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I nt roducti on

Senpra Energy is pleased to offer testinony to the Senate Comrittee on Commerce,
Sci ence, and Transportation regardi ng the reauthorization of the Pipeline Safety
Act. Although our coments specifically address S. 2438, we would be pleased to
simlarly address S. 2004 and S. 2409 should the Commttee so desire.

Senpra Energy is a Fortune 500 energy services hol di ng conpany whose
subsi di ari es i nclude Southern California Gas Conpany and San Di ego Gas and

El ectric Conpany. Together these two |ocal distribution conpanies operate 3500
mles of transm ssion pipeline in sone of the nost heavily popul ated areas of
the country. Southern California Gas Conpany is the nation's |largest |oca
natural gas distribution conpany serving over 18 nmillion consuners through 5
mllion meters in a service territory stretching from San Luis Obispo to the
Mexi can Border. San Diego Gas & Electric is a conmbination utility providing
service to over 3 nmllion consuners in San Diego County through 1.2 mllion
electric neters and 720 thousand natural gas neters.

Senpra Energy comrends the author and commttee chair, Senator MCain, in
introducing this legislation to address the serious issue of pipeline safety.
Senpra Energy al so cormmends the Senators from Washi ngt on who are co-authoring
this proposal and have first hand know edge of the problens that result if a
pi peline failure occurs.

Background on Senpra Energy Pipeline Integrity Prograns

Sout hern California Gas Conpany and San Diego Gas & El ectric have a pipeline
integrity management program W have a Pipeline Integrity Teamthat addresses
the overall operation of our facilities including ensuring strict conpliance
with | ocal, state and federal pipeline safety regul ati ons and eval uati ng our
operations to ensure that the risks to our facilities are known and addressed.
On a routine basis, this teamidentifies hazards and vulnerabilities of the

pi peline system perforns specific risk assessnents, eval uates data, and
prioritizes areas to be addressed. In addition, this team eval uates the
applicability of new technology to our operations. At a strategic level, this
team works to integrate our operating experience with the study of the

i nterrel ati onshi ps among various failure causes and known risks, to ensure
resources are directed at protecting public safety and maintaining the integrity
of our pipelines.

In addition to internally focused activities, Senpra Energy actively
participates in industry and governnment sponsored foruns on pipeline system
managenent. Sout hern California Gas Conpany and San Diego Gas & Electric have a
I ong history of active participation in regulatory proceedi ngs, including

rul emaki ngs, sponsored by the Ofice of Pipeline Safety (O P.S.) and by other
regul atory bodi es such as the California Public Uilities Comm ssion, OP.S.'s
desi gnat ed enforcement agency for the state. Senpra Energy believes that



conti nued enphasis should be placed on inproving pipeline integrity and we
continue to work with other stakeholders to ensure that the risks to pipelines
from damage due to excavation, failures, etc. are mnimzed to maintain the

hi ghest levels of public safety. In addition, we strongly support the pursuit
of new technol ogy and engi neeri ng advances that would |l ead to greater pipeline
safety and encourage the authors to consider directing resources towards
research and devel opnent of new technol ogi es.

Senpra Energy whol eheartedly agrees that public safety concerns should be

par anmount when operating and mai ntaining the infrastructure used to deliver
natural gas. We do, however, have concerns that certain provisions in this bil
may not achi eve the desired objectives and in fact, may give rise to a fal se
sense of security regarding public safety. We ask that you consider the
follow ng input as you continue to refine this bill

Specific Conments on S. 2438
I nternal |nspections

Section 5 of the proposal requires the Secretary to issue regul ations that would
requi re natural gas and hazardous |iquid pipeline operators to evaluate risks to
their pipeline facilities based upon specific criteria to determ ne the adequacy
of pipelines to operate in unusually sensitive areas and hi gh-density popul ation
areas. W readily agree that pipeline operators should continually evaluate the
risks to their pipeline facilities. However, although we recognize the inherent
necessity of vagueness in this type of directive, we are concerned about the
prelimnary references to mandatory "snmart pigging" or other types of interna

i nspections for natural gas pipelines. Wile there are situations when certain
internal inspections are warranted and as an operator, we utilize interna

i nspections to assess certain vulnerabilities on a targeted basis, we do not
endorse the thought that internal inspection should be mandated on a routine
basis for natural gas transm ssion pipeline facilities. Overall, we believe
that a conprehensive integrity managenent program can be conpletely effective

wi t hout mandating these types of inspections on a routine basis.

We are actively working with the Ofice of Pipeline Safety, other operators,
state regul ators and key stakehol ders to | ook at possible nodifications to the
federal pipeline safety regulations as they relate to pipeline integrity
managenent. In fact, on April 24, 2000, a notice of proposed rul emaki ng was
publ i shed in the Federal Register concerning an Office of Pipeline Safety
proposal to add additional regulations to "test, repair and validate through
analysis the integrity of nost hazardous |iquid pipelines that could affect
popul at ed areas, conmercially navi gabl e waterways and areas unusually sensitive

to environnental damage." VWhile this notice of proposed rul emeki ng governs
regul ati ons under 49 C. F.R Part 195 for hazardous liquid pipelines, this is the
first stage of an overall integrity managenent rul emaking process that will then

address 49 C.F.R Part 192 regulations for natural gas pipelines. Practically
speaki ng, we are aware of many inspection and eval uati on techni ques capabl e of
assessing a pipeline's identified vulnerabilities that could be far nore
effective in ensuring public safety than devoting resources to perfornmng
internal inspection on natural gas pipelines on a routine basis.

As a side note, as you consider the possible nmandate of routinely "smart

pi ggi ng" natural gas transm ssion pipelines, please keep in mnd the current
capability of "smart pigs". For exanple, we believe that the current capability
of “smart pigs” to find prior nechanical damage, on a scale of 1 to 10, is about



a 4, a nunber far frominfallible. 1In addition, we analyzed reportable

i ncidents on gas transm ssion and gathering lines filed with the Departnent of
Transportation from 1985-1997 and determnmined that "smart pigging" the pipeline
woul d not have identified the determ ned cause of over 70% of the failures. This
is not to say that “smart pigging” is without value. W do believe that the use
of "smart pigs" should be part of an overall inspection programto ensure
pipeline integrity by assessing vulnerabilities on a targeted basis.

Accordingly, we would support |anguage directing the Secretary to give natura
gas transni ssion pipeline operators options to allow for the use of, "interna

i nspection, pressure testing or other evaluation techniques capable of assessing
the pipeline's identified vulnerabilities."

Provi sion of Maps to Local Authorities

Senpra Energy understands the concerns pronpting this particular proposal
however, Senpra Energy is very concerned that the w despread provision of
detail ed maps could do nore harmthan good. In addition, we believe that
information that will be nmade avail able through the National Pipeline Mapping
System (N.M P.S.) project sponsored by the Ofice of Pipeline Safety will
successfully address many of the issues the authors have noted.

Sout hern California Gas Conpany is participating on the MQ A T. (Mpping
Quality Action Tean) sponsored by the Ofice of Pipeline Safety to devel op the
Nat i onal Pipeline Mapping System This project was created to address Congress
concerns about having better information on the nation's hazardous |liquid and
natural gas transnission pipelines, especially during energency situations. A
partnershi p was created between industry and the Ofice of Pipeline Safety to
devel op an el ectroni c mappi ng systemthat would give the Ofice of Pipeline
Safety, as well as other public agencies, information regarding the genera

| ocation of these pipeline facilities. Through this system information
regarding the location of facilities, within 500 feet, the type of product, and
the owner of the line will be available through the Internet and readily
accessible to the general public. Regulatory personnel and public agencies wll
have access to nore detailed information. Based on the current schedule, this
system shoul d be ready for depl oynent by the end of 2000.

Senpra Energy is concerned with the authors' proposal to provide maps outside of
t he National Pipeline Mapping Systemas this material could provide | oca
authorities with a fal se sense of security. Qur maps are fluid proprietary
docunents. They are updated on a continuous basis. W do not want to take a
chance that a local official would rely on an outdated map in responding to an
energency. |In addition, we do not want others that are not "qualified
personnel ", no matter how well intentioned, to operate our system under any

ci rcunstances. Operating pipeline systens without proper training by
unqual i fi ed personnel could lead to significant public risk.

Senpra Energy’s concern is also based on the very real threat posed by
terrorists. The United States is no longer imune fromterrorist attacks, from
both donestic and foreign perpetrators. Senpra Energy believes it would be
extrenely unwi se to nake detailed nmaps available to a public that could include
terrorists.

We do not believe that public safety woul d be advanced by providing either naps
or specific details such as operating pressure of our facilities to schools or
the public. W do however, strongly endorse the one-call system and ot her
practices to address damage prevention to our facilities and general public
safety. Instead of providing local officials, and potentially the genera



public, with detailed maps, other than those provided through the Nationa

Pi pel i ne Mappi ng System Senpra Energy recommends that |ocal distribution
conpani es continue to work closely with local officials in responding to
energencies. Not only do we know our systens the best, but we also have highly
trai ned personnel available to assist the local officials.

Operator Training Prograns

Section 4 requires pipeline operators to submit training plans designed to
enhance training for personnel and to reduce the |ikelihood of accidents and
injuries. Senpra Energy concurs with the notivation behind this requirenent;
however, we are concerned that this provision is needlessly duplicative of a
recent regul atory proceeding.

The O fice of Pipeline Safety issued a final rule on operator qualification and
trai ning on August 27, 1999. This ruling, "Pipeline Safety: Qualification of

Pi pel i ne Personnel" is designed to ensure a qualified workforce which will
result in a reduced risk of accidents attributable to human error. This rule,
effective on October 26, 1999, requires that operators have a witten
qualification programin place by April 27, 2001 and conplete the qualification
of individuals perform ng covered tasks by October 28, 2002. This "Operator
Qualification Rule" specifically requires that operators develop a qualification
programto "evaluate an individual's ability to perform covered tasks and to
recogni ze and react to abnornmal operating conditions that may occur when
perform ng covered tasks."

Senpra Energy believes that the training prograns mandated in S. 2438 are

premature in |ight of the recent "Operator Qualification Rule". W believe that
the "Operator Qualification Rule” will be sufficient to ensure qualified
personnel and we encourage the authors to consider not requiring inplenentation
of a new training program before operators fulfill the regul atory mandates

specified by the Ofice of Pipeline Safety on this issue and the results are
eval uat ed.

Concl usi on

In closing, Senpra Energy commends the authors in this effort to address the
i ssue of pipeline safety. We believe that we should work together to
continually strive to reduce the risk to public safety through technol ogi ca
advances and i nproved practices for operating pipelines and specifically
encourage you to support nore resources towards research in this area as it
would ultinmately serve the interests of public safety.



