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PREFACE 

This report on the administration of the Department of Transporta­
tion's (DOT) Pipeline Safety Program is prepared as prescribed by 
Sections 16 of the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 and 21 3 of 
the Pipeline Safety Act of 1979, PL 96-129. The Pipeline Safety Act of 
1979, besides amending the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968, 
Title I, included a Title II which created the Hazardous Liquid Pipeline 
Safety Act of 1979. This report therefore describes the Department's 
activities during calendar year 1982 to promote and influence the safe 
transportation of both natural gas and hazardous liquids through the 
Nation's network of pipelines. 

Natural Gas Pipeline Safety 

The Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act (NGPSA) of 1968, as amended 
(49 USC 1671 .!:.!_ ~' provides for Federal safety regulations of those 
facilities used in the transportation by pipeline of natural and other 
gases in, or affecting, interstate or foreign commerce. It created 
exclusive federal authority over interstate gas pipeline systems, and 
granted the Department overall responsibility for regulation of intrastate 
gas systems, with provisions allowing for state assumption of regulatory 
jurisdiction over intrastate systems. DOT's responsibility for safety 
regulation of natural gas pipelines involves more than 2,300 operators of 
a gas pipeline network of more than 1.5 million miles. This total 
includes almost 37,000 miles of gathering lines, 307,000 miles of 
transmission lines, 812,000 miles of distribution mains, and 406,000 miles 
of service lines. DOT is also responsible for regulating approximately 
81,000 master meter operators. 

As an incentive for states to assume regulatory jurisdiction over 
intrastate pipeline systems, the NGPSA authorized establishment of a 
grant-in-aid program that allows states to apply to the Department for 
up to 50 percent of their cost to operate a gas pipeline safety program. 
Under a system of "Certifications" or "Agreements" states elect to 
either adopt and enforce the Federal Regulations, or undertake on behalf 
of the Department, certain operator surveillance activities, referring 
probable violations to the Department for federal enforcement action. 
The success of this federal/state partnership, measured in terms of the 
total resources devoted to pipeline safety clearly demonstrates the cost 
benefit advantages of subsidizing the development of state regulatory and 
inspection expertise. Furthermore, state adoption and enforcement of the 
federal pipeline safety regulations, influenced by the financial incentives 
provided by the grant program, is another step toward the Department's 
ultimate goal of a uniform national set of safety standards. 



Liquid _!>ipeline Safety 

. The Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act (HLPSA) of i 979 (49 USC 
2001, ~ ~ Title II of PL 96-129; 93 Stat. 1003) granted the 
Department substantial new regulatory and enforcement authority over 
in_terstate and intrastate transportation of hazardous liquids by pipeline 
and pipeline facilities, which mirrors that granted by the NGPSA. 
Specific provisions allow for establishment of minimum pipeline safety 
standards governing the transportation of hazardous liquids by pipeline; a 
federal/state partnership in regulating intrastate hazardous liquid pipe­
lines with federal financial assistance to state agencies participating in 
the program; and establishment of enforcement remedies for violations 
of the Federal standards. 

Since enactment of this legislation, the Department has exercised its 
authority to regulate the interstate movement of hazardous liquids but 
reserved for future rulemaking its application to intrastate operators. 
Based upon experience with the natural gas pipeline program, the 
Department delayed implementation of the intrastate program to allow 
states time to adopt authorizing statutes to qualify them for certi­
fication to carry out the requirements of Section 205 of the HLPSA. 
Section 205 invites states, under a system of "Certifications" similar to 
that in effect for •natural gas pipelines, to assume enforcement of the 
Federal safety standards as they apply to intrastate pipeline facilities. 
With most interested states having acquired enabling legislation, the 
Department plans to implement this cooperative program in the near 
future. 

D~tmental Responsibilities 

The Department's pipeline safety program is administered by the 
Materials Transportation Bureau (MTB) of the Research and Special 
Programs Administration (RSPA). Pipeline safety functions assigned to 
MTB include developing, issuing, and enforcing regulations for the safe 
transportation of natural gas, liquefied natural gas, and hazardous liquids 
by pipeline. MTB's regulatory programs are designed to assure safety in 
the design, construction, testing, operation, and maintenance of these 
pipeline facilities, and in the siting of new liquefied natural gas facili­
ties. In support of these regulatory responsibilities, MTB manages 
federal grants to aid states in conducting intrastate gas pipeline safety 
programs; monitors performance of those state agencies participating in 
the program; co!lects, compiles, and analyzes pipeline safety and opera t­
ing data; and conducts training programs for government and industry 
personnel in the application of the pipeline safety regulations. 

MTB also conducts a pipeline safety technology program with primary 
emphasis on applied research. This program delivers solid analytical 
methodologies and state-of-the-art technology that support regulatory 
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decision making, ensure the integrity of inspection and enforcement acti­
vities; -and provide the technical and analytical foundation necessary for 
planning, evaluation and implementation ofthe natural gas and hazardous 
liquid safety program. 

Also assigned to MTB is the function of the Department's Agency 
Authorized Officer (AAO) for the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation 
System project. Under the organizational structure established by 
Executive Order 12142, the AAO represents the Department within the 
Office of the Federal Inspector, and is responsible for monitoring and 
expediting all the project related activities that fall within the purview 
of the Department. 
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PIPELINE SAFETY REGULATIONS 

Natural Gas 

The Federal safety regulations applicable to interstate and intra­
state transportation of natural and other gas by pipeline are published in 
49 CFR Parts 191, 192 and 193. To ensure the continued appropriateness 
and relevance of these regulations and to avoid imposition of an unneces­
sary regulatory burden on the industry, the Materials. Transportation 
Bureau conducts an ongoing program of regulatory review designed to 
identify and revise or revoke those regulations that no longer accomplish 
the intended purpose or that are unnecessary for safety. Four of the ten 
changes to the existing regulations issued by MTB in 1982, fall within this 
category and are enumerated below: 

o Amendment No. I 92-39, Metal Alloy Fittings in Plastic 
Pipelines-removed the requirement that a means be provided 
for identifying the location of each metal alloy fitting that 
is installed without coating and cathodic protection in 
plastic pipelines. The identification requirement was found 
to be unnecessary for safety; and furthermore, it hindered 
the use of corrosion resistant metal alloy fittings for 
mechanically joining plastic pipe and its components. 

o Amendment Nos. 192-43, Inspection and Test Intervals-re­
stated the time intervals for the performance of periodic 
inspections and tests in terms of minimum calendar year 
requirements instead of fixed recurring time intervals. The 
new requirement allows operators more flexibility in the 
schedufr,g of required monitoring activities to compe::sate 
for unexpected workload conflicts. With minor modifications 
these amendments extend the possible intervals for periodic 
actions without reducing the number of such inspections, 
tests, or other safety activities. 

o A.mendment No. 192-41, Incorporation by Reference-updated 
the 1978 specification for thermoplastic gas pressure pipe to 
include the 1981 edition of the American Society for 
Testing and Materials (ASTM) specifications, which reflect 
the latest developments in materials and plastic pipe tech­
nology. It is in the best interest of operators and the 
public to al!ow the use of this latest technology. 

o An Advance Notice of Proposed Rulernaking (ANPRM)-Plac­
ing Longitudinal Weld Seams in Upper Half of Pipe sought 
to explore the need for regulations requiring the placement 



of longitudinal weld seams in the upper half of newly con­
structed pipelines as an accident prevention measure, was 
withdrawn in the absence of any evidence that location of 
the weld seam is a contributing factor to corrosion caused 
failures. 

One rulemaking action of particular importance was the issuance of 
a regulation that would become effective on April 1, 1983, requiring 
operators of natural gas pipeline facilities to establish or participate in 
damage prevention programs to reduce the risk of excavation damage to 
buried pipelines in populated areas. In 1982, 61 % of all pipeline accidents 
were attributable to excavation (see figure 1). Outside force damage as 
this category of incident is called, remains the primary cause of pipeline 
accidents and this new regulation is seen as the catalyst that could bring 
about a reversal in the frequency of such incidents. Modeled after 
successful "one call" systems, the regulation describes the criteria that 
these programs must meet to be in compliance with the requirements. 
These include: public notification of the existence of the program, the 
capability to receive calls concerning pending excavation and the availa­
bility of inforr:iation concerning location and identification of buried 
pipelines. 

Hazardous Liquids 

Federal safety standards governing hazardous liquid pipelines are 
contained in 49 CFR Part 195. Four amendments to the regulations and 
two Notices of Proposed Rulemaking were issued in 1982. A brief 
summary of the more significant of these regulatory actions follows: 

o A mendrnent 19 5-24, Inspection and Test Intervals- restates 
the ti me intervals for the performance of periodic inspec­
tions and tests applicable to hazardous liquid pipeline 
operators and allows operators more flexibility in schedui­
ing mandated tests and inspections. 

o Amendment 195-25, Weld Filler Metal- deleted the 
requirement of Section 195.220 that weld filler metal be 
as strong as the strongest piece of metal being welded, 
on the basis that the requirement was ambiguous and 
redundant. 

o A Notice of Proposed Rulemaking- PS-72 proposed to 
delete the requirement to retain radiographic film for 
three years after a pipeline is placed in service and to 
map the location of the radiographed welds. The 
requirement was found to have minimal safety value but 
imposed a substantial financial burden on operators. 
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All amendments issued i n 1982 can be found i n their entirety in 
Appendix A. 

Waivers Granted Under the Act 

Three pipeline companies petitioned MTB for waivers from compli­
ance with certain specific requirements of the pipeline regulations. 

o The Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Corporation (TRANSCO) 
received a waiver from the requirement that a weld in an 
onshore pipeline with a crack in excess of 2 inches or that 
penetrates the root or second bead must be removed. 
Because removal of the three girth welds in question would 
damage the fittings and result in interruption of service, 
repairs to the welds were permitted based upon the weld 
repair procedures utilized and the non-destructive and 
hydrostatic tests completed on the repaired welds. 

o A similar "weld repair" waiver was gran t ed the Northern 
Boarder Pipeline Company. The company peti tioned to 
repair rather than remove approximately 570 welds which , 
at the time of discovery of non-conformity in a post-con­
struction audit of X-ray film, were already buried and the 
right-of-way restored. C i ting adverse environmental and 
economic impact on consumers that would result fro 
removal, the company satisfied the MTB that the repair 
procedure would be in full compliance with 49 CFR Part 
192.225 and API Standard 1104. 

o The Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company received a waiver to 
permit the maximum allowable operating pressure of two 
transmission lines to be increased from 1088 ps i g to 1170 
psig. Based upon ear lier hydros ta tic tests, this action 
uprated the only two segments of the line not perrni tted to 
operate at the higher pressure. 

An additional three companies petitioned for and were granted 
waivers by the states in whi ch they operate--those states having assumed 
regulatory and enforcement authority over intrastate gas facilities. 
Waivers were granted to: 

o Pacific Gas and Electric ompany by the State of 
California, permitting 3,028 feet of 8 inch gas main in 
the City of Antioch to be uprated using a test pressure 
factor of 1 .486. 
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o Peoples Natural Gas Com~ by the States of Kansas 
and Colorado, authorizing the use of plastic pipe 
material designated as PE 3408 and manufactured in 
accordance with the 1981 edition of the American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) criteri;:i. 

o Arkansas Louisiana Gas Company by the State of 
Arkansas, permitting the company to conduct leakage 
surveys on distribution lines in business districts at 
intervals not exceeding 15 months. 

Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Committees 

As required by the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968, and 
the Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act of 1979, all proposed amend­
ments to the pipeline safety standards issued in 1982 were reviewed by 
the Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Committee and the Technical 
Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Standards Committee. These Com­
mittees function as advisory bodies to the Materials Transportation Bureau 
with responsibility for evaluating proposed pipeline safety standards and 
reporting on their technical feasibility, reasonableness, and practicability. 
Each Committee is comprised of 15 members including two state 
commissioners, four representatives from the pipeline industry, and six 
representatives from the general public. All are appointed for three year 
terms. Qualifications for membership include experience or training in the 
regulation of pipeline transportation or training in related fields of 
engineering. 

Natural Gas Reg ulatory projects reviewed and discussed at the 
Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Committee annual meeting i n 
November 1982 included: 

Repair and removal of weld defects; 
Line marking at navigable waterways; 
Monitoring externai corrosion control; 
Performance standards for steel pipe; 
Requirements for reporting gas incidents. 

The Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Standards Com-
mittee met once in 1982 to consider regulatory proposals pertaining to: 

o Line marking at navigable waterways; 
o Temperature limits on cold expanded steel pipe; 
o Qualification of metallic components; 
o Repair and removal of weld defects; 
o Isolated corrosion pitting; 
o Records for hydrostatic testing, operation, and maintenance; 
o Nondestructive testing of girth welds. 
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FEDERAL/STATE COOPERATIVE PROGRAM 

~~~~~!_~as Grant-In-Aid Program 

With the exception of Alaska and South Dakota, all states, along 
with the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, participated in the 
federal/ state cooperative gas pipeline safety program in 1982. Under this 
program authorized by the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Ac t (NGPS A), 
states agree to assume total or partial regulatory and enforce me nt 
authority over gas pipeline operations within their borders. These 
responsibilities are carried-out by designated agencies within each state 
operating under e i ther of two authorities: 5(a) certifications or 5(b) 
agreements. 

State agencies certified under section 5(a) of the NGPSA assume 
regulatory and enforcement authority over intrastate gas facilities. To 
qualify, a state agency must, among other things, have adopt e d th e 
Federal gas pipeline safety standards and must enforce those standards 
through injunctive and monetary sanctions substantially the same as those 
authorized by Sections 11 and 12 of the NGPSA. 

State agencies that do not meet the criteria for 5(a) certification 
may enter into a 5(b) agreement to undertake certain aspects of the gas 
pipeline safety regulatory program for intrastate facilities on behalf of 
the Department. Under a section 5(b) agreement, state agencies conduct 
operator surveillance to ascertain compliance with the Federal regulations. 
Probable violations are reported to the Department of Transportat ion fo r 
federal enforcement actions. 

St ates may also elect to conduct surveillance of interstate trans­
mission line facilities as Interstate Agents on behalf of the Depar t ment. 
State responsibility in this instance parallels responsibility assumed under 
section 5(b) agreements, in that detection of probable·= violations of 
Federal standards are reported to the Department for federal enforcement 
action. 

The financial incentive offered by the grant progra m, whi c h 
provides for federal reimbursement to state agencies of up to 50 % of 
their expenses incurred in discharging these regulatory responsibilities, has 
served to encourage states' continued involvement in this program. In 
1982, 1+ 7 state agencies held 5(a) certifications, three operated under 5(b) 
a greements, and twelve acted as Interstate Agents on behalf o f the 
Department. A total of $2,405,733 in grant funds was disbursed to the 50 
state agencies applying for financial assistance. South Carolina did not 
parti c ipate in the federal grant program. (State certification and f und 
allocation data are displayed in Tables 1 and 2.) The benefits derived 
from this cooperative approach to enforcing the provisions of the NGPSA 
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TABLE 1 

STATES PARTICIPATING IN THE FEDERAL/STATE COOPERATIVE 
GAS PIPELINE SAFETY PROGRAM IN 1982 UNDER 

SECTIONS 5(a) AND 5(b) OF THE 
NATURAL GAS PIPELINE SAFETY ACT OF 1968 AS AMENDED 

States under 5(a) Certification 

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
C olorado 
Connecticut 
District of Columbia 
Florida PSC 
Florida State Treasurer 

(LP Gas Div.) 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

States under 5(b} Agreements 

Delaware Massachusetts 

States Acting as Interstate Agents 

Connecticut 
Iowa 
Kentucky 
Michigan 
Montana 
Nevada 
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Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

New Jersey 

Ohio 
Rhode Island 
Utah 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wyoming 



TABLE 2 

19B2 NATURAL GAS PIPELINE SAFETY GRN-IT Til.JJ:rl\.TIONS 

STATE 

Alabarna 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida PSC 
Florida ST 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
w isCOi1Si,n 
Wyoming 
District of Columbia 
Puerto Rico 

TOTAL 

8 

ALLOCATION 

$ 66,785 
27 ,28.3 
49,112 
80,769 
47,657 
42,000 

6,638 
58,626 
31,226 
55,201 

8,750 
i 4,374 
64,226 
49,480 
25,628 
29,825 
68,571 

115,763 
10,731 
33,428 
29,907 
71,410 
22,427 
56,523 
43,093 
13,553 
35,651 
26,702 
21,380 
62, i 43 
47,740 

169,145 
55,507 

7,980 
58,434 
53,370 
42,Ci95 
83,040 
49,631 
65,520 

164,035 
21,000 
13,770 
50,740 
39,926 
57,019 
56,496 
58,919 
28,000 
14,104 

$2,405,733 



are enormous. A decade of states' part1c1pation has proven to be extrem­
ely effective in extending the federal regulatory influence in intrastate 
gas - pipeline operations without a comparable increase in federal 
resources. Frequent communication between the Department and state 
agencies contributes to a clearer understanding of enforcement issues and 
problems, thus enabling state programs to be as efficient and effective as 
possible. Experience has also shown that where an aggressive state 
compliance and enforcement program is in effect operator efforts at 
system safety are significantly increased. 

Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety 

The Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act of 1979 (HLPSA) vests 
the Secretary of Transportation with authority to regulate both interstate 
and intrastate pipeline transportation of hazardous liquids. In a Final 
Rule entitled "Transportation of Liquids by Pipeline", published in the 
Federal Register 46 FR 38357 July 28, 1981 , MTB exercised this author­
ity with respect to interstate hazardous liquid pipelines but reserved for 
future rulemaking application to intrastate operators. 

The HLPSA under Section 205, further provides for states to 
assume regulatory responsibility for intrastate pipeline facilities under a 
system of annual certifications similar to that employed under the intra­
state natural gas federal/state program. Based upon experience with that 
program, however, at least two years is required for states to adopt 
authorizing statutes to qualify them for certification to carry-out their 
regulatory responsibilities. States with preexisting programs need time to 
make necessary adjustments, and those which have no program would have 
time to consider establishing one. 

In preparation for states' eventual participation in the safety 
program under Section 205, MTB is moving forward with proposed 
rulemaking that would extend applicability of the existing hazardous liquid 
pipeline safety reguiations to include intrastate pipelines. 
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ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY 

While state agencies, under the prov1s1ons of the cooperative 
federal/state gas pipeline safety program, exercise regulatory and enforce­
ment authority over intrastate pipeline activity, MTB retains exclusive 
regulatory and enforcement authority over interstate pipeline activity. In 
this way the Federal government, because of its unique position as the 
single forum accessible to all states, industry and the public, can best 
promote a single, uniform, nationwide program of pipeline transportation 
control. MTB's responsibilities also extend to oversight of part ici pating 
states' intrastate pipeline safety enforcement programs, a function that is 
carried out through its five regional offices located in Washington, DC; 
Atlanta, Georgia; Kansas City, Missouri; Houston, Texas; and Burlingame, 
California. Regional jurisdictional boundaries are identified in the follow­
ing map. Plans are now unde rway to relocate the Burlingame, California 
regional off ice to Lakewood, Colorado. 

MTB's enforcement program encompa:,ses three principal functions: 

o Oversight of the gas pipeline safety programs of state 
agencies participating in the federal/state cooperative 
programs under Section 5 of the NGPSA, and of those 
agencies acting for MTB with regard to inspection of inter­
state gas operators, to ensure adequate program per­
formance; 

o Inspection of intrastate gas pipeline systems under direct 
MTB jurisdiction (such as certain municipal and master 
meter gas systems that by state law are not subject to 
regulation by a cooperating state agency) to assure that 
such systems comply with Federal gas pipeline safety 
regulations; 

o Inspection of interstate gas transmission facilities to ensure 
that such facilities comply with the Federal gas pipeline 
safety regulations; 

Oversight of State Programs 

Each reg ional office monitors the gas pipeline safety programs 
operated by state agencies in its region to ensure that each program is 
being conducted in consonance with the agency's certification or agree­
ment. The Bureau evaluates the effectiveness and quality of program 
performance as well as the level of state agency expertise, initiative and 
drive in operating an aggressive and productive inspection and enforce-

10 
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ment program. Where appropriate, MTB makes suggestions and recom­
mendations for revising or strengthening the program to bring it back on 
target--that of maintaining within : their jurisdictions the highest possible 
level of pipeline safety. Forty seven of the forty eight jurisdictions 
certified under section 5(a) of the NGPSA and the three jurisdictions 
ha.ving agreements under section 5(b) were evaluated by MTB field 
personnel in 1982. 

~on Activity 

Regional off ices also perform inspections of interstate and intra­
state gas pipeline systems under direct federal jurisdiction to determine 
the degree of compliance with the federal safety standards. The majority 
of these systems are interstate gas transmission facilities and munici­
pally-owned gas distribution systems that are not under a cooperating 
state agency's safety regulatory authority. The remainder include master 
meter systems or petroleum gas systems and intrastate gas transmission 
operatio11s. 

During 1982, MTB's staff inspected 136 intrastate systems and 58 
interstate systems, expending a total of 319 person-days at this task. With 
an estimated universe of 450 gas pipeline operators under direct federal 
jurisdiction and an additional 29,000 master meter operators, MTB has 
determined that the best strategy for allocating its limited inspection 
resources is to prioritize the inspection workload by potential risk. This 
is also the approach M TB recommends to state agencies for determining 
their own inspection priorities.. In the most recent data available, these 
agencies reported that they expended 21,500 person days performing 4,147 
inspections of gas pipeline operators under their direct jurisdiction. 

Enforcement Activity 

There are a variety of enforcement actions available to the 
Materials Transportation Bureau upon determination that a probable 
violation of the provisions of the federal pipeline safety regulations has 
occurred. These actions, depending upon the gravity of the violation, fall 
anywhere between issuance of a warning letter and issuance of a hazar­
dous facility order requiring immediate suspension of operations or 
restricted use of a facility. 

During 1982, federal enforcement actions were initiated against 62 
gas pipeline operators who were found to be in probable violation of the 
pipeline safety regulations. Final disposition of these actions resulted in 
the preliminary assessment of civil penali ties amounting to $16,000, the 
issuance of 17 formal compliance orders and 38 warning letters, and the 
referral of three actions to the Department of Justice for further action. 
Additionally, two operators paid a total of $3,000 in compromise of civil 
penalties assessed for violations. Sixty nine cases remained active at the 
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end of 1982, including two awai t ing action by the Department of Justice. 
A national enforcement profile appears in Table 3. Detailed state statis­
tics -appear in Tables 4 through 6. 

Hazardous Liquid Enforcement Program 

M TB continues to exercise its jurisdiction over interstate hazardous 
liquid pipeline operators under the authority granted the Department under 
the terms of the HLPSA. To ensure that the operators comply with the 
requirements of the hazardous liquid pipeline safety regulations MTB: 

o Inspects and monitors hazardous liquid pipeline facilities and 
operations. 

o Investigates pipeline failure incidents to determine whether 
violations of Federal standards occurred or if revisions or 
additions to the regulations are needed. 

Inspection and Enforcement Activities 

During the year, MTB inspected 86 interstate hazardous liquid 
pipeline systems expending 185 person-days . Enforcement actions were 
initiated against 12 pipeline operators for probable violations of the safety 
regulations. Four actions involved the preliminary assessment of civil 
penalties (totalling $21,000), the issuance of a compliance order, and the 
initiation of a hazardous facility order. Eight warning letters were sent 
to operators for probable violations of the regulations that did not 
warrant the imposition of more stringent enforcement actions. After the 
operators had been granted an opportunity to respond to the notices of 
probable violations, two orders specifying corrective actions to be taken 
were issued, and one operator was assessed a civil penalty of $1,000, 
which was subsequently collected. One enforcement case was closed by 
the withdrawal of the notice of probable violation. Two cases were 
closed after a review of remedial actions taken by the operators . (See 
Appendix C.) Eight cases remained active at the end of 1982, two of 
which awaited completion of action directed under compliance orders. 
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Table 3 

Profile of National . Surveillance and Enforcement of 
Gas Pipeline Systems 1982 

State 
MTB Agencies Total 

!Pe rs.on Days Utili zed in 
Performing Inspections 319 21,500 21 ,8 19 

Enforcement Actions 
Initiated 62 2.472 2 . 534 

Pena lties Assessed No. 2 6 8 
A'fTl t. $ 1 ~ ~ <2.Q_ - 2982500 314,500 

Penalties Collected No. ? F, .R 

Am5. 3!000 2392 220 242.200 

t •tai l of Stat1t Pana lt.- Dcta 
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?er.:;sy i ·, c.:: is. 
:R.;:ode !sl.E.!"'.d 
Sot:th Carol.i;1a 
Tennesse 
Texas 
Uta!: 
Vermont 
Y:rginia 
W ashiP.gto;;. 
West V:rginia 
W:sconsin 
Wyoming 
Dist. of Col:.irr.bia 
Puerto Rico 

2r2..;: ·~ - ir: - ft.i~ 
Al:oce tion 

66 ,785 
27 ,283 
49,li2 
8D, 769 
47,657 
42,000 

6,638 
58,626 
31,226 
55,201 

8, 75Q 
14,374 
64,226 
49,480 
25,628 
29 ,825 
68,571 

115,763 
10,731 
33,428 
29,907 
71,410 
22,427 
55,523 
43,0 93 
:3,553 
35,551 
25,702 
2:,38C 
52,1 43 
47,7 40 

:59,1 45 
55,507 

7,98C 
58 ,43.; 
~3~ 3? :: 
42,~95 
83 ,040 
49,631 

- 1/ 
55,520 

164,035 
Zl,000 
13,770 
50,740 
39,926 
57 ,019 
56,496 
58,91 9 
28,00 0 
14,lC4 

$2 ,485,733 

Xo. of 
~to!"9 

7 
3 
4 
5 
2 
3 
2 
5 
5 
4 
1 
1 
8 
3 
4 
3 

7 
' .l. 
2 

18 
12 

2 
10 

l 
l 

3 
26 

3 
2 

3 
3 
3 
5 

2.o 
2 
.i 

4 
2 
5 
4 
4 
2 
5 

24 0 

No. of Gas ~,spections 
Operators 
Inspected 

194 
11 

132 
5 

72 
5 
3 

68 
113 
121 

i 
17 

138 
105 

45 
109 

48 
106 

2 
12 
14 
52 
~8 

: S2 

5 
7 
4 

80 
32 
30 
s 

43 
16 
41 

i91 
915 

c:,n 
vu 

19 
14 
26 
76 
15 

231 
l 

made in 
Person days 

976 
185 
348 
220 
231 

55 
85 

610 
314 
457 
17 3 
i16 
707 
251 
272 
301 
368 

1,621 
30 
30 

459 
370 

89 
574 
207 

41 
353 

53 
37 

328 
92 

3, 392 

23 

v .... • v 

64 
l,OiO 

326 
454 
893 

2,612 
217 
139 
111 
104 
237 
175 

1/ South Carolina did not participate in the federal grant program. 

Non­
Compliance 
Found 

138 
61 

188 
140 

51 
3 
1 

154 
318 
177 

0 
22 
44 
32 
87 

165 
242 

1,777 
0 
4 
6 

50 
97 

584 

;) 

38 
9 
8 

:;_ 45 
4,080 

115 
22 

2 , ­
.., ' 
67 
57 

l 
106 

56 
2,194 

43 
18 
44 
18 
25 

470 
52 

0 
0 

12, 335 

2/ These states ooerate under 5(b) certifications under which probable violations are 
- re::,ortec to DOT for action. Delaware and New Jersey reported one probable violation 

ea.ch for DOT actior.. "\ :i 

Enforceme:-1: 
P.c:icns 
T r~ ~en 

81 

3 
G 

3 
- 2/ 
50 
1 

17? 

44 
12 

3 

57 
94 0 

" V 

C 
-'l:./ 
G 

2 

;:J . 

.i 

77 
" ,.; 

552 
38 
:i.8 
lC ,... 

u 

a 

..., I 



Table 5 

STATE JURISDICTION AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1982 
• "' tias lw" Sd1c1,or, Oz !'lone ,n state O • does nor have jurosdict,c,n I• INltlng jullSdocllOn p .. pat1,al JUl'IIOIC:t,On 

Privately 
Owned 

Priv•tefy Facihttes Other 
CS.therintt owrtea not Put>ltc MuniC~lly PuOIICfy 

• -L~sin Oistribut10n Utllit,.S Ow~ Owrt«J 
Non-rural Public Under S11te D1strit,ut1on DIStrt>ut,on Petrollum Masrer Offsttore 

STATE •reas TransmlSSion Utilities Law Systems Syst•ms Gas Meter Fac,1,,,., 

Alabama + + + + + 0 + + 0 
Arizona 0 + + + + 0 + Os 0 
Arkansas + + + + + + + + 00 
California + + + Os Os 0 0 s Os +O 
Colorado + + +· + + + + + 0 
Connecticut +O + + + + + + + ~J Delaware +O + + 0 0 0 + + 
Florida PSC 0 + + + + + 0 + oa 
Florida ST 0 0 0 0 0 0 + + 0 
Georgia 0 + + + +p 0 0 + 0 
Hawa 11 0 + + () (J (J + 0 0 
Idaho G + + 0 0 0 + + G 
llfino,s + + + + + +a + + +O 
Indiana + + + + + + + + 0 
Iowa 0 + + + + 0 + + 0 
Kansas + + + i + 0 + 0 0 
Kentucky + + + 0 + 0 0 00 
Louisiana + + + + p p 0 0 0 
Maine + + + 0 + + t)s 0 i, Maryland 00 + + 0 + + + 0 
Massachusetts 0 + + 0 + 00 0 0 ' M1ch1gan + + + + 00 0() + + 00 
Minnesota + + + + + + +p + G 
M1ss1ss1pp1 + + + + + + + + + 
M1ssour1 f' + + 0 + ,, p 0 0 
Montana 00 + + 0 + 00 0 0 00 
Nebraska 0 + + + + 0 + + + 
Nevada 00 + + +p OG 0 +p 0 00 
New Hampshire Os + + Os Os + + + + 
New Jersey S(b) 00 + + 0 0 00 +p 0 OG 
NewMex,co + + + + + + + + 0 
New York + + + + + + + 0 + 
North Carolina (J + + + + 0 + p + 0 
North Dakota + + + + + 0 + + , 0 
Ohio + + + 0 + OG +p + 0 
Oklahoma 0 + + + + + + 0 0 
Oregon +O + + +p +G + + +O 
Pennsylvania +p +p + 0 Os 0 +p 0 0 (J 

Rhode ISiand +0 + + + +0 +0 + + + 
South Carolina 0 + + + + + 0 + 0 
Tennessee + + + + + + + + 0 
Texas + + + + + + + + + 
Utah + + + + + + + + 0 
Vermont . a + + + 0 0 + 0 0 
Virginia 0 + + 0 0 0 + 0 a 
Washington 00 + + + +p 00 + + +O 
West Virginia ... + + + + + + G + a 
Wisconsin . . . . . 00 + + + + + 0 0 00 
Wyoming . . .... + + + + , - + 0 0 
OiSt. Of Columbia 0 + + 0 0 • 0 0 0 
Puerto Rico . . . . 0 + + G 0 0 + G 0 

Number of 
...... hawing 
Jurltdlctlon 27 50 IO 33 35 23 39 29 11 
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Table 6 

QUALIFICATIONS OF STATE PERSONNEL (TECHNICAL) 1982 

Total No. 
STATE No. Cat. A No. Cat _B No. Cat C No. Cat. D No. Cat. E Inspectors 

Alabama 0 1 4 2 0 7 
Arizona 0 1 1 1 0 3 
Arkansas 0 0 1 3 0 4 
California 5 0 0 0 0 5 
Col or ado 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Connecticut 2 1 0 0 0 3 
De 1 aware 1 1 0 0 0 2 
Florida PSC 3 1 1 0 0 5 
Florida ST 0 0 5 0 0 5 
Georgia 0 1 1 2 0 4 
Hawaii 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Idaho 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Illinois 0 3 3 2 0 8 
Indiana 1 0 2 0 0 3 
Iowa 0 2 2 0 0 4 
Kansas 0 0 2 1 0 3 
Kentucky 0 3 2 0 0 5 
Louisiana 0 6 1 0 0 7 
Maine 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Maryl and 0 1 0 1 0 2 
Massachusetts 2 2 0 6 8 18 
Michigan 4 5 2 1 0 12 
Minnesota 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Mississippi 0 1 2 1 0 4 
Missouri 0 2 2 0 0 4 
Montana 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Nebraska 0 0 1 3 6 10 
Nev ad a 0 1 0 0 0 1 
New Hampshire 1 0 0 0 0 1 

.J. 

New Jersey 0 3 0 1 0 4 
New Mexico 0 3 0 0 0 3 
New York 2 22 1 0 1 26 
North Carolina 0 2 1 0 0 3 
North Dakota 1 0 1 0 0 2 
Ohio 1 1 3 1 0 6 
Oklahoma 0 0 2 2 0 4 
Oregon 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Pennsylvania 2 2 2 0 0 6 
Rhode Is 1 and 0 0 1 2 0 3 
South Carolina 0 1 2 0 0 3 
Tennesse 0 5 0 0 0 5 
Texas 0 2 3 7 4 16 
Utah 0 1 1 0 0 2 
Vermont 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Virginia 0 4 0 0 0 4 
Washington 1 1 0 0 0 2 
West Virginia 0 5 0 0 0 5 
Wisconsin 0 4 0 0 0 4 
Wyoming 4 0 0 0 0 4 
Dist. of Columbia 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Puerto Rico 0 0 4 0 2 6 

TOTAL 36 93 54 36 21 240 
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ST A TE INSPECTOR QUALIFICATION CATEGORIES 

A. Has an engineering degree from an accredited engineering school or is a 
registered professional engineer, with a minimum of three years of exper­
ience in gas or liquid transmission and/or distribution pipelines. 

B. Has an engineering degree from an accredited engineering school, or is a 
registered professional engineer, or has over ten years of gas or liquid 
transmission and/or distribution experience which demonstrates in-depth 
knowledge of pipeline engineering technology, particularly as related to 
pipeline safety. 

C. Has a college degree or over five years of experience as a state pipeline 
inspector monitoring gas or liquid operators in regard to their compliance 
with state and Federal pipeline safety regulations. 

D. Has less than five years of experience as a state pipeline inspector monitor­
ing gas or liquid operators in regard to their compliance with state and 
Federal pipeline safety regulations. 

E. Has less than one year of experience as a state pipeline inspector monitoring 
gas or liquid operators in regard to their compliance with state and Federal 
pipeline safety regulations. 

NOTE: 

The experience listed in categories A and B refers to actual on-the-job 
experience working for a pipeline company involved with gas or liquid 
distribution, transmission, or both. Individuals with no actual p"tpeline 
experience still qualify for category B as long as they have on engineering 
degree from on accredited college or university or are registered by the 
respective state as a registered professional engineer. 
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PIPELINE FAILURES AND INVESTIGATIONS 

Natural Gas P~lines 

The requirements for the reporting of gas pipeline leaks and system 
failures are contained in Section 191 of Title 49 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations and describe the criteria for reportability--damage thres­
holds, exclusions, time requirements, and methods of reporting. In 
addition to the obvious regulatory implications of this incident reporting 
requirement the data collected serve yet another purpose. Incorporated 
into an incident data base, this information becomes part of MTB's 
comprehensive Hazardous Materials Information System that provides the 
operational and statistical information necessary to perform accident and 
cost benefit analyses and various ~tudies that support rulemaking and 
enforcement programs. 

Accident Data 

The 1,711 system failures reported in 1982 resulted in 31 fatalities 
and 266 injuries, an approximate 5% increase compared to 1981 data. 
Over 51 % of the fatalities and 38% of the injuries occurred from the 
explosions and fires that followed outside force damage to pipeline 
systems. A ten year summary of pipeline failures and casualties appears 
m Table 7. 

Outside force damage continues to be the primary cause of gas 
system failures (sixty-one percent of all reported cases in 1982). (See 
figure 2.) For a number of years the Department has identified excava­
tion damage as a serious pipeline safety problem, but because most 
damage is the result of activities by persons not subject to the authority 
of gas pipeline operators or the Department, success in seeking solutions 
to the problem has been minimal at best. Many utility companies have 
established a communications system known as a "one-call system" 
whereby a city, county, or other local jurisdiction or entity establishes 
one telephone number to be called by all prospective excavators to advise 
pipeline and utility operators of the time and location of intended 
excavation. On the basis of accident investigations and studies, the 
National Transportation Safety Board has identified a direct relationship 
between these and similar damage prevention programs and low excavation 
damage rates. Consequently, MTB in 1982 issued a regulation, with an 
effective date of April 1983, that requires operators of gas pipelines in 
populated areas to establish or participate in an excavation damage 
prevention program that meets minimum pert ormance criteri~. Through 
this means, MTB expects to minimize the devastating effects of this 
stubborn problem. Accident data are displayed by cause in Table 8. 
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Report Year Failures 

1972 884 
1973 893 
1974 1,017 
1975 979 
1976 1,036 
1977 1,530 
Hl78 J ,555 
1979 1,520 
1980 1,46'1 
1981 1, I 28 
1982 1,191 

N 
0 

TABLE 7 

SUMMARY OF GAS PIPELINE ACCIDENTS AND CASUALTIES REPORTED FROM 1972-1982 
AS REQUIRED BY 49 CFR PART 191 

Distribution Transmission and Gathering 

Fatalities Lnjuries Failul'cs Fatali ties Injuri es Failures 

------- -------~-----

28 294 4U9 6 36 1,293 
33 333 471 2 19 1,364 
20 314 460 4 20 1,477 

8 220 39-l 6 17 1,373 
53 319 5·13 10 47 1,579 
29 420 4li6 7 30 1,996 
20 3:>.0 ~i3 3 11 86 2,088 
33 :H3 450 12 93 1,970 
9 269 ~29 2 41 1,996 

10 '13 495 6 6 1,623 
20 225 520 11 41 1,711 

---------- --- ------ --·-- --- - - ------

Total 

Fatalities Injuries 

34 330 
35 352 
24 334 
14 237 
63 366 
36 450 
31 406 
45 406 
11 310 
16 79 
31 266 



FIGURE 2 

GAS PIPELINE 
ACCIDENTS BY CAUSE 

1982 

TOTAL - 1711 

DAMAGE BY 
OUTSIDE FORCES 

61% 
(1042) 

21 

11% 
(190) 15% 

MATERIAL 
FAILURE OR 
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(263) 
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Table 8 

ACCIDENTS AND CASUALTIES REPORTED BY 
GAS SYSTEM OPERATORS DURING CY 1982 

Distribution Systems 

Cause 

Corrosion 
Damage by Outside Forces 
Construction uefect or Mat erial 

Failure 
Other Causes 

10·1 AL 

No. of 
Failures 

l 00 
826 

89 

176 

1,191 

Fatalities 

1 
11 

7 

1 

20 

Transmission arrl C"..a~rinq Systerr.s 

Cause 

Corrosion 
Uarnagc by Uutsidc Forces 
Construction f>efect or Material 

.h1iJ.J;-c 
Ott1c r ~.: au:--• • ' 

- - ·--·- ---

TOT:\L 

GAS lj\;DlJST:R.Y TOTALS 

No. of 
Failures 

90 
216 
174 

40 

520 

1,711 

?.2 

Fatalities 

l 
5 
5 

0 

Jl 

31 

Injuries 

18 
88 
36 

83 

Injuries 

4 
14 

2 

21 
--- - - · - - - - ··----

41 
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Acci~nt Investigation 

Under the provisions of Section 304 of the lndepe ,1den t Safety 
Board Act of 1974, investigation of pipeline accidents in which there is at 
least one fatality and/or substantial property damage is primarily the 
respnsibility of the National Transportation Safety Board. State agencies 
which also investigate accidents under the terms and rights of their 
legislated authority reported conducting 545 such investigations in 1982. 
(See Table 9.) Rather than duplicate these efforts MTB plays a sup­
portive role in these investigations, assisting as needed, but focus ing on 
the degree of compliance with the federal safety standards--whether these 
standards have been violated and if enforcement actions should be ini t i ­
ated. 

Three accidents of major significance occurred in 1982--in 
Centralia, MO; Portales, N.M.; and Hudson, Iowa. A brief description of 
these events as reported by the National Transportation Safety Board 
follows: 

Centralia1 MO 

About 10:30 a.m., c.s.t. , on January 28, 1982, at Centralia , 
Missouri, natural gas at 47 psig entered a low pressure distribution 
system which normally operated at 11 inches water column (0.40 
psig) after a backhoe bucket snagged, ruptured, and separated the 
3/4-inch-diameter stee l pressure regulator control line at the 
Missouri Power and Light Company's district regulator station No . 
i. The backhoe, which was owned and operated by the City of 
Centralia, was being used to clean a ditch located adjacent to the 
regulator station. The high pressure gas entering customer piping 
systems in some cases resulted in high pilot light flames which 
ignited fires in buildings; while in other cases, the pilot light 
flames w_ere blown out, allowing gas to escape within the buildings. 
Of the , 67 buildings affected by the overpressure, 12 were des­
troyed and 32 sustained moderate to heavy damage. At one point, 
44 houses and businesses were burning at the same time. Five 
persons received minor injuries. 

The National Transportation Safety Board determined that the 
probable cause of the accident was the rupture of a pressure 
regulator control line by a city operated backhoe and the isolation 
by the gas company of a related relief valve which allowed naturai 
gas at 4 7 psig to enter the low pressure distribution system, rather 
than to vent to the atmosphere. Contributing to the accident was 
the failure of city officials to notify the gas company of its 
excavation operations and the failure of the gas company to take 
prompt action to adjust the relief valve and restore it on line. 



'!'ABLE 9 

GAS PIPELINE ACCIDENTS INVESTIGATED BY STATE AGENCIES 1982 

A R r, n 
. -.. 

Damage by Construction 
Total Outside Defect or 

STATE No. Corrosion Forces Material Failure Other 

Alabama 1 0 0 1 C 
Arizona 121 5 76 9 31 
Arkansas 5 1 4 0 0 
California 38 2 20 3 13 
Colorado 6 1 4 0 . 

.l. 

Connecticut 5 0 0 1 4 
Deleware 0 0 0 0 0 
Florida PSC 31 3 12 3 13 
Florida S. Treas. 1 0 0 0 1 
Georgia 0 0 0 0 0 
Hawaii 0 0 0 0 0 
Idaho 2 0 2 0 0 
Illinois 11 l 1 0 9 
Indiana 4 0 1 0 3 
Iowa 16 1 6 1 8 
Kansas 4 1 0 1 2 
Kentucky 17 1 3 1 12 
Louisiana 6 0 2 0 4 
Maine 0 0 0 0 0 
Maryland 1 1 0 0 0 
Massachusetts 6 1 0 1 4 
Michigan 20 1 3 8 8 
Minnesota 23 0 13 4 6 
Mississippi , 

0 1 0 0 .,_ 

Missouri 10 0 2 1 7 
Montana 6 0 2 0 

, ... 
N"ebrasKa 6 2 l 3 G 
Nevada 4 0 0 0 4 
New Hampshire 0 0 0 0 0 
New Jersey 4 0 0 0 4 
New Mexico 5 0 5 0 0 
New York 18 l 9 3 5 
~or:h Ca,~oli r.a ') 0 2 0 ., 
~er:~ Dakota 2 0 2 0 0 
O~io 9 3 4 2 0 
Oklahoma 1 0 0 0 i 
Oregon 0 C 0 0 0 
Pennsylvania 25 4 15 6 0 
R:-iode Isla.rid 4 0 0 0 4 
South Carolina l 0 1 0 0 
Tennesse 3 0 l 1 l 
Texas 75 4 23 29 19 
L'tah 2 0 2 0 Q 

Ve:-mo:.t 1 0 0 0 
Virg:~ia 7 1 0 2 4 
Wasjington 5 () 3 0 2 
West Virginia 12 2 4 2 4 
~-isconsin 18 0 2 6 10 
Wyoming 5 0 2 0 3 
D~st. of Col. G 0 C 0 0 

Ellertc Rico Q Q 0 0 0 
TOTAL 545 36 228 88 193 
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Portales, N. M. 

At 3:20 a.m., m.d.t., on June 28, 1982, a natural gas explosion 
demolished a house, killed five persons, and critically injured one 
person at 827 West 18th Street in Portales, New Mexico; the 
critically injured person died later at a burn treatment center. The 
gas service line to the house had been damaged 37 days earlier 
when a contractor's backhoe pu11ed up the line during conduit 
excavation work for the local telephone company. At the same 
time the line was pulled out at the excavation site, the line was 
pulled out of a compression coupling buried under the street. The 
pullout at the excavation site was repaired, but the pu11out under 
the street was not repaired until after this accident because the 
gas company did not detect it when it happened. 

The National Transportation Safety Board determined that the 
probable cause of the accident was the failure of the gas company 
to carefully inspect a damaged service line and to apply a pressure 
test from the gas main to the meter once the line was recon­
nected. Contributing to the accident was the failure of the gas 
company to provide complete information to the contractor regard­
ing the location of service lines due to incomplete data and 
information on maps and records at its distribution facilities. 

Hudson, Iowa 

About 2:15 p.m., c.s.t., on November 4, 1982, a tile plow installing 
field drainage tile on a farm located 4 miles west of Hudson, Iowa, 
struck and punctured a well-marked 20-inch diameter natural gas 
transmission pipelin~. Natural gas escaping at about 820 psig ignited 
immediately, and the ensuing explosion and fire kilied five persons, 
destroyed five pieces of excavation machinery and two pickup 
trucks, and burned several acres of soybean stubble. 

The National Transportation Safety Board determines that the 
probable cause of the accident was the puncture of a 
20-inch diameter gas transmission pipeline by a contractor's tile 
plow, due to the contractor's failure to inform the pipeline company 
and to have the depth of the pipeline checked at a new crossing 
point when he changed his work plans. The accident might have 
been avoided had the pipeline company inspector remained on the 
job site until tiling operations in the vicinity of the pipeline had 
been completed. 
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As indicated by the NTSB report, the probable cause in each case 
\A.'.~S. _damage to the pipeline as a result of excavation activity. It is as a 
result of the increasing frequency of these incidents that MTB initiated 
rulemaking action requiring pipeline operators to establish or participate in 
d_a~age prevention programs. 

Hazardous Liquid Pipelines 

Liquid pipeline failure and casualty statistics for 1982 reveal a 
reduction in all categories of data compared to 198 1. The 200 reported 
failures, which resulted in six injuries and one fatality represents a 
decrease of 16% in reported failures, 80% in fatalities and 81 % in 
rnJ ur ies. Thirty-four percent of all incidents was attributable to outside 
force damage from equipment while corrosion was cited as the cause in 

28 % of the cases. Detailed accident data appear in Tab Jes 10 and 11. 

Table 10 

SUMMARY OF IJQUID PIPELINE ACCIDENTS AND CASUALTIES 
FROM 1972 to 1982 

Total Commodity 
Report Year Failures Fatalities Injuries Loss (bbl) 

1972 306 1 16 344,350 
1973 273 7 10 377,672 
1974 256 10 6 292,001 
1975 254 7 17 318,278 
1976 212 5 4 249,690 
1977 237 3 15 224,794 
1978 256 3 10 280,794 
1979 251 4 13 548,669 
1980 219 3 12 289,445 
1981 239 5 32 214,384 
1982 200 1 6 221,411 

---·--- - - - - - - - - - -------- -
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smr~".Y OF :.IQl!ID J:::PELTKE ACCIDEJll'T EPORTS RECEIVED rn 1982 
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FIGURE 3 

LIQUID PIPELINE 
ACCIDENTS BY CAUSE 

1982 
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PIPELINE SAFETY RESEARCH 

Fract-ure Mechanics ~ 

The National Bureau of Standards (NBS), under contract with MTB, 
con_tinued to develop weld flaw size criteria for evaluating the acc epta ­
bility of pipeline circumferential girth welds. S•JCh criteria would be 
utilized by MTB in considering a possible modification to the present 
regulations which would permit use of "fitness for purpose" criteria to 
determine weld flaw acceptability. 

High_ Strengt h-Low- Alloy Arctic Line Ple_e Steels 

The Bureau's regulatory activities on Arctic pipelines have shown 
that specifications referenced by IJ-9 CFR Part 192 for steel line pipe are 
necessarily general and a number of supplemental provisions are needed 
for Arctic line pipe. Much of the information now available on pre­
requisites for high-strength Arctic line pipe has been prepared by various 
consultants1 research organizations, and engineering firms that have been 
engaged in Arctic construction, and cannot be readily obtained without a 
laborious literature search. To facilitate access to this information, MTB 
has engaged a contractor to assimilate worldwide information and tech­
nical data on manufacturing capabilities, specification of supplemental 
requirements, and welding and repair technologies for Arctic line pipe and 
other high-strength low-alloy pipe of the Grade X-70 type made to the 
API 5 LX specifications that may be used in major cold climate projects. 

Recognizing potential safety problems in the use of stainless steel 
band clamps for repair of plastic pipe used in natural gas distribution, 
MTB initiated a technical review of industry data and information on the 
subject. An analysis of various safety test data provided by manu­
facturers of the product in support of the practice, was inconclusive 
i nasmuch as the manufac-~uring standards and testing procedures lacked 
uniformity. Study of the safety issue continues with new input from the 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers and the American Society for 
Testing and Materials. Both organizations are supporting the effort and 
have begun work on establishing criteria for the use and testing of plastic 
pipe clamps. 
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TRAINING AND EDUCATION 

Information Dissemination 

MTB maintains an extensive library of pipeline safety information 
and educational material that is designed to acquaint and sensitize the 
industry and the public to the issues of pi_oeline safety and the regulatory 
and compliance requirements of the federal safety regulations. This 
information, provided upon request to interested organizations, industry 
groups, and the general public, is assembled and available in various 
publications. lncluded among these are the federal pipeline safety 
regulations; notices of proposed rulemaking; a quarterly Pipeline Safety 
Newsletter (the single most effective organ for dissemination of regula­
tory, technical and training information); pamphlets containing safety 
information for use in industrial and general publications; and reports on 
the results of studies funded by MTB on different aspects of pipeline 
safety. Additionally, formal presentations to state agencies and industry 
groups can be arranged. Added to this list in 1982 was the new 
"Guidance Manual for Operators of Small Gas Systems"--developed to 
assist operators of small gas systems to understand the regulatory require­
ments with which they are expected to comply. To date, MTB has 
distributed over 16,000 copies of this document. The manual, along with 
an accompanying slide/tape presentation designed for training purposes, 
was also distributed to each state and regional pipeline off ice, where it is 
being used to train large groups of "master meter" and smal! gas system 
operators. 

Safety Training Program 

MTB's safety training program act1v1t1es continued with a high 
degree of success in I 982 under joint MTB and state agency staff direc­
tion. The Transportation Safety Institute, the primary provider of MTB 
sponsored training, in addition to offering courses at its Oklahoma facility 
conducted a series of seminars on pipeline safety issues in convenient 
locations across the country. This series of seminars, in effect, brought 
pipeline safety training to most states which, because of budgetary 
constraints, were under a prohibition of travel for training purposes. 

MTB-sponsored training programs enable participating state agencies 
to increase both the scope and quality of their gas pipeline safety 
programs, while providing MTB personnel with an opportunity for direct 
contact with state and industry representatives to explain the Federal 
regulations and provide technica! assistance. Course offerings are 
routinely updated to accurately r eflect regulatory and technological 
changes. In 1982, courses offered included such subjects as: Failure and 
Noncompliance Investigative Techniques, Joining of Gas Pipeline Materials, 
Corrosion Control Systems, Pressure Regulation, Overpressure Protection, 
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Regulation Compliance Requirements and Liquefied Natural Gas Safety 
Technology and Inspection. (See Table 12.) The nine residential courses 
ar:id _ 16 seminar::, on these subjects attracted an attendance of 1,337 
federal, state, and industry personnel. (See Table 13.) Seminar and 
training emphasis for the next year will be on Amendment No. 
192-40--Damage Prevention Program. This amendment is designed to 
alieviate excavation damage, the leading cause of pipeline failures. 

Table 12 

PIPELINE SAFETY COURSES CONDUCTED BY TSI 1982 

Students Trained 
No.of State & 
Cl.asses Other Federal Total 

Failure and Noncompliance 2 45 2 
lnvestigative Techniques 

Joining of Gas Pipeline Materials 1 21 3 

Gas Pressure Regulation and 28 0 
Overpressure Protection 

Safety Evaluation of Gas Pipeline 1 24 1 
Systems 

Safety Evaluation of Gas Pipeline 2 48 
Corrosion Systems 

Liquefied Natural Gas Safety 21 3 
Technology & lnspection 

Safety Regulations Requirements 22 0 
for Gas Pipeline. Operators 

TOTAL 9 209 10 

Table 13 

SUMMARY FOR 1982 TRAINING CONDUCTED BY TSI 

No. of Resident 
Cl.asses 

9 

No. of Resident 
Students 

219 

No. of 
Seminars 

16 

31 

No. of Seminar 
Students 

1,118 

Total No. 
Trained 

1;337 

47 

24 

28 

25 

49 

24 

22 

219 



ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

The Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System (ANGTS) is the 
largest privately-financed construction project ever undertaken and has 
been given special status by the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Act of 
1976. The act provided for appointment by the President of a Federal 
Inspector who has the authority to enforce all Federal permit stipulations, 
regulations and other authorizations including pipeline safety regulations 
for ANGTS as part of the project oversight responsibilities. Executive 
Order 12142 requires each Federal agency having statutory responsibilities 
over any aspect of the ANGTS to appoint an Agency Authorized Officer 
(AAO) to represent that agency on all matters pertaining to pre­
construction, construction, and initial operation of the system. The AAO's 
are detailed to and physically located within the Office of the Federal 
Inspector. The Department of Transportation's Agency Authorized Officer 
(AAO) is organizationally located within MTB and represents the interest 
of all administrations within DOT having statutory responsibility in this 
project. 

The Project 

The Alaska Natural Gcs Transportation System (ANGTS) is being 
developed as four major pipeline segments. The Alaskan segment will be 
constructed and operated by Northwest . Alaskan Pipeline Company, the 
Canadian segment by four Canadian companies, an Eastern leg (from 
Montana to Chicago) by Northern Boarder Pipeline Company, and a 
Western leg (from Idaho to San Francisco) by Pacific Gas Transmission 
Company and Pacific Gas and Electric Company. The 4,753-mile system 
will have a nominal capacity of 2.6 billion cubic feet of gas per day. 

Parts of the Canadian segment and the Eastern and Western legs 
are being constructed early on a "prebuild" basis in order to transport 
Alberta gas to the U.S. prior to completion of the Alaskan segment. 
Phase I of the "prebuild" segments of the Western leg and the Eastern leg 
were completed in October 1981 and 1982 respectively and Canadian gas 
is being transported through both sections. The construction on the 
Alaskan segment has been delayed once again due to current uncertainties 
in world financial markets, natural gas prices and the current excess in 
world energy supplies. The new anticipated completion date is now 1989. 

MTB's Technical Involvement 

In 1982, MTB focused its technical efforts on monitoring the 
construction of the Eastern leg. One issue that demanded much of MTB's 
attention during this period was the problem of girth weld integrity. An 
audit of the radiographs of girth welds made during the 1981 construction 
season revealed a number of welds which did not meet the DOT welding 
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standards. Northern Boarder Pipeline Company sought and was granted a 
. waiver from DOT standards to repair rather than remove the already 
buried defective welds, upon providing sufficient justification and 
well-documented and tested repair procedures, sufficient to satisfy MTB 
that safety would not be compromized. 
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OUTSTANDING PROBLEMS 

Several problem areas persist as impediments to a fully effective 
Federal pipeline safety program. 

Performance Standards 

The Federal standards incorporate by reference many private sector 
specifications. Although this approach simplifies the federal task of 
regulating the safety of highly technical subjects, it does not permit the 
pipeline industry to take full advantage of technological innovations in 
materials and design practices. Until these private sector specifications 
are amended to include innovations, and the later editions of referenced 
documents are added to the regulations, use of these more current and 
often more efficient safety practices are denied the regulated industry. To 
resolve this problem of costly delays without decreasing the level of 
safety, MTB is work ing to adopt performance standards that pipeline 
companies may follow in lieu of the referenced specifications. Per­
formance standards allow pipeline companies to use the latest technology 
provided certain safety performance criteria are met. Where the private 
sector has acceptable performance standards for a subject in need of 
Federal regulation, MTB will consider referencing these standards instead 
of creating new ones. For example, a committee of the American 
Society of Mechanical Engineers is being encouraged to develop per­
formance standc:irds for steel pipe as part of its B31 .8 pipeline code. If 
found to be scitisfactory for regulatory purposes, the new performance 
standards will be included in Part 192 as an alternative to the referenced 
specifications for steel pipe. 

Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Plants 

Part 19 3 of Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires 
that new LNG facilities be surrounded by an exclusion zone of low 
population to protect against the hazards of vapor dispersion from a 
potential LNG spill. Most existing LNG plants are used in direct conjunc­
tion with gas distribution systems, and are often located in populated 
areas. High population levels and associated development make it 
uneconomical to provide exclusionary zones for many new LNG facilities 
pipeline companies may wish to install at existing plant sites. As a 
consequence, some plants designed for future expansion are stymied in 
development, and some companies cannot take full advantage of LNG as a 
source of gas. While alternative safety measures to the use of exclusion­
ary zones have been proposed, none has been tested sufficiently to assure 
an acceptable level of safety. In 1983, MTB, in cooperation with the 
Coast Guard, will conduct research on the behavior of cold gas spills to 
better define the level of hazard presented by a potential spill of LNG. 
MTB's long term objective is to develop a general safety standard that is 



more economical to apply than the present exclusionary zone standard, 
but _which still provides an acceptable level of safety for communities 
that surround LNG plants. 

State Program Administration 

The problem of maintaining the momentum of the Pipeline Safety 
Program at the state level continued into 1982. While budget constraints 
at both the federal and state levels remained, MTB and the states sought, 
through a number of inventive means to maintain the highest level of 
program effectiveness. By prioritizing their enforcement efforts to focus 
on areas of greatest potential risk and by capitalizing on MTB-provided 
training to ensure competency of their inspection staff, most states were 
able to maintain the same level of activity as in 1981. The grant-in-aid 
program provides the catalyst for states participation in the gas pipeline 
safety program. Experience has shown that where an aggressive state 
corn;:>liance program is in effect, operator efforts at system safety have 
been significantly increased. Elimination or reduction of the grant 
program would materially reduce state participation to the detriment of 
public safety. MTB wilJ intensify its efforts to encourage continued state 
participation at a level and degree of effectiveness that will ensure a 
viable and successful pipeline safety program. 

Intrastate Li~d P~lines 

The Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act (HLPSA) authorized the 
Department to regulate the safety of intrastate hazardous liquid pipelines. 
However, for the Department to fully comply with the provisions of the 
Act, Part 195 of the 49 CFR, which in its present form applies only to 
interstate pipelines, must be modified to cover intrastate hazardous liquid 
pipelines as well. This action is needed so that state agencies may 
participate in the cooperative enforcement program authorized by Section 
205 of the Act. During 1983, MTB will assess the safety performance of 
these intrastate pipelines and the costs and benefits of extending the 
existing safety standards in Part 19 5, to cover them as we 11. 
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APPENDIX A 

Amendments to 49 CFR Parts 191, 192, 193, and 195 issued in 1982 

Amendment 191-4 
Amentment 192-39 

192-40 
192-41 
192-42:193-3 
192-43:195-24 

Technical .Amendments 

Reporting Addressee Changes 
Metal Alloy Fittings in Plastic 
Pipelines 
Damage Prevention Program 
Incorporate by Reference 
Incorporate by Reference 
Inspection and Test Intervals 
Units of Measurement Editorial 
Correction 

Waivers 

Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Corporation 
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company 
Northern Border Pipeline Company 
Northern Border Pipeline Company 

195-22 

195-25 

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
Withdrawal of Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking 

A-1 

Editorial Corrections 

Weld Filler Metal 

Retention of Radiographic Film 
Location of Weld Seams 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

49 CFR Parts 191 and 195 

[Amdta. No. 111-4 and 115-23; Doc:ket No. 
PS-71) 

Transportation- of Natural and Other 
Gaa and Hazardous Uqulda by 
Pipeline; Change of Telephone Number 
and Addressee for Reporting Leaks 
and Accidents 

AGENCY: Materials Transportation 
Bureau (MTB), DOT. 
ACTION: Final ruJe; Technical 
amendment. 

SUMMARY: This amendment changes the 
telephone number used by gas and 
liquid operators to report certain leaks 
and accidents from the present toll 
charge number to a toll free number. 
Also, the addressee for written reports 
of leaks and accidents is changed to 
comport with organizational 
responsibilities. This amendment will 
reduce the cost to pipeline operators by 
providing a toll free number that they 
may use. without increasing the cost to 
government. 
DATE: This amendment becomes 
effective October 27. 1982. This date 
provides time for operators to make 
arrangements for compliance. 
,_.OR FURTHER INF'ORMAT10N CONTACT: 
Ralph T. Simmons, 202-426-2392. Copies 
of the amendment may be obta ined from 
the Dockets Branch. Room 8426, 
Materials Transportation Bureau, U.S. 
Department of Transportation. 400 7th 
Street. S.W., Washington. DC 20590. 

SUPPUMENTA/ff INFORMATtON: 

Telephonic Reporta 

At present, I 191.S(b) requires gas 
operators to use the telephone number 
(202) 426--0700 to give notice of certain 
leaks, and I 195.S2(b) requires the use of 
the same number by hazardous liquid 
pipeline operaton for giving notice of 
certain accidents. The coat of calls is 
paid for by the operators. 

In contrast. carriers who transport 
hazardous materials by modes other 
than pipe line are permitted by 49 CFR 
171.15 to report certain hazardous 
materials incidents to the Department 

on the toll free telephone number 800-
~ (in Wuhington. D.C.. 426-
2675). 

Due to administrative changes, it is 
now posalble for MTB to receive the 
telephone report, of ge■ and liquid 
pipeline operators on the aame toll free 
number uaed by other carriers of 
hazardous materials, thus permitting the 
DepartIDent to mulrnlzt' the benefit. of 
that phone. Thu amendment to Parts 191 
and 195 effectuates these changes. It 
will reduce the coat to pipeline 
operators by providing a toll free 
number that they may w,e, without 
increasing the cost to government. 

Wrilte11 Reporta 

In I I 191.7, 195.54, 195.58, and 195.62. 
the addressee for aubmitting written 
reports of leaks and accidents end 
obtaining copies of report forms is 
atated es "Chief, Information Systems 
Division, Transportation Programs 
Bureau." Due to organizational changes, 
this addressee ii changed to 
"Information Systems Manager, 
Materials Transportation Bureau." 

In the interim until this amendment to 
Parts 191 and 195 takes effect. operators 
may report incidents on either the 
ex.isling or new number and use either 
the old or new addressee. After the 
amendment becomes effective. only the 
new toll free number and addressee may 
be used. 

Because this document does not 
substantively change the requirements 
in Parts 191 and 195 for reporting certain 
pipel ine leaks and accidents, notice and 
public procedure are unnecessary, and 
in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 553, the 
amendment is final. 

Also, since the amendment will have 
a positive effect on the economy of less 
than $100 million a year, will reault in a 
cost savings to coD8umera, industry, and 
government. and no adverse effects are 
anticipated. thia action a not "major" 
under E.O. 12291 or •~ignificant" under 
DOT procedure,. 

Ust of subjecb 

49 CFR Part 191 

Pipeline aafety, Reporting and 
record.keeping requirements. 

A-2 

49 CFR Part 195 

Ammonia, Petroleum, Pipeline aafety, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 

PART 191-TRANSPORTA'nON OF 
NATURAL AND OTHER GAS BY 
PIPELINE; REPORTS OF LEAKS 

PART 195-TRANSPORTATION OF 
HAZARDOUS LIQUIDS BY PIPELINE 

In COD8ideration of the foregoing. 
Parta 191 and 195 of Title 49 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations are emended as 
follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 191 
ia: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1871 et aeq.; 49 CFR 
1.53 and Appendix A to Part 1. 

2. The authority citation for Part 195 
la: 

Authority: Sec. 203, Pub. L 96-129. 93 Stat. 
1004. 49 U.S.C. 2002; 49 CFR 1.53 and 
Appendix A to Part 1. 

ff 191.5 and 195.52 [Amended] 

3. Sections 191.5(b) and 195.52(b) are 
amended by removing the words and 
numerals "area code (202) 426-0700" 
and l.ruerting in their place the worda 
and numerals "800-4.24-8802 (in 
Washington, D.C.. ~2675)". 

ff 191.7, 195.54, 195.51, and 115.82 
(Amended) 

4 . Section11191.7, 195.54, 195.58. and 
195.62 are amended by removing. each 
place that it appean, the words "Chief, 
Information Systems Division, 
Transportation Programs Bureau." and 
inserting in their place the words 
"Information System.a Manager, 
MaterialJ Transportation Bureau.". 

baued ID Wuhington. D.C.. oo July 20. 
Ul8Z. 
LD.Sutman. 
Director, Mateia/s 'I'ran6polfDtlon Blll'flOu. 

IPR Doc. lWDUI ru.d 1-..:t - aaJ 
-.uNO COOl .,..._. 
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DEPARTIIENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

111 ... an:h and Special Programs 
Aclmlniatration 

ti CFR Part 112 

(Amell 1t2-3t; Dodlet OPSO-s7J 

Transportation ot Natural and OU. 
Gas by Pipeline; Metal Allor Fittings In 
Plastic PApellnN _ . 

AGENCY: Material, Transportation 
Bureau {Ml'B), RSPA. DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 

SUIIIIARY: Thi• final ru~ remons the 
requirement in I 192.455(1)(3) that a 
means be provided for identifying the 
location of each metal alloy fitting that 
• tnataDed without coeting and cathodic 
protection in plastic pipelines. The 
Identification requittment Is 
mmeces1nay for 1afety and hinden the 
~ of corrosion re1istant metal alloy 
fittings to mechanically join plastic pipe 
and components. 
DATE: Thi• final rule takes effect April 7, 
1982. 
ll"Ofl FURTHUI INFORMATION CONTACT: 
L M. Furrow; ~2392. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Fittinga 
made of con-01ion re,istant metal alloys 
are available for use to mechanically 
Join lengths of plastic pipe and plastic 
component, . These fillings have both 
aafety and economic advantages. For 
one. mechanical joints may be made by 
personnel who do not have the added 
,kills required for other methods of 
joining plastic pipe (see I 192.285). More 
important. however. a properly aelected 
alloy (matching the alloy with the 
environment) can protect a buried fitting 
aga.mst electrochemical corrosion 
without the added expense of cathodic 
protection. 

Before 1977. the use of corrosion 
resistant metal alloy fittings in plastic 
pipelines was hindered by MTB·s 
corrosion control regulations (H 192.455 
and 192.465) aimed et preventing or 
mitigating corrosion on buried or 
1ubmerged metal pipelines. including 
metal fitting. in plastic pipelines. Under 
00n'Osive conditions, ordinary metal 
fittings in plaatic pipelines can corrode 
rapidly. causing gas leaks that could 
threaten public 1afety. To guard against 
this result. before 1977 I 192.455 
required that all metal fittings be coated 
and cathodically protected. and then 
periodically inspected under I 192.485. 
The cost of materials &Dd labor to 
comply with these corroaion control 
meaaures outweighed the safety and 
economic benefit. from usins COm>liMl 
resistant metal alloy fittinp in plutic 

plpelinea. However. in 1977. MTB 
conaider-ed documented teeta and 
experience (Notice 70-1, 41 FR 422%1, 
Sept. Zl. 1976) 1howing that under 
variou1 corrosive environment,, 
properly selected metal alloy fittings in 
plastic pipelines can provide 1ufficient 
protection against electrochemical 
corrosion. Thus. a new paragraph (f) 
was added to I 192.455 to conditionally 
except these fittings from the cathodic 
protection and inspection requirementa 
(Amendment 192-28; 4Z FR 35653, July 
11. 1977). 

Three conditions were established in 
I 192.455(1) to qualify metal alloy fittings 
for the exception from the coating and 
cathodic protection requirements: Firtt. 
there must be evidence that in the area 
of application. corrosion will be 
controlled by alloyage. Second. the 
fitting must have a design that prevent. 
leakage from localized corrosion pitting. 
Third. the pipeline operator muat have 
some means to identify the location of 
each fitting that is installed. 

The first condition was adopted to 
ensure that fittings are made from alloy, 
that have been pro·ven effective against 
corrosion in the ,oils in which the 
fittings are to be used. The second 
condition recognizes that even under the 
beat circumstances some corrosion 
pitting can occur, and in the absence of 
coating and cathodic protection. the 
fitting 's design is the final safeguard 
against leakage. Because of the 
relatively small amount of field 
experience with alloy fittings in plastic 
pipelines that had occurred by 1977, and 
the consequent uncertainty in predicting 
long range corrosion protection. the 
third condition was establi■hed to 
ensure that operators keep track of any 
fittings installed so that remedial action 
could readily be taken if needed in the 
future. 

Looking toward po11ible relaxation of 
the conditions under I 192.455(1), MTB 
has ,ought to obtain more information 
about the long-term corrosive effect.a on 
alloy fittings in plastic pipelines. For 
example. in the preamble to the final 
rule document establishing the 
conditional exception, MTB requested 
that operators report the conditiona of 
alloy fittings that are uncovered. payins 
special attention to leakage and 
COl'TOsion performance. To date, all the 
information received about the 
susceptibility of alloy fittingl to 
corrosion has pointed toward cieleting 
the i 19Z.455{f)(3) condition as co1tly 
and lbmeceaaary for safety. 

While the built of the information baa 
come from observations by MTB or 
State field enforcement personnel, or 
~ports made to them. one major gas 
di■tribution company. the Pacific Ga■ 

l\- 3 

and Electric Company (PG&E). has 
prepared an extensive written finding of 
its experience with alloy fitlin8• in 
California ,oils. The PG&E report dated 
May, 1980, (a copy of which 11 in the 
public docket) shows that out of 362 
samples from the approximately 942.000 
Type 316 stainlesa steel alloy fittings 
manufactured by AMP, Inc.. and 
installed between 1969 and 1979 lo a 
broad range of ,oil conditions (soil 
resistivity from 330 to 100,000 ohm.cm; 
pH from 4.4 to 9) none exhibited any 
conosive effects. This report 
1ub1tantiates preliminary findings made 
by PG&E in a 1976 atudy of zoo fittings 
which formed a basis for the notice of 
proposed rulemaking that preceded 
Amendment192-28. 

In addition to requesting reports from 
operators, MTB also sought advice on 
the need for I 1.92.455(1)(3) from the 
Technical Pipeline Safety Standards 
Committee, a s·latutory advisory 
committee made up of 15 knowledgeable 
persons from both the public and private 
sectors who are qualified to evaluate 
pipeline aafety regulations. In its report 
of a meeting held January 17, 1978. the 
Committee, by unanimoua vote, 
recommended that I 192.455(0(3) be 
deleted on grounds that the rule 1erve1 
no useful purpose and it add• to cost 
without a commensurate 1afety benefit. 

In a petition (P-17) dated September 
21, 1981, AMP Incorporated. a 
manufacturer of 1tainleH steel fitting.I 
for plastic pipelines, argues for removal 
or the paragraph (f)(3) limitation. AMP 
,tales that ita fittings made from AISI 
Series 300 stainless 1teel1 "provide a 
aufficient. long-term safeguard again.at 
corrosion. and obviate the need to 
1ubject them to additional location 
recordkeeping requirements.",-. a bast. 
for its argument. AMP points to its sale 
since 1967 of over 15.000.000 metal alloy 
fittings to more than 160 operators 
throughout the United States, without 
having received any reports of co~sion 
failureL 

AMP further■ ita argument by 
detailing (in an appendix to the petition) 
the administrative coats of complyins 
with paragraph (0(3) by the uae of 
computerized data banks to provide for 
immediate identification of each fitting 
installed under I 192.455(f). Although 
the rule does not require that operaton 
have such means of identification (a 
mere card index system might 1uffice. 
using ordinary buainess recorda kept for 
cuatomer aervices ). according to the 
petition. operaton who chooae to 
comply in this way may spend at mucb 
as $22.500 tn start-up costs, with on­
going induatry-wide coata in exce11 of 
SS00,000 annually. 
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In 11dditfon to the financial cott. of 
complying with paragraph (f)(3),_ MTB 
feela the biggest drawback of this 
provi;ion i• the inhibiting effect It has· 
on the..uae of corrosion resistant alloy 
fittings to ~echanically join plastic pipe 
components. A1' previously mentlon~d. 
joining plastic pipelines with COlTOIUOO 

resistant alloy fittings has safety and 
economic advantagee over other Joinina 
techniques. The main purposes of 
lesuing Amendment 192-28 was to allow 
operatora and the public to fully reallze 
theae advantages. Since it appears that 
most operators are reluctant to utilize 
alloy fittings and also comply with the 
identification requirement of 
f 192.455(0(3), then paragraph (()(3) 
e11entially frustrates the main purpose 
of Amendment 192-28 and should be 
removed unless it is needed for safety. 
Aa to the aafety need for paragraph 
(0(3), the evidence points to the 
contrary. 

In summary, since Amendment 192-28 
was iaaued. there has been an 
accumulation of favors ble informatta, 
about the effects of corrosion on all~ 
fittings that reduces the prior 
uncertainties about their long-term 
behavior in corrosive environments. In 
additiora. I 192.455(f)(2l provides a 
redundant safeguard against the 
potential harmful effects of corrosion. 
should any occur. In view of these 
factors and the added costs and 
inhibiting effects of providing a mean. 
for later identification of the location of 
each fitting that is installed, MTB la by 
thia document repealing § 192.455(()(3). 

Because this document grants relief 
from a regulatory burden for which there 
le no apparent need, a notice and 
comment period would be unnecessary, 
and in accordance wi th 5 U.S.C. 553, the 
repeal of§ 192.455(()(3) is final. Also, 
since this final n:famaldng action will 
have a po1tive effect on the economy of 
Jess than $100 million a year, will result 
Jo a cost aaving1 to consumers, industry, 
and government agencies, and no 
advene effecu are anticipated. the 
action la not "major" under E.O. 12291 
or "significant" under DOT procedureL 

PART 19~TRANSPORTATION OF 
NATURAL AND OTHER GAS BY 
PIPELINE: MiNIMU~ FEO[RAL 
SAFETY Si AN0ARDS 

In conzideratlon or the foregoing. 
I 192.455(f) of Part 192 of Title 49 of the 
C.ode of Federal Regulations is revised 
to read aa follows: 

f 192.465 Eztsmaf corrosion control:: 
8ur1ed or IUbmergqx1 SMPGlinH Installed 
..,_ July 31. 1971. 
• • Q • 0 

l\-4 

fl) 1'b!a 8eCtion does not applJ 19 
elmrically isolated. metal alk,y Dttinp 
in plastic pipeline,. ff-

"{1) For the sift fitting to be ued, a 
operatur am show by te11t-s. 
bvestigetion, or experience .ID lhe an. 
of applicatio11 thet adequate con-osion 
oootrol i• pro"rided by all~ and 

{Z) Tiae fitting is designed to ~ 
leakage a111sed by localized c:orro.ioa 
pitting. 
(GU.S.C.11172; UC1R 1.53 and Appmcft.x A 
1D Part 1) 

baued ln Washinaton. D.C. on March l'. 
UfSZ. 
LD. Sutman. 
Director. Maten"alG 1'rrm6f1Cr1Dlion Bumau. 
P'S~&-.-1'".WJ.6.«:a,c&-J 
aUIGCIOOl• .... 

9843 
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49 CFR Part 1t2 

lAmdt. No. 112-40; Doc:ut No. PS-Ill 

Transportation of Natural and Other 
Gas by Plpellne; Damage Prevention 
Program 

AGENCY: Materials Transportation 
Bureau (MTB), Research and Special 
Programa Administration, DOT. 
ACT10N: Final nale. 

SUMMARY: This final nale implement. 
aection 3(a)(2) of the Natural Gee 
Pipeline Safety Act of 1988 (49 U.S.C. 
1672(a)(2)) by requiring gas pipeline 
operators to have or participate in a 
damage prevention program to reduce 
the risk of excavation damage to buried 
pipelines in populated areas. Excavation 
damage is the leading caW1e of gaa 
pipeline accidenta. 
DATE(Tbis final nale becomes effective 
April 1, 1983. The delayed effective date 
will permit operators time to prepare for 
compliance by participating in programa 
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already in existence or to begin their 
own programs. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ~ACT: 
Ralph T. Simmons, 202-426-2392. Copies 
of the final rule and documents related 
thereto may be obtained from the 
Dockets Branch. R®m8426. Materials 
Transportation.Bureau. U.S. Department 
of Transporta,tion. 400 7th Street, SW .. 
Washington. D.C. 2.0.590. 
SUPPLEIIENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 
To reduce the riak of excavation 

damage to underground gas pipelines, 
the leading cause of pipeline accidenta. 
MTB i11ued a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) (44 FR 65792: 
November 15. 19'79) proposing to amend 
Part 192 by adding a new§ 192..614 to 
require each operator of a buried gas 
pipeline in populated areas to establish 
and carry out, or otherwise participate 
in, a damage prevention program. 
Modeled after auccessful ... one-call"' 
programs. the NPRM aet forth criteria 
that an operator'• program would have 
to meet, including public notice, receipt 
of calla about pending excavation, and 
prompt response hr locating and 
marking pipeline&. The proposed rule 
was the initial 1tep in complying with 
section 3(a)(2) of the NGPSA (49 U.S.C. 
1672(a)(2)) that requires the issuance of 
thi. final rule . . 

Interested persona were given until 
February 15, 1980, to comment on the 
proposed amendment One hundred and 
one different pertons 1ubmitted 
comments. The commenta were from pa 
utilitie1 and 881 transmission 
companie1, their trade e1sociatiom. 
State and Federal agencies, Industry 
1tandard-maldng bodies, and consultant 
flrma to the pa industry. Also, ■everal 
commeou ~ received from one-call 
aystema. 

In accordance with Section 4 of the 
NGPSA (49 U.S.C. 1673). the ~echnlcal 
Pipeline Safety Standards Committee 
(TPSSC) met in Wuhinstoo. D.C.. on 
April 15-17, l9IIO, to review the technical 
feasibility, rea80Dablene111, and 
practicability of the amendment 
proposed in the NPRM. In general, the 
TPSSC favored ~ proposed rule. but 
IU83e1ted a numh,r of modification.a. A 
copy of the Committee'• report la 
available in the dockeL A diacuaaion of 
any rejection of the views of the TPSSC 
la given below in the ~OD of the 
■ecticma of the Bna1 rule involved. 

Co.tlnpac:t 

The ftnal rule la non-major under 
Executive Order 1221n.. 'Ibe Order 
define■ a major rule u one which bu 
an annual effect on. the economy of $100 

million, e maj~ in coeta. ar a 
•ignificant adverse.effect oo the 
economy. Aa ahown by the coat benefit 
analysis for thu proceeding, thia final 
rule will have no ~uch impact The final 
rule ill ai.o not a significant rule u 
defined by the Department of 
Transportation Policie1 and Procedures 
(DOT Order. 210U). 

The Regulatory P1exibility Act (IN 
Stal 11M, 5 U.S.C. 801) requiree a 
review of a proposed regulation iasued 
after January 1, 1981, for ita effect OD 
small buainesaes, organizationa, and 
governmental bodies. Although in this 
case a notice of proposed rulemaking 
was iaaued prior to January 1, 1981, the 
effect on the segment■ of the public 
covered by the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act baa been asseaaed. These 
regulations will not have 1r significant 
economic impact on 8UCh small 
businesses or organiza6ona becauae 
they hue been excepted &om the final 
rule. While small government bodlee 
who operate pipelines are not excepted 
from the final rule, ft will not hue a 
significant Impact 011 them because a 
large number of them are already 
covered by one-call aystema. Alao the 
~t to small municipalities wiD not be 
great becauae th~ charge for 
participating tn one-call systems ia 
based upon the miles of pipelines owned 
by the operator or the number of 
servicer. plua many of the amail 
operaton are often given a cost discount 
as an inducement to join to prevent any 
saps from oc:cmriD8 in the 1y1tem. 
Furthermore, a municipality which 
require• a permit for excavation 
activities may uae lta permit procedure• 
with little additional modfflcatton to 
meet the requirements of I 192.Blt. 

It la therefore certl!f ed. punuant to 
aection eos(b) of the Resul&tory 
Flexibility Act. that this resu}ation will 
not have a sigaificant economic impact 
on a aubstantial namber of amail 
entitlea. 

Effect .. Stat. Lnn 
In accordanca with aection 3(a) of the 

NG~ (49 U.S.C. Ul12(a)(l}). any State 
may adopt additional or more atriqent 
aafety 1tandarda for damaae preventim 
programs and linemarluin with respect 
to intrutate pipeline tranaportation u 
are not incompatible with the atandarda 
beina eatabllahed by thl.l a,nendment to 
Part 192. However, State, may not adopt 
or continue In force any nch 1tandards 
applicable to brtentate tranamlaaion 
fadlltiea. Therefore, any State 1tandarda 
aovcmin.B damaae prevention programs 
or ltnemarkera ror Intrastate pipeline 
trulportatioa 1bat _, ti-
compatibility leM of aedion 3(a} wlD aol 
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be preempted by :he new Federal 
atandarda. 

l1Dder Netion 5 of the NGPSA (49 
U.S.C. 1814). the safety standards isaued 
under the NGPSA generally may not be 
enforced by MTB againat intraatate 
pipeline transportation in a State in 
which a State agency aubmita an annual 
certification stating, among other things, 
that it bu adopted and ia enforcing such 
standards under State law. Newly 
issued Federal 1tandarda that apply 10 
intrastate pipeline traru1portation are 
enforceable by MTB under the NGPSA 
until a State agency adopts tho• 
atandarda under State law and 1ubmita 
another annual certification. In the case 
of the new damage prevention program 
standards, however, eectfon lOl(c) of the 
Pipeline Safety Act of 1979 (49 U.S.C. 
1672 note) provides that the new 
1tandarda "ahall not apply with respect 
to annual certi.ficatlona under lectloe 5 
during the Z-year period which beglm on 
the effective date of auch requJn,menta. • 
Thia provision allow, State ageodH 
that do not heve compatible damage 
prevention program standard.a 
additional time thay may need to adopt 
and enforce the new Federal standard.a, 
while continuing to participate in the 
certification and grant-in-aid program . 
under section 5 with respect to the otbff 
Federal gas pipeline safety atandarda. ID 
States that take advantage of thia 
proviaian. the result will be to exteud fas 
up to 2 yean the period within which 
the new Federal damage prevention 
~ atandarda are enforcecble by 
MTB with respect to intrastate pipellne 
tranaportatioo that la subject to the 
juriadiction of those certified Stata 
qencia. 

General Comments GD PropowJ 
•ui.n, 

L Eipty commmiten 1tated that to 
burden pipeline operaton Instead of 
excavaton with resulatioaa deai8ned lo 
prevent excavatioo damage ia 
tnequiteble and results in increased coat 
of transportation at a queatiooable 
increuo in public safety. Although it 19 
true that by tbi. ntle MTB la r.quiring 
pipeline companies to ahoulder the coata 
of damage prevention. while 
perpetrators of damage pay nothing 
above their liability for damqea. aociety 
does expect these pipeline companies, 
u tramportera of buardoua 
commoditlea. to tab every reaaonable 
precaution epinat harm to the public, 
regardless of the caUM. 11m aocietal 
objective la expressed in aectlon S(a)(2) 
of the NGPSA. which require• any 
operatm of gu pipeline fadlitla to 
partidpate iD a dam.aae prevention 
program which the Seaetary determinn 
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h being carried out in a manner 
adequate to a11UN1 protection; or to tab 
steps aa the Seaetary 1hall prncribe to 
provide aervicea which-are comparable. 
Furthermore, tlm policy ii supported by 
atudiea cited in the NPRM ahowtng that 
damage prevention programa·are the 
best way to rnlntrnlu harm fram 
excavation damase. For example. the 
National Tranaportation Safety Board 

i bu. on the buil •of acddent 
l inveatiption and special atudiea, 
! identified • direct relatiomhip between 

\ 
effective excavation dama,e prevention 
programa and low exaavation damage 

I rates. In addition. •• aet forth in the 
I coat/benefit atudy for thia final rule, the 

' I program beneflta to the induatry aa a 
· 1 whole- outweigh the coata. For example, 
• , a reduction in e,u:avation da.mqe to a.a 

operator'• pipeline would reault in 
henefita to the operator by, redw:lng the 
coat otrepalring the damage, lo.a of 
aervice to hia cuatomera. aw:l by aa'riop 
in the pa which would be loat if• 
rupture occun u • retult of the damap. 

: Moreover, there are aocietal benefita 

I
: that result from fewer injuriea and 

death.I. Becauae of the duty operaton 

I muat meet to prevent harm to the public 
and becauae theae "one-c:all" programa 
have proven themaelves cost effective, 

• MTB does not agree that tbe operator 
~ibOlt;y tmpond by thie 
rulema.Jdna ii inequitable. 

Z. 1bh1y commeoten recommended 
that MTB continue to eocourqe State, 

1 to enact lesftletion placins the burden of 

I

, conducting a dam.age prevention 
, Prosram on both utility operators and 
I excavators. MTB'• efforta to encourqe ! Statea to enact leglalation were 
t diacuaed fully in the NPRM. and die 
! 1'Nults of thOH efforta were lhown to 
: have been mixed and incon1i1teni. 
1 Purtliennore, becauu participation In an I acceptable State-suctioned or Stabt­
' operated program can aatilfy tbe 
1 requirementa of the new rule, there 
I abould be a au.ffidept incentive for 

operaton to lobby the Statet to enact 
! &ppropriate legi.llation. 
• S. Four tranamiation companiee Gd 
1 two trade auociation, argued that 
/ unlJb diltributioD compani-. 
• tnmsmiaaion l)'ltema and pa ptbmmg 
: linea should not be required to have 

da.mase prevention program.a, became 
. they have relatively IID&lJ amounts of 

pipeline in Cl.au 3 or 4 ueaa. Moreonr, 
. they~ tut ti:. balk~ their au. a 
: pipins oocmt wt.. trammiulon linea 
• pa111 an blbabited buildina or recreation 
; center locatad m u otherwtse nnl 
: trsC.: u dafiDed bJ f UIU(d)(Z). aDd It 

wou!d be !mpractica! to nm aeperall 
program, for it-.-. eep,em 9'milady, 
tbeTI'SSC~toapp!JIDa&e 

propOMd ckmap pm--ro-~t\~ ~~ to 
Npnenta of trmwmfo1,;&o.o pipa~ m a 
C.11 a location ec1lGly ~- ~pplicaticm. of 
I 182.l(d)(Z). 

MTB ~ the 2ruqua rlbltica 
of operaton who have Gbort ~~ of 
their pipelines placed in Cbwi 5 
locetiom by application of the 
requirements of I 192.5{d)(Z}. In addition 
to tr&DllDiJaion linea cd gi. ilicrlng 
lines, there may ilio be ::lliltr!bution 
ma1na that fall into thiD aitu£!ion. It 
would be impractical for an operator to 
develop and nm or participate ill ~ 
damap prevention program is?9ciftcally 
for nch abort aegment cf tm pi~ in 
rural area, which 1m in a Css:; 3 location 
aa defined by I 192.5(d}(2}. In edditioD. a 
program nm Juat for these Claoa S areu 
would be of little benefit bec.e:we of low 
population and excavation ecitvHy. 
'Iberefore, the final rulei ~~ts 
aegmenta of pipeline, placed in Cbaa 3 
locatiou aolely by applicetio!) o! the 
requiremeDll of I 19Z.S{d}(2l, prouia3d 
the pipeline b marked i:c that Clua S 
area in accordance with a 192.70'1. 

Except u juat ~ed. Mm w a! 
the opinion that it I.a just .i: n~ww-y 
for traumilaion and gath.ermg line 
ay1tems in populated Clau S and ~ 
areaa to have a ~e prevention 
program u lt I.a for e diatributum 
ayat.em. While tho fewer D1mlOOl oZ 
tranam!uion and gathering linee in 
theae areu compared to distrlbuticn 
lines obviOUI!)' hu r21ulted in fewer 
acddenta, excavation~~ to thsse 
linea in populated &re&3 would result in 
the public being placed at j!nt a.. great a 
rilk u it would be li' ilie :r..me ~ 
occurred to a diltrlbutian pi!JX>..line. In 
fact. for trc.namlaalon lh'1:, the~ 
could be pater because !b.sy ue 
normally 1arBer pipelinee snd operate at 
much higher preaourer. thaD d!:ltribution 
ptpeliuec. Abo. tt doeiJ note~ 
logical to require that m d!strfoution 
maic, which may tr&vm-aa ~g i!lme a.,,u 
aa a tranamiaalon or gatherin3 pipeline, 
meet the requiremen~ of the damage 
prevention regu.latio11 and w t requ!re r. 
trananu.aion or gatharmg !me m th:l! 
aame area and carrymg ths tzm!.e 
product to meet tba ~a:na re~-::.'..r2m~t. 

4. 11urty-seve:i comm~~ ;:u-gued 
that the proposed rule w~ too ~c 
ud that any &cl r.ile Ehoclci i:-e 'W!'!tte!l 
in performance WlS'.J&fie. T'ne fb.cl ?'I.lb 
baa been -ritten in perlc."mance ..... 
Opemtor coatrolL,Q ~~-•T31 • 

In tha preamble to ihe NPiRM, MTB 
In-rited c:ommentq ca th:ri ~.ent to wh!dt 
the propoNCl ,equiremer:tz ~tl apply 
to aytteml wboae oparalor0 own er 
have control over l!lC prope~ t!'avm~ 
bJ tu pipelme8. ftooil? c-pi:-a~ 
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anootlillY an mllDfclpaliliet and per10U 
who tra.naport p1 in conjunction with 
!'lmtina property, such u m.a.napr9-of 
mobile home pub m public bollling 
project, and operatan wboN pipeline 
fscilitiea are encloeed by physical 
barrien reatrlctins public acceu to IUCb 
facllitiu. 

There .were eleYIID comments received 
on ;hi• topic. Five of the commenters 
ctmted that all operaton should be 
covered by the propoaed nde. unlea 
they have abaolute control of accns to 
the right.I-of-way and can prevent any 
ucavation on tb6 property without their 
imowled,e. 'Ibey reasoned that mobile 
home parb are often mnall citie• with 
UD£Ontrolled public riaht.of-way, ud 
that :aim:e munic:tpally-owned ayatema 
titill::e the same method, u priftte 
companiea for the location of their 
fecf!itiea (e.g.. eaaemmta outreeta ad 
righm-of-way dedicated to public ue). It 
wauld not be any more apPrOpriatlt tD 
except them than prlvataly~ 
eyratema. Theae commenten al.lo aqpaed 
that managers of mobile bame parb ud 
munidpalitiea generally hav• mini~ 
damase prevention programs; therefom. 
it would lesaen the effectivenaa ot tM 
&&1 rule, to except them from coverap. 

Another commenter reiterated support 
fer "control of acced' being a ham for 
exception by 1tating that a mobile home 
p~ owner or bouaing project manager 
who can contrc;,l acce111 to hia ~ 
ahould aao be able to control 
oxcavatioo activlU.. 

Several other commenten atated that 
iili municipally-owned l)'ltemt 
exceeding a minimum threabold of 
cus1omen ahould be required to have • 
damage prevention program. wblle thON 
under tha minimum should be excepted 
from coverage. The commeoten did not 
Give the mmaber of c:uatomen for lbe 
threshold or a rationale for the 
comz:ienL 

Additionally, cme trade uaocl•tion 
commented that all liquefied petroleum 
gas (LP-Gaa) operators should be 
ex~ted &om COYerap became It le 
inconceivable that any excavation work 
could take place without the knowledge 
of the LP-Gu dealer and/or the property 
cwt:er. Additionally, the auodafion 
ssicl that LP-Gas ayatem. are regularly 
eeniced by LP-Gas truck driven/ 
dei.ivery men. providing an opporbmtty 
for tletection of excavation activity, and 
tilat above pound tank.a oram:hq,aand 
tan!: domes ue vla1ble ..,,,.fnderit ot the 
pre~nce of pa lines. 

MTB ia awue that many aepumts of 
&ll types of pa plpeiinea and pipeline 
fecllitiea in Clan 3 or 4 locatiom ue 
em1t&inad within physical barrien 
whlcl\ r.trlct public acc:eu to the 
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pipeline• or racilitfa~. 3ucli restricted 
access leHena the chance of excavatfoll 
damage because the operator would 
know or any excavation activity withln 
the barriers and would twte steps to 
protect the ga, pipeline and fadlltiet. 
The final rule, therefore, excepts 
pipelines to which accesa i1 physically 
controlled by the operator. 

MTB ii not persuaded that an 
operator'• control over im right-of-way 
short of physical -control of acceaa ia 
sufficient reason to except pipeline 
facilities from the damage prevention 
program. Without phyaical ccntrol of 
entry, mere own.erahip of a right-of-way 
111 not a au.fficient deterrent to 
excavation damqe since it is too eaay 
for excavation to occur without the 
operator', knowledge, making it even 
le1111 likely that an operator would 
voluntarily mark the pipelines near a 
planned excavation. Thus. no further 
exception.a than physical control of 
right-of-way, u di.acuased above. are 
adopted in this final Nie. 

Similarly, even though a mnnlcipality 
may C0Dtrol excavation activity ou Ua 
rights-of-way within its jurisdiction 
throush permits or licensing procedures, 
MTB doea not have any information 
which shows that this exercise or 
control by the municipalitiea bas 
resq1ted in a lessening of damage to 
pipelines by excavation activities. AA 
proposed in the NPRM. MTB has made 
municipally-owned facilities subiect to 
the final rule. 

Although a strong argument can be 
made in support of including LP-Gas and 
master meter systems in the final rule, 
MTB does not now have sufficient 
statistical data to clearly demonstrate 
that a certain number of incjdents 
caused by outside force damage will be 
prevented by applying the final rule to 
LP-Gas and master meter systems. 

In the future. i.f adequate statistical 
data is available to clearly demonstrate 
the value of the benefits of requiring LP­
Gas and master meter systems to have it 
damage prevention program. MTB will 
reconsider requiring them to have a 
damage prevention program at that time. 
In the meantime, MTB choose, not to 
impose on LP-Ga, and maater meter 
tyatems, a ~uirement which ii of 
unproven value, and these systems are 
excepted from compliance a11 set forth in 
I 192.614(cJ(4). 

The following portion or this preamble 
discusses specifie sections of tha 
proposed rule that received significant 
comment 

Section 192.814(a)-Definltioa of 
•Excavation Activity" 

One commenter recommended 
bJ)anding the definition of "excavation-

activity"~ 11118an; •Any opemttoD bi 
which aay 11tnlctur0, earth. Z'O'd, or other 
JDU1 of.material in or on ground bl 
moved. including without limitation. 
wrecldilg. razing. grading. trencbing, 
digging. ditching. drilling. augering. 
tunneling. aa-aping. cable plowtng. rodt 
plowing, md pile driving activity." 

MTB belieV6s the definition of 
"excavation acttvi~" H given in lea 
detail in the NPRM.. is broad enough to 
cover all the earth-moving activities that 
can reasonably be expected to cause 
damage to a pipeline. Therefore, MTB 
ha, not adopted the commenter's 
recommendation for the final rule. 
However, for emphasis, the final rule 
doea include In the definition the 
removal of above ground structures. 

Section 192.BH(b){l}-ldeotlfication of 
Excavaton 

.FM'ty-one commenter& thought tiiat the 
tmn .. oemiannually' should be changed 
to "annually" with respect to ~ow often 
an opentlor mu;t determine who in an 
area i9 engaging 1n· excavation activities. 
'Ihe reaaona given were: Impossible to 
do eemiannually .becaw,e ef the 
numerou.a number of centractora 
involved; the requirement is fl!Xcessivi:,; 
most one-call systems and operators' 
programs now do it once a year; there 
would not be any greater benefit from 
doing it semiannually, but It would 
lnC"ease the cost and the mobility of the 
contractors make it impossible to keep 
tra.a1t of them. 

Six commenten asked that the 
proposed determination requirement be 
deleted 

MTB agrees thaft.o require 
semiannual determination of ilie names 
of persona who axe norms.lly engaged m 
excavation or demolition would ba 
excessive. The mobility of the people 
engaged in such operation.1 would make 
compiling and keeping up-to-date such a 
list a monumental and expensive task in 
larger metropolltsn areas. Furthermore, 
MTB bt,li~ves that if an operator baa or 
participates in a program which includes 
the feamrea of notifying the excavation 
and demolition industry and the general 
public in the operator•s Clans 3 and 4 
areas of operati~ns of the program'• 
existence, advising them bow to get 
information from the program. and 
encouraging them to participate, that the 
large majority Ci pemcn.s engaged in 
excavation or demolition ectivitis2 will 
become aware of the program 2nd 
participate. 

MTB does not agree with the 
commenters who recommended that the 
propo1ed I 1Q2.614(b)(1) be deleted. If a 
program of informing & certain aegment 
of the public ii to be wcceasfw, the 
.informer muat bQI able ro id<entily thoea 
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~'tlo &re to 00 wormed. i?or this 1'881011, 
MTI3 believ0111 fuat it i9 necesaary for 
eadi ope.!'ilror ro dsterm.in4! who .is most 
lilce!y to engage in activitier. that may 
c~ui;e damage to pipelines eo that 
information conuming the damage 
prevention program may-be sent to them 
directly. 

Also, the Gas Research Inllfflute 
study, ".PFevention of Third Party 
Damage to Gas Pipelines F1nal Report 
for 1900", on page 41 states: The five 
major utilities, lliei?" employees and their 
1mbcontraciors account for well over so 
percent of the damage incidents. • • • 
iNham the 0ssociated road construction 
and general construction damage 
incident.a are inciuded • ,. • well aver 
three-fourths of the damages are caused 
by personnel who are professionally and 
regularly involved in excavation 
activities on OT near " " • the utility 
trenches.'" Given the above, it follows 
that the majority of the ontside force 
damage to gas pfpelinea fs done by a 
well defined group of' professionals 
which is readily identifiable and once 
identified should remain fairly constant. 
Thus. after the Wtial identification 
process, it should be relatively simple to 
keep a current list of excavators for any 
~ven uea. 

Therefore, r-.fl"B has amended the 
proposal in L'ie finai rule • 
{§ I92.514(bj(1)} to perm.it the operator 
more flexibility of action in determining 
those persons who are normally 
er.gaged in excavation activities in lii11 
Class :; and 4 area cf operation. In the 
final rule, a period for updating lists #lf 
excavators is net prescribed. Rather, an 
operator will have to make an initial 
determination. and then keep the 
findings current. 

Section 1!!2.614{b)(2}-No!ification of 
damage prevention program 

Fifty-two comm.enters opposed the 
proposed requirement that excavators 
be notified of the damage prevention 
program by newspaper ads and direct 
mailings. Their reasons were that the 
proposal wa,s restrictive in that it would 
not allow the operator to pick the best 
method for his operation; that most 
notices would be lost b1 large city 
newspapers anci newspaper ads are 
expensive: that most of the damage i9 
done by fly-b_y-night contractors, and 
newspaper ads would not reach them; 
and that the acis would probably be 
ineffective l)q!cause of the mobility of 
excavato~ and much of the work being 
done by out-of-towneia. 

Tv.ro commenters stated that the 
proposal was vague, inasmuch as the 
required content of the notice was not 
furnished. They el:ro a.aid a required 



prograe2 !a unneceszary lrinc:e po11ted 
signz a,-,d publi:: re:::oroe prov!~ notice 
to the excevaton: of the !Oc.?tioa of the 
pipellile. 

In ecidition. commenteni objected to 
the propo$0G semiannMl notification of 
excavators and the public 1u; too 
inflexible. 

MTI:l agrees with the coomenterG' 
SU:temell!: thrit the proposal es writ'..en 
may bave been too resmctvs m d 
would n-ot have al!owed tile flexibility 
necassacy for operator: to develop 
hJ.formetion ;programs th&t wo.ilii 
promote the deal.red response. MTB also 
coocws that newspaper sds could be 
expensive, and might not produce the 
deeired responae from the public or 
would net provide the reL•·1.fore2ment of 
the.messa,ge th.et other, more permanent 
type.: of notification might. MTB also 
agrees that the transient nature of the 
exCilvation industry makes it unlikely 
that some members would be aware of 
noticec or ads placed in local 
newspapers. In consideration_ oi these 
factors, MTB has modified the propoHl 
in the final rule {§ 19.Z.614(b)(2}} to 
require th.at the public be notified of the 
prog:-a.m functioru1 and that known 
excevstors be given e.ctua! notice of the 
program. Operators may use any 
methocla of notification that are 
designed to achieve the desired results 
In their Class s and 4 areas of operation. 
The frequency of notification would be 
based on the extent to which excavators 
and the public are aware of the program. 
AB awareness increases, as ju~ by 
participation. fewer notices could be 
given. 

MTB dcez :iot agree wUh the 
commente?'!; whc 3tated ~t th2 
proposru WBJ3 Yague, becsuae it did oat 
contain the required content of the 
notice. If MTB we~ to spell out the 
11peclfic wording a ootice must contain. 
the final rule would be too rigid. 
inasmuch es different wording tnt1y be 
desirable in ciffe:rent"loC3t!ona and 
sections of the coULtry because of the 
type,i of operations be!ng performed and 
methods of informing the public which 
may be available to the operetor. 
Furthermore, to apeclfy the wording the 
notice mnst contain would not be in 
keeping with MTB's objective ofwrlting 
this fine! rwe in petlormance language. 

MTB does not agree with the 
s~tement that posted signs and public 
records orovide sufficient notioe to the 
excavator of the location oi the pipeline. 
Tnis hei. not proven true in the past. and 
MTB doe, not have any indicatiooa to 
the effect that posted signs and public 
records will prove to be any more 
effective in the future. While 1. Gign may 
alert an excavator to the pre&enca of a 
pipeline, it nonnally doee not mark the 

location u preciaely as temparary 
maridng m e °'ooa-aill" ~ Alao, 
public ?2COf'!is zuch am permita. Ucemea, 
a.nd right-Of-way information will not 
provide die pnwe ioc.atioo witk the 
oeceasuy reliability for oo excavator:. 
use to prevent accldentsl d~ to a 
p!peline. Per theme reasona. the 
commenter:' recommendations ware not 
adopted fm the &al r.tle. 

&dicn lffU14(b)(4) ro, and (II) (A) and 
(B)-Prov.Cmg ~ormaiion 

Ther.s were thi.rty-six oommenteffi 
wh~ oppoo..<>d the propoead requirements 
of § 19Ul14{b)(4)(a) thet callers be told 
immediately if there are pipelines in the 
area of plannned excavation. The 
reasons for thei: opposition were that 
most one-call aystema do not have the 
capability of furnishing the required 
information. end to impose •ucb 
requirements would destroy the ODH:all 
systems as they are preae.ntiy 
comtituted; that it ia not fealfble to 
expect that the one-call systems could 
maintain CU1TeDt records of the utility 
location in their area; end that no 
responsible operator would accept the 
responsibility of permitting third parties 
to give oat facility locaticm became of 
the poaaible liability involved. 

Seventy-two commenten were 
oppoaed to the proposed requirements of 
t 19z.D14{b)(4)(ll)(AJ regan:lifl8 the 
detaU. about a pipeline to be given to 
callera. Their arguments were that moat 
of the details would not be available.to 
the person receiving the call: that 
providing the required infonm:tioo at the 
ftrst call would encourage excavators to 
begin work without waiting for field 
m~ and that giving the preaaunt In 
the pipeline could mi!leed excavators to 
believe that damage tc a low preuwe 
line ia not as hazardouc e, damage to a 
high p?e&IIW'e line. 

Thirteen commenters opposed 
I 192.614{b)(4)(U)(BJ. as 3>ropoeed. 
regarding telling callem the type and 
time of marl:::lng to be provided. Their 
i'eanon wu that ~ surface at the wodc 
·, 1te determine.I the marldnga to be ued. 
&nd the aurface{s} mvolved oould not be 
determined by telephonn. 

After review of the co::nmm:tn 
received and further mveetigation of the 
iuues in§ 192.814{1>}(4) (i) through 
(ii)(B). MTB agrees with the commenterw 
that it would not be appropriate to 
require that detailed information·about 
pipeline location. characteriatica. and 
type or time of marking be given out 
upon receipt of notice of planned 
excnvatton. !ndeed. givl'lg detaila about 
pipeline• upon receipt of notice could be 
count2rproducttve for public safety. 
Howevet, since comments oc tMa 
sectkln opposed buicallr &e time at 

A - _9 

which informs.tiG!!, fo g:•raZ? ~ e~ ;,aro!':! 
and not the gb~ o~:=:::::::-z-_:_:~~n, MTB 
•till believe! -&.;;~ ~~ ~~,.,,. ,.1,..z to 
engage in exce..,.;::iozi .sc'll•:d~ oi:ioaki 
be told beforo ~l!!ci: acii•rl'::ie!; •~ 
whether there are ~ive~~~ b ~,e ~ea 
and if IO, llie ty;:,e cf U:~"Q::::.,~j Z!!zrlting 
that ia to be p::-ovi~ :ni t:JZ...'"'O ~~ 
DW'king will be wmph:i~ Gi.,~ c:i.:: 
thia i.nformeti.cc ea.<i;- m fue ~ 
ehould detez e;:cmratc,:";:i fr-:;~ ~ 
ahead with the woi,:: s~ouk~ fui._-..., ib-Z!; ~ 
"one-call" ::.vstem ruio ~Gt ~ ., 
responsive to ilitiiir ~ ' 1EC T'ua:?.~~ ~ 
has incorpora~.i :i.n ~ ~ 
I 192.614(b}(4} thene ootifi~a~ 
provisions of parawapa r~t{~y ~ ~ e 
NPRM. but revwoo then t~ pen:cl: too 
information to be gi~ at ~ m::c 
after notice of excav&tio~ ~ ~~ 

Section le2.814(b)(~00-':'~ 
Markins~ 

Two commenten: gtzted ~t ~ 
complil!DC8 with the ~ 6 
requirement to o.a~ pipe~ bse'C'l'G 
excavation beglr..6 wcttlc be imr,~ 
u the operator has !:o ~ t:r& mw 
when work comma:.~. 

MTB does :wt -wn~~Y :,~c ~'i& f~ 
commentera' s~~eme:.:· •"-:,,z_., ""' 
operator has no c01:r;:o) c-u,:.::r r:~e::: t"J~ 

commencea, but a re.a!n pcr,?C~ oE &fi 
damage prevention pr0g!"'..z !2 2-:, 
facilitate preconstru.ctro~ cooperation 
and planning betwee:. 2he O?e:tite!' ~ 
excavators. MTS bellev8z t'.:.s:t .a iv-ell 
plaMed and operat9cl ~ J 

prevention program mli fa:cllitate 
preconstruction commucicetlon between 
partiea, thereby reducing ilic:: ~ iut 
excavation activities w'.1! .:;o;~l""~ 
be{ore the pipeline! !n the .S.."M of~ 
propoaed activijes e...""e prope..~ ~ted 
and marked or that IZl!a!"'.ili;g of pipelire& 
would be too far m adv~ ci 
excavation. 

The proposa! l.n o~bpe.ragr&E)h foJ(S;{i) 
of the NPRM haa bet!;:. mcdifax3 i.n tlw 
final rule, however, by ~u£!cy.ng ~ 
intent that mar!tli::g oo cone h6fora 
excavation begiw, with tile we;~ .. u 
fer u practical" 'Th:Ul ~e ~ 
that operators mz..y ~ot b ewrJ/ !nstance 
be able to oompwte l!!lfu--kefutg prio: .ro 
the beginn.lns of eX!:evat::,?. .:;;cttvit!es 
becauae of th~ vegariea cf ~:reorui doing 
the excavation. 

Section 192.814(b)(5)(ll~ 
nqulremeata 

1. Sixty-one comm.enters i,;ere 
opposed to the proposal to inap..coct 
pipelines during and after excsvEJtio:1 
activities. Their renoons were that field 
inapectiona of all pipeline eXCt1vatiom 
during a.nd after u cavatfon w 
wmeoeuary, unrealiotic. aod L 
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economically unfeasible: the operator 
should be allowed to determine which 
excavation should be inspected based 
upon his experience as to the 
probability of damage occurring; the 
support of the pipeline is a factor in only 
a small number of cases; it is the 
excavator's responsibility to notify the 
operator of any. damage caused by his 
activities; and the proposal would place 
the burden of liability on the operator 
and not on the excavator where it 
belongs. 

Many said that inspection would be 
exce88ively experu1ive. One commenter 
estimated it would cost his company 
over 4 million dollars a year to comply: 
another estimated cost at three million 
dollan a year, and several estimated 
their cost would be from two million to 
three million dollars a year. 

Five commenters were opposed on the 
basis that inspection of the pipeline 
should continue to be the responsibility 
of the excavator as currently required 
by the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration under 29 CPR Part 1928, 
Subpart P, section 651(a). 

After reviewing the comments made 
qn the proposed requirements of 
subparagraph (b)(S)(ii), MTB believes 
that most of the comm~nters interpreted 
the proposal to mean that an inspector 
must be on the job site at all times that 
excavation activities are taxing place. 
This was not MTB's intent. MTB's intent 
was to require inspection during and 
after excavat:ido activities to the extent 
that la neceeaary to verify the integrity 
of the pipeline. 

MTB recognizes the responsibility of 
the excavator to notify the operator of 
any damage he-may cause to the 
pipeline. MTB's concern 15 that the 
pipeline may have its coating damaged 
and its cathodic protection interfered 
with in such a manner that it would 
negate the protection !lfforded the 
pipeline. Also small dents, scratcbes, or 
• gouges could occur or its support be 
undermined so that excessive stresa 
could be set up in the pipeline that cowd 
cause fai lure at a later date. These 
causes of failure may not be recognized 
and reported by even the most 
conscientjous excavator es being 
significant enough to be rej)Orted to the 
opera tor; therefore, inspection of the 
pipeline is necessary. This is shown in 
the following exe:nplea. Tne National 
Transportation Safety Board's special 
study, "Prevention of Ds:nage to 
Pipelines" Report Number: NTSB-PSS-
73-1 ) states that a 2-inch hjgh-pressure 
gas main. which was apparently 
damaged during sewer construction 
aeveral months before the accident. 
leaked gas and caused an explosion 
completely destroying a house, killing a 

mother end two cllHd.--en. imd inju..ring 
seven other childrea 

The study furthez quoteo a Prince 
Georges County, Maryland, ad hoc 
committee as stating that " " 0 

• 

statistics show that hits still seem to 
occur qt an al&-mir.g rate after lineB 
have been located and marked prior to 
digging. Thia would indicate that 
contractors and 1rubcontractors must 
assume a lion's share of the blame since 
their workmen not only damsge the 
lines, but accorrling to County Fire 
Department and gas company records, 
fail to exercise good judgment to 
safeguard the public m many ca11es. 
Such workmen often conceal their 
damages and proceed with 'work as 
normal.' " Another NTSB report 
(Number P-78-44) on an accident which 
occurred at Cherokee; Alabama. states 
that the support of a caat-i."OD gae main 
broke due to the erosion of' its soil 
npport where s sewer line had been 
imtalled perpendicnlar to the gas mairl 
resulting in an exploaion which 
destroyed a hooae and icilled one 
occupant.. 

Also, when blasting is being 
performed that could harm pipelines in 
1urroundlng areas. ii ia necessary that 
the pipelines in such areas be ieak 
·aurveyed Immediately after the blasting 
has occurred to ensure their integrity, 
1ince the effect of blasting on pipelines 
is largely unpredJciable. in.is 
unpredictability results from the many 
variabies associated. with blasting, such 
as aoil condition. cy}M! of llOil, &:'.ze of 
charges used, type of charges use<i, skill 
of the peno:nne! doir,g the -oiaating, the 
proximity of the blasting tc tile pipeline, 
lind the delay aeguence oi' the i>lasting 
charges. · 

In Coopersburg, Pennsylvania. five 
persons died and sixteen were injured 
when a weld on an 8-inch eteel high­
prenure gas main was cracked by 
blasting. 

MTB recognizes bat an operator, 
through experience in dealing wHh 
excavators in his ares, shouid know 
those who are conscientious in avoiding 
damaging pipelines and in reporting any 
significant de.mage. Also, operators 
should be able to deteratine from the 
type of excavetior: activitfea i>eing 
conduc!ed at a parncu.:lar site, the 
possibility of damage occumng to the 
pipeiine, and the degree and type of 
inspection necessar-J :o ve.i..=-1 the 
integrity of the pipeline. 

For the above .easons, aie final rule in 
subparagraph {bj(6} has been modified 
to make MTB's intent dear. Tee final 
rule permits the operator to determine 
which excavation activities shoulri be 
inspectec and the exteot of inspection 
necessary ex~ that fo:r bfaating 

i;;ctlvitleti wfilch could be harmful lo 
cesroy ~pelines, leakage 11urvey1 are 
ml!Ildstory. 

The commentern' concern over 
excesaiv~ cost due to performing the 
proposed mspectiona appears to stem 
from their belief that full-time inspection 
of ail excavation activities would be 
required. This conclusion Is supported 
by the fact that the cost estimates 
scbmitted by the commentera were 
based on the co5t of construction 
inspection presently being conducted by 
their respective companies. This co1't 
was project05i to show the anticipated 
cost of ful!-time inspection of all 
excavstion activities. Also, the potential 
benefits zhov.'n by the commentera to be 
derived from these expenditures were 
based on major damage being done to 
the pipeiine, such as a puncture ot the 
if¥lme O!' e break in the pipeline. They 
d!d net consider the benefits which 
would be derived from preventing less 
immediate failures by discovering and 
conacting less serious damage to the 
pl.pellne as. expressed in ilie above 
rlil!CW3sicn of MTB's reasons for 
~.ng inspection. 

Smee the fi.na1 rule does not require 
full-ti::mi irupection of all excavation 
activi~es c:nd permits the operator to 
use reasonable judgment in determining 
whicn a x=v.itfon activities to uapect 
2n:: the extent of i.."1.spection required, 
?,,ITE cfosa ;.at believe that unreasonable 
edd:tiond cost will result f:rom the final 
rula. 

Se.."iio::i. !G2.o14{c}-Program Criteria 

MTS pro~:red that operators would 
not have ·to run their own damage 
p.ireve::ition programs if they voluntarily 
or by Staie or iocal law participate in a 
public service program that 
"essentially" meets the criteria propoeed 
unrier § 192.6U(b) for an operator-nm 
program. Four commenters requested 
clarificetion of the meaning of 
"essentially meets the requirements or 
paragraph (b)." They asked, are they 
minimum provisions which must be met 
or can t.¾ey be met if State law 
encompasses many of the items 
enumerated? The intent of this proposal 
was to permit operators to provide 
damege prevention programs by 
participation in State, local, or voluntary 
public aervice programs which have the 
same fundamental characteristics as a 
damage prevention program defined in 
paragraph (b) of the notice. The word 
"essential" waa included in the notice so 
that fundamentally sound progranu 
might qualify though they did not 
provide every detail that was given in 
paragraph (b). in the final rule, however, 
the clarifying changes discussed above 
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rega.:P-G.~ p-m~::m c:-fWrl& :mnovc any 
u.-:;::e,:aii:.tv c:. w ?,-fu-1-::fu ~bl.ic iae!'Vice 
program:. meet t.heae c::cite:ie: 50 that tlae 
\~Ord .. e~s:mtis1}~·0 iz U!it needed. 

The :fu:.ial :u!e ,;;cic,p-;s ilie proposal 
raga;-diz,~ ya;..,dd~.2•fon !.n 3",lb!i.:: service 
programs by proiiding m paragraph {a) 
that an cperntor m.oy_perform any of the 
dnne& cf c clamoige F>~veotion program 
hy partidpi!:~'2; i.--. z qt:a!i.fied public 
ze,•vfoe program. VJbere such a program 
only partially &.3tla.~es program criteria. 
os by providi:-.g e telephcne answering 
'.':emoa, the opet'li1cr wouid have to 
E.Uppiemeni t~e zm~,k ser,/lce program 
~i& .. ct.Mtizs of ru;; o·wn to assure full 
c..rc;:,tia:,c~ •;.0J.t zr ci!eris. Even where 
:;; :i;n:I,lic :scr,'ice p:-ograr.: pwports to 
~eet cll crl,erfa, participation alone 

• Wiould no, rel.:evs fill ooorator of the 
!duty :o aaz:-.?.>--e b::i~ ::he.crlteria are met. 
~ ofu~ff Y1onis. a-: i:>pe:-s!c:- would be 
01:bj~c, to p~alt-1 for fue failure ore 
put-Uc se:;:-t'ie:! p:-ogram m w!>Jch the 
~s~~ ,r ..... ""'acipat:a~ to z:~rrectly C8JTJ 
~.1~ arJ.J ~sr,n·ct 'Y: the program criteria 
, • ..,.,~ ,, io t:"'.,..1--~.,.,.,, tr e function is 
~:.:_;·;?c;I;;;~T;~~tl:,. H ii the 
c~ez;:t~ tt d1? t ' :~ ~~ fue mtuation 
,oI th0 ?l:.b-:ic s.~:.-,:r~cs program or 
otner,,._ii;e ~<.:: ~e necessary stept1 to 
~'.>.--:m fue c~ c:!0,., to aasure thal his 
':mn"?ri=;).;? ::-?.,;;:;-:-u2ibillty ~ met. 
~'--rcfa~:71 ~-.i(:{~~r•ern:,;,.;~ 
[.:..c~~ ~ ·~~tf·Z'~Z 

• ,. fl ~· t I\~,_ JI. ~:',.. 

v-:1~ -~~ Pi:'OL"~ WA~! u;e p=-cz:am 
z.i :;u.:e:. :;;,= ~c:-..::orc-:. but ~ev d!d not 
:::iei.i z•;e ·:!:2~ ;'..'.: :o ::!:.::::~ of rapol.1ed 
t::ci::~=-=~ ~!" ~zr~ 2s 2 !ei! mea.s-ure of 
p~,~.:::. ~::'~:i::e~e"~ ~~ 
cc-~e~·:·s.:": z...5-::.::: ~ t ~2 prc,poaa.1 
~~ ::o~ ~z;,,,~.z ~ ·:..:- .: ~ ~ mcreaae 1n 
b~Ce:Jt!: t::~-~ -=-'."~-:::jd ~~ d~ to an 
~~c.ci: ~ 2hC~..!c2i"-"- w..£3 •>-iiti~ that 
~ .,~ 2E:(!ddv~:::.:::,~ c.': ~~ should be 
..ie::::c""" ::'. :;-2· x::::~;:; ,-,S-0th.,:--. than past 
~~=::c.. =.;; t.':s i fue dau. would be 
r~ ~~'::i:: fr..c:~ :2 c:,~ oot be ued 
~: '.J~-.z·:•:,.:c.t: -:-- -=- ~~i:3i':. 

:::::..z c:;.:-..:.::~~ ... ~ z~a~ ~; 2 
~-:-,_,~:3::..:.~:..:;e:::.~ :;,•2.zcC: on~-( lVJ. incident 
~ ~:~rtz --.~-3~ = })e ~ez.._~esa oocauae 
-:--: ~~: :! ~ : ~!·-,j~;z- cf ~per'~ thst are 

'71:::e::.: '. ~::-::, :;::c ..:::::::: :J.:;1 ~ :n:h~.ad ta 
:.E;:::r :"~J".::.-~-~·~7 :~:::-:ie:a~ ;': bprovi.Dg 
~·~c- - --"'-.c- =- .-:.:- -e- r.~ to; :- -:- :.i.r.v:- with 
,:~cc:·::i:.:-;;' :.'~:::..-e :~: ~J':).Dnd w·the 
c;-,-~:e:c~·s z.=~~~.:: oz- ::.3 tie fue 

~~;=~;-~~=':~I:~;~;~~ 
A.Re::- :-~7:-2~.:"~~ t!::.z comment.a and 

·.~~:~e?:Z.t::.::. d ;:;._-:;c cl;~ ir:cideot and 
.z::u::t:~2 =-~:-;--.:~.::. ~s-1 :::1.;z- Part 191. tt 

;~~i=~~\:~-\~ttu-~t ~ ooru 

meaoo...~ ~ e~~ 
becau1e ex:cavatioo .:!cillvftleo ma:,, 
fncreaee @I' d~w &-om one :,eer ID 
the mnct. In e f!!ru.' or iow exe41vation 
activity, a lesoor amount of pipeline 
would be~ to rlu.. snd leu 
damage wauld probcl>ly occ:ur, thm 
making the damage prevention program 
appear to be ve-;y effecthce. in a year of 
high e:tcavation activity, the reverM 
could be true. Alto, the number of can. 
requesting the locstion and m!ll'idng of 
plpelinet1 b not a reliable meuure, 
because many of the calla could be 
originated by excavetorB whoee 
activities take :;,lace in area, where 
there are few, if filly, pipelines, resulting 
in a la.rse n~ber of calls but with a 
,mall amount of pipeline ooing placed at 
risk. In contrast. e small number of callg 
could be from excavators whose 
activities are in a.reai of E high density 
of pipeline11, thereby placing e large 
amoont of pipeli .. 'le at r.sk. Anothe:­
coosideratioo was me mile:; of g,tpeline 
in an opent~•e a.'!'&~ &t. tbe same 
problem existe wUh the use of miles of 
pipeline a.i does with the use ci number 
of calla reoai~ 

MTB believes that tha!re a.~ 
tnsu.fflcient reliable data availeble at 
this time to &!!ow ope!r8tol's to make a 
reliable am?aal aeter.ninf!tioo of~ 
efiectlvenees ci the11 damage preventiOlll 
programs !L~ w tsh: .remetl.i.ltl &dimi 
based on th~t deten:ililatioo. For the 
above reas:on. the proposed requirement 
that operetm-2 rleteraili?e &nnusliy the 
effetjivene:;:;; of their damage preventioa 
progmns .,i.nd ~ ac&m .,n that 
rle!ermina;:fo:i hsa net bee!; incmpo.ated 
in the fi.n:!3 z.ilis. 

MTB betien: th.a~ z :"L2eilicd w 
monito~ the efie::tivenesi; of s 
dam.&ge prevention prognm iz 
neceuary. rmrl will continue fta efforts 
to del'alop .i. re;ic::.ie :mzthcd of doiDg so. 
MTB .-,;oo!d wekome «ssistance from. 
interested p..oraciw ln dcnreloping ow:h & 
method. 

Section :S2.'1r.'--lr....il!le Y..s..~ 
E2ght comm~i~:s oppom the 

propooed e::.:emp!:for.. ot p i~ 
covered by a dam~ preveatioo 
program i:;,,o-;i.;. !ke ')e~a;ient line 
markiaJ req,,;:;_;;men~ 01 2 !a2.707. The 
reason :;z;~t ofcz:: gi¥e:;. wu that line 
mari:::L.,g ~l!.'ie:s 1:1=:?~' other ure~ 
pu..yOGeZ, EUQl as aid~ flrefigDting 
.:n!t.i. 

The ir"-"'i'Oue of the line ~ 
requirement unde;- z 1SZ.ro'l w ~o ~ert 
porenttai exca·.r;;itore of the existenoe of 
unde~u::t pipelin~ and thlfu general 
locetioo.. 'lh'hile mere may. be olli.er 
benelltn, the-;t ilic not form a b.?!si!J for 
the rcle l':hen l:laooted. imd tht!E Qnnd. 

be U5ed to justit· i~ ~!cation. MTS 

he~~! w~ &.m~ prevention 
~ ~ ~ro ~ no ~ad fo~ lioo 
me..r¼terz.1:ecacoo ~e da:rn:ge 
prevention ~ m s more effective 
means of prot~..J'~ undergrou.,d 
ptpeliooo agdnst e~vstioo carnage. 
Although lli:e marke.-:: m~y r.erre.:. 
•ecomia.,y pu.-poce of aiding other pubUc 
bo«liea. this I.a nm ~mfficien? t.:atffication 
to impoce costly duplicstB ~~ui."\'!mentl 
on the opera~. Per mes0 reaSCilS,, the 
commenters' recommendaticn wz.:: not 
adopted for the final n:!e. 

PART 192-TP~SPORTA1'Km O'F 
NAWRAl MD OTi:-~ ~AS SY 
PIPEL!NE: MIN!~'!lJ~ AEC>3,A!. 
SAfEn' STANCAAOS 

For the reasons set o..it m the 
preamble, 49 CPR Perl 192 fo m~ 
es follows: 

1. A new~ ~ .61-G fa added w ~:w iu 

folloW.!: 

i 1n.11~ ~,\; ~"~ 
(a! Rxc.,apt for pipeibes lli:te-d h 

parag:eph [c} o: mis zec[i~ ed 
ope;reta: of s ~u..--wc ;;::;;:dbe zball cmrv 
out in .. cwrd&Lcs ,;;;,ifu iliis section G. 

wrlt ien program b prevez:: c.ar-~-e to 
that pipeline by ex.ca:ireticn act:.<ritiea. 
Fo. the purpose of W:. .,__"'CtiO:... 
Mex.:a.:'s:fan acti.-:~;;" bcfa.de 
exc.z~tki;i. biasti:."lf,, be.:-'~~ 
~cmlling. me .emova: of aoo".'e ~ 
struc~.uez ~:il either e.icplozh·e ~ 
mecl:cical me&m, aad ~: esrth 
mo-vmg oper.atio~ .• ~ operetw NJ 
perform any o! ~e c;;.':iei; re-.r:u,.~ bit 
paragraph (b; cf ehiz ~ec-co:: &--4 
participation b £ ~u;,llc serr.cz 
program. w.acl! 01, ~ "cne-"..z.:1" ~~ 
but sut± pe."'tici:,zticn does oot ~= 
tlie ope."StOr ofresponsioility for 
compliance m.~ this ~tion. • 

lo) ".i~e ciera.ege pre~eotion p~ 
::-equirecl by paragraph { a] c! thiz &aetion 
mu.et a1 a ~~ 

{1} mch:ce the icien'i:ty, oo a c-J..."Tmrt 
bas.:e, ~! personz who :::.o!":narly engage 
.in e~::a,"etio~ a~vities in the a.--ea in 
which the prpe~e i.i; fo.--..3~ 

{2; ~vide fo:- nctillc;;:tiQ!.! cf. t:1;:a 
public i.n ilie ·nci.::?ity o! =.e pL::_nlme and 
actual ~~~CE~on ~: ~e ne~ 
identified U; ~u~a1=:'.: f iJfli cl~ 
follow'.r;g ss oftell a:a ~ooed W m,,.k0 
fue:n awe.."e of llie damage F,.""':'il'eutlon 
program: 

(ij The progr~'6 e~~e=~ ~ 
plll'pOZe; and 

{il) How to !ea::-:? Ge lccatlc=. i:i: 
underground pipelines before 
exc.e.vetio:i activitle:; ~--e hzgm:. 

{3) Providz a ~e.:r.z cf recefvi'"!g. and 
recordi."!g notificstio~ Gi p!a:med 
e~vstion act:~tle:z. 
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(4) Provida for actual nott.ffcatfon of 
on.a who give notice of their batent 

vate of whether then are buried 
pf es ln the area of excavation 
actfvi ty and, I! 10, th.- type of temporary 
marking to be provided and how to 
identify the mvkinp. 

(5) Provide for temporary marldng of 
buried pipeline• in the area of 
excavation activity before. a1 far•• 
practical. the activity begins. 

• (8) Provide aa follow• for IDapection of 
pipelines that an operator ha• reason to 
believe could be damaged by excavation 
-activities: 

(ij The inspection muat be done u 
frequently aa necessary during and after 
the activities to verify the integril;y of 
the pipeline; and 

(iJ) ID the case ofblaating, &DJ 
fmpection mu.t include leakap 
IW'V9)'~ 

(c) A damqe prevmtfon prosram 
under thia aectfon la not required for the 
folJOWUlj pipelines; 

(1) Pipelines in a Cla11 1 or 2 locatfon. 
(Z) Pipeline, la a Clu1 3 location 

defined by I 18%.!5(dJ(2) that ue marbd 
in accordance with I J,82.10'1. 

(3) Pipeline• to which ac:ceu la 
physically controlled by the operator. 

(4) Pipelinn that are part of a 
petroleum gu syatem aubject to I 192.11 
or part of e distribution syatem operated 
by a person in connection with that 
penon'• leuing of real propert)' or by a 
condominium or cooperative 
usociation. 

Z. Section H2.707(b)(2J(li) la rm.ed to 
readufoDowa: 

A-12 

I 111..707 Uw ..,_..tor ..... and 
ll■a.J11l11Ci..._ 

• • • 
(b) ••• 
(2) •• • 

• • 

(U) Where • damage prevention 
program la in effect ander I llllZ.011; or 
• • • • • 

3. The table of aection.s fa amended by 
adding a new I 192.014 titled "Damqe 
pnrvention program." 
(411 U.S.C. ten; ti CFR 1.13. Appendix A ol 
Part 1) 

Iuued ID Wuhin,ton, D.C.. OD Much 2&. 
11182. 
LD.llllltmaa, 
Director. MatlJriall '1'1'anlpanotioa Blaml&. 
(PK 0..---Plad----... 
-.u.oia.,... 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Research and Special Programs 
Administration • 

49 CFR Part 192 

[Amdt. No. 192-41; Docket No. PS-65] 

Transportation of Natural and Other 
Gas by Pipeline; Incorporation by 
Reference 

AGENCY: Materiais Transportation 
Bureau (MTB). RSPA, DOT. 
ACTION: Technical amendment. 

SUMMARY: This amendment updates the 
existing incorporation by reference of 
the 1978 edition of the industry 
specification for thermoplastic pipe to 
the 1981 edition of that document. The 
updating provides for the use of current 

technology. materials . and practices. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: This amendment 
brn:omes effective October 20. 1982. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ralph T. Simmons. 202-426-2392. 

ADDRESS: Copies of the amendment may 
be obtained from the Dockets Branch. 
Room 8426. Materials Transportation 
Bureau, U.S. Department of 
Transportation. 400 Seventh Street. SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20590. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Part 192 
incorporates by reference parts of the 
American Society for Testing and 
Materials (ASTM) Specification D2513 

"Standard Specification for 
Thermoplastic Gas Pressure Pipe. 
Tubing. and Fitt ings." This document is 
referenced in § 192.59 as a 
manufacturing quaiiiication for the use 
of plastic pipe. in § 192.63 as a standard 
for marking thermoplastic pipe. in 
§ 192.281 as e standard for solvent 
cement. and in § 1S2.283 as burs t :est 
requirements in qualifying joining 
procedures for thermoplastic pipe. 

The 1978 ed ition is the latest ed ition 
of ASTM D2513 that is referenced in 
Part 192. as indicated by :he listings in 
Append ixes A and B to the p9rt. This 
edition has now been superst~ded by the 
1981 ed ition. wh ich was pubhshed by 
ASTM in August 1981. In response to a 
recent petition by the City of• 
Charlott esville. Virgina (Petit ion No. 82-
6W). MTB has reviewed the 1981 edition 
and finds that it ref!ects the latest 
develop:nents in ma terials and plastic 
pipe technology. and lncludes the new 
material. PE 3408. Accordingly. it is in 
the interest of operators and the public 
to allow the use of this latest published 
edition for pipelines subiect to Part 192. 
The!'efore. MTB is by this document 
changing the edition of ASTM D2513 
listed in Appendixes A and B of Part 192 
to the 1981 edition. 

Because this document does not 
change any oi the substant ive 
requiremen ts of Par: 192. notice and 
pubiic procedure are unnecessary. and 
in accordance ~ith 5 U.S.C. 553. the 

' I • , · l amenamen , 1s .ma .. 

Also. since the amendment will have 
a positive effect on the economy of Jess 
than $100 miilion a year. w ill result in a 
cost savings to consumers and industrv . 
and no adverse effects are anticipatea'. 
this action is not "major" under E.O. 
12291 r•r "significant"" under DOT 
proced ..i res . 

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 192 

Pipeline safety. Incorporation bv 
reference. • 

PART 192-TRANSPORTATION OF 
NATURAL AND OTHER GAS BY 
PIPELINE: MINIMUM FEDERAL 
SAFETY STANDARDS 

In consideration of the foregoing . 
Appendixes A and B of Part 192 of Title 
49 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
are amended as follows: 

1-ln Appendix A-Incorporated by 
Reference. under subdivision 11 .B. item 
(21) is amended by removing "(D2513-
78ES)" and adding in its place "(O2513-
Sl)". 

2-In Appendix B-Qualification of 
Pipe, under subdi-...ision I. the listing for 
ASTM 02513 is amended by removing 
"(1978)" and adding in its place "(1981)". 

(49 U.S.C. 1672 and 1004; 49 CFR 1.53 and 
Appendix A to Part 1) 

Issued in Washington. D.C .. 60 September 
9. 1962. 

L D. Santman. 
Director. Materials Transportation Bureau. 
JF'R Doc 82-25709 Filed ._11-az: lt45 a1n f 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

·Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

49 CFR Parts 192 and 193 

I Amdta. 192- 42 and 193-3; Docket No. PS-
65) ., 

Transportation of Natural and Other 
Gas by Pipeline Incorporation by 
Reference 

AGENCY: Mnterials Transportation 
Bureau. Research and Special Programs 
Administration. DOT. 
ACTION: Technical amendment. 

SUMMARY: This amendment changes the 
address listed for the National Fire 
Protection Association in Appendix A to 
Part 192 and in Appendix A to Part 193. 
DATE: This amendment becomes 
effective October 7, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ralph T. Simmons, 202-42~2392. Copies 
of the amendment may be obtained from 
the Docket Branch. Room 8426. 
Materials Transportation Bureau, U.S. 
Department of Transportation. 400 
Seventh Street. SW., Washington. D.C. 
20590. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
address of the National Fire Protection 
Association (NFPA) has changed from 
the one listed in Appendix A to Part 192 
and Appendix A to Part 193. This 
amendment removes the incorrect 
address and replaces it with the correct 
one. Copies of materials incorporated by 
reference in Parts 192 and 193 that are 
published by NFPA may be obtained at 
the new address . 

Because this do·cument does not 
substantively change the requirements 
in Parts 192 and 193, notice and public 
procedure are unnecessary. and in 
accordance with 5 U.S.C. 553, the 
amendment is final. 

Also. since the amendment will have 
a positive effect on the economy of less 
than $100 million a year, and no adverse 

effec:ls Hn! Hnlicip11tt'd . this 11 ction is not 
"mAjor" under E'.\ccuti\'e Order 12291 or 
"significant" under Department of 
Transportation procedures. 

List of Subjects 

49 CFR Part 192 

Pipeline safety . 

49 CFR Part 19.1 

Fire pre,·ention . Pipeline safety. 
Security measures. Liquified natural gas 
facilities . 

PARTS 192 ANO 193 [AMENOEOJ 

Jn consideration of the foregoing. 
Parts 192 and 193 of Title 49 of the Code 
of Federal Reguhitions are amended as 
follows: 
Appendix A !Amended) 

1. In Part 192. under Appendix A­
Incorporation by Reference. subdivision 
I .. item F. is amended by removing the 
words "470 Atlantic Avenue. Boston. 
Massachusetts 02110" and inserting in 
their place "Batterymarch Park. Quincy. 
Massachusetts 02269" . 

Ap~endix A (Amended ) 

2. In Part 193. under Appendix A­
Incorporation by Reference, subdivision 
I., item F. is amended by removing the 
words ·•470 Atlantic Avenue. Boston. 
Massachusetts 02210" and inserting in 
their place the words "Batterymarch 
P,uk. Quincy. Massachusetts 02269". 

3. The authority citation for Part 192 
is: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1672 and 1804: 49 CFR 
1.53 and Appendix A of Part 1. 

4. The authority citation for Part 193 
is: 

Authorily: 49 U.S.C. 1671 et seq .; 49 CFR 
1.53 and Appendix A of Part 1. 

Issued in Washington. D.C .. on September 
30. 1982. 
L. D. Santmao, 
Director. Materials Transportation Bureau. 
(FR Doc. 82-Z7SZO Filed 1~; 8,45 am) 

• ILUNG CODE 481-...i 

A.-14 

44263 
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[~r:,1jta. 1~:!~ QM 1G$-24; ~Qt No. PS-
73 1 

Trnnz~ortaUor. 011\!c:>~ur..ii snd Other 
Gau; and Haurdoue U~ulda by 
Pl~!lne; lnepGi:tk>n &ind Toot Intervals 

E.GIE!l!CY: Materials Transportation 
Bureau (MTBj, DOT. 
ACTIOt'll: Fine! l"l.lie. 

SUMIY:ARY: This amendment restates the 
time intervais in which periodic 
inspections, tests, and other activities 
must be conducted. Current 
requirements do not permit sufficient 
flexibi lily ir: scheduling personnel. 
!F~C7,'lffi .:>ATE: 7h:s amendment 
becomes effective November 22. 1982. 
fOA FUITTH&aR i:ltll'Ot":illiATIOO ~ACT: 
Ralph T. Simmons, 202-426-2392. Copies 
of the amend.men! may be obtained from 
the Dockeis Br2:1ch. Room M26, 
Materials Transportation Bureau. U.S. 
Depar!me:it of Tran3:portat:on, 400 
Seventh Street, SW. Weshingtor,, DC 
205SO. 
SUPPUcM:Zt.'T&\~Y ~FOr:llllii:\'TIO~: The 
Federal gas pipeline aafety standards in 
Part 192 and Hie Fede.al hazardous 
liquids pipeline safety star.dards in Part 
195 requi:e pipeli:;e operators to conduct 
various i.ns;::,ection3, tes.!s, and other 
ectiv;ties & ~ frequently recur...ng time 
intz:-va:s . ?~;:- e:xamp!e, 2 195.420 
requiree faat each main !:ne vsivt."'on e 
haza!'Coua LquiG pipeline system be 
inspected a: intervals not exceeding 6 
mor:fos to delerntlne tha t i1 is 
functioning properly. 

Petitioners (interstete Natural Gas 
Association of America, Mountain fuel 
Resources. lr.c. (P~). American 
Petroleum ~r.st:tuie {F-11}, and Explorer 
Pipelir:z Compa,':y {82-iW)) have argued 
thal such recurrbg time intervals do not 
pe;mit ai;fi:cien: iiexibiiity in acheduling 
persc:l:1eL T;1ey .;tated the l the extremes 
oi weather Zl'!a -:.L,,ex;iected delays in 
scheduled wo!'k unavoidabiy conflict 
v;itb foe ;;pec::ied i..-:te:-,;als, but that 
rest a ti:ig :~e pe.:od!c ;-ec;..:i;ei:;e:1ts en a 
ca lenda, ye:;.r besiz. with ionger 
L~~erva!s, would :e:rc,-;de the flexibility 
,nedd 10 sc!!ed:.:ie r:e?"Eonnel to meet 
:~e rzat;ire:T!e:!ts ·mi .. ½c::~ rech:cing 
pub!ic.safe'rJ. 

F--~~ .':)r.i ..... r.:i .... ~o ... N ,r,, "''l.iis,) .,__,,,~::nents • "-"'I-'_, --~-·-~ ":· . " .... .' '-'"§-•• <, • 

tor peron:: ;;ict,:;:1 ::,m;ea o:: e f.xed 
recur.ing int~;-v,l! de r.:ot aEow zufficient 
flexibiiit:~ L'1 zc:-ieauiir..g pei'Sor.nel. 
f-!cwe ve:-, n:inor rno~!Scatio~~ ,,.;hich 
e:r.te::-ici the i:": ter,::.1~ ;11,"itho:.:: rec'udng 
tbe :i.:;nbe::- cf i..'"!s,>ections. tests, or other 
activit:es fr:eit ems: ba perlc;.:;ed each 
yee:: wi!l ellc;"' :;,:pe,Sltorn ..;ere 

discretion in acheduling. The inspection 
and testing intcrvalR 1pecified by the 
corrosion con!rol rcgula!ion1 in Port 192 
were modified in 1978 to achleve this 
result (Amendment No. 192-33; 43 FR 
39389). \ 

Because this document doe, not 
substantively change the requirements 
in Parts 192 and 195 for pipeline 
facilities. good cause exists for finding 
that notice and public procedure are 
unnecessary, and in accordance with 5 
U.S.C. 553, the amendment is final. 

Also, since the amendment will have 
e positive effect on the economy of Jess 
than $100 million a year, will result in a 
cost savings to consumers and industry, 
and no adverse effects are anticipated, 
this action is not "major" under 
Executive Order 12291 or "significant" 
under Department of Transportation 
procedures. 

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Parts 192 and 
195 

Pipehne safety. 
For the above reasons. 49 CFR Parts 

192 and 195 are amended as set forth 
below: 

1. The authority citation for Part 192 
is: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1672; 49 U.S.C. 1804; 49 
CFR 1.53 and Appendix A to Part 1. 

2. The authority citation for Part 195 
is: 

Authority: Sec. 203. Pub. L 9&-129. 93 Stat. 
1004. 49 U.S.C. 2C02; 49 CFR 1.53 and 
Appendix A to Part 1. 

PART 192-{AMENDEDJ 

&. ~ ... i 182.227, paragraph (c)(l) is 
~vised and the introductory text of 
paragraph (c)(2) is revised to read as 
follows: 

§ 192.227 [Amonded] 

(c) • • • 
(1} Within the preceding 15 calendar 

months, the welder has requalified, 
except that the welder must requalify at 
least once each calendar year: or 

(2) Wit.-1in the preceding 7-" calendar 
months, but at least twice each calendar 
year, the welder has had-

• 
4. The table in § 192.7CS(b) is revised 

to read as follows: 

§ ~92.105 'inaMffllaok>n Ines: Patrolllng. 

[b)° •• 

A-15 

_J ----pelrob - ---.-----

,. 2 

3 

7 ~ rnontl'll. but Cl 
lc>B>t iw.ce NCh 
cai.ndla< ¥Ml 

..... ◄, montha. bl.rt a: 
INotlou<l>mOG . 
Met\-­

., months. bu: st 
leastlou<llmM 
e:x:ticalenderyeer 

AlcQ-~ 

15 monlN. but at 
IMa1onoeM<:ti --7 ~ - · but al 
bu!--~­·~-buC"1 _,..,.,_ ---

5. Section 1S2.706(b) is revised to read 
as follows: 

§ 192.706 Tn.nv.l!UN>n linea: leakage 
surveys. 

(b) Leakage surveys of a transmission 
line must be conducted at intervals not 
exceeding 15 months, but at least once 
each calendar year. However. in the 
case of a transmission !ir:e which 
transports gas in conformity with 
§ 192.625 withcu! an odor or cdorant. 
leakage surveys using eak detector 
equipment must be conducted-

(1) In Ciass 3 iocation&, a t intervals 
not exceeding 7~ months, but at least 
twice each celendar year; and 

(2) In Class 4 locatio:is, at intervals 
not exceeding 4½ months, bu! at !east 
four times each calendar yea ::. 

6. Section 192.721[b) is revised to read 
es follows: 

§ 192.721 Dlmr.bution 0ystems: Patrolling. 

(b) Mains in place or on structures 
where anticipated physical movement or 
external loading couid cause failure or 
leakage must be patrolied at intervals 
not exceeding 4~ raonths, but at least 
four t:mes each celendsr year. 

7. Section 192.723{b)(1) is revised to 
read as follows: 

§ 192.723 Distribution ~ystemm.L.eiikage 
surveys and procedures. 

(b) ••• 
(1) A gas detector survey must be 

conducted in business districts, 
including tests of the atmosphere in gas. 
electric, telephone, sewer, and water 
system manholes, st cracks in pavement 
and sidewalks. and s! oilier locations 
providing an opportunity for finding gas 
leaks, at intervals not exceeding 15 
months, but at least once each calendar 
year. 

0 • 
8. Section 192.-731[c) is revised to read 

as follows: 

§ 192.731 Corn~ WltionS: ~ 
and testing of rollof de~ 

• 
(c) Each remote control shutdown 

device must be inspected and tested at 



intervals not exceeding 15 months, but 
at least once each calendar year. to 
determine that it functions properly. 

Sf. The introductory text of § 192.739 is 
revised to read as follows: 

f 192.739 Preaaure Hmltlng and fe9UlaUng 
atatlona: lnapection and INtlng. 

Each pressure limiting station. relief 
device (except rupture discs), end 
pressure regulating station and its 
equipment must be subjected at 
intervals not exceeding 15 months, but 
et least once each calendar year, to 
inspections and tests to determine that it 
ie-

10. Section 192.743(a) is revised to 
read as follows: 

I 1112.743 Pressure Nmlting and regulating 
atatlona: TNUng of rellef devices. 

(a) If feasible, pressure relief devices 
(except rupture discs) must be tested in 
place, at intervals not exceeding 15 
months, but at least once each calendar 
year. to determine that they have 
enough capacity to limit the pressure on 
the facilities to which they are 
connected to the desired maximum 
pressure. 

11. Section 192.745 is revised to read 
as follows: 

§ 192.745 Yaiva maintenance: 
Tranamluk>n lines. 

Each transmission line valve that 
might be required during any emergency 
muel be inspected and partially 
operated at intervals not exceeding 15 
months, but at least once each calendar 
year. 

12. Section 192.747 is revised to read 
as follows: 

f 192.747 Valv• malntenanc•: Dlab1butlon 
ayatema. 

Each valve, the use of wh ich may be 
necessary for the safe operation of a 
distribution eystem, must be checked 
and serviced at intervals not exceeding 
15 months, but at least once each 
calendar year. 

13. Section 192.749(al i11 revised to 
read as follows: 

I 192.7411 Vault malntanam:e. 

(a) Each vault housing pressure 
regulating end pressure limiting 
equipment. and having a volumetric 
internal content of 200 cubic feet or 
more, must be inspected at intervals not 
exceeding 15 months, but at least once 
each calendar year, to determine that it 
is in good physical condition and 
adequately ventilated. 

PART195-{AMENDED] 

14. Section 195.40Z(a) is revised to 
read as follows: 

§ 1115.402 Pr~ural manual for 
operations, malntenanc:., and emergenclea. 

(a) General. Each operator 1hall 
prepare and follow for each pipeline 
system a manual of written procedures 
for conducting normal operations and 
maintenance activities and handling 
abnormal operations and emergencies. 
This manual shall be reviewed at 
intervals not exceeding 15 months, but 
at least once each calendar year, -and 
appropriate changes made as nece&sary 
to insure that the manual is effective. 
This msnual shall be prepared before 
initial operations of a pipeline system 
commence, and appropriate parts shall 
be kept at locations where operatiom1 
and maintenance activities are 
conducted. 

15. The introductory text of 
§ 195.403(bJ is revised to read as 
follows: 

§ 195.403 Training. 
• 

(b) At intervals not exceeding 15 
months. but at least once each calendar 
year, each operator shall: 

• 
16. Section 195.41Z(a) is revised to 

read as follows: 

§ 195.412 Inspection of rlght~f-way and 
croaalnga und•r navigable watera. 

(a) Each operator shall, at intervals 
not exceeding 3 weeks, but at least 26 
times each calendar year, inspect the 
surface conditions on or adjacent to 
each pipeline right-of-way. 

• 
17. In § 195.416, paragraphs (a) and (c) 

are revised to read as follows: 

§ 195.416 Ext•mal corrosion control 

(a) Each operator shall, at intervals 
not exceeding 15 months, but at least 
once each calendar year, conduct tests 
on each underground facility -in its 
pipeline systems that iB under cathodic 
protection to determine whether the 
protection is adequate. 

• 
(c) Each operator shall, at intervals 

not exceeding 2~ months, but at least 
six times each calendar year, inspect 
each of its cathodic protection rectifiers . 

• • • 
18. Section 195.418(c) is revised to 

read as follows: 

§ 195.418 Internal COffOak>o control 

A-lG 

(c) The operator shah, at intervals not 
exceeding 7~ months, but at ieast twice 
each calendar year, examine coupons or 
other types of monitoring equipment to 
determine the effectiveness of the 
inhibitors or the extent of any corrosion. . . . . . 

19. Section 195.4ZO(b) is revised to 
read as followa: 

f 1H.420 Valve malntenanc.. 
• 

(b) Each operator shall, et intervals 
not exceeding 7" months, but at least 
twice each calendar year, inspect each 
mainline valve to determine that it is 
functioning properly. 

20. Section 195.428(a) is revised to 
read as follows: 

I 195.421 Overpreaaure ufety devicea. 
(a) Except as provided in paragraph 

(b] of this section, each operator shall. 
at intervals not exceeding 15 months, 
but at least once each calendar year, or 
in the case of pipelines used to carry 
highly volatile liquids, at intervals not to 
exceed 7~ months, but at least twice 
each calendar year, inspect and test 
each pressure limiting device, relief 
valve, pressure regulator, or other item 
of pressure control equipment to 
determine that it is functioning properly, 
is in good mechanical condition, and is 
adequate from the standpoint of 
capacity and reliability of operation for 
the service in which it is used. 

• • 
21. Section 195.432 is revised to read 

as follows: 

§ 195.432 Breakout tanks. 
Each operator shall, at intervals not 

exceeding 15 months, but at least once 
eac:h calendar year, inspect each 
breakout tank (including atmospheric 
and pressure tanks). 

Iesued in Washington. D.C., on October 15. 
1982. 
L D. Santmu·, 
Director, Materials Transportation Bureau. 

• [fR Doc. G-Zll871 Flied l~ tiS aml 
ll&UJNO COO£ .,IMO-II 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

C9 CFFI Part 192 

I Docket No. PS-5') 

Transportation of Natural and Other 
Gas by Pipeline 

AGENCY: Materials Transportat ion 
Burea u (MTB). DOT. 
ACTION: Techr. ical amendment: 
correct ion. 

SUMMARY: This documen t corrects a 
techn ical amendment published in 47 FR 
146 on Thursday. Ju ly 29. 1982. lo amend 

un its of measurement contained in 
safety standards on jllining plastic pipe. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 4. 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Walt Dennis, 202-426--2392. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In fR 
Doc. 82-20446. on pages 32720, Vol. 47. 
No. 146. of the July 29, 1982. issue, the 
MTB published technical amendments 
to units of measurements appearing in 
49 CFR Parts 192 and 193. The 
amendments set forth proper 
conversions of units, rounded in 
accordance with the rules of conversion 
under the International System of Units. 

An amendment to I 192.283(b)(5) 
regarding joining procedures for plastic 
pipe incorrectly stated the conversion of 
1oo·r temperature change as 38°C 

J\. -17 

temperature change. The proper 
conversion of 100°F change is 55.6' C. 
rounded to ss•c. 
Lisi of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 192: 

Pipeline safety. 

§ 192..213 [COff'eetedJ 

Accordingly. I 192.283(b)(5) is 
corrected by removing "38°C" and 
adding in its place "55°C". 
(49 U.S.C. 1672: 49 U.S.C. 1804; 49 O'R 1.5:l 
and Appendix A of Pe~ 1.) 

Issued in Washington. DC. on October 29. 
1982. 

L D. Santman, 
Director, Materials Transportation Bureau. 
IFR Doc. 112-30418 filed 11-3-&: 8-45 am J 

91U.ING COO£ •ttl>-40-M 



Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 151 / Thunday. August 5, 1982 / Rules and Regulations 

ReHarch and Special Programs 
Administration 

49 CFR Part 193 
[Docket Noa. PS-54 and OPS0'""8] 

Ga• Pipeline Facllltin; Amendment of 
811fety Standard• 

Correction 

In FR Doc. 82-20446 appearing on 
page 32720 Ln the iHue of Thursday, July 
29, 1982. make the following correction. 

On page 32720, third column, Ln the 
third line of item "2." " - 20·c ( -20°F}" 
abou.ld read "-29°C(-2'rF)". 
N.UNQ CODE ...... 

33965 



32720 Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 146 / Thursday, July 29, 1982 / Rules and Regulations 

49 CFR Parts 192 and 193 

(Docket Noa; PS-54 and OPS0-46] 

Gas Pipeline Facllltlea; Amendment of 
Safety Standards 

AGENCY: Materials Transportation 
Bureau, Research and Special Programs 
Administration, DOT. 

ACTION: Technical amendment. 

SUMMARY: This document amends units 
of measurement contained in safety 
standards related to joining plastic pipe 
and to liquefied natural gas facilities. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: July 29, 1982. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
W. Dennis, 202-426-2392. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
§ 192.283(b)(5), regarding the qualifying 
test for procedures to mechanically join 
plastic pipe, the metric conversion of 
100• F is incorrectly stated as 55.6°C. 
The exact conversion Is 37.8°C. 
However, there is no justification for the 
degree of precision implied by three 
significant figures in this metric 
conversion under the International 
System of Units (SI). Therefore, in 
accordance with the SI rules for 
conversion and rounding, the correct 
temperature should read 38°C (100°F). 

Section 193.2313(b), regarding welding 
of liquefied natural gas facility piping, 
prohibits oxygen fuel gas welding on 
flacmable fluid piping with a service 
temperature below -20°C (-22°F). 
Besides an incorrect conversion. this 
temperature limit is incorrectly 
specified. The history of § 193.2313 (42 
FR 20795), including the industry 
standard on which the rule is based 
(section 6232 of.the National Fire 
Protection Association Standard No. 
59A, 1975 edition), gives the correct 
temperature as -20°F (-28.9(°C). 

However, there is no justification for the 
degree of precislon represented by a 
metric conversion using three significant 
figures in SI units. Therefore, in 
accordance with the SI rules of 
conversion and rounding, the correct 
temperature should read -29°C 
(-20·F). 

In§ 193.2623, relating to LNG tank 
inspection, which reads in part "does 
not impair the structural integrity or 
aafety or the tank", the second term "or" 
is a typographical error and should be 
the tenn "of'. 

In§ 193.2629((a)(2)(ii), pertaining to 
external corrosion control, which reads 
"before October 23, 1981, or within 1 
year after the component is constructed 
or installed. whichever is earlier", the 
word "earlier'' should be "later". 

In § 193.2917(a), regarding warning 
signs for liquefied natural gas facilities, 
the metric conversion of 100 feet is 
incorrectly stated as 39 meters. In 
accordance with the SI rules of 
conversion and rounding, the dimension 
should read 30m (100 ft.). 

Ust of subjects 

49 CFR Part 192 

Pipeline safety. 

49 CFR Part 193 

Fire prevention, Pipeline safety, 
Security measures, Liquefied natural gas 
facilities. 

Accordingly, Pl'irts 192 and 193 of Title 
49 of the Code of'Federal Regulations 
are amended as set forth below: 

PART 192-TRANSPORTATION OF 
NATURAL.AND OTHER GAS BY 
PIPELINE 

I 192.283 lAmendedJ 

1. Section 192.283(b)(5) is amended by 
removing "55.6°C" and adding in its 
place "38°C''. 

l' - 19 

PART193-UQUEAEDNATURALGAS 
FACILmES; FEDERAL SAFETY 
STANDARDS 

f 113.2313 lAmendedJ 

2. Section 193.2313(b) is amended by 
removing "-20·c (-22°F)" and adding 
in its place "-20"C (-20°F)". 

f 113..2623 (Amended] 

3. Section 193.2823, the lead-in text is 
amended by removing the words "or the 
tank", and adding in their place the 
words "of the tank". 

f 113.2621 (AmendeclJ 

4. Section 193.2629(a)(2)(ii) is amended 
by removing the word "earlier" located 
at the end of the paragraph and adding 
in its place the word "later". 

f 113.2111 [Amended] 

5. Section 193.2917(&) Is amended by 
removing "39m" and adding in its place 
••30m••. 

6. The authority citation for Part 192 
is: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1672; 49 U.S.C. 1804; 
49 CFR 1.53 and Appendix A of Part 1. 

7. The authority citation for Part 193 
is: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1674a; 49 CFR 1.53 
and Appendix A of Part t. 

Issued in Washington. D.C.. on July 20, 
1982.. 
L D. Santman. 
Director. Materials Transportation Bureau. 
(l'R Doc. ai-.zoMe Filed 7...z&.e: 1:411 am] 
9IUJNG CODE .,,...._.. 
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. 39780 Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 175 / Thursday, Septemher 9, 1982 / Notices 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

I Docl!et No. 82-2W; Notice 1 J 

Transportation of Natural and Other 
Gas by Pipeline; Petition for Waiver 

The Transcontinental Gas Pipel ine 
Corporation (Transco) has petitioned the 
Materials Trans::>ortation Bureau (MTBJ 
for a waiver from compliance wi th the 
requirements of 49 CFR 192.245 
regard ir-.g repa ir of girth weld defects in 
a newly constructed addition to an 
existing Transco natural gas separation 
facility. The facility is the terminus of 
the Transco Central Texas Offshore 
System, and is located in a Class 1 area 
near Markham. Texas, approximately 65 
miles southwest of Houston. 

Three welds leaked during hydrostatic 
tes ting of the combined existing facility 
end the additional separation equipment 
after tie-in, leading to the need for 
repair. Transco states the following in 
its petition as justification for the 
requested waiver: 

"All three welds were found to have 
cracks in the root weld which, under 49 
CFR Part 192.245, cannot be repaired. 
but must be removed. lna9much as the 
welds were between fittings on a slug 
catcher, removal of the welds without 
damage to the fittings involved could 
not be done. Therefore, repairs to the 
welds were made in accordance with 
AP! 1104. Section 7, and the facilities 
were restored to service after 
successfully passing the hydrostatic test 
prescribed." 

Background 
Section 192.245, Repa ir or Removal of 

Defects, requires in paragraph (a): "Each 
weld that is unacceptable under 
§ 192.241(c] must be removed or 
repaired. Except for welds on an 
offshore pipeline being installed from a 
pipelay vessel. a weld must be removed 
if it has a crack that is more than two 

-·inches long or that penetrates either the 
root or second bead." In contrast with 
this requirement, API Standard 1104, 
Section 7.0 permits the repair of weld 
cracks that are less than 8 percent of the 
weld length, regardless of the thru-wall 
location of the crack. The 15th edition of 
API Standard 1104 is incorporated by 
reference in the 49 CFR Part 192 
requirements for qualification of 
weld ing procedures(§ 192.225), 
qualification of welders ( § 192.227). and 
acceptability of welds which are 
nondestructively tested or visually 

inspected(§ 192.241[c:)). Section 7.0 of 
AP! Standard 1104 is not referenced in 
Part 192. 

Repair Welding Procedure and Testing 
of Welds 

In further inquiry of Transco. it was 
established tha t the repa ir welding 
procedures were developed and 
documented as required by Section 7.0 
of API Standard 1104, including the 
welding procedure, which was qualified 
in accordance with Section 2.0 of API 
Standard 1104 usinE: pipe of the same 
grade as the fitting~ that were repaired 
to assure sound and ductile welds after 
completion of repair. The repaired welds 
were nondestructively tested in 
accordance with § 192.243 using 
radiography. and they met the standards 
of acceptability of§ 192.241(c). The 
added facilities (including tie-ins) were 
hydrostatically tested after repair in 
accordance with § 192.505 at a test 
pressure of over 125 percent of the 
maximum allowable operating pressure 
without failure or leakage of the 
repaired welds. The results of these 
procedures and tests demonstrated that 
the conditions under which the welds 
were repaired provided welds having 
mechanical propertit!s and soundness 
that meet the requirements of Part 192. 

Difficulty of Removing Defective Welds 

The petition describes the three welds 
as joining header segments, where the 
welds could not be removed as 
cylindrical sections without destruction 
of the headers. In a separate rulemaking 
petition dE1ted June 2, 1981 (Petition No. 
P-13). the American Petroleum Institute 
(API) has commented on this situation 
by asserting: "Compliance has proven 
impossible where fittings. valves, or 
flanges are involved, since there is no 
pipe to be cut out on one side of the 
weld." In the case of the present 
petition, there was no pipe to be cut out 
on either side of the welds, the header 
segments being joined to each other. 
Even if the headers were replaced, MTB 
considers that it would be very difficult. 
if not impossible, to achieve the joint 
alignment necessary due to fixed 
positioning of other components in the 
system and the dimensional tole,ances 
that must he ta.ken into account in the 
design and construction of the system. 
Under these circumstances. the MT!3 
believes that it is highly unlikely that 
new replacement welds could be of 
better quality than the existing repaired 
welds. 

Possible Changes in DOT Weld Repair 
Regulation 

l\ -· 21 

As a result of the June 2, 1981, petition 
from the }\PI and an earlier review of 
the weld repair regaiations by the Office 
of Pipeline Safoty ~egalation (OPSR), 
MTB is considering amending the 
regulations to revise § 192.245. Proposed 
changes would re;:;ove the present 
restrictions on the repair of certain weld 
cracks and on the multiple repairs of 
other defects with the sdciition of 
procedural requirements based on API 
Standard 1104 to assure equivaient 
pipeline safety at a lower construction 
cost. 

Data developed by the industry in 
support of waiver petitions submitted 
and granted since 1975 demonstrate that 
regula tions on weld repair can be 
liberalized without adversely affecting 
safety provided that acceptable 
procedures are foilowed. Waivers 
granted by the Department of • 
Transportation (DOTI for the Alyeska 
Pipeline Service Company (42 FR 25983, 
June 9, 1977), the Michigan Wisconsin 
Pipeline Company (42 FR 33406, June 30. 
1977), LOOP, Inc. (46 FR 22306, April 16, 
1981), and the Northern Border Pipeline 
Company (47 FR 20715, May 1! 3, 1982) 
have all stressed the necessity of 
adhering to proven procedural 
requirements to achieve sound. ductile 
weld repairs, imd by ao doing. have 
assured safety as well as the savings of 
millions of dollan; to the pipeline 
industry and thus io th~ oil and gas 
consumers. 

Proposed Waiver Actioc 

In consideration of the 3bove, MTB is 
proposing to grant the Tra.'1scontinental 
Gas Pipeline Corporation the requested 
waiver of § 192.245. 

Interested persons are invited to 
comment on the proposed waiver by 
submitting in triplicate such data, views, 
or arguments as they may desire. 
Comments should identify the docket 
and notice numbers and should be 
submitted to the Dockets Bra::ich, Room 
8426, Materials Transoortstion Bureau. 
Department of Transportation, 400 
Seventh Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 
20590. 

All comments received before 
October 12. 1982 will be considered 
before final action is taken. !..ate filed 
comments will be considered so far as 
practicable. Ail comments will be 
available for p:ibHc review at the 
Dockets Branch of the Materials 
Transportation Bu.rea~ between the 
hours of 8:30 s..m. s.nd 5:00 p.m. No 
public hearing is contemplated althoagh 
one may be held at a time and place lo 
be published as a notice in the Federal 
Register if requested by an interasted 
person raising a substantive issue. 

(49 U.S.C. la7Z: 49 CTR Part '.i.53(a}. Appeudix 
A of Part 1 and Appe:idix A of Part 106) 

wued in Ws.scir.gtor:, D.C .. on September 
1. 198.2. 

R.id=d L. ~ 
Associate Direct.or fer Pipeline Safety 
;;,_,....,_,,-,..,.._, ~-·--·-,,,. 7_.,,..,, :,-:_,..,,.,,,,..,;,.. ... Q,""°"''' 
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Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

[ Docket No. ~2:-2W; Notice 2] 

Transportation of Natural and Other 
Gas by Pipeline; Grant of Waiver 

The Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line 
Corporation (Transco) petitioned the 
Materials Transportation Bureau (MTB) 
by letter dated February 16, 1982, for a 
waiver from compliance with 49 CFR 
192.245 with respect to the repair of 
three girth welds which had cracks in 
the root bead of the welds prior to 
repair. Section 192.245 requires that a 
weld in an onshore pipeline must be 
removed if it has a crack that is more 
than 2 inches long or that penetrates 
either the root or second bead. 

The petitioner stated that the welds 
were between fittings that are segments 
of a slug catcher in a natura.l gas 
separation and dehydration facility. The 
facility is the terminus of the Transco 
Central Texas Offshore System, and is 
located in a Class 1 area near Markham, 
Texas, approximately 65 miles 
southwest of Houston. Because removal 
of the welds as cylindrical sections 
could not be done without damage to 
the fittings. and because replacement 
fittings would have taken as long as 6 
months to deliver, the petitioner stated 
that interference with service would 
have resulted and therefore repairs were 
made to the welds. • 

Transco advised MTB that the three 
welds were repaired using-procedures 
developed and documented in 
accordance with Section 7.0 of API 
Standard 1104. including the welding 
procedure which was qualified in 
accordance with Section 2.0 of AP! 1104 
on pipe of the same grade as the fittings 
welded. The repaired welds were 
nondestructively tested in accordance 
with § 192.243 and met the standards of 
acceptability of§ 192.241(c). The 
fac ilities were hydrostatically tested 
after repair as required by § 192.505 at a 
tes: pressure of over 125 percent of the 
maxim\lm allowable operating pressure 
wi!hout failure or leakage of the 
repaired welds. The petitioner asserted 
that the results of these procedures and 
tests demonstrated that the conditions 
under which the welds were repaired 
provided welds having mechanical 
properties a;1d soundness that meet the 
requirements o{ Part 192. 

Three comments were received in 
response to the MTIHnviiation to 
comment ir: Notice 1 (47 FR 39780. 
September 9. 1962). Comments from the 
Texas Eastern Gas Pipeline Company 
and the Interstate Natural Gas 

Assodation of America both were 
supportive of the granting of the waiver 
and did not state further reservations or 
conditions. The third commenter. UNC 
Naval Products. a Division of the United 
Nuclear Corporation. questioned "since 
the welds were between fittings rather 
than pipe sections, was a specific weld./ 
welder qualification performed by 
Transco for this special joint?'' The 
commenter added that "The lack of 
special recognition for welding these 
special types of joints could be the base 
cause of the weld defects," and "Based 
on the above, the proposed relaxation 
should be allowed only on special joints 
for which a specific qualification was 
successfully performed." 

MTB had previously recognized the 
possibility that weldability of the header 
segments in question could vary from 
that of the pipe as a result of chemistry 
differences or differences in 
manufacturing proc~ss, size, or 
geometry, and had made inquiries of 
Transco to assure tJ1at this possibility 
was not a factor that would require a 
special welding/welder qualification. 
The MTB found that the header 
segments were manufactured to the 
same X-60 material specifications as the 
pipe in the system, and that other 
variables were within the limits of the 
essential variables of Section 2.0 of API 
Standard 1104 such that a specific 
welding procedure for the pipe-type 
fittings was not necessary. Therefore, 
UNC Naval Products' comment to the 
effect that lack of recognition of $pedal 
types of joints may be the cause of the 
defects is not relevant, since the joints 
repaired were similar to other pipe 
joints welded within the requirem~nta of 
Section 2.4.c of AP! Standard 1104. That 
section requires requalification of the 
welding procedure only if there is a 
major change in joint design. A copy of 
the telephone report cover\ng this point 
is in the docket. 

On the basis of the foregoing and the 
reasons cited in Notice 1, the MTB 
believes that the repaired welds in the 
Transco facility have the same level of 
safety as welds made under literal 
compliance with 49 CFR Part 192 and 
have been demonstrated by 
radiographic examination and 
hydrostatic testing to have the 
necessary soundness. strength, end 
ductility consistent with design and 
opereting requirements of the facility. 
The MTB further believes that to require 
the removal of the repaired welds would 
burden Transco with unnecessary 
operating delays and needles& 

• additional costs to the operator and 

consumera without enhancing !he safety 
of the facility. Therefore. the MTB grants 
to Transco the requested waiver from 
compliance with the weld removal 
requirements of 49 CFR 192.245 for the 
repaired welds as described in Petition 
No. 82-2W, effective immediately. 

(4!1 U.S.C. 187%; 49 CFR 1.63(a). Appendix A 
of Part 1, and Appendix A of Part 106) 

Issued in Washington, D.C .. on December 1, 
1982. 
Richard L Beam, 
Associate Director for Pipeline Safety 
Resulalion, Matsrial& TraMportation Bureau. 
lfll Dec'. u-.mn Flied 12,-a-c; a.-46 amj 

-.uNQ C00E ., .... 



Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 161 / Thursday, August 19, 1982 I Notices 36357 

RHearch and Special Programa 
Administration 

[Docket No. lMW; Notice 2) 

Transportation of Natural and Other 
Gu By Plpeftne; Grant of Waiver 

The Tenne■aee Gaa Pipeline Company 
petitioned the Material, Tra.naport&tion 
Bureau (MTB) for a waiver from 
compliance with the requirementa of 49 
CFR 192..553(d), to permit the maximum 
allowable operating pre11ure (MAOP) of 
two transmission line aegmenta ahown 
on drawing TO-n~l-57 to be 
fncreased to 1170 pafg from the ament 
1088 psig. These line tegmenta are 
located in Wayne County, Pennaylvania, 
between mainline valvea 322 and 3Z3 on 
the Company'• 300-1 tranamis1io11 line. 

The two line aegmenta were 
bydrostatically teated to at leaat 1410 
ptig for 8 hours, without leakage after 
population increase, cauaed the 
segmenta to be reclassified from Cla■a 1 
to Cla11 2 locationa. 'I'ha pre11ure teat 
qualified all but the two Cla11 2 
segments for a higher MAOP of 1170 
psig. The MAOP of the Qa■a 2 aegmenta 
was not increased, however, becau,e of 
I 19Z.553(d), which reatricta a new 

MAOP to the level allowed "for a new 
• • • pipeline constructed of the same 
material, in the same location." 
Inaamuch as additional aegmenta of the 
line have aince been reclassified u 
Cla11 2. and I 192.811[a) permita theae 
to operate at 1170 psig becauae of their 
prior teating, the petitioner sought a 
waiver of I 192.553[d) for the original 
two Cla11 2 aegmenta so that the entire 
line could be operated at 1170 paig. 

In response to this petition. MTB 
lsaued a notice of a petition far waiver 
inviting interested persona to comment 
(47 FR 27443, June 24.- 1982). In thia 
notice, MTB stated that it wu 
conaiderlng granting the requeated 
waiver because the two Cla11 2 
aegmenta are not materially different 
with reapect to design. comtruction, and 
leak and maintenance hiatoey &om 
similar Clasa 2 segments in the nme 
line aection that now have an MAOP of 
1170 paig, the distinguishing factor 
merely being the tim1na of the 1470 pafa 
qualifying pre11ure teat Had It been 
performed before the two aegmenta 
Involved changed from Cla11 1 to Oa11 
Z. the aegmenta could have been 
qualified for the higher 1170 MAOP 
without restriction by I 192.553(d). 

A-22 

Two commenta were received in 
response to the invitation to comment. 
and both aupported the granting of the 
waiver. The commentera indicated that. 
under the conditions faced by the 
petitioner, there would not be any 
reduction in public aafety and a waiver 
1a the moat logical coune of action. 

In conalderation of the forqom,. 
MTB, by this order, find, that 
compliance with I 192.553(d) ii 
annecesaary for the reaaona set forth in 
Notice 1., and that the requested waiver 
would not be inconaistent with pipeline 
safety. Accordingly, effective 
Immediately, Tennessee Gas Pipeline 
Company is granted a waiver from 
compliance with I 192.553(d) regarding 
the two Clasa 2 segments described 
above for the purpose of uprating to 1170 
pafa. 
(49 U.S.C. 1872: 49 Q'R 1.53, Appendb; A of 
Part 1. and Appendix A of Part 106) 

luued In Waahington. D.C., en August 18. 
1982. 
RidwdLBeam. 
Auociatll Dinctor fer Pipelins Safety 
Regulation. Maten'als Transpor'..ation Bureau. 
IF1I Doc.~ Pllood .. a.G;Ooll _, 

9IUJNG com.,....., 



Federal Resfstm / Vol 4;;:-, N>o. S'S I Tnuroday, May ts. t9C / Motfcea 

[Docket Ne. 12-3W: ~ 21 

Transportation of Natural and Other 
Gas by Pipeline; Gnmt of Waiver 

The Northern Border Pipeline 
Company petitioned the Matertala 

Tnoop:m~tfo~ Ba-emu (MTB) by letter 
daa~ ~~ 19, 1922. for a wafnr from 
comphanca ~ «i CPR t9%.Z48 wtth 
respect to repab' ril girth weid defetrta- tn 
appmx.ir:arteiy ass m.Ueo of lb 42-lnch 
df~r plpeline in the State, of 
M~ North Dakom. South Dakota. 
t.6.irmesota. .:u1d 1owe constructed during 
'188!. and mtb respect to poasible repair 
of defects In appro:xim&tely 188 miles to 
he constr.Jcied in 1982. Weld defect• 1D 
be repairerl are those that have been 
disc.o·.-ered in a post-construction 11udft 
cf X-ray film that had bflen IDterpreted 
initially by the radiographic contractors 
as con!ormillg to weld acceptability 
etandartla tn 49 CFR 192.241(c) which 
incorporate by reference the crlteria in 
Section 6.0 of APi Standard 1104. Pipe 
cooo.ini.Dg i.he nonconforming welca 
h.scl, at the time of the audit. already 
been b~-i.ed and the right-of-way 
:rei,?ored. 

Uri.der me provislooa of the waiver 
petition. Northern Border proposes to 
repair i.rtn wslda containing cracks and 
oilier nonconforming previously 
rzpalred weicis that would otherwise, 
acco:-dins to ! 192.245, require removal 
of eDti..~ welds. Unleas the referenced 
regulsticrui are waived. ail of the 
nonconforming welds (estimated to be 
opproxim&tely 570) would have to be 
removed and replaced by new weids. lt 
is state-! b the oetition that removal and 
rep!e:::ement of e weld would require 
exceYa::.iOS!, c-.1t>..ing O\!t of a pipe eectioa 
containing the weld. rebevelli.ng the in­
place pi~ enda. and placement. lining 
up. da:::~ing. 2nd we!di."13 in of a new 
short p~pe !er-.gt:!. :-eqciring two new 
g!]-th wcilib. 

A» a .es:ili of the petition. tJ1e MTB 
is,med Notice 1 (47 FR 18248. April 15. 
1982). r~ ues!ing public com:nent on 
whet.he, the wa;ver shou!d be granted. 
The coz:- .. nb received &re discu.uad 
here~f~. 

Nortbam :Border presented four 
reasc:-:.::: b the peti tio:i to st!ppo:1 weld 
repa2 ~ilier tilai."!: replacement. Thea~ 
were diocu~ in Notice 1 and include 
tr.e ~iffic-Jltie-.; sscocisted wHh cutt:ms 
o::t ,:.:,ci replacin8 welds; environmental 
impact; cost savi!"._gs estimated to be 
Sl.2.500,roJ.CC that will benefit the U.S. 
co;:sU1::er t t.t-ie weld repair procedm-ee 
are c:ti'..i.zed; end detrimental effect to the 
U.S. ccn:,=~ if weids a:-e required to 
be ~plzc;::d and eervice through th" 
Nortne:n :Sorrier pipeiine is deiayed. 

m furti:. i!~ rnpport. weld repair testa 
have been cor:d ... cted by Northern 
Border tc qualify repair procedures that 
Northern Border proposee to use in 
actua; field repair welding. These 
proced~ ,; are stated by Northern 
Border to be~ fu:l compliance with APf 

1' - 2 3 

28'1'15 
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Standard 1104. with supplemental 
Charpy impact toughneaG testing and 
weld and heat affected zone 
microhardneaa evaiuation. 

Baaed upon an initial re\-iew of the 
procedure• and data submitted with the 
petition. the Office of Pipeline Safety 
Regulation (OPSR} described certain 
Inadequacies in an April 2., 1982. letter to 
Northern Border and requested a 
clarifying response.- The petition Notice 
1. Docket No. 82-3W, enumerated to 
areas of concern of the MTB included in 
the OPSR letter of April 2, particularly 
relating to the 5 weld repair procedures 
that were proposed by Nor+.hern Border. 
Northern Border responded by letter 
dated April 20, 1982. addressi.,g each 
area of concern listed !.n Notice 1 as 
follows: 

1. Northern Border will comply with 
the applicable sections of the 15th 
edition of API Standard 1104 as required 
by Part 192. and will no longer list the 
14th edition in their future conctrJction 
and repair procedures documents tion. 
As stated in Notice 1, the 14th edition 
has never been incorporated by 
reference in Part 192. 

2. Northern Border eta ted that weld 
procedure qualification testing would be 
performed to conform to Section 2.0 of 
API Standard 1104. as requested, and ln 
response to an OPSR telegraphic 
message of April 15. 1982. In that 
message, the OPSR advised that the 
welding procedures employed as a part 
of any weld repair procedu."e must meet 
the qualification requirements of 
§ 192.225 and API Standard 1104. 

3. Northern Border agreed to reviae 
the Charpy impact requirements in their 
procedures to 30 ft- lb mini.rrn.u:1 average 
{of 3 testll) and 20 ft-lb minimum oi any 
one test a1 the minimum design 
temperature of 25 degrees F io be 
consistent with the origi .. ,e.l welding 
procedure.- T'ne requirement contained in 
the procedures submitted with the 
petition was 25 ft-lb &."lei 15 rt-lb 
respectively. 

4. Northern Border pro\-ided pictorial 
locations of Charpy impact apeci.mens, 
as requested. and an narrative 
deacription of ail ?est results. 

5. Northern Border advised thst 
Procedure "C." a orocedUie which 
would have used no preheat nor 
radiogrnphy to confirm crack removal 
for the repair of crack:. frorr. the inside 
of the pipe in environmentally ::ensitive 
areaa, would be withdrawn. It further 
advised that Procedure "A" for the 
removal of backweld cracks by grinding 
only. where confirmation of crack 
removal was by magnetic particle 
inspection only, would include 
confirmation of crack removal by 
radiography as requested. 

6. Nor".hem Border provided 
additional clarifying detail, aa to the 
environmental and construction 
schedule lmpacta if the waiver were not 
,JVanted. and itemized the projected coat 
aavtng, to be achieved by repairing the 
questionable weld1 rather than 
replacing them. 

7. Northern Border provided 
1peclfication 1heeta contalnins required 
pipe properties. a1 requested. although 
abandoning reference to "pipe 
properties" other than tenaile 1trength 
as a criterion for repaired weld 
properties in its reviaed Spec. No. 658. 
The required properties of the repaired 
welda relate to those required for the 
original qualified procedure. 

8. The term "multiple repairs" a1 U1ed 
in the Northern Border petition was 
clarified as meaning two repairs only. or 
only one repair of a previoualy repaired 
area. 

9. Northern Border has clarified 
procedures, as requested, 1uch that they 
are consistent with the regulations 
(except for 49 CFR 192.245) and with API 
Standard 1104. 

10. Conditions under which the repair 
procedure, will be applied in future 
conatruction were 1tated by Northern 
Border as ... • • only in the w. likely 
event that a defective weld ha11 been 
buried." 

Test data for the repair welding 
procedure qualification in accordance 
with Section 2.0 of API Standard 1104 
requested ln the OPSR telegraphic 
me99age of April 15 and revised 
procedures (Northern Border Spec. No. 
658. Rev. 1) were transmitted to the 
OPSR by letter dated April 28. 1982. All 
teat ra,ulta were satisfactory, although a 
change in welding proceure wa1 found 
nece99ary for Northern Border Repair 
Procedure "D." The procedures are 
1ummarized a, follows (complete copiea 
of the corrected weld repair procedures 
together with the Northern Border teat 
data for the procedure qualification 
testing are in the docket}: 

l'roc6dure •~ ": Short. transverse 
ahrinlcage cracb in back-welds are 
proposed to be removed by grinding 
only. and the complete removal to be 
verified by magnetic particle inspection. 
Northern Border baa a&ked that this 
procedure be a part of the waiver 
petition because of the poHibility that 
the crack may extend into the root bead. 
whJch condition was in fact encountered 
l'l the qualification trials. For this . 
reason, MTB requested in itl telegraphic 
measage of April 15 and Northern 
Border has agreed. to also inspect using 
radiography in accordance with APl 
Standard 11CM. Section 7 .3, to a11Bure 
that the repaired weld meet, the 
acceptability 1tudards of I 192.241(c). 

71-24 

Procedure "B": Nonthrough wall 
(partial penetration} cracka are to be 
repaired by welding either from the 
inside or the outside or the pipe, using 
low hydrogen electrodes (A WS A 5.~9 
E80?&--C3). A preheat of from 250• to 
sso•F la requi..-1.d, and the procedure, 
,hall conform with Section 7.0 of APl 
Standard 1104. Acceptability shall be 
determined in accordance with 
I 192.24l{c) and Section 6.0 of APJ 
Standard 1104 by radiography. 

Procedure "C": Procedure "C," 
originally proposed ln the petition for 
the repair of defects from the inside of 
the pipe in environmentally sensitive 
areas, has been withdrawn by Northern 
Border. Repair or removal of defective 
welds in these areas shall comply with 
the requirements of Part 192 or with 
weld repair procedures A. B. D. or E. as 
appropr iate. 

ProcE,dure "D": Through wall cracks 
are to be repaired by grinding, drilling 
holes at the extremities of the crack, 
sawing th!'ough to form & new root bead 
opening, anci grinding to the final repair 
groove contour. The new root bead and 
hot pass are to be deposited using 
E8010-G electrodes, which are to be 
followed by successive passes using the 
Eaol&-C3 low hydrogen electrodes. This 
procedure will ala,<:> require preheating 
from 2.50• to 350•F and must conform to 
Section 7.0 of APJ Standard 1104. 
Acceptability of the repaired welds 1hall 
be determined in accordance with 
I 192.241(c} and Section 6.0 of API 
Standard 1104 U!ing radiography. 

Procedu."9 "E'~ Northern Border 1tates 
that this procedure la to be used in 
multiple repair, but limits the numbe!' of 
repair! to two. T"ne written procedure 
(Northern Border Pipeline Company 
Spec. No. 658. Rev. 1) states: "If the 

. defect baa not been removed and/ or the 
multiple repair area does not meet API 
1104, the weld shall be cut out as a 
cyclinder and e replacement section 
installed." Other requirements of this 
pror..edure are the same as for Procedure 
"B," uaing only E801&-C3 electrodes and 
the same 250• to 350°F preheat. 

All of the destructive tests performed 
a, a part of qualification of the repair 
procedur·es 1ubmitted with the petition 
and in reaponse to the telegraph of April 
15 met the same requirements as for the 
original welding procedure with the 

. exception of Charpy impact testing of a 
repair made in accordance with the 
original Procedure "D" submitted with 
the petition. An average of three 
specimens marginally failed to meet the 
apecified minimwn average Impact 
toughness of 30 ft-lb (for full-size 
specimens) when tested at zs•F. 
Northern Border retested remaining 
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sample• from the repalr weld. and the 
retest reeulta marginally met the 
requirement. Further impact te1ting of 
the revised weld repair procedure "D" IA 
response to the telegraph or April 15 u 
reported on April Z8 resulted ln 
considerably higher toughneH value■, 
both for the original weld and for the 
repaired weld. The weld teated for the 
re'wised Procedure "O" wu a weld made 
for the test rather than a field weld 
containing a crack a■ in the test resulta 
submitted with the petition. Cbarpy 
impact toughneH was apparently 
increased as a result of the repair 
procedure modification (adding an 
E8010 hot pass) . On this basis. MTB 
believes that favorable action on the 
petition is appropriate but should be 
conditional, as stated later In this notice. 

After review and consideration of all 
of data submitted by Northern Border, 
MTB finds that a conditional waiver 
from the provisions of I 192.245 for the 
welds in question is appropriate and 
consistent with pipeline safety for the 
following reasons: 

1. Experience gained ln the granting of 
previous weld repair waivers supports 
the conclusion that it is feasible to make 
an acceptable repair to a crack in a 
weld or to malce acceptable multiple 
repairs on a weld if qualified repair 
procedurea are used to aasure the 
integrity of the weld. 

2. Adequate repair procedures have 
been developed and documented by the 
Northern Border Pipeline Company 
which will produce sound. ductile welda 
when the repairs are completed. 

3. Comprehensive tests including 
destructive tests meeting I 192.225 have 
been performed to duplicate the actual 
repair conditions. The results of these 
tests demonstrate that the conditions 
under which the welds are repaired will 
provide welds having mechanical 
properties at least equal to the specified 
minimum mechanical properties 
required by the original welding 
procedure. 

4. Field nondestructive testing of tha 
repaired weld meeting the appropriate 
requirements of I 192.243 will confirm 
tiiat the completed repair meeta the 
acceptability requirement!! of 
§ 192.241(c). 

5. The Federal Inspector will monitor 
the repail'B and enforce strict adherence 
to the documented procedures &o a; to 
assure sound. ductile weld repairs. 

6. Removal of each weld containing 
the defect by cutout and replacing with 
a short section of pipe requiring two 
new girth welds to be made under 
difficult field conditions would not 
Improve the quali ty of the weld integrity 
on the pipeline. 

7. The cost of repairing tho lndlvidual 
we,d defects will be oubstantially le11 
than the construction coat of replactna 
entire welde and :hat the aavingl will 
accrue to the conaum.er. 

a. Deiay1 in initiating service and 
environmental diaruption1 that would 
othsrwile occur will be Avoided. 

9. Public ocuety will he beat NrVed by 
verificaiton that all injuriOUI weld 
defecta have been identified and have 
been satisfactorily repaired in 
accordance with the term, and 
conditiona of any waiver laaued. 

Three com.meota were received ln 
response to the invitation to comment ln 
Notice 1. Comments from the American 
Petroleum Institute and the Northern 
Natural Gas Company both were 
supporth-e of the granting of the waiver 
and did not state further reaervationa or 
conditions. The comment from the Iowa 
State CoID.!:lerce Commission was 
supportive of granting the waiver. but 
1tated: 

A waiver of i 192.245 to the extent 
necessary to perml! repair by grinding 
instead of replacement a..,d to elim"nate the 
inapplicable p~heating requ.lreuieut appean 
appropriate. However, the rapairecl area 
ahould be 11ubjectec to radlograpb.l.c 
inspection to determine final acceptability 
and Northern Border ahou.Jd be reauired to 
modify Its proposed Append1x A p·rocedure to 
include thia. 

In response to ~ request by MTB, 
Northern Bordzr has agreed to confirm 
removal of tbe weld defect in Procedu."'9 
"A" by radiographic inspection. and thit 
is pa.:"1 of the waiver. The Iows 
Commiss:o:. also expreai;ec concern 
about Ap?ei:;::t. C i.nter:icl weld crack 
repair for e:mri..--c:-...me:::tslly 1ens!tive 
areae. Followir.g tile cc:1cern expreBBed 
by MTI3 a:; nctsd eari.ie::-, Northern 
Border hs11 withdra'il\-n Appendix C 
procedure:.. 

The iowe Com.minion also discuaaed 
some cf itis problems about Appendix D 
Weid crack ,epal.r procedure for 
comp~ete pip€ wall penetration. 
However. ap~a.-cmtly information it 
obtei::ed ic pers::;:::w.l communications 
betw~en ita ~tc:f: and Northern Border 
has allevia!ed tloae concerns. In 
edditicr-,. the w~iver ccnditiona MTB i1 
i.mpc:iu-.g upo::: A~per:.dix D procedures 
should fur.her answer the fowa 
Cot!ll:l!se!c:2'a c;ueatio!l.8 aboot th.at 
procedu.--s. 

Nort.'1e;;; Bonie!"E petition requested 
that relief be granted on en expedited 
basi:: t::r:i.""Si.ani to Section 9 of the 
Alaska Nst,.;..--al Ga1i Transportation Act 
(ANGTA) !15 U.S.C. 719g}. A.a MTB 
disc1m1ed ii., Notice 1. it wouid expedite 
its sc'domi under th2 Natural Gaa 
Pipeline Safety Ac~ (NG?SA) by 
ahorteni!'.g the normal 30-<isy period £or 
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public comment lo 15 days ln view of 
tl,e need for expediUou1 conatrucUon 
and Initial operation or the pipeline. 
MTB'1 action. are conalatent with 
aa1urance1 to the public that the 
pipeline welda containing defects will 
meet the acceptability ttandarda of Part 
192 when repair 11 completed. 

In accordance with Section 102(c) of 
Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1979, 44 FR 
33663 Uune 12. 1979), and Executive 
Order 1.2142, 44 FR 36927 Uune 25, 1979), 
the terms and conditiona for any waiver 
granted would be enforced by the 
Federal Inapector. Tb.is i1 true also for 
enforcement of all of 49 CFR Part 192 on 
pipelines subject to ANGT A. 
AccordJ.ngly, on April 26, 1982, the MTB 
Directot· wrote FederaJ Inspector John T. 
Rhett. requesting a description of how 
the Federal Inspector'• "field 
organization will enforce the terms and 
conditions of any waiver granted in thia 
matter. Thia description should include 
the number of personnel involved with 
enforcement. the duties and 
responsibilities of these personneL aa.d 
a description of documentation which 
will be used to &Hu.re compliance." The 
Federal Inspector responded by a letter 
of April 30. 1982. to the MTB providing 
details of the enforcement procedure• to 
be used to aaa\ll'13 compliance with the 
terms and conditions of the waiver and 
the monitoring for compliance with Part 
192 regulationa. Copies of these letten, 
are in the Docket. 

Accordingly, effective immediately, 
the Northern Border Pipeline Company 
is hereby granted a waiver from 
compliance with 49 CFR 192.245 for the 
remedial weld program and the 1982 
period of construction of the Northern 
Border pipeline 1ubject to the following 
condition■. 

1. Becauae of the wide difference in 
impact test results obtained ln the first 
and second aerie■ of weld procedure 
qualification teata perforn;ied by 
Northern Border for Procedure "D," and 
because the effectiveness of the revised 
procedure (addition of a hot pass using 
the F..801o-G electrode) has not been 
demonstrated in prior actual repair of 
cracks in X-70 grade pipe welds, MTB 
believes that additional precautionary 
nondestructive testing is necessary to 
assure that other unforeseen weld 
ductility problems will not occur when 
using thi1 procedure. For this reason. 
additional verification through delayed 
radiography la made a condition of thia 
waiver. In order to demonstrate the 
reliability of the procedure. each of the 
fint 10 welda to be repaired by 
Procedure "D" ,hall be radiographically 
inapected in accordance with APl 
Standard 1104 at least 24 houra after the 
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repair ha, been ~,mpleted in addition to 
the radiographic ·examination specified 
by Northern Border ln Spec. No. CS58, 
Rev. 1. Uno craclcing Is detected by the 
eecond radiograp~c examination of the 
first 10 repair welda utilizing Procedure 
•·o," no further delayed radiography la 
required. If. however. any cracking ia 
revealed in the delayed radiography of 
the fint 10 repair welds. all repain1 
made thereafter 118ing Procedure "IT 
mllst be nondestructively tested by 
delayed radiography to be performed at 
least 24 hours after the repair has been 
completed. 

2. Becaw,e of the poasible wide 
variation in electrode properties and the 
limited number of destructive teats 
which have been performed. the 
electrodes used ln any repair welding 
procedure under this waiver ,hall be 
identical aa far •• 11 possible as to type. 
chemical composition. and mechanical 
properties requirementa a■ the 
electrodes uaed in quali~ the repair 
welding procedure. 

-------------
3. ~ ,.;·thern Border hes Indicated in Its 

April zo letter that the repair procedures 
Wlder this waiver would be med on 1982 
construction only ff a weld containing 
an unacceptable defect had been buried 
Before any weld la repaired by one of 
the procedures herein, on a weld made 
during 1982 coru,truction eenon, the 
Office of the Federal lmpector (OFI) 
mu1t fint be notified. 

Copies of the Northem Border 
Pipeline Company Weld Repair 
Procedure, "A." "B," "D," and "E" are 
contained in the docket file and have 
been pro'rided to the OFI for 
1urvelllance and enforcement action. 
(49 U.S.C. 1872; 48 CPR U3. Appendix A of 
Part 1) • 

llaued In Washington. D.C.. an May S. 1982. 
LD. Sutman, 
Direclor, Matuiab Tian•portotioiJ Burrau. 
I'll Dac.12-i.- Plied ~a.a M$ - 1 
~CCICII ....... 

• 

A-26 

... 



Federal Repter / Vol 47. No. 71 / Thuraday. Apm 15. 1962 / Notic.es 

(Dodlet No. 12-3W; Notice 1] 

Transportation of Natural and <>tt,­
Gas by Pipeline; Petmon for W_.,. 

The Northern Border Pipeline 
Company has petitioned the Materials 
Tranaporalion Bureau (MTB) for a 
waiver from compliance with the 
requirements of 49 CFR 192.245 
regarding repair of girth weld defect.a in 
approximately 635 miles of it.a 42-inch 
diameter pipeline in the States of 
Montana. North Dakota, South Dakota. 
Minnesota. and Iowa constructed during 
1981 and repair of possible future 
defect.JI in approximately 188 miles 
remaining to be constructed during 1962. 
Repair would be by one or more of five 
gualified weld repair procedures. 

The pipeline l1 Imo~ aa the "'Eastem 
Leg of the Alaska Natura] Ga1 
Transportation System (ANGTS) at a 

part of the Alcan Project. The Northern 
Bortler pipeline will recf:ive Alaskan gas 
at the Saskatchewan-Montana border 
from the Canadian-owned portion of the 
ANGTS and transport such gea 1.131 
miles along 8 route diagonally through 
the above St.ates. terminating at a point 
near Dwight. Illinois. Northern Border is 
presently engaged in constructing what 
is referred to as the "Prebuild Project." 
When completed in 1982, the prebuild 
portion of the Northern Border system 
will transport natural gas in interstate 
commerce from Port of Morgan; 
Montana. to Ventura . Iowa, a distance 
pf 823 miles. 

The petition of Northern Border dated 
March 19. 1982. requests that relief be 
granted on an expedited basis pursuant 
to sectioo 9 of the Alaska Natural Gu 
Transportation Act (ANGTA) (15 U.S.C. 
719g). The MTB seeks to expedite action 
on this matter consistent with 

7' - 7. 7 

assurances to the public that the 
pipeline welds containing defects wm -
be safe when repair is completed. In 
accordance with section 102(c) of 
Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1979. 44 PR 
33663 (lune 12. 1979). and Executive 
Order 12142. 44 FR 36927 (June 25. 1979), 
the terms and conditions for any waiver 
which might be granted would be 
enforced by the Federal Inspector. This 
is true also for enforcement of all of 49 
CFR Part 192 on pipelines subject to 
ANGTA. 

Background 

In a recent audit of weld radiographs. 
Northern Border detected a number of 
welds which contain cracks or other 
welding defects that do not meet the 
weld acceptability standards of section 
6 of American Petroleum Institute (AP1) 
Standard 1104 incorporated by reference 
in§ 192.241(c). The radiographic weld 
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films had bP.en interpreted initially by 
the rs.diographic contractors aa 
conforming to API St~ndard 1104. 
Northern Border reexamined these 
records to ascertain compliance with 
that Standard. A U~t of the 
"nonconforming welds." identifying 
them by weld number and belt location. 
is attached lo the waiver pP.tition. 

The total number of weld defects and 
other radiographic discrepancies on the 
list is 642. A number of these 
discrepancies involve radiographic film 
record inadequacies rather than an 
identifiP.d defect in the weld. MTB 
estimates there are approximately 570 
existing weld defects to be repaired if 
the w;iiver is granted. 

Pipe containing the suspected 
nonconforming welds which are the 
subject of the petition already has been 
lowered into the pipeline ditch, 
backfilled. and the right-of-way has 
been restored. 

The Federal gao pipeline safety 
standard for repair or removal of weld 
defects in onshore pipelines (49 CFR 
192.245) prohibits multiple repair of any 
defects or repair of a crack that is longer 
than 2 inches or that penetrates either 
the root or second bead of the weld. 1n 
contrast. API Standard 1104. Section 7, 
permits the repair of weld cracks that 
are less than 8 percent of the weld 
length [10.56 inches in a 42-inch 
diameter pipe} as we!! as multiple repair 
of defects. 

The 15th edition of this Standard is 
incorporated by reference in 49 CFR Part 
192 requirements for qualification of 
welding procedures(§ 192.225), 
qualification of welders[§ 192.227), and 
acceptabiHty of a weld which is 
nondestructively tested .or visually 
inspected(§ 192.241(c)). Section 7 of API 
Standard 1104 is not referenced in Part 
192. 

Northern Border's petition requests a 
waiver cf the § 192.245 prohibitions to 
permit use of one or more of five repair 
prccedures which Northern Border 
states have been qualified in accordance 
with API Standard 11~. 

Under L'1e provisions of the waiver 
request, the petitioner would repair 
certain girth weld deiects that would 
otharwise, according to 49 CFR 192.245, 
requ ire removal of entire welds . Because 
the part of the pipeline conatructed 
during 19-81 is already buried, removal 
and replacement oi a weld would 
require excavation, cutting out of a pipe 
section including the weld, and insertion 
0nd welding in of a new short pipe 
section whihc would require two new 
girth welds. 

Northern Border presented four 
reasons in the petition to support weld 
repair rather than replacemenL 

1. Difficultiets associated witfi c;utting 
9ut and replacing weld._ The petition 
atntes, "Weld replacement cowd r1:quire 
an excavation of tip to 350 feet long in 
order to achieve the flexibility in the 
pipe to make the ends meel A weld 
repair requires only an excavation of 
about 20 feet long. ThWI a much smaller 
area of land would be di1turbed under • 
the weld repair procedure • • • The 
repair of s weld requires a crew of 41 
and 11 pieces of equipment in contrast. 
weld replacement requires a crew of 54 
and 25 pieces of equipment • • • A 
third factor in favor of the weld repair 
procedure if, the differing length of time 
involved. The weld repair procedure 
involves substantially less time to 
complete than does replacement ol a 
weld." 

2. Environmental impact. Northern 
Border also atated. "It hae been 
determined that almost 2.0 percent of the 
nonconforming welds are located iA or 
near designated environmentally 
sensitive areas." 

3. Cost savings. The petitioner also 
asserts that there will be a cost savings 
of $12,500,000.00 that will benefit the 
U.S. consumer i! the weld repair 
procedures are utilized rather than 
rep!J!cing the welds. 

4. Detrimental effect lo the U.S. 
coI1Bumer. The effect of delay that 
would result i! welds are required to be 
replaced is illustrated by the petitioner 
in considering the terms of the export 
license issued by the Canadian 
government, commencing November 1, 
1981, and extending through October 31, 
1987. DurL"1g the initial y:?ars of 
operation and prior to introduction of 
natural gas &om the Prudhoe Bay area 
of Alaska, the pipeline will transmit 
Canadian natural gas which has been 
licensed for export by the Canadian 
government to U.S. markets. While the 
e?Cport license provides for a contingent 
makeup of the voiumes not taken during 
the year November 1, 1981, through 
October 31, 1S82. there is no provision 
for makeup of volumes not taken after 
t~e beginning of the second year of the 
license. Thus, ii service through the 
Northern Border pipeline is delayed 
beyond the start of the second contract 
year, ali volumes ::iol taken thereafter 
cannot under the terms of the export 
license be made up and are. therefore, 
lost to the consun:er. 

Weld repair quaiification trials were 
conducted by Northern Border for five 
separate procedures utiiizing APl 
Standard 1104, inc!uding destructive 
teati.ng. The petition slBtes that ''The 
girth welds which were used to qualify 
the Repair Procedures were actual field 
production welds made during 1981 
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construction of the Northem Border 
pipeline." 

The p:ocedures Nort.'>ern Border 
developeci and teated for qualification 
as weld repsi.re are titled in the petition: 
A. Procedure fo, elimination of~ansvene 

Cracka (Grinding Only) 
8. Weld Craclt Repair Procedure. Partial 

Penetration (lntemal/Extemal) 
C. Weld Crack. Repair Procedure for 

Environmentally Sensiti,;e Areas 
D. Weld Crack Repair Procedure Complete 

Wall Penetration 
E. Multiple Weld Repair Procedure 

Northern Border has instituted a 
testiniJ program to validate snd qualify 
the repair procedures consisting of the 
following as stated in the petition: 

Preparation of test specimens of repaired 
gi.-th welds. using cut out rings which were 
radiographicslly identified as conta:ning 
creeks in the stringer bead similar to those 
which are the subject of the waiver 
petition • • • Repair of the teat specimen,: 
took place between March 8, 1982. and March 
16, 1982. Evaluation of the repair procedure 
and metallurgica l analysis of I.he repaired 
welds were performed by Dr. Brian )ones af 
the lnterNorth, Inc. Research Center ic 
Omaha. Nebraska. Tensile tests. micr<r 
hardness surveys. and charpy V-notch impact 
tests were performed on the weld specimens. 
These tests were designecl,!o provide 
appropriate comparisons between the 
corresponding properties of the repair weld 
metal with those of the field weld metal and 
the base metal of the pipe. 

A copy of Dr. Jones· full report is 
attached to the petition and ls in the 
Docket. Northern Border concludes that 
these tests and reports funy establish 
thst repairing crac.lca in welds in 
accordance with the repair procedures 
they propose produces sound welds and 
assures a safe pipeline over its projected 
service life. 

Possible Changes in Dor Weld Repair 
Regulation 

As a result of a petition dated June z. 
1981, from the API requesting changes in 
weld repair regulations and an earlier 
ongoing review of weld repair 
regulations by the Office of Pipeline 
Safety Regulation (OPSR), MTB has 
been considering amendi."lg the gas 
pipeline safety regulations contained in 
§ 192.245. Proposed changes would 
remove the present restrictions on the 
repair of certain weld cracks and on the 
multiple repairs of other weld defecu 
with addition of procedural 
requirements based upon API Standard 
1104 to assure equivalent pipeline safety 
at a lower construction cosL 

Data developed by the industry in 
support of waiver petitions submitted 
from 1975 to 1981 show that weld repaint 
can be made safely. Waivers granted by 
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the Department of Transpor1ation (DOT) 
for the Alyeska Pipeline Service 
Company (42 FR 25963). June 9, 1977), 
the Michigan Wisconsin Pipeline 
Company (42 FR.33406, June 30. 1917), 
end WOP Inc. (46 FR 22346, April 16. 
1981) have all stressed the necessity of 
adhering to proven procedural 
requirements to achleve sound. ductile 
weld repaln, and by so doing. have 
assured safety es well as the savings of 
millions of dollars to the industry and 
thus to the consumer. 

Regulatory Concerm 
MTB has advised Northern Border 

about several areas of concern in the 
petition, particularly es related to 
qualifying the five weld repair 
procedures, and has requested 
additional &upporting information in the 
following :naUen: 

1. Northern Border reference• in it, 
petition the 14th edition of API Standard 
1104 (which has never been 
incorporated in Part 192) instead of the 
15th edition. An amendment to Part 192 
was published in January of 1981 whJch 
updated the editioru of standards and 
specifications that are incorporated by 
reference, including API Standard 110(. 
Toe 15th editiori (1980) was incorporated 
at that time, and is still applicable- Prior 
to that amendI::'lenL the 13th edition of 
AP1 Standard 1104 was referenced. The 
13th and 14th editions of AP[ Standard 
1104 contained provisioru1 for • 
radiographic de.termination of the depth 
of root bead undercutting by the use of a 
ccmparator shlm. Since use of the shim 
was proven inaccurate. the DOT 
regulations prohibited Its use in 
U 192.227, 192.229. and § 192.241 . The 
15th edition of AP! Standard 1104 no 
longer contains the provision for 
radiographic dete~ation of the depth 
of iOot bead undercutting. and since the 
15th edition is referenced by Part 192. 
the exceptions have been removed 
Pacts are needed to demonstrate why 
thi11 deviation from the requirements of 
Part 192 has had no effect on the 
co:1struction of the Northern Border 
pipeline to da te and. therefore. would 
result in a satisfactory weld repair. If the 
15th edition is not usedf for both future 
construction and the repair-procedures, 
!:onvincing reasons must be provided for 
an additional waiver to Part 192. 

?. The petition states that repair 
yrocedures were developed and 
qualified in accordance with AP! 
Standard 1104. In the accompanying 
report, ber.d tests and nick-break tests 
as required by section 2.0 of AP! • 
Standard 1104 were not shown to have 
been performed. MTB questions how 
Northern Border pians to demonstrate 
the requirement of both Part 192 API 

---- ------------

Standard 1104 for "ductile" werd, in lieu 
of 1uch testing. Addllional 1upporting 
fact.I are needed to a11ure that the 
repair weld.I will meet the same 
requirement.I for ductility end soundleH 
as for the original welding procedure, 
and the repair procedure qualification 
teats should provide proof or meeting 
these requirements. 

3. Northern Border has established 
Impact toughness requirements, and 
attainmenf of fracture toughl)eJl8 in the 
repair welds that is at least equal to that 
required for the original welding 
procedure must be shown before aµiy 
possibl~ granting of the weld repair 
waiver. For this reason. Northern Border 
must specify requirements for Charpy 
impact energy for the original welding 
procedure and show, by comparative 
teat results on the repair welds made 
during qualification of the procedure, 
that the repair welds will meet the aame 
requirements for impact energy. 

4. It la important in consideration of 
the waiver that information neceHary 
when interpreting destructive test data. 
auch as for Charpy impact energy, be 
specified. The OPSR is concerned that 
this type of data could be misinterpreted 
lf the details of the testing (such as 
position of the "V" notch relative to the 
weld) are not lcnown and If ev_aluation 
of all revults is not considered: including 
percent shear and lateral expansion. 
Northern Border's response should 
include a clarification as to the location 
of the impact specimens and a narrative 
comparision of aU of the test results • 
with those results of the original welding 
procedure qualification tests. 

5. Repair procedures proposed in the 
petition include a procedure for the 
grinding out of backweld transverse 
craw and a procedure for weld crack 
repair In environmentally sensitive 
erees. Neither of these procedures can 
be considered to conform to A.PI 
Standard 1104 because the first is not e 
repair by welding. and the second does 
not conaider requirements for either 
preheat or radiography of the completed 
repair. Thus, the waiver being requested 
goes-beyond permitting the repair of 
weld defects in accordance with API 
Standard 1104. and neither the 
requirements of§ 192.245(b) with regard 
to preheat nor the requirements of 
section 7.0 of API Standard 1104 
(although incorporated c.nly by the 
petition) with regard to radiography 
would be met by the procedures. 
Complete justification for.not meeting 
those requirements must be provided 
and supported by Northern Border. If the 
two procedures are to be pursued as 
part of the proposed waiver. N->rthem 
Border must addre111 whatever 

l'. -29 

additional provisio[UI of Par1192 are 
requested to be waived (e.g .. 
I 192..461(8) because of damage to 
external coating properties by repai, 
welding heat). and whet potential 
problems will be encountered U they are 
not waived 

8. OPSR also has requested adclitionaJ 
clear, factual support as to the need for 
the waiver especially with regard to: the 
projected effect on the construction 
schedule If waiver Is not granted; details 
of cost impacts; and impact on the 
environment if the waiver is denied. 

7. The pipe specification provided and 
referenced in the procedures indicated 
no minimum property values or 
requirements although Northern Border 
states that "Results must equal or 
exceed pipe material specification." 

8. It is not certain from reading the 
procedures whether multiple repair 
means double repair only. or whether 
subsequent multiple repairs are 
contemplated- Nor is it clear whether 
multiple repair is Intended to apply to 
Appendices "B" th.--ough "D" of the 
Northern Border Specification No. 658.. 
or whether It is applicable only in . 
situations other than described by these 
appendices. In any case, to justify grant 
of the waiver, each weld procedure for 
multiple repair must be qualified by 
destructive testing and documented for 
that number of repairs. Each appendix 
now precludes multiple repair by stating 
that if the repair described therein is not 
successful. the "weld shall be cut out as 
cylinder and a replacement section 
installed." Implications of this statement 
in each procedure must be clarified with 
regard to later multiple repair. 

9. Northern Border's procedures must 
be made consistent with Part 192 
welding requirements, API Standard 
1104,\is applicable, and with each other 
(including consistency of the details of 
the narrative of the procedures with the 
accompanying weld sketches). 

10. Conditions under which proposed 
repair procedures wou-ld be used for 
new construction to repair weld defects 
must be stated and supporting 
justification provided by Northern 
Border. 

Contemplated Waiver Action 

Subject to a complete response from 
Northern Border on the supporting data 
requested, MTB is contemplating 
granting the Northern Border petition for 
the following reasons: 

1. Experience gained in the granting of 
previous weld repair waivers suppor1s 
the belief that it is feasible to make an 
acceptable repair to a creek io a weld or 
to make acceptable multiple repairs on a 
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weld if qualified repa ir proccd11res Jrc 
used lo assure the integrity of the weld. 

Z. A·dequa te repair procedures will be 
developed and documented by the 
Northern Border Pipeline Company 
which wiJI produce sound. ductile welds 
when the repairs are completed. 

3. Comprehensive tests will have been 
performed to duplicate the actual repair 
conditi ons . The results· of these tests 
will demonstrate that the conditions 
under which the welds are repaired wilI 
provide welds having mechanical 
properties at least equal to the specified 
minimum mechanical properties 
required by the original welding 
procedure. 

4. Field nondestructive testing.of the 
repaired weld will confirm that the 
completed repair meets the acceptability 
requirements of§ 192.241(c). 

5. The Fede:-al Inspector will monitor 
the repaini and enforce strict adherence 
to the documented procedures so aa to 
aHUre sound, ductile weld repairs. 

6. Removal of each weld containing 
the defect by cutout and replacing with 
e short section of pipe requfring two 
new girth welds to be made under 
difficult field conditions would not 
improve the quality of the weld 
intergrity on the pipeline. 

7. The cost of repairing the individual 
weld defectB will be 1ubstantial1y less 
than the construction cost of replacing 
entire welds and that the savings will 
accure to the consumer. 

8. Delays in initiating service and 
environmental disruptions that may 
otherwise occur will be avoided. 

9. Public safety wiI be best served by 
verification that al? injurious weld 
defects have been inden tified and have 
been satisfactorily repaired in 
accordance with the terms anc 
conditions of any waiver issued. 

MTB il •. 1 .• rn~ ur.der the !l.:ational Ga11 
Pipeline SJft:ry Act (NGPSA) in regard 
to the waiver request will be expedited 
aa required by Section 9 of the ANGTA 
(15 U.S.C. n9g). Action• are 
con11tralned. however, by provi11ions of 
the NGPSA and the Administrative 
Procedure Act which require that 
interested persons be given an 
opportunity to participate fully in the 
waiver proceeding. While the 10-day 
public comment period requested by 
Northern Border appears to be 
insufficient to provide this opportunity, 
MTB is mindful of the need for 
expeditious construction and injtial 
operation of the pipeline and. t}',P.refore, 
shortened the normal 30-day pe riod for 
public comment lo 15 days. M113 
anticipates receiving Northern Horder's 
complete response of supporting data 
promptly. MTB will expedite action on 
the waiver petition requested. consistent 
with a11urances to MTB aod the public 
that the completed pipeline will be safe. 

Interested persons are invited to 
comment on the propoaed waiver by 
submitting in triplicate such data. viewa. 
or arguments as they may desire. 
Comments should identify the docket 
and notice r..umbers and be submitted to 
the Doclcetll Branch, Room 8426, 
Materials Transportation Bureau, 
Department of Transportation. 400 
Seventh Street, SW., Washington. D.C. 
10590. 

All Comments received by April 30, 
1982. will be considered before final 
action is taken. Late filed comments will 
be considered so far as practicable. An 
comments will be available for public 
review at tfie Dockets Branch of 
Materials Transportation Bureau 
between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 5:00 
p.m. No public hearing is contemplated 
although one may be held at a time and 
place to be published as a Notice in the 

A-30 

Federal R.egiater if requested by u 
inter~ateci pe!"son rta ising a aubPtantive 
l11ue. 

1411 U.S.C. 1672; ~9 O""R Part l .53fa}. ..-.;:-,Andix 
A of Part J o,, G Ap;-,s,ndix A of Part H£l 

IHued in w .. ~h .::gton. O.C.. on ll~n! , : . 
1982. 

Malvin A. Judah, 
Acting Assoc,oted Direcw.- for P,pu/il1e 
Safety Regulation Moteri.:i/,; Transportation 
Bureau. 
lfll DI><. IZ--\IM14 filed._\~ "6amJ 
-.LING COO£ 491-
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49 CFR Put 195 . 

[.Amdt. 195-22; Docllct PS-70] 

Tr11nisportatlon of Hazardous Liquids 
by PIP"'tline; Correction 

AGENCY: Materials Transportation 
Bureau {MTBJ, DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule: technical correction. 

GUMMAAY: This document corrects 
typographical and other errors within 
the safety regulations for hazardous 
liquid pipelines. 
FOIi FUATHEn INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Frank Robinson, 202-426-2392. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Part 195, 
"Transportation of Hazardous Liquids 
by Pipeline," was reissued by a 
document published on July 27, 1981 [46 
FR 38357), to conform with the 
Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act of 
1979 (HLPSA) (49 U.S.C. 2001 et seq.) 
and incorporate a number of HLPSA 
provisions into Part 195. Erro~ in 1~ 
sections of the text were published ID 

that document. These were: 
1. Section 195.2 in the definition of 

"Hazardous liquid" incorrectly uses the 
conjunction "and", making It unclear 
that petroieum, petroleum products, ~r 
anhydrous ammonia either singly or ID 

combination constitute a "Hazardous 
liquid." The correct conjunction is "or." 

2. Section 195.3(b)(1) incorrectly spells 
the street address as "North Avery." 
The correct street address is "North 
Ervay." 

3. Section 195.lOO(e) erroneously cites 
a pipe specifi cation as "APL SL" The 
correct citation is "AP! 51.." 

4. Section 195.114(b) erroneously 
refers to paragraph (a )(3). The correct 
reference is paragraph (b)[3). 

6. Section 195.118(a) omits a comma 
between the words "marking" and 
"end" ar:.d between the words 
"preparation" and "and", making it 
unclear that marking and end 
preparation are dis tL,ct tasks. 

6. Section 195.214(a) erroneously 
refers to U 195.218 through 195.234. The 
correct reference is § § 195.216 through 
195.234. 

7. Section 195.248(a) transposes the 
words "is" and "it" in the phrase "* • • 
so that is it buried below the level of 
cultivation." The phrase should read 
... • • so that it is buried below the 
level of cultivation." 

8. Section 195.260(a) incorrectly spells 
the word "permits" as "perimts." 

9. Section 195.402(e)(l) incorrectly 
spells the word "communicating" as 
"communciating." 

10. Section 195.402(e)(2) omits a 
comma between the words "facility" 
and "accidental", making it unclear that 

there are two types of emergencies 
stated. 

11. Section 195.403(a)(2) incorrectly 
spells the word "odorless" as 
"orderless." 

12. Section 195.406(a)(S) incorrectly 
refers to "lost pressure" rather than 
"test pressure." 

13. Section 195.420 incorrectly spells 
the word "valve" as "value" in both t}, r 

: title of the section and in the .text of 
paragraph (a). 

14. Section 195.426 incorrectly spells 
the word "of' as "or" in the first 
sentence in the term "* • • removal of 
scrapers• • •." 

In view of the foregoing, FR Doc 81-
21782, appearing on page 38356 in the 
issue of July 27, 1981, ia corrected as 
foliows: 

1. On page 38361, I 195.2, the 
definition of "Hazardous liquid" is 
corrected by removing "and" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "or". 

2. On page 38362, § 195.3(b)(1) is 
corrected by removing "Avery" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "Ervay". 

3. On page 38364, the table in 
I 195.lOO(e) is corrected by removing 
' 'APL SL" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"API SL". 

J\- 31 

4. On page 38365, the last aentence of 
• I 195.114(b) is corrected by removing 

"(a)(3)" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"(b)(3)." 

5. On page 38365, § 195.118(a) is 
corrected by removing "end 
preparation" and inserting in lieu 
thereof", end preparation,". 

6. On page 38366, I 195.214(a) is 
corrected by removing "195.218" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "195.216". 

7. On page 38367, the first sentence of 
I 195.Z48(a) is corrected by removing "is 
it" and inserting in lieu thereof "it is". 

8. On page 38368, I 195.260(a) is 
corrected by removing "perimts" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "permits". 

9. On page 38369, § 195.402(e}(1) is 
corrected by removing "communciating" 
and inserting in lieu thereof 
"communicating". 

10. On page 38369, § 195.402(e)(2) is 
corrected by removing "facility" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "facility,". 

11. On page 38370, § 195.403(a)(2) is 
corrected by removing "orderless" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "odorless". 

12. On page 38371, § 195.406(e)(S) is 
corrected by removing "lost" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "test". 

13. On page 38372, I 195.420, the 
section heading is corrected by 
removing "Value" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Valve", and paragraph (a) is 
corrected by removing "value" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "valve". 

14. On page 38372, the first sentence of 
I 195.426 is corrected by removing "or 

1crapers" and inserting in liel! thereof 
"of scrapers". 
(49 U.S.C. 2002, 49 CFR 1.53 and Appendix A 
to Part 1) 

Issued in Washington, D.C., on July 20, 
1982. 
L D. Santman, 
Director, Materials Transportation Bureau. 
(PR Doc. &i-20418 Filed 7-~ 8:45 amJ 
BIWNG CODE t01o-.cMI 
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DEPARTMENT OF YRANSPORTATION 

Reso:::rch end Sp@C~I ?rog~ 
Adm.lnlatraUor. 

49 CfR ltar'l 1&5 

[Arndt. No. 1ts.:.25;Dodio-. No. PS-711 

Tranaportatlon of tiau)rdoua Liquids 
by Pipolinc Weld FWer llet&J 

AGENCY: Materials Transportation 
Bureau (MTB). RSPA. DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: Sect.:on 105.220 requires that 
weld filler metal be aa lt1'0J1i ao the 
strongest pier.e of metal being welded. 
Thia ttquirement is Qmbiguouo s.nd 
redundant and is. therefore. deleted with 
no effect on pipeline safety. 
ilFF"ECTIVE DATE: January 10. 1963. 
~ FUATHIE.R lHR>AMATIOOf COWTACT. 
P. S. Robinson. ~2.382. 
ADC>Msa= Copieo of thia finai rule may 
be obtained from the Dockets Branch. 
Room 8423. Material, Transportation 
Bureau. U.S. Oepsrtment of 
Tran1portation. 400 Sevmith Street. SW, 
Wsab..ington. D.C. 205e0. 
~IIENTARY INf"OM&AnoN: jJ part 
or it1 program to re~w existing 
regulation, end elimir.ate thoaie that are 
u.nnecea1ary for aafety, MTB hsa 
reviewed § 195.220. Section 195...Z.ZO 
requiret that "Filler metai muct be at 
leut equal in etre~ to the highest 
apecified minimum ~,jeJd otrength of the 
pieces being welded and must fuae the 
piecee together." The review ,how1 that 
this rule i1 ambiguow emd redu.-idanl 

The rwe i, ambiguow becauce the 
term "filler metal." or the iu.:ible 
material uaed in welding. msy nfer 
either to the materl.1 a.: it exioto before 
welding (i.e .. tile welding rod) or the 
material after welding (i.e., the 
completed weld). The regulatory record 
(Docket No. HM-4SJ does not cla..·ify the 
intended .mea.ni.,g. However, welding 
procedure qualifiCAtion tea~ in common 
usage when § 195..ZZO was adopted 
included teats for weld tensile strength 
rather thac for Gt:rength of the filler 
metal bffore welding. For this reaaon. 
MTB bel.ievea th.zt the m!ent of the rule 
ii to auure adequate tenaile strength of 
completed weida. 

Baaed on the .uuumption tnct 
i 195..2.20 reguh:tes filler metal before 
uHge. the American Petrolea.-n inatitute 
(API) petitioned the M'TB (Docket P..li) 
on May 25, 1982. to cWete thr ruler 
metal requirement APl mrgued that the 
requirement iD unoeceanry becaUN 
under I l95.214{b), welCU!J8 mU5l be in 
accordance with a written procedure 

that bu been taoti,d 10 ~~ oound. 
ductile welds. and this ~ure would 
hav~ to 1pedfy the ty;;a o: filler metal lo 
be 111ed. The euenet? of ;_-..r., 
arg•.unect,,---that DO acfditiooal G&faty in 
regard to filler metal b providQKj by 
i t95.%2D-wa1 alao lb. basia for not 
including a similar rule 1n Part 192 for 
BH pipelinea. A requirement similar lo 
I 195.%20 waa proposed far 1aa pfpelinn 
(Notice 70-1, 35 FR 112. )MlW)' 28. 
1970). but waa rejected m the fuw rule 
document (35 FR 13248.. Auguot 111. 1810). 
The reaGOn stated wrw "Since each 
weldif!3 procedure t:O?!t&i.le ~2t2iled 
requirements for filler metrai. It ill! not 
necessary to have a .e~te 
requL~ment in theae regulatiG!I!.11. .. 

If. aw MTB believea. f US-22:> 
regulate, the proper atrength o! 
completed welds, 2hi~ objective e1&0 ia 
aatiafied by compliance with 
i 195.2H{b:l. To meet the piirlormance 
criteria of this 1tandard, it b common 
practice (n'1mely, Section 2 of Mi 
Spec!ficstion !l()i, "Standard for 
Welding Pipelines and Releted 
F0cilitier;'") to conduct ieruiile teats to 
&&aure ilil!lt .-.•elding procedures will 
produce completed weld1 et Jea;t a, 
1trong u the design 1treJJSth of the 
materiai beicg weided. Ah:c, hrt 195 
preecribeti other ~ta.ndards per~ to 
welding {e.g .. i 195.ZZZ} sn.~ p~w-e 
teating (Subpm E) tha: esgun tbe 
etre:-.gth of completed we1i..&. 

Therefore, ~ca:.1e ! t85.2ie-{b} 
reqo.iresa n written welcil..~ p~.u. 
lncorpt>rs ~ing tha type oi filler metal to 
be used m:ci beca~e b e r.h-z~.h of 
compl!tec welcfa i: z:uJficient3y 
regulated by~ t95.2l4(bj e."td other 
ap;,liec:bb ?art UJS re~u!.aemenw, MTB 
ftnd; that t 195.220 13 ::r.neceasa.ry for 
the lila!ety of he.zardcua liquid pipeline;,. 

Becauee III requirement 11:.milair to that 
of i lSS.2.20 ha1J been oonside?1:d for £JU 
pipelines a.~d M!jected with notice mid 
public procedure, &md tlle ~ l~.220 
requinment ia redundant witil 0!her 
Part 195 ate.ndarda, good ~uire exiata for 
finding that a ootice ofpropo~ • 
rulemal:ing i111 unneuumy. "l'b2refo!'11. a 
final rule on this matter may be wued 
und21 SUS.CSU 

Since thi1 final rwe -:,Ui cave i! 

positive effeci on tile ec0!:cmy cf leA 
than $100 miliion m year. w'.ll result in a 
coc1 aavi.ng~ to CO::lllumern. i.ntlwitry. and 
government t.lgenciea. and no advene 
effects are anticipated. tbe sction is not 
-major" UDder Ex0cutive Ord2r 12291 or 
"'1ignlfiunf' under Department of 
Tren,por-'.ation procedures. Further, tbe 
avnilable i.nformation l.ndk:stee thllt the 

P..-32 

• Impact of thi, iaction LI ao alipt that a 
Jlesu}&lOf)' Evaluation to ...... CDltl 
and benefiu ia IIDWUTUltecl 

List of Sub}ecta bl Cl CB Put U:1 
Pipeline wety. 

PART 1tHAIIENDE>l 

I ttl.220 lAc:.two•NJ 
In view of the above, Put 11115 is 

amended by N!moviQI I 195.ZZO. 

(tll U.S.C. Jim; ff C'R 1A Appendix A ID 
hrtt) 

baued ID w~ D.C.. er Dec.mbar z. 
tfll2. 
LO. Su...._ 
Din,ct,or, Malaria,. T1aNponation Bwwcnr. 
,.. Dllc.D-am Plllld u+c .. _J 
auacacom• ..... 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

49 CFR Part 195 

I Docket PS-72; Notice 1 I 

Transportation of Hazardous Liquids 
by Pipeline Retention of Radiographic 
Film 

AGENCY: Materials Transportation 
Bure1rn (MTB). DOT. 

ACTION: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. 

SUMMARY: Th!& notice proposes to delete 
the requirement in § 195.234(g) to retain 
radiographic film for 3 years after a 
pipel ine is placed in service and to map 
the locat ion of the radiographed welds. 
The existing rule does not appear to 
enhance safety. but does impose a 
significa nt cost burden. 

DATE: Interested persons an, invited to 
submit written comments on this 
propos;il. All comments must be filed by 
No\'ember 18. 1982. Late filed comments 
will be wnsidered so far as practicable. 
Interested persons should submit as part 
of th ei r written comments all the 
material that is considered relevant to 
an y st ,11 cmen t of fa ct or argument made. 

ADDRESS: Communications should be 
sent to the Dockets Branch. Room 8426. 
Mate riai s Transportation Bureau. U.S. 
Department of Transportation . 400 7th 
Street. S.W .. Washington. D.C. 20590. 
and ident ify the docket and noiice 
numbers. 

FOR FURTMER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Frank Roui nson . 202-42&--2392. 

SUPPLEMENT ARY IHFORMATIOH: 

Background 

Under the requirements of§ 195.234. 
at ieast 10 percent of the girth welds 
made daily on a pipeline must be 
nondestructively tested to determine the 
accepta bility of the welds. In addition. 
100 percent of the girth welds that are 
located in specified areas (where a 
defect might occur or a spill could have 
serious consequences) must be 
non dP.s tructivdr tested . To assure 
compliance with these testing 
requiremen:s. § 195.234(g) requires that a 
record by kept for 3 years of welds tha t 
have been ncr:des tructive!y tested. 
showing. if practicabie. the location of 
the weld . ar.d including the developed 
film for welds tested by radiography. 
Besi des serving as a check on 
compliance. MTB believes that the 
drafters of§ 195.234(g) thought that 

retained radiographs would be 
advantageous in analyzing any leak that 
might develop in a radiographed weld . 

In .additian to the § 195.234(g) 
requirements. § 195.266(a) requires that 
a complete record be kept for the life of 
the facility showing the total number of 
girth welds and the number 
nondestructively tested, including the 
number re1ected and the disposition of 
each rejected weld . 

Two persons have petitioned· MTB to 
delete the radiograph retention 
requirement from § 195.234(g). In a letter 
dated September 21, 1977 (Pet. 77-11). 
Consolidated X-Ray Service 
Corpora lion requested that § 195.234(g) 
be made identical to the comparable 
recor_dkeeping requirement for gas 
pipelines set forth in § 192.243(f). which 
does not require retention of 
radiographs. or the exact location of 
each weld. Consolidated argued that the 
requirement for gas pipelines should be 
sufficient for liquid pipelines. since the 
constru ction methods (i.e .. materials 
used, welding practices. and inspection 
techniques) are the same for the two 
types of pipelines. Consolidated also 
pointe_d out that although ra.diograph 
retention was initially proposed for 
inclusion in § 192.243(f) (35 FR 1112). it 
was deleted in the final rule (35 FR 
13248) in favor of the current. more 
general requ irement on grounds that 
"retention of X-ray film would present a 
substantial clericai burden. and will not 
prove too valuable in accident 
investigation." 

Colon ldl Pipeline Company. by letter 
dated October 17, 1978. also requested 
tha t the requirement to retain weld 
raciiographs be deleted from § 195.234(g) . 
Colonial argued that the objective of 
radiographic inspection of girth welds is 
to control the qual ity of welding. and 
that this object ive is met by immediately 
bringing any problems that are detected 
to the attention of the welders. Thus. 
Colon_ial concludes. a weld radiograph 
loses its usefulness after a weld is 
initially accepted or rejeded. In further 
argument against the need to retain 
radiographs be;-ond their initial 
interpretation, Colonial argued that a 
record of film interpretation and 
subsequent disposition of the weld. 
combined with a metallurgical 
examination, would be sufficient to 
explain any weld failure that might 
occur. Colonial also said the burdens 
associated with radiograph retention 
(the clericai tasks of rolling. marking, 
transporting. and storing film as much as 
132 inches in length) are costly. and the 
time spent by inspectors who perform 

these tasks reduces their effectiveness 
i~ visually inspecting and interpreting 
film of additional welds . 

Objective 

Part 192 for gas pipelines and Part 195 
for hazardous liquid pipelines both have 
recordkeeping requirements pertaining 
to nondestructive testing of girth welds. 
The requirements are not the same. 
however, and MTB believes the 
requirements of Part 192 are adequate 
for the purposes of providing evidence 
for enforcement and information to 
supplement a metallurgical analysis of 
any future leaks occumng in girth welds 
that have been nondestructively tested . 

The added burdens of keeping 
radiographic film as well as mapping the 
location of each weld currently imposed 
by § 195.234(g) do not appear necessary 
to achieve the recordkeeping purposes. 
since for similarly coRstructed gas 
pipelines, mere statements attesting to 
compliance have proved sufficient for 
enforcement needs, and as one of MTffs 
predecessor agencies. the Office of 
Pipeline Safety. concluded in 1970. old 
radiographs are not particularly helpful 
in accicient analysis. Therefore. MTB is 
proposing to revoke § 195.234(g) but 
retain ~ 195.266(a) for the girth weld 
recordkeeping requirement. making the 
requirements of Part 195 similar to Part 
192. Under this proposal. in contrast to 
the present rule. retention of 
radiographic film would not be required: 
records would have to be kept for the 
life of the pipeline. but the records need 
no ·' show the precise location of each 
w£;]d tested. 

Issue 
A further benefit that derives from 

§ 195.234(g) is that retained radiographs 
enable enforcement personnel to verify 
the judgments about weld quality made 
by persons who originally interpreted 
the film. Welding irregularities involving 
both misread and falsified radiographs 
were discovered in this manner on the 
Trans-Alaska crude oil pipeline. and 
have been discovered by pipeline 
operators' own quality control personnel 
on other pipelines . Some persons might 
argue. therefore. that radiographs should 
be retained for this reason. MTB does 

• not agree, however. because deliberate 
misrepresentation can occur with 
respect to any type of record . and 
because the quality of finished girth 
welds is further assured by Part 195 
through requirements other than 
nondestructive testing. For example. 
Subpart D requires that welds be 
visually inspected and that welders and 
welding procedures be qualified by 



teating. Also. under Subpart E. each 
pipeline must be hydroatatlcally te1ted . 
MTB believe, that these control, , 
Including the requirement to 
nonde1tructively teat certain welds. are 
sufficient to anure weld quality. maldns 
the added requirement of retaining 
radiograph1 until there 11 opportunity for 
examination by MTB enforcement 
personnelsuperfluou1. Su~h 
examination may occur. nevertheleu. 
during the normal course of MTB's 
compliance investigations of pipeline 
construction activity. 

If § 195.234(g) is deleted as proposed. 
the question of whether radiographs 
must be retained beyond the stage of 
initial interpretation until they are 
reviewed by an operator's ·quality 
control personnel would depend on the 
procedures the operator establiahes 
under I 195.234(c) for interpretation of 
radiographs. If those procedures provide 
for quality control review. then the . 
radiographs would have to be kept unhl 
that review is completed and a final 
decision is made as to weld 
acceptability. However. since Part 195 
does not require a second level review 
of radiographs. if en operator does not 

Include one In It• Interpretation 
procedure, under I 195.ZM(c). then 
radiograph11 could be dl1po1ed of after 
the initial Interpretation and deci1lon as 
to weld acceptability. 

MTB believes that 1lgnlflcant cost 
Hvings will result from this proposed 
rule . Determining the exact location or 
each weld and identifying, tran1porllng, 
and 1toring film 11 relatively expensive. 
especially on large pipelines. The MTB 
estimates that approximately $2.5 
million is spent annually by the liquid 
pipeline industry mapping radlographed 
welds. and an additional $0.8 million is 
spent annually on retaining radiographs. 
The MTB believes these costs can be 
substantially eliminated without 
reducing public safety. A Regulatory 
Evaluation is available in the docket. 

Since this proposed rulemaking action 
will have a positive effect on the 
economy of less than $100 million a 
year. will result in a cost savings to 
consumers. industry. and government 
agencies. and no adverse effects are 
ant icipated. the action is not "major" 
under Executive Order 12291 or 
"significant" under Department oi 

A- 34 

Transportation procedures. 
Baaed on the fact, available 

concerning the Impact or this rulemaking 
action, J certify punuant to Sec. 605 of 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act, that the 
action will not, If adopted 81 final, have 
a 1!gnlfic1nt economic Impact on a 
sub1tanti1l number of small entities. 

Li•t of Subject. in a CFR Part 115 

Ammonia, Petroleum, Pipeline 1&fety. 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 

In view of the above, MTB proposes to 
amend Part 195 of Title 49 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations by revoking 
§ 195.234(g). 

(49 U.S.C. 2002: 49 CFR 1.53. Appendix A to 
Part 1. and Appendix A to Part 106) 

Issued in Washington. D.C .. on September 
28. 1982. 

Richard L Beam, 
Associate Director for Pipeline Safety 
Regulation, Mot.erials Transportolion Bureau .. 
! ►'II l>oc. 112- 27229 flied 10-1~. 8 4S an,j 

K.UNQ ~ .. ~ 
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DEPARTMENT Of TRANSPORTATION 

Research and Special ?rogrsma 
Administn,tlon 

49 CFR Pwto 192 11nd 115 

[Dodl•t ~; Notic9 2) 

Tninspo~tfon of Natural and Other 
Gao by PlpeUnf) TraneportaUon of 
Haurdous Uqu~ by Pipeline; Placing 
Longitudi.'lai Weld Scams in Upper HaH 
of Pipe 

AGENCY: Materials Transportation 
Bureau (Mm), Resea_rch and Special 
Programs Administraticn, DOT. 
ACTION: Wil}idrawal of Advance Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRM). 

SUMMA!lr. An ANPR..M sought 
information concerning the need for a 
new safety standard that would require 
placement of ihe longitudinal weld 
seams in the upper half of newly 
constructed pipeiines as a meruts to 
reduce the nu.:nber of accidenui caused 
by internal corrosion. 

The comments to the ANPRM. 
recommendations by members of 
advisory cor..'lmittees for gas and liquid 
pipelines, and a review oi accident 
reports submitted to MTB Indicate that 
the location of the weld seam is not 
expected to be a focto11 in corrosion 
caused accidents that might occur on 
newly constructed pipelines. 
Consequentiy, lhe ANPRM is 
withdrawn. 
FOR F'JRTHE~ INFOR.-RAT!ON Cc»ii'TACT: 
Frank Robinson, 202--4?~2392. 
SUPPUMEMTAAY INFOR!!ii.ATIOl'C The MTB 
issued an ANPPw\.i (45 FR zm.42~ March 
27, 1980) seeki:-..is ir,.form.,tion concerning 
6 recommendation {72-P-9; by the 
National Transpcrtatic.:. Safety Board 
(!"ITSB} to locete :.he lo.,g.itudinal weld 
seam in the upper half of the pipe during 
pipeline constr~,cticn to svoid the 
potential for inte:::nai corrosion occurrins 
at the weld seam or h::!a~ affected zone. 
According to the NTSB, internal 
corrosion on the bottom o! the pipe will 
weaken an insufficiently bonded 
longitudin.sl seam whz::1 it e!so is 
located on the bottom of the pipe and 
the pipe will f.ei1 at such focations. This 
condition prevaili; it pipeli:les 
transporting gae O!' hazardous liquids 
according to ~"'TSZ 

The ANPRM'. sougir. information 
necessary to .iefine tlie saf~ty problem 
addresaed by the recorrm1endation, to 
evalnate the effectiveneaa of the 
recm:nrneodanol:l. and to weigh tbs 
technical"cmd economic prscticebHity of 
the recommenda:io!l.. In sddition to 
publishing the ANPRM. the MTB 

.-......--., ... 
--- ----- --- --------

brought the recommendation before the 
Technical Pipeline Safety Standards 
Committee {TPSSC) for gas pipeline• on 
December 9, 1900. end the Technical 
Hazardous Llquid Pipeline Safety 
Standards Committee (TI-ll.PSSC) an 
December 17, 1981, in order to gain the 
views of committee members aa well aa 
views of the public. 

Other than the NTSB, the 40 
commenters responding to the ANPRM 
did not :!upport adoption of a new safety 
standard to place the longitudinal seam 
in the uper- half of the pipe for gas 
tra.,smission or distribution pipelines or 
for hazardous liquid pipelines. These 
com.menters argued that industry 
experience indicates that failure• are 
seldom if st all caused hy internal 
corrosion in the longitudinal seam or 
heat affected zone. While not agreeing 
with NTSB that corrosion in the 
longitudinal weld seam or heat affected 
zone is a potential problem. these 
commenteni argued that current welding 
teclmoiogy together with precise quality 
control of the weld and improved 
ccntroi of pipe metal chemistry preventa 
the occurrence of weld seam.I) which are 
insufficiently bonded. 

During the TPSSC meeting on 
December 9, 1980, the NTSB reiterated 
its position in favor of adopting the rule. 
The committee members, however, 
expressed the view that (1) the weld 
seam or h!!at affected zone is not more 
su°bject ,o internal corrosion than the 
body oi the pipe, and (2) experience of 
lite committee members wim liquid and 
gas pipelinell does not indicate that 
interr.e.l corresion in the weld seam or 
heat effected zone is a eerioue safety 
problem. Th2 TPSSC suggested that 
accident reports i:ubmitted to MI'B be 
examined :o determine whether a 
serious :safety problem i.6 indicated by 
the ciata.. 

The Mm accident records were 
surveyed to determine the incidence of 
accident!! that ::night be attributable to 
intema! corrosion in the longitudinal 
weld veam or heat affected zone. None 
oi the 3.144 liquid pipeline accidenta 
reported to date involved internal 
corrosfon in the icngitudinal seam other 
t."lan jie Phillip!! Pipe Line Company 
Decembe! 9, 1i.ro, accident noted :n the 
ANPR.'1&. 

Only s~ sccidents reporting fntemal 
corrosio?; in the longitudinal seam were 
found in the 12,782 gas tranamission and 
cistribution pipeline ecciden\3 to date. 
Al! s-.x oif these accidents were on the 
same transmission pipeline within a few 
miles of eaclt other which indicates a 
local problem rather than s problem 
throughout the industry. Further, four of 
these six eccident.J occu.'Ted durin8 
hydrostatic teat and thus were not 

failurea In the ordinary sense. 
Additionally. the accident data did not 
include the location of the longitudinal 
seam and. therefore, placement of the 
longitudinal aeam cannot be correlated 
with thoee remaining two failure11 which 
might indicate the existence of a safety 
problem. 

The majority of the members of the 
TI-Il..PSSC, after reviewing the ANPRM. 
the comments submitted in response to 
the ANPRM. and the MTB accident 
records, favored withdrawing the 
ANPRM for lack of information 
indicating the existence of a aeriou 
safety problem. 

In view of the negative comments in 
response to the ANPRM, the lack of 
support for the proposal by the TPSSC 
and the TI-ILPSSC. and the Jack of 
statistical data in the accident reporta 
indicating the existence of a serious 
safety problem, the MTB does not 
believe that the placement of the 
longitudinal weld seam poses a serioua 
safety problem. While the Phillipa 
accident and the six accidents in gao 
pipeline• involved corrosion in the weld 
seam. the MTB believes that (1) theae 
were isolated cases and do not -
represent a general, widespread 
condition. and (2} the type of weld 
defect that might have caused these 
failures is unlikely to recur on newly 
constructed pipelines due to the 
application -of modem manufacturilJ8 
techniques. Therefore, the MTB hereby 
withdraws the ANPRM concerning 
placement of the longitudinal weld seam 
in the upper half of pipe, aa published at 
45 FR 20142. March 27, 1980. 
(49 U.S.C. 1672; U.S.C. 2001; 49 CTR 1..53(a}. 
Appendix A of Part 1 and Appendix A of Part 
106) 

Isaued ill WaahiD8ton. D.C.. on February S. _ 
1982. 
Melvia A. Judah 
Acting As.ociate DirectDr for Pipeline Sof ety 
Regulation Materiob Transportation Bureau. 
(FR Doc.G-xn. Filllll J.-~Ui -J 
IIIUJNG CODE 41~ 





APPENDIX B 

GAS PIPELINE SAFETY ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY-1982 

ENFOICFJ--1Et-Il' CASES INITIATED 

SYSTEM OPERATOR 

State University of New York 
Columbia Gas Transmission Corporation 
Tennessee Gas Pipelines 
Carnegie Natural Gas Company 
Columbia Gas Transmission Corporation 
Commercial Pipeline Company, Inc. 
Northern States Power Company 

LOCATION 

Buffalo, NY 
Strasburg, VA 
Hamburg, NY 
Munhall, PA 
Charleston, WV 
Wichita, KS 
Eau Claire, WI 

(Systems Operated by 'lbvJnS and Municipalities) 

Commerce, GA 
Lawrenceville, GA 
Vanceburg, KY 
Dublin, GA 
Wheelwright, KY 
Port Barre, LA 
Berwick, LA 
Baldwin, LA 
Vernon Parish Gas 

Utility District 1 

B- 1 

Logansport, LA 
Ville Platt:, LA 
DeQuincy, LA 
Melville, LA 
Gueydon, LA 
Waterproof, LA 
Summesport, LA 
Paluietto, LA 
Pitkin, LA 



WARNING LETTERS ISSUED IN 1982 

SYSTEM OPERATOR 

Indiana Utilities Corp 
Missouri Public Service Co. 
Waynesboro Housing Authority 
Natural Gas Pipeline Co. of Amerfca 
Midwestern Gas Transmission Co. 
Interstate Power Co. 
Iowa -lliinois Gas and Electric Co. 
Panhandle Eastern Pipeline Co. 
El Paso Natural Gas Co. 
Casa Mobile Park ( Casa Mobile Corp.) 
Michigan Gas Storage Co. 
Pointe Coupee Parish, G. U.D. #2 
Tennesse Gas Pipeline 

LOCATION 

Corydon, IN 
Kansas City, MO 
Waynesboro, GA 
Chicago, IL 
Vincennes, IN 
Dubuque, IA 
Davenport, IA 
Kansas City, MO 
El Paso, TX 
Sacramento, CA 
Jackson, MI 
New Roads, LA 
Houma, LA 

(SysteMS Operated hy Toi,..711S and Municipalities) 

Austell, GA 
Monticello, GA 
Newellton, LA 
Hawkinsville, GA 
Byron, GA 
St. Francisville, LA 
Firest Hill, LA 
Morganza, LA 
Roseland, LA 
Wheelwright, KY 
Pikeville, KY 
Cordele, GA 
Krotz Springs, LA 

D-2 

San Francisco, LA 
Richland, GA 
Dublin, GA 
Livingston, LA 
Patterson, LA 
Tompkinsville, KY 
Oscilla, GA 
Blaine, KY 
Scottsville, KY 
Ferguson, KY 
Doerun, GA 
Harrisonburg, LA 
Basile, LA 



GAS PIPELINE ENFORCEMENT CASES CLOSED IN 1982 

WITHDRAWAL OF PROPOSED COMPLIANCE ORDER 

Columbia Gas Trans . . Corp. 
Tennes.c;ee Gas Pipelines 
Carnegie Natural Gas Company 

Strassburg, VA 
Hamburg, NY 
Munhall, PA 

HAZARDOUS FACILITY ORDER RESCINDED 
(Corrective Action Taken) 

Boston Gas Company Boston, MA 

POST COMPLIANCE ORDER REVIEW 

North Central Public Service Co. 
Western Gas Utilities, Incorporated 
Livingston Parish, GUD #1-A 
Luverne Farm Store Gas Co. 
Minnesota Gas Company 

Coon Rapids, MN 
Eau Claire, WI 
Independence, LA 
Luverne, MN 
Sounix Falls, SD 

(Systans ~ated by Towns and Municipalities) 

Adarsville, GA 
Morgansfield, KY 
Union Point, GA 
Grantville, CA 
Carencro, LA 

COLLECTION OF PENALTY 

Hazard, KY 
Owatonna, MN 
Ville Platte, LA 
Delcambre, LA 
Watertown, SD 

(Systems Operated by Towns and Municipalities) 

Ville Platte, LA 
Plaquemine, LA 

WARNING LETTERS ISSUED 

$] ,000.00 
$2,000.00 

(Systems Operated by Towns and :½unicipalities) 

Livingston Parish, GUD #1-B, Independence, LA 
Vernon Parish GUD #1, Pitkin, LA Port Barre, LA 

DeQuincy, LA 
Berwick, LA 

R-·3 





Appendix C 

HAZARDOUS LIQUID PIPELINE ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY lN 1982 

WARNING LETTERS ISSUED 

SYSTEM OPERATOR 

Sun Pipeline Company 
Jayhawk Pipeline Corporation 
Cal-Nev Pipeline Company 
National Cooperative Refinery Association 
Continental Pipeline Company 
Wolverine Pipeline Company 
Total Pipeline Corporation 
Farmland Industries, Incorporation 

ENFORCEMENT CASES INITIATED 1982 

Williams Pipeline Company 
Schio Pipeline Company 
Phillips Pipeline Company 

ENFORCEMENT CASES CLOSED 1982 

Post Compliance Order Review 

Williams Pipeline Company 
Vickers Petroleum Corporation 

Collection of Civil Penalty 

Williams Pipeline Company 

Withdrawal of Notice of Probable Violation 

Cities Service Pipeline Company 

C- 1 

LOCATION 

Tulsa, OK 
Witch it a, KS 
San Bernardino, CA 
Mc Pherson, KS 
Tulsa, OK 
Dallas, TX 
Denver, CO 
Kansas City, MO 

Tulsa, OK 
Longview, TX 
Bartlesville, OK 

Tulsa, OK 
Witchita, KS 

Tulsa, OK 

Tulsa, OK 






