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NORTHERN INDIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY LLC
CAUSE NO. 45703
PUBLIC (REDACTED) TESTIMONY OF
OUCC WITNESS BRIEN R. KRIEGER

NOTE: _INDICATES CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

I. INTRODUCTION

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Brien R. Krieger and my business addressis 1 15 W. Washington Street,
Suite 1500 South, Indianapolis, Indiana46204.

By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

I am employed by the Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor (“OUCC”) as
a utility analyst in the Natural Gas Division. For a summary of my educational and
professional experience and general preparation for this case, please see Appendix
BRK-1.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to evaluate if Northern Indiana Public Service
Company LLC’s (“NIPSCO” or “Petitioner”) case-in-chief for its Pipeline Safety
Compliance Plan IIT (“Plan III”’) satisfies Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission
(“Commission”) requirements to receive a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity (“CPCN”). Plan III must contain federally mandated compliance projects
as defined under Ind. Code § 8-1-8.4-2, and specifically, Plan III must allow
NIPSCO to comply directly or indirectly with Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration standards (“PHMSA Rules”).

I present my review and analysis for the twenty-two capital projects and the

seven Operations & Maintenance (“O&M”) projects contained within Plan III.
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Some proposed projects are a continuation of prior approved Federally Mandated
Compliance Adjustment (“FMCA”) Projects in Petitioner’s Compliance Plan II,
Cause No. 45560 (Order dated December 1, 2021.) Because of specific project
continuations, Petitioner removed approved estimates from three projects (PSCP1,
PSCP2, and PSCP9) from Cause No. 45560 FMCA-1 and included similar

estimates in proposed projects in Cause No. 45703.

What are your recommendations for Plan I11?

I recommend:

1. the Commission not allow O&M Project PSCP3-29 Repair Grade 3 Leaks as a
federally mandated project because Petitioner has existing O&M expenses to
repair leaks in base rates and Pipeline Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration (“PHMSA”) does not require natural gas utilities to repair or
accelerate Grade 3 leak repairs; and

2. the Commission approve the remainder of Petitioner’s Plan III and issue a

CPCN to NIPSCO for its federally mandated compliance Plan III.

II. OVERVIEW OF NIPSCO’S PLAN III

Under what Statutes did Petitioner file its case?

NIPSCO requests approval, through its Verified Petition for its Pipeline Safety
Compliance Plan III, for a CPCN to implement Plan III, recovery of costs to
implement Plan III through a cost adjustment mechanism, and deferral of
unrecovered costs to implement Plan I1I all pursuant to Indiana Code § 8-1-8.4 and

§§ 8-1-2-19, -2-23 and -2-42.
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Petitioner submits its Plan III as a compliance project under Ind. Code § 8-
1-8.4-2 “Compliance Project” and anticipates Plan III will allow NIPSCO to
comply directly or indirectly with the PHMSA Rules. Petitioner requests recovery
of federally mandated costs incurred in connection with Plan III for capital and
O&M expenses. Plan Il is a five-year plan, 2022 through 2026, with capital costs
and O&M cost estimates.

My analysis determines whether Petitioner has met the requirements for:
finding the public convenience and necessity will be served by NIPSCO receiving
a CPCN for a federally mandated compliance project; the Pipeline Safety
Compliance Plan is a compliance project under Ind. Code § 8-1-8.4-2; and the
Pipeline Safety Compliance Plan III will allow NIPSCO to comply directly or
indirectly with the PHMSA Rules. NIPSCO also requests approval of other items
relating to Plan III, which are discussed in Section V., below

NIPSCO requests recovery of federally mandated costs incurred in
connection with Plan III. T considered in my review and analysis if the costs
incurred in connection with all Plan III project costs are federally mandated costs
under Ind. Code § 8-1-8.4-4.

Please provide an overview of Plan II1.

Plan IIT consists of capital and O&M projects (“Compliance Projects”) intended to
enable the utility to comply with PHMSA Rules. Capital project costs are
approximate 85% of Plan III and O&M costs are approximately 15% of Plan III.
Three capital project types make up 50% of the total estimated costs: bare steel

replacement, fiberglass replacements, and in-line inspection retrofits. Storage wells
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and underground storage risk assessments make up approximately 15% of capital
projects and 25% of O&M projects. The remaining major project types are
emergency valve replacements, isolated services, pipeline crossings & attachments,

and leak detection projects. Plan III projects start in 2022 and end in 2026.

Are there projects within NIPSCO’s Plan I11 continued from Cause No. 45560,
Plan I1?

Yes. Three (3) Plan III projects are continued from Cause No. 45560 (Order dated
December 1, 2021) and Petitioner removed the remaining cost estimates, 2022
through 2026, for these three Projects (PSCP1, PSCP2, and PSCP9) in Cause No.
45560 FMCA-1. (Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 1, page 23, line 9 to page 24, line 7.) The
majority of the other Plan III projects are similar in scope with cost estimates
derived from project experience in Cause No. 45007 and Cause No. 45560.

Projects PSCP1 and PSCP2 are investigative well logging projects at
Petitioner’s underground storage facility. These two approved andinitiated projects
are now proposed to be specific well sites based upon requirements in the PHMSA
Storage Final Rule. The proposed new projects are Project PSCP3-16 Well Tubing
and Packer Replacement Project— Trenton and Mt. Simon reservoirs and Project
PSCP3-27 Well Integrity Evaluations — Trenton and Mt. Simon reservoirs.
(Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 4, page 8, line 8 to page 9, line 1.)

Project PSCP9 is a prevention and mitigation project focusing on regulator
stations. Specifically, Project PSCP9 in Cause No. 45560 was approved for
investigating one measure, Station Asset and Equipment. Projects PSCP3-9

Regulator Station Coating Transmission and PSCP3-10 Regulator Station Coating
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Distribution are the continued projects. (Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 3, page 9, line 12
—page 12, line 3.)

There are other proposed projects similar to projects in Cause No. 45560

and Cause No. 45007 but are stand-alone projects in this Cause. The similar

proposed project types are: isolated services, bare steel replacements, fiberglass

replacements, and in-line inspection retrofits.

I11. ANALYSIS OF PLAN III FMCA PROJECTS

What support did NIPSCO provide to demonstrate Plan I1I is consistent with
the PHMSA Rule requirements?

Petitioner cites specific parts of the Code of Federal Regulations — Title 49 Part 192
(the “Code”) as reasons for the Plan III projects. The Code involves both
prescriptive and non-prescriptive projects. The non-prescriptive projects provide
the structure of on-going risk assessments, continuous improvement, and planning.
PHMSA enacted 49 CFR Part 192, Subpart O that mandates creation of a
Transmission Integrity Management Program (“TIMP”) and 49 CFR Part 192
Subpart P that mandates creation of a Distribution Integrity Management Program
(“DIMP”). Much of the planning and risk assessments were completed in
Petitioner’s prior approved FMCA Causes with Plan III containing specific project
implementation.

Petitioner cited various parts of the Code establishing the federal
requirements necessary to establish projects as FMCA projects. For example, the
Emergency Valve Installation project (PSCP3-1) complies with the provisions of

49 CFR § 192.181(a). Rules 49 CFR § 192.455 and 49 CFR § 192.465 require
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operators to monitor corrosion on steel pipes and promptly remediate any
deficiencies. The Pipeline Crossings & Attachments Replacement projects are
being undertaken to comply with the provisions of 49 CFR § 192.451 through
192.461 (External Corrosion), and 49 CFR § 192.481 (Atmospheric Corrosion
Control). The Storage Projects are proposed to comply with the Final Rule on
Underground Storage thatbecame effectiveon March 31,2022. Petitioner included
a description of the Final Rule as Attachment B to its Verified Petition. I reviewed
Rule references and Petitioner’s testimony for my analysis and found one proposed

project (PSCP3-29) that my analysis indicates is not covered by federal mandates.

Did you review and analyze Petitioner’s twenty-nine (29) proposed FMCA
projects.

Yes. I reviewed all projects. My analysis focused on Petitioner’s pre-filed
testimony, and Petitioner’s Exhibit Nos. 1-5. I participated in project discussions
between the OUCC and NIPSCO on April 21, 2022 and May 20, 2022. On June
17, NIPSCO provided a technical tour for OUCC employees which answered
additional questions concerning the use of the Picarro (manufacture name) leak
detection mobile unit (PSCP3-22), the fiberglass riser replacement project (PSCP3-
14), and regulator station coating projects (PSCP3-9 and PSCP3-10).

For continued or similar projects, I compared Plans by reviewing
Petitioner’s project workpapers, project cost estimates, and explanations of projects
moved forward from Cause No. 45560. I reviewed and analyzed Petitioner’s

responses to OUCC Data Requests (“DR”), and Petitioner’s filed revisions.
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Please summarize your analysis of Petitioner’s project explanations and
project estimates.

Petitioner’s prior explanations of similar projects from Cause No. 45560 were
consistent with Plan III explanations and workpapers. The proposed project
workpapers provided additional detail, as compared to Plan I and Plan II, for the 29
proposed projects. Through meetings, Petitioneranswered OUCC questions adding
clarity into Petitioner’s rationale for proposed projects. Petitioner was responsive
to OUCC questions during site visits and in the DRs. Petitioner reviewed its risk
model (Synergi) results with the OUCC on May 20, 2022. In testimony, Petitioner
cited specific PHMSA Rules and provided explanations for each project
justification as an FMCA project.

Individual project workpapers are in Excel format and contained multiple
tabs such as a summary tab, assumptions tab, material and construction costs tab,
and other project costs. The assumptions and costs tabs contained estimates for
items such as: feasibility studies, pre-engineering, field verifications, easements,
material, internal labor, and contract labor. The assumption tab provided $/unit for
the cost items, the counts to be completed, and the estimated annual completion
expectations based upon assumptions such as: no environmental issues, no
underground rock impediments, or no special easement requirements.

The summary tab compiled the other tabs to arrive at a base year cost and
the base year costwas escalated ata 5% annual rate. Project contingency was placed
on the base year cost and ranged from 0% to 30%. The highest contingency
percentage is on the in-line inspection projects, PSCP3-18, PSCP3-19, PSCP3-20,

and PSCP3-21.
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In Petitioner’s original filing, Petitioner escalated contingency on some
projects. In Petitioner’s Revision 2, the escalation on contingency was removed
from those projects with escalated contingency. Now, none of Petitioner’s projects
has escalated contingency. Removing escalated contingency from the FMCA
projects is consistent with a recent Commission Order not allowing escalated
contingency. In re CEI South, Cause No. 45612 (Ind. Util. Regulatory Comm’n
April 20,2022.) On page 17, the Order states: “Therefore, we find the inclusion of
escalation on contingency amounts for Petitioner’s Compliance Projects to be

unnecessary, and it is not approved.”

Do you have any issues with project escalation or escalation on contingency
costs handled in the workpapers and project summary tables?

No. Petitioner has removed all escalation on contingency.

Does Petitioner’s associated PHMSA designation justify each individual
project.

Yes, except for Project PSCP3-29. I reviewed the CFRs and PHMSA Rules and
conclude Plan III meets the CFR requirements, ultimately fulfilling both the TIMP
Requirement — 49 CFR 192 Subpart O — Gas Transmission Pipeline Integrity
Management, DIMP Requirement — 49 CFR 192 Subpart P — Gas Distribution
Pipeline Integrity Management and the Final Rule on Underground Storage.

What is your analysis of the detailed costs analysis?

The estimates were detailed and thorough. For the projects similar to or a
continuation of prior approved projects, Petitioner used per unit estimates of the
same magnitude as prior approved projects. This is the case for replaced services
and cost per mile for bare steel for Projects PSCP3-2 Isolated Services and PSCP3-

6 Bare Steel Replacement, the installed costs for Project PSCP3-14 Fiberglass Riser
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Replacements, and well projects PSCP3-15 and PSCP3-16. The new stand-alone

(different location) ILI projects, PSCP3-18 through PSCP3-21 were well

documented. The underground storage well projects compare similarly to prior

underground storage well projects, PSCP3-15 through PSCP3-17, PSCP3-23, and

PSCP3-27.1 found no issues with remaining projects except for Project PSCP3-29

Repair Grade 3 Leaks. The remaining proposed projects, other than PSCP3-29, deal

with emergency valves, pipeline crossings and attachments, storage plant coatings,

vehicle protection devices, underground natural gas storage integrity and geologic
validation investigations, and advanced mobile leak detection.

Petitioner’s Attachment A contains the proposed FMCA project lists and

annual estimates. My assessment of PSCP3-29 Repair Grade 3 Leaks follows.

Please summarize your issues concerning PSCP3-29 Repair Grade 3 Leaks.

Petitioner requested authorization of O&M expenses to repair all leaks, including
Grade 3 leaks in pending base rates, Cause No. 45621. (Attachment BRK-2,
NIPSCO Responseto OUCCDR2.9, (a).) PHMSA doesnotset arequired schedule
for repairing low level emissions, i.e., non-hazardous natural gas leaks. Petitioner
proposes to ramp up the repair of the Grade 3 leaks, by a factor of three and one-
half times (3.5x) by 2024 over the average of Grade 3 leaks repaired over the prior
four years. (Confidential Attachment BRK-5C; Petitioner’s Workpaper PSCP3-29,

tab Remediation.) My analysis of these issues follows.
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Iv. SPECIFIC ANALYSIS OF PROJECT PSCP3-29

What is a Grade 3 natural gas leak?
A Grade 3 natural gas leak is the lowest risk category determined by Petitioner to

gauge its response to known/discovered leaks. Grade 1 is the highest risk, then
Grade 2, with Grade 3 being the lowest leak level. Petitioner has various Gas
Standards (“GS”) it practices for leak categorization and leak remediation. I
reviewed two standards that apply to PSCP3-29: 1) GS 1714.010(IN) Leakage
Classification and Response, and 2) GS 1010.014(IN) Natural Gas Emission
Reduction Plan. (Attachment BRK-1, NIPSCO Response to OUCC DR 2.1,
Attachment A NIPSCO Gas Standards.)

The first standard addresses severity of leaks and classifies leaks into Grade
1, Grade 2, and Grade 3 with Grade 1 being the most severe. Pages 1,2, and 3 of
the first gas standard contain tables with leak classification definitions and leak
remediation response requirements. In part, the first GS states “Grade 3 leaks that
are not cleared shall be surveyed at intervals not exceeding 15 months, but at least
once each calendar year.” In GS 1010.014(IN), Petitioner’s gas standard states
Petitioner’s activity practice is: “For Grade 3 leaks, some repairs are completed
within six (6) to twelve (12 months) of discovery.” (Attachment BRK-1, page 8§,
Table 1, Functional Category 5.)

GS 1714.010(IN) Leakage Classification and Response has an effective
date of January 1, 2015 and the effectivedate of GS 1010.014(IN) Natural Gas
Emission Reduction Plan 1s December 27,2021. A Grade 3 leak is determined by

low level natural gas detection, in NIPSCO’s GS, within defined areas such as
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substructures, around paved areas, and in confined spaces. Please see GS

1714.010(IN), Table 3 Grade 3 Classification and Response for details.

(Attachment BRK-1, page 22, Table 3, Grade 3 Classification and Response.)

Is remediation of Grade 3 leaks included in Petitioner’s base rates?

Yes. I asked a series of questions in OUCC DRs to determine if Grade 3 leak
remediation is in base rates and to assist in my analysis to determine if Grade 3 leak
remediation is a federally mandated project. Petitioner has Grade 3 leak
remediation costs in base rates as part of remediation of Grade 1 and Grade 2 leaks.
(Attachment BRK-2, NIPSCO Response to OUCC DR 2.9.) Petitioner describes its
Grade 3 leak remediation processin response to OUCC DR 2.1 and estimates 9,789
hours were used in 2021 for remediating Grade 3 leaks. (Attachment BRK-3,
NIPSCO Response to OUCC DR 2.1.) Petitioner also provided the quantity of
known Grade 3 leaks found each year from 2018 to 2021. (Attachment BRK -4,
NIPSCO Response to OUCC DR 2.6.)

Was Petitioner aware of the magnitude of the number of Grade 3 leaks in its
most recent rate case, Cause No. 45621?

Yes. Cause No. 45621, Petitioner’s pending general rate case, was filed September
29,2021, and Petitioner supplied known Grade 3 leaks back to 2018. Petitioner has

steadily increased its Grade 3 leak remediation since 2018. In 2018, Petitioner

estimates it remediated approximately <C0nfidentia1_
I il (Atachment BRK-S-C

Petitioner’s Workpaper PSCP3-29, Remediation tab.) Petitioner states there are
more than 50,000 Grade 3 leaks on its system, with 26,510 found in 2021.

(Attachment BRK-4, NIPSCO Response to OUCC DR 2.6 (a).) Petitioner states it



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17
18

19

20

21

22

23

24

?

Public’s Exhibit No. 2

Cause No. 45703

Page 12 of 15

has $7,927,564 of O&M expense included in the base rate case for repairing all
leaks. (Attachment BRK-2, NIPSCO Responseto OUCC DR 2.9 (a).)

Does PHMSA require a deadline for remediation of Grade 3 leaks once a
Grade 3 leak is discovered?

No. In my search of PHMSA codes I did not find where it specifies a time duration
for remediating Grade 3 leaks, but Petitioner adheres to the Protecting
Infrastructure of Pipelines and Enhancing Safety (“PIPES”) to address hazardous
leaks and reducing emissions. (Attachment BRK-6; PIPES, and Attachment BRK-
7, NIPSCO Response to OUCC DR 2.2.) The PIPES Act does not specifically
address the remediation of Grade 1, Grade 2, or Grades 3 but does state in (B)
Requirements (iii): “include a schedule forrepairingorreplacingeach leakingpipe,
excepta pipe with a leak so small that it poses no potential hazard, with appropriate
deadlines.” (Attachment BRK-6; PIPES, page 2.) Petitioner points out there is no
PHMSA code for remediation of Grade 3 leaks and NIPSCO’s adheres to its own
standard, GS 1010.014(IN), for specified remediation timelines for Grade 1 and
Grade 2 leaks. (Attachment BRK-7, NIPSCO Response to OUCC DR 2.2, page 1.)

Does Petitioner consider Grade 3 leaks hazardous?

No. Petitioner does not initially quantify a discovered Grade 3 leak as hazardous,
but recognizes a Grade 3 leak can degrade over time, and therefore adheres to
reevaluating Grade 3 leaks within Petitioner’s specified schedule. Petitioner
recognizes the importance of reinspecting Grade 3 leaks annually, thus determining
if remediation is necessary. (Attachment BRK-7, NIPSCO Response to OUCC DR
2.2, and Attachment BRK-8, NIPSCO Response to OUCC DR 2.5.) Petitioner

states the PIPES Act is a self-executing mandate. (Attachment BRK-7, NIPSCO
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Response to OUCC DR 2.2 (a)). The PIPES Act does not clearly distinguish a

Grade 3 leak or require its remediation.

What are some of the existing ways Petitioner remediates or prevents Grade 3
leaks?

Petitioner has base rate O&M revenue to remediate Grade 1, Grade 2, and Grade 3
leaks. Separately, Petitioner has a prior approved FMCA project in Cause No.
45007 — Project ID PS8 Fiberglass Riser Replacements for proactively avoiding
potential leaks. Additionally, Petitioner requests approval to continue fiberglass
riser replacements at different locations in this Cause — Project PSCP3-14.
(Attachment BRK-9, NIPSCO Response to OUCC DR 2.8.)

Does Petitioner have fugitive natural emissions greater than Grade 3 Leaks?

Yes. I asked Petitioner about the total fugitive natural gas emissions. Petitioner
estimates it can eliminate approximately 15-20% of its total emissions with Project
PSCP3-29 and Grade 3 leaks makeup 25-30% of all leak emissions. (Attachment
BRK-10, NIPSCO Response to OUCC DR 2.7.) To further my analysis of all
fugitive leaks versus Grade 3 leaks, I asked a series of questions in DR No. 3. In
OUCC DR 3.5, I asked Petitioner to provide sources of remaining leaks,
approximately 70% of total leaks, and if other proposed Plan III projects have
quantified leak remediations. (Attachment BRK-11, NIPSCO Response to OUCC
DR 3.5))

Please summarize your analysis and recommendation for Project PSCP3-29
Repair Grade 3 Leaks.

My analysis indicates Project PSCP3-29 does not meet the requirements of a
federally mandated project. I found no specific PHMSA or PIPES Act requirement

necessary for the utility to remediate Grade 3 leaks on a specified or immediate
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time schedule. Petitioner presently has approved O&M expenses to remediate

Grade 3 leaks in base rates and indicates a Grade 3 leak is non-hazardous.
(Attachment BRK-8, NIPSCO Response to OUCC DR 2.5.)

Remediation of Grade 3 leaks is anormal practice of Petitioner’s operations,

and Petitioner has available funds in approved O&M expenses in base rates to

remediate Grade 3 leaks. My analysis is Project PSCP3-29 is not federally

mandated, and Petitioner can continue to remediate Grade 3 leaks with O&M

expenses recovered through its base rates.

V. PETITIONER’S REQUESTS FOR COMMISSION APPROVAL
Q: What additional items did Petitioner request in this proceeding?
A: In the petition, Petitioner requested the following items:

e Determining the PHMSA rules are federally mandated requirements as
defined by Ind. Code § 8-1-8.4-5;

¢ Findingthat NIPSCO is an energy utility as defined by Ind. Code § 8-1-8.4-
3;

¢ Finding that Plan III is a compliance project under Ind. Code § 8-1-8.4-2;

¢ Finding that Plan III will allow NIPSCO to comply directly or indirectly
with the PHMSA Rules;

¢ Finding that costs incurred with Plan III are federally mandated costs under
Ind. Code § 8-1-8.4-4; and

e Approval of ongoingreview of Plan III as part of Petitioner’s semi-annual
FMCA Mechanism filings.

Per Ind. Code, the PHMSA rules are federally mandated requirements, and

Petitioner is an energy utility. Petitioner’s Plan III meets Ind. Code requirements
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for a compliance project, and Petitioner will carry out the federal mandates with
specific Plan Il projects. My analysis indicates allbutone project complies directly
or indirectly with PHMSA rules. The associated costs, although the OUCC
recommends removal of PSCP3-29, are federally mandated costs and Petitioner
provided detailed estimates. If Plan III is approved, my understanding is that

Petitioner intends to file a semi-annual update for ongoing review and potential

Commission approval.

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS

Please summarize your recommendations.

After analyzing Plan III, I recommend the Commission:
1. Remove Project PSCP3-29 Repair Grade 3 Leaks tfrom Plan III.

2. Approve a modified Plan III with my recommended removal of Project
PSCP3-29.

3. Issue a CPCN for this federally mandated compliance project, Plan III.

Does this conclude your testimony?
Yes.
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APPENDIX BRK-1 TO THE TESTIMONY OF
OUCC WITNESS BRIEN R. KRIEGER

I. PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Please describe your educational background and experience.

I graduated from Purdue University in West Lafayette, Indiana with a Bachelor of Science
Degree in Mechanical Engineering in May 1986, and a Master of Science Degree in
Mechanical Engineering in August 2001 from Purdue University at the [UPUI campus.

From 1986 through mid-1997, l worked for PSI Energy and Cinergy progressing to
a Senior Engineer. After the initial four years as a field engineer and industrial
representative in Terre Haute, Indiana, I accepted a transfer to corporate offices in
Plainfield, Indiana where my focus changed to industrial energy efficiency implementation
and power quality. Early Demand Side Management (“DSM”) projects includedice storage
for Indiana State University, Time of Use rates for industrials, and DSM Verification and
Validation reporting to the [URC. I was an Electric Power Research Institute committee
member on forums concerning electric vehicle batteries/charging, municipal
water/wastewater, and adjustable speed drives. I left Cinergy and worked approximately
two years for the energy consultant, ESG, and then worked for the OUCC from mid-1999
to mid-2001.

I completed my Master’s in Engineering in 2001, with a focus on power generation,
including aerospace turbines, and left the OUCC to gain experience and practice in
turbines. I was employed by Rolls-Royce (2001-2008) in Indianapolis working in an

engineering capacity for military engines. This work included: fuel-flight regime
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performance, component failure mode analysis, and military program control account
management.

From 2008 to 2016 my employment included substitute teaching in the Plainfield,
Indiana schooldistrict, grades 3 through 12. I passed the math Praxis exam requirement for
teaching secondary school. During this period, I also performed contract engineering work
for Duke Energy and Air Analysis. I started working again with the OUCC in 2016.

Over my career | have attended various continuing education workshops at the
University of Wisconsin and written technical papers. While previously employed at the
OUCC, I completed Week 1 of NARUC’s Utility Rate School hosted by the Institute of
Public Utilities at Michigan State University. In 2016, I attended two cost-of-service/rate-
making courses: Ratemaking Workshop (ISBA Utility Law Section) and Financial
Management: Cost of Service Ratemaking (AWWA).

In 2017, I attended the AGA Rate School sponsored by the Center for Business and
Regulation in the College of Business & Management at the University of Illinois
Springfield and attended Camp NARUC Week 2, Intermediate Course held at Michigan
State University. I completed the Fundamentals of Gas Distribution on-line course
developed and administered by Gas Technology Institute in 2018. In October 2019, I
attended Camp NARUC Week 3, Advanced Regulatory Studies Program held at Michigan
State University by the Institute of Public Utilities.

My current responsibilities include reviewing and analyzing Cost of Service
Studies (“COSS”) relating to cases filed with the Commission by natural gas, electric and

water utilities. Additionally, I have taken on engineering responsibilities within the
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OUCC’s Natural Gas Division, including participation in “Call Before You Dig-811”
incident review and natural gas emergency response training.

Have you previously filed testimony with the Commission?

Yes. I have provided written testimony concerning COSS in more than thirteen base rate
cases filed with the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission. Additionally, I have provided
written testimony for Targeted Economic Development (“TED”) projects in
2017/2018/2020 and various Federal Mandate Cost Adjustment (“FMCA”) and
Transmission, Distribution, and Storage System Improvement Charges (“TDSIC”)
petitions. I filed testimony or provided analysis in over twelve FMCA or TDSIC 7-Year
Plan or Tracker petitions in Indiana.

While previously employed by the OUCC, I wrote testimony concerning the
Commission’s investigation into merchant power plants, power quality, Midwest
Independent System Operator and other procedures. Additionally, I prepared testimony and
position papers supporting the OUCC’s position on various electric and water rate cases

during those same years.

II. BACKGROUND OF TESTIMONY ANALYSIS

Please describe the review you conducted to prepare this testimony.

[ reviewed NIPSCO’s Petition, Testimony, and Attachments for this Cause. [ also reviewed
Petitioner’s prior FMCA cases, Cause Nos. 45007, 45183, and 45560 including the
individual FMCA recovery filings and the Commission’s Orders for Cause Nos. 45007,
45183,45560. I participated in OUCC case team meetings concerning Petitioner’s case. |

reviewed Petitioner’s direct testimony of Alison M. Becker, Ryan T. Carr, Steven W.
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Sylvester, Matthew G. Holtz, and Brent J. Shuler focusing on PHMSA requirements and
estimates fornew projects along with projectstatus for thoseprojects continued from Cause

No. 45560.

What PHMSA requirement establishes some of the pipeline safety criteria for a
natural gas distribution utility?

PHMSA establishes standards and policies to improve the safety and integrity of the natural
gas system to prevent incidents. Natural gas utilities are required by PHMSA to improve
the integrity of natural gas systems in part, as prescribed in 49 CFR 192 Subpart P.

What are some of the Indiana Code sections that apply to FMCA projects?
An FMCA project is established in accordance with Indiana Code § 8-1-8.4-5 - “Federally

mandated requirements”, which states:

As used in this chapter, "federally mandated requirement" means a
requirement thatthe commission determines is imposed on an energy utility
by the federal government in connection with any of the following:

(1) The federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 etseq.).

(2) The federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 etseq.).

(3) The federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 6901
et seq.).

(4) The federal Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2601 etseq.).
(5) Standards or regulations concerning the integrity, safety, or reliable
operation of: (A) transmission; or (B) distribution; pipeline facilities.

and § 8-1-8.4-6(b)(1)(B), which provides:
A description of the projected federally mandated costs associated with the
proposed compliance project, including costs that are allocated to the
energy utility: (i) in connection with regional transmission expansion

planning and construction; or (ii)) under a Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission approved tariff, rate schedule, or agreement.

Additionally, new FMCA Projects can be proposed if the new project meets the criteria
outlined in the governing PHMSA rule and is a valid federally mandated project in

accordance with Indiana Code § 8-1-8.4-2.
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Please describe your analysis of the support provided by NIPSCO for project
estimates and cost updates in this Cause.

I reviewed the testimonial and evidentiary support provided by NIPSCO. I reviewed all
projects discussed in Petitioner’s testimony and the data contained in Petitioner’s
attachments. I analyzed Petitioner’s testimony and exhibits looking for new projects not
continued from Cause Nos. 45007 or 45560, new estimates, PHMSA requirements, and
scope. [ also validated PHMSA requirements for projects similar to Cause Nos. 45007 or
45560 and looked for any scope changes for these similar projects.

Have you reviewed NIPSCO’s Compliance Plan on a project basis?

Yes. I reviewed NIPSCO’s entire verified petition and testimony. I asked questions of
Petitioner to better understand Petitioner’s estimated costs, status, and continuation of
projects. [ participated in informal discussions with Petitioner on April 21,2022, May 20,
2022, and a site visit on June 17, 2022. [ reviewed Petitioner’s Revisions 1 through 4 and

analyzed Petitioner’s responses to OUCC DRs.
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REFERENCE  Section 114 of the Protecting Our Infrastructure of Pipelines and Enhancing

1.

Safety Act of 2020 (PIPES Act of 2020) 49 U.S.C. §§ 60102 and 60108; 49
CFR Part 192.605

BACKGROUND

On December 27, 2020, the PIPES Act of 2020 was signed into law. Section 114 of this
Act, requires natural gas operators to evaluate and update their existing inspection and
maintenance plans by December 27, 2021 to address the following new considerations:

o FEliminating hazardous leaks and minimizing releases of natural gas from pipeline
facilities; and

e The extent to which the plan addresses the replacement or remediation of pipelines
that are known to leak based on the material (including cast iron, unprotected steel,
wrought iron, and historic plastics with known issues), design, or past operating and
maintenance history of the pipeline.

Additionally, an operator’s plan “must meet the requirements of any regulations promulgated
under section 60102(q)”, which includes a congressional mandate for PHMSA to focus on
the use of advanced leak detection strategies in order to further reduce methane emissions.
PHMSA has recently begun the process of developing a rulemaking to meet the
Congressional mandate contained in Section 113 of the PIPES Act. Once any rulemaking
implementing Section 113 of the PIPES Act is complete, the Company’s O&M Manual of
procedures will be updated to meet the new regulatory requirements as necessary.

Finally, inspection and maintenance plans must continue to consider public safety and
protection of the environment.

OVERVIEW

The Company remains committed to continuous improvement regarding pipeline safety and
the reduction of natural gas emissions.

This Standard addresses distribution, transmission, and underground natural gas storage
assets and lists activities that addresses the following.

a. Public safety.

b. Eliminating hazardous leaks.

This document is considered CONTROLLED only when viewed electronically on the Company's intranet.
Printed or other electronic copies may not be current, and the intranet version should be used to verify.
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Minimizing releases of natural gas from pipeline facilities.

C.
d. Protection of the environment.
e. Pipeline remediation activities.
f.

Pipeline replacement programs.
3. EMISSION REDUCTION ACTIVITIES

The existing pipeline safety requirements address not only enhancing public safety and
reliability but also seek to prevent leaks from occurring, thereby helping to minimize the
release of natural gas into the atmosphere. As required under 49 CFR 192.605, the
Company has an O&M Manual of procedures (GS 1010.010 “O&M Manual Administration”)
that includes activities to minimize releases of natural gas, as summarized below.

The following are representative activities of existing major programs and plans in place to
address the reduction of natural gas emissions. Individual activities aimed at further
reducing natural gas emissions, are outlined in Section 4 “Natural Gas Emission Reduction
Activity List.”

3.1 Leakage Management Program

The Company’s leak management program includes the following five key elements
(“LEAKS”). In part, this program is intended to help eliminate hazardous leaks,
minimize release of natural gas from pipeline facilities, help prioritize our pipeline
replacement program, and protect the environment through reduction in natural gas
emissions.

1. Locate the Leaks.

a. An effective leak management program includes locating leaks by visual
inspection and leak survey equipment, timely response to customer
notification of a gas odor, and a variety of other means, which are
outlined in the Gas Standard 1708 Series.

b. Qualified personnel perform leak detection activities, including the
selection of appropriate leak detection equipment.

c. Inspection frequencies vary based on survey type (transmission, business
district, areas outside business district, etc.), which are stated in the Gas
Standard 1708 Series.

2. Evaluate the Potential Hazards.

a. The leak management program includes evaluating the severity of leaks
according to established classification criteria. These classification
criteria take into consideration the safety risk posed by the leak. The
determination of leak migration is part of the process.
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Leaks are classified in accordance with GS 1714.010 “Leakage
Classification and Response.”

Leak classification is based on the Gas Piping Technology Committee
(GPTC) guidance.

3. Act Appropriately.

a. Once aleak has been located and evaluated, the Company responds

consistent with the severity of the leak. This may include temporary or
permanent repair, replacement, or other steps that reduce any
immediate hazard posed by the leak and thereby reduce natural gas
emissions.

b. Leak repair and monitoring timeframes are based on GPTC guidance.

4. Keep Records.

a. The Company’s leak management program includes the collection
and recording of data pertinent to a leak to increase the Company’s
knowledge of the system, measure its performance and comply with
regulatory reporting requirements.

5. Self-Assess.

a. The Company’s leak management program includes a self-assessment

of the distribution system by compiling associated performance metrics
and by analyzing pertinent information to determine if further risk control
practices are needed to enhance the safety of the system.

GS 1714.060 “Leakage Repair Follow-Up Inspections” is an example of
assessing leak repairs.

3.2 Damage Prevention Program

Excavating damages continue to be a leading cause of pipeline incidents and are a
significant contributing factor for natural gas leaks. The Company has in place a
program to protect the Company’s natural gas pipelines from external damage; to
prevent injury to the public, excavators, and employees; to safeguard property; and to
streamline communication related to proposed excavations or demolition work near
Company facilities. In part, this program is intended to contribute to public safety, help
eliminate hazardous leaks, minimize release of natural gas from pipeline facilities, and
protect the environment through reduction in natural gas emissions.

The details of the program are described in a written plan, titted Damage Prevention
Plan and state-specific Strategic Plans.
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3.3 Infrastructure Replacement Programs

3.4

3.5

The Company has an infrastructure replacement program where leakage and other
infrastructure information are evaluated to identify replacement candidates. In part,
this program is intended to contribute to public safety, minimize release of natural gas
from pipeline facilities, and protect the environment through reduction in natural gas
emissions.

This evaluation and identification is performed on a continuing basis by the Field
Engineering Department as new system information is presented. The identification
and evaluation is supported by Field Operations personnel and associated field
information along with a software application.

Active corrosion review meetings (refer to GS 1430.030 “Active Corrosion”) will review
the corrosion indicator maps to see any new leaks that have occurred on coated steel
piping systems, and review bare steel and cast iron systems to determine additional
candidates for replacements that are not already identified on the proposed
replacement lists derived from the software application. New leaks, historical leaks,
pipeline condition as well as local knowledge of the system are considered in
determining potential leakage candidates. The active corrosion meetings include
representatives from Field Engineering, Field Operations, and System Operations.

Cross Bore Remediation Program

This remediation program is designed to investigate and eliminate all legacy cross
bores in the Company’s systems and to prevent new cross bores from occurring. In
2021, an incentive program for licensed plumbers was implemented to reward
plumbers who utilize camera equipment prior to clearing blockages and reporting
suspected gas cross bores to the Company for investigation.

In part, this program is intended to contribute to public safety, help eliminate
hazardous leaks, minimize release of natural gas from pipeline facilities, and protect
the environment through reduction in natural gas emissions.

Distribution Integrity Management Program (DIMP)

The DIMP Plan was developed in accordance with the requirements of 49 CFR Part
192 Subpart P and applies to all operating units involved in the operation,
maintenance, scheduling, or control of its distribution pipeline systems.

The DIMP plan requires the Company to develop and implement a program that
addresses the following elements.

a. Knowledge of System.

b. Identify Threats.

c. Evaluate and Rank Risks.
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3.6

d. Identify and Implement Measures to Address Risks.

e. Measure Performance, Monitor Results and Evaluate Effectiveness.
f Periodic Evaluation and Improvement.

g. ReportResults.

The DIMP Plan applies to all gas distribution pipelines operated by the Company that
include the associated mains, services, service regulators, customer meters, valves
and other appurtenances attached to the pipe such as metering stations, regulator
stations, and fabricated assemblies.

The DIMP Plan captures and trends leak data on system pipe materials, such as bare
steel and cast/wrought iron, to help drive the necessary program changes to reduce
pipeline leakage. Tracking and trending of data associated with other assets is also
captured in the various appendices of the DIMP Plan.

In part, this program is intended to contribute to public safety, help eliminate
hazardous leaks, minimize release of natural gas from pipeline facilities, help prioritize
our pipeline replacement program, and protect the environment through reduction in
natural gas emissions.

Transmission Integrity Management Program (TIMP)

The Transmission Integrity Management Program (TIMP) is a comprehensive
systematic approach to maintain and improve the safety of the Company’s
transmission pipeline system.

The TIMP Plan was developed in accordance with the requirements of 49 CFR Part
192 Subpart O and applies to all operating units involved in the operation,
maintenance, scheduling, or control of its natural gas transmission pipeline systems.

The Company’s TIMP goals and objectives include the following activities.

a. Ensures the operational integrity of its natural gas transmission pipeline
system meets or exceeds the requirements as detailed in 49 CFR Part 192
Subpart O Pipeline Integrity Management.

b. Provides for the safety of the general public, customers, employees,
contractors and other third parties that may be impacted by the operation of
the pipeline system.

c. Reveals and manages risk, and makes risk reduction routine.

Enables dependent and interrelated functions within the organization to
share information and work to achieve stated policies and objectives.

e. Complies with all environmental and safety regulatory requirements.

In part, this program is intended to contribute to public safety, help eliminate
hazardous leaks, minimize release of natural gas from pipeline facilities, help prioritize



Attachment BRK-1
OUCC Request 2-001 Attachment A Cause No. 45703

Cause No. 45703 Page 6 of 34

Gas Standard
Distribution Operations

Effective Date: Standard Number:
12/27/2021 Natural Gas Emission Reduction GS 1010.014(IN)
Supersedes: Plan

N/A Page 6 of 17

our pipeline replacement program and protect the environment through reduction in
natural gas emissions.

3.7 Natural Gas Underground Storage Integrity Management Program (SIMP)

The U.S. Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration (PHMSA) issued an interim final rule (IFR), effective January 18, 2018,
and subsequent Final Rule (FR), effective March 13, 2020, revising the Federal
Pipeline Safety Regulations, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR 49) § 192.12. The FR
put critical safety standards in place for underground storage facilities and
incorporated Sections 8, 9, 10, and 11 of the American Petroleum Institute’s
Recommended Practices (APl RP) 1171, “Functional Integrity of Natural Gas Storage
in Depleted Hyd