

Specimen
Orientation

Yield
Strength

Psl.

Tensile
Strength

Psl-

Bg;

%
G.L

Hardness Max HV10 Bend
Test

HAZ Base :Weld

Spec min i 70300. 82700 . •22 ;82700:

Limits max i - . 92100 110200 0,90 . • -,r. ; ,.260) r.250 - 250 }

100. 8251120 730427405 39,334X11.077 T 76439 91954 0,83 33 39.426X10.642 T 87458 1495\100\6 51769

102 8318035 730419344 39.882X11.129 T 77305 93259 0.83 33 39.241X10.825 T 87458 1525 \ 102 \ 5 51/69

103 8318032 730419343 39.067X10.952 T 79916 9S000 0.84- -31 39.137X10.868 T 86572 1540110315 51/99-

108 8318033 .790419289 38.954X11.084 T 77450 . 91374 0.85 vM’ 38.790X10.972 T 84847; 205 216 ,201 .1582110811, ..1/99...

107 8257088 730427494 39.112X11.128 T 77016 89778 0,86 33 39.001X10.739 T 86878; 18101107114 60/99 ,

110; 8251124 '730419170 39.139X11.089 T • • 83397 : ,97900.. .0,85.. ..•32.. 39.385X11^400 T 84557 16521110112 101 /99;

112

.118

0397073 730427496 39.238X11.114 T 77460.* iv91229 0,86 32 39.321X10.795 T 88878 1876111216 51/99 ;

6307082 730419341 39.152X11.119 T .77015 91809 0,84. 34. 39.342X10.765 T 86878 1739111618, 51/99...

120 8264058 730427497 39.058X11,147 . T 77450 93984 0.82 33 39.006X10.991 T 84702 1800112019 101199

121! .8302060 ‘730427403 39.193X11.075 T •76585 v. 93404 .‘0,61-. ;33-. 39^18X10.717 T 87458' 18171121110 101 /99;

123 6284055 730419167 39.598X11.082 . ‘77450 v 94274 0,62 34 39.185X10.781 T 86442 18471123110 102/99;

126 8445079 730419171 38.916X11.032 T - 76290 92824 0,82 33 38.943X10.866 - T - 84847' ;205 212 201 1883112811 ‘ 1/99-

133 8318026 730419339 39.325X11.092 T 76290 89923 0,85 32 38,225X10.446 T 69053 19911133 1 2 5179

.138 8251142 730427403 39.291X11.088 . -T .78290 .•.•91984;* ; 0,03-. ; 34-. 39244X10.836 . T - 87458. 2064113812: -163/99

140 8257057 730427495 39.562X11.096 T 79338 98015 0,83 30 38.851X10.682 T 87603 21031140111 ; 101799 ;

Laboratory’Assistant Laboratory Supervisor

ACES-GQ3
jd.

Inspection Client's Representative 4 \ 7



lYZTHfl/IA AIAXEIPIZHZ nOIOTHTAZ CPW-T-HS-190.0.1 Rev.1
O CORINTH PIPeWORKSSA
N-' »'»l HPIMUt IIM

(Quality Management System) A/A(S/N>: 5381

HM/NIA(Dat 9/3/2015

AEATIO AOKlMftN EOEAKYEMOY KAI ZKAHPOMETPHEEQN {TENSILE AND HARDNESS TEST REPORT)

ne\(fiTnc/Customer
KINDER MORGAN C02 COMPANY L.P. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 
HOUSTON TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 4268582-O-CONT CPW 

AMERICA Co Purchase Order No. 31*1187 Rev6 ITEM 3

EvioXi^ napaywY^RSN F166/2

npo5iaYPQipi)/Spec

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HFi 

according to API 5L 45th Edition PSL2, ITP_60_14_HFW_REV.1. Pipes Inside 

bare and outside coated with FBE according to ITP_62_14_ARO_REV. 1.

OSriYici/Procedure CPW-T-HS-190.0

Aidoraon/SIze 16.000*' X 0.438" noifiniia/Grade X70M PSL2

Run
Coll
No

Coll No Heat No

Raw Material Pipe

Pipe No

Pipe

Counter

per Heat

Speclm 
Size mm

Sp
eel
m
en

Yield
Strength

Pel

Tensile
Strength

Psi

Elg.
%

G.L

Speclm Size 

mm

Specimen
Orientation

Yield
Strength

Psi

Tensile
Strength

Psi

Body
YS/TS

Elg. 
% * 

8.L.

Specim Size 

mm

Specimen
Orientation

Yield
Strength

Psi

Tensile
Strength

Psi

Elg.
%

G.L.

Hardness Max HV10 Bend
Test

KAZ Base Weld

Spec min 70300 62700 22 82700

Limits max 92100 110200 0,90. 250 250 250

145 8257068 73042749S 39.462X11.012 T 82817 94129 0,88 31 39.396X11.071 T 84847 2168\145\2 151/99

152 8458078 730419556 39.125X10.965 T 79191 92679 0.85 33 39.065X10.685 T 85427 2275 V152 \ 5 51/99

153 8445071 730427601 36.802X11.055 T 76870 95000 0,81 33 38.878X10.927 T 87748 201 211 199 2291 \153\8 6/91

156 8325049 730419340 38.986X10.891 T 83687 96450. 0,87 29 39.98SX10.591 .T 69833 2344\156\14 151 / 69

161 8445090 730419645 39.451X10.936 T . 79771 96015 0,83 33 39.221X10.877 T 86442 24171161\12 101/99

187 8445075 730427736 39.178X11.021 T 81078 94565 0.86 • 31 39.296X11.011 T 64992 2500116717 51/99

166 8445097 730419644 39.351X11.020 T 81221 93694 0.87 31 39.141X10.999 T 65717 2515116817 101/99

169 8307077 730427537 39.296X11.007 T 81801 92534 0.88 31 . 38.379X11.181 T 85427 2531116918 51/99

171 8445085 730419646 39.361X10.998 T 80351 95435 0,84 32 39.277X11.088 T 84702 2559117116 51/99

175 8511108 730427735 39.397X11.091 T 77865 91229 0.85 33 39.346X10.741 T 85717 26271175114 101/99

176 6445064 730419555 39.461X11.141 T 77160 93839 0,82 33 39.231X10.997 T 86007 2635117617 51/99

177 8458086 730427601 39.266X10.961 T 81946 97320 0,84 31 39.326X11.001 T 87023 2649117716 51/91

183 8445091 730419645 39.501X10.979 T 78320 92824 0,84 34 38.894X10.991 T 64847 2736118312 151/99

185 8621067 730419557 39.107X11.031 T 79771 92679 . 0,86 33 ; 39.251X11.082 T 85427 2770118516 51/99

187 8445057 730419556 39.276X11.148 T 76580 93984 0,81 31 39.762X10.900 T 86588 28041187111 101/99

ACES-GQS

Third ParHrlspection Clienfs Representative 5 \ 7
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ZYZTHMA AIAXEIPIZHZ HOIOTHTAZ CPW-T-HS-190.0.1 Rev.1
Q CORINTH PSP6W0RK5 SX
v=' nr< •«» tin null

(Quality Management System) A/A(S/N):

HM/NIA(Dat

5381

9/3/2015

AEATIO AOKIMQN EOEAKYZMOY KAIIKAHPOMETPHZEQN (TENSILE AND HARDNESS TEST REPORT)

rtACrn^Customer

KINDER MORGAN C02 COMPANY L.P. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 

HOUSTON TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 4268582-O-CONT CPW 
AMERICA Co Purchase Order No. 31-1187 Rev6 ITEM 3

EvtoAi'I napayuivri^/PSN F166/2

npoStaypacpi^/Spec

Longltud/natly High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Une Pipe ERW/HFI 
according to API 5L 45th Edition PSL2, ITP_6b_14_HFW_REV.1. Pipes Inside 

bare and outside coated with FBE according to iTP_62_14_ARO„REV.1.

OBfivia/Procedure CPW.T-HS-190.0

AxScnaon/Slze 16.000“ X 0.438H noidTqTa/Grade X7QMPSL2.

Run
CoQ
No

Coll No Heat No'

Raw Material , • PlP° - , . > •

Pipe No ,

, Pipe. •

Counter;

per Heat .

Spedm
Sin mm

Sp
aci

m
en

View
Strength

Pal

Tensile
Strength

Pal

Eig.
%

G.L

Spedm Size,

nun

Specimen
Orientation

Yield
Strength

Psl

Tensile >
Strength

Psl

Body-
ys/ts

Elg.
%

G.L

Spedm Size 

mm

Specimen
Orientation

Yield
Strength

Psl

Tensile
Strength

Psl

Big.

G.L

Hardness Max HV10 Bend
Test

HAZ Base Weld

Spec min 70300 . 82700 : V 22 , 82700- - . , ■

Limits. max . 92100 110200 0,90 ' ... , -jr-'j ....... , . 250l ,250- ,250, V v'

186 8264054 730427493 39.221X11.<a7 T 77305 90649 0.65 37 39.128X11^077 T 84122 2617\185\7i .51/9

200 8403072 730419289 39.320X10.930 T 77160 92244 0,84 34 39.472X11.099 T 85882 2990 \ 200 \ 5 51/99

201 8284056 730419168 39.181X10.926 T 82982 ...98305. 0,88. 32 39.484X10.921 T 85427 30121201 M2 -101/99.

204 8403060 .730419242 39.039X11.012 T 83977 96740 . 0,87 f ; 29 39.171X10.868 T 88038- 3050120415: .51/99

205 6251131 730419171 38.271X11.285 T 78320 93984 0.83 31 39.353X10.914 T 84847 3068 1 205 1 6'. 51/99 ,

207; 8403074. 730427842 39.444X10.061 T -78901 : *92679. 0,85 33. 39.588X11.044 T 84412 3095120715 51799.

213 8302058 730427494 39.082X11.123 ... T 77450 .93404 . 0,83 33 39.641X10.881 T 85427; 31911213110 101/99<

214 8251121. 730427405 39.291X11.127 T 77595 , 95000 ; .0.82 32., 39.663X10.726 T 88326r 32071214110 :102/99-

221 8325054 730419289 38.932X10.981 .........T 75710 92244 0,82 32 39.091X10.928 T 86007 33121221110 101/99'.

222; 8325057 >730419341. 38.921X11.086 'T-. . .78176.. 96595 ' 0,81 , 31,. 39.188X10.971 T 85572; 33291222112 101/99

223 8325059 730419343 A 4 38274X11:084 • T 81386* 96885 0,84 32 39.412X11.005 T 86733i 3342122319 101/98:

227 6318038 -730419344 , 38131X11.099 T 82238 100076- 0,82 31 39.205X10.801 .... -t ... 87748* 3403 1227.110 ■'1017 99'

229 8250074 730419237 36.306X11.067 T 76580 93839 0,82 33 39.341X10.836 T 87023 3429122915 6179

230 8129076 730427244 -, • 39.151X11.126 . T -79771, , 90604 , 0.88.. ..•33,, 30,238X10.891 . T . „• . 85882 .206 220 201 3440 1 23011 179

230 8458073 730419648 39.296X11.132 T 76725 91084 0,84 31 39:421X10.828 T 84992 35391236112 101/99,

Laboratory Assistant

11
Third Part Inspection Client’s Representative 6 \ 7



ZYZTHMA AIAXEIPIZHZ F1010THTAZ CP W-T-HS-190.0.1 Rev.1
0 CORINTH PIP6W0RKS S.A.

41* nil Mfilt
(Quality Management System) A/A(S/N): 5381

HU/NIA(Dat 9/3/2015

AEATIO AOKIMQN EOEAKYZMOY KAIZKAHPOMETPHZEON (TENSILE AND HARDNESS TEST REPORT )

neXdrn^/Customer

KINDER MORGAN C02 COMPANY L.P. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 

HOUSTON TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 4268582.0-CONT CPW 
AMERICA Co Purchase Order No. 31-1187 RevS ITEM 3

EvroAi’i napayiOY^/PSN F166/2

npo5iavpQ(pi^/Spec

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HFI 

according to API 6L 45th Edition PSL2, ITPJ>0_14_H!:W_REV.1. Pipes Inside 

bare and outside coated with FBE according to ITP_62_14_ARO_REV.1.

OSqYia/Procedure

l

CPW-T-HS-190.0

Aidaraort/Stze 16.000“ X 0.438" noiPuiTa/Grade X70M PSL2

Run
Coil
No

Coll No Neat No

Raw Material Pipe

Pipe No

Pipe

Counter

per Heat

Specfm 
Size mm

Sp
eci

m
en

Yield
Strength

Psi

Tensfle
Strength

Psi

6tg.
%

G.L.

Specim Size 

mm
Specimen
Orientation

Yield
Strength

Psi

Tensfle
Strength

Psi

Body
ys/ts

Elg.
%

G.L.

Specim Size 

mm

Specimen
Orientation

Yield
Strength

Psi

Tensile 
Strength 
. Psi-

Elg.
%

G.L

Hardness Max HV10 Bend
Test

HAZ Base Weld

Spec ■ min 70300 82700 22 82700

Limits max 92100 110200 0.90 250 250 250

238 8353979 730419242 39.261X11.095 T 80061 96305 0.63 31 39.407X10.741 T 89053 356&V238M0 101/99

239 8511106 730419557 39.036X11.062 T 78901 92969 0,85 32 36.881X10.885 T 84847 3583 \ 239 \ 10 102/99

240 8257073 730427496 39.172X11.076 T 78610 95435 0,62 •33 - 39.165X10.912 T 86688 3598 \ 240 MO 101 / 99

241 6526085 730419555 39.472X11.101 T 79916 95670 0.83 31 39.152X10.834 T 86442 3618 \ 241 \ 12 101/99

24S 8251123 730419171 39.012X11.099 T 79916 92969 0,86 31 39.346X10.891 T 86427 3675\245\ 11 101/99

247 8318020 730427542 38.456X11.066 T 75565. 83404 0,81 32 39.361X10.724 T 65862 3704\247\10 101/99

261 8465096 730427736 38.941X11.125 T 79336 . 93984 0,84 31 36.844X11.001 T 8S427 3916\281V12 101/99

262 8458068 730427735 36.696X11.119 T 76145 90213 0,64 34 39.481X10.955 T 84557 3923 \ 262 \ 5 151/99

267 8458079 730427736 39.425X11.131 T 76725 89778 0.85 34 39.046X10.821 T 86007 3997 \ 267 U 152/99

U longilutflnal T: Transverse 

YS: Ytetd Strength TS: Tensile Strength EL: Elongation

aces-gqs

Third Part Inspection Client's Representative 7 \ 7
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IYCTHMA AIAXEIPIZHZ FIOIOTHTAI CPW-T-HS-190;0.2 Rev.1
O CORINTH PIPEWORKS S.A.

nn sin tirtit
* * ?;i«'- .

(Quality Management System)
A/A(S/N): 5389

Hli/l/NIA(Oate): 9/3/2015 ’

AEATIO XHMIKQN ANAAYZEDN (CHEMICAL ANALYSIS REPORT)

rteAdiTK/Customer ^

KINDER MORGAN C02 COMPANY LP. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE1000 HOUSTON 
TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order NO. 4268582-0-CONT CPW AMERICA Co Purchase 

Order No. 3M187 Rev6 ITEM 3

EvrdXr) napavwviWPSN F166/2 ' t - - -

npb5iaYpd9i\/Spec:

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HFI 

according to API 5L 46th Edition PSL2; ITP_60_14_HFW_REV.1. Pipes Inside bare 

and outslde coated with FBE according to ITP_G2_14_ARO_REV.1.

OSqYfa/Procedure CPW-T-HS-190.0

Atdoraon/SIze ■ 16.000" X 0.438" ndrimTa/Gra'de' X70MPSUJ ' ' , "

Run con No . Hast No Ctt .Mrtfa PVt S% Sl% Cr* iNm M0% Cu4b TKH* Nb% V4fe Ata Sn% ca% N% mb PCM% ITWMi Nb+V Cr+Mo Al/N Sample Pipe .

041 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X ix-' X +ni : 1‘ fVWTl Counter: 
^---------------f

per Heat -No 100 100 1000 .1000 100 : iW' 100 100 .100 100 1000 1000 , 1000 idoo 1000 1000 1000 100 ;10d! +CU%

Spw Trio i

Umltn max 12,00 200,00 ■ 23,00 ' 15,00 46,00 ' 80,00 60,00 ! 50,00 : 50,00 ! l - 80,00 . , 10,00 20.09 : 40.00 0,15

t 8458067 730419644 5.80 151,60 13.40 . 2.00 21,30 ioo 2,00 0,10 0^0 1.67 58,00 1.00 26,30 1,00 1A2 t*0 0.10 14^0 31.70 ; 0,078 -. ao49 9.07 1 HEAT

t 0438067 730419844 ;,8,80.. 131,50 13,00 1.80 21,20 2.10 2,00 0,10 0,80 1J5 58,00 ' 1,00 26,40 1.00 1,36 t70 ■ A10 ’14^0 31,60' ' 0.078 : 0,050 : '9.78 12Ci’\12J ^.12/99j

1 8450067 730419644 6,70 151,50 13,00 1.70 21,10 2.00 1.90 0,10 0,80 1.85 58.00 1,00 25.60 1.00 W 3^0 0.10 14,10 31,50 0.078 0,048 8,00 13 M V13 13/99 -

- 2 • 8S0S114 730419558 vA80- 153,60 .17.00 1.60 20,90 3.10 1.80 0,69 1,00 1.69 58.00 1,00 .24,20 .1.00 tie 4,10 , 0,10... ;14A0 3t10 0,078 0.065 5,90 HEAT . ;

2 8505114 730419558 6.50' 153,30 16,70' 1.40 21,00 3.10 1.80 '0,60 1.00 1.68 58.00 1.00 24,40 ‘ 1.00 t13 ' 3,50 ' 0,10"' 14,10 32,00 0,076 —0,065' 097 ’1B\2Vi ‘ "'l/99 "j

2 8503114 730419SS8 ,5,50. 153^0 '16,70 - 1.00 21^0; 3,10 1A0' 0.60 i’oo : 1A8 • 58,00 1.00 24.20 1.00 t32 3,70 0.10 14.10 3t00 0,076 0,065 054 201212 2/99 J

3 8505118 730427733 •:5.60- 148,00 11,90y . 2,00 r.19,00; -;1,70; 1.70 .0.40; 0.80 1.78 57.00., 1.00 36^0 too 1.62 3^0 0.10 14,00 30,90 0.070 0,046 1121 HEAT - :

3 8505113 730427735 5,60 146.40 11,60. 1,80 .19,10 -1.80 1,60 040 0,80 1.74 56,00 1,00 38,80 too . 1.62 3.00 - .. aio-- ,13,60 -3a70 -ao74 0,048 1227 -40\3\6• B/09-;

. :3 •. 8505115, 73042773$ :.5.60 146,70 11A0; .1,90 19^0 1,80 ..1,80 ,0.50, .0.60, . 1,76 57 AO 1,00 38,40 too ^J.69 3.20 aio 13A0 30,70 0.078 0.049 11.38 411317 7/99

3 8465093 730419553 y 8,70 ;-15O20 1 17,60 ; 1,40; 20.60 3^0 '1,70 ,0,48: .0.60; i'1^2-: - 60,00 1.00 26,10 1.00 t4S 3.60 aio 1420 31,70 aoT? 0,082 7.48 HEAT - ;

S 8485093 73041S5S5 6,80 151,00 17,60 1.30 20,70 3,20 1.70 0,50 0,80 1,64 61,00 1.00 26.00 1,00' 2,47 3,70 aio 14,30 31,90 0,078 0,062 7,03 711517 7/99

s 8465093 .730419555 5,70 151.10 17,30 1A0 20,90 3A) .1,80. 0,50 :0.90 1 A3 61,00 1.00,: 26^0^ ; .1,00- . t37 . , - ; aio 1420 3120 0,078 O064 728 721518 6/99

g 6325051 730419340 5,40 153,80 13,60 2,30 19.30 2.30 1.90 0,76 1.30 1.66 59.00 1,00 26,10 1.00 t21 1,80 aio 14.00 31,80 aOT7 0,063 15.81 HEAT -

e 6325051 730419340 $20 154,00 13,60 1.80 19,40 t30 2,00 0.80 1J0 1.66 59,00 1.00 28,00 1,00 t19 tio 0,10 13.80 31,70 ao77 0.084 13.33 871618 . 8/99

RgrSSgfi

Ldborai slstant Thihi'Part Inspection Client’s Representative 1 \ 8



ZYZTHMA AIAXEIPIEHE nOIOTHTAZ CPW-T-HS-190.0.2 Rev.1
O CORINTH PIPGWORKS 5A

f 1 f I luaulllT « * « Kill t 5 T « 1 • (Quality Management System)
A/A(S/N): 5389

HM/NIA(Dafe): 9/3(2015

AEATIO XHMIKQN ANAAYSEQN (CHEMICAL ANALYSIS REPORT)

DeAdin^Custotner

KINDER MORGAN C02 COMPANY L.P. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 HOUSTON 

TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 4268582-O-CONT CPW AMERICA Co Purchase 

Order No. 31-1187 RevS ITEM 3

EvroAfi napavuiYfiS/PSN F166/2

npoCtaypaip^/Spec

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HFI 
according to API 5L 45th Edition PSL2, ITP_60_14__HFW_REV.1. Pipes Inside bare 

and outside coated with FBE according to ITP_62_14_ARO_REV.1.

OBriYla/Procedure CPW-T-HS-190.0

Aidoraon/SIze 16.000” X 0.438” noiBrnra/Grade X70MPSL2

Rtm Cell No Heat No CVo Mnto Mi S% sm CrtV Nl%. MO% Cu% Ti% Nb<ft V% Altt Sn% ca% N% 8% PCM% UWYa Nb+V. Cr+Mo Al/N .. Sample Pipe

cell X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X +TW> +NI from Counter

NO 100 100 1000 1000 100 100 100 100 100 100 ' 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 100: 100, +Cu% per Heat

Spec min

LTtnitS max 12,00 200.00 25,00 16,00 45,00 50.00 60,00 60,00 50,00 80,00 10,00 . 20,00 40,00 0,15

6 632/5051 730419340 5.20 154,20 13,40 1,60 19.50 2,30 2,00 . 0.60 1.30 1.67 59,00 1,00 27,80 1.00 1,99 - 2.40 0,10 13.80 31.70 0,077 ; 0.064 11,58 88VG\9 9/99

8 8458078 730427736 6,70 150,40 14,60 1,10 20,90 1,70 1,70 0,36 0,70 1,80 55,00 1.00 34.30 1,00 2.16 3,40 0,10 H10 31,30 0,074 0,045 10,09 HEAT •

8 8458076 730427736 5.70 151,10 14,90 1,00 20.90 1,70 1,60 0,40 0,70 1,81 56,00 1.00 33,80 1,00 1.94 3,50 0,10 14,10 31,40 0,075 0.044 .9,66 117\8\7 7/99

8 8458076 730427736 5,50 150,40 14,50 1,00 20,90 1,70 1.60 0,40 0.70 1.80 55,00 1.00 . 33,60 1.00 1,93 3,30 0,10 13,90 31,20 0,074 0,044 10,24 118V8V8 8/99

8 8445084 730419646 5.70 150,90 10,70 2,30 19,80 1.60 1,90 0,51 0.90 1.6S 54,00 1,00 31,40 1.00 2.24 2,50 0,10 14,10 31,50 0,072 0,049 12,56 HEAT ■

9 8445084 730419646 5,70 151,40 .10,90 1.80 20.10 1.60 1,90 0,50 0,90 1,66 55,00 1,00 . 31.10 1.00 1,95 3.50 , 0,10 14.10 31,60 0,073 0,049 8.89 1321917 7/99

9 8445084 730419646 6,40 148.60 9.90 1,80 19,60 1,60 1,90 0,50 0,90 1,59 51,00 • 1,00 ' 31,20 1.00 2.12 2.10 . 0,10 13,70 30,60 0.068 0,049 14,86 1331918 8/99

10 6251144 730427405 6,00 153,20 14,60 1,60 19,00 2,40 1,50 0,29 0,90 2,13 60,00 1,00 29,60 1,00 1.94 5.20 0,10 14.50 32,30 0,082' 0,051 6,69 HEAT •

10 8251144 730427403 6.00 153,70 14,70 1.50 19,20 2,40 1.50 0.30 0.90 2,12 60,00 1,00 29,70 1,00 1.57 4.90 • 0,10 14,50 32,30 0,062 0J)51 8.06 14611017 7/99

10 8251144 730427405 5,90 153,50 14,50 1,40 .19,40 2,40 1.50 0,30 0.90 2,13 60,00 1,00 30,00 1,00 1.84 5,00 0,10 14,40 32,20 0,082 0,051 6,00 14711018 6/99

12 8251122 730419167 6,00 152,10 15,10 2,10 20.90 2,20 1.40 0,13 0,80 1.66 58,00 1,00 30.80 11,00 1.94 5.00 0,10 14,40 32,00 0,076 0,045 6.16 HEAT -

12 6251122 730419167 5.90 151,20 14,60 1.80 20,50 2,30 1,50 0.10 0.90 1.83 • , 57,00 1,00 31,10. 11,00 1.91 5,10 0,10 14,30 31,70 0,074 0,048 6.10 17611216 6/99

12 8251122 730419167 5,60 152,10 14,90 2,10 20,60 2.30 1,50 0^0 0,90 1.65 58,00 1,00 31,30 11,00 1,94 4.70 0,10 14,30 31,80 0.076 0,049 8.86 17611217 7/99

13 8307088 730419344 6.00 152,50 14,40 1,40 20,80 1.60 1.50 0.47 0.70 1.76 55.00 1.00 36,30 1,00 1,66 4,60 0,10 14,50 32,00 0,074 0,045 7,89 HEAT -

SCES

Third part InspectionLaboratory Assistant Labors rvisor Client's Representative 2 \ 8



CORINTH PiPGWORKS 5A
» 1 » I I ■ 8 M * T « » > ■ t »II>1 t » I « t t

lYITHMA AIAXEIPIZHI nOIOTHTAI 

(Quality Management System)

CPW-T-HS-190.0.2 Rev.1

A/A(S/N): 5389

HM/N!A(Date): 9/3/2015 ‘

AEATIO XHMIKQN ANAAYXEQN (CHEMICAL ANALYSIS REPORT)

neAdTiK/Customer

KINDER MORGAN 002 COMPANY L.P. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 HOUSTON 

TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 426&S824-CONT CPW AMERICA Co Purchase 

Order No. 31*1187 Rev6 ITEM 3
EvtoAi) ndpaYUYi)S/PSN F166/2

(IpofiiaypaeiySpec

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HF1 

according to API 5L 46th Edition PSL2, tTP_60J4_HFW_REV.1. Pipes Inside-bare 

and outside coated With FEE according to ITP_62_14_ARO_REV.1.

OOnYlo/Procedure CPW-T-HS-190.0

AKSaTOoiySlze 16.000'* X 0.438" noiOTnio/Orade X70M PSU

Run

0*8

No

Col) Ha Hut NO C*>

X

100

Mott.

X

100

X

1000

S%

X

1000

SKfo

X

100

crib

X

100

K1<H>

X .

100

M0*

X

. ioh

Outt

X

100

TV*

X

100

Mb'*

X

1000

X

1000

AM

, x 
1000

SiM

X

1000

X

1000

N%

X

1600

B*> '

X

1000

FCWfe

X

100

RW*

X

100

Nb+V.

+TM

Cr+Mo

+NI

+Cu8V

Al/N

from

PIpCr

.Counter

-per Heat'

9p«c

Unrila mu 12,00 200,00 25,00 I860 45,00 5060 6900 50,00 50,00 8900 ‘ 19,00 2900 40,00 0.15 ,

13 esoToee 730419344 6,00 182,40 14,30 1.40 20.60 160 160 0,60 970 1.76 6900 1,00 3930 1,00 1.60 4,40 910 14,50 32,00 0.075 0,046 6% 190\13\6 ; 6/99 .

13 6307086 730419344 6,90 182.60 14,30 1,30. 20.90 1.60 1.50 0,60 970 1.77 8900 1,00 . 35,90 1,00.. 1.56 .960. . 0,10 ; .14.40 .3900 . 0,076..: 0.045 ., 9.97 191\13\7 7/99

14 6251127 730427403 6,00 153,70 1560 1,60 19,30 160 1,40 9« 0,70 165 57,00 1,00 33,60 1.00 1.69 4,00 0.10 1460 32.10 9075 9037 940 HEAT

14 8251127 730427403 S£0. ■153.60 15,40 1.90 19.50 160 1,50 0,10 970 164 57,00 16° .34,00 : • 1,00 1.74 4,50 ; 910 14,40 32.10 0,074 0,036 7% 205\14\6 6/99 •

14 6251127 730427403 6.90 153.70 15,30 1.70 1960 1.60 1.40 0,10 0.70 1.62 57,00 1,00 33.70 1.00 1.66 4,10 0.10 14.40 32.00 0,074 0,036 662 206\14\7 7/99 ;

15 6302061 730427456 .760 153,60 .13,00 1,50 18,90 2.00 1,40 931 1,00 .1,66. 57,00 1.00 32,10 160 Z03 6,10 ' 910 16,30, 34.10 0.076 9047 669 HEAT •

15 6302061 730427458 •760 152.90 12,70 1,50 1900 260 1,50 060 1,00 163 . 56.00 1.00 32.20 1.00 1.69 560 0.10 16,00 3970 0,073 0,048 919 216\15\1 1/9 ;

15 6302061 730427458 7,60 15360 12,90 1,60 1910 260 1.50 930 1.00 1.66 56,00 i.oo 31,90 1.00 '2.03 5.30 0.10 1910 3360 0.074 0,048 902 21711512* "2/9 ;

17 6250078 730427406 6.00 .146,30 12,60 0,90: ,2930. teo . 160 919 970 Z53 5900 1.00 25.30 . . 1.00 . 1,68 4.60 910 1460 3160 0.064 9041 567 HEAT -

17 8260078 730427406 860 146.60 12,70 : 0.90 .20,30 160- 1,40 060- 0,70' : 264' 56,00 - 1,00 25,30 1.00 169 5,00 0.10 1460 31,» 0,084 0641 566 2A8117V1 • 1/9 :

17 6250076 730427406 560 140.60 1260 0,80 20,50 1,60 1,40 920 970 2.82 5900 1.00 2560 1.00 1.88 900 910 14,20 ,31.20 0,064 0,041 904 24711712 2/9 .

IS B32S045 730427537 560 149.00 12,00 160 19% 260 1.90. 978 ...1,80 1.79/ . 56.00 . -. 1.00., 38.40 . 1.00 • 1,80' : 460- 0,10 14.00 31,30 0,076 0,069 9.14 HEAT -

IS 6325045 730427537 5.50 149,20 11,90 1,30 19,90 2% ZOO 960 1,80 1.76 56,00 1,00 3960 1.00 1,60 980 0,10 I960 3160 9075 0,070 10,16 26011811 1/99

18 0325045 730427537 5,50 148,50 11,70 0,90 I960 2,40 260 980 1,60 1,76 55,00 1,00 37.60 1,00 1,64 4.10 910 1990 31,10 0674 9070- 9.22 26111612 - 2/99 i

Laboratory Assistant Third'Part inspection Client's Representative 3\8



ZYJTHMA AIAXEIPIZHZ DOIOTHTAI CPW-T-HS-190.0.2 Rev.1
O CORINTH PIPEW0RK5 5.A.

*\tl tNOVtllT *»# «l»l tllill (Quality Management System)
A/A(S/N): 5389

HM/NIA{Date): 9/3/2015

AEATIO XHMIKDN ANAAYZEQN (CHEMICAL ANALYSIS REPORT)

neASTfi^Customer
KINDER MORGAN 002 COMPANY L.P. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 HOUSTON 
TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 4268582-O-CONT CPW AMERICA Co Purchase 

Order No. 31*1187 Rev6 ITEM 3

EvroAq napOYWY/iS/PSN F166/2

npoCiaYpatpiySpec

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HFI 

according to API 5L 45th Edition PSL2, ITP_60_14JHFW_REV.1. Pipes Inside bare 

and outside coated with FBE according to ITP_62_14_ARO_REV,1.

OBrtYla/Procedure CPW-T-HS-190.0

Aidoraarysize 16.000" X0.438" noi6Ti)Ta/Grade X70M PSL2

Run CoDNo Heat No C% Mn% PW> SI9b Cr*A Ni% MoV> CtiW 71% Nb% V% Al% Sn% Ca% N% B% PCM% uw% Nb+V Cr+Mo Al/N Sample Pipe

Coll X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X +71% +NI from Counter

No too 100 1000 1000 100 100 100 100 100 100 1000. 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 100 100 +Cu% per Heat

Spec min

Umili max 12.00 200,00 2S.00 15,00 45.00 50,00 60^)0 SO,00 50,00 80,00 10,00 20,00 40,00 0,15

19 8255070 730419166 5.80 151.30 16,50 1,40 20,40 2.10 1,40 0,10 0,70 1.62 56,00 1.00 31,40 1.00 1,64 3.90 0,10 1420 31.60 0,075 0.043 8.05 HEAT -

19 8255070 730419166 5.70 151,20 16,30 1,30 20.50 2.10 1.40 0,10 0,70 1.61 58,00 ' 1.00 31.20 1.00 1,93 4,10 0,10 14,10 31,50 0,075 0,043 7.61 275 M9M 1/99

19 6255070 730419166 5.70 151.40 16,20 1.20 20,60 2,10 1.40 010 0,70 1,62 58,00 1,00 31,60 1,00 1.79 4,30 0.10 14,10 31.50 0.075 0043 7.35 276M9\2 2/99

20 8109042 730427209 6,00 154.90 15,40 0,90 20.10 1,70 1/10 0.16 0.80 1.49 60,00 1,00 29,00 1,00 1,90 4,00 0.10 14,60 32.30 0,076 0041 725 HEAT -

20 8109042 730427209 5.90 155,00 15,20 0.80 20,30 1,70 1,40 020 0,80 1,50 60,00 1,00 29,40 1.00 1.95 420 0.10 14,50 3220 0,076 0041 6.64 2B9\20\1 1/9

20 6109042 730427209 6.70 154,50 15.00 0,70 2020 1.80 1,40 020 0.50 . 1.49 60,00 1,00 2920 1,00 1,90 4,10 0.10 14,20 32.00 0.076 0,042 7,12 290\20\2 2/9

22 6257086 730427494 5.90 156.00 18,60 1.10 20,60 2,60 1,40 0,16 0,60 1,63 56,00 2,00 27,80 1,00 2.16 4,90 0.10 14,60 32,70 0.074 0,052 5,69 HEAT -

22 82S70B6 730427494 5.90 155.60 16.50 1.10 20,60 2,60 1.40 020 0,80 1.61 56,00 1,00 27,60 1.00 2.06 5.00 0,10 14.60 32,60 0,073 0,052 5.52 316\22\1 1/99

22 6257088 730427494 6,80 155,90 18.40 1.00 20,80 2,80 1,50 020 0.80 1.61 56,00 1.00 28,10 1.00 •2.18 520 0,10 14,50 32,50 0,073 0053 5.40 31912212 2/99

23 6257073 730427497 6.10 151,30 12.50 1,00 19,70 1,50 1,30 0,15 0,70 1.65 56,00 1.00 35,20 1.00 1.75 4,20 0,10 14,50 31,80 0,074 0,037 8.35 HEAT -

23 8257078 730427497 6,20 151,70 12.70 1,10 20,00 1.50 1.40 0.20 0,70 1,87 57,00 1.00 35,60 1,00 1.79 4,80 0,10 14,60 31.90 0.075 0.038 7.42 33312311 1/99

23 8257078 730427497 6,00 150,50 12,20 0,90 19,80 1,50 1,30 020 0,70 1,62 56,00 1,00 . 35,SO 1,00 1.87 3,90 0,10 14,40 31.60 0.073 0.037 9.10 33412312 2/99

24 8109040 730427213 6,60 154.50 14,40 1.90 20,70 1.50 1,30 0,15 0,70 1.76 60,00 1.00 52,30 1,00 1.86 4,50 0,10 15,10 32.80 0,079 0,038 11,62 HEAT -

24 8109040 730427213 6,40 154,50 14,20 1,90 20,90 1.60 1,30 020 0.70 1,76 60,00 1.00 52,60 1.00 1.91 4,60 0,10 15,00 32,70 0079 0,036 10,96 353124 1 6 6/9

Laboratory Assistant Client's Representative 4 \ 8



cm '•<*'

mTHMA AIAXE1PIZHI nOIOTHTAS CPW-T-HS-190.0.2 Rev.1
OcoRiim PipewoRKs s.a.

(Quality Management System)
A/A(S/N): 5369

HM/NlA(Date): 9/3/2015

AEATIO XHMIKQN ANAAYZEON (CHEMICAL ANALYSIS REPORT)

IlE/uiTnc/Cuslomer

KINDER MORGAN C02 COMPANY LiP. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 HOUSTON 
TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 4268S82-0-CONTCPW AMERICA Co Purchase 

Order No. 31-1187 Rev6 ITEM 3

EvroAfl ndpaYwyi)?fl?SN FI 66/2

Longitudinally High Frequent Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HFI

npoQtavpa^iyspee according to API 5L 4Sth Edition PSL2, ITP_60J4.HFW^REV.1. Pipes Inside bare 

and outside coated with FBE according to ITP_62_14_ARO_REV.1.
OCriyla/Procedure CPW-T-HS-190.0

AttSarcioo/Slze > 18.000" X 0.438" noi6rnTO/Grade ' X70MPSL2

Rub

CoO

No

CoONe -Heat No C%

X

100-

MnSti

X

100

PSb

X

1000 .

.S*A>

X

iboo

Sftb

X

300 .

CrS%

X

100

X

100,

Mo9t>

X

100

. Ctl9h

X

100,

T1<Mi

X .

100

Ntrifa

X

1000

TO
X

1000 .

Al%

X

looo.:

Sn%

. X

looo:

CTO

X

1000

TO
X

1000

B%

X, .

1000 .

PCMK

X.

100.

iitro

X

ioo”:

Nb+V

+71%

Cr+Mo

♦NI .

+CTO

Al/N • Sample

from -

• Pipe'

. Counter

per.Hest

Spae min , : . .......

Limits max 12A0 200,00 25,00 16,00 43,00. 60,00 SO,00 60,00 50,00 60,00 . 10,00 20,00 40,00 615

24 8109040 730427213 0.30 154,60 14,10 1,60 20,90 1,60 1,40 0^0 670 1.75 60,00 1.00 52,90 1.00 ' 1,91 <30 0,10 14,90 32,70 . 6079 6039 12,30 ; 35412417 i 7/9

25 8121087. 730418561 .8,00. 151,10 15,30 1,60 . 19,50. .2.00 1.30 i 0,10 0.60 . 1.54 ’ 57,00 1,00 . .„ 33,40 1.00 4.60 0.10 i 'l<40 31.70 6073 ; 0,040 748 . HEAT • •

2S 8121067 730418561 5,90 150,40 15^20 2,00 1930 2.00 .1,40 0,10 670 1.53 58,00 1.00 33,50 1.00 1.68 600 610 14,20 31,50 0,072 0,042 670 36812516 6/9

as ^8121067 730418581 5,90:' .150,50 .15,10 1.80 19,40 2.00 1.40 610 660 1.53 57,00 1.00 33,00 ‘ -.>1,00 1,65 6so ; 610 - 14,20 31,50 6073 6041 600 36712517 7/9

28 8233131 730427215 6,50 151,60 14,70 0,90 21,30 1,70 1,40 613 670 143 57.00 1.00 36.00 1.00 1.96 4,30 ' 610 1600 32,40 6074 6039 847 HEAT ♦ :

. 28.; . 8233131 730427218 '• 8,40; ;151.70 .14.60 ;21^0 1.70 1,40. 610 670. . 1.62;, . 56,00 1.00 38.90 , ,;.1,TO... 1,98 4,30 : 0,10 . ,14.60 .3240 0,073 6039 845 38012616 6/9

28 8233131 730427215 6,30 160,70 ' 14,30' 0,90 21,20 1,70 '1.40 0,10 670 1.80 55,00 1,00 35,50 1.00 1.97 4,80 ; 610 14,70 31.90 0,072 6069 7.72 38112617 7/9

• 33 8348088 730419339 B,X 149,70 13,60 3,60 i9,rc 1,30 ' 1,40 ' 0.10 ' 1.00 1.82 63.00 1,00 41,80 4TO .1,95 8,20 ■ 610 1440 31,40 6082 0,038 " 674 HEAT •

■ ..**• r 8348069 730419339 -6,10/ ■ 150,30 14£Q . .670. 16,70 1^0, '1.40 0,10 1,00, -1,84 , -64,TO 1.00 ; 41,70 ,4,00; , 2.00 640 .,610 1<40 31,60 0,083 0,038 652 48113311 1/9 :

33 8348069 730419339 6,00 .149,70 ' 14>) ;a^o- •19.60 1,30 1.40 f 0,10 1,00 ‘ 1.B2'-'; 63.00 -'1,00 41,10 <00 1.79 630 0.10 14,30 31,40 6082 6038 842 4821 3312. 2/9 j

3S 8256088 730437493 8,60 162,90 16,90 1^0 21,10 1.60 1.60 610 0,80 1.88 57.00 1.00 29,40 1,00 2.03 640 610 14,10 3140 0474 6040 5/44 HEAT -

35 8256068 730427493 5,60 163,30 16,50 1,30 21.00 1,60 i- 1,SO: ,610) . 680: .1^0? .•5600'. ,1.00 • .•,.',29.30 <.,1,00;? :;.'.1,97 • <10.!'-- • 610 14,00 31,60 6075 6040 7.15 51813513- 3/9

3S 8255088 730427493 6,40 163,70 1650 1,30 21,10 1.60 1,60 610 0,80 148 5600 1.00 29,30 1,00 1,91 <30 610 1<TO 31,60 0,075 0,040 681 51813514 4/9

38 B2S0080 730419242 6,60 154.70 1610 2,40 19,50 Z20 2,00 61! 1.00 1,64 59.00 1,00 29,30 5.00 1.74 2,50 0,10 1620 33,10 6078 0,059 11,72 _ MEAT .
i/V . -

Laboratory Assistant Client’s Representative 5 \ 8



ZYZTHMA AlAXEIPIZHZ nOIOTHTAI CPW-T-HS-190.0.2 Rev.1

O CORINTH PIPEWORKS 5.A.
(Quality Management System)

A/A(S/N): 5389

rtt* istvcrar <•« * 111 t t r i 11 HM/NlA(Date): 9/3/2015

AEAT10 XHMIKQN ANAAYZEQN (CHEMICAL ANALYSIS REPORT)

neA6rn?/Ctistomer

KINDER MORGAN C02 COMPANY LP. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 HOUSTON 

TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 4268582-O-CONT CPW AMERICA Co Purchase 

Order No. 31*1187 Rev6 ITEM 3

EvtoXj) napaYwyq^/PSN F166/2

npo6iaypa<pi\/Spec

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HR 

according to API SL4Sth Edition PSL2, tTP_60jl4_HFW_RE\M. Pipes Inside bare 

and outside coated with FBE according to ITP_62_14_AR0_REV.1.

OBnyta/Procedure CPW-T-HS-190.0

Aidoraon/Size 16.000" X 0,438" noi6TriTa/Grade X70M PSL2

Run Cell NO Heat No C% Mnto PW> S<tf> Si% Crtfc Nm M0% Cutt ■n% Nb% Al% Sn% Ca«* N% ZV» PCM% nw% Nb+V Cr+Mo Al/N Sample Pipe

Cell X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X . X . X X +n% +N1 from Counter

No 100 100 1000 1000 100 100 100 100 100 100 1000 1000 1000 1000 . 1000 1000 1000 100 100 +Cu% per Heat

Spec mtn.

Limits max 12,00 200,00 26,00 15,00 45,00 60,00 60,00 60,00 50,00 60,00 10,00 20,00 40,00 0,15

36 82S0080 730419242 6.50 155.10 18,30 2,10 19,30 2.20 2.00 0.10 1.60 1.64 59.00 1.00 28,40 5,00 1.66 3.20 0,10 15,20 33.10 0,076 0.059 8.88 527 \36\1 1/99

36 8250000 730419242 6,40 154.80 18,30 2.10 19.60 2.10 2,00 0.10 1.60 1,65 60,00 1,00 . 28.90 5,00 1,70 2.80 0,10 15,00 32,90 0,076. -0,058 • 10,32 629\38\3 3/99

39 8257053 730427495 5.60 152.30 14,30 1,60 19.80 1,60 1,90 0,32 0.70 1.70 58.00 1,00 33,40 1,00 1.69 2.10 0.10 14,00 31,50 0.076 .0,045 15,90 HEAT -

39 8257053 730427495 5,60 152,60 14,20 1.50 20,00 1.60 1,90 0,40 0,70 1.72 58,00 1.00 33,90 1.00 1,69 2,10 0,10 14.00 31.60 0,076 0,046 16,14 57213911 1/99

39 6257053 730427495 5,50 152.50 14,10 1,50 19,90 1.80 1,90 0.40 0.70 1.71 58,00 1,00 33,40 1.00 1.77 1,80 0,10 13,90 31,50 0,076 0,046 16,56 57313912 2/99

42 6458074 730419645 5.70 152,00 12,30 1.30 19,80 2*0 1,60 0,10 0,90 1.74 56,00. 1,00 35,80 . 1,00 1.57 2,40 0,10 14.20 31,70 0,078 0,050 14.92 HEAT •

42 8458074 730419645 5,70 151.90 12,30 1.20 19.80 2,10 1,90 0,20 1.00 1,74 57,00 1,00 36,00 1.00 1,51 2.60 0.10 14.10 31,60 0.075 0,052 13,85 61714211 1/99

42 8458074 730419645 5.70 151,90 12,20 1.10 19,80 2.20 1.90 0,10 0.90 1.73 57.00 1,00 35.60 '1.00 1.50 2,60 0.10 14,10 31,60 0,075 0.051 13,69 61814212 2/99

49 8511105 730419567 5,60 152,20 12,70 2,10 19,40 2,40 1.70 0,10 0,90 1.58 56.00 1.00 26,00 1.00 1.81 • 2,90 0,10 14,10 31,80 0,073 0.051 8.97 HEAT •

49 6511105 730419557 5,50 151.70 12,50 2,20 19,40' 2.40 1.70 0,10 0,90 1.57 66,00 1.00 26,20 1.00 1.83 2,70 0,10 14,00 31,50 0,073 0,051 9.70 72014911 1/99

49 8511105 730419557 5,40 151,30 12,30 2,00 19,30 2.40 1.70 0,10 0,90 1.56 56,00 1,00 25,70 1,00 1.73 2,60 0,10 13.90 31,30 0,073 0.051 9.88 72114912 2/99

52 6311)047 730419341 6,00 150,60 13,70 1.20 19,00 1,70 1.40 0.21 0.90; 1,63 . 55.00 ; 1,00 •25,50 .1,00 1,68 . 1,90 0.10 14.30 31,60 0,072 0,042 13.42 HEAT -

52 8310047 730419341 5.60 150.60 13,60 0,90 19,10 1,70 1.40 0,20 0,90 1.63 55.00 1.00 25,40 1.00 1,50 2.10 0.10 14,20 31,50 0,072 0.042 12.10 766 1 5211 1/99

52 6310047 730419341 5.80 150.00 13.50 0,90 19,10 1.70 1,40 0,20 0.90 1.61 55,00 1,00 25.30 1,00 1,52 1.90 0.10 14,20 31,40 0,072 0,042 13,32 76716212 2/99
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CORINTH PIP6WORKS B.A.
t I* • *«» «ttl Utitt

ZYrTHMA A1AXEIPIZHZ HOIOTHTAZ CPW-T-HS-190^0.2 Rev.l

(Quality Management System)
A/A(S/N): 5389

HM/NtA(Date): 9/3/2015 "

AEATIO XHMIKDN ANAAYZEQN (CHEMICAL ANALYSIS REPORT)

(TcAdrnc/CiJstomer

KINDER MORGAN C02 COMPANY L.P. tOM.LOUISlANA SUITE 1000 HOUSTON 
TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 4288582-O-CONT CPW AMERICA Co Purchase 

Order No. 31-1187 Rev6 ITEM 3
EvtoXi^ napaywYiis/PSN FI 66/2

npoS(OYpaq>iySpec

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Une Pipe ERW/HFI 

according to API 6L 45th Edition PSL2, ITP_60_14_HFW_REV.1. Pipes Inside bare 

and outside coated with FBE according to fTP_62_14_AR0_REV.1.
OOriYta/Procedure CPW-T-HS-190.0

Aidaiaon/SIze 16.000" X 0.438" noidrriTa/Grade X70M PSL2

Run con No Heat No C% Hn% 9% S%fa STM. CrM» Nftfe MoMi CuM> •mb NbM> VM) AIM) SnM> CaM> NM> BM) PCM 8b 1IWM) Nb+V Cr+Mo. Al/N Sample Pipe

Con 3C X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X' +71M) +NI from Counter

No too too 1000 1000 too too too too too too 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 100 100 4CuM> per Heat

Spec vniR

Limits max 12,00 200,00 25,00 19^0 45/30 so/to 60,00 60,00 60,00 80,00 10,00 20,00 40,00 0.15

64 8250(377 730419237 6,70 151^0 12,70 1.50 20,10 1.50 1.40 0,10 070 1.77 56.00 1.00 33.40 1,00 1.99 3,90 0,10 15,10 32.40 0,075 0.037 . C.S6 HEAT

64 82501)77 730419237 6,70 150,20 12,50. 20.20 1.50 1.40 0.10 0.70 1.74 . 65.00 1.00 32,70 1.00 1.90 A10 0,10 15,10 3250 , 0,073 0,037 6.41 , Xi\64\6 6(9

64 8250077 730419237 8.60 150,20 12,10 1.60 2050 1.50 1.40 0.10 0,70 1.74 65.00 1430 33,40 . 1,00 1.96 3.70 0.10 14.60 32.X 0.073 0.X7 9.X 952 16417 7/9

66 8251133 730419170 .5.90;, 153,30 ..17^0 150 20,00 1.70 1.60 0,10 0,60 1,73 58,00 1,00 24.10 . . 1,00' 1.88 2.40 ... mo 14,40 31.X 0.076 0.041 10.04 HEAT •

66 8251133 730419170 5,80 153,50 17,00 150 20,10 1.60 1.50 0,10 0,60 1.75 57,00 1,00 24,10 1,00 1.73 3,00 0,10 14.30 324)0 0.076 0.042 8.X X11X16 6/99 .

68 8251133 730419170 8.70 ,152,70 16.60 1.30. 2050 . 1,70 1,60. 0,10 0,80 1.71 57,00 1,00 24,10 1.00 1.73 3,10 0,10 1450 31,70 0.075 0,041 7.77 9821X17 7/99 ;

ra 8307(384 730419343 5.90 152.60 . 14.90 ' 150 2050 1.90 1,60 0,19. 0,80 1.79 67,00 1,00 31,70 1.00 1.82 3.10 0,10 14,40 31.X 0.076 0,045 1053 HEAT -

78 8307064 730419343 5,80 152,70 14,90 1.30 .2050 1,90 1.60 050 0.60 1.79 56,00. 1.00 31.60 1.00 1.76 Z40 0,10 14.X 31.X 0,075 0,045 13.17 11X17816 6/99

. 78 6307(394 730419343 . 6.00 . ,153,30 14,70, .. 1,00> ■ 2050 1,90 1,60 . 0.20 0^0. 1.64. 57.00 1.00 31,60 1.00, ; 1.66, 2,60 0.10 14.X 32.10 0,076 0.045 12,16 116417817 7/99

82 8264(367 730427496 6,60 154,70 13,70' •1,90: '19,90 -1.30 1,40 -0,10' 0,70 • 1.88 57,00 - .1.00 30,10 1.00 1.63 2,30 0.10 14.10 31.X 0.075 0,035 13.X HEAT -

62 6264(367 730427496 5^0 154.60 14,00 1.90 19,50 1.40 1.40 0,10 0.70 1.67 67,00 1.00 29,90 1.00 • 1.69 2.00 0.10 14,10 31,70 0.075 0,036 14,95 1222 1 62 1 6 6/99

82 6264(357 730427496 S.40 154,50 13,60 1.70 19,50 1,40. 150: ai(3,- 0J0 1,66.. . 56,00 ., :• i.oo. • * .29,80 1,59 ■ ' 2,30 0.10 13,90 31,SO 0.074 0.035 12.X 1223 1 6217 •7/99

97 6345064 730427542 A«0 150.90 12,00 1.40 20,60 1.90 150 ai« 0,80 1.70 54,00 1,00 35.50 1.00 1,71 350 0.10 14.X 31.60 0,072 0,045 11.M HEAT -

97 6345064 730427842 5,90 151^0 12,10 1.40 20,60 1/30 1.60 050 0,80 1J1 55,00 1,00 35.50 1.00 1.77 3,30 0,10 14.X 31.X 0,073 0,045 10,76 14X19718 8/99

Third F ggction ClienfsRepresentative 7\8



A. IYZTHMA AIAXEIPIZHE FIOIOTHTAZ CPW-T-HS-190.0.2 Rev.1
O CORINTH PIPEWORKS 5.A.

(Quality Management System)
A/A(S/N): 5389

uti liOMCIt* 4 H t «l»l f«I41I
HM/NIA(Date): 9/3/2015

AEATIO XHM1KQN ANAAYIEON (CHEMICAL ANALYSIS REPORT)

ne^irnC/Customer

KINDER MORGAN C02 COMPANY L.P. 1001 LOUISIANA SUITE 1000 HOUSTON 

TEXAS 77002 Purchase Order No. 4268582-O-CONT CPW AMERICA Co Purchase 

Order No. 31-1187 RevS ITEM 3

EvroAfi napavwYnS/PSN FI 66/2

npo&OYpcKpiySpec

Longitudinally High Frequency Induction Welded Steel Line Pipe ERW/HFI 

according to API 5L 45th Edition PSL2, ITP_60_14_HFW_REV.1. Pipes inside bare 

and outside coated with FBE according to ITP_62_14_AR0_REV.1.

OCiwia/Procedufe CPW-T-HS-190.0

Aidoraon/Size 16.000" X 0.438" floidTOTa/Grade X70M PSL2

Rim Coll NO Heat No C* Mn% P<Vb S% Si% Crt’s Ni% MO% cu% Ti% Nb% V% At% Sn% Ca% N% PCM% nw% Nb+V Cr+Mo Al/N . Sample Pipe

Coil X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X +TI% 4-N! from Counter

No 100 100 1000 1000 100 100 100 100 100 100 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 200 100 +Cll% per Heat

SR K min

LiiMta mm 12,00 200.00 - 28,00 15,00 48,00 50,00 80,00 50,00 60,00 80,00 10,00 20,00 40,00 0,15

97 6345064 730427542 5,70 150,90 11,80 1.20 20,70 1,90 1,60 0,20 0,80 1.70 54,00 1,00 35,60 1,00 1,73 3,30 0.10 14,10 31,40 0,072 0,045 10,79 1451 \9f\7 7/99

106 6316033 730419289 6,00 150.60 13.60 1.30 20,10 1.70 1.50 0.16 0.90 1,63 57.00 1,00 .32.10 1,00 1.71 3,20 0,10 14.30 31.60 0,074 0,043 10.03 . . HEAT •

106 6318033 730419289 5,90 150.60 13,50 1,10 20,10 1,60 1,50 0.20 0,90 1.61 57,00 1,00 31.70 1.00 1,60 3,00 0.10 14,20 31,50 0.074 0,044 10,57 1582 M06M 1/99

106 8318033 730419259 5,80 151.10 13.50 1.10 20,10 1,80 1,40 0.20 0,90 1.63 56,00 1,00 31.90 1,00 1,60 3.00 0.10 14.20 31,60 0,075 0.043 10,63 1583110612 2/99

126 8445079 730419171 5,60 150,60 11,00 1,60 20,80 1.70 1.50 0,10 0,70 1,69 55,00 1.00 24,80 1.00 1.72 2,10 0.10 14,10 31.40 0,073 0,040 11,81 HEAT -

126 8445079 730419171 5,60 151.30 11,00 1.40 21,20 1.70 1,50 0.10 0.70 1,70 56,00 1.00 . 24,70 1,00 1.55 2.60 0.10 14,10 31,40 0.074 0,040 6,82 1883112611 1/99

126 8445079 730419171 5.60 149.60 10.69 1,50 20,90 1.70 1,50 0,10- 0.70 1.66 54.00 1,00 24,60 1,00 1,74 3.10 0,10 13.90 31.00 0,072 0.040 7.94 1884112612 2/99

153 8445071 730427501 6,10 166.40 16,60 2,20 19,30 2,00 1,90 0.10 0,70 1.73 66.00 1,00 30,60 1.00 1.71 3,70 0.10 14,80 33.10 0.064 0.047 637 HEAT ■

163 8445071 730427601 6,20 157,60 16,70 2,40 19,20 2,00 1.90 0,10 0,70 1.71 64.00 1,00 30,20 1.00 1,74 3,80 0.10 14,90 33.00 0.082 0,047 7.95 2291115316 8/91

153 8445071 730427801 6,10 158.10 16,60 2,10 19,20 2.10 1,90 0,10 0,70 1,71 65.00 1.00 29.80 1.00 1.62 ' 3.70 0.10 14,80 33,10 0.083 0,048 8,08 2292115317 7/91

230 8129076 730427244 6.70 154.00 13,30 1.90 20,90 1.70 1.30 0,10 0.70 1,67 62,00 1.00 33,10 1,00 1.70 4,40 0.10 14,20 31.80 0,080 0,038 742 HEAT .

230 8129078 730427244 5.60 153,50 1370 1.70 21,10 1.70 1,40 0,10 0.70 1.67 61.00 1,00 33.00 . -1,00 1.66 4,80 0,10 14,20 31,70 0,079 0,039 8.88 3440123011 1/9

230 6129076 730427244 6,70 154.00 13,40 1,80 20,80 1.70 1,30 0,10 0.70 1.67 62,00 1.00 32,60 1.00 1,64 4.50 0,10 14,30 31,90 0,080 0.038 7.24 3441123012 2/9

Laboratory Assistant Client's Representative 8 \ 8

4



SPLP Ex. No. 12

Attachment A.6 - Cumberland County and Lower Frankford Twp. Attendees at MERO Session

Agency/lrtdividual 5/1/2014 3/28/2015 4/29/2015 10/29/2015 5/16/2017 10/16/2017
ME1 MElPump ' ME1 MElPump ME2 ME2

. MERO: 1 Station ; M»0 ^Station ., MERO . :, . MERO
.. Orientation Orientation . . '

Grand

Total

Cumberland County DPS

Amy Nye 

Justin Shaulis 

Michele Parsons 

Mike Taylor 

Robert Shively Jr.

Ted Wisz

Cumberland County Hazmat

(?.

SPLP B 000386



SPLP Ex. No. 18

Attachment A.0 - Agencies at MERO Trainings in Cumberland County, PA

Agency Total 5/1/2014 3/28/2015 4/29/2015 10/29/201S 5/16/2017 10/16/2017

• ■ • t . . • Attendees. ME1 ME1 Pump ME1 ME1 Pump . ME2 ME2
• From . . MERO , Station MERO - .. Station MERO MERO

Agency. . . Orientation, . .. . . OHehtation

Camp Hill Borough 1 1

Carlisle Borough 1 1

Citizen Fire 5 5

Cumberland County DPS 8 3 2 3

Cumberland County FTF 1 1

Cumberland County Hazmat 2 1 1

Cumberland County LEPC 2 1 1

Cumberland Navy Fire 5 1 2 2

East Pennsboro Fire 3 1 2

Friendship Hose (Cumberland) 8 7 1

Hampden Twp Fire Co 17 3 9 5

Hampden Twp. Police 2 2

Lower Allen Twp Fire Co #1 1 1

Lower Frankford Twp 2 1 1

Lower Mifflin Twp 1 1

Mechanicsburg EMA 1 1

Middlesex Twp 1 1

New Kingston Fire Company (NKFC) 9 9

North Middleton Twp 1 1

North Middleton Twp Fire Co 1 1

PA State Police - Cumberland Co. 1 1

Penn and Cooke Twp (Cumberland) 2 2

Penn Twp. VFC (Cumberland) 2 2

Shiremanstown Borough 3 1 2

Shiremanstown Fire 4 4

Silver Spring Ambulance 4 4

Silver Spring Fire Department 1 1

Silver Spring Twp 2 2

Silver Spring Twp EMA 5 1 3 1

Silver Spring Twp PD 2 1 1

South Newton Township VFC 4 4

Upper Allen Fire 7 7

Upper Frankford Fire Co 29 4 15 10

US Dept. Homeland Security 1 1

West Pennsboro EMA 1 1

West Pennsboro VFC 14 2 4 7 1

Grand Total 1S4 24 32 32 19 - 23 24

j / v /° 2 yys/y /
SPLP B 000400



March 28,2015 Mechanlcsburg Pump Station Orientation '

Sunoco Loglatieaj

-
Sunoco Logistics Mariner East-1 Emergency Responder Attendance List

Phone' (Ptaa*a
clMrtvt

‘ State County fdvmahi^unicipeii^;.' Agency/Department Position
Email Phone

PA Cumberland t
""VvwW*^ PA Cumberland u . yjbJtj A-^auv "Pv-c *

duM'4J PA Cumberland
Uc /Ufa} St/A/V Pt'G

h\i£*T**i*r
PA Cumberland U IL'r / i

PA Cumberland HMPD&ffc? dktfPt&sfwd
i

PA Cumberland a
:£5Gb><ria\£.r

- PA Cumberland r QiJntftCoiiffttf t.cPC-t

-"TSmw PA Cumberland '^AmPbeAi -TU»P fiPC. Ua+JPOp** ftAli

-rt4¥ArM (Z oVanvoin
PA Cumberland ^klmpfienTUp. hc^XYvnprlttmPi rJ i

^vrvio^v Prt-^urm-i PA Cumberland
Tu/

Fr/i£. c

PA Cumberland 4riytn/ u
fZrcrz't? iUt^nT

PA Cumberland /Vc, / />

oft/k/Ai -recr?
PA Cumberland

VWn^fcfcA/ HrtwiArtti Mb

PA Cumberland QeMCi \

fticpA'&Tt CnJitiMJ\-u PA Cumberland Cirto^Ai >*7

PA Cumberland 2/2.'

V\£-flVltun r\ -Uc^+ £b^r PA Cumberland 5hi n> mrt SW’W «NCU>=AyS4.\ P« ^ ]

PA Cumberland 3’AxA±jHUM7i>t44/ </** J

PA Cumberland UPPeit ^ViTlw^

Keum Prtfir PA Cumberland Mffrr An** top -fTT?^?Ar«

PA Cumberland '0^^jrft\VPrTTv^ ^SSSY ,£rtt»v\ffiy' S,

7 r. r l. ££*? PA Cumberland . . SapCbT To# ”

nA.„v/rt,-r PA ■' CumbeHand *v Tusfi. ’W^Rd^rzrJZ.

- .PA-^,- . Cumberland



Sunoco Logistic Sunoco Logistics Mariner East-1 Emergency Responder Attendance List

March 28,2015 Mechanlcsburg Pump Station Orientation

-Nsmei^vv . :; r
elciarlvl

iJ.State:': County VTowhship/Muriicipaiity::; ■ Ageney/Department Position Email . • Phone • •

PA CwmborlondSyi Kz: sv A « /

czilzt<> PA Cwf>iigildint^y4 l w S ' Z /

PA Cumberland < /

PA Cumberland .£yl: .SAFETY
5 /

e£-Sx/0'XTT%y PA Cumberland
/

r.'Pz
PA Cumberland Pinh** Of*) /

"~yy(*-rlC A. TWaz-'P ^
PA Cumberland Syt- P*V<-i •'-■c vf-i /

bJQXrL PA Cumberland
, /

lAJfinLxj<rt£r* /u PA Cumberland U8G- QitvzsAS “ff

(hA,^ Ufl6-fc/ PA Cumberland Afh6, <r:?:7sAS -fA t
V*mL< 6eud PA Cumberland ' nfa
-rV ^
/ <?»Vt rtj izOOW PA Cumberland AffiGr tsrzi^s s&s&y

t - | | t4.ilC.lrJ ■ PA Cumberland

PA Cumberland l'2b

PA Cumberland 1 f < mrt/r ^rlnr^A . /nr*

K-Eo"C527lyO PA Cumberland UAPx'n iiS

|L-cm )£&**- PA Cumberland \ JNrf^O y2} \

‘Tt/H PA Cumberland UA&0 7 ~J Oi-p cAt'r^

PA Cumberland

PA Cumberland

PA Cumberland

PA Cumberiand

PA Cumberland

PA Cumberiand



Sunoco Logistics Mariner East-1 Emergency Responder Attendance List
]Aprit 29,2015 Upper FranKford/ NewvilleCumberland County PA

.State'. Agency/Department Petition title

TDAfV 3u.rk.g4H PA Saxih AkwWTtup 5v)u4k XWiA'TT^s /l®-

JUikVi'cl PA it it Seu'/i

PA i* if ZbuH\ fJwkjiTuyiUFC' /.A

PA M '(

HrOAStsA /V\JLL£A. PA uPPeft^ f-fihtottHrt. ? r- ' '

Mil RsLLlhe. PA Jfft/ FrrtnWflifi OFTc
CViucV» Bfetltnc PA Opptr FranKftd CF?£

6ulwy\ PA FtnitlrCrfA ■ rlPP/L - CiYp.C.Miw

(TeH *>Lrt/9/> PA IJLppff
3flMl RflfllVl PA UAi/> Fv/lrtPfurJ ,

C^vuAJca PA iP^ fVanlrftar^
kJiiltH ‘ZSJtV'i. /vs. PA (jL-A*?- Pnvdn^v' }

\<**9*eu CLKuJr^ PA ns^r fO?VPC jwMf "
PA AfcbOi////* iiAte- AMiomI/A

PA jt^e.M////rt &Af0r{k fy,'s./}A<!U fuh >
“Ti m Hy PA ixjesT PcrtKiVinra \aJ«TT Peiv\S\)oro Mft dn»«F j

PA *l4cxr-7%*/AJiV&Co •
^kUUJL JJuA^kxLnuL

PA U/mZ T' " e^>

GKfvil PA Aivn Hijv\4Mun/a\ FtUtt/htohrivrf- 1

Dtilm f%Jpn PA ?!<*«« *tWP*
■ f r ’ r T f
+uy© Uni P.rP^d *

'Ta.JjL,* /rf./Zes"
PA MfPC*

PA h&JASlWu’ ftrtrat.sX*. ^ 'jo Hjfa ftfbiA'.L

PA
^Loutr/vM 7&*.

i FfitoJskm Mxl - ftefokhr L

PA /1/t w l/t' / / Z'. ^C»*~t3 \fyii£ne^sl)iioboS&‘ di1.ihl}i/ilj
t

;’,ii

.M

v';i

Ucr

R;/ i
(I

'•'i
vj
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Sunoco Logistics Mariner East-1 Emergency Responder Attendance List

lApril 29,2015 Upper Frsnkford/Newvllle Cumberland County PA |

Name Jp^wnahiiifM^ri^lpallty^ Agency/Department Position PUo Email Phone

Tfo/ WlSgg i PA N&MU& OoBoOLU F(i\e**QSbi)p fare. & ff/enf (?kc.7/7l@aol,&3**J

p? r u-r' w nth
PA MetUViUl fo£0U6ti ftU&WtitP fbst ft). EE

C'WWdf.rA Hc\fV\ PA UoOflC fVoAV-Cnrci ^te Crt. Cnr\VWiS- ftM'l

PA fJLPftjr fmonferA. mfer frnKPoCA pfp to bflfte CdK:-htrn»<(rjfp<j^vi.‘l ,fmrn f*WV ^W-eiirjri^

PA U?«EA fCUVWfcj?b«.0 'rltoui^wL ■P<T«. Clo • ^(LuTUS^ft. WET (7f>1

PA tfPPs&- Uftsc. C.-H6 . SUoaAAWjJ^LDSJiSfl  ̂.<£M
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management agencies along the pipeline right-of-way and to. 

work with them on the scheduling, coordination and the 

logistics of the delivery of the classes.

The classes were approximately two to two and a quarter 

hours in length, and I believe it was a total of 23 programs 

that were delivered along the right-of-way, including three 

of those -- two of those were in Ohio and one was in West 

Virginia.

Q. And was there already some materials that had been 

drafted as the training as part of the MERO?

A. That is correct. There was already a basic MERO 

program that was already in existence and had previously 

been used for the training of responders along the right-of- 

way, in I think the 2015-2016 time frame.

Q. And what was your role.with respect to reviewing 

that existing MERO paperwork?

A. I reviewed the previous program and then made some 

modifications to reflect several areas,. One was just 

personal teaching preferences, how the material is 

developed, what makes sense. Second was the inclusion of 

what we refer to as risk based response. And third was to 

ensure that the materials, what we were teaching was 

consistent with the latest edition of the pipeline 

emergencies textbook and curriculum.

Q. I think you mentioned this, but just for emphasis,

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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Q. Does that provide the emergency response procedures'" 

for non-ignition?

A. Yes, it does.

Q. And it lists what you're supposed to do. Can you 

just tell me generally what you're supposed to do in this 

circumstance as reflected in your MERO training?

A. Control ignition sources, do not start motor 

vehicles or electrical equipment. And then we also note 

that there are special considerations associated with butane 

in cold temperatures.

Q. And it goes on on 89 with more information about 

what not to do in the case of non-ignition?

A. That is correct.

Q. And actually, it also talks about air monitoring 

considerations on page 90. Could you explain that?

A. In this respective, as was noted yesterday in the 

testimony, it's very common for emergency responders, both 

the engine companies and for the hazmat teams, to have 

access to monitoring and detection equipment.

So as we say, this bring science to the process in terms 

of determining where, in a scenario where the vapors are not 

visible, where the vapors are at and at what concentration.

Q. Could you turn to page 91?

{Pause.) o

Q. Does it also provide training to the emergency

>00074
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H
A. Yes.

Q. And as part of that pre-incident plan, does the 

MERO also provide public protective action procedures?

A. Yes. There are discussions on evacuation versus 

sheltering in place.

Q. We'll get to that specific question in a second. I 

think this is an important point because I think there's 

some confusion on this issue, and I know in our discussions 

this is critical, and I want to be clear on this. Who 

actually develops the emergency response and evacuation 

plans? Is it Sunoco or is it the local emergency

rer*' ^ ^ers?

A. Within the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, each 

county is responsible for the development of an emergency 

operations plan. That is typically developed through the 

county emergency management agency, and that would 

incorporate many of the questions that were asked yesterday.

After that point, there are also planning requirements 

that exist at the local .jurisdiction level, i.e. the 

townships, the towns and the boroughs.

Q. So just to be clear on this, the obligation on the 

pipeline operator is to provide information sufficient for 

the local or county planning and emergency responders to 

develop their emergency response plan?

A. Yes.

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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events? That's independent of depth.

So when I look at all those threats, the only one that 

can possibly come to the surface is the possibility of an 

excavation damage incident. And like I say, we have the 

data that shows it's not driven by depth at all.

Q. How about in the, what I'm taking is the highly 

unlikely event that a pipeline were to fail? Would depth 

matter in terms of the extent of the damage?

A. Again, it does not matter. Whenever --

Q. And explain why.

A. I'm sorry. Your Honor. Whenever that fluid -- it's 

going to come to the surface whether it's 12 inches deep, 

two feet deep or three feet deep. That fluid's under 

pressure. It's going to find the path of least resistance, 

which is usually straight up.

It may be a millisecond or two longer if it's down three 

feet versus one feet, but it's a negligible amount as far as 

timing goes. It's going to come to the surface.

Q. There was I think a question by Ms. Kerslake -- I 

don't think there's been testimony of this -- but there was 

a question about the danger of a catastrophe to the ME2 line 

if there were a failure of the ME1 line and vice versa. Do 

you have an opinion within a reasonable degree of certainty 

about that risk?

A. Yes. I think you heard this morning, the testimony

0444
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was that Sunoco placed their pipelines, I believe he said^ 

ten feet apart. I couldn't quite hear in the back of the 

room, but I think he said ten feet apart.

And I will represent that that is a standard within the 

industry, as he suggested. And all that is based, again, on 

scientific evidence. It's the same distance, by the way, if 

you're going to blast near a pipeline. As long as you're 

more than ten feet away, you won't damage the pipeline from 

the blast.

So this all goes to say that there has never been a 

pipeline failure or one pipeline failing caused another one 

to fail. That has never happened. So as long as we 

maintain that proper separation, the one pipeline failure is

not going to affect another.

Q. There's been an allegation by Senator Dinniman that 

the depth of ME1 creates a safety risk during construction 

of ME2 and ME2X. Do you agree with that allegation?

A. Again, yes, I do not agree with the allegation. 

Again, depth is irrelevant. But in addition to that, I've 

looked at the company's procedures for construction. They 

locate the exact position of that pipeline. It is marked.

And then they call the One Call Center as well, so all 

the other utilities are marked. And then during the 

construction process, there's a spotter out there that's 

watching that existing pipeline and is watching the

0445 COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY (717) 761-7150
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completed, that are in accordance with our plan, and these 

items are taken very seriously, and we are very involved 

with the work that has taken place to make these activities 

take place.

The primary goal, as everybody can see, is to raise 

awareness with the public and other stakeholders with the 

presence of our pipelines that are associated -- and the 

other associated facilities within the community, and to 

ensure that everybody understands where those pipelines are, 

for what we operate.

So stakeholders, with regard to stakeholders, RP 1162 

talks about the various stakeholders that we have to engage 

with. As you can see, the emergency response organizations 

and excavators, we meet with them annually to comply with 

the recommended practice.

From a standpoint of the affected public, that is done 

every other year. It's on a two-year basis. And then we 

also meet with our public officials on a three-year 

frequency.

So with regard to the program inspections and what we've 

done so far, we've met with PHMSA and the Pennsylvania 

Public Utility Commission on multiple occasions to talk 

about the activities that we've completed as part of the 

ME1, 12-inch, and the ME2 lines, and they have reviewed our 

public awareness plan and have not had any issues with the

590
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plan as it is today. As a matter of fact, in November of 

2016, the Public Utility Commission reviewed the plan and 

had no citings.

JUDGE BARNES: Can I ask one question of 

clarity on that last slide regarding the affected public, 

every two years?

THE WITNESS: Yes, ma'am.

JUDGE BARNES: What does that mean? Does that 

mean you mail out the pamphlet every two years or does it 

mean you have a town meeting, or what does that mean?

THE WITNESS: Yes, Your Honor. Thank you.

Good question. These are the mailings. The mailings that 

everybody received and that's been covered today, that is 

what's sent out every two years.

Okay. Moving on to the next slide, so with 

regard to the mailings, so pipeline safety messages shared 

with the stakeholders, so the affected public. This kind of 

goes into some of the question Your Honor just had.

So we're not just looking at those that are 

the affected public that have pipelines on their property, 

but also addresses that extend 1,000 feet from the pipeline.

So this includes our residents, businesses, 

farms, schools, other places of congregation. And again, 

it's a 1,000 mailing zone either side of the pipeline, is 

the criteria that we use.

000048
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BY MR. SNISCAK:

Q. If I may interrupt, is that beyond the guideline, 

or is it less than the guideline?

A. Yes. API 1162 refers to a 660 foot criteria. We 

utilize the 1,000 feet. What we've seen is, during our 

conversations with our peers, that is something that's 

consistent, and we made a decision to go above and beyond 

the recommended practice with that number.

Q. Thank you.

A. With regard to public officials, governmental 

departments, officials within the county where the pipeline 

is located, so those bodies within a ten-mile mailing zone 

are sent the mailings.

We want to make sure that the neighboring counties are 

notified, and they will be done based on that criteria. 

Excavators, so companies who routinely and periodically 

engage in excavation as part of their normal business, 

they're sent out the same brochures, so they know and 

understand the requirements of our plan.

And then lastly, on the emergency responders side, it's 

the organizations in the county where the pipeline is 

located, and again, the emergency organizations within a 

ten-mile mailing zone.

So, next slide. So with regard to the 2018 annual 

public awareness mailing that was sent in mid-September,

592
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Thomas J. Sniscak 
(717) 703-0800 
tjsDiscak@hmslegal.com

• »

__Hawke
_ IVlcKeon &
□_II__Sniscak LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW_________________________________

100 North Tenth Street, Harrisburg, PA 17101 Phone: 717.236.1300

Kevin J. McKeon 
(717) 703-0801 
kjmckeon@hmslegal.com

Whitney E. Snyder 
(717) 703-0807 
wesnyder@hmslegal.com

Fax: 717.236.4841 www.hmslegal.com

July 22,2019

BY OVERNIGHT FEDERAL EXPRESS

Wilmer Jay Baker 
430 Run Road 
Carlisle PA 17015

Re: Wilmer Baker v. Sunoco Pipeline L.P.; Docket No. C-2018-3004294; SUNOCO
PIPELINE L.P.’S HEARING EXHIBIT NOS. 31 and 32

Dear Mr. Wilmer:

Enclosed you will find copies Sunoco Pipeline L.P.’s Exhibit Nos. 31 and 32 added to the 
record at the July 17 and 18, 2019 hearings.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Whitney E. Snyder
Counsel for Sunoco Pipeline L.P.

WES/das
Enclosure
cc: Hon. Elizabeth Barnes (By email only ebames@pa.gov)

Judith Shuller, Court Reporter (By email only reportco@.commonwealthreporting.com) 
Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary (via electronic filing of Letter & Certificate of Service only) 
Per Certificate of Service
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served a true copy of the forgoing document upon the 

parties, listed below, in accordance with the requirements of § 1.54 (relating to service by a party). 

The letter and certificate of service have been filed electronically on the Commission’s electronic 

filing system and served on the following:

VIA OVERNIGHT FEDERAL EXPRESS

Wilmer Jay Baker 
430 Run Road 
Carlisle PA 17015

Whitney E. Snyder, Esquire
Dated: July 22, 2019
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Brief for Rolfe and Doris Blume

for Docket # C-2018-3004294 

Wilmer J. Baker v. Sunoco Pipeline LP

Page 373 of transcript testimony of Curtis Stambaugh 

Page 374 line 5 - page 377 line 6

Mr. Stambaugh's statement is false regarding the number of communications between Sunoco and me 

or my wife. The first physical encounter with Sunoco representatives was when Bart Mitchell and Curtis 

Stambaugh showed up at my gun shop requesting the right to survey my property which my wife and I 

refused. They had agreed to get back in touch with me within three days; that never occurred. The next 

communication was a writ of possession that had originally been filed in December of 2016, but we 

didn't receive it in the mail until May of 2017.

Between May of 2017 and the time they started construction on my property we were visited several 

more times by the land agent to tell us roughly what was going to happen and when it was going to 

occur. It is true that a land agent was on our property every day during the construction period but little 

to no communication between us happened. They were on my property but refused to tell me anything, 

the only thing they did do was make certain that we didn't talk with any of the pipeline workers. The 

iftainthings.theJand-agent did was either sit in his air conditioned vehicle or tfiarof lhe:constables~tHaY> 

they also posted on my property every day.

Mr Stambaugh also referred to an additional check for $18,700 and change that was paid directly to me 

and my attorney. To date neither me nor my attorney have ever seen or received this supposed check.

In fact, we are not aware of what it was for.
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August 21,2019

Honorable Elizabeth H. Barnes 
Administrative Law Judge 
PA Public Utility Commission 
P.O. Box 3265 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Dear Judge Barnes,

Please see the enclosed copies of actual correspondence via USPS and email that occurred between me 

and a few folks affiliated with Sunoco.

Please note that on the May 19,2017 letter I received from David Chalson, Senior Vice President of 

Sunoco Pipeline LP stated that I gave them (Sunoco) survey permission. I did not give them permission 

on this or any other occasion. The phone calls he mentions were just to tell us that they would be on 

our property that is all.

Sincerely,

Rolfe Blume 
43 Wildwood Road 
Newville PA 17214



May 10,2017

David R. Charlson 
Senior V.P. of Operations 
Sunoco Logistics Partners 
3087 West Chester Pike 
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. Chalson,

I am writing to you to express my dismay and disgust in the way that you and your 
company representatives have mistreated my wife, of 60 plus years, and me since 
your company announced the Mariner 2 Pipeline Project When this first started the 
only two people to come to my door were Bart Mitchell and Curt Stambaugh 
requesting the right to survey my property. I initially refused and was told they'd be 
back in contact with me within three days but that never happened. In fact since 
then no one has come to my doorto talk with me about what the plans were in 
regards to the pipeline location on my property. Instead, every communication has 
been through packages or letters in the mail and many of those contained threats.

It is reprehensible that you and your company,Sunoco Logistics (now ETP), which 
claims to never use the threat of eminent domain unless there's no other option has 
stooped to exactly thatsince the first papers were received in the mail. Three of the 
letters I received were from the court threatening me with jail the remainder 
threatening eminent domain if we didn't sign on the dotted line. More recently you 
went so far as to falsely accuse me of putting in a septic system and drain field to 
block the ME2 pipeline through my property. The truth of the matter is that the 
septic system was put in back in 1962 when it was just the Atlantic pipeline and no 
PAlcall existed. Atlantic had no issues with it when it was first installed,yet you try 
to make me out to be the guilty one.

It is shameful that your company, Sunoco Logistics (now ETP), has stooped to such 
measures as harassing, bullying, and threatening hard working Americans with 
eminent domain just to get its way without any consequences on your partThis 
ordeal that you've been putting us through because of your need to make a profit 
overseas has caused us undue stress and has taken a physical toll onboth of us over 
the past several years.

You need to know that my wife's parents owned our farmlong before we took over 
the operation after my discharge from the Navy. As such she has pretty much lived 
on this land since she was a year old (since 1940). To her this farm was always a 
place she felt secure; it was her safe haven and home, but now you've taken that 
from her. She's so distraught and fearful of the potential risk of a pipeline accident 
because your company's horrible record of leaks and accidentsthat she can't sleep at 
night and is afraid to stay in the house where she grew up. Plus she's handicapped



and can't walk a 100 feet let alone 1000 feet to get beyond the danger zone if 
something goes wrong. This whole ordeal and the resulting stress have also affected 
my physical health. I've been in the hospital four times just for heart related issues 
and have made an additional number of visits to the hospital for other stress related 
health problems. If you're trying to kill you're doing a good job.

We've spent a good deal of time on our farm making a living and planning for our 
future. Our ultimate goal was to build a small retirement home up in the upper field 
so that we'd have a view of the surrounding landscape. Because of your pipelines, 
that plan has been destroyed and you've taken another piece from us. We can't build 
our dream home on our own land because no matter where we would put it, it 
would be within the impact zone if and when something goes wrong. In fact you are 
welcome to come to my property to witness first hand everything you plan to 
destroy.

Some final thoughts: I am a Navy veteran and was willing to give my all for this 
country I love and this is the treatment I receive in return. It's a sad and shameful 
legacy for you and your company. So I'll end this letter with aquestion: Do you have 
a conscience and if so how would you feel if this happened to you and your family?

Sincerely,



Sunoco Logistics Sunoco Pipeline L.P. 
4041 Market Street 
Aston, PA 19014

May 19, 20I7

Blume's Gun Shop 
43 Wildwood Road 
Newville, PA 17241

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Blume:

Thank you for your letter of May 10, 2017 outlining your displeasure about your 
interaction with my company relative to negotiations for an easement for our Mariner 
East pipelines.

Tm Sony that you feel that you were mistreated; 1 have directed my staff to treat 
landowt^j^with respect and dignity at all times and we hold our land agents accountable 
to those standards,

1 cannot agree that our agents, managers and attorneys have not tried to reach out to you. 
We have done so on numerous occasions, including:

• We contacted you on October 25,2013 and you gave us survey permission.
• We contacted you November 11,2013 and you denied survey permission.
• In March of 2014 you retained counsel.
• On April 29, 2014 Curt Stambaugh and Bart Mitchel met with you, your wile and 

your attorney to discuss survey permission.
• We have reached out to you on numerous occasions via telephone to advise you 

of various survey activities on the property. In November of 2016 we again 
confected you via telephone regarding upcoming survey work.

• In December 29, 2016 and May 9, 2017, our Land Agent, Chris Montanye, drove 
to your property and spoke with you regarding your property and concerns about 
your septic system and water testing.

Our other communications have been through your attorney, as requested by your 
attorney, Mr. Faherty, whose job it is to relay information to you. I don't know whether 
Mr. Faherty did this or not. We have met with him on four separate occasions since last 
August, where we discussed settlement of your case. I attended two of those meetings.



I am also aware that we made a number of offers to you thaj^fgmficantly exceeded the 
market value of the easement. According to your attorney; you reriKed to counter many 
of those offers; however, you did counter our last offer ofS5{^00Q;with an amount that 
was 10 times that amount. This indicated to us that a negotiatedsettfement with you was 

not possible.

In those circumstances, the only course available was to continue to proceed under the 
Pennsylvania Eminent Domain code. We understand this is not the first nor the best 
option for you or for the company, but it was established to ensure that projects 
benefitting residents of the Commonwealth get built. The fact that thousands of other 
residents have willingly signed easement agreements is proof positive that we have 
negotiated in good faith across the state.

With respect to safety, we are building a brand new line using the latest standards and 
codes, which we meet in all instances and exceed in many others. This pipeline will be 
safe; we will operate it in accordance with well established procedures and practices and 
in compliance with Federal regulations. As such, the impacts that you describe in your 
letter are disproportional to the actual risk involved with this operation.

1 note from your letter that you are a Navy veteran. 1 am a veteran as well, and I want to 
sincerely thank you for your service. I also want to reiterate that we remain open to 
negotiation if you are willing to engage in an open and fruitful dialogue.

Sincerely,

David R. Chalson 
Senior Vice President 
Sunoco Pipeline LP



May 31,2017

Dear Mr. Chalson,

As per your letter that I received on May 24,2017, the offer was for $500,000.00.
information. Our attorney has tried to contact ETP/Sunoco Logistics regarding your offer; no response. The only 
thing received from your company was an email to our attorney stating that your workers are coming through on 
Thursday or Friday of this week and destroying my building that protects my hay bales (see below). This is my 
living making hay (are you trying to put me on welfare?)

I'm 77 years old, have a bad heart, and don't need these bullying tactics. I'll protest the destruction of the 
building, it was there before the initial survey of my property. The writ of possession was filed December 16, 
2016; I didn't receive it until May of 2017. We have been bullied since die start of all this just because we had 
the guts to stand up to you.!

The Sunoco construction boss was out to my property and thought that some tilings could be done to save my 
buildings. Never heard back from him. Since then my attorney has sent a proposal (see enclosed) to the lawyers 
representing your company and their response was that the buildings will be tom down.

At this point we dont have any contact information for anyone but you.. We have no way of contacting your 
attorneys directly. We need answers ASAP to settle this matter peacefully. You said in your letter that you 
remain open to negotiations. Is your word worth anything?

From: Carfley, Stephanie <SCarftey@mcneeslaw.com>
Sent: Wednesday May 31,2017 8:14 AM 
To: Mike Faherty 
Subject: RE: Blume

Mike,

Sunoco plans to be on the Blume property on Thursday or Friday of this week for construction clearing and removal of the pole barn/hay 
shed. Please let the Blumes know. Thank you.

Stephanie

Stephanie Carfley, Esquire 
McNws Wallas & Nwfck 3LkC
570 Lausch Lane 
Suite 200
Lancaster, PA 17601*3057 
Direct Telephone: 717.581.3724 
Direct Fax: 717.260.1790 
gcarflev@mwn.com

Sincerely,

Ralph and Doris Blume 
43 Wildwood Rd. 
Newville PA 17241 
717-776-5237

cc: Michael Faherty



Honorable Elizabeth H. Barnes 
Administrative Law Judge 

PA Public Utility Commission

Post-Hearing Comments 
of Kim Van Fleet

regarding

Wilmer J. Baker v. Sunoco pipeline L.P. 
Docket No. C-2018-3004294



28, August 2019

Honorable Elizabeth H. Barnes 
Administrative Law Judge 
PA Public Utility Commission
400 North St
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0211

Dear Judge Barnes,

I am not a lawyer and would not even begin to know how to format and write a post-hearing 
brief. In addition, neither Mr. Baker or any of us who provided testimony on his behalf were 
represented by a lawyer hence no post hearing brief per say. What I am able to and can do is 
provide comments on various aspects of the testimony and provide a few more documents and 
information that are pertinent to the hearing Wilmer J. Baker v. Sunoco pipeline L.P. held on 17 
& 18 July 2019, Docket No. C-2018-3004294

I didn’t provide an original letter of support, rebuttal or agree to be a witness on behalf of Mr. 
Baker to provide opinions or opinion testimony although I can understand why Sunoco and their 
lawyers tried to dismiss as much of my submissions and testimony as possible. As stated in the 
small amount of testimony I was permitted to provide it is important to reiterate that I am and 
have been a visiting instructor at Dickinson College (for 8yrs) where I teach Environmental 
Science among other subjects. I hold both a Bachelors and Master’s Degree in Biology. Since 
earning my M.S. in 1997 I have been employed in the science field as a lab technician in a 
microbiology lab specializing in bioremediation, adjunct or visiting instructor at several area 
colleges and universities, and as a Biologist with a nationally recognized NGO. As a 
consequence of my education and work experiences I am well versed in the scientific method 
and adept at researching legitimate sources of information including peer-reviewed scientific 
literature, professional journals, websites [e.g. Government agency websites like Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) and Enforcement and Compliance History Online (Echo)] as well 
as Industry trade journals and valid clearinghouses that collect and make information available to 
the public. I then read through these various sources, scrutinize the legitimacy of it the 
information and arrive at valid conclusions based on facts, not opinions.

Sunoco safety violations
If l had submitted a review paper on pipeline safety in the gas and petroleum industry to a 
professional journal containing the same information that I provided in my PUC correspondence 
along with similar materials pertaining to other industry-wide companies and cited those sources 
then more than likely, after peer-review and edits, it would be accepted for print. It would go to 
print not because I was an expert but because it was researched and presented in the appropriate
manner.



The tables that were provided along with my rebuttal contained information regarding various 
safety violations that I acquired from two websites PHMSA and Violation Tracker. The Pipeline 
and Hazardous Material Safety Administration sites where this information was found can be 
accessed and/or downloaded through these two links:
https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/reports/enforce/NOPVClose opid O.html?nocache=6155
and
https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/reports/operator/OperatorIE opid 18718.html?nocache=821
2# OuterPanel tab 2.

Please note that it was Sunoco Pipeline L.P. who provided the information found in the PHMSA 
table of safety violations. A literate person could easily read through the list of violations and 
recognize that there is indeed a long record of violations associated with this corporation. This is 
why I submitted this information. I thought that you or anyone else at the PUC reading them 
could readily discern the facts in regards to Sunoco Pipeline LP; not so that I could give an 
opinion. The only two things I did relative to the csv table downloaded from PHMSA were 1.) I 
highlighted the background of the PA violations so that they would stand out and 2.) I reduced 
the total number of columns by removing columns containing other information pertaining to 
each violation for the sake of making it a manageable sized document. If you go to the second 
link above you will be able to download the csv file in its entirety.

The table I submitted regarding EPA and OSHA violations came from Violation Tracker at this 
website link: https://violationtracker.goodiobsfirst.org/parent/energv-transfer. I’ve also included 
a second link to this organization so that you may read about them regarding the following: who 
they are along with what, how and why of their origins and mission:
https://www.goodiobsfirst.org/about-us. Again, a literate person can read through this list of 
violations and come to similar conclusions as stated above for PHMSA.

If one examines all of the safety violations committed by Sunoco and all of the various entities 
associated with it [Energy Transfer Equity (ETE)/Energy Transfer Partners (ETP)/Sunoco 
Logistics L.P./Sunoco Pipeline L.P.] and compare these to safety violations documented at Three 
Mile Island (TMI) nuclear power plant over the years the results would show that Sunoco is the 
worst of the two. In that respect I stand by my original written statement on that topic.

Bottom line, the information I submitted is harmful to Sunoco Pipeline L.P. and they don’t want 
it in the record. If it is part of the record it would, in part, provide the legitimacy needed in 
support of a public siren/alarm system similar to what the different corporate owners of TMI 
(Metropolitan Edison, GPU Nuclear and Exelon) paid for out of pocket and upgraded over the 
years to ensure greater public awareness and safety. An alarm system such as this would not be 
cost prohibitive for a multi-billion-dollar corporation such as ETE/ETP/Sunoco Logistics 
LP/Sunoco Pipeline L.P. Therefore, I ask you to please reinstate these documents pertaining to 
safety as part of the record.

Day 1: line 19 page 161 - line 18 page 164, e-mail correspondence with lan Woods at 
PHMSA
There were actually several emails that were sent between Ian Woods and me. It was a 
complaint not an inquiry regarding the exposed pipeline in a streambed located on the farm



property at 1705 McClures Gap Rd. Carlisle PA 17015 as stated by Sunoco’s lawyers. In this 
situation Sunoco’s lawyers are giving an opinion on something they have limited knowledge 
about since they are not aware of all of the circumstances and contents of the emails. Therefore, 
they are not qualified to interpret these emails as an inquiry. I have attached all of the email 
correspondence at the end of this letter.

Day 2 line 11 page 299 - line 2 page 303: Mr. Zurcher's statements on the amount of exposed 
pipelines
Mr. Zurcher testified that there are hundreds of thousands of locations across the country where 
there are exposed portions of pipelines above ground implying that it’s not an issue "for the most 
part. ” What about the lower number of situations where it is an issue? I would pose the 
following questions that require further examination and or explanation: How many of these 
exposed portions of pipeline are part of a system transporting HVLs/NGLs? How many of these 
are LNG lines like the one photographed near the capitol building? How many of these exposed 
pipelines are 85 + year-old pipelines that have been repurposed and the flow reversed to 
transport HVLs, are exposed above-ground in a streambed but below water level and should a 
leak develop at that type of exposure then an explosion would result if the HVL product comes 
into contact with water?

Day 2 Line 21 Page 357 - line 8 page 359: Mr. Perez’s testimony regarding Sunoco Pipeline 
safety mailers
Once again Sunoco’s lawyers are not fully aware of the circumstances involved in whether or not 
we (the Van Fleets) actually received the mailers they claimed to have sent to the address. There 
are two residences located at this address, the main farmhouse and the rental unit where we lived. 
This property is co-owned by John M. and Stephen J Bixler, father and son respectively. Since 
2014 immediate members of the Bixler family have resided in the main farmhouse at different 
times. The period of occupation by these family members has varied from relatively short to 
extended periods of time on an almost continuing basis from 2014 to present. Length of stay 
varied depending on the circumstances surrounding their relocation to the Carlisle area (e.g. 
looking for a home to buy, building a new home or becoming a permanent resident at the farm). 
This would include both of John's Bixler's daughters including one with her spouse and currently 
Stephen’s daughter who has been there for almost three years. There is only one mailbox at this 
property, which is shared by both households. We have rural mail carriers that occasionally 
make an error and put mail in the wrong box because one piece of mail intended for an address 
may stick to someone else’s mail. This often happens with items printed on glossy coated stock. 
Sometimes we have received two of the same bulk mail items indicating to me that someone else 
didn’t receive theirs. With two families sharing a mailbox it’s possible that whoever took the 
mail out of the mailbox may have kept the supposed mailer since they were now living there as a 
resident or it may have ended up in another addressee's mailbox up or down the road. These 
things can and do happen.

The only mailer from Sunoco regarding pipeline safety that my husband or I ever found in the 
mailbox was in 2018. It was addressed to “resident” not Kim Van Fleet, Glen Van Fleet, John 
Bixler or Stephen Bixler, it was sent bulk mail not first class and there was no tracking number 
associated with it. I will say that during the early years we lived at the farm (1980s) we received 
a photocopy of a mailer once from John Bixler. It had originally been sent to his address in



Bethesda, MD and he thought that we should have a copy of it. The point here is it is 
presumptuous of Sunoco and their lawyers to state that a mailer was sent specifically to me (line 
9 page 357) that I definitely received it or that every mailer they purportedly sent to that or any 
address was delivered and received by the intended resident unless there is a tracking number 
associated with each mailing.

I realize this may or may not be accepted as part of the post hearing documents since it likely 
would not be considered a brief. But as stated in the beginning of this letter I am not a lawyer nor 
were we represented by one at the hearing. Thank you for your time and consideration regarding 
these matters.

Respectfully,

Kim Van Fleet



Date: Fri, 21 Oct 2016 16:04:24 -0400 [10/21/2016 04:04:24 pm EDI]
From: kvanfleet@pa.net <kvanfleet@pa.net>

To: ian.woods@dot.gov
Cc: lynda@pscoalition.org

ject: email 1 exposed pipeline imagesS^ject:

2 IMG_1491JPG 5,613.40 KB

3 IMG_1494JPG 5,479.41 KB

-- 1 unnamed 2.68 KB

Ian,

After an extensive search of my 3 email accounts I finally found the originals emails I thought I had sent the end 
of September (in my drafts folder). I knew my email capacity is 20 MB so that's why the confusion and frustration 
on my end as to why you never received them. I'm also cc'ing Lynda Farrell on these.

So with that said here is the first of several emails (due to image size) containing images of the exposed pipeline 
on the property where we live, the street address of the farm property is 1705 McClures Gap rd. Carlisle PA 
17015
The approximate location in decimal degrees is as follows:
Latitude: 40.241792 Longitude: 77.25825

Note the location of the original re-purposed exposed ME1 pipeline and the proposed location of the two ME2 
pipelines on the image I created in GIS and put into a word document. As per our original conversation; This 
reinforces why I think Sunoco Logistics was hoping to get approval to start construction on the ME2 before doing 
anything to rectify this situation despite being informed by our landlord this past spring

0lallyr once I send the final document i would appreciate a confirmation from both of you that you've received 

them. Thank you for your patience and understanding.

Best regards,
Kim

- 1.1 Plaintext Version of Message 1.25 KB ■



Date: Mon, 17 Apr 2017 18:30:06 -0400 [04/17/2017 06:30:06 PM EDI]
From: kvanfleet@pa.net <kvanfleet@pa.net>

To: ian.woods@dot.gov
Cc: lynda@pscoalition.org

mject: exposed pipelines in PA

rity: m 1 (Highest)

Part(s): 2 exposed pipeline l.png 247.21 KB

3 exposed pipeline 2.png 251.66 KB

4 oct. images exposed pipeline.jpg 41.69 KB

1 unnamed 3.61 KB

Hi Ian,

I haven't heard back from you since our last correspondence in late October so, I figured I would reconnect with you to 
update you on what hasn't occurred and see what if any action PHMSA has taken or will take regarding the exposed 
ETP/Sunoco Logistics Mariner 1 pipeline that I originally reported to your agency in October 2016. I have no idea what if 
anything ETP/Sunoco representatives told you or anyone at your agency but what I do know is as follows:

They did send people out shortly after you got in touch with them. However, the only thing they did was to put a little bit 
of snow fencing and red tape with the words "danger do not enter" around it (see attached photos that I took this past 
winter plus a few sent to you in October). I checked the site again this past Friday April 14th, and can verify that other 
than the snow fence and red tape they have still done absolutely nothing to correct this situation.

It was a generally mild winter with ample opportunities to fix this so one can only assume that ETP/Sunoco Logistics 
representatives throughout this period of time (over 5 months) have knowingly and deliberately chosen to disregard 
Bnan health and safety and knowingly remain in violation of Federal Regulation CFR title 49 (parts 190-199). From our 
perspective (mine and my husband’s) it is really quite frustrating and disconcerting that they’ve done absolutely nothing 
and have been allowed to get away with continuing to violate regulations meant to protect us.

Please let me know what if any actions your agency will take regarding this matter. As always thank you for your time 
and consideration.

Best regards,
Kim

1.1 Plaintext Version of Message 1.64 KB i



Date: Wed, 24 May 2017 14:28:44 +0000 [05/24/2017 10:28:44 AM EDT] 
From: Woods, Ian (PHMSA) <ian.woods@dot.gov>

To: kvanfleet@pa.net <kvanfleet@pa.net>
Cc: lynda@pscoalition.org <lynda@pscoalition.org>/ Gentile, Karen (PHMSA) <karen.gentile@dot.gov> 

iect: Sunoco logistics exposed Mariner I pipeline

Hi Kim,

This is the latest information that I have received from Sunoco Logistics regarding their actions in responding to 
the exposed pipeline;

"Sunoco Pipeline's Engineering Group has been working with Er-Con Technologies to develop an engineering 
solution to address this erosion-exposed location.

Background investigation work is completed and a final engineering design is expected soon.

An environmental evaluation of the area is underway.

After conclusion of the environmental evaluation, the PA DEP permitting can begin.

General Timing for the overall project is as follows:

2Q2017 - Complete Engineering Design / Complete Environmental Evaluation / Submit PA DEP Permit 
0plication(s) needed to allow work

3Q2017 to 4Q2017 - Timing for progress and installation is uncertain due to timing for PA DEP Permits needed. 

Once PA DEP permits are obtained we can begin work.

4Q2017 - Sunoco estimates this project should be completed sometime in 4Q2017 or sooner if PA DEP Permits 
come sooner."

It appears that they do have a plan in place and are working towards a remedy for the exposed pipeline. 
Unfortunately, due to the location of the exposure, the operator requires specific permits from the state before 
they start digging, excavating etc. I understand that this can be quite frustrating, as far as safety concerns and 
timeliness of operator response, but I see this quite frequently, especially where environmental issues are in 
question. I did have additional questions for the operator though that are still being addressed and when I hear 
back from them, I will forward the answers to you. Thank you for your time and your patience as it is greatly 
appreciated. Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have any other questions or concerns.

Regards,

Ian

flfn Woods

Community Liaison, Eastern Region



U.S. Department of Transportation

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) 

Outreach and Engagement Division 

e-mail: ian.woods@dot.gov 

Tel: 609-468-9478



Date: Tue, 30 May 2017 09:58:25 -0400 [05/30/2017 09:58:25 AM EOT]
From: kvanfleet@pa.net <kvanfleet@pa.net>

To: Woods, Ian (PHMSA) <ian.woods@dot.gov>
_____Cc: lynda@pscoalition.org <lynda@pscoalition.org>, Gentile, Karen (PHMSA) <karen.gentHe@dot.gov>
^^ject: Re: Sunoco logistics exposed Mariner I pipeline______________________________________________

Hi Ian,

Nothing personal but, am I to understand that even though ETP/Sunoco Logistics has been aware of the situation 
for over a year and have knowingly been in direct violation of CFR 49 (190-199) that they are just now filing 
permits with DEP to rectify the situation? Especially since the only reason they are doing this is because I made 
you and your agency aware of the issue and you in turn contacted them. As a consequence, now they are 
compelled by law to go through the proper permitting channels instead of trying to slip through unnoticed.

Furthermore, am I also understanding that because ETP/Sunoco Logistics have provided your agency with this 
explanation of doing the right thing despite their ongoing negligence up to this point, that this is deemed to be 
okay? In addition do I also understand that the powers that be at PHMSA intend to do nothing, including fines 
regarding this blatantly illegal violation of laws meant to protect us?

One final question: What is it about this pipeline (ME1) and it's sister project (ME2) in particular that compels 
enforcement (PHMSA) and state agencies (DEP) to neglect their responsibilities when it comes to laws and permit 
deficiencies respectively?

I just want to make certain that I have the facts straight before I go to the media with this. As such I hope that 
you will respond to my email in a more timely manner. Thank you.

Best Regards,
Kim

Quoting "Woods, Ian (PHMSA)" <ian.woods@dot.gov>:

> Hi Kim,
> This is the latest information that I have received from Sunoco
> Logistics regarding their actions in responding to the exposed
> pipeline;
>
> "Sunoco Pipeline's Engineering Group has been working with Er-Con
> Technologies to develop an engineering solution to address this
> erosion-exposed location.
> Background investigation work is completed and a final engineering
> design is expected soon.
>
> An environmental evaluation of the area is underway.
> After conclusion of the environmental evaluation, the PA DEP
> permitting can begin.
>
> General Timing for the overall project is as follows:
>
> 2Q2017 - Complete Engineering Design / Complete Environmental
> Evaluation / Submit PA DEP Permit application(s) needed to allow work
> 3Q2017 to 4Q2017 - Timing for progress and installation is uncertain
> due to timing for PA DEP Permits needed.

Ppnce PA DEP permits are obtained we can begin work.

4Q2017 - Sunoco estimates this project should be completed sometime 
> in 4Q2017 or sooner if PA DEP Permits come sooner."



> It appears that they do have a plan in place and are working towards
> a remedy for the exposed pipeline. Unfortunately, due to the location
> of the exposure, the operator requires specific permits from the
> state before they start digging, excavating etc. I understand that
> this can be quite frustrating, as far as safety concerns and
> timeliness of operator response, but I see this quite frequently,
> especially where environmental issues are in question. I did have
> additional questions for the operator though that are still being
> addressed and when I hear back from them, I will forward the answers
> to you. Thank you for your time and your patience as it is greatly
> appreciated. Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any
> other questions or concerns.
>
> Regards,
> Ian
>
>
> Ian Woods
> Community Liaison, Eastern Region
> U.S. Department of Transportation
> Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA)
> Outreach and Engagement Division
> e-mail: ian.woods@dot.gov
> Tel: 609-468-9478
>
> [Call 811 Logo]
>
>

[Cid:image004.png@01D2D478.838F5B20]



Date: Thu, 1 Jun 2017 14:30:43 +0000 [06/01/2017 10:30:43 am edt]
From: Woods, Ian (PHMSA) <ian.woods@dot.gov>

To: kvanfleet@pa.net <kvanfleet@pa.net>
Cc: lynda@pscoalition.org <lynda@pscoalition.org>, Gentile, Karen (PHMSA) <karen.gentile@dot.gov>

ject: RE: Sunoco logistics exposed Mariner I pipeline

Hello Kim,

Thank you for your reply to verify that you received the information regarding Sunoco Logistics plan to address the 
exposed portion of the Mariner East pipeline that you are concerned about. Please be assured that I do not take 
any email responses from the public personally. We are all afforded the right to free speech, one of many great 
freedoms that we all have under our country's constitution and I have had the pleasure of serving our country and 

protecting those freedoms that we all have for many years. I, along with my fellow community liaisons receive a 
multitude of calls regarding pipeline safety on a daily basis and we always make an honest attempt to answer the 
publics' concerns as promptly as possible. However, this being said, at times we have to rely on information that 
we need to request from the operators. Normally, we will get quick answers from the operators, but in other times 
the requested information takes a while to get to us, for whatever reason. I don't make excuses for the operators, I 
just keep on requesting the information until I receive it and then pass it on.

Unfortunately, sometimes this means a delay in getting responses back to the initial inquiry from the public. In 
some circumstances, such as yours, the answers may take quite a while to receive. I do not like to keep folks 
waiting and I do not like unfinished business, but at the same time I have a preference to give the public the best 
j^wers that I can and there are times that the operators initial reply is not the answers that I need and I kick it 
Prck to them. This is the reality of our job as community liaisons. Your patience, as always, has been greatly 

appreciated.

I will try to answer the questions that you posed to me in your last email. Specifically, you had mentioned several 
times that the operator has been in violation of CFR 49 (190-199) and you stated that it was your understanding 
that the powers to be at PHMSA intend to do nothing, including fines regarding this blatantly illegal violation of 
laws meant to protect us. I assure you that PHMSA takes the subject of pipeline safety and the protection of life, 
the environment, and property very seriously. When there is a violation of the applicable pipeline safety laws, we 

will hold the operator accountable each and every time. I have found that it is frustrating to many people to 
observe what may be considered a violation of law regarding pipeline safety only to find out that there are no laws 
being broken. Knowing what the laws states and what PHMSA holds the operators accountable for can be similar 
to what the public perceives or it can be very different. Stating that an operator is in violation of 49 CFR 190-199 
covers a very wide area of applicability and an even wider range of specific subjects and cannot be a sound basis 
for a violation of law. If you can please provide a specific violation that the operator has committed or at least 
expand on what law has been violated, I can help you understand what steps can be taken by PHMSA or if there is 

no violation of law at all. Simply having an exposed pipeline is not a violation of law. Taking months to provide a 
plan of action on addressing an exposed pipeline, in itself, is not a violation of law, although not a preferred way of 

conducting business. Operators will usually show good faith and will cooperate with PHMSA, but again, there are 
circumstance where an operator may be slow in providing information or taking action, but if no law is being 
violated, PHMSA is very limited in what it can do. Please let me know how you would like to proceed with this and 
^ill help you as much as I possibly can.



In regards to your question regarding what is it about the ME1 and ME2 pipeline that compels enforcement 

agencies such as PHMSA and PADEP to neglect their responsibilities when it comes to laws and permit deficiencies 
respectively, I cannot truthfully answer that question due to the fact that I have no knowledge of PHMSA being 
neglectful in their responsibilities in any way. In addition, I cannot speak for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

Department of Environmental Protection as it does not fall under PHMSA jurisdiction. Any questions regarding a ^ 
state entity should be directed directly to the respective state. In the case of the PA DEP you may choose to V 

contact them at the following address:

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection Headquarters

Racheal Carson State Office Building

400 Market Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101

(717) 783-2300

In addition, if you would like to make a complaint to the PA DEP there is a specific phone line set up to report 

environmental complaints. This number is 1-888-723-3721

I hope that my response helps to clarify things for you. I will be happy to assist you in any way that I can.

Regards,

Ian

Ian Woods

Community Liaison, Eastern Region 

U.S. Department of Transportation

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) 

Outreach and Engagement Division 

e-mail: ian.woods@dot.gov 

Tel: 609-468-9478
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DELAWARE COUNTY COUNCIL
RESOLUTION 2019-06

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

WHEREAS the health, safety and welfare of the residents of Delaware County arc of the utmost concern 
and responsibility of Delaware County Council (Council);

WHEREAS Council commissioned a risk assessment of Sunoco Pipeline’s (Sunoco) proposed Mariner 
East 2 (ME2), highly volatile liquids (HVL) pipeline completed for Council by G2 Integrated Solutions 
and released publicly in November 2018, evaluated potential accident events, the consequences and 
likelihood of such events, and estimated risk measures;

WHEREAS it is evident to Council that a large release of HVLs in Delaware County could result in mass 
casualties and mass destruction of property;

WHEREAS Sunoco has reported repeated hazardous liquids pipeline accidents in Delaware County, 
including the most recent “subsidence” that occurred in Middletown Township on April 24,2019;

WHEREAS Council has acted to obtain intervenor status in an action brought before the Pennsylvania 
Public Utility Commission (PUC) by seven residents of Delaware and Chester Counties;

WHEREAS, in its petition to intervene in the citizens’ complaint, Council wrote “Sunoco’s lack of 
adequate emergency planning and public awareness directly affects the ability of Delaware County to 
devise and implement an emergency evacuation plan...Delaware County will be irreparably harmed if 
Sunoco does not ensure the safety and reasonableness of facilities located within Delaware 
County...Delaware County has a direct and substantial interest in the instant proceeding which is not, and 
cannot be, adequately represented by any other party;”

WHEREAS other Delaware County political subdivisions, including Middletown, Edgmont, and 
Thombury Townships, and Rose Tree Media and West Chester Area School Districts have also petitioned 
to intervene in the aforementioned action before the PUC;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Delaware County Council joins and supports the bipartisan 
calls from fourteen (14) Members of the General Assembly representing Delaware and Chester Counties, 
who on March 11, 2019, wrote to Governor Tom Wolf, “We respectfully reach out to you today to urge 
you to take action to preserve the health, welfare and safety of our constituents who live, work and raise 
their families in the high consequence areas of Chester and Delaware Counties within the potential impact 
radius of the Mariner East pipeline project.”

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Delaware County Council hereby calls on Governor Wolf to 
institute an immediate moratorium on the operation and transmission of all Sunoco current and proposed 
HVL pipelines in Delaware County, continuing until there is a credible and practicable public response 
program and emergency response plan that accounts for the unique hazards of these HVL’s and the 
density and immobility of vulnerable populations within the impact radius.
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From: "Eric Friedman" <eric.law.frieclman@gmail.com>
Date: Tuesday, July 16, 2019 09:56 PM
To: <mariner-east-organizers@googlegroups.com>
Attach: ATT00017.pdf
Subject: Fwd: Cumberland County Resolution 2019-21

Subject: Cumberland County Resolution 2019-21 
Importance: High

I am resending the original email below due to a broken link for the PUC 
website. Please see email below with corrected link for access if you 
wish to file your resolution or other supporting documentation 
electronically.

Dear Public Officials,

Please see the attached resolution (Resolution No. 2019-21), adopted 
by the Cumberland County Board of Commissioners, providing for 
comment in support of the Public Utility Commission's consideration 
and final adoption of a regulation that would require natural gas and 
hazardous liquid pipeline operators to conduct "periodic public 
awareness meetings with municipal officials and the public" for the 
purpose of outlining safety precautions and to address any citizen 
questions and concerns about pipeline operations.

A copy of this resolution is being transmitted to the Public Utility 
Commission, pursuant to the PUC's Advance Notice of Rulemaking 
Order (Docket No. L-2019-3010267), as well as to municipalities 
throughout Cumberland County, our region's two Council of 
Governments, Cumberland County's state Senate and House delegation, 
and to the County Commissioner's Association of Pennsylvania (CCAP).

The Commissioners are requesting that other governmental 
jurisdictions consider supporting Cumberland County Resolution No. 
2019-21 with the adoption of similar resolutions, or other forms of 
supporting communication, and transmit such supporting comment to 
the PUC, along with a copy to the Cumberland County Board of 
Commissioners, by August 27,2019.

If you wish to file your resolution or other supporting documentation 
electronically, please go to the PUC website : 
https://www.puc.state.PO.us/efiling/default.aspx and follow the

07/17/2019
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instructions for efiling. If you wish to send your documentation to PUC 

via the mail please submit your documentation to :

Secretary
Pennsylvania

PUC
Commonwealth 

Keystone 
Building - 
2nd Floor 

400 North 

Street
Harrisburg PA 

17120

Please remember to include the PUC Docket No. L-2019-3010267 when 
filing your support documentation.

Sincerely,

Sandy Moyle
Chief Clerk/Chief Operations Officer 
Cumberland County Commissioners' Office 
1 Courthouse Square, Room 200 | Carlisle, PA 17013 
Phone: 717-240-6150 | Direct: 717-240-6153 
smovle@ccDa.net

The information in this message may be privileged and confidential and 

protected from disclosure. If the reader of this message is neither the 

intended recipient, nor an employee or agent responsible for delivering 

this message to the intended recipient, then you are hereby notified 

that any dissemination, distribution, unauthorized use, or copying of 
this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this 

communication in error, please notify us immediately by replying to this 

message and deleting it from your computer. Thank you, Cumberland 

County, PA.

You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Mariner East Organizers" 
group.
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to mariner-east- 
organizers+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com.
To post to this group, send email to mariner-east-organizers@googlegroups.com.
To view this discussion on the web visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/mariner-east- 
organizers/193ECA21-99B4-4E18-AE74-31A82481306B%40gmail.com.
For more options, visit https://groups.google.eom/d/optout.

07/17/2019
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You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Mariner East Organizers" 
group.
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to mariner-east- 
organizers+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com.
To post to this group, send email to mariner-east-organizers@googlegroups.com.
To view this discussion on the web visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/mariner-east- 
organizers/193ECA21-99B4-4E18-AE74-31A82481306B%40gmail.com.
For more options, visit https://groups.google.eom/d/optout.

»> Subject: Cumberland County Resolution 2019-21 
»> Importance: High 
»>
»> Notice 
»>
»> I am resending the original email below due to a broken link for the PUC website. Please see email 
below with corrected link for access if you wish to file your resolution or other supporting 
documentation electronically.
»>
»>
»>
»> Dear Public Officials,
»>
»> Please see the attached resolution (Resolution No. 2019-21), adopted by the Cumberland County 
Board of Commissioners, providing for comment in support of the Public Utility Commission’s 
consideration and final adoption of a regulation that would require natural gas and hazardous liquid 
pipeline operators to conduct “periodic public awareness meetings with municipal officials and the 
public” for the purpose of outlining safety precautions and to address any citizen questions and concerns 
about pipeline operations.
»>
»> A copy of this resolution is being transmitted to the Public Utility Commission, pursuant to the 
PUC’s Advance Notice of Rulemaking Order (Docket No. L-2019-3010267), as well as to 
municipalities throughout Cumberland County, our region’s two Council of Governments, Cumberland 
County’s state Senate and House delegation, and to the County Commissioner’s Association of 
Pennsylvania (CCAP).
»>
»> The Commissioners are requesting that other governmental jurisdictions consider supporting 
Cumberland County Resolution No. 2019-21 with the adoption of similar resolutions, or other forms of 
supporting communication, and transmit such supporting comment to the PUC, along with a copy to the 
Cumberland County Board of Commissioners, by August 27,2019.
»>
»> If you wish to file your resolution or other supporting documentation electronically, please go to the 
PUC website : https://www.puc.state.pa.us/efiling/default.aspx and follow the instructions for efiling. If 
you wish to send your documentation to PUC via the mail please submit your documentation to :
»>
»> Secretary 
»> Pennsylvania PUC
»> Commonwealth Keystone Building - 2nd Floor

07/17/2019



»> 400 North Street 
»> Harrisburg PA 17120 
»>
»> Please remember to include the PUC Docket No. L-2019-3010267 when filing your support 
documentation.
»>
»> Sincerely,
»>
»> Sandy Moyle
»> Chief Clerk/Chief Operations Officer
»> Cumberland County Commissioners* Office
»> 1 Courthouse Square, Room 200 | Carlisle, PA 17013
»> Phone: 717'240-6150 | Direct: 717-240-6153
»> smoyle@ccpa.net
»>
»>
»> The information in this message may be privileged and confidential and protected from disclosure. 
If the reader of this message is neither the intended recipient, nor an employee or agent responsible for 
delivering this message to the intended recipient, then you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution, unauthorized use, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have 
received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by replying to this message and 
deleting it from your computer. Thank you, Cumberland County, PA.
»

You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Mariner East Organizers" 
group.
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to mariner-east- 
organizers+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com.
To post to this group, send email to mariner-east-organizers@googlegroups.com.
To view this discussion on the web visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/mariner-east- 
organizers/193ECA21-99B4-4E18-AE74-31A82481306B%40gmail.com.
For more options, visit https://groups.google.eom/d/optout.
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Resolution No. 2019-21

A Resolution Urging Public Awareness Meetings by Hazardous liquids Pipeline Operators

WHEREAS, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission has launched a review of its safety regulations 

governing the operation of natural gas and other hazardous liquids pipelines; and

WHEREAS, the protection of the public's health, safety and welfare is paramount in our responsibilities as 

public officials at all levels of government; and

WHEREAS, without adequate safety precautions and necessary regulatory oversight, the operation of 
hazardous materials pipelines could pose a danger to the public; and

WHEREAS, enhancing the public's trust In the safe operation of natural gas and hazardous materials pipelines 

is a critical component of the responsibility of those who operate these pipelines and of those who have 
regulatory oversight of these operations; and

WHEREAS, the operators of one of these pipelines, Sunoco Pipeline/Energy Transfer Partners, has refused -• on 

at least three occasions - invitations to attend community and county-hosted meetings to address citizen 

questions and concerns regarding their pipeline operations in Cumberland County; and

WHEREAS, while we appreciate the company's efforts to train first responders in the case of an emergency, 
and to mail general informational materials to the public residing within close proximity to pipeline operations, 
we believe the company should be required to hold periodic public outreach meetings to address any 

individual citizen questions and concerns; and

WHEREAS, order and decorum can easily be accomplished by requiring the company to work in cooperation 

with municipal and county officials to host such sessions; and

WHEREAS, the Public Utility Commission has the authority to enhance the minimum federal "public 

awareness" safety rules, promulgated by the federal Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, 
to require pipeline operators to conduct regional and periodic public outreach meetings; and

WHEREAS, because of the transient nature of our population, with new citizens moving in and others moving 
out on a'fegular basis, we believe the requiremeht of public outreach meetinp should occur ona local or 
regional basis at least once a year.

Page 1 of 2
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Commissioners of Cumberland County does hereby 
respectfully request that the Public Utility Commission order hazardous liquids pipeline operators to conduct 
public outreach meetings, at least once a year on a local or regional basis, for the purpose of outlining safety 

precautions and to address any individual citizen questions and concerns; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission, to municipalities throughout Cumberland County, to our region's Councils of Governments, to 

Cumberland County's state Senate and House delegation, and to the County Commissioners Association of 
Pennsylvania for distribution to other jurisdictions.

Adopted this IS* day of July, 2019.

«

ATTEST: CUMBERLAND COUNTY

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Vincent T. DiFilippo, Chairman

Seal:

Page 2 of2



Chiavetta, Rosemary

^krom:
^ent:

To:
Subject:

Chiavetta, Rosemary 
Wednesday, July 10, 2019 4:17 PM 
Kim Doan
RE: [External] Docket Number C-2018-3004294

Thank you Ms. Doan. Your comments will be placed in the Public Comment Folder of the docket.

Secretary Rosemary Chiavetta, Esq.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 

Commonwealth Keystone Building 

400 North Street 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

rchiavettafSpa, gov

717-787-8009

From: Kim Doan <kdoan@uwchlan.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 10,2019 2:35 PM

To: Chiavetta, Rosemary <rchiavetta@pa.gov>
Subject: [External] Docket Number C-2018-3004294

ATTENTION: This email message is from an external sender. Do not open links or attachments from unknown sources. To 

report suspicious email, forward the message as an attachment to CWOPA SPAM(S)Da.aov.

Hello Secretary Chiavetta,

1 would like to submit this letter for public record for Docket Number C-2018-3004294

Thanks,
Kim Doan 
Supervisor 
Uwchlan Township

i



July 10, 2019

Re: Docket Number C-2018-3004294 

Baker vs. Sunoco Pipeline, LLC

Dear PUC and Ms. Chiavetta, Secretary of PUC:

I am writing in support of Mr. Baker and his case filed against Sunoco Pipeline, LLC. I am a Uwchlan 

Township Supervisor so I cannot ignore the dangers of the Sunoco pipelines which could affect the 

safety of approximately 19,000 Uwchlan township residents. I ask that you grant Mr. Baker-his request 

for the following reasons:

1. Sunoco/Energy Transfer is currently in the process of installing Mariner East 2 and 2x through 

the entire length of Uwchlan Township. Some of the pipeline crosses waterways and the Marsh 

Creek Reservoir which provides drinking water to residents in the county, including in Uwchlan 

Township. When the pipeline leaks (which I believe is not an if, but when), our drinking water 

may be tainted with chemicals. Contaminated water does not stay in one place but leaks to 

surrounding areas. This is evident in the case at the join Naval Air Station in Willow Grove in 

which residents are now suffering the effects of the chemicals used to put out fires on the base 

50 years ago (open link to read story.). Remediation of contaminated water is difficult and 

residents will incur the risks of the contamination when a leak occurs. Water is a precious 

resource in Chester County and should be protected.

2. According to Sunoco/ET, the ME 2 and 2x pipelines will carry propane, butane, and ethane 

which are all highly flammable gasses. This is evident by the explosion at the Philadelphia Energy 

Solutions (PES) refinery on June 21,2019 which is attributed to the propane and butane the 

refinery processes. There is no doubt that the gasses the ME2 and 2xwill carry are flammable. 

The ME2 and 2x runs through a highly populated area; the likely catastrophe would be 

immeasurable. It is by a stroke of luck that the explosion at the PES refinery did not take any 

lives. No one can guarantee that a similar explosion in residential neighborhoods in which many 

homes sit just 6ft away from the pipeline will not cost any lives. Sunoco has not shared 

emergency plans with residents and has failed to share complete information for the count/s 

first responders to use to create an emergency plan should the pipeline leak or an explosion 

occur. Until an independent agency can assure the public that a leak will not occur and that no 

lives will be lost or injured, the installation of the pipeline cannot continue.

According to the PUC website, the duties of the PUC include "balances the needs of consumers and 

utilities; ensures safe and reliable utility service at reasonable rates; protects the public interest." I am 

asking that you "ensure the safe and reliable service" that is in your mission statement and you "protect 

the public interest" by granting Mr. Baker his request.

Sincerely,

'Kint 'Doom,

Kim Doan, Ph.D.
Supervisor, Uwchlan Township



Chjavetta^osemarjf

From:

Subject:

Chiavetta, Rosemary 

Tuesday, July 09, 2019 8:36 AM 

Margaret Quinn
RE: [External] Wilmer Baker vs Sunoco Pipeline

Ms. Quinn:

I will place your comments in the Public Comment Folder of this docket. 
Thank you.

Secretary Rosemary Chiavetta, Esq.
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 

Commonwealth Keystone Building 

400 North Street
* Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

# rchiavetta@pa.gov

' 717-787-8009

--Original Message—
From: Margaret Quinn <mcqfirst@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 08, 2019 8:06 PM

To: Chiavetta, Rosemary <rchiavetta@pa.gov>
^^ubject: [External] Wilmer Baker vs Sunoco Pipeline

ATTENTION: This email message is from an external sender. Do not open links or attachments from unknown sources. To 

report suspicious email, forward the message as an attachment to CWOPA_SPAM@pa.gov.

Ms Rosemary Chiavetta 
Secretary Pennsylvania Public Utilities 

Commonwealth Keystone Building 

400 North Street, Second Room 

* Harrisburg PA. 17120

^ Re: William Baker vs Sunoco Pipeline 
L P Flynn Formal Complaint and Petition 

Complaint No. C-2018 -300-4294 

Docket Number C-2018-300-4294

Dear Secretary Chiavetta,
I am writing this letter in support of Mr. Bakers case against Sunoco/ET Mariner Pipeline. I do agree with demand that 

Sunoco/ET needs to replace old iron pipe with new American steel.
I support his demand for an alarm system and training of first responders. According to PUC current regulations § 59.33. 

Safety.
(a) Responsibility. Each public utility shall at all times use every reasonable effort to properly warn and protect the 

public from danger, and shall exercise reasonable care to reduce the hazards to which employees, customers and others 

.may be subjected to by reason of its equipment and facilities.
'Sincerely yours,

i
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Margaret Quinn 
503 Carmarthen Drive 
Exton PA. 19341

Sent from my iPhone
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Chiavetta^osemar^

from:
ient:

To:
Subject:

Chiavetta, Rosemary
Wednesday, July 10, 2019 8:13 AM
mtendy@verizon.net
RE: [External] Docket#C-2018-3004294

Thank you. This will be placed in the Public Comment Folder of the docket.

Secretary Rosemary Chiavetta, Esq.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 

Commonwealth Keystone Building 

400 North Street 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 

rchiavetta®oa. aov

717-787-8009

From: mtendy@verizon.net <mtendy@verizon.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 09, 2019 9:46 PM 
To: Chiavetta, Rosemary <rchiavetta@pa.gov> 
Subject: [External] Docket#C-2018-3004294

ATTENTION: This email message is from an external sender. Do not open links or attachments from unknown sources. To 
report suspicious email, forward the message as an attachment to CWOPA SPAM@Da.aov.

Letter of Support to PUC Secretary R Chiavetta for Wilmer Baker's PUC Complaint 
Docket#C-2018-3004294

Dear Ms. Chiavetta:

We are writing this letter in support for Wilmer Baker's PUC Complaint. This complaint is.asking for warning systems, 
proper first responders' training, safe pipes and proper installation of the pipelines. This complaint's request for 
inclusion of safety issues seems, to me, a reasonable request for the saving of lives is paramount in our 
commonwealth. We support this complaint and hope that the PUC sees fit to grant the inclusion of these safety 

measures.

Thank you.

Maxine Endy 
21031 Valley Forge Circle 
King of Prussia, 19406 
484-883-1316

1



July 8, 2019

Ms. Rosemary Chiavetta,

Secretary Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission Commonwealth Keystone Building 

400 North Street, Second Room 

Harrisburg, PA 17120

RE: Wilmer Baker v. Sunoco Pipeline

LP. FLYNN FORMAL COMPLAINT AND PETITION Complaint No. C-2018-3004294 

Docket No. C-2018-3004294

Secretary Chiavetta:

I am writing in support of the complaint referenced above by Wilmer Baker. I am also directly impacted by the 

Mariner East Pipeline Project as I live and work within approximately 100 feet of this danger. I have learned that 

other states have setback laws and pipeline siting that would not allow this danger so close to densely populate 

areas.

As you know, these highly explosive Natural Gas Liquids are colorless, odorless and heavier than air. We have no 

early warning system. Our first responders are not prepared. Sunoco is lacking in transparency. They have not even 

give our emergency personnel full access to their risk assessment. The safety of the public needs to be put before 

the profits of these large corporations. Many experts have already testified to the insanity of this. Expert John 

Zurcher, when asked if it is ok to run HVL pipelines through school yards in Downlngtown replied, "I don't know 

how that would be possible, how that would be allowed".

These pipelines currently being installed in my neighborhood in Uwchlan Township have been sitting out exposed 

to sunlight and elements for TWO years, against manufacturer recommendations. The coatings have clearly been 

compromised.

It is time to put the "public" in the Public Utility Commission.

Carrie Gross



Petition to Intervene

Public Utility Commission

Commonwealth Keystone Building

2nd Floor, Room N-201 Harrisburg PA 17120

I am petitioning to intervene in the matter of Wilmer Baker's Formal Complaint against Sunoco PUC 

Docket no C-2018-3004294

I live in West Whiteland Township, Chester County in the potential impact zone of Mariner East Mariner 

East 1,2,2X and the 12" line pass within 250 feet of our home and there is an HDD drill site across the 

road. There is water flowing underground on our property along Mariner East 1, compounding our 

concerns for the integrity of the,eighty plus year old pipe, and two Sunoco pipelines exposed in a stream 

across the road from my house.

Mariner East puts my family, neighbors and community at heightened risk. While I do not live in 

Cumberland County, the concerns expressed by Wilmer Baker in his formal complaint are shared by 

residents, communities, and municipalities across the state. I share his concerns over the lack of public 

warning system and the inadequacy of Sunoco's Public Awareness Plan for emergency responders and 

the public living within the potential impact zone. This is of heightened concern in a High Consequence 

Area such as West Whiteland Township where I live.

Virginia Marcille-Kerslake 

103 Shoen Road 

Exton PA 

19341

Virginia Marcille-Kerslake 

103 Shoen Road 

Exton PA

19341



BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Wilmcr Jay Baker 

v.

Sunoco Pipeline L.P.

C-2018-3004294

INTERIM ORDER

Denying Virginia Marcille-Kcrslake’s Petition to Intervene, Closing the Evidentiary

Record, and Establishing a Briefing Schedule

Petition to intervene

On July 17-18. 2019, evidentiary hearings were held regarding the abovc- 

captioncd matter. Transcripts of the hearings have been filed on July 22-23. 2019. respectively. 

At the hearing on July 17. 2019, Virginia Marcille-Kcrslake attempted to intervene in this 

proceeding. She argued her filing on July 16, 2019 with the Secretary's Bureau was in a similar 

timeframe to her filings for intervention in two prior cases, where she was granted intervenor 

status in Senator Dinninmn v. Sunoco Pipeline LP. at Docket No. C-2018-3001451, currently in 

interlocutory review before the Commonwealth Court at Sunoco Pipeline L.P. r. Pennsylvania 

State Senator Andrew E. Dinniman and Public Utility Commission, 1169 C.D. 2018. and the 

consolidated complaint proceedings at Flynn et al. v. Sunoco Pipeline, L.P. at Docket No.

C-2018-3006116. Tr. 36. Ms. Kerslakc stated that she did not intend to testify, only that she 

requested intervention because the other two cases will not be heard for another year and she has 

similar concerns as Wilmer Baker (Complainant) regarding exposure of the MF.l pipeline in her 

community. Tr. 36-37.



Conversely, Sunoco Pipeline, L.P. (Sunoco, SPLP or Respondent) objected to 

treating the letter as a petition to intervene as it was not properly verified or served. Tr. 30.

SPLP argued that even if the letter was treated as a petition to intervene, it was untimely filed the 

day before the hearing without any showing of good cause. Tr. 31. Further, the petition did not 

contain a statement of issues and should be denied because Ms. Marcille-Kerslake resides in 

Chester County and already has Intervenor status in two cases against SPLP. where her issues arc 

being addressed. SPLP argued Ms. Marcille-Kerslake has not identified different issues, but 

even if she did. they should be outside the scope of the proceeding as Sunoco has been denied 

opportunity to conduct discovery regarding any new issue or claim in the proceeding. Tr. 34-35.

Section 5.72 of the Commission's regulations governs intervention. This Section 

provides that petition to intervene may be filed by a person claiming a right to intervene or an 

interest of such nature that intervention is necessary or appropriate to the administration of the 

statute under which the proceeding is brought/' 52 Pa.Code § 5.72(a). Section 5.72 also 

provides that the right or interest supporting intervention may be one of the following:

(1) A right conferred by statute of the United States or of the 
Commonwealth.

(2) An interest which may be directly affected and which is not 
adequately represented by existing participants, and as to which the 
petitioner may be bound by the action of the Commission in the 
proceeding.

(3) Another interest of such nature that participation of the petitioner 
may be in the public interest.

52 Pa.Code § 5.72(a)(l)-(3). Commission regulations also govern the form, content and timing 

of Petitions to Intervene.

In particular. Section 5.74 provides deadlines by which Petitions to Intervene 

shall be filed. This includes filing the Petition no later than the date fixed for the filing of 

responsive pleadings in an order or notice with respect to the proceedings and no later than the 

date fixed for filing protests as published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin. 52 Pa.Code § 5.74(b)(1)- 

(2). Both of these provisions, however, include “absent good cause shown" provisions that allow
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for exceptions to the regulations under certain circumstances. Id.: see also, 52 Pa.Code § 5.74(c) 

(“intervention will not be permitted once an evidentiary hearing has concluded absent 

extraordinary circumstances.'') (emphasis added); Pennsylvania Public Utility Comm 'n.

Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement v. West Penn Power Co., Docket No. C-2012-2307244. 

(Opinion and Order entered August 29. 2013) (“The Commission has been liberal in interpreting 

this ‘good cause* requirement, particularly where the grant of intervention will not delay the 

orderly progress of the case, significantly broaden the issues or shift the burden of proof.**).

In the instant case. Ms. Marcille-Kcrslake has failed to show good cause for 

intervening in an untimely manner. Her pleading was tiled eleven months after the Complaint 

was Hied on August 10, 2018, mainly because she is seeking expedited judgment on her issues 

raised in two other pending proceedings. The Petition to Intervene was not properly served upon 

Respondent in a timely manner, was not verified, and failed to adequately state the issues.

Further, it would prejudice Respondent to allow intervention with no notice or opportunity to 

conduct discovery regarding an Intervenor prior to an evidentiary hearing. Ms. Marciilc- 

Kerslak^, is an intervenor in two similar cases and although a hearing was held in the instant case 

before hearings expected to be held in October. 2019 and July. 2020, in the Flynn et at. 

consolidated proceeding, this alone is insufficient to show “good cause** needed for granting a 

last-minute intervention wcll-bcyond 60 days from the date the Complaint. It may appear on the 

surface that judgment will be rendered on some overlapping issues first in the instant case; 

however, it is unknown the length of time the Commission will take to ultimately decide these 

cases as there is no statutory deadline and the Commission is not required to review and issue 

decisions regarding exceptions to presiding officers* decisions in the order they arc rendered.

For these reasons. I am denying the Petition to Intervene.

However, as there have already been three comments filed to the instant ease and 

Ms. Kerslakc and approximately twenty other interested individuals sat in the audience during 

these proceedings, anyone not a party to the instant proceeding but who may have some insight 

bearing on the issues in this case may file a brief in Amicus Curiae1 on or before August 30. 

2019. the same date main briefs are due in this proceeding. Any party may file a response to the

1 Amiais Curiae is a Latin phrase meaning “friend of the court." Tr. 387.

3



Amicus Curiae briefs and main briefs through reply briefs due on or before September 18. 2019. 

Tr. 39, 388-389. Copies of any briefs should be sent to the parties and the presiding officer.

'Die briefs should reference evidence in the record, not extra-record evidence.

Closing the Evidentiary Record for the Piling of Briefs

At the hearing on July 18, 2019. SPLP Exhibit Nos. 31 and 32, depicting Sunoco 

Pipeline LP.‘s (SPLP) witness Mr. Zurchers handwritten notes on an easel were admitted. Tr. 

339. Counsel for SPLP took photographs of the Exhibits and submitted them to Wilmer Baker 

(Complainant) via overnight mail and to the presiding officer via e- mail. On July 25, 2019. 1 

sent a memorandum to the Secretary of the Commission, requesting the photographs of Exhibits 

31 and 32 be attached to Docket No. C-2018-3004294. Tr. 339.

Accordingly, the evidentiary record is now closed and the parties are given leave 

to file main briefs on or before August 30, 2019 and reply briefs on or before September 18.

2019. Tr. 387. The parties are reminded that proposed findings of fact, conclusions of law. and 

ordering paragraphs should be included in the initial briefs to improve the chances of inclusion in 

the ensuing initial decision. These and all findings, conclusions or argument should include 

specific references to their occurrence in the record.

THEREFORE,

1T1S ORDERED:

1. That the Petition to Intervene filed by Virginia Marcille-Kcrslakc on 

July 16. 2019 is hereby denied.

2. That Virginia Mareille-Kcrslake and any other interested individual/entity 

who wish to assist the Commission by offering insight bearing on the issues in this proceeding is 

permitted to file an Amicus Curiae brief on or before August 30. 2019.

4



3. That the parties are given leave to tile main briefs on or before August 30.

2019.

4. That the parties will be permitted to file reply briefs on or before 

September 18. 2019. in response to main briefs and any Amicus Curiae briefs filed .

5. That the evidentiary record at Docket No. C-2018-3004294 is closed for 

the filing of briefs. Amicus Curiae briefs, reply briefs, and decision writing.

6. That briefs shall comply with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code §§ 5.501 

and 5.502. The page limitation appearing in Section 5.501(c) is specifically waived to permit 

the parties to use the number of pages deemed to be necessary for a thorough discussion of the 

factual and legal issues in this case.

7. That due dales are in-hand and may be by electronic means on the due 

date iflransmission occurs before 4:00 pm and notice of electronic availability on the case- 

specific website or hard copies follow.

8. Electronic service upon the administrative law judge shall include a 

version in WORD format.

/s/Dated: July 25.2019

Elizabeth H. Barnes 
Administrative Law Judge
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