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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS, AND PRESENT
POSITION.
My name is John S. Hall, and my business address is 430 North Salisbury Street,
Raleigh, North Carolina. | am a contract Pipeline Safety Engineer for the Pipeline
Safety Section of the Operations Division, North Carolina Utilities Commission. My
gualifications and experience are provided in Appendix A.
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS, AND PRESENT
POSITION.
My name is Harry C. Bryant, Ill and my business address is 430 North Salisbury
Street, Raleigh, North Carolina. | am a Pipeline Safety Engineer for the Pipeline
Safety Section of the Operations Division, North Carolina Utilities Commission. My
gualifications and experience are provided in Appendix B.
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS, AND PRESENT
POSITION.
My name Is Stephen P. Wood, and my business address is 430 North Salisbury
Street, Raleigh, North Carolina. | am the Director of the Pipeline Safety Section of
the Operations Division, North Carolina Utilities Commission. My qualifications and
experience are provided in Appendix C.

Questions
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?
The purpose of our testimony is to present background information and the results
of our February 2017, pipeline safety inspection of Frontier Natural Gas

Company’s Integrity Management Program pursuant to Subpart O of 49 Code of
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Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 192, to present other relevant information learned
subsequent to the integrity management inspection, and to present our
recommendations for actions to be taken by the Commission.

WHAT AUTHORITY DOES THE COMMISSION HAVE TO ENFORCE GAS
PIPELINE SAFETY STANDARDS?

Pursuant to provisions in 49 United States Code Sec. 60105, North Carolina
General Statutes 62-50 and other authorities, the Commission has entered into an
agreement with the United States Department of Transportation’s Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) that grants the Commission
the authority to enforce federal pipeline safety standards with regard to all natural
gas pipelines subject to PHMSA jurisdiction located within the State of North
Carolina. Pursuant to the statute and the agreement, the Commission is authorized
to enforce the PHMSA pipeline safety standards under 49 CFR, Parts 191, 192
and 193 (PHMSA regulations). The PHMSA regulations create extensive, detailed
guidelines for building, maintaining, operating and inspecting gas pipelines.
Pursuant to Commission Rule R6-39(b), the Commission has adopted and made
applicable to all North Carolina pipeline operators the safety standards in 49 CFR,
Part 192, except where North Carolina law is more stringent than the PHMSA
regulations.

IS FRONTIER NATURAL GAS COMPANY A GAS PIPELINE OPERATOR
SUBJECT TO PHMSA REGULATIONS?

Yes. Under the PHMSA regulations, Frontier Natural Gas Company (Frontier) is a

gas pipeline operator.
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PLEASE GIVE A GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE COMMISSION’s PIPELINE
SAFETY SECTION.

The Pipeline Safety Section consists of a Director and five field Pipeline Safety
Engineers. The Director and one engineer/inspector are stationed in Raleigh. The
other four engineers/inspectors are stationed around the State. The Section
currently has one contract employee.

FOR AN APPLICANT TO BE HIRED AS A PIPELINE SAFETY ENGINEER,
WHAT ARE THE MINIMUM EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE
REQUIREMENTS?

An applicant must have a bachelor's degree in engineering or equivalent
combination of training and experience.

WHAT SPECIALIZED TRAINING DO PIPELINE SAFETY ENGINEERS
RECEIVE?

To be qualified to be the lead inspector on a Standard inspection,
engineers/inspectors are required to take and pass seven week-long courses at
PHMSA's Inspector Training and Qualification Division (T&Q) located in Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma. Additional courses are taught on specialized subjects, including
transmission integrity management.

WHAT SPECIALIZED TRAINING IS REQUIRED FOR AN
ENGINEER/INSPECTOR TO CONDUCT AN INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT
AUDIT?

Currently there are thirteen courses that PHMSA requires an engineer/inspector
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to successfully complete before leading an Integrity Management (IM) inspection.
The first seven are the basic courses that all inspectors are required to take when
they start. The next six focus on the IM rule. Five of the six IM courses require
travel to T&Q. These are: (1) Fundamentals of Integrity Management, (2) Gas
integrity Management (IM) Protocol, (3) Fundamentals of (SCADA) System
Technology and Operations, (4) Safety Evaluation of Inline Inspection (ILI)/Pigging
Programs, and (5) External Corrosion Direct Assessment (ECDA) Field Course. In
addition to these courses, there is one web-based training course on Investigating
and Managing Internal Corrosion of Pipelines.

WHAT IS SUBPART O OF 49 CFR, PART 192?

Subpart O prescribes the minimum requirements for an integrity management
program on any gas transmission pipeline covered in Part 192. It was promulgated
by PHMSA on December 13, 2003.

WHAT IS PHMSA’'s UNDERLYING PHILOSOPHY BEHIND SUBPART O?

Risk management is the underlying philosophy. PHMSA maintains an online fact
sheet that states, “Risk assessment is a process used to evaluate unwanted
consequences and the likelihood of those consequences occurring. The purpose
of risk assessment is to develop information that allows organizations to make
decisions that reduce or eliminate unwanted consequences by changing their
likelihood, their adverse impacts, or both.” Operators are required to establish an
Integrity Management Program (IMP) for their transmission lines, survey their
systems and identify High Consequence Areas (HCAs) where human activity falls

within specific guidelines in the regulations. Operators are then required to assess
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the risk to their transmission pipelines and choose one of three methodologies to
evaluate the integrity of those lines.

WHAT ELEMENTS DOES SUBPART O REQUIRE AN INTEGRITY
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM TO CONTAIN?

8192.911 describes sixteen elements of an IMP. These include, in summary:

(a) The identification of HCAs,

(b) A Baseline Assessment Plan,

(c) An identification of threats to each covered pipeline segment, which must
include data integration and a risk assessment,

(d) A direct assessment plan, if applicable, meeting the requirements of
8192.923, and depending on the threat assessed,

(e) Provisions meeting the requirements of 8192.933 for remediating conditions
found during an integrity assessment,

(f) A process for continual evaluation and assessment meeting the requirements
of §192.937,

(9) If applicable, a plan for confirmatory direct assessment,

(h) Provisions meeting the requirements of 8§192.935 for adding preventive and
mitigative measures to protect the HCAs,

(i) A performance plan meeting certain industry standards,

() Record keeping provisions,

(k) A management of change process,

() A quality assurance process,
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(m) A communication plan, (n) Procedures for providing (when requested), by
electronic or other means, a copy of the operator's risk analysis or integrity
management program to State and federal regulators,

(o) Procedures for ensuring that each integrity assessment is being conducted in
a manner that minimizes environmental and safety risks, and

(p) A process for identification and assessment of newly-identified high
consequence areas.

WHAT WAS THE FIRST REQUIREMENT FOR PIPELINE OPERATORS UNDER
SUBPART O?

In § 192.907, Subpart O requires a gas pipeline system operator to develop and

follow a written Integrity Management Program no later than December 17, 2004.

Q: DOES FRONTIER HAVE A WRITTERN INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT PROGRAM?

A:

Yes. Frontier adopted an IMP in 2004. A copy of the most recent Frontier IMP that
has been provided to Pipeline Safety is attached to our testimony as Commission
Staff Exhibit 1.

WHO OWNED FRONTIER WHEN THE IMP WAS WRITTEN?

Sempra Energy, one of the largest corporations in the country involved with natural
gas distribution.

DOES THE IMP DEFINE ANY STAFF POSITIONS AND LIST QUALIFICATIONS?
Yes. Table 1.1 lists an Integrity Management Program Manager, a Data Analyst,
a Compliance Coordinator, General Manager, and a Vice President. There are

additional staff positions and qualifications listed in other subparts of the IMP.
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The IMP Manager is required to be a degreed engineer or have equivalent training,
and have five or more years of pipeline experience, a working knowledge or
specific training in 49 CFR, Part 192, Subpart O, and a detailed understanding of
Frontier's organization.

The Data Analyst must have a working knowledge or specific training in applicable
Company data management systems and two years of GIS experience.The
Compliance Coordinator must have five or more years of pipeline industry
experience in the regulatory arena and demonstrated project management skills
including detailed documentation.

The General Manager and Vice President are both required to have education,
training and experience commensurate with the General Manager position.
PURSUANT TO 49 CFR, SECTION 192.911(b), A PIPELINE OPERATOR IS
REQUIRED TO HAVE A BASELINE ASSESSMENT PLAN AS PART OF ITS IMP.
PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS REQUIREMENT.

The PHMSA regulations require that a pipeline operator's IMP begin with a
framework. The idea is that it will evolve into a more detailed and comprehensive
plan as information and experience are gained. A Baseline Assessment Plan
(BAP) is part of the framework to make sure that the operator understands the
structural and operational characteristics of the operator’s pipeline.

WHAT MUST A BASELINE ASSESSMENT PLAN INCLUDE?

It must include, (1) identification of the potential threats to each covered pipeline
segment and the information supporting the threat identification; (2) the methods

selected to assess the integrity of the line pipe, including an explanation of why the
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assessment method was selected; (3) A schedule for completing the integrity
assessment of all covered segments; and (4) a procedure to ensure that the
baseline assessment is being conducted in a manner that minimizes
environmental and safety risks.

DOES FRONTIER’S IMP INCLUDE A BASELINE ASSESSMENT PLAN?

Yes. Section 5.3 covers the BAP.

HAS FRONTIER CONDUCTED a BASELINE ASSESSMENT PURSUANT TO
8192.911(b) AND SECTION 5.3 OF ITS IMP?

It has performed baseline assessments on all covered segments in which the
assessment method chosen is an ECDA. However, Frontier's BAP included two
covered segments that were to be assessed using Internal Corrosion Direct
Assessment (ICDA). Frontier did not have documentation showing that an ICDA
had been done.

WHAT ARE THE THREE METHODOLOGIES CURRENTLY APPROVED BY

PHMSA REGULATIONS TO CONDUCT A BASELINE ASSESSMENT?
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Q:

8§192.921(a) specifies that an operator choose one or more of three assessment
methods. These are (1) the use of an internal inspection tool or tools capable of
detecting corrosion, and any other threats to which the covered segment is
susceptible, (2) a pressure test, or (3) direct assessment to address threats of
external corrosion, internal corrosion, and stress corrosion cracking, conducted in

accordance with the relevant provisions of Subpart O.

WHICH METHOD DID FRONTIER EMPLOY?

External Corrosion Direct Assessment.

IS IT ACCEPTABLE UNDER PHMSA REGULATIONS FOR FRONTIER TO USE
ECDA EXCLUSIVELY AND NOT CONDUCT ICDA?

No. Table 5.2 in Frontier's BAP identifies two covered segments in which both
ECDA and ICDA should have been used to assess the segment.

AS A PART OF ITS IMP, DOES FRONTIER HAVE A WRITTEN EXTERNAL
CORROSION DIRECT ASSESSMENT PROTOCOL?

Yes.

HOW DOES THE EDCA PROTOCOL DEFINE EXTERNAL CORROSION
DIRECT ASSESSMENT?

ECDA is a structured process that is intended to improve safety by assessing and
reducing the impact of external corrosion on pipeline integrity. ECDA seeks to
proactively prevent external corrosion defects from growing to a size that affects
the structural integrity of the inspected pipeline segments.

WHAT IS THE ECDA METHODOLOGY?
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The ECDA methodology is a four-step process requiring integration of pre-
assessment data, data from multiple indirect field inspections, and data from pipe
surface examinations. The four steps of the process are:

Pre-Assessment: The Pre-Assessment step utilizes historic and recent data to
determine whether the ECDA is feasible, identify appropriate indirect inspection
tools, and define ECDA regions. The required data are typically available at
Frontier's Gas Division office located in Elkin, North Carolina.

Indirect Inspection: The Indirect Inspection step utilizes above ground
inspections to identify and define the severity of coating faults, diminished cathodic
protection, and areas where corrosion may have occurred or may be occurring. A
minimum of two indirect inspection tools are used over the entire pipeline segment
to provide improved detection reliability across the wide variety of conditions
encountered along a pipeline right-of-way. Indications from indirect inspections are
categorized according to severity.

Direct Examination: The Direct Examination step includes analyses of pre-
assessment data and indirect inspection data to prioritize indications based on the
likelihood and severity of external corrosion. This step includes excavation of
prioritized sites for pipe surface evaluations resulting in validation or re-ranking of
the prioritized indications. During the Direct Examination step, high priority areas
with corrosion damage are re-evaluated for further action.

Post-Assessment: The Post-Assessment step utilizes data collected from the
previous three steps to assess the effectiveness of the ECDA process and

determine reassessment intervals.
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DOES FRONTIER’S ECDA PROTOCOL DEFINE ANY STAFF POSITIONS AND
LIST QUALIFICATIONS?

Yes. It specifies that there will be an Integrity Management Program Manager, an
ECDA Project Coordinator, a Project Engineer, a Data Integration Specialist and
ECDA Field Personnel.

DOES THE FRONTIER ECDA PROTOCOL INCLUDE PERSONNEL
QUALIFICATION REQUIREMENTS, INCLUDING EDUCATION, TRAINING AND
EXPERIENCE?

Yes, in Table 2.1 of the ECDA Protocol.

WHAT ARE THE EDUCATION, TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE
REQUIREMENTS?

With regard to the IMP Manager position, some of the requirements are the same
as those listed in Table 1.1 of the IMP. However, Table 2.1 of the ECDA Protocol
also calls for the IMP Manager to have a working knowledge or specific training in
National Association of Corrosion Engineers (NACE) Standard Procedure 0502,
training or experience in buried piping corrosion mechanisms and training or
experience in indirect inspection techniques. The ECDA Project Coordinator must
have five or more years of pipeline industry experience or cathodic protection
experience, successfully attended Frontier's ECDA training program, and
demonstrated project management skills, and other training that is deemed
necessary by the Project Engineer or Program Manager. The Project Engineer
must be a degreed engineer with two or more years of pipeline experience in

corrosion related field, have successfully attended Frontier's ECDA training
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program, received corrosion-related training and have a working knowledge of
burst pressure calculations. The Data Integration Specialist must have a working
knowledge or specific training in applicable Company data management systems
and two years GIS experience. ECDA Field Personnel are required to have training
and compliance with specific Company Operator Qualification task requirements
and be trained on ECDA procedures.

DID THE COMMISSION'S PIPELINE SAFETY SECTION CONDUCT
INSPECTIONS OF FRONTIER TO DETERMINE IF FRONTIER'S IMP WAS IN
COMPLIANCE AND THAT FRONTIER WAS OPERATING IN ACCORDANCE
WITH ITS IMP?

Yes. In October 2009, Stephen F. Hurbanek and John S. Hall of the Pipeline Safety
Staff performed an Integrity Management inspection of Frontier. Mr. Hurbanek had
attended the required PHMSA courses and was qualified to be an Integrity
Management lead inspector. In November 2010, Mr. Hurbanek and Mr. Hall
conducted a follow-up inspection. In February 2017, Mr. Hall and Harry C. Bryant,
lIl conducted an Integrity Management inspection of Frontier.

WHO OWNED FRONTIER WHEN THE OCTOBER 2009 INTEGRITY
MANAGEMENT INSPECTION WAS CONDUCTED?

In 2007, Frontier was purchased from Sempra Energy by Energy West, which is
now known as Gas Natural, Inc.

WHAT WAS THE OUTCOME OF THE OCTOBER 2009 INSPECTION?

From October 26 through October 29, 2009, Mr. Hurbanek and Mr. Hall conducted

an inspection that included a review of the required records and field inspections.
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The focus was on the IMP itself. The inspection revealed that Frontier had
developed and implemented a program for integrity management, however, a
considerable number of potential issues were raised during the inspection.

DID THE PIPELINE SAFETY SECTION RECOMMEND THAT A CIVIL PENALTY
BE IMPOSED AFTER THAT INSPECTION?

No. It was recognized that this was a complex new rule and Pipeline Safety was
committed to working with operators in North Carolina to get their IMPs
established. During the inspection, it was agreed that Frontier would address all
of the deficiencies in their IMP and record keeping within eight months. After that
period, Pipeline Safety would conduct a follow-up inspection.

WHO WAS MANAGING FRONTIER AT THAT TIME AND RECEIVED FORMAL
NOTIFICATION OF THE INSPECTION’S FINDINGS?

On November 9, 2009, Mr. Christopher Isley, who was then the Director of Pipeline
Safety, sent a letter to Mr. Raymond Fisher, the Vice President and General
Manager of Frontier, with a copy of the inspection form. A copy of that letter is
attached to our testimony as Commission Staff Exhibit 2.

WAS A FOLLOW-UP INSPECTION CONDUCTED?

Yes. From November 15 through 17, 2010, Mr. Hurbanek and Mr. Hall returned to
Elkin for a follow-up inspection. At a meeting on November 17, 2010, it was agreed
that Frontier would correct all deficiencies in its IMP and record keeping within
eight months.

WHAT WAS THE RESULT OF THAT INSPECTION?

In a letter sent by Mr. Isley to Mr. Fisher dated December 1, 2010, Mr. Isley stated

JOINT COMMISSION STAFF — NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION
DOCKET NO. G-40, SUB 142

OFFICIAL COPY

Aug 25 2017



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

14

that Frontier had corrected most of the potential issues identified in the 2009
inspection.

However, nine specific protocols in Frontier's IMP were identified as still having
potential issues. A copy of that letter is attached to our testimony as Commission
Staff Exhibit 3.

A FOLLOW-UP INSPECTION OF FRONTIER’S IMP THAT WAS PLANNED FOR
2011 DID NOT OCCUR. WHY NOT?

An inspection of Frontier's IMP that took place in 2009 and 2010 indicated potential
issues, particularly with the Internal Corrosion Direct Assessment element. A follow
up inspection did not occur because Mr. Hurbanek, the Pipeline Safety Section’s
lead Integrity Management inspector resigned, and Raymond W. Fisher, Frontier’s
Integrity Management Program Manager also left around the same time.

HOW OFTEN DOES PIPELINE SAFETY INSPECT INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT
PROGRAMS?

IN 2015, PHMSA established a minimum inspection interval at five years.

WHEN DID PIPELINE SAFETY CONDUCT ITS MOST RECENT REVIEW TO
DETERMINE WHETHER FRONTIER IS IN COMPLIANCE WITH ITS IMP?

Mr. Bryant and Mr. Hall met with Mr. Fred Steele, Frontier's General Manager and
President, Mr. Josh Wagoner and Ms. Regina Davis at Frontier's Offices in Elkin,
North Carolina, on February 8 and 9, 2017.

DID PIPELINE SAFETY PROVIDE FRONTIER WITH ADVANCE NOTICE OF

WHEN PIPELINE SAFETY WOULD CONDUCT THE 2017 INSPECTION?
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Yes, we sent an email to Mr. Wagoner on Thursday, January 12, 2017 and
informed him that we would be coming to conduct the IMP review on Monday,
February 6, 2017. The email included a copy of the PHMSA’s Integrity
Management Inspection Protocols. Mr. Steele called back later that week and
asked for a lengthy extension but we were not able to accommodate him. We did
agree to schedule the inspection to begin February 8.

HOW DID PIPELINE SAFETY STAFF CONDUCT ITS FEBRUARY 2017
INSPECTION?

Our inspection of Frontier’'s transmission Integrity Management Program began by
following the PHMSA Gas Integrity Management Protocols inspection form. The
inspection is a process, and there are fourteen protocol areas with criteria to verify
plan and implementation of program elements to evaluate operator integrity
management programs. The protocol inspection process began with verifying
individuals responsible for the IMP. Mr. Steele indicated that Mr. Wagoner is IMP
Manager, Ms. Davis is the Centralized Workload Manager, and he (Mr. Steele)
was President/General Manager. These individuals make up the primary Frontier
IMP team. We inquired about staff qualifications and the responsibilities of IMP
roles and Mr. Steele indicated the decision to assign IMP roles was recent, and
that training was needed for staff. We asked if Mr. Mickey Grewal had been
involved with the Frontier IMP, and Mr. Steele said that Mr. Grewal was not directly
involved. Mr. Steele said Frontier was in the process of hiring two engineers that
would be involved with the IMP.

WHO IS MICKEY GREWAL AND WHY DID YOU ASK ABOUT HIS ROLE?
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Pipeline Safety Staff was aware that Adam Theriault, for a time, was the only
degreed engineer working for Frontier in Elkin. He was Frontier's Regulatory
Compliance Engineer. He left Frontier in February 2015. Commission Staff had
guestioned Frontier over a period of time about the lack of a degreed engineer.
Frontier’'s response, in part, was that it was attempting to recruit an engineer and
that, until an engineer was hired to work in Elkin, GNI would provide engineering
support. In the fall of 2015, Frontier introduced Mr. Grewal to Commission
personnel as a new GNI engineer who would support Frontier and the other GNI
subsidiaries. His duties included providing oversight and direction in regulatory
compliance with Part 192, and explicitly included compliance with IMP.

HAVE YOU SEEN MR. GREWAL’'S RESUME?

Yes, | have. It is very impressive. His career goes back to 1994 and includes
twelve years of experience with Nicor, a large natural gas local distribution
company. His qualifications include “Working knowledge of 49 CFR, Part 192,
195, APIl, ASME, ANSL.”

WHAT WAS HIS JOB TITLE?

Director of Engineering, System Planning and Regulatory/Safety Compliance.
WHAT OTHER DUTIES WERE ASSIGNED TO MR. GREWAL BY GNI?

An email from Mr. Steele dated September 23, 2015, contained a description of
Mr. Grewal’s duties. This email stated that he would provide direction and oversight
as it relates to: “(1) Engineering design and standardization, (2) Regulatory
compliance with Part 192, including DIMP, IMP, Public Awareness and etc., (3)

Compliance warehousing, GasOps, GIS, etc., (4) System Planning including,
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sizing, expansion, system layout (headers), peak degree day planning, peak day
model development, (4) Estimate of gas supply requirements to meet peak day,
(5) IT support, including Itron systems, GIS systems, GasOps, etc., and (6) Overall
safety compliance in operations.”

HOW MANY REGULATED NATURAL GAS UTILITIES DOES GNI HAVE?
According to the “Newly Proposed Structure” provided to the Commission in
Docket No. G-40, Sub 136, GNI has a subsidiary, PHC Holdings Inc., that holds
eight regulated utilities, including two in Montana, one each in North Carolina and
Maine and four in Ohio.Q: IS IT YOUR UNDERSTANDING THAT MR. GREWAL
WAS SUPPOSED TO PROVIDE ALL OF THOSE SERVICES FOR ALL OF
THOSE COMPANIES?

That is our understanding.

WHAT ARE YOUR OBSERVATIONS WITH REGARD TO HOW WELL IT
WORKED FOR MR. GREWAL TO HAVE THAT TYPE OF EXTENSIVE
RESPONSIBILITY FOR EIGHT PIPELINE OPERATORS?

Correspondence concerning Mr. Grewal’s hiring makes it very clear that both GNI
and Frontier were well aware of the existence of PHMSA'’s Integrity Management
regulation. However, given the scope and scale of his job, it is not a surprise that
we saw no evidence of Mr. Grewal being directly involved in implementing the
Integrity Management Program at Frontier. For example, Pipeline Safety never
received a telephone call or email from Mr. Grewal, did not observe any written
communications from him among Frontier's IMP records, and he was not present

at any time during the 2017 inspection. Based on Frontier’s IMP staffing and the
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2017 inspection results described below, a reasonable conclusion is that GNI failed
to support Frontier while Frontier attempted to hire a replacement for Mr. Theriault
because GNI was also too thinly staffed to do the job.

WHAT INFORMATION DID YOU ASK FOR REGARDING THE FRONTIER IMP?
We asked to see current maps showing HCAs. We inquired if program reviews
were being performed as part of the Frontier IMP Quality Control Plan. Mr. Steele
indicated they were still locating records, and that some record keeping may be
missing or not available. Mr. Steele indicated the IMP related activities performed
by former Frontier personnel were being internally questioned. We inquired about
record keeping to document assessments that had been performed as a follow-up
to those that had not been performed as of the 2009/2010 IMP inspection, but Mr.
Steele stated that these records were not available. We asked to review Frontier’s
current BAP schedule and were provided with a copy that indicated plans for
conducting a Confirmatory Direct Assessment (CDA). The dates for performing the
CDA'’s in twenty HCA’s were proposed to begin in February 2017 and finish in
March 2017. One pipeline is scheduled for a CDA in calendar year 2018.

WHAT WERE THE MAIN AREAS OF INTEREST THAT PIPELINE SAFETY
REVIEWED WITH REGARD TO FRONTIER’S IMPLEMENTATION OF ITS IMP?
The recent appointment of IMP staff was of interest due to their apparent lack of
familiarity with Subpart O of PHMSA regulations and with Frontier's written IMP.
When record keeping was not available to verify that IMP reviews were being
performed, or when record keeping was not available to verify the last ECDA, and

when the Baseline Assessment Plan schedule indicated performing Confirmatory
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Direct Assessment on overdue segments, we realized that Frontier’s IMP was not
being implemented.

WHAT CONCLUSIONS WERE DRAWN FROM THIS INFORMATION?

Frontier staff was not familiar with Subpart O of PHMSA regulations or with the
Frontier Integrity Management Program. Documentation of the Quality Control
(QC) Plan process was not available. The Baseline Assessment Plan schedule
indicated that Frontier had not performed integrity reassessments on time and they
were indicated that Frontier had not performed integrity reassessments on time
and they were overdue.

WHAT CONCLUSIONS ARE DRAWN FROM THE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
LEARNED FROM YOUR 2017 INSPECTION?

Frontier's IMP has not been maintained since approximately 2011, and is being
administered by staff that has not had the training or experience to carry out an
IMP.

SPECIFICALLY, WHAT DID YOU FIND DURING THE 2017 INSPECTION WITH
REGARD TO FRONTIER’'S ANNUAL REVIEWS OF ITS HCAs?

We asked for record keeping to show that the HCAs were being reviewed (audited)
one time each year, per the IMP’s Quality Control Plan in Section 9, but Frontier
did not have any records available to demonstrate this was being done. Mr. Steele
said he didn’t know where all the records were, and he was questioning the actions
of prior personnel regarding the IMP. The HCA mileage being reported on PHMSA

Form 7100.2-1 was the same since at least 2010, which is 14.2 miles. If the annual
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HCA reviews had been conducted by Frontier, it would be expected that this HCA
mileage would have changed in the period between 2011 and 2017.

DURING THE 2017 INSPECTION, WHAT DID YOU FIND WITH REGARD TO
FRONTIER'S PERFORMANCE OF THE BASELINE ECDAS THAT WERE
REQUIRED TO BE PERFORMED BEFORE DECEMBER 17, 20127

Record keeping for the baseline ECDAs that was due to be completed before
PHMSA'’s December 17, 2012 deadline was not available during the inspection.
However, adequate documentation was provided during our meeting in June.
DURING THE 2017 INSPECTION, WHAT DID YOU FIND WITH REGARD TO
FRONTIER’'S IMP STAFFING?

We asked who was responsible for Frontier's IMP, and Mr. Steele stated that he,
Mr. Wagoner and Ms. Davis were the IMP team. Revisions being made to the
Frontier IMP written plan just before the February inspection indicate the 2017 IMP
team as replacing the 2010 Frontier IMP staff.

TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE, DID FRONTIER OBTAIN APPROVALS FOR ITS LACK
OF COMPLIANCE WITH ITS IMP STAFFING REQUIREMENTS THROUGH THE
EXCEPTION PROCESS DESCRIBED IN SETION 7.0 OF ITS ECDA
PROTOCOL?

Frontier staff was completely unfamiliar with the ECDA Protocol at the time of the
inspection. An exceptions report was not asked for, but would have been an
element of the Quality Assurance process that was not occur