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* Since 1968, States have been active partnessistig the U.S. Department of Transportation
Secretary in implementing the nation’s pipelineesaprograms. State pipeline personnel
represent more than 80% of the State-federal ingpeworkforce and are the first line of
defense in promoting pipeline safety, preventindarground utility damage, educating the
public, and raising awareness regarding pipelifietpéssues.

* After the passage of the PIPES Act of 2006, Statere been working closely with the
Pipelines and Hazardous Materials Safety Admirtisineto fulfill the law’s mandates.

» State pipeline safety program managers are @aktmnthis relationship and are working with
PHMSA on key elements of the pipeline safety prograhese elements include excavation
damage prevention, gas distribution, transmissnzhligiuids management, public awareness
communications, control room management, safetippaance data collection and analysis,
national consensus standards development, risldlzagkintegrated inspections, and planning
for pipeline right-of-way encroachment.

» There are four key elements of pipeline safetiniMizing excavation damage to pipelines;
System integrity; Operator compliance with safetyuirements; and Fiscal responsibility

* Programs mandated by the last three pipelindgysegauthorizations require extensive
additional State efforts to address. Because aydrsi these programs results in more
inspection hours, State program managers are sitert-staffed, and federal grant monies have
not kept pace with the costs of providing the lesfedafety and compliance activities necessary.

* This issue was recognized in the PIPES Act, whigthorized PHMSA to reimburse a State up
to 80% of its personnel, equipment and activitiests required to carry out its responsibilities.
PHMSA's current proposal to fund these progrant0&b should be supported, as it moves us
closer to the congressionally mandated 80% nunétmititional funding will lead directly to

more inspectors on the ground and reduce the fipkpeline accidents



Good morning Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Uptord Bfembers of this Subcommittee. My
name is Donald L. Mason. | am a member of theiPuHilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO).

| am testifying today on behalf of the National Asstion of Regulatory Utility Commissioners
(NARUC), where | am the immediate Past Chair of@oenmittee on Gas, and the National
Association of Pipeline Safety Representatives (SR My testimony also reflects the views
of the PUCO. Thank you for the opportunity to diss our important role in supporting pipeline
safety as it relates to The Pipeline Inspectionfdtion, Enforcement, and Safety Act of 2006
(“PIPES Act”). This Act contains the necessarytgetions our nation depends on to safely
maintain its energy pipeline network. The membigrsii NARUC and NAPSR appreciate this
Subcommittee’s interest in pipeline safety and I@eased to provide testimony in support of
the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Secy&taefforts to fulfill the mandates of the

PIPES Act and thus enhance the nation’s pipelifefysa

NARUC is a quasi-governmental, non-profit orgari@mafounded in 1889. Our membership
includes the State public utility commissions segvall States and territories. NARUC's
mission is to serve the public interest by imprgvine quality and effectiveness of public utility
regulation. Our members regulate the retail ratesservices of electric, gas, water, and
telephone utilities. We are obligated under theslaf our respective States to ensure the
establishment and maintenance of such utility sesras may be required by the public
convenience and necessity and to ensure that sudleess are provided under rates and subject

to terms and conditions of service that are jestsonable, and non-discriminatory.



| ask that my testimony be made a part of the ckaod | will summarize our views.

Mr. Chairman, | will briefly describe to you thelewf the States, where our efforts are currently
focused, and what it takes in terms of State progrep support our partnership with the federal

government.

Role of the States

Since 1968, when the Pipeline Safety Act was signedlaw, the States have been active
partners with the U.S. DOT Secretary in implementime nation's pipeline safety program. In
fact, State pipeline-safety personnel represenerni@n 80% of the State/federal inspection
workforce. State inspectors are the "first linalefense" at the community level to promote
pipeline safety, prevent underground utility damaggicate the public, and raise awareness of

pipeline safety issues.

The resulting federal/State partnership is esddoti@nsuring the safe transportation of gas and
hazardous liquids. At the State level, the resjdity for pipeline safety programs is carried

out by approximately 325 qualified engineers argpattors in the lower 48 states, District of
Columbia and Puerto Rico. This number is approtege8Y% times the federal inspector
workforce. Importantly, States have direct safatisdiction over 96% of regulated intrastate
gas, and 32% of hazardous liquid systems and catioarde facilities in the United States.

Recent statistics indicate that States are resplerfsir pipeline safety covering more than 92%



of the 1.9 million miles of gas distribution pipingthe nation, 16% of the 300,000 miles of gas

transmission and 32% of the 166,000 miles of hamegdiquid pipelines.

Enhancing Pipeline Safety

Since passage of the PIPES Act, States have bedmgavith the Pipelines and Hazardous
Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) in fulfilig the mandates of the Act. This is being
accomplished in a two-pronged approach: (1) On ra@scthat are simple to carry out,
processes are put in place that can yield immedeattty benefits (e.qg., beefed-up enforcement);
and (2) On multi-faceted mandates (e.g. excavatamnage prevention), the States join federal-
State task groups, and where appropriate, the irydas well, to concentrate on developing
practical, effective and affordable solutions tgiement the various aspects of such mandates.
Although such efforts take more time, the resuét @arefully crafted, sensible approach that is

more likely to achieve the stated goal of the llegjige mandate.

Essential to this partnership are the pipelinetggfegram managers in each of the 52 State
agencies that are members of NAPSR. In additidhdw intensive inspection oversight work
schedules, many take extra time to address areamoérn dealing with existing challenges or
new initiatives in pipeline safety. NAPSR currgriths members on 19 task groups, with
representatives from 30 States working with PHM$¥ey safety elements of the pipeline
safety program. These include, but are not limitgexcavation damage prevention, gas
distribution, transmission and liquids integrity magement, public awareness communications,

control room management, safety performance dakaction and analysis, national consensus



standards development, risk-based and integrasp@ations, and planning for pipeline right-of-
way encroachment. With their knowledge and expegeabout conditions in their States, the

NAPSR members provide unique expertise to thedaskps.

Four Key Elements

One of the four key elements in pipeline safetyisimizing excavation damage to pipelines.
NAPSR members have been working with PHMSA in dgwelg the necessary implementation
steps for the nine elements specified in the PIR&Swhile also carrying out projects each year
which help promote One-Call programs and takingsste put into practice other components of

the nine-element program.

Another key element of pipeline safety is systetagnty. Through NAPSR, States worked with
recently a stakeholder group to develop the fouadaif the soon-to-be-released Distribution
integrity Management Program rule. They are nawkimg with PHMSA to plan the
implementation steps of this rule which will addéeigrity management coverage of almost two
million miles of distribution pipelines under Stateisdiction. In anticipation of the rule, many
NAPSR members are already overseeing installafi@xcess flow valves on residential service
lines in their States. Also, State inspectors ae¥seeing existing pipeline integrity management
programs under way in their respective Statesmukt be remembered that many States have
long had integrity management programs in the fofradditional and accelerated operating and
maintenance activities, as well as planned replac¢programs. These programs have been

very effective in addressing the local needs ofitldesidual distribution systems throughout the



country, and are based on the actual circumstaftessing the individual systems. However,
the new requirements are likely to increase thekiwad significantly, particularly in the area of

written procedures and ongoing data collection amalysis.

The third key element to pipeline safety is contagunspection efforts for operator compliance
with the long-standing safety requirements thaecaesign, installation, initial testing,
corrosion control and many operating and mainteadumcctions. While new sets of regulations
have been developed to address recently identigeds, the enforcement of the original code
requirements is essential to maintaining the blasiels of safety in our pipeline systems.

Properly installed new facilities should minimizgure integrity issues.

Finally, a fourth and critical key element in degliwith pipeline safety in practice is fiscal
responsibility. Being responsible and directly@attable to our States’ residents, we are
sensitive to program costs to our ratepayers. udh,sve consider practical ways of enhancing
safety, which may include risk-based approachgsgeline safety to allow the operators under
our jurisdiction to focus their resources to whitrey are most needed, while enhancing or

maintaining safety.

Through forums at NARUC and efforts of NAPSR, we'kwaith our federal partner, PHMSA,

to identify such areas. This also requires enguhiat proper data are collected by our operators
and compiled by our program offices so that risks loe properly identified and assessed. Here
again, our NAPSR members are engaged in an ongfioig with PHMSA to collect reliable,

high quality, relevant data on the characterisiind safety performance of the nation’s gas and



liquid fuel delivery systems. Part of fiscal reapibility is the federal government living up to
its original promise from the Pipeline Safety A€t1868 of 50% funding of State expenditures
for pipeline safety (currently the level is approeitely 40%) and expanding it toward the

recently authorized 80% maximum funding allowanaetained in the PIPES Act of 2006.

Transmission Pipeline Integrity Reassessment Inteat

Transmission pipeline operators have stated thit the fixed seven-year integrity reassessment
interval, their resources and the associated swidll not necessarily be focused where they
are most needed and will undergo a peak demandgdtire period from year eight through year
10. This occurs because of the overlap betweeh@hgear baseline assessment period and the
7-year reassessment period. Since there willgea& workload in assessments during the
overlap period, there will also likely be a peategrity inspection workload for the States during
that period. However, unlike industry, States dolrave the resources to hire additional help if
needed. This means that in some States wherensar&load is high, the ability to carry out the
necessary pipeline safety compliance inspectiottsimihe required time intervals will be
hampered during the three years of overlappingsassents. Flexibility in the reassessment

interval, subject to the necessary safeguards,duoeip mitigate this problem.

Concluding Remarks

In summary, programs mandated by the last thredipgsafety reauthorizations require

extensive additional State efforts to address gafedreas that include operator qualification



requirements, gas transmission and liquids pipefitegrity, public awareness communications,
excess flow valve installation, pipeline controbno management distribution integrity, and
excavation damage prevention. Because State gherdithese programs translates into more
inspection-hours, State Program Managers are finidincreasingly difficult to carry out all of
their responsibilities with current inspector stagflevels. As our staffs have had to grow so we
can administer and enforce the new requiremendsy & grant monies have not kept pace with
the costs of providing the level of safety and cbamgze activities necessary. The States have

had to assume a larger and larger share of the cbptoviding for pipeline safety.

This was recognized in the PIPES Act, which au#eatiPHMSA to reimburse a State up to 80%
of the cost of the personnel, equipment, and digs/reasonably required to carry out pipeline
safety activities in that State. For FY 2008, PHM#%s funds for reimbursing only 40% of
State expenditures. The current PHMSA proposhind State programs at 60% is appropriate
and should be supported. Now Congress must praddguate funding for State pipeline safety
grants and move toward the 80% federal fundingldeas authorized under the PIPES Act—for
State costs associated with the congressionallyatad expansion of pipeline safety programs.
Additional funding for State programs will put maonspectors on the ground, resulting in more

frequent inspections of pipeline operators anddaced risk of pipeline accidents.

Like you, we understand the importance of our rois$o the safety of our citizens, energy

reliability and continued economic growth of ourtida.



Thank you for your attention. For your review anfbrmation, | have attached two policy
resolutions approved by NARUC in February addressome of the issues discussed here today
and respectfully request that they be includedhérecord. | would be pleased to answer any

guestions you may have






Resolution on Congressional Appropriations for Pipee Safety

WHEREAS, Since the Pipeline Safety Act was signed into ilaw968, States have been very
active in assisting the U.S. Department of Transpion (DOT) Secretary to carry out the
nation's pipeline safety program, State pipelirfetggpersonnel represent more than 80 % of the
State/federal inspection workforce and State ingpecare the “first line of defense" at the
community level to promote pipeline safety, undeugrd utility damage prevention, and public
education and awareness regarding pipeliaeg;

WHEREAS, States have direct safety jurisdiction over 96%egulated intrastate gas and 32%
hazardous liquid systems and carbon dioxide fasliin the United States, and States are
responsible for pipeline safety covering over 92P4.8 million miles of gas distribution piping
in the nation, 15% of 320,000 miles of gas transmrsand 33% of 160,000 miles of hazardous
liquid pipelines;and

WHEREAS, Adequate funding is necessary to enable the sSStiteconduct the required
inspections of the existing pipeline facilities, wnepipeline construction projects, and to
encourage compliance with current and pending mipaelafety regulationsind

WHEREAS, Added programs mandated by the Accountable Pip&afety and Partnership Act
of 1996 and the two pipeline safety reauthorizatitivat followed include, but are not limited to,
operator qualification requirements, gas transmissand liquids pipeline integrity, public
awareness communications, excess flow valve iasi@ah, pipeline control room management
and distribution integrity managemeand

WHEREAS, As a result of the shortfall in past Congressiomapropriations, the federal
matching grants to States have not been commessunsth the growth in pipeline safety
program expenditures covered by State funds ty cartrthe above mandates)d

WHEREAS, The Pipeline Inspection, Protection, Enforcenard Safety Act of 2006 (PIPES
Act) authorized PHMSA to reimburse a State up t&@806f the cost of the personnel, equipment,
and activities reasonably required to carry outeliie safety activities in that Statapw,
therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Directors of the National Asstoia of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners, convened in its 2008 Winter Meetings Washington, D.C., urges
Congressional appropriations bodies to adjust ikeaF Year 2009 appropriations to DOT for
State pipeline safety grants so that States aengive opportunity to recover at least 80% of the
costs of the congressionally mandated expandedajaty programs.

Sponsored by the Committee on Gas
Adopted by the Board of Directors February 20, 2008



Resolution on Excavation Damage Prevention

WHEREAS, The Pipeline Inspection, Protection, Enforcement Safety Act of 2006 (PIPES
Act), which was signed into law in December 200&ablished a new pipeline safety program
focused on improving existing State “excavation dgeprevention” programand

WHEREAS, Excavation damage is the number one cause afuseaccidents to pipelines and
other underground utilitiegnd

WHEREAS, This new pipeline safety program encourages Staieenhance their damage
prevention programs by incorporating nine "Elemeéntdgo their pipeline safety regulations
and/or lawsand

WHEREAS, A group of excavation damage prevention stakedrelgcomposed of excavators,

underground facility owners, operators, safety adues, State regulators, and the public)
participated in a three-year collaborative effaltawing on their expertise and experiences in
underground facility safety, operations, and extiamato craft the nine “Elementsand

WHEREAS, A stakeholder group formed the Excavation Danfageyention Initiative (EDPI)
in the summer of 2007 and produced a documend titBaiide to the Nine Elements” to provide
guidance to stakeholders, State legislatures, aat Sommissions, working to incorporate the
nine “Elements” into their States’ existing Statathge prevention prograna)d

WHEREAS, State legislatures and State commissions are lasiked to use the EDPI's “Guide
to the Nine Elements” as a baseline for improvimgrtcurrent programsind

WHEREAS, The PIPES Act requires that the Department ofn3partation make grants
available to States that undertake to incorporéie nine “Elements” into their damage
prevention programsind

WHEREAS, The Elements themselves contain processes ansl thef when incorporated into
State damage prevention programs, will enhance dfffeictivenessnow, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Directors of the National Agation of Regulatory Ultility
Commissioners, convened in its 2008 Winter MeetingsWashington, D.C., urges State
commissions to review their current excavation dgenarevention programs and to consider the
EDPI's “Guide to the Nine Elements” document in mngkrevisions and improvements, where
necessary, in order to incorporate fully the nieéetments” of the PIPES Act of 2006.

Sponsored by the Committee on Gas
Adopted by the Board of Directors February 20, 2008



