BEFORE THE
PIPELINE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRATION
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Pipeline Safety: Request for Revision of a )
Previously Approved Information Collection ) Dothkéo. PHMSA-2014-0092
National Pipeline Mapping System )

COMMENTS OF SPECTRA ENERGY PARTNERS

The United States Department of Transportationjgelies and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration (“PHMSA”) issued the abovepttaned Request for Revision of a
Previously Approved Information Collection — NatanPipeline Mapping System (OMB
Control No. 2137-0596) published in the Federaliftegon August 27, 2015 (“Notice®).The
Notice addresses many of the comments to the pre\pooposalfor collecting additional data
through the National Pipeline Mapping System (“NPMSmproving the accuracy of data
submitted to the NPMS and requiring NPMS submittaisadditional pipelines.

Spectra Energy Partners, LP (“SEP3ppreciates the opportunity to comment on this
revised proposal for NPMS data collection. SEP ©amd operates one of the largest natural gas
pipeline networks in the United States, with ov&,6D0 miles of natural gas transmission
pipeline. In addition, SEP owns and operates apmprately 1,450 miles of crude oil
transmission pipeline. As such, SEP shares PHM8A&re to improve the NPMS and make
certain information more accessible to first resjge and the public. SEP is committed to
working with PHMSA and others toward attaining thg®als. It is with this constructive spirit

! 80Fed. Reg. 52,084
2 79Fed. Reg. 44,246

3 SEP, a master limited partnership, owns the fdatigvpipelines and storage facilities located in
the United States: Texas Eastern TransmissionAlg&nquin Gas Transmission, LLC; Saltville
Gas Storage Company L.L.C.; East Tennessee NaBaa)] LLC, Ozark Gas Transmission,
L.L.C.; Big Sandy Pipeline, LLC; Bobcat Gas Storag&press Pipeline, LLC and Platte Pipe
Line Company, LLC; as well as interests in Maritgr& Northeast Pipeline, L.L.C.; Gulfstream
Natural Gas System, L.L.C.; ; Egan Hub Storage, L&@ckman Ridge, LP; and the Southeast
Supply Header, LLC. A wholly owned subsidiary gfeStra Energy Corp is the general partner
of SEP.
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that SEP offers the following comments regarding tievised proposal for NPMS data
collection.

General Comments

SEP continues to support a reasonable, practieggeach to improving the positional
accuracy of the pipeline centerline submitted ®XfPMS. Improving the positional accuracy of
the NPMS data may help to better evaluate pipelsie improve emergency response and assist
communities to make informed decisions for develeptmear transmission pipelines. SEP also
continues to support submittal of some additiongelne attributes to the NPMS to assist
PHMSA to perform risk assessments and other puspgtsged in the Notice.

SEP commends PHMSA for making revisions to the psed NPMS data collection to
address comments to the previous notice (dated3ylp014). SEP fully supports PHMSA'’s
decision to drop a number of attributes from theppsed data collection. SEP also fully
supports the revised accuracy requirements aseatkfim the Notice. These revisions to the
proposed data collection will make the data calbectand submittal more practicable and
significantly reduce the cost of implementationthamo measureable decrease in pipeline safety
or the usefulness of the data.

SEP appreciates PHMSA'’s efforts to simplify the pgmeed NPMS data submittal.
However, SEP believes several provisions of thepgsed data collection are still overly
burdensome and complex, and can be further siraglifiy incorporation of SEP’s suggested
revisions described in these comments.

Timing of Initial Submittals

SEP supports PHMSA'’s proposal for collection of tiesv data in three (3) phases over
three (3) reporting years. This phased-in apprasidhallow operators to gather and organize
the required data in an effective, efficient mann&EP believes the language in the Notice is
unclear with regards to the year when the Phasstd wiould need to be submitted. The phrase
“first submission year following the effective damould be interpreted in different ways, and
thus should be clarified. It will take operatoiraé to develop their systems to enable submittal
of the data. SEP believes a reasonable, practiegigroach would be for the Phase 1 data to be
submitted in March 2018 (assumes a 2016 effectate)d SEP supports this timeframe, and
requests PHMSA to clarify this in the final NPMSalaubmittal requirements.

Submittal of Attributes on a “Predominant” Basis

The revised proposal continues to require the ¢perta report some attributes on a
“predominant” basis (pipe grade and decade of liastan). The other attributes must be
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submitted based on the “actuattribute (wall thickness, class location, HCAggsBure test,
etc.). The Notice defines “predominant” as “90geert or higher of the pipeline segment being
submitted to the NPMS”. This approach can createml problems for some operators, as
described below.

« The length of a segment can become a very dynainiloltde, subject to change any time
there is a modification of any kind. For largest®ms, it will be an intensive work effort
to make sure each “segment” has at least 90% dfgheific attribute. Any change in a
segment, such as a pipe replacement or recoatojgcprcould then have an effect on
upstream and downstream segments. The analysiseedo identify all segments that
meet the 90% threshold could be a significant etfoat would have to be repeated every
year.

« Each of the attributes to achieve the 90% threshady result in a different segment
length depending on the attribute. Reporting d#fifé segment lengths for the different
attributes will become a significant administrattuerden for some operators, and may be
confusing to the users of the data.

« Requiring reporting of the “actual” attribute foorse attributes and reporting other
attributes as “predominant” may create confusiéior example, reporting the “actual”
pipe wall thickness and the “predominant” pipe gradll lead to a misunderstanding of
risk. There will be segments of pipe that havertshections of thinner wall pipe with a
higher grade than the predominant grade. Thewfailh pipe will be reported, but only
the predominant pipe grade would be reported.

For these reasons, SEP urges PHMSA to allow opsréte option to either submit all
pipe attributes on an “actual” basis, or submit piyge grade and decade of installation on a
“predominant” basis. This will allow operators tthexibility to submit data in the most effective
and efficient manner, based on their unique dattesys.

Annual Submittals

SEP proposes that operators be allowed to subpotrplete updated dataset each year,
rather than including only new or changed data witRevision Code. Tracking all changes
made to the datasets would be an excessive adratiist burden, as a significant amount of
data will change each year to account for facghganges and data corrections.

Data for new pipelines, pipe replacements and athanges will take some time after
completion to input into the appropriate datasetaltow submission to the NPMS. Thus the
data for projects completed late in the year maybeocavailable to be reported by March of the

* For the purposes of these comments, SEP definasalaas requiring reporting each time an
attribute changes.
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following year. SEP urges PHMSA to recognize tfast in the final NPMS submittal
requirements.

Revision Code

The NPMS currently includes a field to indicateaifchange in the pipe was spatial,
jurisdictional, or attributional. At the NPMS Teuhal Workshop on November 18, 2015, it was
stated that spatial changes were of most importandeattribution changes were not a priority.
With the number of new attributes proposed, it widag a heavy burden on operators to track all
attribute changes and lead to greater segmentatitire data, especially on attributes that could
change annually like Class and HCA. SEP recommetfidsnating the Revision Code for
attribute changes altogether, or, at a minimumgcigpeg the attributes for which change
detection reporting would be required.

Cost of Implementation

SEP believes PHMSA has not properly accountedlféh@ costs that will be incurred to
meet the requirements described in the Notice. ®BEkReves PHMSA has significantly
underestimated the annual burden of complianceth&umore, PHMSA has not addressed the
cost for confirming geospatial location, data gatigeand changes to existing data systems to
facilitate the new requirements. SEP believesetlests will be significant. SEP estimates its
cost for the work to be able to comply with the nexquirements and to demonstrate that
compliance will be approximately $2.3 million.

Emergency Response Enhancements

In the Notice, PHMSA states the proposed data cidie is needed to assist emergency
responders to prepare for and respond to pipehmergencies. SEP agrees that more accurate
geospatial positioning, product information, andnsoof the proposed attributes can assist
emergency responders to better prepare for pipelimergencies and to enhance their response.
The Notice proposes significant changes to the NPk& SEP believes many emergency
responders will need to be trained on those chan@sP encourages PHMSA to develop a
NPMS training program specifically for emergencyspenders to promote a consistent
understanding. SEP believes a consistent trajmogram that could be used in different venues
will be much more effective than each operatorngyto develop their own NPMS training
program for emergency responders.

The NPMS currently includes phone numbers onlyafgeneral information contact and
a contact for the NPMS submittal. SEP urges PHM&Add the operator’s 24-hour emergency
number to allow emergency responders to contaabplkeator in the event of a pipeline incident.

Page 4 of 11



Enforcement

Finally, SEP believes PHMSA should encourage opesaio continually improve the
accuracy of their NPMS submittals. To that end,M3A should not initiate enforcement
actions against an operator for correcting datasahnitting revised data to NPMS.

Comments to Specific Requirements

A. Positional accuracy

SEP supports the revised positional accuracy fahore pipelines, as defined in the
Notice. SEP believes most or all of its onshorpelies already meet these accuracy
requirements. However, SEP recognizes that opsratitl need to be able to demonstrate the
specified positional accuracy. For piggable pipedi in-line inspection tools are an effective
means of verifying the geospatial position of tiepine. For non-piggable lines, one method to
confirm the geospatial position and demonstrate ptiamce would be to locate and mark the
pipelines and conduct GPS surveys. The resulthesfe surveys would then be input into the
operator’s geographic information system (GIS).

In the Notice, PHMSA proposes that gas transmissmerators submit data with +/- 50
feet positional accuracy for all pipeline segmewishin “a right-of-way for a designated
interstate, freeway, expressway, or other principldne arterial roadway...within its potential
impact radius®> SEP urges PHMSA to provide a complete datasehfmse highways and roads
for which this requirement would apply to remove #mbiguity from this requirement.

SEP believes the proposed NPMS data geospatiglgroaccuracy requirements should
not be applied to offshore pipelines. There agmiBtant challenges in obtaining this level
geospatial accuracy for offshore pipelines, and thwould be very costly to achieve. Many
offshore gas transmission pipelines are not piggadhd thus ILI tools could not be used to
provide geospatial position. Furthermore, mostefbenefits of geospatial accuracy that apply
to onshore pipelines do not apply to offshore pigsd. SEP urges PHMSA to require offshore
pipeline geospatial position based on the opemtorailable data.

B. Pipe diameter

SEP supports PHMSA'’s proposal to require operatorsubmit pipe diameter to the
NPMS. SEP agrees this is information needed by BAMNd is good information for public
awareness and emergency response.

® Revised ICR, at 4.
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C. Wall Thickness

SEP does not oppose PHMSA'’s proposal to requirengtdd of pipe wall thickness to
the NPMS.

D. Commodity Detalil

SEP supports PHMSA’s proposal to require submitfathe commodity type being
transported in a pipeline. The type of commodign doe critical in emergency response
situations. Since some pipelines may transpofemifit commodities in batches, the NPMS
must be able to accommodate submittal of multiplamodities in a given pipeline.

E. Pipe material

SEP supports PHMSA's proposal to collect data iredatio pipe material. Pipe material
can provide information relating to excavation dgmand external loading risks.

F. Pipe Grade

SEP does not oppose PHMSA's proposal to collece grade information. In some
cases, the predominant pipe grade may not prowddential information on integrity issues,
since the pipe grade in HCAs or Class 3 or 4 amag not be the same as the predominant
grade. Also, submitting this data on a “predomihdmasis could be misleading. Pipe wall
thickness changes, which will be submitted on anua” basis, often will align with pipe grade
changes. Applying the “predominant” pipe grada thinner wall pipe that actually has a higher
grade will result in an inaccurate risk assessm&fP urges PHMSA to allow submittal of pipe
grade either on a “predominant” basis or an “attiasis. This will allow operators the
flexibility to submit data in the most effective daefficient manner, based on their unique data
systems.

G. Pipe Join Method

SEP does not oppose PHMSA's proposal to colle@ ddating to pipe joining methods.
Pipe joining method can be an important factoish assessments.

H. Percent Operating SMYS

SEP does not oppose PHMSA'’s revised proposal tainegperators to submit the
operating percent SMYS based on the maximum opegrgiressure (“MOP”) or maximum
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allowable operating pressure (“MAOP”) for each segin Operating stress is an important
factor in risk assessments.

I. Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure or Maximum Opeating Pressure
(MAOP/MOP)

SEP supports PHMSA'’s proposal to require operatrsubmit data on the Maximum
Allowable Operating Pressure (“MAOP”) or Maximum &agting Pressure (“MOP”) to the
NPMS. SEP agrees this is information needed by BAMNd is good information for public
awareness and emergency response.

J. Seam Type

SEP does not oppose PHMSA'’s proposal to submit dgpmto NPMS. Seam type,
along with time of construction and hydrostatict tbsstory, are important factors in risk
assessments.

K. Decade of Installation

SEP agrees with PHMSA's statement in the Notice tha age of the pipeline is an
important consideration in risk-ranking algoritharsd to relate pipeline attributes to surrounding
geographical areas. However, SEP believes sulbroittthis data on a “predominant” basis
could result in inaccurate risk assessments, espewhere the “predominant” pipe is new, but
the segment includes some older pipe. SEP belmyamittal of the in-service year or decade of
installation on an “actual” basis could bettereeflactual risk. It may also be more efficient for
operators to submit this data, as previously diesdri

SEP urges PHMSA to revise the reporting requirerteeatlow the operator to submit the
decade of installation or the in-service year eitthrea “predominant” basis or an “actual”’ basis.
This will allow operators the flexibility to submitata in the most effective and efficient manner,
based on their unique data systems.

L. Onshore/Offshore

SEP supports PHMSA's proposal to require submissfahata indicating if a pipeline is
onshore or offshore. SEP recommends PHMSA isstleaa definition for “offshore pipelines”
to facilitate consistent reporting between opesator
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M. Inline Inspection

SEP supports PHMSA's proposal to require submdtadata indicating if a pipeline is
capable of accommodating in-line inspection (“ILtgols. SEP recommends PHMSA issue a
clear definition of “ILI capable” to address thdldoving issues:

» Should lines that use temporary launchers andversebe considered ILI capable?

* Should lines that can be inspected with cable plltools be considered ILI
capable?

 How would an operator report a new section of lihat is “ILI capable” that is
installed in a pipeline that is not ILI capable?

N. Class Location

SEP supports PHMSA's proposal for submittal of lexation information through the
NPMS. This can provide valuable information to PEMand other stakeholders.

O. Gas High Consequence Area Segments

SEP supports PHMSA'’s proposal to submit data reggrdas pipeline segments that
could affect an HCA. This can provide valuableomfation to PHMSA and other stakeholders.

P. Segment Could Affect an HCA

SEP supports PHMSA'’s proposal to submit data reggréiazardous liquid pipeline
segments that could affect an HCA.

Q. Year of Last ILI

SEP does not oppose PHMSA's proposal to requirengtdd data regarding year of last
in-line integrity assessment. The NPMS databas& malude an option for reporting pipelines
that are not piggable.

R. Coated/Uncoated and Cathodic Protection

SEP supports PHMSA'’s proposal to require submitfaldata regarding coated and
uncoated pipelines. However, SEP strongly oppasesof the term “effectively coated”. This
term can be subject to various interpretations,amdperator could be subjected to enforcement
actions if a PHMSA inspector determines the operass not reported this attribute properly.
SEP urges PHMSA to include coating as a simple/fygsattribute.
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SEP also supports submittal of data to specifypfpeline is under cathodic protection.
This data should also be reported as a simplerigésb avoid varying interpretations.

S. Type of Coating

SEP does not oppose PHMSA'’s proposal to requirengtd of the type of coating.

T. FRP Control Number and Sequence Number, If Applicake

SEP does not oppose PHMSA’s proposal to includditfacdesponse plan control
numbers and sequence number, if applicable.

U. Year and Pressure of Last and Original Pressure Tés

SEP does not oppose PHMSA's proposal to requiregtdd of year and pressure of last
and original pressure test. This data is imporfantrisk assessments. The current proposal
would require submittal of data relating to thet laiessure test as part of Phase 2 and the data
relating to the original pressure test as partt@de 3. SEP suggests that all hydrostatic teat dat
be provided as part of Phase 3 to allow operators to collect that data and input it into their
data systems.

V. Abandoned Pipelines

SEP does not oppose PHMSA'’s proposal to includdatetion of abandoned pipelines
in the NPMS submittal.

W. Pump and Compressor Station Locations

SEP supports PHMSA's proposal to include the locatif pump and compressor
stations in the NPMS submittal. The location @S facilities is important to emergency
responders that may need to respond to an incalehese facilities.

X. Block Valve Locations

SEP supports submittal of mainline block valve tames to NPMS. The location of
block valves may provide PHMSA and emergency redpmnwith meaningful information
regarding the extent and severity of property damage and life-threatening risks during a high-
consequence incident.” SEP recommends PHMSA provide a clear definibba “mainline
block valve” to assure consistent reporting.
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Y. Storage field locations

SEP believes there is little value to PHMSA'’s pregioto require submittal of storage
field boundaries to the NPMS. The NPMS submitiatéay includes the pipelines to the
individual storage field wells, thus including I¢iceas where emergency response may be
required. SEP contends there are no emergencypnespmplications for the storage field
boundary.

While SEP believes there is little value in subaitif these boundaries, SEP does not
oppose this proposal. To make the submittal pralote and consistent, the boundaries should be
defined as the property boundary for salt caveanage facilities and the storage reservoir
boundary, including any protective buffer bounddoy,depleted reservoir storage facilities.

Z. Breakout tanks

SEP does not oppose PHMSA'’s proposal to includako tank locations in NPMS
submittals. PHMSA should clarify if the submitialfor each tank or the boundary of a tank
farm.

AA. LNG Attributes

SEP supports PHMSA's proposal to include the locatif LNG facilities in the NPMS
submittal. The location of these facilities is ionfant to emergency responders that may need to
respond to an incident at these facilities.

Conclusion

SEP shares PHMSA's desire to improve the NPMS aakientertain information more
accessible to first responders and other stakef®IdeSEP is committed to working with
PHMSA and others toward attaining these goals. Bé&ieves incorporation of these comments
will achieve the goals of the proposed NPMS datkection in a more effective and practicable
manner.

SEP appreciates the opportunity to comment onelised proposal for changes to the
NPMS data collection, and urges PHMSA to addresseltomments in the final NPMS data
collection requirements.
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Dated: November 25, 2015

For further information please contact:

Rick Kivela

Director, Operational Compliance
Spectra Energy Partners

5400 Westheimer Court

Houston, TX 77056

(713) 627-6388

(713) 516-0190 (cell)
rwkivela@spectraenergy.com
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Respectfully submitted,

Rick W. Kivela

Director, Operational Compliance
Spectra Energy Partners, LP
5400 Westheimer Court
Houston, TX 77056



