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I. Background 

Dominion Energy Ohio (Dominion) provides natural gas service to more than 1.2 million 
customers through 21,617 miles of pipeline.  Dominion is a natural gas company1 subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (Commission) under Title 49 of the Ohio 
Revised Code (R.C.) and rules adopted by the Commission in the Ohio Administrative Code 
(Ohio Adm. Code).2 

The Commission’s rules adopt the federal gas pipeline safety regulations contained at 49 C.F.R. 
40, 49 C.F.R. 191, 49 C.F.R. 192, and 49 C.F.R. 199 (Pipeline Safety Regulations).3  The Pipeline 
Safety Regulations require gas pipeline operators to provide notice of an “incident” to 
appropriate regulatory authorities.4  Therefore, this case was initiated after the Commission’s 
Gas Pipeline Safety Staff (Staff) was notified by Dominion and subsequently conducted an 
investigation of a pipeline rupture and subsequent explosion at 28000 Shaker Blvd., Pepper Pike 
Ohio that occurred on November 15, 2019 at approximately 1 AM.  

Staff has concluded that the pipeline rupture which occurred at 28000 Shaker Blvd., Pepper Pike 
Ohio was caused by a weld failure on a 30” steel high pressure distribution main operating at 
approximately 193 pounds per square inch gauge (psig) at the time of the failure.  The failed 
pipeline segment was bored under the roadway at a depth of 15 to 25 feet and had been in 
service for approximately two weeks.  Poor construction practices, failure to follow established 
procedures and a lack of oversight by Dominion all contributed to the pipeline failure.  

 

II. Summary of Events Leading to the Natural Gas Incident 

The failure occurred on a segment of pipe installed as part of a Dominion Pipeline 
Infrastructure Replacement (PIR) project identified by Dominion as PIR 019 – P400008321.  The 
project consisted of replacing 3,070 feet of 2-, 4-, 6-, 26- and 30-inch bare steel pipe with coated 
steel pipe and replacing additional existing bare steel pipe with approximately 3,100 feet of 4-, 

                                                           
1 See R.C. 4905.03(E). 
2 See, e.g., Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-16.   
3 See Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-16-03. 
4 See 49 C.F.R. 191.5. 
An “incident” under 49 C.F.R. 191.3 includes: “(1) An event that involves a release of gas from a 
pipeline… and that results in one or more of the following consequences: … (ii) Estimated property 
damage of $50,000 or more…” 
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6- and 8-inch plastic pipe.  This project began on June 10, 2019 and was completed on 
November 7, 2019.5 

A portion of this project consisted of placing a segment of 30” steel pipe under Shaker Blvd. 
using a method known as auger boring.  An auger bore is a device used to drill a horizontal 
hole under roads, railroads, and streams instead of digging a trench through the surface.  The 
auger bore machine uses a rotating auger blade in front of a carrier pipe known as a casing.  The 
casing is hydraulically pushed through the hole as the auger head cuts a path and spoil material 
is continuously removed by the rotating auger conveying the spoils back down the casing to the 
launching pit. A similar pit is excavated on the opposite end of the bore path to receive the 
auger head and casing pipe as it is replaced with the pipe that is pushed in directly behind the 
casing pipe. Auger boring is a non-steerable method of trenchless installation that is intended to 
install the pipe in a flat, straight path. 

The bore was installed by a Dominion contractor using an American Augers 36/42-600D Boring 
Machine starting on September 5, 2019.  Dominion records show a 32” diameter auger bore with 
30” casing pipe was used.6 

On September 7, 2019, boring stopped because one of the pins holding the auger blade to the 
drive shaft had broken.  During efforts to recover the auger blade, the construction crew 
discovered that a weld on the casing had failed.7   A construction report provided by a third 
party inspection company hired by The City of Pepper Pike stated, “Crew member come across 
one of the weld that had broke on the bottom edge three quarters of the way around, meaning 
that part of the bore started to go back up.”8  This means the bore was not straight and level and 
the auger head was deflecting off the intended course. Because the weld failed along the bottom 
of the pipe, it was assumed the head and bore path were drifting upwards towards the surface.  
The strain on the casing being pushed through this non-level boring created a bend that placed 
excessive strain on the pipe, in this case at the bottom of the casing, which resulted in a failure.  
No action to widen the boring or otherwise minimize the strain on the casing or the 30” pipe to 
be installed in the boring was taken by Dominion or the contractor. When asked during the 
investigation, Dominion reported there were no issues or problems encountered during the 
boring operations.  The construction report clearly shows that problems did exist with the bore 
and should have been recognized. 
 

                                                           
5See PUCO #3 Notice_PIR 019 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 1. 
6 See Pepper Pike PUCO Data Request (1) Update 3 12-17-19 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 2 at 
Response 56. 
7 See ConstructionReport_11 - 22 – 2019 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 3 at page 27. 
8 See ConstructionReport_11 - 22 – 2019 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 3 at page 27. 
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On September 24, 2019 installation of the 30” high pressure distribution main in the bore 
started.9  This was done by welding together 20-foot segments of pipe in the launching pit and 
using the auger bore machine to hydraulically push the new pipe against the 30” casing, 
ultimately expelling the casing from the bore at the other end.  The installation of the 30” main 
under Shaker Blvd. was completed on or around September 30, 2019.10  The pipeline was 
pressurized and placed into service on November 7, 201911 with a maximum allowable 
operating pressure (MAOP) of 249 psig.12  The deflection and subsequent strain placed on the 
casing pipe was not recognized or addressed by Dominion and as a result the pipe was installed 
in the same bore path and was subject to the same excessive strain. 
 
On November 15, 2019 at 1:01 AM the Pepper Pike fire department contacted Dominion about a 
fire or explosion at 28000 Shaker Blvd.13  Gas released from the pipeline rupture ignited, 
burning the roadway, nearby construction equipment, and numerous trees and telephone poles 
surrounding the site of the release. Company records show Dominion personnel first arrived on 
the scene at 1:28 AM and started actions to isolate the line and perform safety checks of the 
surrounding area.14  PUCO Staff was notified at 2:38 AM.  Gas was isolated from the area at 4:39 
AM and the area was made safe.15 There was a delay in shutting off the gas because emergency 
valves had been replaced as part of the construction project.  Dominion had not updated its 
records and mapping system so emergency response employees were looking for valves that 
were no longer in service. 
 

III. Staff Investigation 

When a gas-related incident occurs, Commission Gas Pipeline Safety Staff conducts an 
investigation concurrently with the natural gas company.  The purpose of the investigation is to 
determine the root cause of the incident and to identify steps to be taken to prevent similar 
incidents from occurring in the future.  In this case, Staff’s focus was on Dominion Energy 
Ohio’s actions, policies, and procedures and how they contributed to the explosion. Based on its 
investigation, Staff has identified several factors that led to this pipeline failure. 

                                                           
9 See ConstructionReport_11 - 22 – 2019 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 3 at page 50. 
10 See ConstructionReport_11 - 22 – 2019 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 3 at page 55. 
11 See PUCO #3 Notice PIR 019 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 1. 
12 See DEO Pepper Pike Incident Report (Supplemental) 12-27-19 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 4 at page 
3. 
13 See DEO Pepper Pike Incident Report (Supplemental) 12-27-19 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 4 at page 
1. 
14 See DEO Pepper Pike Incident Report (Supplemental) 12-27-19 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 4 at page 
2. 
15 See Pepper Pike PUCO Data Request (1) 12-09-19 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 5 at Response 17. 
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Operators are required to have procedures in place for operations and maintenance activities as 
well as standards and specifications for construction activities. Staff determined that Dominion 
does not have procedures in its Design and Construction Manual for installation of pipe by 
boring. In response to a data request regarding boring related procedures, Dominion stated 
“DEO utilizes DOT OQ'd contractors to perform boring and relies on the procedures and 
equipment provided by the contract service.”16  The responsibility for having and following 
procedures falls to the operator, not its contractor. 

Operators are also required to have a written qualification program17 to ensure individuals 
performing certain tasks covered by the Pipeline Safety Regulations, including tasks that affect 
the operation of integrity of the pipeline, are qualified to perform those tasks.  Dominion does 
not provide training on auger boring and does not have criteria to determine whether 
individuals engaged in boring are qualified18. Dominion construction inspectors are not trained 
in how to perform auger boring or how to recognize and respond to abnormal operating 
conditions during auger boring19 which may have contributed to a failure to identify and 
correct a source of strain on the pipeline that was apparent from the failed auger bore casing 
weld.  

In addition to the vertical deflection identified during the attempt to recover the auger head, a 
significant horizontal deflection was also observed as the pipeline was being located and 
excavated during the early stages of the investigation after the rupture.  Deflection in a pipeline 
creates increased tensile strain on the outside of the bend and the horizontal deflection observed 
in the field would place the outside of the bend at the same location that preliminary findings of 
the metallurgical analysis indicate the failure began. The City’s third-party inspector report 
from September 17, 2019 also states “the casing was found, but had drifted offline to the east” 
when it was located while searching for the disconnected auger head.20  Problems with the 
auger bore were present and should have been recognized and corrected by Dominion during 
the construction project. 

The Pipeline Safety Regulations require a visual inspection of each completed weld by an 
individual qualified by appropriate training and experience to ensure the weld is acceptable.  
Dominion uses the visual inspection criteria described in the American Petroleum Institute 
(API) recommended practice (RP) 1104, “Welding of Pipelines and Related Facilities.”  
Dominion was unable to provide documentation that shows welds were subject to a visual 

                                                           
16 See Pepper Pike PUCO Data Request (1) 12-09-19 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 5 at Response 30. 
17 See 49 C.F.R. 192.805. 
18 See Pepper Pike PUCO Data Request (2) 1-16-2020 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 6 at Response 8. 
19 Id. 
20 See ConstructionReport_11 - 22 – 2019 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 3 at page 45. 
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inspection.  No welds were cut out or ground out as a result of a failing a visual inspection at 
this construction site, so all welds either were not visually inspected or were determined to 
have passed visual inspection but this decision was not documented.21   

The Pipeline Safety Regulations require nondestructive testing of some welds during 
construction of transmission lines but there are no requirements for nondestructive testing for 
distribution lines. During construction and during the subsequent investigation, Dominion 
performed nondestructive testing on a number of welds through a process known as 
radiography, where gamma radiation is passed through a weld onto a photographic film, 
resulting in an image of the object's internal structure.  This process can be used to identify 
porosity, inclusions, cracks, and voids in the interior of welds which may indicate a weak point.  
Dominion records show 16 mainline welds were nondestructively tested on June 10, 2019 
during the early stages of the construction project.  The first fifteen welds passed nondestructive 
testing while the final weld tested failed and was cut out and replaced.22 There are no records of 
any further nondestructive testing performed during the construction project.  Staff believes 
that testing only welds made early in the project is a poor practice if the purpose of testing is 
project quality control and that testing should not have ceased right after identifying the first 
failure. However, as mentioned above, nondestructive testing of welds was not required by the 
Pipeline Safety Regulations for this particular project. 

After the pipeline rupture and explosion, Dominion excavated and nondestructively tested all 
the remaining welds on the pipeline segment that Dominion intended to remain in service.  Of 
the 112 welds tested, 21 failed nondestructive testing.23  Including the additional welds sent to a 
metallurgical laboratory for analysis that also failed nondestructive testing, more than 20 
percent of the welds from the original project were found to be unacceptable.24  

The failed weld and three additional welds were cut out and sent to a laboratory (DNV GL, 
5777 Frantz Road, Dublin Ohio) for metallurgical and physical analysis.  The selected welds 
included the weld directly upstream and directly downstream of the failed weld as well as one 
weld from elsewhere on the project.25  DNV GL determined two of the four welds subject to 
analysis did not pass the visual inspection criteria in API RP 1104 which should have been used 
for the required visual inspection during construction.26  The three intact welds examined all 

                                                           
21 See Pepper Pike PUCO Data Request (3) 2-10-2020 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 7 at page 3. 
22 See Weld counts 2-11-2020 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 8 at pages 3 to 6. 
23 Id. 
24 Id. 
25 Id. 
26 See SOP 400-03 Inspection and Test of Weld Appendix I: Exhibit 9. 
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failed nondestructive testing.  DNV GL has not yet released their final report on the results of 
their metallurgical testing. 

DNV GL conducted a study of the failed weld to determine the cause of failure.  In a conference 
call on January 28, 2020 in advance of its final report, DNV GL presented a briefing on its 
preliminary findings that the failed weld showed two types of fracture morphologies.  First, 
hydrogen cracking was prevalent in the outer half of the weld cap and continued approximately 
halfway through the weld.  Brittle morphology and no ductility were noted due to hydrogen 
being present in the weld.  This type of failure is usually due to the weld cooling down too fast 
and is typically caused by inadequate pre-heating of the welded area.  The interior half of the 
failure was due to ductile overload which is caused by an external strain on the pipe.  Staff 
believes the source of this external strain was the deflection in the boring previously discussed.  

In addition to the information from DNV GL, Staff observed that the welders present at the site 
during the course of Staff’s investigation were not familiar with Dominion’s procedures 
regarding the pre-heating and post-heating of welds, and did not have equipment necessary to 
determine the temperature of the piping after it had been subject to pre-heating.  During an 
interview, one of the welders who worked on the initial pipeline project stated he used “the 
back of his hand” to determine the proper preheat temperature of the pipe.  Staff notes the 
procedure calls for a preheat temperature of 250 degrees Fahrenheit.27  Statements from 
contractor employees who installed the initial pipeline also indicated that the welds were 
immediately cleaned by sand blasting with compressed air and coated with epoxy as soon as 
the welds were complete which could have contributed to the rapid cooling that led to the 
hydrogen cracking. 

Staff believes it is not possible to determine who performed which weld at the construction site 
or whether or not procedures were followed through a review of project documentation due to 
Dominion’s poor documentation practices and Dominion’s failure to maintain accurate or 
reliable records. 

Dominion does not generate or maintain reliable records and does not maintain document 
integrity. Staff submitted several data requests and questions to Dominion during its 
investigation, and there were a number of instances where the responses raised questions about 
the integrity of the documents being provided.  While on site during the immediate incident 
response, Staff photographed a field form completed by Dominion employees to document an 
odorization test performed by Dominion after the explosion.28  Dominion provided a different 

                                                           
27 See SMAW-Butt 51 WPS attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 10. 
28 See Field Photo of Odor level sheet attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 11. 
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version of the form when submitting a response to a data request.29  There was no place on the 
form for a signature and the handwritten information on the two forms was different.  When 
asked about the apparent discrepancy, Dominion claimed the forms were completed by two 
different individuals, but both were documenting the same test.30  On January 21, 2019, 
Dominion provided a document titled “Engineering Notes,” which identified which welders 
performed each weld along the pipeline.31 The document was completed by hand and had no 
date, signature, or any other information that could be used to attribute the document to a 
specific individual.  On January 31, 2020, Dominion provided a revised version of the same 
document where a number had been written over in multiple places throughout the form to 
make a correction with no notes, comments, or attributions for the changes on the forms.32 
Dominion indicated via email that the correction was made so the document would be 
accurate.33  Staff notes that while the documents were altered, the title block on the document 
still had blanks for a field labeled “Inspector(s)” and a date field labeled “Completed”, and in a 
field listing several installation methods, “Bored” was not marked as it should have been.  
There was also a weld missing welder information.34  Additionally, the welder related 
information in the document contradicts a statement provided by one of the welders who 
worked on the project. The individual is referred to as Welder #2 in the document and is 
recorded as having made 70 welds on the project.  When interviewed by Staff this individual 
stated he only performed 15-20 welds on this project.  The same 70 welds are also attributed to 
Welder #2 on another document titled “Engineering Work Sheet -Straightline Drawing.”35  This 
document has fields labeled “Prepared By” and “Checked By” with those fields left blank.  
These noted documentation issues show that Dominion does not generate and maintain reliable 
records and does not maintain document integrity. 

During its investigation Commission Staff also observed a number of instances at the 
construction site where Dominion employees and contractors did not follow Dominion 
procedures or were unaware of these procedures, further demonstrating that established 
Dominion procedures are routinely not followed or enforced in the field: 

A Staff investigator asked Dominion welders if he could see the procedure they were 
using to weld and was told by the welders that they didn’t need the procedures because 

                                                           
29 See DEO Odorant Level Test Report attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 12. 
30 See FW_ Pepper Pike Odor Level Question 12-30-2019 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 13. 
31 See PIR-019 As-Built Documents 1-21-2020 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 14. 
32 See Engineering Notes 1-31-2020 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 15. 
33 See FW_ PIR - 019 Pepper Pike Records Update and Clarification 1-31-2020 attached as Appendix I: 
Exhibit 16. 
34 See Engineering Notes 1-31-2020 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 15 at page 9. 
35 See Alignment Sheets attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 17. 
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they knew the requirements.  The Staff inspector then asked the welders a question 
about one of the parameters in the welding procedure (what preheat temperature they 
used) and received incorrect answers.  As noted earlier, these welders did not have 
equipment necessary to determine the preheat temperature of the pipe despite the 
procedure requiring the use of “a temperature indicating device”.36 
Observed welders were not following Dominion safety procedures37 by not using 
grinder guards, which are safety devices installed on grinder wheels.  Welders failed to 
use these guards even after Staff brought it to the attention of the welders and Dominion 
management at the scene.38 
Dominion procedures39 require blowers in excavation pits to dissipate any natural gas 
that may be present and prevent accidental ignition.  These blowers were not in use in 
required areas during Staff’s investigation at the site. 
Staff observed Dominion employees draining water used for hydrostatic testing into a 
storm sewer.  Dominion procedures40 require proper disposal of hydrostatic test 
medium and that does not allow for discharge into storm sewers. 
Staff observed buried fittings that were excavated during the investigation that were not 
properly coated.41 
A segment of pipe under a roadway was not installed with sufficient cover per the 
Pipeline Safety Regulations and Dominion’s procedures.42  

In conclusion Staff believes several factors contributed to the pipeline rupture. Evidence shows 
that a failure to follow established welding procedures, insufficient inspection and oversight at 
the construction site, and lack of procedures and training regarding auger boring, which led to 
the pipeline being subject to excessive strain, all played a role in the failure of the pipeline.  
Welders did not produce acceptable welds as evidenced by the significant number of welds that 
failed nondestructive testing (more than 20% of the welds tested failed).  Laboratory testing 
results and Staff investigation show that welders did not follow established Dominion welding 
procedures such as proper pre-heating of the pipe or allowing for proper cooling.  Visual 
inspection of welds was either not performed or welds that should have failed a visual 
inspection were not recognized.  The failed weld was also subject to significant external strain 

                                                           
36 See SMAW-Butt 51 WPS attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 10. 
37 See DomSafetyPol0836 - Use of Grinder Guards attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 18. 
38 See Field Photos of Grinders Without Guards attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 19. 
39 See SOP 360-20 Prevention of Accidental Ignition of Natural Gas attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 20. 
40 See SOP 290-05 Safety Precautions and Environmental Protection attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 21. 
41 See Field Photos of Buried Fitting attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 22. 
42 See Field Photos of Main with Insufficient Cover attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 23; CFR 192.327. 
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due to problems with an auger bore installation that was not recognized, investigated, or 
remediated before the pipe was placed in service. 

 
IV. Discussion of Violations 

After reviewing the results of the investigation, Staff concludes that the following violations of 
the Pipeline Safety Regulations (49 C.F.R. 192) caused or contributed to the incident that 
occurred at 28000 Shaker Blvd. in Pepper Pike: 
 
49 C.F.R. 192.13 (c) Each operator shall maintain, modify as appropriate, and follow the plans, 

procedures, and programs that it is required to establish under this part. 
 
Dominion has no procedures or standards for auger boring.  Dominion employees and 
construction inspectors are not trained on how to perform a proper boring or how to recognize 
or respond to abnormal operating conditions associated with auger boring.  The problems with 
the auger bore installation that led to excessive strain on the pipe were not recognized, 
investigated, or corrected as a result. 
 
Dominion inspectors were not enforcing company procedures during the construction project.  
Laboratory results and Staff investigation show welding procedures were not being followed.  
Staff observed numerous examples of Dominion procedures not being followed or enforced at 
the construction site during the Staff investigation. 
 
49 C.F.R. 192.225 Welding procedures. 
 (a) Welding must be performed by a qualified welder or welding operator in 

accordance with welding procedures qualified under section 5, section 12, Appendix 
A or Appendix B of API Std 1104, or section IX of the ASME Boiler and Pressure 
Vessel Code to produce welds meeting the requirements of this subpart. 

 
Dominion did not perform welding in accordance with its qualified welding procedures at the 
construction project at Shaker Blvd. in Pepper Pike.  Laboratory results indicate that pre-heating 
of the welding area was most likely not performed as required by Dominion’s procedures.  
Welders interviewed by Staff did not know the required temperatures to achieve for pre-heated 
pipe and did not have the equipment necessary to determine a pre-heat temperature.   
 
49 C.F.R. 192.241 Inspection and test of welds. 
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 (a) Visual inspection of welding must be conducted by an individual qualified by 
appropriate training and experience to ensure that: (1) the welding is performed in 
accordance with the welding procedure; and (2) the weld is acceptable under 
paragraph (c) of this section. 

 
Dominion did not perform adequate visual inspection of welding to ensure welding is 
performed in accordance with Dominion’s procedures and that welds were acceptable.  
Dominion is unable to provide documentation that any welds on the project were visually 
inspected.  DNV laboratories determined that two of the four welds taken from the site for 
examination did not pass Dominion’s visual inspection criteria and that the three intact welds 
all failed nondestructive testing.  Over 20% of the welds nondestructively tested by radiography 
during the incident investigation failed nondestructive testing, and none of these welds were 
identified as a concern during visual inspection. 
 
49 C.F.R. 192.305 Inspection: General. 

Each transmission line or main must be inspected to ensure that it is constructed in 
accordance with this part. 

 
The segment of pipe installed under Shaker Blvd. was constructed in such a way that excessive 
strain was placed on the pipe, indicating that Dominion failed to inspect the pipe.  Additional 
examples of failure to inspect the main were identified during Staff’s investigation.  Valves and 
other fittings that were installed were not properly coated or protected against corrosion.  A 
segment of piping under a roadway was not installed with sufficient cover. 
 
49 C.F.R. 192.317 Protection from hazards. 

(a) The operator must take all practicable steps to protect each transmission line or 
main from washouts, floods, unstable soil, landslides, or other hazards that may 
cause the pipeline to move or to sustain abnormal loads. 

 
The auger bore under Shaker Blvd. produced a bore that was not straight and level, which was 
not recognized or corrected by Dominion.  The strain placed on the pipe from being forced 
through a deflected boring caused the pipe to sustain abnormal loads and directly contributed 
to the weld failure and subsequent explosion. 
 
49 C.F.R. 192.805 Qualification program. 
 Each operator shall have and follow a written qualification program.  The program 

shall include provisions to: 
(a) Identify covered tasks; 
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(b) Ensure through evaluation that individuals performing covered tasks are 
qualified; 
(c) Allow individuals who are not qualified pursuant to this subpart to perform a 
covered task if directed and observed by an individual that is qualified; 
(d) Evaluate an individual if the operator has reason to believe that the individual’s 
performance of a covered task contributed to an incident as defined in Part 191; 
(e) Evaluate an individual if the operator has reason to believe that the individual is 
no longer qualified to perform a covered task; 
(f) Communicate changes that affect covered tasks to individuals performing those 
covered tasks; 
(g) Identify those covered tasks and the intervals at which evaluation of the 
individual’s qualifications is needed; 
(h) After December 16, 2004, provide training, as appropriate, to ensure that 
individuals performing covered tasks have the necessary knowledge and skills to 
perform the tasks in a manner that ensures the safe operation of pipeline facilities; 
and 
(i) After December 16, 2004, notify the Administrator or a state agency participating 
under 49 U.S.C. Chapter 601 if the operator significantly modifies the program after 
the administrator or state agency has verified that it complies with this section.  
Notifications to PHMSA may be submitted by electronic mail to 
InformationResourcesManager@dot.gov, or by mail to ATTN: Information Resources 
Manager, DOT/PHMSA/OPS, East Building, 2nd Floor, E22-31, New Jersey 
Avenue SE., Washington, DC 20590. 

 
The individuals performing welding at the construction site did not have the necessary 
knowledge and skills to perform welding in a manner that ensured the safe operation of the 
pipeline.  At least two welds that did not meet Dominion’s visual inspection criteria were 
placed into service.  Over 20% of the welds on the project were found to be deficient through 
nondestructive testing, and none of these welds were identified as a potential concern through 
visual inspection.  Dominion welders were unfamiliar with weld pre-heating requirements 
specified in Dominion procedures.  Laboratory analysis indicates improper pre-heating during 
welding was a likely contributing factor for the weld failure.  The Ohio Administrative Code 
section 4901:1-16-06 requires distribution operators to incorporate new construction as part of 
their operator qualification requirements, which includes welding.  
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V. History of Previous Violations 

Based on the history of violations issued to Dominion, there is a pattern of Dominion not 
following or enforcing its procedures. 

Staff has previously identified deficiencies in Dominion’s welding inspection procedures and 
documentation.  Staff issued Dominion a violation letter on March 24, 201743 that noted, among 
other violations, that Dominion’s documentation did not contain information on the welding 
procedure used, the results of a visual inspection, or what criteria was used to determine the 
acceptability of a weld.  Dominion’s response to this violation was “Starting 12/31/2017, DEO 
will provide inspectors with a welding procedure checklist to ensure proper documentation of 
the welding procedure used for each project.”  The welding procedure checklist was not used 
for this construction project. 

Inadequate documentation that makes it difficult or impossible to determine whether Dominion 
complied with the Pipeline Safety Regulations has been identified by Staff on a number of other 
construction projects.  Violation letters were sent to Dominion regarding this issue on March 24, 
2017,44 April 17, 2018,45 and April 5, 2019.46  Documentation for pressure testing newly installed 
service lines and mains, abandonment of mains or services, and nondestructive testing of welds 
was inadequate to demonstrate compliance with the Pipeline Safety Regulations.  Modification 
or editing of compliance related documents has also been identified and brought to Dominion’s 
attention, most recently during the 2019 Pipeline Safety Inspection of Dominion’s North Canton 
audit unit where an applicable instance was identified and documented in a violation letter 
issued on January 22, 2020.47 

Staff has issued violations48 for Dominion not following its own procedures in the field on 15 
separate occasions in the past five years.  Many citations identified more than one example of a 
failure to follow procedures and there are 29 instances of failure to follow procedures in total.  
Dominion failed to follow its standard operating procedures (SOP) in the following instances: 

SOP 70 – Failure to identify and remediate atmospheric or external corrosion piping and 
ancillary equipment.  Seven instances. 

                                                           
43 See Probable Non-Compliance Issued March 24, 2017 attached in Appendix I: Exhibit 24. 
44 Id. 
45 See Probable Non-Compliance Issued April 17, 2018 attached in Appendix I: Exhibit 24. 
46 See Warning Letter Issued April 5, 2019 attached in Appendix I: Exhibit 24. 
47 See Probable Non-Compliance Issued January 22, 2020 attached as Appendix I: Exhibit 24. 
48 See Notice of Probable Non-Compliance Issued January 16, 2015; June 3, 2015; August 6, 2015; 
December 23, 2015; May 19, 2016; September 19, 2016, September 21, 2016, March 24, 2017; September 20, 
2017; October 18, 2017; June 4, 2018; August 31, 2018; December 14, 2018; January 21, 2020; January 22, 
2020; Warning Letter Issued April 5, 2019 attached in Appendix I: Exhibit 24. 
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SOP 70 - Failure to monitor cased transmission line segments to determine if the line is 
electrically shorted to the casing and repair lines with shorted casings.  Two instances. 
SOP 90 – Failure to locate buried pipelines prior to excavation. 
SOP 125 – Failure to install excess flow valves where required. Two instances. 
SOP 150 – Failure to properly abandon inactive service lines or mains.  Three instances. 
SOP 230 – Failure to monitor odorization levels, or properly respond to out of 
specification gas odorant readings.  Three instances. 
SOP 290 – Failure to perform pressure testing of mains and/or service lines.  Seven 
instances. 
SOP 400 – Failure to inspect and nondestructively test welds. 
Dominion Plastic Joining Manual – failure to confirm heating iron temperatures are 
within specifications before plastic pipe joining. 

Staff has issued 14 separate violation letters49 to Dominion since 2012 regarding deficiencies in 
its Operator Qualification program, however based on Staff’s observations over the past two 
years Dominion is making an effort to improve the administration of their Operator 
Qualification program and to respond to Staff’s concerns. 

 

VI. Conclusion and Recommendations 

Staff believes Dominion showed a lack of institutional control at the construction project located 
at Shaker Blvd. in Pepper Pike.  Poor construction practices, failure to follow established 
procedures, and a lack of oversight all contributed to the weld failure and pipeline rupture.  
Staff further believes that the number of bad welds found at the site, Dominion’s previous 
enforcement history related to not following or enforcing procedures in the field, and poor 
documentation practices show that failures similar to the pipeline rupture in Pepper Pike may 
recur in the future if the factors that contributed to the rupture are not addressed. 
 
Based on the results of this investigation Staff recommends Dominion develop and implement a 
third-party audit of the Dominion gas safety program.  The purpose of the audit is to determine 
whether: 
 

                                                           
49 See Notice of Probable Non-Compliance Issued February 28, 2012; April 4, 2012; December 26, 2013; 
January 16, 2015; August 6, 2015; May 19, 2016; September 19, 2016; September 21, 2016; June 28, 2017; 
August 10, 2017; November 9, 2017; April 17, 2018; November 21, 2018; Warning Letter Issued April 5, 
2019 attached in Appendix I: Exhibit 24. 
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Dominion has adequate programs, structures and incentives in place to maintain a 
culture of safety and regulatory compliance for Dominion’s employees and its 
contractors and the extent to which Dominion is responsive to employees or contractors 
bringing safety issues to management attention; 
The training that Dominion provides to or requires of its employees and contractor 
personnel for compliance with its standards and procedures is appropriate and effective; 
Dominion’s contracts with its contractors are structured to ensure that gas facilities are 
installed, repaired, or replaced properly, safely, and cost-effectively; 
The methods Dominion employs to track and document work allow for auditing of such 
work for compliance by both Dominion and the Commission; 
The methods Dominion employs to oversee new construction for compliance with 
Dominion standards and procedures in the field is adequate and effective; 
Dominion has provided sufficient resources to its gas safety compliance program to 
adequately and effectively monitor its mandated safety activities and programs for 
compliance, whether these programs are implemented by Dominion employees or 
contractor employees. 

 
Finally, given the severity of the violations, Staff recommends that a forfeiture of $2,500,000 be 
assessed pursuant to O.R.C. 4905.95(B)(1)(b) against Dominion Energy Ohio for failure to 
comply with Pipeline Safety Regulations requirements that caused or contributed to this 
incident. This incident posed a serious danger to the public.  Given the destruction that it 
caused and the location, if this had happened during a period of high traffic, instead of at 
1:00am, the likelihood that someone would have been injured or killed would have been 
significantly higher. 
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Exhibit 1 
PUCO #3 Notice_PIR 019 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
Service Monitoring and Enforcement Department

180 East Broad Street, 6th Floor
Columbus, OH 43215

Operator Operator ID

1st Report

2nd Report

3rd Report

Construction Location

(Street Address) (City, Village or Township) (County)

Proposed Dates: Starting Completion

Actual Dates: Starting Completion

Steel

Plastic

Description of Project

 

Company Contact for More Info.

Name E-mail: gps3@puc.state.oh.us
Phone FAX: 614-728-4319

Address Mail: Chief, Gas Pipeline Safety Section

City State Oh Zip Public Utilities Commission of Ohio

E-Mail 180 E. Broad St, 6th Fl

Columbus, OH  43215-3793

Y N

10 0.237 GrB Y N
0.28 GrB N

3 Replacement 95 150 95

35

AnodeGrade

5 0.218

Y6
4

9/10/20196/3/2019

Cuyahoga

60

Y

Design Press. of 

Weakest Element (psig)

Wall Thickness

N

Class Location

1Replacement
Normal Oper. Pressure (psig)

265449

 New Construction or 

Replacement

Size (in)

Job Numbers

Rectifier

11/7/2019
PIR 019 - P400008321 -CWO#63683179

3 Replacement

3 1

Brainard Rd

Construction of Important Addition Report

4060
Date Reports Filed

3/19/2019Dominion Energy Ohio

11/7/2019

6/10/2019

$2,978,647.00

Pepper Pike

Estimated Cost of Project*

6/10/2019

GrB

MAOP (psig)

265

In road right of way along 
Brainard Rd and Shaker Blvd

QUESTIONS?  Contact the PUCO at 614-644-8983.

Submit Completed Form

corey.a.wilcox@dom.com

320 Springside Dr, Suite 320
330-664-2635
Corey Wilcox

Akron 44333

This project consists of replacing existing high pressure bare steel with approximately 3,070 feet of 2, 4, 6, 26, and 
30 inch fusion bonded epoxy steel pipe and replacing existing intermediate pressure bare steel with approximately 
1,565 feet of 4 inch HD plastic pipe.  Also this project consists of replacing existing low pressure bare steel with 
approximately 1,540 feet of 6 and 8 inch MD plastic pipe.  8 services are planned to be impacted.  This project is 
along Brainard Road and Shaker Boulevard in Pepper Pike.

Length (ft)

Length (ft)

2

Density (MD, HD)Size (in)

4

30 3,015 0.375 X65

HD1,565 11
SDR

65

26 5 0.375 X52

8 13.5 MD

N

6 1,475 13.5 MD

Y

PUCO Form Number

UPDATED 05/2006



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 2 
Pepper Pike PUCO Data Request (1) Update 3 12-17-19 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Questions Answer Attachments Clarification Answers

1. SCADA Log indicating pressure at time of failure or pressure chart from 
regulator station feeding pipeline (provide documentation).

Emailed by Jeff Burdette 11/25/19. BG Showed to Chris on 11/15/19. Previously Provided
2. Copy of SEA information from incident site and reports Not yet available
3. Who reported NRC from Dominion? Jeff Burdette called in and sent report to Chris 11/17/19 Previously Provided
4. M.P. at failure site or GPS coordinates. GPS coordinates 41.479437 -81.483215 Previously Provided

5. Time Detected 1:04 AM Dispatch Notified of Possible Incident and 1:28 AM DEO had 
employee on site Previously Provided

6. Time Located 1:35 AM DEO Determined the fire was located on and being fed by 
HP Line Previously Provided

7. Time of Failure 1:04 AM Dispatch Notified of Possible Incident Previously Provided
8. Estimated Property Damage Preliminary estimate: $850,000 (as of 12-5-19) Previously Provided
9. Copy for Ohio – 2018 7100 report Emailed to Mike and Chris 11-26-19 Previously Provided

10.Owner; Address; Company Official; Contact Number; and Fax Number Dominion Energy Ohio 1201 East 55th Street, Cleveland, OH 800-535-
3000 Previously Provided

11. Map of system
See attached Map Previously Provided

12. Copy of Hydro test; MAOP; OP; and what type of OPP Hydrotest given in field to Chris November 19th.  See attached for 
MAOP OP OPP Station Index Card Previously Provided

13. Elevation profile of Hydro test 12/4/19 Zach and Corey building profile. Max-Min Elevation was 
considered and documented on the attached pressure test sheet. Previously Provided

14. Soil condition at failure site 12/4/19 discussion on multiple soil conditions. Jason Harris 
requesting from S&ME.  SME Report attached to email. Previously Provided 2  

15. Construction Report – Ex: Photos, Visual inspections of welds, 
Radiography, back-fill, coating, testing and etc. Given in field to Chris November 19th at 3:37 PM Previously Provided
16. Information on External Pipeline Examination Not yet available

17. Describe failure isolation, what valves were shut, valve number, time 
shut, whom performed the closure of valves and OQ

Jorge Rodriguez and James Watkins - Valve 1335 was isolated 
between 2:40 AM and 2:45AM. Valve 24171 was checked to be open 
and valve 24170 and 24169 was closed between 3:08AM and 
3:12AM. Valve 28865 was closed between 3:25AM and 3:30AM. 
Valve 15181 Well Feed was closed at 4:39AM. OQ Reports Attached Previously Provided

18. Weather report day of incident NA Chris stated we don’t need this Previously Provided

19. Gas migration survey
See attached leak survey reports Previously Provided

20. Environmental Sensitivity Impact Study
Attached to email Previously Provided 2

21. Class location Class 3 Previously Provided

22. Sniff testing report post incident, location and individuals OQ
See attached Odor and OQ Reports Previously Provided

23. Leakage survey reports post incident, any leaks, location and 
individuals OQ See attached leak survey report at provided in question 19 and OQ 

reports Previously Provided
24. Pressure Testing History – test date; test medium; pressure; 
duration; and SMYS at pressure test In project packet provided on site 11/19/19 Previously Provided

25. SMYS pipeline Percent SMYS on the 30” at MAOP (shown on the hydro test sheet) is 
15.32% Previously Provided

26. Any know conditions or actions at failure site? There were no safety concerns, otherwise the line would not have 
been put into service. Previously Provided

27. Any pipeline history - SRC, unaccounted for gas, or repairs at failure 
site?

This was a newly installed pipeline with no historical SRC, 
unaccounted for gas or repairs. Previously Provided

28. Timeline of Events (including emergency response, gas control 
actions).

A timeline meeting was held with all responding groups.  To ensure 
accuracy of times, the results of the meeting is being compared 
with GPS and Cell Phone records.  Waiting for the results to share 
final report.  12-17-19 - Timeline report attached See email attachment

29. Copy of the welding procedures used and a copy of the PQR 
(procedure dated). Jeff Burdette provided via email 11/21/19 Previously Provided

30. Copy of the boring (tunneling and HDD) procedures for the 
equipment used for construction (procedure dated).

DOT code compliant SOP Sections as it relates to Boring was provided 
via email 11/21/19. DEO utilizes DOT OQ'd contractors to perform 
boring and relies on the procedures and equipment provided by the 
contract service. Previously Provided

31. Copy of the Accidental Prevention of Ignition procedures (procedure 
dated). 11/26/19 emailed to Chris and Mike SOP 360-20 Previously Provided

32. Copy of the Application of Coating procedures (procedure dated).
See attached SOP and associated procedures Previously Provided

33. Copy of the Pipeline Depth procedure for distribution (procedure 
dated). Jeff Provided SOP via email 11/26/19 Previously Provided

34. Copy of Welding Inspectors duties at job site
Weld inspections duties are detailed under SOP 400-03.  Previously Provided

35. Elevation of incident site. Attached to email Previously Provided 2  

36. Regulator station(s) information feeding damaged pipeline and 
elevation. See attached station reports Previously Provided

37.  Copy of individuals at site post incident.
See attached site log from 11-15-19 Previously Provided

38. Names of contractors performing work during this construction 
process. Attached to email Previously Provided 2
39. Copy of inspectors, job title, phone number whom worked on the 
construction of the pipeline. Attached to email Previously Provided 2
40. Copy of contractor(s) OQ and what tasks the contractor performed 
during the construction process. Attached to email Previously Provided 2

41. Copy of each Dominion employee who performed work during this 
construction process, title, OQ task and phone number. 

Attached to email Previously Provided 2



42. Any type of soil study performed prior to boring and installation of 
pipeline? If so, who performed the study and a copy of the study.

The original plan was to lift and lay, when we got out there we 
discovered something very different with box culvert and the city 
instructed to go under. Nothing lead us to suspect at that point in 
time there were any soil condition issues. Previously Provided

43. Copy of the hot tap procedures used and a copy of the PQR 
(procedure dated).

See attached procedures and PQR for 6"Spherical tap (only 1 
performed on this project) Previously Provided

43. (Clarification)The hot tap procedures were not provided.  Staff 
witnessed several 2” hot taps installed for venting purposes during the 
excavation of evidence in addition to what was installed during the 
initial construction project.

In addition to the last data update, attached is 
additional hot tap documents that more 
specifically answers question #43.

44. Copy of the Dominion incident report. DOT report will be filed by 12/13/19 Previously Provided

44. (Clarification) We are looking for the incident report filled out by 
the first responder.  It is Dominion form number 751514.

Previously Provided

45. Dominions call log from the control center from the day of the 
incident.

11/26/19 Jeff requested control room timeline Previously Provided

45. (Clarification) The incoming/outgoing call log from the control 
center was not provided.

Previously Provided

46. Call log from the dispatch center.
See attached report Previously Provided

46. (Clarification) The incoming/outgoing call log from the dispatch 
center was not provided.  This should include calls to first responders 
and any other individuals involved with the emergency response.

Previously Provided
47. GPS information from the inspectors that were overseeing the PIR 
project involved with the incident. Waiting for GPS reports Previously Provided

48. SAMS map used by the first responders from the day of the incident. 11/26/19 Requested from David Cercone and David Kane 12/10/19 
Jeff Provided additional detail maps. Previously Provided

49. Actions taken by the gas controller during the incident. Gas control lowered the line pressure as documented in the call log 
attached in question 45 Previously Provided

49. (Clarification) Staff was informed during the incident that Gas 
Control began to lower pressures, then realized that customers had a 
pressure loss due to the lower pressure and gas control increased 
pressures.  We need a detailed timeline of events from the controllers 
on duty. Previously Provided

50. Copy of the Gas Control procedures.
See attached procedures Previously Provided

50. (Clarification) We requested the entire control room procedures, 
not just the emergency response procedures. No attachments Delivered to Chris D 12-17-19

51. Work schedule and timecard information for controller on duty at the 
time of the incident.

Kirby Gank and Cody Barrett were on duty, they started Nov 14th at 17:30 
and shift ended Nov 15th 05:30 (schedule attached) 12/11/19 SAP Time 
Sheet Screenshots Obtained Previously Provided 2  

51. (Clarification) We would like see at least one week prior to the 
incident on the employees timecards.

See email attachment

52. Drug and alcohol information for all DRS employees involved with the 
initial construction project for the involved pipeline.  List of DRS 
employees in the consortium during the time of construction, random 
rates, and MIS report.

In regards to question 52, attached are the requested drug pools and 
2019 MIS reporting data that includes the random rates.
The attachments are for DRS, Acuren and BJI employees.
The 2019 MIS report data are screen shots from the Veriforce 
website.  It shows the current %, target of 50%, and total numbers in 
the pool vs. test for calculation.
The attached 2019 drug testing pools were provided by Veriforce.  
The employees on PIR 019 are highlighted on the reports.  
It was reported that DRS manages their own testing pool, while BJI 
and Acuren are part of a consotrium pool. See email attachment

53. Can someone please provide the welding procedure checklist and 
documentation required by the checklist for the welding that occurred 
on PIR project 019- Brainard Rd.  This is in response to the PNC issued in 
2017 (See attached PNC under 192.241).

Emailed and discussed effort after PNC to streamline list and process 
by combining procedures (11-27-19) Previously Provided

54. Did all of the welders involved with the project in Pepper Pike have 
the Acuren Welding Inspection certification class as required by your PNC 
response dated April 24, 2017 (See below)?  Please provide the 
certifications of training from Acuren for all of the welders involved with 
the PIR-019 Brainard Rd. project, along with Acuren’s training program.

Yes. Confirmed with Acuren 11-27-19, but waiting on documentation.  
Previously provided training materials and emails.  12-17-19:Attached 
is the OQ history….this is incoporated into OQ task 0811 - OQ class 
performed by Acuren.  It is also confirmed this is included for contract 
welders on a 3 year interval (it was initially reported there was not a 
"refresher") See email attachment

55. Mike P called Jeff and asked: Is there a refresh interval that welders 
are required to take Acuren Welding Inspection Certification

11-27-19 Jeff B provided to PUCO via email.  12-17-19: Updated that 
this is included on a 3 year interval with OQ Task 0811 -OQ class 
performed by Acuren  No attachment - see updated answer



56. Could please provide the name of auger machine used at the failure 
site (Brainard Circle), copy of the manufacturer procedure to operator, 
type of auger bore and the size of the cutting head? Some common 
names for auger bores are Horizontal Earth boring or Jack and Bore.

DRS provided the following information regarding the boring 
machine:  
Manufacturer: American Augers
Model Number: 36/42 600D
Serial Number: NG366004260515
Equipment Owner: DRS Enterprises, Inc.
Type of boring auger and size of cutting head:                                    
Flat face rockhead 32”
Name(s) of equipment operators on site in Pepper Pike: John 
Salvatore & Neb Turundzilovic

Attached auger machine manufacturer 
procedure

57. Also were the individuals OQ qualified to operate this auger machine 
(New Construction – Excavation)? OQ reports attached to email See email attachment
58. Can someone take photo documentation of the lowering to confirm 
the proper depth. 12/2/19 Jeff B provided to PUCO via email Previously Provided

59. Can someone please provide a map with the current stationing for all 
of the welds that were involved with the NDT.  I know in a previous email 
you stated Jason Harris would provide this (November 26,2019). Provided via email 12-5-19 showing existing welds.  After install of 

replacement sections, an updated map will be provided. Previously Provided



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 3 
ConstructionReport_11 - 22 – 2019 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





























































































































































































































































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 4 
DEO Pepper Pike Incident Report (Supplemental) 12-27-19 
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Reproduction of this form is permitted

NOTICE: This report is required by 49 CFR Part 191.  Failure to report can result in a civil penalty not to exceed 
100,000 for each violation for each day that such violation persists except that the maximum civil penalty shall not 
exceed $1,000,000 as provided in 49 USC 60122.

OMB NO: 2137-0522
EXPIRATION DATE: 8/31/2020

 U.S Department of Transportation
             Pipeline and Hazardous  Materials Safety Administration

Original Report 
Date: 12/14/2019

No. 20190142- 33131
--------------------------------------------------

(DOT Use Only)

INCIDENT REPORT - GAS DISTRIBUTION
SYSTEM

A federal agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, nor shall a person be subject to a penalty for failure to comply with a 
collection of information subject to the requirements of the Paperwork Reduction Act unless that collection of information displays a current valid OMB Control Number.
The OMB Control Number for this information collection is 2137-0522.  All responses to this collection of information are mandatory.  Send comments regarding the 
burden or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing the burden to: Information Collection Clearance Officer, PHMSA, Office 
of Pipeline Safety (PHP-30) 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE, Washington, D.C. 20590.

INSTRUCTIONS
Important:  Please read the separate instructions for completing this form before you begin.  They clarify the information requested and provide specific examples.  If 
you do not have a copy of the instructions, you can obtain one from the PHMSA Pipeline Safety Community Web Page at http://www.phmsa.dot.
gov/pipeline/library/forms.

PART A - KEY REPORT INFORMATION
Report Type: (select all that apply) Original: Supplemental: Final:

Yes
Last Revision Date 12/27/2019
1.  Operator's OPS-issued Operator Identification Number (OPID): 4060
2.  Name of Operator DOMINION ENERGY OHIO
3.  Address of Operator:

3a. Street Address 1201 EAST 55TH STREET 
3b. City CLEVELAND
3c. State Ohio
3d. Zip Code 44103

4.  Local time (24-hr clock) and date of the Incident: 11/15/2019 01:01
5.  Location of Incident:

5a. Street Address or location description 28000 Shaker Blvd
5b. City Pepper Pike
5c. County or Parish Cuyahoga
5d. State: Ohio
5e. Zip Code: 44124
5f.  Latitude: 41.479437

              Longitude: -81.483215
6.  National Response Center Report Number: 1263988
7.  Local time (24-hr clock) and date of initial telephonic report to the National 
Response Center:

11/15/2019 02:56 

8.  Incident resulted from: Unintentional release of gas
9.  Gas released: Natural Gas

- Other Gas Released Name:
10. Estimated volume of gas released - Thousand Cubic Feet  (MCF):       13,179.000
11.  Were there fatalities? No

- If Yes, specify the number in each category:
11a.  Operator employees 
11b.  Contractor employees working for the Operator
11c.  Non-Operator emergency responders
11d.  Workers working on the right-of-way, but NOT 
         associated with this Operator
11e.  General public 
11f.  Total fatalities (sum of above) 

12. Were there injuries requiring inpatient hospitalization? No
- If Yes, specify the number in each category:

12a.  Operator employees
12b.  Contractor employees working for the Operator
12c.  Non-Operator emergency responders
12d.  Workers working on the  right-of-way, but NOT 
         associated with this Operator
12e.  General public 
12f.  Total injuries (sum of above)

13.  Was the pipeline/facility shut down due to the incident? Yes
- If No, Explain:
- If Yes, complete Questions 13a and 13b: (use local time, 24-hr clock)
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                 13a. Local time and date of shutdown: 11/15/2019 03:30
                 13b. Local time pipeline/facility restarted: 12/10/2019 23:20

  - Still shut down? (* Supplemental Report Required)
14.  Did the gas ignite? Yes
15.  Did the gas explode? No
16.  Number of general public evacuated:       40
17.  Time sequence (use local time, 24-hour clock):

17a.  Local time operator identified Incident - effective 10-2014, "Incident" 
changed to "failure"

11/15/2019 01:01

17b.  Local time operator resources arrived on site: 11/15/2019 01:28

PART B - ADDITIONAL LOCATION INFORMATION
1. Was the Incident on Federal land? No
2.  Location of Incident Public property
3. Area of Incident: Underground

  Specify: Under pavement
 If Other, Describe:

Depth of Cover:    208
4. Did Incident occur in a crossing? Yes

- If Yes, specify type below:
- If Bridge crossing 

Cased/ Uncased:
- If Railroad crossing

Cased/ Uncased/ Bored/drilled
- If Road crossing Yes

Cased/ Uncased/ Bored/drilled Bored/drilled
- If Water crossing 

Cased/ Uncased
Name of body of water (If commonly known):

Approx. water depth (ft):

PART C - ADDITIONAL FACILITY INFORMATION
1.  Indicate the type of pipeline system: Privately Owned

- If Other, specify:
2.  Part of system involved in Incident: Main

- If Other, specify:
2a.  Year "Part of system involved in Incident" was installed: 2019

3.  When "Main" or "Service" is selected as the "Part of system involved in Incident" (from PART C, Question 2), provide the following:
3a.  Nominal diameter of pipe (in): 30
3b.  Pipe specification (e.g., API 5L, ASTM D2513): API 5L
3c.  Pipe manufacturer: Dura-Bond
3d.  Year of manufacture: 2018

4.  Material involved in Incident: Steel
- If Other, specify:

4a.  If Steel, Specify seam type: SAWL
None/Unknown?

4b.  If Steel, Specify wall thickness (inches):             .375
4c.  If Plastic, Specify type:

- If Other, describe:
4d.  If Plastic, Specify Standard Dimension Ratio (SDR): 

                                      Or wall thickness:
4e. If Polyethylene (PE) is selected as the type of plastic in Part C, Question 4.c:

- Specify PE Pipe Material Designation Code (i.e. 2406, 3408, 
etc.)

Unknown?
5.  Type of release involved  : Leak

- If Mechanical Puncture - Specify Approx size:
Approx. size: in. (axial):

in. (circumferential):
- If Leak - Select Type: Crack

- If Other, Describe:
- If Rupture - Select Orientation:

- If Other, Describe:
Approx. size: (widest opening):

(length circumferentially or axially):
- If Other - Describe:
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PART D - ADDITIONAL CONSEQUENCE INFORMATION 
1.  Class Location of Incident : Class 3 Location
2.   Estimated Property Damage :

2a.  Estimated cost of public  and non-Operator private
       property damage paid/reimbursed by the Operator  effective 6-2011,
"paid/reimbursed by the Operator" removed 

$ 2,000,000

Estimated cost of gas released  effective 6-2011, moved to item 2f
2b.  Estimated cost of Operator's property damage & repairs $ 2,000,000
2c.  Estimated cost of Operator's emergency response $ 100,000
2d.  Estimated other costs $ 0

- Describe:
2e.  Property damage subtotal (sum of above) $ 4,100,000

Cost of Gas Released

2f.  Estimated cost of gas released $ 30,838
      Total of all costs $ 4,130,838

3.  Estimated number of customers out of service:
3a.  Commercial entities            0
3b.  Industrial entities            0
3c.  Residences            0

PART E - ADDITIONAL OPERATING INFORMATION

1.  Estimated pressure at the point and time of the Incident (psig):          193.00
2.  Normal operating pressure at the point and time of the Incident (psig):          193.00
3.  Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) at the point and time of 
the Incident (psig):

         249.00

4.  Describe the pressure on the system relating to the Incident: Pressure did not exceed MAOP
5.  Was a Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) based system in 
place on the pipeline or facility involved in the Incident?

Yes

- If Yes:
5a. Was it operating at the time of the Incident? Yes
5b. Was it fully functional at the time of the Incident? Yes
5c. Did SCADA-based information (such as alarm(s), alert(s), event
(s), and/or volume or pack calculations) assist with the detection of 
the Incident?

No

5d. Did SCADA-based information (such as alarm(s), alert(s), event
(s), and/or volume calculations) assist with the confirmation of the 
Incident?

No

6. How was the Incident initially identified for the Operator? Notification from Emergency Responder
- If Other, Specify:

6a. If "Controller", "Local Operating Personnel, including 
contractors", "Air Patrol", or  "Ground Patrol by Operator or its 
contractor" is selected in Question 6, specify.

7.  Was an investigation initiated into whether or not the controller(s) or control 
room issues were the cause of or a contributing factor to the Incident?

No, the Operator did not find that an investigation of the 
controller(s) actions or control room issues was necessary due 
to: (provide an explanation for why the Operator did not 
investigate)

- If "No, the operator did not find that an investigation of the controller(s) 
actions or control room issues was necessary due to:"
 (provide an explanation for why the operator did not investigate)

The gas leak ignited, but did not create any control room AOC 
events that warranted actions.  The valves used to isolate the 
leak were manual valves.  The actions taken by the control 
room was as the direction of GM&R to adjust pressures during 
the event that operated below MAOP.

- If Yes, Specify investigation result(s) (select all that apply):
-  Investigation reviewed work schedule rotations, continuous hours 
of service (while working for the Operator), and other factors 
associated with fatigue
-  Investigation did NOT review work schedule rotations, continuous 
hours of service (while working for the Operator), and other factors 
associated with fatigue 

- Provide an explanation for why not:
-  Investigation identified no control room issues 
-  Investigation identified no controller issues 
-  Investigation identified incorrect controller action or  controller error
-  Investigation identified that fatigue may have affected the controller
(s) involved or impacted the involved controller(s) response
-  Investigation identified incorrect procedures 
-  Investigation identified incorrect control room equipment operation
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-  Investigation identified maintenance activities that affected control 
room operations, procedures, and/or controller response 
- Investigation identified areas other than those above

Describe:

PART F - DRUG & ALCOHOL TESTING INFORMATION
1.  As a result of this Incident, were any Operator employees tested under the 
post-accident drug and alcohol testing requirements of DOT's Drug & Alcohol 
Testing regulations?

No

- If Yes: 
1a.  How many were tested:

             1b.  How many failed:

2.  As a result of this Incident, were any Operator contractor employees tested 
under the post-accident drug and alcohol testing requirements of DOT's Drug &
Alcohol Testing regulations? 

No

- If Yes: 
2a.  How many were tested:

             2b.  How many failed:

PART G - CAUSE INFORMATION
Select only one box from PART G in shaded column on left representing the Apparent Cause of the Incident, and answer the questions on the 
right. Describe secondary, contributing, or root causes of the Incident in the narrative (PART H).

Apparent Cause: G8 - Other Incident Cause

G1 - Corrosion Failure only one sub-cause can be picked from shaded left-hand column

Corrosion Failure Sub-Cause:
- If External Corrosion:
1.  Results of visual examination:

- If Other, Specify: 
2.  Type of corrosion:

- Galvanic
- Atmospheric
- Stray Current
- Microbiological
- Selective Seam
- Other

- If Other, Describe:
3.  The type(s) of corrosion selected in Question 2 is based on the following:

- Field examination
- Determined by metallurgical analysis
- Other

- If Other, Describe:
4.  Was the failed item buried under the ground?

- If Yes:
4a. Was failed item considered to be under cathodic protection at the
time of the incident?

- If Yes, Year protection started:
4b. Was shielding, tenting, or disbonding of coating evident at the 
point of the incident?
4c. Has one or more Cathodic Protection Survey been conducted at 
the point of the incident?

If "Yes, CP Annual Survey"  Most recent year conducted:
If "Yes, Close Interval Survey"  Most recent year conducted:

If "Yes, Other CP Survey"  Most recent year conducted:
- If No:

4d. Was the failed item externally coated or painted?
5.  Was there observable damage to the coating or paint in the vicinity of the 
corrosion?
6.  Pipeline coating type, if steel pipe is involved:

- If Other, Describe: 
- If Internal Corrosion:
7.  Results of visual examination: 

- If Other, Describe:
8.  Cause of corrosion (select all that apply):

- Corrosive Commodity
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- Water drop-out/Acid
- Microbiological
- Erosion
- Other

- If Other, Specify:
9.  The cause(s) of corrosion selected in Question 8 is based on the following: (select all that apply):

- Field examination 
- Determined by metallurgical analysis
- Other

- If Other, Describe:
10.  Location of corrosion (select all that apply):

- Low point in pipe
- Elbow
- Drop-out
- Other

- If Other, Describe:
11.  Was the gas/fluid treated with corrosion inhibitor or biocides?
12.  Were any liquids found in the distribution system where the Incident 
occurred?
Complete the following if any Corrosion Failure sub-cause is selected AND the "Part of system involved in incident" (from PART C, 
Question 2) is Main, Service, or Service Riser.
13.  Date of the most recent Leak Survey conducted
14.  Has one or more pressure test been conducted since original construction 
at the point of the Incident?

- If Yes:
Most recent year tested:

Test pressure:

G2 Natural Force Damage only one sub-cause can be picked from shaded left-handed column

Natural Force Damage  Sub-Cause:
-  If Earth Movement, NOT due to Heavy Rains/Floods:
1.  Specify:

- If Other, Specify:
-  If Heavy Rains/Floods:
2.  Specify:

- If Other, Specify:
-  If Lightning:
3.  Specify:
-  If Temperature:
4.  Specify: 

- If Other, Specify:
-  If Other Natural Force Damage:
5.  Describe:
Complete the following if any Natural Force Damage sub-cause is selected.
6.  Were the natural forces causing the Incident generated in conjunction with 
an extreme weather event?

6.a  If Yes, specify (select all that apply):
- Hurricane 
- Tropical Storm 
- Tornado
- Other

- If Other, Specify:

G3  Excavation Damage only one sub-cause can be picked from shaded left-hand column

Excavation Damage  Sub-Cause: 

-  If Previous Damage due to Excavation Activity:  Complete the following ONLY IF the "Part of system involved in Incident" (from Part C, 
Question 2) is Main, Service, or Service Riser.
1.  Date of the most recent Leak Survey conducted
2.  Has one or more pressure test been conducted since original construction 
at the point of the Incident?

- If Yes:
Most recent year tested:

Test pressure:
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Complete the following if Excavation Damage by Third Party is selected.

3.  Did the operator get prior notification of the excavation activity?
3a.  If Yes, Notification received from: (select all that apply):

- One-Call System
- Excavator 
- Contractor 
- Landowner 

Complete the following mandatory CGA-DIRT Program questions if any Excavation Damage sub-cause is selected.

4.  Do you want PHMSA to upload the following information to CGA-DIRT (
www.cga-dirt.com)?
5.  Right-of-Way where event occurred (select all that apply):

- Public
- If Public, Specify:

- Private
- If Private, Specify:

- Pipeline Property/Easement
- Power/Transmission Line
- Railroad
- Dedicated Public Utility Easement 
- Federal Land
- Data not collected
- Unknown/Other

6.  Type of excavator  :
7.  Type of excavation equipment  : 
8.  Type of work performed   : 
9.  Was the One-Call Center notified?

9a.  If Yes, specify ticket number:
9b.  If this is a State where more than a single One-Call Center exists, list 
the name of the One-Call Center notified:

10.  Type of Locator:
11.  Were facility locate marks visible in the area of excavation? 
12.  Were facilities marked correctly? 
13.  Did the damage cause an interruption in service?

13a. If Yes, specify duration of the interruption:
14.  Description of the CGA-DIRT Root Cause (select only the one predominant first level CGA-DIRT Root Cause and then, where available as a 
choice, the one predominant second level CGA-DIRT Root Cause as well):

- Root Cause Description:
-  If One-Call Notification Practices Not Sufficient, specify:
-  If Locating Practices Not Sufficient, specify:
-  If Excavation Practices Not Sufficient, specify:
-  If Other/None of the Above, explain:

G4 - Other Outside Force Damage - only one sub-cause can be selected from the shaded left-hand column

Other Outside Force Damage  Sub-Cause: 

-  If Damage by Car, Truck, or Other Motorized Vehicle/Equipment NOT Engaged in Excavation:
1.  Vehicle/Equipment operated by:
-  If Damage by Boats, Barges, Drilling Rigs, or Other Maritime Equipment or Vessels Set Adrift or Which Have Otherwise Lost Their 
Mooring:
2.  Select one or more of the following IF an extreme weather event was a factor:

- Hurricane 
- Tropical Storm
- Tornado
- Heavy Rains/Flood
- Other

- If Other, Specify:
-  If Previous Mechanical Damage NOT Related to Excavation: Complete the following ONLY IF the "Part of system involved in Incident" (from 
Part C, Question 2) is Main, Service, or Service Riser.
3.  Date of the most recent Leak Survey conducted:
4.  Has one or more pressure test been conducted since original construction 
at the point of the Incident?

- If Yes:
Most recent year tested:

Test pressure (psig):
-  If Intentional Damage:
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5.  Specify:
- If Other, Specify:

-  If Other Outside Force Damage:
6.  Describe:

G5 - Pipe, Weld, or Joint Failure - only one sub-cause can be selected from the shaded left-hand column

Pipe, Weld or Joint Failure  Sub-Cause:

-  If Body of Pipe:
1.  Specify:

- If Other, Describe:
-  If Butt Weld:
2.  Specify:

- If Other, Describe:
-  If Fillet Weld:
3.  Specify: 

- If Other, Describe:
-  If Pipe Seam:
4.  Specify: 

- If Other, Describe:
-  If Mechanical Fitting:
5.  Specify the mechanical fitting involved:

- If Other, Describe:
6.  Specify the type of mechanical fitting: 

- If Other, Describe:
7. Manufacturer:
8.  Year manufactured:
9. Year Installed:
10.  Other attributes:
11. Specify the two materials being joined:

11a. First material being joined:
- If Other, Specify:

11b. If Plastic, specify:
                    - If Other Plastic, specify:

11c. Second material being joined:
- If Other, Specify:

11d. If Plastic, specify:
                    - If Other Plastic, Specify:

12. If used on plastic pipe, did the fitting  as designed by the manufacturer 
include restraint?

12a. If Yes, specify:
-  If Compression Fitting:
13.  Fitting type:
14.  Manufacturer:
15. Year manufactured:
16. Year installed:
17.  Other attributes:
18. Specify the two materials being joined:
        18a. First material being joined:

- If Other, specify:
        18b. If Plastic, specify:

                    - If Other Plastic, specify:
        18c. Second material being joined:

If Other, specify:
        18d. If Plastic, specify:

                    - Other Plastic, specify:
-  If Fusion Joint:
19. Specify:

- If Other, Specify:
20. Year installed:
21. Other attributes:
22. Specify the two materials being joined:
22a. First material being joined:

                    - If Other, Specify:
22b. Second material being joined:
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