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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. State your name, occupation and business address.  3 

A. My name is Keith L. Naeve.  I am the President of Naeve & Associates, Inc., an 4 

engineering consulting firm. My business address is 1315 North Sunnyslope Drive, 5 

Racine, Wisconsin 53406.   6 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying? 7 

A. My testimony is sponsored by the United States Steel Corporation (“U.S. Steel”). 8 

B. Background and Experience 9 

Q. Summarize your qualifications.  10 

A. My professional experience consists of more than fifty years of employment in the 11 

natural gas industry.  I am a registered professional engineer in Wisconsin, Illinois and 12 

Alabama.  Starting in 1961 and continuing for 18 years, I worked for Wisconsin Natural 13 

Gas Company (“WNG”), a large gas distribution company located in Racine, Wisconsin.  14 

WNG was then a subsidiary of Wisconsin Electric Power Company, now named We 15 

Energies.  I began my career at WNG in the sales area, first as an Industrial Sales 16 

Engineer and then as a Gas Marketing Supervisor.  In 1967, I was placed in charge of the 17 

WNG Liquefied Natural Gas Plant and had that direct responsibility until 1979.  In 1969, 18 

I became the Superintendent of Gas Operations.  My responsibilities in this position 19 

included operating, construction and service responsibilities for approximately 25,000 20 

customers.  In 1974, I became the Manager of Engineering and Operations at WNG, with 21 

broad engineering and operating responsibilities.  I was responsible for the design, 22 

operation, maintenance and safety of all of our natural gas pipelines.  I also had the 23 
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responsibility for the preparation of construction standards for pipeline construction and 24 

the company Operations and Maintenance Manual.  Those two documents were 25 

developed to insure that the construction and operations of WNG were in conformance 26 

with applicable federal laws and regulations.  WNG served more than 200,000 customers 27 

at that time.   28 

While working at WNG I was named the co-chairman of the Wisconsin Utilities 29 

Association Gas Codes Task Force.  The task force was expected to interpret and respond 30 

to proposed and promulgated gas codes and standards.  The task force also provided 31 

consensus interpretation of the member gas companies to enhance uniformity in 32 

implementing codes and standards for Wisconsin gas utilities. 33 

In 1979, I began my consulting engineering firm, Naeve & Associates, Inc.  My 34 

firm provides engineering analysis of various gas-related accidents, pipeline integrity 35 

management, distribution and transmission line requirements, and other technical aspects 36 

of natural gas pipeline construction and operations.   37 

I am a member of the following organizations: the American Gas Association, the 38 

American Society of Mechanical Engineers, the International Association of Arson 39 

Investigators, the National Fire Protection Association, the National Society of 40 

Professional Engineers and the Wisconsin Society of Professional Engineers.  I obtained 41 

my Bachelor’s degree in Mechanical Engineering from Iowa State University in 1960. 42 

Q. Describe your work on gas safety. 43 
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A. I would estimate that I start work on approximately 50 new gas fires/explosions each 44 

year.  Most involve deaths or serious injuries as well as property damage.  My role is to 45 

determine the cause of gas leaks.  Many of my cases have involved gas piping issues. 46 

Q. Have you testified previously in any legal proceedings? 47 

A. I have testified in more than 100 trials, as well as participated in more than 200 48 

depositions, in cases nationwide.   49 

C. Purpose and Conclusions of Testimony 50 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 51 

A. The main objective of my testimony is to present the results of my assessment of the 52 

safety of the natural gas and coke oven gas (“COG”) piping at the U.S. Steel facility in 53 

Granite City, Illinois (the Granite City Works (“GCW”)).  My testimony addresses the 54 

potential risks posed by the GCW lines, and describes the overall safety profile of GCW.   55 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions. 56 

A. I conclude that the GCW natural gas piping and COG piping present an extremely low 57 

risk to public safety.  These are low-stress gas pipes to which there is very limited public 58 

exposure.  Since U.S. Steel began operating the plant in 2003, there have been no events 59 

involving GCW piping which could be characterized as reportable “incidents,” 60 

“accidents” or “safety-related conditions” under state or federal pipeline safety laws.  As 61 

part of my evaluation, I reviewed the safety programs that GCW currently has in place, 62 

including an onsite inspection of GCW and all relevant documents.  The Illinois 63 

Commerce Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”) Staff (“Staff”) is seeking to assert 64 

jurisdiction over these GCW fuel lines for the purpose of imposing safety standards 65 
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which are intended to apply to operators of pipeline facilities engaged in the gathering, 66 

transmission and distribution of gas.  There is no need for the ICC to regulate GCW’s 67 

natural gas piping and COG piping under the Illinois Gas Pipeline Safety Act1 because to 68 

do so would not enhance or contribute to public safety in any material way.    69 

D. Itemized Attachments 70 

Q. Are there any exhibits to your testimony? 71 

A. Yes, I am sponsoring the following exhibits: USS Ex. 2.1 – Curriculum Vitae (“CV”), 72 

and USS Ex. 2.2 – Pipeline Safety, 2011 Natural Gas Certification for the Illinois 73 

Commerce Commission. 74 

Q. Is USS Ex. 2.1 a complete and accurate copy of your CV? 75 

A. Yes.  76 

Q. Please describe USS Ex. 2.2. 77 

A. ICC Staff produced USS Ex. 2.2 in its response to U.S. Steel Data Request USS-Staff 78 

1.10.   79 

II. PIPELINE SAFETY 80 

A. Background 81 

Q. Can you describe the pipelines which exist in the United States?  82 

A. There are different categories of pipes which exist, including pipes used in the 83 

transportation of gas, water and other liquids, and pipes found within buildings and 84 

structures that are used as water and fuel lines.  Information on pipelines used in the 85 

transportation of gases and hazardous liquids (including chemicals, petroleum and 86 

                                                            
1 220 ILCS 20. 
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petroleum products) is publicly available from the United States Department of 87 

Transportation's Pipeline and Hazardous Material Safety Administration (“PHMSA”).  88 

PHMSA notes that these pipelines consist of a few major components: 89 

 Pipelines that collect products from sources, such as wells on land 90 

(gathering lines) or offshore, or from shipping, such as tankers for oil or 91 

liquefied natural gas (LNG). These systems move the product to storage, 92 

processing (such as treatment for gas or refining of petroleum).  93 

 Transmission pipelines that transport large quantities of hazardous liquids or 94 

natural gas over longer distances; transmission lines deliver natural gas to 95 

distant power plants, large industrial customers and to municipalities for 96 

further distribution; petroleum transmission lines deliver crude oil to distant 97 

refineries or refined products to distant markets, such as airports or to depots 98 

where fuel oils and gasoline are loaded into trucks for local delivery.  99 

 Distribution lines are a part of natural gas systems, and consist of main lines 100 

that move gas to industrial customers, down to the smaller service lines that 101 

connect to businesses and homes throughout a municipality. 2 102 

Generally, the larger diameter or higher pressure pipelines are transmission pipelines, 103 

which are often 30 inches or more in diameter and operated at pressures in excess of 400 104 

hundred pounds per square inch.  PHMSA estimates that there are about 2.5 million miles 105 

of pipeline used in the “energy transportation network” including 321,000 miles of 106 

onshore and offshore Gas Transmission and Gathering pipelines, as well as 2,066,000 107 

miles of Natural Gas Distribution mains and service pipelines.3   108 

Q. Are gas pipelines safe? 109 

A. Pipelines are considered the safest mode of moving natural gas and other gases to where 110 

they are needed.  Gas pipeline incidents are relatively rare given the millions of miles of 111 

                                                            
2 www.phmsa.dot.gov (General Pipeline FAQs, No. 6). 
3 www.opsweb.phmsa.dot.gov/pipelineforum/facts-and-stats/pipeline-101. 
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pipelines in operation in the United States.  But all pipelines carrying flammable, toxic or 112 

corrosive gas present some degree of safety risk.   113 

Q. Can you describe the conditions under which a gas pipeline may present a safety 114 

risk? 115 

A. There are many variables which affect the safety risk presented by any given gas 116 

pipeline.  The most obvious is the flammability and other properties of the gas contained 117 

in the pipeline.  Another variable is the size of the pipe.  Pipelines can range from less 118 

than 1 inch to more than 36 inches in diameter.  The larger the pipe, the more gas that it 119 

can transport.  Another variable is the operating pressure.  Pressure is the force exerted on 120 

a given area expressed in pounds per square inch (PSI) or its metric equivalent of kilo 121 

Pascals (kPa).  Oil, natural gas and other gases transported within a pipeline exert 122 

pressure on the pipe wall.  A measure of a pipe’s strength is “specified minimum yield 123 

strength,” or SMYS.  Yield strength is the stress level at which a material -- in this case a 124 

pipe -- begins to deform permanently.  The stress in pipelines is often expressed in the 125 

percent of SMYS in the pipeline.  Normally, pipelines stressed to more than 20 percent of 126 

SMYS are considered transmission lines.  Twenty percent SMYS means that calculations 127 

show that the pipeline could be subjected to 5 times the pressure (i.e., 5 x 20% SYMS) 128 

before the steel pipe would yield or start to fail.  It logically follows that the risk 129 

decreases as the percent of SMYS decreases.  The location of the pipe is a variable as 130 

well.  Pipelines located in densely populated areas with multi-story buildings pose the 131 

highest risk, since the potential for damage or physical injury is greatest.  Other variables 132 
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include composition and features of the pipe; corrosion and material failures also present 133 

some degree of hazard.   134 

Q. What causes unintentional releases from gas pipelines?  135 

A. Excavation damage continues to be the leading cause of serious pipeline incidents.  136 

Excavation damage accounts for approximately a third of gas transmission and 137 

distribution pipeline incidents considered “serious” by PHMSA.  Excavation damage 138 

accounted for almost 60 percent of all reported distribution pipeline incidents between 139 

1995 and 2004, according to statistics kept by the Office of Pipeline Safety (“OPS”).  Gas 140 

pipeline “incidents” are also caused by pipe corrosion, a fire or explosion (whose cause is 141 

unrelated to the pipeline), or even a vehicle striking an aboveground meter or regulator.  142 

Corrosion sometimes results from excavation damage, which, while not severe enough to 143 

trigger an immediate puncture or failure of the pipeline, could create damage to the 144 

pipeline and/or wrap that later renders it more susceptible to corrosion.   145 

Q. Are you aware of laws, regulations or other standards which apply to gas pipelines? 146 

A. There are a myriad of federal, state and local laws, regulations and codes which may 147 

apply, depending on the type of pipeline.  There are also building codes imposed by state 148 

and local governments.  The National Fuel Gas Code (also known as NFPA 54 and ANSI 149 

Z223.1) is commonly cited for customer piping in residential, commercial and industrial 150 

buildings.  There are also many other standards that are referred to in the National Fuel 151 

Gas Code.  NFPA 54 provides requirements for the installation and operation of gas 152 

piping, equipment installations, and venting.  It is the accepted national measure for all 153 

fuel gas installations and serves as the basis for all gas codes in the United States.  NFPA 154 
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54 is the cumulative result of years of experience of many individuals and organizations 155 

familiar with the installation of gas piping and equipment designed for utilization of 156 

gaseous fuels.  Its applicability is defined as follows:  “Coverage of piping systems 157 

extends from the point of delivery to the connections with each gas utilization device.”  It 158 

does not apply to systems operated in excess of 150 pounds per square inch.  NFPA 54 159 

has been adopted in more than 30 states, including Illinois.  The Illinois Office of the 160 

State Fire Marshall (“OSFM”) has adopted NFPA 54 by reference into its fire prevention 161 

and safety regulations4. 162 

Q. Are you familiar with the gas pipeline laws and regulations at issue in this 163 

proceeding? 164 

A. Yes.  I understand that there is a question regarding whether the pipes which carry natural 165 

gas and coke oven gas solely within GCW are subject to the Illinois Gas Pipeline Safety 166 

Act and the regulations adopted under that Act.  Illinois has adopted most of the federal 167 

regulations implemented under the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 as amended5 168 

(“NGPSA”), which is administered by PHMSA.  The NGPSA establishes a national 169 

regulatory program applicable to the transportation of natural (flammable, toxic, or 170 

corrosive) gas, petroleum, and other hazardous materials by pipeline.  The program 171 

addresses the design, construction, operation, maintenance and inspection of pipeline 172 

facilities.  It specifies requirements for corrosion control, integrity management, public 173 

awareness and damage prevention programs.  In more specific terms, the regulations 174 

specify minimum requirements for materials, joining of the materials, and the installation 175 

                                                            
4 41 Ill. Admin. Code §100.7.  OSFM adopted the NFPA Life Safety Code (NFPA 101); Section 8.4.3.1 of NFPA 
101 requires buildings, structures and premises to comply with NFPA 54.   
549 U.S.C. §60101 et seq. 
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of gas pipeline components.  It also specifies various operating procedures such as 176 

cathodic protection, pipeline repairs, leakage surveys, emergency plans and odorization.  177 

The regulations are written as minimum performance standards, and appear in the Code 178 

of Federal Regulations, 49 CFR Parts 190-199.  Part 192 applies to gathering, 179 

transmission and distribution gas pipelines and is nearly 100 pages long. 180 

NGPSA provides for state assumption of all or part of the intrastate regulatory 181 

and enforcement responsibility through annual certifications and agreements.  States must 182 

adopt the minimum performance standards set forth in the regulation, and may have 183 

additional or more stringent requirements in place, as long as they are not inconsistent 184 

with federal standards.  Illinois has assumed the intrastate gas pipeline authority and files 185 

annual certifications with PHMSA.  I am not aware of any gas pipeline safety standard 186 

adopted by the State of Illinois that is stricter than federal standards.  All of the pipeline 187 

safety regulations of the Illinois Administrative Code simply incorporate federal 188 

standards by reference.6   189 

Q. Are you aware of PHMSA or Illinois regulations which require reporting for gas 190 

releases? 191 

A. Yes.  PHMSA regulations require reporting by operators of gas pipeline facilities for 192 

“incidents” and “safety-related conditions.”7  Releases of gas are more directly covered 193 

by the requirements for “incidents.”  An “incident” is defined as one of three events.  194 

First, an incident is an event that involves the release of gas from a pipeline, or of 195 

liquefied natural gas (LNG) or gas from an LNG facility, combined with (1) a death, or 196 

                                                            
6 83 Illl. Admin. Code Part 590.   
7 49 CFR Part 191. 



 

Docket No.  10-0635 
USS Ex. 2.0  

 

 10 

personal injury necessitating in-patient hospitalization, (2) estimated property damage, 197 

including cost of gas lost, of the operator or others, or both, of $50,000 or more; or (3) an 198 

unintentional estimated gas loss of three million cubic feet or more.  Second, an incident 199 

is an event that results in an emergency shutdown of an LNG facility.  Third, an incident 200 

is an event which is significant in the judgment of the operator, even if it does not meet 201 

the other criteria in the definition of “incident.”  PHMSA keeps statistics on “significant” 202 

and “serious” incidents.  “Significant” incidents are those incidents reported by pipeline 203 

operators when any of the following conditions are met: (1) fatality or injury requiring in-204 

patient hospitalization; (2) $50,000 or more in total costs; (3) highly volatile liquid 205 

releases of 5 barrels or more or other liquid releases of 50 barrels or more; or (4) liquid 206 

releases resulting in an unintentional fire or explosion.  “Serious” incidents are a subset 207 

of “significant” incidents, and are those incidents which involve a fatality or injury 208 

requiring in-patient hospitalization.  PHMSA regulations also require reporting for 209 

“safety-related conditions,” which generally speaking, refer to unsafe conditions, or 210 

defects or damage to pipes.  Reporting is required for pipe leaks that could constitute an 211 

emergency, or any safety condition that could lead to an imminent hazard.8   212 

Under the Illinois regulations, reporting is required for any accident or incident, 213 

caused by gas escaping from pipeline facilities or liquefied natural gas facilities.9  214 

“Accident” or “incident” is defined as any or all of the following: personal injury 215 

requiring hospitalization, fatality, and/or property damage exceeding $50,000.   216 

                                                            
8 49 CFR §191.23. 
9 83 Ill. Admin. Code 595. 
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B. Annual Pipeline Certifications by the Commission 217 

Q. Have you reviewed any of the annual certifications filed by the State of Illinois with 218 

PHMSA? 219 

A. Yes, in Staff’s Response to U.S. Steel Data Request USS-Staff 1.10, Staff provided U.S. 220 

Steel with copies of the certifications for the most recent three years:  2011, 2010, and 221 

2009, each covering the previous calendar year.  The certifications appear to be in a 222 

PHMSA application-type form which the ICC Staff completed and filed electronically.   223 

Q. What is contained in these certifications? 224 

A. There is a certification in the front of each submission containing representations that are 225 

required under the NGPSA, followed by a series of attachments.  The attachments cover 226 

several categories of information requested in the PHMSA, including information on 227 

inspections, pipeline incidents, and compliance actions. 228 

Q. Can you describe the information required by PHMSA in Attachment 3 of the 229 

annual certification? 230 

A. Attachment 3 is entitled “Facility Subject to State Safety Jurisdiction”.  The instruction 231 

on the PHMSA form reads: “States should only list facilities that are jurisdictional under 232 

Part 192 of which the state has safety authority over.  This attachment requires the 233 

business name and address of each person subject to the pipeline safety jurisdiction of the 234 

state agency as of [the reporting year].  Also indicate the operator type (e.g. intrastate 235 

transmission) consistent with the listing in Attachment 1 and include the number of 236 

inspection units in each operator’s system.” 237 
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Q. Are there any observations you can make about the list of entities which listed on 238 

Attachment 3 of the ICC’s 2011 certification? 239 

A. The 2011 certification is attached to my testimony as USS Exhibit 1.2.  The ICC lists just 240 

over one-hundred entities in Attachment 3.  For the most part, all of the listed entities are 241 

involved in commercial transactions of gas: just under 25% of the operators listed are 242 

energy and energy related companies, including local distribution companies, common 243 

carriers by pipeline, private utilities, gas processors, and gas gathering companies, and 244 

approximately 75% of the list is made up of city and municipal utilities.  Only six entities 245 

listed in Attachment A fall outside these two categories: four universities, Utility Safety 246 

and Design (USDI- an engineering consulting company), and GCW.   247 

Q. Are there any manufacturing companies other than GCW on the Attachment A list 248 

that you have just described? 249 

A. No, not that I could see from reviewing the names on the list.  250 

Q. Did you review the Attachment 3 list for the two previous years, i.e., in the 2010 and 251 

2009 certifications by the Commission? 252 

A. Yes.  253 

Q. Are there any manufacturing companies other than GCW on those lists? 254 

A. No, not that I could see from reviewing the names on the list.   255 

III. SAFETY ASSESSMENT OF GCW 256 

Q. Are you familiar with the pipes at GCW which only convey natural gas and coke 257 

oven gas used for fuel? 258 
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A. Yes.  In May 2011, I conducted a safety assessment of these fuel lines, and reviewed the 259 

effectiveness of the GCW’s safety program currently in place.  I toured the GCW plant, 260 

and reviewed information including pipe materials, operating pressures, routing of the 261 

gas lines as well as the composition of the coke oven gas.  I also evaluated the various 262 

operating procedures and selected maintenance records for the operation of the gas lines.  263 

Moreover, I was able to interview GCW personnel to determine their level of expertise in 264 

the operation of gas lines.   265 

Q. What were your conclusions? 266 

A. The GCW gas piping systems are being operated safely.  The department in charge of the 267 

gas piping systems, the Energy and Ironmaking Utilities Department, is comprised of 268 

highly skilled and knowledgeable employees, including six employees with engineering 269 

degrees, of which three are licensed professional engineers.   270 

Q. Did you conduct a review of the facility’s compliance with PHMSA regulations, 271 

which Illinois has adopted? 272 

A. No, I did not.  I was told that the issue of compliance with those regulations would be for 273 

future consideration, and that for now, the case was limited to the ICC’s jurisdiction over 274 

GCW’s natural gas and COG piping.   275 

Q. Could you describe the GCW gas piping system with reference to some of the safety 276 

factors you have described? 277 

Essentially, GCW operates low stress gas lines to move fuel throughout its production 278 

operations.  The COG piping is generally 16 and 18 inches in diameter and is operated at 279 
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approximately 20 psi.  It is all operated at less than 10% of SMYS, which means that the 280 

pipeline could be subjected to over 10 times its normal operating pressure before the steel 281 

pipe would yield or start to fail.  The natural gas piping, in general, ranges from 6 inch to 282 

12 inch in diameter and is operated at 150 to 180 psi.  All of the natural gas lines are 283 

operated at approximately 15% or less of SMYS, which means that such lines could be 284 

subjected to almost 7 times their normal operating pressure before the steel pipe would 285 

yield or start to fail.   286 

The backup lines at MRT-3 and MRT-4 (the latter known as the South Plant Line) 287 

pose smaller risks than the operating gas lines.  The backup line at MRT-3 is mostly 288 

above ground, which decreases risk from corrosion and excavations.  There are valves at 289 

each end so any leak from this line would be limited to the volume of gas within the line 290 

if a leak occurred.  The South Plant Line is pressurized to about 50 psi through a ¾ inch 291 

line.  Any notable leak would be quickly detected by a drop in pressure, and further 292 

limited to the capacity of the small supply line. 293 

One dominant factor is that all of the GCW gas piping is either on or very near 294 

GCW property.  The physical setting for the segments of the lines in public rights of way 295 

present a very low safety risk to the public since they are located in a sparsely populated 296 

industrial setting.  Thus, very few people are exposed to areas near the lines, as compared 297 

to public settings one normally imagines, like schools, hospitals, theaters, and the like.  I 298 

saw only two people near the piping during my inspection which involved traveling all of 299 

the areas of the pipe.   300 

GCW monitors excavators near its lines, which significantly reduces accidents 301 

caused by 3rd party excavators.  Specifically, on-site excavation of any sort is rigorously 302 
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controlled by a permitting system which provides a high degree of control by GCW.  It is 303 

also obvious that various employees are able to visually monitor almost all segments of 304 

the pipe at nearly all times and report excavations or other potential problems.  GCW has 305 

much better control of their piping than the average distribution or transmission 306 

company.   307 

Q. Staff has testified that when a pipeline operating above 30% of SYMS fails, it will 308 

most likely rupture and catastrophically fail rather than simply leak.  Does it follow 309 

that pipes operating below 20% SMYS -- like GCW’s fuel lines -- are likely only to 310 

leak, rather than rupture and catastrophically fail? 311 

A. Yes.  In fact, the GCW natural gas and COG lines are operated well below 20% SMYS, 312 

which further increases the likelihood that the pipes would only leak, rather than rupture 313 

and catastrophically fail.   314 

Q. Are you aware of any gas leaks from the natural gas pipes or COG pipes at the 315 

GCW plant? 316 

A. Since U.S. Steel began operating the plant in 2003, GCW has had no instances of events 317 

that would fit the definition of reportable “incidents” or “safety-related conditions” as 318 

defined by 49 CFR Part 191 for its natural gas or COG lines.  There have been a number 319 

of small leaks from the COG lines due to corrosion of the line.  Most could be 320 

characterized as progressive corrosion leaks that were found and neutralized by GCW 321 

before they could become a material hazard.   322 
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Q. Please describe the COG releases reported on April 7, 2008 and May 4, 2008 323 

referenced in Staff’s testimony. 324 

A. The first leak was located in the COG piping on Edwardsville Road adjacent to the 325 

property line.  The leak was isolated within 3 hours of the time it was discovered.  When 326 

the piping was exposed, the hole was too small to be visually located.  The calculated 327 

amount of COG released was approximately 8,037 scf, or 4 mmBtu.  The second leak 328 

involved piping located on GCW property.  They discovered a hole which was 329 

approximately ½ inch in diameter.  The calculated amount of COG released was 330 

approximately 12,908 scf, or 7 mmBtu.  Both of these small leaks were reported to the 331 

National Response Center pursuant to the environmental laws for small releases of 332 

benzene. 333 

Q. Did any of the COG leaks present a safety risk? 334 

A. Not of any significance.  In an academic sense, one could say that there is some slight 335 

risk in all gas leaks, but none of these leaks posed a significant hazard to life or property.  336 

All were discovered by the GCW before presenting a significant hazard and addressed 337 

before posing a significant risk.  In these cases, combustible gas was confined to within a 338 

few feet of the pipe.  Because of the size and location of the leak, it was not a significant 339 

hazard to life or property. 340 

Q. Is there an explosion hazard presented by the COG leaks? 341 

A. In terms of explosion hazards, coke oven gas leaks are less hazardous (more forgiving) 342 

than of natural gas and much more forgiving than leaks of propane (LPG).  The btu value 343 

(heating content) of the coke oven gas is approximately half of natural gas and about one 344 
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fifth of propane.  That means leakage with equal hazards would require twice the leakage 345 

of coke oven gas as compared to natural gas and nearly five times of propane. 346 

Q. How do the hazards of the U.S. Steel natural gas and COG lines compare with the 347 

risks associated with the September 2010 pipeline incident in San Bruno, California, 348 

that killed eight people, injured many more, and destroyed 37 homes? 349 

A. The two situations are at opposite ends of a very wide spectrum of risk.  San Bruno 350 

presented much higher risks for obvious reasons.  Most importantly, the San Bruno pipe 351 

was a 30 inch transmission line which failed at a pressure of nearly 400 psi which 352 

imposed a high stress in the pipe.  This high pressure line ran through a densely 353 

populated residential area.  That situation is vastly different from the GCW’s natural gas 354 

and COG lines, which are smaller, run at low pressure, and are located in a sparsely 355 

populated industrial setting.   356 

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 357 

Q. What are your conclusions and recommendations? 358 

A. The safety program being implemented at GCW is reasonable and adequate for their 359 

piping.  The GCW natural gas piping and COG piping present an extremely low risk to 360 

public safety since they are operated at low pressure and there is very limited public 361 

exposure.  In my opinion, there is no need for the ICC to regulate GCW’s natural gas 362 

piping and COG piping under the Illinois Gas Pipeline Safety Act because to do so would 363 

not enhance or contribute to public safety in any material way.    364 

Q. Are all of your opinions to a reasonable degree of scientific and engineering 365 

certainty? 366 
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A. Yes. 367 

Q. Does this complete your testimony? 368 

A. Yes, it does. 369 


