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Destribe details of the mvestigation

On 10/21/2020 Williams determined that the filter installation and operation met the criteria of a Safety Related Condition as detailed in 49 CFR 191.23(a)(10) and the S
WA UTC on the same day. Since this is an interstate pipeline facility PHMSA has primary authority to investigate. On 10/22/2020 PHMSA assigned investigative authori
Staff contacted Williams personnel to request information and documents related to the installation of the fuel gas filter in 2015. These documents and a summary repor
detailed Williams investigation and the root cause analysis of this incident. UTC staff reviewed the documents provided and made an additional data request on 1/15/20
on 3/1/2021 and have been reviewed by staff. Final report submitted for peer review on 3/2/2021.

Findings and Contributing Factors
Investigation Firdirgs and Contributirig Factors, ircluding Root Cause

Williams initiated an internal investigation to determine the cause of the installation of the under rated component. Williams worked with UTC Staff and provided commu
investigation. On January 7, 2021 Williams issued an Incident Investigation Summary Report dated December 1, 2020 (Appendix 1). Staff have reviewed this report.

Williams investigation determined that during the Zillah compressor station upgrade conducted in July 2015, one set of construction prints were used for two separate c
occurring simultaneously, Oregon City and Zillah. The prints used at Zillah were based on the Oregon City compressor and the project piping and instrument drawings ¢
and equipment. As a result, the equipment specifications for the filter were incorrect and the ANSI Class 300 fuel filter assembly was bolted to ANSI class 600 flanges. The
personnel, both engineering and field, failed to identify the under rated component.

Solar is the manufacturer of the Zillah compressor station mobile unit. Williams hired Solar to design their Oregon City and Zillah xcompressor station upgrades that wei
into account a different fuel skid supply configuration between the two stations and this resulted in a 300 Class ANSI flanged component being installed in a system that
components. The 2-inch ANSI Class 300 and 600 flanges have the same bolt pattern. Williams personnel did not catch the under rated component due to unsufficient p
300 Class flanges have been in operation seasonally since 2015. As a result of the installation of the under rated fuel filter, the Zillah CS discharge piping which provides pi
exceeded its MAOP of 667 PSIG numerous times between 2015 and 2020. (See Appendix #14)

Williams determined that the installation error was the result of several factors including but not limited to the following:

1. The project team did not complete project-specific drawings as is now required per WIMS Project Requirements. (WIMS - Williams Integrated Management System)

2. The design reviews failed to identify that the project drawing package did not match the site-specific project.

3.3 party inspector did not verify that equipment installed met specifications.

4. WilSOP/WIMS did not have a formalized PSSR process associated with MOC's at the time of the project. (WilSOP: Williams Standard Operating Procedures (Precursor to WIMS))
5. WiISOP/WIMS did not have a formalized PHA process associated with MOC's for major changes.

6. Field personnel failed to notice that the flanges had a lower rating than the flanges they were being connected to.

Changes made since 2015:

In May 2015, Williams implemented a new PHA that would have required a more formalized review of the compressor fuel skid components and installation requirements.

In November 2017, Williams modified their PSSR and made it a more formalized process within their MOC. This would have required a completed PSSR to review and verify equipment on site.
Williams now requires 3rd Party designers to design for site specific jobs. The design utilized by Williams at the Zillah compressor was completed by Solar and the components were provided by Solar.
Williams 3rd Party inspectors will now verify that components being installed meet the design requirements.

Williams will only use site specific drawings.

Acronyms used:

WIMS - Williams Integrated Management System

WIiISOP: Williams Standard Operating Procedures (Precursor to WIMS)

MOC: Management of Change

PSSR: Pre-Startup Safety Review

PHA: Process Hazard Analysis
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Regulatory Anaysis / Violations
Regulatory Arralysis/ Violatiors:

Staff concurs with the Root Cause analysis performed by Williams as noted above. (Appendix #11)
Williams has made several procedural and process changes that Staff believe will prevent this type of event from occurring in the future.
Williams found this component on their own and it was not operational at the time. It was immediately removed from potential service and the information reported to PHMSA and the WA UTC as a SRC.
NOTE:
This was reported under Title 49, CFR, § 191.23(a)(10) - Reporting safety-related conditions.
10) For transmission pipelines only, each exceedance of the maximum allowable operating pressure
that exceeds the margin (build-up) allowed for operation of pressure-fimiting or control devices as
specified in the applicable requirements of §192.201, 192.62U(ej, and 192.739.
Title 49, CFR, § 191.23(a)(10) references 3 codes, one of which must apply for the issue to be reportable as an SRC. Staff does not believe that the installation would be reportable under any of the 3 referen:
§192.201 -Required capacity of pressure reflievirg and limiting statiors.
This was not an issue related to relief or limiting stations.
§192.620(e] - Alterrative mraximuni allowable operatitg pressure for certain steel pipelies.
This is not an issue related to an alternative MAOP.
§192.739 - Pressure [imitirg arid regufatitig stations: Inspection ard testitg.

This is not an issue related to regulator stations.

Recommendations / Follow Up
Follow up/ Recormireridatioris:

As noted above Williams has already made significant progress in modifying processes and procedures to ensure this type of installation will not happen in the future.
Itis also noted above the reasoning that Staff do not believe this incident met the criteria of an SRC under Title 49, CFR, § 191.23(a)(10).

Staff recommends that during future inspections emphasis be placed on identifying component ratings and verifying they are rated for the MAOP of the system where they are installed.

Cause
Construction Error Corrosion Equipment Failure/Damage Excavation Damage

Inadequate Communication

Inadequate Inspection/assessment of Select up to 20 choices Select up to 20 choices Select up to 20 choices
conditions

Inadequate Oversight

Select up to 20 choices

Human Error Improper Operations Inadequate Design Material Failure
Inadequate Communication Inadequate contractor management Inadequate component
Inadequate purchasing Inadequate inspection Inadequate engineering Select up to 20 choices
Select up to 20 choices Inadequate purchasing Select up to 20 choices
Inadequate QA/QC
Select up to 20 choices
Natural Forces Organizational Failure Outside Force Causes
o Inadequate Communication ; Inadequate Inspecti
Inadequate Communication Oversight, , , , Inadequate Communication ; Inad¢
. - ) management ; Inadequate inspection ; Inadequat
Select up to 20 choices Inadequate policies, standard, Select up to 20 choices component ; Inadequate engineering Inadequate
procedures procedures
Select up to 20 choices
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