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8:35 a.m.
MR. MAYBERRY: Well, let"s get
started. Good morning and thank you for

attending this meeting of the Gas Pipeline
Advisory Committee.

My name is Alan Mayberry, and I™m
the Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety
in PHMSA. Pursuant to the Federal Advisory
Committee Act, | am the Designated Federal
Official fTor GPAC and will serve as the
presiding official for this meeting.

Our Chairperson fTor this meeting
will be the Honorable David Danner, who is the
Chair of the Washington utilities and
Transportation Commission.

Before 1 introduce special guests,
I"d Olike to discuss meeting protocols, you
know, first, starting off with a safety moment.
IT we do have an emergency or fire alarm and
such, the exits you can see marked on either

side of my left and my right. |If you go out to

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.

(202) 234-4433 Washington DC www.nealrgross.com




© 0o N o 0o b~ wWw N P

=
(@)

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

the left out those doors, you see the stairs.
You came up probably from the lobby. Straight
down those stairs and out the front of the
building.

On the right, if you take a left
outside of any of these doors and go down this
corridor, there®s an emergency exit that goes
to a stairwell that also goes to the outside.

So that covers our safety as far as evacuation
procedures.

I would Ulike to recognize Tristan
Brown, who"s the Deputy Administrator of PHMSA,
who Is present today.

And then before we get started, 1711
go over a few housekeeping items to help ensure
the meeting runs smoothly. During this
meeting, not all participants will have access
or control to provide comments. While
Committee  members have  full participation
access, public participants will be provided an
opportunity to comment and ask questions at

allotted times, and those will be well noted by
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the Chailr as we go.

IT you're not presenting or
speaking, please make sure that your -- well,
first of all, make sure your phones are on
mute, and then, 1If you®"re here at the
Committee, make sure your microphone 1is on
mute. As you can tell, these microphones are
quite sensitive. And 1f necessary, take a
moment now to check that you®re muted. We ask
that you hold any comments until we open the
floor for discussion.

For members of the public, when you
are acknowledged, please limit your comments to
two minutes or less. We"ll be holding tight to
that. As you know, we have quite an aggressive
week this week with two major rules that we"re
discussing. |If necessary, the Chairperson may
ask you to cut your comment short to keep the
agenda moving.

And, of course, you can submit
written comments under the Advisory Committee

docket under PHMSA-2023-0061, and any comments
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should be submitted by January 5th, 2024.

Also, this meeting i1s being recorded
or transcribed. So, a transcript of the
meeting will be available to the public in the
meeting docket about two or three weeks after
the meeting.

Now, in an effort to maintain order
and decorum and schedule  throughout the
meeting, we ask that both Committee members and
the public adhere to the basic rules, such as:

Please don"t delay or disrupt the
meeting, whether by conversing separately
during proceedings or by causing other
distractions.

Do not interrupt speakers or
presenters.

Please follow the 1instructions of
the Chairperson and the presiding officer.

And please note that anyone who
disrupts the meeting will be asked to leave the
meeting room.

I think those are pretty basic
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niceties in order to make sure that the meeting
runs smoothly.

So, this concludes the housekeeping
1tems. Before 1 turn 1t over to Chairman
Danner, let me just say for a second, this
meeting also represents a number of milestones.

One, it's the first In-person
meeting we"ve had in some time, and i1t"s really
awesome to see the members today.

And also, we have a number of new
members. So, welcome to the new members.

And 1t"s just so great to see people
In person, you know, both on the Committee, and
then, also, the people who attended that are
behind me today.

As mentioned, we"re going to be
covering two rules this week: the leak
detection and repair rule, which will go first,
and then, I1"m sure this will be repeated, but,
then, later, after that"s finished, which after
about, say, day three maybe, we*"ll go to the

class location rule. No, day two, actually --
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we hope.

And then, 1t also represents a
milestone in that i1t"s key building blocks of
mandates that came out of the PIPES 2020 Act
through three sections: 113, on leak
detection; 114, on O0&M procedures that are
being codified, and then, 118, on really our
expanded scope or our expanded mission that
includes cost recovery or the cost-benefit, to
include methane abatement measures.

And, of course, we"re updating on
the leak detection rule what"s traditionally
been just six simple words that were in the
Code that really were the requirements, the
federal requirements, TfTor leak repair. You
will hear a lot more about that later.

But, at this point, 1 would like to
turn 1t over to Chairman Danner.

MR. BROWN: [I"m going to cut in,
Alan. 1Is that all right?

MR. MAYBERRY: Oh, sure. Of course.

MR. BROWN: Great. Thank you so

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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much. And I"m going to pay heed to vyour
request and urging of being brief here.

I did just want to thank a few folks
and I wanted to just provide a few reminders
and a little bit of context for this marathon
meeting.

First of all, 1 wish everybody had a
happy Thanksgiving, but especially to Team
PHMSA who has been working on preparing for
this marathon meeting for really the last many
days, weeks, months, really years, but
especially in the last few days during a run-up
holiday week. So, thank you to each of you
that have been working so hard to be ready for
this week.

Thanks as well to the new members of
the Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee. We"re
exciting, as Alan said, to see everybody iIn
person and appreciate your service to this
important Committee.

And then, thanks to the folks who

served on the Committee before. In particular,

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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we"ve got Steve Nanney, who has not served on
the Committee, but has served us so long.
Steve, thank you so much for your service and
congratulations on an impending -- we"re going
to say a little bit of time off. How"s that?

And thanks to Andy for your many
years of service on the Advisory Committee.

I wanted to jJust provide the
reminder that this Committee 1is directed by
Congress to be utilized as a tool to develop
our standards and regulations. And so, the
effort we put into it is really to, as close as
we can, come to consensus, as we update and
strengthen standards.

In this case, we have two rules that
we are working through. They"re both directed
by Congress, as Alan mentioned. And they are
one of over 30 mandates from the PIPES Act of
2020.

This i1s the methane leak detection
and repair rule. It is in many ways a first-

of-its-kind directive from Congress to minimize

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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methane emissions.

And America has been leading the
charge in developing technologies and deploying
technologies to minimize methane emissions
across the midstream space.

This rule, as drafted, i1s designed
to leverage America®s ingenuity, our prowess in
efficiency, and to Qlead us going fTorward
globally iIn the energy space.

And, of course, we have to write
rules that will be implemented years from now,
as technology has already continued to develop
and be deployed in ever-increasingly efficient
ways.

And so, as you work through the
rule, I hope you will consider that context,
that we have to write rules for implementation
years ahead. And 1t"s usually many, many
years, sometimes a decade, before we get to
update rules again. And that"s why we try so
hard and work so hard to be as encompassing and

as thoughtful as possible in developing a rule.
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And that"s why your work, the work
of the Advisory Committee, but also the many
people who I*m sorry I*ve got back behind me,
because 1 know there®s so many people in the
room that will continue to work hard to help us
write the best rules that we can.

And 1 think just the final reminder
and thank you. This iIs a marathon meeting.
This will be a marathon meeting, and 1 hope
you"ll just try to remember that we are all
attempting to swim in the same direction. |IT
you need a little nudging from one another to
be reminded of that, please do.

And then the Jlast thank you to
Charrman Danner and  Chairman Burman  for
chairing both the efforts of creating these two
rules today.

wWith that, I"m going to pay heed,
Alan, and kick i1t back -- or kick it back to
the Honorable Dave Danner.

MR. DANNER: Well, thank you very

much. | appreciate that. And i1t"s good to

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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meet you finally, Tristan Brown.

There are a lot of familiar faces
here and a lot of new faces as well. So, let"s
just get right into i1t.

As Alan said, my name is Dave
Danner, and 1"m the Chair of the Washington
utilities and Transportation Commission. And
I"m going to serve as the Chairperson for the
leak detection portion of our marathon this
week .

So, I hereby call this meeting of
the Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee to order.

As Alan said, this meeting is being
recorded, and a transcript will be produced for
the record. The  transcript and the
presentations will be available on the meeting
page of the PHMSA website. The docket number
for this meeting 1Is PHMSA-2023-0061.

And before we get started, a few
reminders. For members, presenters, and the
public, please remember to introduce yourself

each time you speak, so your comments are

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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properly recorded in the transcripts for the
meeting.

Additionally, members should set
their tent cards on end to alert us that they
wish to make a comment.

And now, 1°d Hlike to take an
opportunity to conduct the roll call.

Cameron, 1f you would do that for
us?

MR. SATTERTHWAITE: All right.
Cameron Satterthwaite from PHMSA doing the roll
call.

As | say your name, just say here,
and we will check you down. Diane Burman?

MS. BURMAN: Here.

MR. SATTERTHWAITE: Peter Chace?

MR. CHACE: Here.

MR. SATTERTHWAITE: David Danner?

MR. DANNER: Here.

MR. SATTERTHWAITE: Sara Longan?

MS. LONGAN: Here.

MR. SATTERTHWAITE: Terry Turpin?

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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Ravikumar?

(202) 234-4433

MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.

MR.

MR.
MR.
MS.
MR.
MS.
MR.

MR.

TURPIN: Here.

SATTERTHWAITE: Brian Weisker?
WEISKER: Here.
SATTERTHWAITE: Andy Drake?
DRAKE: Here.

SATTERTHWAITE: Alex Dewar?
DEWAR: Here.

SATTERTHWAITE: Steve Squibb?
SQUIBB: Here.

SATTERTHWAITE: Chad Zamarin?
ZAMARIN: Here.
SATTERTHWAITE: Chad Gilbert?
GILBERT: Here.

SATTERTHWAITE: Arvind
RAVIKUMAR: Here.
SATTERTHWAITE: Erin Murphy?
MURPHY: Here.

SATTERTHWAITE: Sara Gosman?
GOSMAN: Here.

SATTERTHWAITE: Sam Ariaratnam?
ARTARATNAM: Here.

17
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that 1s 1t.

MR. SATTERTHWAITE: AIll right. And

All are accounted for. And thank

you for conducting this sound check.

Danner. As

(Laughter.)

Over to you.

MR. DANNER: All right. Thank you.
Now, 11l turn i1t over to Alan.

MR. MAYBERRY: Thank you, Chairman

you know, as Tristan mentioned, it

takes an iIncredible team that we have here at

PHMSA to put a meeting like this on. Many are

present here today. Some behind the scenes are

not present.

individuals

But 1 would like to call out the

that are here -- actually, all of

them, and then, those who are here, i1f you

would please stand and be recognized.

Mr. Massoud Tahamtani.
John Gale.
Cameron Satterthwaite.
Amal Deria.

Janice Morgan was here at the front

desk, but she had to leave.

(202) 234-4433
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Michelle Tillman.

Jessica Appel.

Jenny Donohue.

Bobby Jagger.

Sayler Palabrica.

Anna Setzer.

Brianna Wilson.

And Mr. Tewabe Asebe.

Of course, | haven™t covered our
SMEs who will be covering this today. You will
be meeting them here In a moment.

But 1 really appreciate the team
that really organized this meeting and way back
several months ago said say what when we talked
about having two rules In one meeting.

(Laughter.)

And  John does point that out
routinely.

But, again, thank you. You"re
incredible. And 1711 turn it back to you,
Chairman.

MR. DANNER: All right. Thank you.

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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And 1 echo your remarks of thanks to your
incredible team.

So, at this point, we are just going
to get right into the discussion. 1 think we
will start -- we"re starting with operation and
maintenance.

Oh, okay, well, 1711 turn it over to
John. John will tell us what we"re doing.

(Laughter.)

MR. GALE: Thank you, Chairman.
Thank you, Anna. Just a couple of additional
administrative matters.

I know 1t may shock you, but we do
have coffee for this meeting. So, hopefully,
you all found that.

There®s also a lunch option. If you
haven®t seen it, it allows you to get lunch
picked up and be ready, so we can be a little
bit more efficient during the meeting.

And 1t"s not true -- Andrew asked me
iIT we"re doing Thanksgiving leftovers -- that

IS not true.

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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(Laughter.)

And also, there IS a parking
discount if you"re coming in for the day. 1
would just check with the front desk or
registration and see i1f you can get that
discount for the meeting for parking.

Again, my name is John Gale. 1™m
Director of Standards and Rulemaking 1In the

Office of Pipeline Safety.

And good morning to all. Good
morning to the public. Good morning to
members.

This 1s the first of two rulemakings
we"re going to present to you. This, of

course, iIs our gas pipeline leak detection and
repair rulemaking. The second rulemaking we"ll
deliver to you later in the week will be on the
class location change requirements.

Per 49 USC 60115(c)(2) of the
pipeline safety statute, the Committee is
directed to prepare and submit a report to the

Secretary of Transportation on the technical

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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feasibility, reasonableness, cost-
effectiveness, practicability, and recommended
actions related to the NPRM.

To facilitate the development of the
Committee report, we have scheduled this public
meeting of the GPAC from November 27th to
December 1st, 2023.

As the Committee has establishes,
the transcript of the public meeting, Tully
duly recorded and accurately transcribed,
together with the presentation slides
documenting the Committee"s votes during the
meeting, will serve as the report of the
Committee.

And also, iIn order to facilitate the
Committee"s discussions and determination of
the  technical feasibility, reasonableness,
cost-effectiveness, and practicability of the
proposed standard, PHMSA has made available to
the Committee of this public meeting our
technical, legal, and economic experts, as Alan

alluded to earlier.
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So, we have at the meeting
representatives from our Counsel Department.
We have Mr. Rob Ross and Amal Deria. And we
have additional counsel support in the
audience.

From our economic team, we have Mark
Johnson, our lead economist who is supported,
also, by his Director, Ermias Weldemicael.

We have SMEs. This is a team that"s
been a little bit bigger than in the past. So,
we have Rod Seeley. We have David York. We
have -- let me see -- Clayton Bodell, Steve
Nanney, Joe Klesin, Sayler Palabrica, Anna
Setzer, and even more SMEs in the audience.

So, 1f there"s questions you all
have, we"re here to support you in the
development of your report.

Okay, let"s get to 1t. 1It"s going
to be a long week.

(Laughter.)

So, on May 18th, 2023, PHMSA

published in the Federal Register a Notice of

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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Proposed Rulemaking to reduce methane emissions
from new and existing gas pipelines. This
rulemaking responds to congressional mandates

in the PIPES Act of 2020 and plays a critical
role in the U.S. Methane Emissions Reduction
Action Plan by eliminating, conservatively, 0.5
to 1 million metric tons of methane emissions
annually.

It also i1s obliging operators of all
Part 192-regulated gas pipelines to develop and
implement advanced leak detection programs for
detecting, grading, and repair on prescribed
schedules of all leaks greater than or equal to
5 parts per million.

Also, 1t has enhanced leak reporting
requirements for gas distribution, gas
gathering, gas transmission, and underground
natural gas storage TfTacilities, and LNG

facilities.

This rulemaking would address

Section 113, as Alan mentioned earlier, of the

PIPES Act of 2020 by requiring operators to

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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adopt an advanced leak detection program able

to i1dentify, locate, and categorize all leaks
that are hazardous to human safety or the
environment  -- and basically, in the
rulemaking, that"s 192.763; that"s your ALDP
program  -- including performing standards
reflecting commercially available technology
and requiring that operators use this
technology.

It also 1includes a schedule for
repairing and replacing each leaking pipe,
except for a pipe with a leak so small that it
poses no potential hazard. And basically, that
IS your requirement In 192.760.

This rulemaking would also address
Section 114 of the PIPES Act by requiring
operators to update  their operation and
maintenance procedures to minimize the release
of natural gas and the replacement of pipelines
known to leak.

This rulemaking also complies with

the direction In Section 118 of the PIPES Act

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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of 2020 to consider environmental benefits iIn
PHMSA®"s regulatory oversight alongside safety
benefits.

This rulemaking also builds on a lot
of the work that we"ve done, but also this
Committee has done on the November 2021 Gas
Gathering Final Rule by improving alignment of
PHMSA®"s Part 192 regulations governing gas
gathering pipelines with the environmental and
public safety risks they pose.

When we were developing this rule,
we looked at a lot of different data sources.

Of course, my notes just went out on
my computer. It"s one of those days.

And some of the iInformation we
looked at was this information right here,
which was the EPA"s U.S. Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Sinks. And we were able to look
at this data to identify relative risk based on
different sectors -- gas gathering to gas
transmission, to gas distribution.

We were also able to look at this

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.

(202) 234-4433 Washington DC www.nealrgross.com



© 0o N o 0o b~ wWw N P

=
(@)

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

information and see where the leaks were coming
from. Were they vented Ileaks; were they
fugitive leaks, et cetera?

And then, we were able to build the
rule from that, based on a review of this data.
We looked at a lot of other data as well, but
utilizing this data gave us in a way a little
bit of a leg up to 1dentify what the risks were
that were in front of us, and then, how to
tailor the rule to those risks.

Next slide, please.

A review of this emission data
informed the development of this NPRM, like I
was just saying.

On distribution lines, what
identified was that virtually all emission from
distribution lines are from fugitive emissions
-- leaks and incidents, that i1s. And that can
be addressed by these leak detection and repair

requirements.

we

When 1t came to the transmission

lines, however, while the PIPES Act requires
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leak detection standards, most transmission
line emissions are from compressor stations or
from venting.

And when i1t came to gas gathering,
gas gathering pipelines and facilities have a
much higher emission rate from pipeline leaks
compared to gas transmission facilities. And
that"s why you saw in the proposal where we
went and had proposals related to Class 1 gas
gathering lines.

One of the things when we got iInto
this, 1 had to learn the difference between
vented and fugitive emissions.

And so, when vyou"re dealing with
vented emission sources, again, like we
mentioned earlier, most gas transmission
emissions outside of a compressor station are
vented emissions. And these include blowdowns
associated with repairs; maintenance;
replacement and construction; venting from
equipment such as pressure release devices;

regulators; compressor seals; emergency
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shutdown devices, and venting from ruptures,
upset conditions, and third-party damage.

Next slide, please.

Oon the other hand, most gas
distribution emissions are fugitive emissions.
Pipeline fugitive emissions are also
significant on gas gathering lines compared
with gas transmission lines.

Fugitive emission sources include:
leaks, especially from pipelines known to leak,
such as cast 1iron, bare-steel systems, or
plastic systems with known problems; commercial
industrial meter sets; compressor stations;
residential meter sets, and excavation damage,
and other incidents.

To get into a summary of the
proposal -- we have a variety of proposals,
right? We address a variety of different
requirements in the regulations.

We looked at the survey frequency.
When i1t comes to the leak and survey frequency,

we looked at that for both transmission,
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distribution, and gathering. We looked at the
patrolling.

Clarified that the Ileak detection
and investigation personnel must be qualified.

We wanted to definitely look at training.

We looked at an extension of
patrolling requirements and leak survey and
repair requirements for gas gathering lines.

We also were looking at -- you know,
we"ve very cognizant of the fact that EPA had
work going on in this very area, and there was
an exception to accommodate EPA"s forthcoming
rules for new source performance standards for
crude o1l and natural gas fTacilities and
emission guidelines.

But i1t also has adoption of the
technology-based Advanced Leak Detection
Program, or what we"re referring to as an ALDP,
and a requirement for gas  transmission,
distribution, and gas gathering pipelines.

There"s a requirement for all

segments to use leak detection equipment with
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very few exceptions.

And there"s a classification and
prioritization repair requirement for
detectable leaks. And when we looked at
developing that, we looked directly at the GPTC
guide. And we get a more thorough discussion
of those proposals, you ll see where we came up
with our proposals there.

Also, we developed Ileakage survey
requirements for LNG facilities.

On the operational releases front,
there i1s a general duty to minimize releases of
natural gas and replace pipelines known to
leak. This 1s the Section 114 statutory
mandate for gas pipelines, underground gas
storage facilities, and LNG facilities.

A requirement to minimize emissions
from routine blowdowns, and design and
configuration of maintenance and relief
devices.

When we were doing this rulemaking,

we were Qlooking at a variety of different
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requirements. And one of the things we saw
time and time again was releases from relief
devices that we thought were not operating iIn
accordance with the manner they should. We

thought that was very important to try to

address.

Also, when you"re doing any
rulemaking -- and you®"ve seen i1t, you know, on
gas gathering when we did the -- 1 hate to say
mega-rule -- but the mega-rule.

You know, reporting is an important
part of the requirements that you have to try
to address -- making sure you"re getting the
right data; making sure you"re getting the
effectiveness that you"re looking for.

So, on the reporting front, we have
information on emissions and leaks discovered
and repaired. Currently, operators only report
leaks repaired.

There®"s a large  volume release
reporting proposal. PHMSA would require

operators to report releases of gas, both
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intentional and unintentional, of 1 million
cubic feet or more.

And we have a proposal to extend the
NPMS reporting to gas gathering pipelines.
NPMS currently does not apply to gas gathering
or to distribution pipelines.

And just for the record, some of the
background of the rule, again, PHMSA hosted a
public meeting on gas pipeline leak repair and
methane emission reduction back on May 5th
through the 6th, 2021.

The NPRM was published on May 18th,
2023, and PHMSA extended the comment period
through August 16th, 2023.

And this was a very popular rule for
us.

(Laughter.)

PHMSA received approximately 40,000
comments for the NPRM from a diverse group of
stakeholders. We got 1t from seven different
public safety advocacy groups; 31 environmental

advocacy groups; four academic groups. Leak
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detection and technology providers, there were
16 unique submissions there.

And on the industry trade group
front, we got it from gas pipeline, generally;
gas gathering systems; gas transmission
systems; liquefied petroleum, and hydrogen
operators.

On the 1Industry operator front,
there was 27 gas transmission operators; 26
privately-owned distribution companies, and 26
municipally-owned or operated gas utilities.

And then, on the government front,
we heard from the NTSB. We heard from our
friends at NAPSR; four other state regulatory
agencies; 10 elected officials with two joint
letters from several elected officials, and two
letters representing several state attorney
generals. 1 think it was approximately 35, if
I remember right.

And then, of course, there was other
businesses or trade associations and a form

letter campaign that represented about 38,000
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of those comments.

Next slide, please.

So, at this point 1In time, what
we"re going to do iIs give you an overview of
the cost-benefit summary or the Preliminary
Regulatory Impact Assessment.

So, with that being said, 1*m going
to turn 1t over to Mark Johnson, who Is going
to lead through that discussion.

Mark?

MR. JOHNSON: Test. Okay.

Hi. My name i1s Mark Johnson. [I™m
an economist with PHMSA®"s Office of Planning
and Analytics. We"re the office within PHMSA
that develops the Regulatory Impact Analyses
that support PHMSA rulemaking efforts.

As most of you are probably aware,
PHMSA can only issue a new pipeline regulation
after making a reasoned determination that the
benefits of the intended regulation justify the
costs. The RIA considers the costs and

benefits of the proposed rule and whether its
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benefits justify its costs.

Just to give you our bottom Iline
upfront, for the rule as a whole, our primary
cost estimates range from about $740 million to
about $880 million annualized at a 3 percent
discount rate, and benefits were estimated at
about $1.1 to $2.3 billion annualized at a 3
percent discount rate.

111 be getting into a little bit
more detail on those numbers 1In a few slides,
but, first, 1 wanted to discuss some of the
inputs that allowed us to estimate the economic
Iimpacts.

This 1s the leak detection and
repair rule. So, obviously, one of the main
inputs to the analysis are the amount of
pipeline mileage that needs to be surveyed.
So, we obtained that from PHMSA Annual Reports
that operators submit to us for distribution,
transmission, and Type A and B gathering lines.

And then, for Type C gathering

lines, they are now submitting this data to us
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as well, but that"s a recent development and it
was not available to us In time for us to use

it in the Preliminary RIA that accompanied the
NPRM. So, we used an estimate from the 2021

gas gathering rule and projected that forward
using Type A and B growth rates. And the other
estimates were projected for using segment-
specific growth rates.

And another important input is leak
survey and leak repair unit costs, and those we
took from operator rate cases and other
filings.

And finally, we needed leak
incidents and emissions rates. Leak incident
rates are the number of leaks that are present
on a pipeline per mile, and emission rates are
the amount of natural gas that is escaping from
those leaks.

And for gathering and transmission
operators, they report to us, along with the
mileage data, all leaks they find on their

systems. So, we could use that data to develop
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a leak incidence rate, and then, we derived the
emissions rates from EPA"s Greenhouse Gas
Inventory.

Distribution operators do not report
all leaks found to us. So, we needed other
sources. Thankfully, that segment of the
industry has received some attention from
researchers.

So, we used to peer-reviewed,
published studies to estimate those leak
incidents and emissions rates for distribution
operators. And those studies were Lamb, et
al., from 2015, and Weller, et al., from 2020.

The Weller study used advanced
mobile leak detection technologies and
practices and found significantly higher leak
incidents and emissions rates than Lamb. So,
the emissions estimates from Weller were
significantly higher than those for Lamb.

Moving forward, when 1 start getting
into some of the numbers, you will see maybe a

low scenario and a high scenario. The low
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scenario 1iIs based on the Ilower emissions
associated with the Lamb estimates, and those
are also consistent with the EPA Greenhouse Gas
Inventory estimates. And the high scenario is
based on the higher emissions associated with
the Weller study.

So, next slide, please.

Once we had an idea of the amount of
emissions, the number of leaks on various parts
of the pipeline system, we could estimate how
much our proposed standard would reduce
emissions and monetized benefits. And we had
two streams of monetized benefits. One was
climate benefits and the other i1s value of net
lost natural gas.

To monetize climate benefits, we
applied per-ton emissions reduction values,
based on the social cost of methane, taken from
the 2021 Interim Guidance from the Interagency
Working Group on the Social Cost of Greenhouse
Gases.

And then, of course, natural gas 1is
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a valuable commodity. And if we find and fix
leaks more effectively, less of that value will
be lost due to those leaks. So, we monetized

the prevention of that loss of natural gas
using projected Henry Hub prices, as projected

by the Energy Information Administration.

As I*ve already touched on, recent
studies have produced a wide range of natural
gas emissions estimates for gathering and
distribution operators, respectively. The RIA
evaluated the rule over a range of emissions
estimates, but cost effects would vary as
emissions change.

We"ve already touched on the RIA
capturing distribution emissions uncertainty by
using Lamb and Weller as our range of
estimates. And the RIA also considered in the
sensitivity analysis section a higher emissions
scenario for gathering line operators, based on
a study by Chen, et al., that showed much
higher Permian Basin emissions than the EPA

estimates would indicate.
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Next slide. Okay.

And 1In addition to the monetized
benefits, we describe a couple of different
benefit streams that we were not able to fully
quantify and monetize.

The first I"m going to discuss is
safety benefits. We believe that better LDAR
practices should detect and eliminate leaks
that would otherwise turn into safety-critical
incidents. And we see some evidence for that
In our incident descriptions in the PHMSA
incident database, where incidents are
described as being found via leak surveys or
patrols.

And then, we also see a non-trivial
portion of incidents that Ilist leaks as a
cause. Unfortunately, we had difficulty
quantifying the relationship between leak
detection practices and detection of leaks that
would eventually become safety-critical.

And one of the contributing factors

there 1s it was hard to disentangle the
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percentage of leaks that would be i1dentified by
leak surveys, which are relatively infrequent,
versus being found in between leak surveys by
other means, such as odor complaints or other
third-party reports, or found during patrols or
other operator maintenance and repair
activities, et cetera. So, iIn addition, we had
difficulty predicting the magnitude and
consequences of the safety-critical leaks.

And the other stream that we weren"t
fully able to monetize 1is health benefits.
Methane, especially unprocessed methane, has
hazardous air pollutants and volatile organic
compounds present in 1t. And also, release of
methane, whether processed or not, contributes
to ground-level TfTormation of ozone. Human
exposure to these substances leads to negative
respiratory health and other health impacts.

Unfortunately, we have limited data
on the location of pipeline leaks relative to
human populations, and therefore, relatively

little 1information on the exposure magnitude
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and duration of human populations to these
substances due to these leaks.

And i1n addition, there®s a complex
relationship between  exposure levels and
durations and adverse health impacts. So, we
were not able to fully quantify those benefits,
although we have been reviewing some work done
by EPA on this 1issue of health benefits
associated with reductions in methane
emissions. And we"re considering what we could
do maybe to develop those further for the final
rule phase.

Okay. This slide 1i1s a Ilot of
numbers. This presents annualized cost by
industry segment and rule provision area at a 3
percent discount rate.

And 1711 start with gathering. You
can see that the gathering line segment, we
anticipate patrols as the major cost driver
there, fTollowed by Ileak surveys and Ileak
repairs. And the total economic cost for that

segment is estimated at about $211 million.
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For transmission operators, leakage
surveys were the largest cost driver, and we
estimated about $15 million in total cost for
them.

And for distribution operators, we,
again, are using Lamb and Weller to bracket the
economic Impacts. And leakage surveys and leak
repairs are the two main cost drivers there.

And we estimated about $534 to $654 million in
total cost impacts there, for a total for the
rule of about $540 to $880 million.

Next slide.

These two tables, the top table
presents the estimated benefits of the rule,
the monetized estimated benefits -- they do not
include the non-monetized benefits -
annualized at a 3 percent discount rate again.

As you can see, the climate benefits
are by far the larger benefit stream. They"re
about an order of magnitude higher than the
natural gas loss benefits.

And for gathering lines, we
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estimated benefits of about $553 million.
Transmission, we estimated benefits of about
$12.1 million, and for distribution, our
estimate of benefits was about $515 million to
$1.8 billion, for total benefits of $1.1 to

$2.3 billion.

And in the lower table, we present
benefits, costs, and net benefits at 3 and 7
percent discount rates. 1"m going to focus on
the 3 percent rates, just to be consistent with
everything else 1"ve presented.

Net benefits for gathering line
operators were estimated to be about $343
million. For transmission, we had a net cost
of about $3 million. For distribution, we were
just over the breakeven point at about a
million 1In net benefits, using the Lamb
emissions estimates, to significant positive
net benefits, using the Weller estimates of
$1.1 billion. So, the rule as a whole had net
benefits of about $341 million to $1.4 billion.

So, next slide, please.
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And 1 don®"t know if most of you are
aware of this, but OMB just issued new guidance
to agencies on how to conduct regulatory impact
analysis. As part of that new guidance, they
recommended that agencies assess rules at a 2
percent discount rate. So, this slide presents
benefits and net benefits at a 2 percent
discount rate.

And I"m not going to go through
these In a Ilot of detail, but the general
takeaway from this is that the lower discount
rate causes net benefits, and net benefits to
INncCrease some.

So, with that, that concludes my
summary of the RIA.

And 111 hand 1t back over to John
Gale.

MR. GALE: Thank you, Mark.

Thank you, Anna.

Members, so what we recommend we do
from here 1s we®"ve broken up the Committee

discussion in this rulemaking into about nine
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different parts. The 10th one there is the
discussion of the Committee report.

So, we have an agenda where we
discuss, Tirst, operations, maintenance, and
venting.

We would, then, move from there and
move to leak surveys and patrols.

From there, we would discuss the
ALDP program, leak grading and repair, gas
gathering, reporting, then followed up with LNG
and hydrogen, and have a discussion on
compliance deadlines.

And then, at the very end, nine is
kind of like a miscellaneous category, where we
would discuss things like operator
qualification, a variety of our definitional
proposals, like hazardous leak, business
district, et cetera.

But, even still, within these
discussion points -- and, of course, It"s going
to be your prerogative and the Chairman®s

prerogative -- you know, there might be the
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need, because some of these areas are a little
beefy, there might be a need fTor multiple
votes. Like grading and repair is pretty long.
But, you know, we"ll see how we go when we get
Iinto those discussions.

So, we"re going to have different
SMEs lead the discussion iIn these different
parts. And the very first one we"re going to
discuss is going to be operations, maintenance,
and venting.

MR. DANNER: So, John, just before
we get into each of these i1tems, | just wanted
to make sure if the Committee members had any
questions TfTor John or Mark Johnson at this
point. This iIs an opportunity to ask them.

Okay. Yes, Peter?

MR. CHACE: Yes. Thank you.

Pete Chace, representing NAPSR.

Mark, a quick question for you. In
the NPRM, you have estimates of methane
sources, methane emissions from various

sources. And | just wanted to know -- you have
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also discussed a lot of different studies that
have come in with Lamb, and I can"t recall the
other one.

Do you have a reason to believe that
those estimates of emission sources from
various categories are incorrect or should be
called into question?

MR. JOHNSON: Well, what we relied
on primarily was the EPA Greenhouse Gas
Inventory. Those are the official government
estimates.

In addition, we relied on the Weller
study, which is peer-reviewed and published. 1
know there®s been some criticism of that study
in the comments we received, but we were
evaluating those to consider those comments.
We do think it is a fairly high-quality study
and does have a large number of leak
observances. It"s got a much larger sample
size than the Lamb study.

So, yes, but we haven®t made a final

decision on how we would address those
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comments, but we"re aware of them.

MR. CHACE: Thank you.

MR. DANNER: All right. No other
questions.

So, John, take it away.

MR. GALE: Thank you, Chairman.

John Gale again, PHMSA.

So, again, just following up, we"re
going to start off here with operations,
maintenance, and venting. Hopefully, we can
get through that this morning, and then, this
afternoon start maybe discussing leak surveys
and patrols.

So, Steve Nanney will lead us i1n our
discussion of operations, maintenance, and
venting.

Take 1t away, Steve.

MR. NANNEY: Good morning.

My name is Steve Nanney with PHMSA,
and I1*1l1 be going through, as John said
earlier, the operations, maintenance, and

venting section of the rulemaking.
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First, the first slide we"ve got up
IS on procedure manuals In Part 192.12 and Part
192.605.

The current requirements for
procedure manuals which are 1iIn Section 605
requires operators of gas transmission
pipelines, distribution pipelines, and offshore
gas gathering pipelines, and Type A gas, to
have them follow procedure manuals.

Also, Section 192(12)(c) addresses
similar requirements for wunderground natural
gas storage facilities.

And also, 1In Section 192.605, it
does not directly address the mandate in
Section 114 of the PIPES Act of 2020 that John
talked about earlier to eliminate leaks and
minimize the release of natural gas.

Next slide.

The Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
proposal for the procedure manuals In Section
192.12 and Section 192.605, again, 1it"s to

update these sections to require operators of
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gas pipelines and underground natural gas
storage fTacilities to address eliminating
leaks, minimizing releases of gas, and
replacing or remediating pipelines known to
leak.

Also, PHMSA has proposed to require
procedure manuals for Type B and C regulated
gathering lines, and also, for LNG facilities.

Next slide.

As far as what the intent of this
portion of the section is, It Is transmission
blowdown mitigation. 1It"s In Section 192.770.

The current requirements for
blowdown mitigation, again, it really doesn™t
generally require operators to mitigate planned
and intentional emissions.

The proposal that we"re proposing in
the rule 1is that gas transmission and LNG
operators mitigate operational non-emergency
blowdowns. An example to look at would be
EPA"s Methane Challenge Program and industry

commitments.
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A non-emergency blowdown is defined
as one that does not involve the activation of
the operator®s emergency plans under Section
192.615.

Next slide.

A major part of this 1is relief
device design, configuration, and maintenance
that are 1In Section 192.199 and Section
192.773.

And again, the proposal In the rule
Is maintenance and configuration. It iIs that
the operator must have written procedures for
assessing pressure relief valves that activate
unintentionally or fail to operate as designed.

And again, just Tfor everybody, |
think everybody knows a relief valve 1is
normally used In compressor stations. It may
not be exactly in the compressor station. It
may be on the main line that the compressor
station feeds into and to laterals that feed
into the pipeline. When they have different

MAOPs i1s normally where you will see relief
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valves.

Going back to the slide, when the
relief valve fails to operate at or above iIts
set activation pressure, or otherwise fails to
provide overpressure protection, the
malfunctioning device or sensing equipment must
be replaced immediate.

And a relief device that allows gas
to release at an operating pressure below the
set activation pressure range, the operator
must take immediate action to prevent further
releases or repair or replace the device within
30 days.

Next slide.

Again, the current requirement for
design, configuration, and maintenance of
pressure-limiting, relief, and regulating
devices. In Section 192.199, i1t defines the
design requirements  for pressure-limiting,
relief, and regulating devices.

Section 192.739 addresses  the

requirements for the inspection and testing of

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.

(202) 234-4433 Washington DC www.nealrgross.com



© 0o N o 0o b~ wWw N P

=
(@)

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

55

these devices.

The Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
proposal and the design of Section 192.199 is
that the set and reset pressures, device size,
and sensing line location must be designed and
configured to minimize unnecessary releases and
be suitable for the operating environment that
iIt"s placed 1in. Also, relief devices must
include 1isolation device valves, 1 mean, to
facilitate testing and maintenance.

Next slide, please.

As far as Section 192.199(i) for
pressure relief valves (audio interference).

Is 1t, | guess, working?

As far as comments that we received:

NAPSR expressed general support for
this provision.

Industry trade representatives
encouraged PHMSA to clarify the requirements.

It keeps going In and out, Cameron.

Okay, closer seems to help.

Multiple operators requested
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clarification on under what circumstances PHMSA
would consider a change for location of a
limiting device.

(Audio interference.)

Hello. |1 don"t know; it seems to be
working.

The next bullet here is an operator
asked PHMSA to remove Section 192.199(1)(2), as
It pertains to existing requirements.

Next slide, please.

PHMSA notes on this Section .199
that 1t 1s a non-retroactive subpart which
woulld only apply to facilities installed and
modified after the effective date of the rule.

The revised design requirements are
intended to apply only to the components that
are relocated or changed, and PHMSA will
clarify that the (audio interference)
requirements and will address any duplication
in the final rule.

Next slide.

Other comments received:

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.
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An operator requested an upfront
clarification on (audio interference) isolation
valves needing to be installed.

A couple of industry trades wrote
that installing unnecessary valves will
increase 1installation and maintenance cost
without commensurate benefit. They urged PHMSA
to reconsider the requirement fTor isolation
valves.

An operator stated that the proposed
Section 192.199(i)(3) would be too restrictive
and urged PHMSA to consider alternatives for
isolation pressure relief devices for testing
and maintenance.

Next slide.

Multiple trade associations wrote

that the proposal does not indicate (audio

interference) valve must be installed (audio
interference).
MR. DANNER: Sorry about these

technical 1issues, Members and the public.

We"re trying to come up with a solution right
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now. Just bear with us one second, please.

(Pause.)

MR. NANNEY: Hello. It"s working
now. It"s going off and on, Is what i1t"s been
doing.

Go ahead? Okay.

The last bullet up there i1s, again,
PHMSA will clarify and ensure that the
unnecessary valves are not required 1iIn the
final rule.

Next slide, please. Some other
comments that were received on procedure
manuals:

NAPSR expressed support TfTor the
requirement.

We had an operator comment that the
requirement to have procedures for eliminating
leaks was beyond the mandate in the PIPES Act.

Also, GPTC, an operator commented
that the amendments in Section 192.605 would
duplicate existing requirements addressing

risk-based pipe replacement In  Section
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192.613(b), 192.703(b), and in DIMP leak
management requirements.

Also, we got a comment from the
Attorney General of New York that said that
Section 192.605 would support PHMSA cooperation
with states undertaking inspection and
enforcement activity 1In connection with the
PIPES Act.

Also, iIndustry trade suggested that
the revised Section 192.605 should require
operators to reduce, rather than minimize,
emissions.

And then, PHMSA notes that the
amendment to Section 192.605 codifies the
requirement from Section 114 of the PIPES Act
of 2020 that the term minimize is used in the
statute.

Next slide, please. As fTar as
blowdown mitigation, some of the comments we
got to the notice are state and U.S.
representatives, NAPSR, and an environmental

representative expressed support for
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requirements aimed at reducing iIntentional
releases.

Also, the Attorney General of New
York suggested that operators, first,
prioritize methods to prevent releases, and
then, minimize emissions that are unavoidable.

And then, lastly, multiple industry
trades stated that the proposed requirements
were overly prescriptive and would hurt
operator flexibility.

Next slide.

Just one second here. Normally,
when 1 give these slides, my biggest issue is
reading the slides when they"re up there.
Today, | think my voice coming in and out has
been my biggest challenge 1in going through
this.

So, anyway, blowdown emissions 1s
the next comment that we got comments from.

The iIndustry trade suggested that the blowdown
mitigation requirement should direct operators

to reduce, rather than minimize, emisSSIoOns.
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An operator stated that the
intentional release of gas standard was too
broad and that it should only include
intentional releases that relate to planned
repairs.

And then, last on this slide 1s from
multiple operators and industry trades. They
expressed support for limiting the
applicability to planned releases that exceeded
a defined volume of gas and suggested the
requirement should be for blowdowns that are
expected to exceed 1 million cubic feet of gas.

Next slide.

Multiple operators and industry
trades suggested expanding the section for
emergencies to include safety risks and
commercial Impacts.

Multiple operators suggested that
PHMSA focus on a total emission reduction
across the operator®s footprint, instead of a
specific volume or pressure reduction. In

other words, how much gas they save in a year"s
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timeframe. Look at it on some annual basis
versus individual 1mpact.

An operator also said the prevent or
minimize standard 1i1s ambiguous and suggested
PHMSA define a threshold of 50 percent, which
IS consistent with EPA"s Methane Challenge.

Next slide.

PHMSA requests that the Committee
give us feedback on the scope of the blowdown
reduction requirements, including consideration
of a minimum release volume criteria and/or a
systemwide emissions reduction target, and the
applicability to planned or unplanned releases.

And we note that the proposed Large
Volume Gas Release Report would be required for
any gas released over 1 million cubic feet.

Next slide, please.

Some additional comments that we got
to the rulemaking:

An operator said that i1t was neither
realistic nor practical to expect operators to

have mobile compression on standby.
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Additionally, mobile compressor supplies may

not be ready for increased demand.

Multiple operators and industry

trades said that PHMSA should not restrict the
use of flaring.

Also, we have an individual
commenter that suggested venting and flaring be
prohibited.

Also, the Pipeline Safety Trust
suggested that PHMSA clearly articulate flaring
be reserved for iInstances when other mitigation
options are impractical or unsafe.

Next slide.

Some of the environmental advocacy
groups noted that flaring 1is preferable to
venting gas and i1t should be used as a last
resort after all other options have been
exhausted. The commenter suggested that PHMSA
permit an operator to flare only if all non-
flaring methods have been exhausted.

Industry trade shared that a minimum

pressure requirement or pressure reduction
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should not be included.

And then, PHMSA notes that flaring
iIs one of the methods allowed for blowdown
emissions reduction in EPA"s  voluntary
programs.

Next slide.

Also, comments that we got on
Section 192.770(c):

Again, 1t"s Pipeline Safety Trust
expressed support for the requirements, but
suggested that PHMSA set standards  for
operators to follow for each instance of vented
emissions and ensure that operators mitigate 50
percent of their emissions using a given
technology.

Also, industry trades said that
there was no need for operators to document the
methodologies associated with intentional
releases and that it should clarify
requirements that can be satisfied through the
development and implementation of written

procedures that apply to their pipelines.
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Next slide.

Again, this 1s still on Section
192.773. This is on relief valve maintenance.

Industry trades and some operators
recommended that PHMSA incorporate the proposed
maintenance requirements Into existing Section
192.739, since they broaden the scope of
inspection and testing to include requirements
for maintenance and recordkeeping.

And the industry trades also
commented that continuous action iIs
unnecessary, and that instead of a defined
timeframe, PHMSA should allow operators to
complete pressure relief device remediation as
soon as practical.

Next slide, please. Some other
comments that we got on this section iIs an
operator and an individual commenter
recommended that PHMSA add our operating
knowledge and historical documentation as an
alternative to a documented engineering

analysis.
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Also, NAPSR recommended that PHMSA
require records associated with relief device
malfunction to be maintained for a pipeline®s
lifetime.

And a note from PHMSA i1s that we
will clarify that continuous action IS no
longer necessary following the cessation of a
release and the implementation of alternative
overpressure protection measures.

Next slide, please.

Some additional comments. And this
IS on the operations and maintenance and
venting, the PRIA.

Again, one comment we got 1is an
operator said that PHMSA"s cost assessment of
the blowdown mitigation measures 1In Section
192.770 was not accurate. And I think Mark
spoke on that earlier. PHMSA notes that PHMSA
appreciates the comment and will update the RIA
appropriate.

Next slide, please.

And this concludes PHMSA"s response
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to comments on operations and maintenance.

Next slide.

As far as operations, maintenance,
and venting, specific  topics raised by
commenters that  PHMSA iIs requesting the
Committee recommendations on include:

Carryover and blowdown mitigation is
required.

No. 2 is minimum release volume
criteria or a systemwide emissions reduction
target.

And three, applicability to
intentional releases associated with planned or
unplanned work.

Next slide, please. And then 1711
turn 1t over to John for public comments -- or
to Dave.

MR. DANNER: Actually this is Dave
Danner. And thank you, Steve -- and sorry
about the IT problems, but I think we got the
gist of 1t. Thank you very much.

So this 1s an opportunity for
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Committee members to ask questions of -- oh,
you don"t want to have questions. Just
clarifying questions? All right.

All right. Comments?

MR. MAYBERRY: Thank you, Sayler.
This reminds me of why 1 don"t like wireless
speakers 1In my house.

So, yes, we"re going to take public
comments now. We"re going to do it -- if
people want to make comments on the operations,
maintenance, and venting section. The
commenters are going to be down in the front,
iT we could. |If the public could line up on
the right side and then make their comments
here at the speaker that -- at the very front
of the room by the screen where Cameron®s at.

Thank you, Ben, Tfor leading the
charge.

MR. KOCHMAN': Good morning,
everyone. My name®s Ben Kochman. 1"m the
Director of Pipeline Safety Policy for the

Interstate Natural Gas Association, or INGAA.
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Thank you all for the meeting this morning.

I jJust wanted to state overall that
INGAA really appreciates the opportunity to
comment on this very important proposed rule.

On its whole INGAA is very supportive of the
concept of the rule, but would appreciate there
being several tweaks as reflected 1In our
comments. That said, 1 wanted to highlight a
couple quick things then have a question at the
end.

So regarding the cost benefit
analysis and the regulatory impact analysis
INGAA did a detailed dive on the written
analysis and found there to be substantial
issues with 1t. For instance, for one thing
using the PHMSA data we had anticipated the
cost effectiveness of being about $23,763 using
PHMSA data. Using our own analysis we have --
excuse me, $23 million. And then our analysis
with our own data for what things are actually
practically used we estimated a Hlow of 363

million and a high of 822 million per year,
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total cost to the industry.

So 1 wanted to highlight a few
things. There were some Taulty assumptions
that PHMSA wused, especially that leak rates
will Increase due to the over-2,500 miles of
additional mileage added per year. As many of
you are aware, building new pipelines is not
something that"s every easily come by -- or
that"s easy to come by these days. So that®s a
pretty faulty analysis when you®"re doing the
overall cost and benefit analysis.

Also 1 recognize that OMD sets your
analysis now. And the new guidance that just
came down about two weeks ago changed it from 3
percent that you had done to 2 percent.
Recognize that you"re going to do an updated
regulatory impact analysis. We appreciate
that. But 1 would encourage you all to please
review the INGAA cost benefit analysis comments
as they will be more accurate numbers reflected
In your data.

Last but not least, just had a
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question about the status of the Section 114
report that you all -- that PHMSA was supposed
to be producing, if you all had an updated
timetable for when that would be released. And
also i1t there will still be an opportunity for
public comment. Thank you very much.

MR. TAYLOR: All right. 1I™"m Eric
Taylor. 1 work for BHE GT&S here to speak on
behalt of [INGAA. Just 199, the proposed
requirement for engineering analysis, currently
there®s requirements as we saw here today with
199 and 201 that talk about accurately sizing
and have adequate capacity to ensure that the
relief valve operates adequately and can vent
appropriately. And so that -- the main purpose
of the relief valve 1s to vent natural gas to
prevent exceedance of the MEOP. So we don"t
currently as operators set the pipe -- or set
the relief valve up to vent unnecessarily. So
it"s already currently -- requirements are
already there to ensure it"s properly sized and

vents appropriately to protect the integrity of
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the pipeline. So thank you.

MS. SAMES: They"re all taller than
me. Christina Sames, American Gas Association,
and thank you for allowing the public to speak.

Two comments vreally pertaining to
the preamble. And 1 apologize i1t"s now because
there wasn"t an opportunity for the public to
speak on the preamble when It was discussed.

First, the -- PHMSA has 1in our
opinion misinterpreted the PIPES Act, but 1
actually would prefer to read what Congress
sent to PHMSA, those that actually created the
PIPES Act. And what they stated 1i1n their
letter 1i1s the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
exceeds PHMSA®"s regulatory authority granted in
the PIPES Act of 2020. Congress clearly stated
that the rule should address pipeline -- gas
pipeline safety and protecting the environment
by reducing leaks from pipelines. There was
no mention by Congress of PHMSA®"s need to
address environmental justice or climate

concerns. We are deeply concerned that PHMSA®s
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using the NPRM to push climate initiatives into
federal regulations at the expense of public
safety.

PHMSA®"s proposed rulemaking exceeds
statutory authority and its requirements of all
leaks to be repaired. Section 113 directs PHMSA
to promulgate a rule that establishes minimum
requirements for [leak detection and repair
programs capable of identifying, locating, and
categorizing all leaks that are hazardous to
human safety or the environment or have the
potential to become explosive or otherwise
hazardous to human safety.

PHMSA has taken the phrase hazardous
to human safety or the environment to iIts most
extreme interpretation rather than  the
appropriate targeting of repair of leaks to the
more specific terms that have the potential to
become explosive or otherwise hazardous. They
go on to also talk about the proposed rule®s
cost benefit and how 1it"s inadequate and a

variety of other things.
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This was signed by the chairman of
the Committee of Transportation and
Infrastructure, the chairman of the
Subcommittee of Railroads, Pipelines, and
Hazardous Materials, and Infrastructure,
ranking member of the Senate Committee of
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, and
ranking member of the Subcommittee on Surface
Transportation, Maritime, Freight, and Ports,
basically the groups that created the
rulemaking.

Second, on the statements
inclusions. There are statements inclusions in
the preamble that are a bit misleading or
inadequate. You all mentioned the Weller
study. Even EPA has moved away from the Weller
study. They are now focused on the Lamb study.
Therefore, PHMSA should also move towards --
away from Weller and towards Lamb.

And then PHMSA also references 1EA"s
global methane  tracking which generates

estimates of methane emissions Tfrom human
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activity, but that human activity also includes
coal and oil, so those estimates are also
Inaccurate.

All of this to say because the
preamble is the basis for the technical changes
and the cost benefit, i1f those are wrong, then
so are the technical changes that are being
proposed and also the cost benefit. And thank
you for considering the comments.

MR. LAMBERT: Good morning. Jason
Lambert from Williams Companies, an [INGAA
member company. Just want to make a comment on
the proposed rulemaking there In 199 and then
773.

So we recommend in 199 the terms of
documented engineering analysis beyond what is
necessary and pressure choking. We filed a
comment noting that those are subjective terms.
We recommend that those be outlined and provide
more clarity in the rule as to what those are.
We see that difficult in the future as far as

enforcement goes with those terms.
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Also with respect to the valves, the
need to install upstream and downstream in Part
199. 1 believe 1 saw the comment there in one
of the slides, but just want to reiterate that
the use of the existing valves -- that®s an
important concept in terms of measuring the
effectiveness of the relief devices to use
existing valves. Don"t necessarily need to
install upstream and downstream isolation
valves.

And also the section of 773 -- we
recommend that that -- the items proposed iIn
773 be moved to Section 739, the pressure
relief device and maintenance and adjustment
and configuration section. We believe that
more accurately space for that proposed
language in 773.

And then finally, the 30-day need to
install, if -- timeline to install. Industry
typically doesn®"t have these relief devices on
a shelf that we can easily go grab. So the

replacement as soon as practicable 1 think iIs a
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-- we think is a more relevant term or use of
language there iIn -- just because these valves
often take time to acquire and install. So
thank you very much.

MR. CAREY: Good morning. [I"m Pat
Carey with Kinder Morgan here on behalf of
INGAA.

Kinder Morgan has been using some of
these mitigation techniques for blowdowns for
several years and offered some of the comments
that Steve summarized 1 think somewhere around
slide 40 regarding the need for some relief on
how the current language is written.

And to provide a little color behind
some of our comments on this, 1If you look at
the emergency events that would trigger the
relief of use of those particular methods was a
little bit shy of what actually happens in the
real world.

You look at a scenario where we have some
third-party damage, a piece of heavy equipment

tracked across a particular line, put a gouge

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.

77

(202) 234-4433 Washington DC www.nealrgross.com




© 0o N o 0o b~ wWw N P

=
(@)

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

78

in the line. And our current processes would
immediately take that pressure off that line
just while we do the assessment, grinding out,
evaluating the gouges to see whether there iIs a
more permanent repair needed. That 1s not
something that would have been covered in the
exclusions that are allowed under 615(a)(3), |
think 1t was. So that one scenario provides a
little bit of color to that.

Another one Is the commercial
Iimpacts that are associated with some of this
work. We had a valve with a packing leak that
we assessed. We were trying to make the
repairs on the packing. Deemed that to be an
unacceptable method. Had reduced the pressure
Iin order to do that, but -- this was also a
minor fleak and wasn®"t a hazardous situation
from a safety perspective, but i1t was providing
-— this particular line was providing critical
service to power generation in the Houston area
over the summer when we had the high heat

ISSues.
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Based on what guidance that we"re
getting from ERCOT and the Railroad Commission
in Texas, taking that particular line out of
service i1n one of the severe heat days was a
critical 1tem. And we deferred that repair
until we could get the line -- so that service
wasn®"t as critical of an item. That particular
issue 1s more of the grading issue that we"ll
probably talk about more in detail coming up.

So just again to provide a little
bit more color to that, the other item that
Steve mentioned was the aggregation of the
leaks that we have over the course of a year.
The current definition of when these mitigation
techniques are required is -- | wouldn"t say
vague, but it"s more general in that it covers
everything. There needs to be some further
definition behind that because you®ve got small
iIssues of maintenance iIn a compressor station,
a Tilter vessel where we"ve got filter element
change-outs.

The cost benefit doesn™t really
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cover any engineering or piping modifications
that would be required iIn order to capture
those venting operations, whether it be going
to a flare system or recovered in some other
fashion, 1f that"s possible. So the cost
benefit needed to be improved or provide some
relief because when we Qlook at these small
blowdown, the volume 1isn"t that significant,
but the cost to capture them would be. And if
we look at the overall emissions from an
aggregation perspective we feel more
comfortable that that"s achievable. Thank you.
MS. BYRNES: Corinne Byrnes,
National Grid. This iIs with respect to the
relief device changes that are proposed. So
first, National Grid already designs, installs,
and maintains pressure relief devices 1In a
manner to ensure gas is delivered safely and
reliably and each activation 1is reviewed
closely with the intent to determine i1f any
changes are warranted.

Relief valve releases are a
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necessary and fundamental occurrence in
ensuring pipeline safety. It i1s always done
with the interest of preserving public safety
and protecting against the risk of over-
pressurization. It is a necessary safety
measure in the delivery of natural gas.

So 1 respectfully ask that PHMSA
consider the following points. Some of these
points were already raised, so I°1l just state
my agreement. Somebody commented on the
requirement to repair as soon as practicable,
but within 30 days when an activation occurs.
Yes, 1t"s not always possible to perform this
iIn such a short time frame considering we
design, ordering and receiving parts, and
complete installation.

The Qlanguage around i1mmediate and
continuous action on site to stop the release,
agree with the comment on that. It"s not
always possible to stop the release at that
time and to continue to provide gas service.

Another point I wanted to make, the
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monitor control setting is set at a pressure to
ensure that the station outlet does not exceed
MEOP plus allowable buildup. In some cases

such as what we do operators use a combination
of monitor control and full relief to ensure
that  there are additional layers of
overpressure protection. The configuration may
vary by operator and by individual
installation. It is Important to preserve the
ability to set the monitor at appropriate
pressure based on the operator®s experiences
and knowledge of the system and what 1is
protected downstream.

Operators may not always know
immediately when a relief valve has been
activated at 1iIts set activation pressure.
Depending on the skater monitoring in place.

So operators can only be held accountable for
taking required actions when they have this
knowledge. Again, the consideration of
confirmed discovery is important.

Some of our cost Impact. To address
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these concerns, National Grid will enhance our
existing inspection policy for relief valves to
limit the unlikely event of exceeding the
activation pressure tolerances. This cost at

417 relief value locations would cost about
2.085 million.

For the concern regarding skater
monitoring, we are proposing to install
differential pressure transmitters to provide
gas system operations the ability to
immediately detect the operation of a relief
valve. This will indicate that the relief
valve iIs activating. Again, 417 relief valve
locations with a cost of 50,000 per valve,
totaling 20.85 million.

National Grid proposes that PHMSA
change the language of the proposed regulations
when new or reconfigured relief valves and
limiting devices are designed to operate -- to
activate when needed. And for 192.739 to allow
operators to develop written procedures to

evaluate the proper functioning of pressure
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limiting or relief devices and prepare those
that are found malfunctioning.

Lastly, from a practical perspective
it"s difficult for operators to enforce
pressure controls that prevent relief valves
from venting. Again, so long as 1t"s within
the MEOP plus allowable buildup and at the same
time ensure that we operate our distribution
system at the appropriate operation pressure
required for system demand.

Also for operators-” periodic
Inspection requirements PHMSA must take into
consideration minimum pressure differential
requirements to active the relief valve. Thank
you.

MR. DANNER: All right. Thank you.

I just want to remind commenters
that we do have limited time here, so 1T you
are -- have an urge to repeat things that have
been said by others, please make your comments
as brief as possible.

Otherwise, go ahead, sir.
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MR. MURK: Thanks. [1*1l1 be quick.
So good morning, everyone. Always appreciate
the opportunity to provide public comment and
for -- appreciate PHMSA"s holding these
advisory Committee meetings. | think they"re
very i1mportant for us to work through the
rulemaking.

So 1"m Dave Murk. 1°m the Senior
Pipeline Director at the American Petroleum
Institute and my comment concerns the proposed
changes to the requirements for the design and
configuration of pressure relief and limiting
devices 1In accordance with 192 -- 49 CFR
192.199.

My Ffirst comment 1is that PHMSA
should clarify what 1s meant by the phrase
documented engineering analysis, which is not
defined i1n the proposed rule. If the iIntent is
to require operators to maintain records or
documentation for compliance purposes, PHMSA
should include clear language to that effect in

the final rule. PHMSA should not use a phrase
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such as documented engineering analysis that is
otherwise undefined.

My second comment 1is that PHMSA
should clarify the provisions relating to
upstream and downstream isolation valves. The
proposed language does not indicate whether
downstream PSVs must be installed at the inlet
or after the discharge of the relief device. A
requirement to install an isolation valve on a
discharge side of a relief valve would
introduce  safety risks associated with
inadvertent closures that could block the PSV.
That kind of a requirement is also unnecessary
as relief devices are regularly isolated by a
route valve located beneath the PSV.

A requirement to isolate the
pipeline upstream and downstream of the relief
device i1nlet would cause more gas to be blown
down or vented every time PSV maintenance is
conducted. So PHMSA should consider replacing
the wupstream and downstream isolation valve

requirement with language indicating the relief
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device must be capable of being isolated to
facilitate testing and maintenance which would
address the concerns. So again, appreciate the
opportunity.

MR. HERETH: Good morning. 1™m Mark
Hereth with the Blacksmith Group. 1"m here
representing INGAA. And I would like to draw a
connection between what you"ll be doing over
the fFirst several days of this week and what
you"ll be doing Ilater this week with your
deliberations around the class location rule.

As you saw this morning, one of the
largest sources of emissions is blowdowns. And
the work that you"ll do later this week In
providing insights and input to PHMSA to help
them finish that rule that"s been 1In place
since the early 2000s, since the first cost
benefit analysis was done for the Ffirst
integrity management rule in 2003 -- helping to
provide insight to PHMSA to finish that rule
will be a most significant way to reduce

blowdown emissions. Thank you.
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MR. HITE: Hello. My name®s Matt
Hite. I"m the Senior Vice President of
Government Affairs for GPA Midstream
Association and I had a quick comment on
blowdown emissions.

My comment concerns the proposed
requirements for blowdown emissions in 49 CFR
192.770. The proposed rule would require
operators to use certain methods to prevent or
minimize the release of gas to the environment
during intentional releases such as blowdowns
or venting for scheduled repairs, construction,
operations, or maintenance activities. The
proposed rule would require operators to
document the methodologies used In satisfying
these requirements.

My comment 1is that PHMSA should
clarify that the documentation requirement can
generally be satisfied through the development
and implementation of written procedures that
apply to the pipeline. There is no need for

operators to document the application of the
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methodologies used to minimize the release of
gas during each specific intentional release
that occurs on a pipeline. Such a requirement
woulld impose undue record keeping burdens
particularly when applied to routine activities
that involve small intentional releases of gas
such as pigging or meter run maintenance
activities. Thank you.

MS. KURILLA: Hi. Erin Kurilla, the
American Public Gas Association. APGA
represents the nearly 1,000 communities that
own and operate their own natural gas system
around the country. Approximately 90 percent
of these communities are served by a single gas
transmission pipeline, meaning when there"s
integrity -- important 1integrity management
work that is performed on those gas pipelines
and a pressure reduction 1is necessary those
systems -- their delivery 1is momentarily |1
guess reduced i1n order for that important work
to happen.

So when we evaluate -- 1°d like the
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Committee to consider when evaluating 192.770
blowdowns for transmission pipelines and the
design considerations In 199 for relief valves
that you contemplate whether truly -- 1 know
Congress used the word minimize, but 1 think
functionally they mean reduce. And 1 think we
are all very supportive of trying to reduce the
emissions from these activities.

And so when PHMSA discussed i1n the
NPRM  the menu of options that  these
transmission pipelines may have when reducing
their emission from blowdowns 1i1t"s not a
limitless activity. It"s pick from these very
well-thought-out options for minimizing oOr
reducing.

I jJust want to make sure we don*"t
find ourselves In a world where we"re having to
do all of the above, not one of the above and
that we aren"t striving necessarily to do -- to
justifty why we haven®t done all of them when
we"ve picked one of the options that PHMSA has

laid out and that we can get these transmission
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pipelines -- get the important integrity
management work done and then get them back up
and running and serving the end-use customers,
both to heat their homes and operate their
businesses. Thank you.

MR. COYLE: Good morning. My name
iIs Keith Coyle. 1°m speaking on behalf of GPA
Midstream  Association and the American
Petroleum Institute. Cameron iIs going to put
up a little visual aid here |1 prepared to
assist In my remarks. We®"ve also passed out a
copy of this for those who can"t see. John did
suggest 1 could have sent him a slide for that.
Would have saved me some money on a big poster
board.

My comment concerns the preliminary
risk assessment that PHMSA prepared for the
proposed rule. In preparing the risk
assessment for a proposed rule the Pipeline
Safety Act requires PHMSA to 1identify the
regulatory and non-regulatory options

considered as well as the costs and benefits
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associated with a proposed standard. PHMSA is
also required to include an explanation and the
reasons for selecting a proposed standard in
lieu of the other options considered and to
identify the  technical data or other
information relied upon in meeting its
obligations.

PHMSA 1s required to present this
risk assessment information to the Committee
for peer review. In conducting this peer
review the Committee is required to evaluate
the merit of the data and methods used 1iIn
developing the risk assessment and to provide
recommendations regarding the risk assessment
information and proposed standards.

The Committee®s consideration of the
risk assessment is an important part of the
rulemaking process. The Pipeline Safety Act
requires PHMSA to review and provide a written
response to any significant comments and
recommendations offered by the Committee within

90 days. PHMSA may also revise the risk
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assessment and the proposed rule based on the
Committee"s comments and recommendations before
issuing a final regulation. This process is
intended to promote sound decision-making and
ensure that the pipeline safety regulations are
technically feasible, reasonable, and cost-
effective.

The stakeholders that 1 represent
have significant concerns with the risk
assessment for this proposed rule. We do not
believe that PHMSA met 1its obligations to
consider the required regulatory and non-
regulatory options, to 1identify the relevant
costs and benefits, and to rely upon
appropriate technical data and i1nformation,
particularly for newly jurisdictional Type C
gas gathering lines that are outside the scope
of the rulemaking mandate and Section 113 of
the PIPES Act.

We will be sharing our concerns in
greater details 1In the coming days as the

Committee continues 1ts deliberations. We
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believe that offering these comments will
assist the Committee in performing 1ts peer
review Tfunction and ensuring that the fTinal
rule is the product of reasoned decision-
making. Thank you.

MR. DANNER: Alan?

MR. MAYBERRY: Yes, if I may. There
was a question that came up from Ben up front
about the Section 114 report. And that"s still
within the agency. It"s close to completion.
We"re considering posting it for public
comment, but we"re wrapping up just final edits
to it.

We are -- by the way, i1t"s probably known, but
we are late on that one. That"s one of the
reports that we"re tardy on that was due iIn
2022. But anyway, that®"s where we are.

MR. DANNER: All right. So we have
received the public comment. 1°"m now going to
turn to the Committee.

We"ve heard a number of issues, and

Steve Nanney®s slide 1i1dentified three issues

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.

(202) 234-4433 Washington DC www.nealrgross.com



© 0o N o 0o b~ wWw N P

=
(@)

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

for us to consider: criteria for when blowdown
mitigation 1s required, minimum release volume
criteria and/or a system-wide emissions
reduction target, applicability of intentional
releases associated with planned and unplanned
work. And then we heard some other issues
about the terms minimized versus reduced, the
definition of documented engineering analysis,
a request for a review of the PRIA data, and
then the consideration of climate and equity as
being beyond the scope of the PIPES Act.

And 1 think there are others | may
have missed, but at this point 1°d like to open
it up to the Committee for any thoughts that
members would like to share.

Andy Drake?

MR. DRAKE: This i1s Andy Drake with
Enbridge. 1 heard a comment that I just want
to make sure is out here to help frame the
conversations that are going to happen here. 1
think that we"re going to get into a lot of

details and maybe get up against the tree a
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little close and kind of lose context where we
are iIn the woods.

The industry trade associations are
supportive of moving forward on a rulemaking to
reduce methane emissions, period. Okay? |1
think the questions that we"re going to find
here -- there have been a lot of technological
advancements. We want to take advantage of
those. It s been a long time since a
rulemaking was proposed in this area. A lot of
things have happened. This 1i1s a good
opportunity to advance a standard of care and
to help improve the consistency of how that"s
deployed across the industry.

I think the questions that we"re
going to be wrestling with are things like how
and how fast? And that"s not -- those are not
trivial questions to be answering for sure.
It"s going to take a lot of balancing.

The things that caught my attention
in my discussion is -- | hear a lot of things

that sound very much like aspirational goals.
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We"re going to eliminate all i1mmediately.
Those are not going to be practicable. So at
the end of the day when we have to vote on
something, iIs It cost-efficient, iIs it
practicable, is i1t reasonable? 1 think those
are things | want to try to get answers to
myself as we listen to this group. And I think
we"re going to hear a lot of information about
that.

But I just wanted to throw that out
there because we®"re going to start talking
about things in detail. | mean, 1t"s not like
we don"t want to do this. We do want to do
this. What we"re trying to figure out is how
to do It practicably, reasonably, and
effectively. Thank you.

MR. DANNER: Thank you.

Any other members wish to start
comments? Chad Zamarin?

MR. ZAMARIN: Thanks. Chad Zamarin
with Williams. Maybe just to get -- dive into

a couple of those issues that were raised.
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I do think we should be thoughtful
about kind of redefining engineering standards
for relief valve iInstallation and just -- 1
think 1t"s been said, but 1 mean, we have
requirements in the code, very detailed
requirements on the installation of relief
valves. And so I think just simple language,
like I"m not sure why you have to -- you®ve got
here 1In 192.199 proposed all new, replaced,
relocated, or otherwise changed relief limiting
devices must be designed and configured. And
this has been a comment made as demonstrated by
an engineering analysis to minimize unnecessary
releases of gas.

Those kinds of additional
requirements that aren"t well-defined may not
be necessary. I think we"ve got specific
prescribed requirements for how and where and
why we install relief valves, so you could
probably just strike that and you®re still
achieving -- the iIntent is there that i1t must

be installed in a manner that is configured to

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.

98

(202) 234-4433 Washington DC www.nealrgross.com




© 0o N o 0o b~ wWw N P

=
(@)

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

99

minimize unnecessary releases, but you®re not
inserting an undefined additional requirement,
which 1s an engineering analysis.

And so | do think that comment is
one that should be thought of as we go through
all of the language because i1t was said earlier
in most rulemakings we"re updating rules that
have been in place for 50 years In many cases
and have evolved over 50 years. Here we"re
kind of taking the car from O to 60 very
rapidly and we"re creating an entirely new set
of requirements. So I think that"s one to
focus on.

And then in that same section | do
think this 1idea of requiring being very
specific around isolation valves, around relief
valves -- again there are [literally likely
millions of relief valves across the pipeline
industry. And they have been installed over
decades and there are configurations that |1

think -- we have to be careful we don"t try to

specify.
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I thought one of the comments that
were made -- just iInstead of saying how you
have to install or where you have to install
those i1solation valves -- a comment like having
the ability to isolate the relief valve for
maintenance or for inspection | think was the
intent. Instead of specifying exactly that
configuration 1t may just make sense to specifty
what the 1iIntent 1is that you®re trying to
accomplish, recognizing there are a lot of
different configurations for how it might be
done. Thank you.

MR. DANNER: Erin Murphy?

MS. MURPHY: Thanks. 1 think my
comments are going to be primarily on the
blowdown mitigation portion of this section.

I did want to jJust start with a
little bit of context-setting, thinking about
all the public comments we just heard from,
which were 1 think entirely from gas pipeline
industry operators and trade associations.

I hope that  throughout this
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Committee"s deliberations and discussion this
week we can also keep in mind the thousands of
comments from members of the public from all
over the country that were submitted to this
agency and this rulemaking docket really
calling on PHMSA to -- first of all supporting
PHMSA®"s strong proposal and calling for a
really strong fTinal rule that will 1mprove
public safety and mitigate harmful methane
emissions that contribute to climate change.
So 1 hope that we can keep that in the back of
our minds, just the real outpouring of support
that we"ve seen across the country for a strong
rule.

On blowdown mitigation in particular
I think establishing clear requirements and
processes for operators to minimize  gas
releases during pipeline operations will reduce
harmful methane pollution and wasteful product
losses. We know that there are well-developed
work  practices and commercially-available

technologies that allow operators to reduce
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blowdown emissions by more than 50 percent.

I wanted to talk a little bit —-
there are Tive 1identified methods 1iIn the
proposal for operators to choose from the
mitigate blowdowns and operational releases.
Four of those methods reduce methane emissions
by reducing the amount of gas released from the
system during a blowdown while the fifth, which
iIs flaring or combusting the natural gas, does
reduce the climate harm from directly releasing
methane, but is nevertheless a highly polluting
process which also wastes the gas through
flaring.

And flares do not always combust all
of the natural gas at the flare. So sometimes
the actual emissions reduction might be less
than what"s optimal. And because of that sort
of trade-off In a series of comments that were
filed by environmental organizations including
EDF, we recommend that flaring be sort of a
last resort in that menu of options. And so

think about rather than just five options on
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the table whether there®"s a way to sort of tier
those options in a final rule to recognize that
some of them may be more effective than others
and that those most effective options be
prioritized before moving to flaring again as
sort of a last resort.

I also wanted to mention in addition
to those five methods for blowdown mitigation

that are articulated in the proposal there is

this alternative pathway that"s available in

the proposal. | think I have some concerns

with that just in the -- PHMSA articulated in

the proposed rule these Tfive known methods,

some of which are fairly open-ended in that
there are multiple technologies, that could
sort of satisfy and fall within some of those
methods.

And 1f those are the proven methods
that are known and make sense for industry to
pick up to mitigate blowdown emissions, does it
really make sense to have an alternative

pathway when it"s not clear what those options
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woulld look like and it doesn"t appear -- there
doesn"t look to be a Ilot of accountability
right now in the proposal for how choosing that
alternative would work?

So 1 think one option 1°d hope the
Committee might think about today, that we can
discuss, i1s whether a recommendation of either
removing that alternative or some modifications
to ensure that 1f operators select that
alternative they really would be maximizing the
mitigation of gas released. Thanks.

MR. DANNER: All right. Thank you.

Steve Squibb?

MR. SQUIBB: Steve Squibb, City
utilities of Springfield, Missouri. I just
wanted to comment on the term minimize releases
or emissions. I think that could be
misinterpreted to think that we have endless
resources and endless -- there®"s no limitation
to minimize. And the term reduction would be
more appropriate. |1 think that was -- meets

the Intent of the mandate. But to be careful
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of minimization, that that could be -- there's
no -- could be no limit and we have -- to think
that we might have unlimited resources. To
fully minimize emissions IS unreasonable.
Thank you.

MR. DANNER: All right. Thank you.

And, Brian?

MR. WEISKER: Good morning. Brian
Weisker with Duke Energy representing the
industry and this iIs -- so I"m a first timer
here, so this 1is really a process question
because we"re kind of bouncing between relief
valves and blowdowns. And so I don®t know
iIT there"s -- as we work our way through the
comments and language we stick -- can we stick
with -- do relief valves fTirst and then maybe
do blowdowns, or vice versa just to keep us in
a swim lane, so to speak?

MR. DANNER: No, | appreciate that.
The problem is 1 don"t know that 1 have made an
exhaustive list of what all the issues are and

I don"t want to foreclose any discussion. But
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I think you®"re right. | think we could start
with the three that Steve Nanney put up on the
slides. So fTirst is criteria for when blowdown
mitigation 1is required. And maybe we just
focus on that first and we"ll move onto the

next iIssue.

Is there anyone who wants to talk
about that? Chad"s got his tent up.

MR. GILBERT: Yes, | think that
follows kind of Erin"s comments about
blowdowns. And maybe on the topic 1 think one
thing that was important that was said during
the public comment period -- 1 mean the best
way to minimize the emissions of blowdowns is
to minimize blowdowns. And 1 think the class
location rule. There are other requirements.
Blowdowns are primarily performed because of
planned maintenance. That"s typically a
requirement somewhere else in the code.

Class [location changes 1s a great
example. We®"ve been talking about that for a

long time now, but the unnecessary replacement
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of pipe creates the requirement for a blowdown.
And 1T we can demonstrate that we don"t need to
replace pipe and we can manage Integrity
through a means that doesn"t require a
blowdown, 1 think we should do that. And
that"s why that rulemaking is really important.
And other advances to the regulations that
allow for 1in-service maintenance 1is really
important because again that"s the best way to
minimize emissions from blowdowns.

I do also want to just comment
though -- and 1"m interested, Erin -- 1 would
have thought -- I"m not an environment expert,
but even 1f you could have brought the
emissions of blowdown down by let®"s say more
than 50 percent, i1t would seem to me that any
time you can combust methane it"s better than
when you just vent it to atmosphere. And so 1
think we*ve got to be careful that we don"t
kind of allow for the opportunity to focus on
the end result, which 1s 1T you can demonstrate

that you can minimize emissions through any
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method possible, then that should be I would
think the preferred path for utilization.

Because my -- the work that at least
-- my understanding is that any time again that
we"re combusting methane, 1t we have to release
1t, and even 1T we can minimize 1t, any time we
can combust i1t, it"s better than just releasing
methane to atmosphere. So I"m interested if
that"s not the case why we might want to just
kind of push people away from using flaring if
It does In fact have a good use in those kinds
of alternatives.

Oon the question of a minimum
threshold I do think 1t makes to have a minimum
threshold. There are very small pieces of
equipment that could require releases fTor
inspection and maintenance activities. 1 don"t
know that that"s even practical. |If you“re
blowing down a Tilter separator in a
compression station yard 1 think that you don"t
want to have a rule that pulls 1in 1 think

things that aren"t practical and frankly just
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don*"t really make a whole of sense.

So something like a -- 1 think there
were commenters that proposed 1 million cubic
feet per day, or a million cubic feet I think
might have been a proposal. 1 think that makes
a lot of sense to try to focus on what the real
Issue 1is. And 1i1t"s the large operational
releases when we"re blowing down sections of
pipeline for maintenance. 1 think that"s the
intent. And 1f 1t i1s, | would encourage us to
think about a lower threshold like that. Thank
you.

MR. DANNER: Thank you. Erin?

MS. MURPHY: Thanks. || was going to
say a couple minutes ago | appreciated Brian®s
comment on order and was going to ask if we
could put these slides up as we go, so |
appreciate doing that. 1 think that will be
helpful throughout to keep us on track.

Just briefly on sort of the criteria
for when blowdown mitigation is required. |1

think to me PHMSA has i1t right in the proposal
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that blowdown mitigation is always required as
a matter of course unless iIn the event of an
emergency. So from our perspective that -- or
from my perspective that i1s appropriate.

And, Chad, just iIn direct response
to your comments, | don"t think we"re in
disagreement and if | was unclear when 1 said -
- was articulating that from our perspective
flaring should be the last resort, that"s the
last resort of the options that operators would
be choosing from to mitigate a blowdown. Of
course direct venting of natural gas iIs the
absolute last resort and what we"re trying to
avoid here.

MR. DANNER: And just to be clear, 1
think you mentioned flaring should be used only
when other options are determined to be unsafe
or impractical. 1 think those were the words
you used. Yes.

Okay. Diane, did --

MS. BURMAN: So 1 just really wanted

to make some -- what | see for myself as level-
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setting iIn this conversation.

First, 1 want to thank PHMSA staff
and PHMSA in general for all that you"re doing
and for the public®"s comments and the Committee
here.

For me, when I look at all of this,
it"s really important that 1 focus on the fact
that the integrity and reliability of our
natural gas system is paramount, and at the
core of that is gas safety. And 1 look at this
as -- my focus as a state regulator is on how
important pipeline safety 1Is to everyone:
regulators, the public, the gas companies, and
gas consumers. And 1 have a fTiduciary
responsibility to the rate payers and also to
looking at how we"re doing things that help to
move us forward.

So for me, it"s important to focus
on -- to be a truly engaged regulator on both
the historical and the present context of our
energy regulations. And | understand that i1t"s

a continuous process. And doing this can
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really help shape our understanding of our
desired future regulatory needs.

My kind of focus here i1s that 1 want
to be mindful of our regulatory powers, both
federal and state, and focus on using
judicially those powers and not to be reactive,
but to help develop policies and set up the
frameworks to 1implement so that we"re truly
moving forward. And so for me, 1 look at
some of the things as what are we really trying
to accomplish and how can we have many
different tools in the tool kit that we can
choose from so -- and broadening it. Rather
than saying you must do X, or you must do all,
being mindful of being very clear as we"re
looking at things iIn that there i1s a process in
needing to have many different alternatives to
address and to also look at -- obviously
needing to explain the rationale on why someone
IS using something, needing to give
opportunities to show accountability, but to

really not be too prescriptive that we lose
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sight of the goals.

I do think that there is confusion
on a lot of the terms: minimize, reduce, now
maximize, and looking at what that is to ensure
that we are all speaking the same language.

And 1 am concerned really about looking at what
-- how are we truly assessing things? There

are different studies that are out there.
There are different sort of requirements. And
making sure that we are being careful in our
assessments and our assumptions to make sure
that we"re really helping to move the ball
forward. So that®"s jJjust really where 1I™m
coming from and just wanted to sort of level-
set from that.

MR. DANNER: All right. Thank you
very much.

Sara Gosman?

MS. GOSMAN: Okay. So I want to
make some opening sort of comments or just
share some thoughts on climate change and then

move to the issues around blowdown mitigation.
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So I mean I think we all recognize
here that climate change 1s the defining
environmental crisis of our time, right, that
what we are doing here iIs addressing a problem
that has gotten so much worse over the course
of certainly my lifetime.

And so when we look at actually
changing the regulations to address this issue
we are already 1In crisis. And 1 think
understanding terms like reasonableness or
practicality in that context iIs really
important to our discussion. So -- and all we
have to do 1i1s 1look to the climate change
benefits from this rule to just see what those
otherwise costs would be, right, to the world
of climate. So | think that"s really important
as we look at our standard in terms of
practicality, right, practicability or
reasonableness, taking the climate issues into
account and front and center, obviously not
wanting to at all impair safety, but again sort

of focusing on climate.

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.

(202) 234-4433 Washington DC www.nealrgross.com



© 0o N o 0o b~ wWw N P

=
(@)

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

115

And then 1 also want to just make a
point, since I am a law professor, on risk
assessment and that particular process because
I know 1t was raised in the public comments. |
think as we think through the information that
PHMSA needs to provide us and we need to
consider we need to also think about what
Congress required of PHMSA. So Congress has
specific requirements In the PIPES Act. In
thinking about regulatory and non-regulatory
options we have to take into account what
Congress wanted PHMSA to do.

All right. And then specific to
blowdown mitigation. So I"1l note that the way
this 1is constructed 1is that operators are
choosing methodologies or technologies and --
but we"re not setting a performance standard.
That 1s, we don"t know what that end result is
going to be In terms of a reduction in release
volume. So I think ideally we would have a
standard that actually looks to the question of

the performance of these methodologies. And I

Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc.

(202) 234-4433 Washington DC www.nealrgross.com



© 0o N o 0o b~ wWw N P

=
(@)

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

116

think 11t"s built iIn -- this 50-percent
reduction into the alternative methods as one
way of approaching that.

And then 1 think on this question of
alternative methods 1 also would like to see a
reconsideration of that that requires some more
-— a PHMSA review and approval of these types
of methods.

Finally, on flaring | agree that we
should leave flaring on the table, but only
when other options are impractical or unsafe.
I think that 1s an important piece of this.
Thanks very much.

MR. DANNER: All right. Thank you.

Arvind?

MR. RAVIKUMAR: I want to thank
PHMSA for all the work that they®ve put into
developing this proposed rule. 1 have a couple
of comments.

I want to first start with a broader
comment on Mark®"s presentation earlier. We

have done some research in the Eagle Ford Shale
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on emission from gathering pipelines and what
we are finding is that the benefits from VOC
reductions associated with methane mitigation
can be as large as the direct benefit from
methane mitigation itself. So | know It"s not
considered in the cost benefit analysis, but
that"s a big portion of benefits iIn reducing
emissions from gathering pipelines especially
In regions where gas compositions can have a
lot more VOCs.

Coming back to the blowdown
emissions  discussion, I agree with Mr.
Zamarin®s point about having some minimum
release  threshold for  these regulations
particularly because again and again as we have
done measurements we have Tfound that the
majority of the emissions are from a very small
number of large emission events. And so it
makes sense to have some threshold. So this
doesn®"t apply to many of the smaller releases.

In addition I also think it makes

sense to have a quantity of emission reduction
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volume thresholds that"s -- iIn this rule that
says system-wide emission reduction target for

a couple of different reasons: So blowdown
emissions i1s one of those emission categories
where the emission volume can be reasonably
accurately estimated using Hline pressure and
other parameters. And so a setting a system-
wide emissions reduction target would help us
calculate over time how much reductions have we
achieved based on the operations of -- any of

the options that the operator might take to
reduce blowdown emissions.

And 1 think this is really helpful
because as we"ve been discussing about these
alternative methods we don®"t know what future
technology®s going to be developed. We"ve seen
significant and rapid development 1n methane
emissions reduction technologies that are
currently being deployed across the supply
chain. And so having a target of emissions
reductions would help bring in many of these

alternative methods that might be available in
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the future so that we can evaluate all of them
based on the emissions reductions.

I think the second reason Is someone
brought up the point that the word minimize 1is
vague and having an emissions reduction target
would help address that i1ssue as well.

MR. DANNER: All right. Thank you.

Chad?

MR. ZAMARIN: Thanks. Chad Zamarin.
And maybe just for a little bit of context to
help and explain my view on what we may need to
be considering here, because | actually think
we need more flexibility. 1 mean, we are only
-- and as Arvind mentioned, we"re only a few
years into aggressively going after methane
emissions iIn the natural gas space. 1 mean we
jJust started doing recompression of blowdowns
In earnest over the last 24 months. And so the
technology is evolving rapidly. But I can also
tell you there are many cases where i1t"s not
practical and 1t would have significant adverse

effects.
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So the last 10 years we"ve iIncreased
gas demand in the United States by 60 percent.
We*"ve increased pipeline capacity by 27
percent, storage capacity by 17 percent. The
infrastructure is at i1ts limit and if we"re not
careful, we will create requirements that will
lead to -- we"re already seeing it.

I mean, we"re seeing -- over the
past three years we"ve seen reliability issues
because of lack of infrastructure. We"ve seen
price dislocations that have occurred. We have
pipelines that are single-feed pipelines into
cities and municipalities where if you are
required to do things that we"re saying you
have to do here, you would put pilot lights out
and you would cause much greater risk to the
community than you would benefit to the
environment.

So we have to be careful. We have
to recognize the practicality of things and we
have to create the flexibility. 1 think if we

can all agree we have the same goal: minimizing
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emissions while maximizing reliability and
affordability -- 1 mean 1t 1i1s a complex
equation. It"s not -- we can"t achieve any one
of those i1ndependent of the others. And so
that"s my concern with this section. | think
iIt"s an area where we need to -- we are just
starting on minimizing emissions  through
blowdowns. And to get so prescriptive and
think we have all the answers today 1 think
really limits our ability to advance the
technology and the capabilities.

And so | actually would advocate for
more Fflexibility, not Iless, not -- |less
prescription, not more, because again this is
evolving very rapidly and if we"re not careful,
we"re going to mandate things that are going to
put Is in a box that we*ll never get out of.

And we heard that from the administrator,
deputy administrator, that this Is -- we are
setting the foundation for what we need to
evolve over the next several decades, not --

this 1s not the final answer. And so I would
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just encourage us to think that way. Thank
you .

MR. DANNER: All right. Thank you.

Andy Drake?

MR. DRAKE: Andy Drake with
Enbridge. Just like to come iIn behind Arvind.

I think you®"re exactly right, Arvind. We need
to set a minimum threshold. |1 think the PRIDO
proposition would tell us that"s the logical
thing to do, otherwise we"re going to get a lot
of energy going into very small things that
don"t make a lot of value. And my comment
actually was really going to be more along your
line.

I think the thing that we have to be
conscious of here is our accountability in this
Is to provide some guidance for PHMSA to give
some practicable advice and guidance to the
enforcement folks on how to play this out. And
I think that one of the things that I think we
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