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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 213 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 et seq.), 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 Pipeline Safety

.- The Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act (HLPSA) of i979 (49 USC
2001, et seq., Title Il of PL 96-129; 93 Stat. 1003) granted the
Department substantial new regulatory and enforcement authority over
interstate 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.

Departmental 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; collects, compiles, and analyzes pipeline safety and operat-
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 prirnary
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 tc 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.






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. 192-39, 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 withoux 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
scheduling of required monitoring activities to compensate
for unexpected workload conflicts. With minor modifications
these ammendments extend the possible intervals for periodic
actions without reducing the number of such inspections,
tests, or other safety activities.

o Amendment 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 allow the use of tnis latest technology.

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




of longitudinal weld seamns 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 ineet 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 information 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 Amendment 195-24, Inspection and Test Intervals- restates
the time 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 Amendmnent 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 in 1982 can be found in 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 welid 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 granted the Northern
Boarder Pipeline Company. The company petitioned to
repair rather than remove approximately 57C 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. Citing adverse environmental and
economic impact on consumers that would result from
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 psig to 1170
psig. Based upon earlier hydrostatic tests, this action
uprated the only two segments of the line not permitted to
operate at the higher pressure.

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

o Pacific Gas and Electric Company 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.




o Peoples Natural Gas Company 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) criteria.

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 Regulatory projects reviewed and discussed at the
Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Committee annual meeting in
November 1982 included:

Repair and removal of weld defects;
Line marking at navigable waterways;
Monitoring external 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:

Line marking at navigable waterways;

Temperature limits on cold expanded steel pipe;
Qualification of metailic components;

Repair and removal of weld defects;

Isolated corrosion pitting;

Records for hydrostatic testing, operation, and maintenance;
Nondestructive testing of girth weids.
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FEDERAL/STATE COOPERATIVE PROGRAM

Natural Gas 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 Act (NGPSA),
states agree to assume total or partial regulatory and enforcement
authority over gas pipeline operations within their borders. These
responsibilities are carried-out by designated agencies within each state
operating under either 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 adopted the
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 Transportation for
federal enforcement actions.

States may also elect to conduct surveillance of interstate trans-
mission line facilities as Interstate Agents on behalf of the Department.
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 program, which
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, 47 state agencies held 5(a) certifications, three operated under 5(b)
agreements, and twelve acted as Interstate Agents on behalf of 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
participate in the federal grant program. (State certification and fund
allocation data are displayed in Tables 1 and 2.) The benefits derived
from this cooperative approach to enforcing the provisions of the NGPSA



STATES PARTICIPATING IN THE FEDERAL/STATE COCPERATIVE
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

Colorado

Connecticut

District of Columbia

Florida PSC

Florida State Treasurer
(LP Gas Div.)

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Georgia Oklahoma
Hawaii Oregon
Idaho Pennsylvania
Illinois Puerto Rico
lowa Rhode Island
Kansas South Carolina
Kentucky Tennessee
Louisiana Texas
Maine Utah
Maryland Vermont
Michigan Virginia
Minnesota Washington
Mississippi West Virginia
Missouri Wisconsin
Wyoming
States under 5(b) Agreements
Delaware Massachusetts New Jersey
States Acting as Interstate Agents
Connecticut Ohio
Iowa Rhode Island
Kentucky Utah
Michigan Washington
Montana West Virginia
Nevada Wyorning



TABLE 2

1982 NATURAL GAS PIPELINE SAFETY GRANT ALIOCATIONS

STATE ALLOCATION
Alabama $ 66,785
Arizona 27,283
Arkansas 49,112
California 80,769
Colorado 47,657
Connecticut 42,000
Delaware 6,638
Florida PSC 58,626
Florida ST 31,226
Georgia 55,201
Hawaii 8,750
Idaho 14,374
Iflinois 64,226
Indiana 49,480
Iowa 25,628
Kansas 29,825
Kentucky 68,571
Louisiana 115,763
Maine 10,731
Maryland 33,428
Massachusetts 29,907
Michigan 71,410
Minnesota 22,427
Mississippi 56,523
Missouri 43,093
Montana 13,553
Nebraska 35,651
Nevada 26,702
New Hampshire 21,380
New Jersey 62,143
New Mexico 47,740
New York 169,145
North Carolina 55,507
North Dakota 7,980
Ohic 58,434
Oklahoma 53,370
Oregon 42,495
Pennsylvania 83,040
Rhode Island 49,631
Tennessee 65,520
Texas 164,035
Utah 21,000
Vermont 13,770
Virginia 50,740
Washington 39,926
West Virginia 57,019
Wisconsin 56,496
Wyoming 58,919
District of Columbia 28,000
Puerto Rico 14,104
TOTAL $2,405,733



are enormous. A decade of states' participation 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.



ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY

- While state agencies, under the provisions 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 prograrn of pipeline transportation
control. MTB's responsibilities also extend to oversight of participating
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 underway to relocate the Burlingame, California
regional office to Lakewood, Colorado.

MTB's enforcement program encompasses 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
reguiation by a cooperating state agency) to assure that
such systemns comply with Federal gas pipeline safety
reguiations;

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 regional 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-
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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
having agreements under section 5(b) were evaluated by MTB field
personnel in 1982.

Inspection Activity

Regional offices 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
operations.

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 MTB 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 penalities 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 awaiting 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

MTB 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
Lerson Days Utilized in
Performing Inspections 319 21,500 21.819
Enforcement Actions
Initiated 62 2,472 2,534
fenalties Assessed No. 2 6 8
Amt. [$16,000 298,500 314,500
Penalties Collected No 2 6 8
Amt,. 2,000 239,220 242,200
Letajl of Stste Penalty Deta
[State Penalties Assesvec Penalties Zollected
Ko Azt Ko Az
rirona 1 250,009 1 210,007
lor:oa PS¢ 2 19,000 2 10,007
ev Heszpsrire 2 16,5C0 2 6,50C
‘ermont 3 13,900 1 12.72v
Jotal € 296,500 3 239,220
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1882 CRART-IX-AID ALLTCATIORS
AXT
STATEZ AGENCY INSFECTION DATA
No. of Cas  Inspections Non- Enforcement
: Grant-in-Ai¢ HNo. of Operators  made in Compliance Acticns
State Allocation inspectors Inspected Person days Found Taken
Alabama 66,785 7 i94 976 138 81
Arizona 27,283 3 11 185 61 Z
Arkansas 46,112 £ 182 348 188 3
Cslifornia 80,769 5 3 220 140 0
Colorado 47,657 2 72 231 51 11
Connecticut 42,000 3 ) 55 3 3
Delawere 6,638 2 3 85 1 -2/
Florida PSC 58,626 5 68 610 154 50
Florida ST 31,226 5 113 314 318 !
Georgig 55,201 & 121 457 177 177
Hawalii 8,750 1 i 173 e ¢
Ideho 14,374 5| 17 116 22 3
Llinois 64,226 8 138 707 44 44
Indiana 49,480 3 105 251 32 12
Iowa 25,628 4 43 272 87 3
Kansas 28,825 3 108 301 163 2
Kentueky 68,571 5 48 368 242 57
Louisiana 115,763 7 106 1,521 Tt 840
Maine 10,731 1 2 30 0 g
Maryland 33,428 2 12 36 4 ¢
Massachusetts 29,907 18 14 459 6 -2/
Michigan 71,410 12 52 370 50 ¢
Minnesots 22,427 i ig8 g8 97 hiEed
Mississippi 56,523 3 282 37 584 5%
Missouri 43,0923 4 22 207 155 1585
Montana 13,5838 2 i5 41 3 S
Nebraska 35,651 10 34l 383 38 :
Nevace 26,702 1 5 53 8 g
New Hampshire 2:.380 i ] 37 8 Z
New Jersey 52,143 ¢ 328 1 -2/
New Mexice 47,740 3 880 92 1435 i
New York 168,145 28 32 3,392 4,080 Z
North Carolina 55,507 3 20 213 115 33
North Dakxote 7,980 2 S 23 22 3
onio 38,434 g 4z 537 2 ¥
Ckiehomz 53.372 4 £ 358 £7 :
Cregen 42,483 x il 84 67 &
Pennsylvanis 22,040 3 43 1,010 57 57
Rhoce Isiand 49,631 3 16 328 1 i
South Caroline -1/ 3 41 454 106 7
Tennesse 55,520 5 18t 883 56 g
Texas 164,032 i3 815 2,612 2,194 552
Utah 21,000 2 50 217 48 38
Vermont 13,770 i 19 139 i8 8
Virginia 50,740 & i4 111 44 g
Washingion 39,926 2 26 104 18 3
West Virginie 57,0618 5 76 237 25 <
Wiseonsin 58,495 4 16 175 470 S
wyoming 58,918 4 231 251 52 8
Dist. of Columbia 28,000 2 1 gg ? ¢
Puerto Rico 14,104 5 1 1 G g
$2,405,733 240 4,147 21,500 12,338 2,472

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

2/ These states operate under 5(b) certifications under which probeble violations are
reported to DOT for action. Delaware and New Jersey reported one probable violation
each for DOT eaction. 15
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Table 6

QUALIFICATIONS OF STATE PERSONNEL (TECHNICAL) 1982

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Ok1ahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Is1and
South Carolina
Tennesse

Texas

Ut ah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Dist. of Columbia

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
Colorado 2 0 0 0 0 2
Connecticut 2 1 0 0 0 3
Delaware 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
I11inois 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
Maryland 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
Nevada 0 1 0 0 0 1
New Hampshire 1 0 0 0 0 1
New Jersey 0 3 0 1 0 4
New Mexico 0 3 0 0 0 3
New York 2 22 1 0 1 26
0 2 1 0 0 3
1 0 1 0 0 2
1 1 3 1 0 6
0 0 2 2 0 4
1 0 0 0 0 1
2 2 2 0 0 6
0 0 1 2 0 3
0 1 2 0 0 3
0 5 0 0 0 5
0 2 3 7 4 6
0 1 1 0 0 2
1 0 0 0 0 1
0 4 0 0 0 4
1 1 0 0 0 2
0 5 0 0 0 5
0 4 0 0 0 4
4 0 0 0 0 4
0 2 0 0 0 2
0 0 4 0 2 6

Puerto Rico

TOTAL
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STATE INSPECTOR QUALIFICATION CATEGORIES

" 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.

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.

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.

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.

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 pipeline
experience still qualify for category B as long as they have an engineering
degree from an accredited college or university or are registered by the
respective state as a registered professional engineer.
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PIPELINE FAILURES AND INVESTIGATIONS

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, timme 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 studies 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
in 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 performance criteria. 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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TABLE 7

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

Distribution Transmission and Gathering Total
Report Year Failures Fatalities Injuries Failures Fatalities Injuries Failures Fatalities Injuries
1972 884 28 294 409 6 36 1,293 34 330
1973 893 33 333 471 2 19 1,364 35 352
1974 1,017 20 314 460 4 20 1,477 24 334
1975 979 8 220 394 6 17 1,373 14 237
1976 1,036 53 319 543 10 47 1,579 63 366
1977 1,530 29 420 466 7 30 1,996 36 450
1978 1,555 20 320 533 11 86 2,088 31 406
1979 1,520 33 313 450) 12 93 1,970 45 406
1980 1,467 9 269 529 2 41 1,996 11 310
1981 1,128 10 73 495 6 6 1,623 16 79
1982 1,191 20 225 520 n 41 1,711 3 266

0¢



FIGURE 2

GAS PIPELINE
ACCIDENTS BY CAUSE

1982
TOTAL - 1711
CORROSION
1%
(190) —
MATERIAL
FAILURE OR
CONSTRUCTION
DEFECT
(263)
DAMAGE BY OTHER EAUSES
OUTSIDE FORCES 13%
61% (216)

(1042)
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Table 8

ACCIDENTS AND CASUALTIES REPORTED BY
GAS SYSTEM OPERATORS DURING CY 1982

Distribution Systems

No. of
Cause Failures  Fatalities Injuries
Corrosion 100 1 18
Damage by Outside Forces 826 11 88
Construction vefect or Material 89 7 36
Failure
Other Causes 176 1 83
TOTAL 1,191 20 225
Transmission and Gathering Systems
No. of
Cause Failures  Fatalities Injuries
Corrosion 90 1 4
Damage by Outside Forces 216 5 14
Construction Defect or Material 174 5 2
Failurc
Other guses 40 0 21
TOTAL 520 11 4]
GAS INDUSTRY TOTALS 1,711 31 266



Accident Investigation

Under the provisions of Section 304 of the Indepeindent 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 198Z.
(See Table ¢.) Rather than duplicate these efforts MTB plays a sup-
portive role in these investigations, assisting as needed, but focusing on
the degree of compliance with the federal safety standards--whether these
standards have been violated and if enforcement actions should be initi-
ated.

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

Centralia, 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 il inches water column (C.40
psig) after a backhoe bucket snagged, ruptured, and separated the
3/4-inch-diameter steel 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 were 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 contro! line by a city operated backhoe and the isolation
by the gas company of a related relief valve which allowed natural
gas at 47 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 adiust the relief valve and restore it on line.
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PABLE ©

GAS PIPELINE ACCIDENTS INVESTIGATED BY STATE AGENCIES 1982
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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 pulled 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 pullout 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, lowa

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, lowa,
struck and punctured a well-marked 20-inch diameter natural gas
transmission pipeline. 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 stubbie.

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.



As indicated by the NTSB report, the probable cause in each case
was 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
damage prevention programs.

Hazardous Liquid Pipelines

Liquid pipeline failure and casualty statistics for 1982 reveal a
reduction in all categories of data compared to 1981. 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
injuries. 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 Tables 10 and 11.

Table 10

SUMMARY OF LIQUID PIPELINE ACCIDENTS AND CASUALTIES
FROM 1972 to 1982

Total Commodity

Report Year Failures Fatalities Injuries Loss (bb1)
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 ] 6 221,411
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FIGURE 3

LiQUID PIPELINE
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PIPELINE SAFETY RESEARCH

Fracture Mechanics Study

The National Bureau of Standards (NBS), under contract with MTB,
continued to develop weld flaw size criteria for evaluating the accepta-
bility of pipeline circumferential girth welds. Such 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 Strength-Low-Alloy Arctic Line Pipe Steels

The Bureau's regulatory activities on Arctic pipelines have shown
that specifications referenced by 49 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
consultants, 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.

Repair of Plastic Pipe

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
inasmuch as the manufacturing 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.



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 pipeline 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. Included 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 office, where it is
being used to train large groups of "master meter" and small gas system
operators.

Safety Training Program

MTB's safety training program activities continued with a high
degree of success in 1982 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 reflect 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
and 16 seminars 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
alleviate excavation damage, the leading cause of pipeline failures.

Table 12
PIPELINE SAFETY COURSES CONDUCTED BY TSI 1982

Students Trained

No. of State &

Classes Other Federal Total
Failure and Noncompliance 2 45 2 47
Investigative Techniques
Joining of Gas Pipeline Materials 1 21 3 24
Gas Pressure Regulation and 1 28 0 28
Overpressure Protection
Safety Evaluation of Gas Pipeline 1 24 1 25
Systems
Safety Evaluation of Gas Pipeline 2 48 1 494
Corrosion Systems
Liquefied Natural Gas Safety 1 21 3 24
Technology & Inspection
Safety Regulations Requirements 1 22 0 22
for Gas Pipeline. Operators
TOTAL 9 209 10 219

Table 13

SUMMARY FOR 1882 TRAINING CONDUCTED BY TSI

No. of Resident No. of Resident No. of No. of Seminar Total No.
Classes Students Seminars Students Trained
9 219 16 1,118 1337
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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 AAOQO'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 Gas 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 1 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 problern 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 working 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 standdrds for steel pipe as part of its B31.8 pipeline code. If
found to be satisfactory 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 193 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
com»nliance 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 will 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 Liquid Pipelines

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 195, to cover them as well.
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APPENDIX A

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

Amendment 191-4 Reporting Addressee Changes
Amentment 192-39 Metal Alloy Fittings in Plastic
Pipelines
192-40 Damage Prevention Program
192-41 Incorporate by Reference
192-42:193-3 Incorporate by Reference
192-43:195-24 Inspection and Test Intervals
Technical Amendments Units of Measurement Editorial
Correction
Waivers

Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Corporation
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company

Northern Border Pipeline Company

Northern Border Pipeline Company

195-22 - Editorial Corrections
195-25 - Weld Filler Metal
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Retention of Radiographic Film

Withdrawal of Notice of - Location of Weld Seams
Proposed Rulemaking
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Research and Special Programs
Administration

49 CFR Parts 191 and 195

[Amdts. No. 191-4 and 195-23; Docket No.
PsS-71)

Transportation of Natural and Other
Gas and Hazardous Liquids by
Pipeline; Change of Telephone Number
and Addressee for Reporting Leaks
and Accidents

AGENCY: Materials Transportation
Bureau (MTB), DOT.

ACTION: Final rule; 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, 1882. This date
provides time for operators to make
arrangements for compliance.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ralph T. Simmons, 202-426-2392. Copies
of the amendment may be obtained from
the Dockets Branch, Room 8428,
Materials Transportation Bureau, U.S.
Department of Transportation, 400 7th
Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20590.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Telephonic Reports

At present, § 191.5(b) requires gas
operators to use the telephone number
(202) 426-0700 to give notice of certain
leaks, and § 195.52(b) requires the use of
the same number by hazardous liquid
pipeline operators for giving notice of
certain accidents. The cost of calls is
paid for by the operators.

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

on the toll free telephone number 800
424-8802 (in Washington, D.C., 426
2675).

Due to administrative changes, it is
now possible for MTB to receive the
telephone reports of gas and liquid
pipeline operators on the same toll free
number used by other carriers of
bazardous materials, thus permitting the
Departinent to maximize the benefits of
that phone. This amendment to Parts 191
and 195 effectuates these changes. It
will reduce the cost to pipeline
operators by providing a toll free
number that they may use, without
increaring the cost to government.

Written Reports

In §§ 191.7, 185.54, 195.58, and 195.62,
the addressee for submitting written
reports of leaks and accidents and
obtaining copies of report forms is
stated as “Chief, Information Systems
Division, Transportation Programs
Bureau.” Due to organizational changes,
this addressee is changed to
“Information Systems Manager,
Materials Transporiation Bureau.”

In the interim until this amendment to
Parts 191 and 185 takes effect, operators
may report incidents on either the
existing 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
pipeline 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 result in a
cost savings to consumers, industry, and
government, and no adverse effects are
anticipated, this action is not “major”
under E.O. 12291 or “significant” under
DOT procedures.

List of subjects
49 CFR Part 191

Pipeline safety, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.

A-2

49 CFR Part 185

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

PART 191—TRANSPORTATION OF
NATURAL AND OTHER GAS BY
PIPELINE; REPORTS OF LEAKS

PART 195—TRANSPORTATION OF
HAZARDOUS LIQUIDS BY PIPELINE

In consideration of the foregoing.
Parts 191 and 195 of Title 49 of the Code
of Federal Regulations are amended as
follows:

1. The authority citation for Part 191

Authority: 48 US.C. 1671 et seq.; 48 CFR
1.53 and Appendix A to Part 1.

2. The authority citation for Part 185

Authority: Sec. 203, Pub. L. 86-129, 83 Stat.
1004, 49 U.S.C. 2002; 48 CFR 1.53 and
Appendix A to Part 1.

§5 191.5 and 195.52 [Amended]

3. Sections 191.5(b) and 185.52(b) are
amended by removing the words and
numerals “area code (202) 426-0700"
and inserting in their place the words
and numerals “800-424-8802 (in
Washington, D.C., 426-2875)".

§5 191.7, 195.54, 195.58, and 195.62
[Amended)

4. Sections 191.7, 185.54, 185.58, and
195.62 are amended by removing. each
place that it appears, the words “Chief,
Information Systems Division,
Transportation Programs Bureau,” and
inserting in their place the words
“Information Systems Manager,
Materials Transportation Bureau,”.

Issued in Washington, D.C., on July 20,
1962
L. D. Santman,
Director, Materials Transportation Bureau.
[FR Doc. 2-20423 Plied 7-30-42 ®45 am)
SILLING CODE 40 10-00-4
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Research and Special Programs
Administration

49 CFR Part 182
{Amdt. 192-39; Docket OPSO-37]

T of Natural and Other
Gas by Pipeline; Metal Alloy Fittings in
Plastic Pipelines i

AGENCY: Materials Transportation
Bureau (MTB), RSPA. DOT.

acmown: Final rule.

sUMMARY: This final rule removes the
requirement in § 192.455(1)(3) 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 is
unnecessray for safety and hinders the
use of corrosion resistant metal alloy
fittings to mechanically join plastic pipe
and components.

DOATE: This final rule takes effect April 7,
1882.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

L. M. Furrow; 202-426-2392.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Fittings
made of corrosion resistant metal alloys
are available for use to mechanically
join lengths of plastic pipe and plastic
components. These fittings have both
safety and economic advantages. For
one, mechanical joints may be made by
personnel who do not have the added
skills required for other methods of
joining plastic pipe (see § 192.285). More
important, however, a properly selected
alloy (matching the alloy with the
environment) can protect a buried fitting
against 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 (§§ 182.455
and 182.485) aimed at preventing or
mitigating corrosion on buried or
submerged metal pipelines, including
metal fittings in plastic pipelines. Under
oorrosive conditions, ordinary metal
fittings in plastic pipelines can corrode
rapidly, causing gas leaks that could
threaten public safety. To guard against
this result, before 1977 § 182.455
required that all metal fittings be coated
and cathodically protected, and then
periodically inspected under § 182.485.
The cost of materials and labor to
comply with these corrosion control
measures outweighed the safety and
economic benefits from using corrosion
resistant metal alloy fittings in plastic

pipelines. However, in 1977, MTB
considered documented tests and
experience (Notice 76-1, 41 FR 42221,
Sept. 21, 1976) showing that under
various corrosive environments,
properly selected metal alloy fittings in
plastic pipelines can provide sufficient
protection against electrochemical
corrosion. Thus, a new paragraph (f)
was added to § 192.455 to conditionally
excep! these fittings from the cathodic
protection and inspection requirements
(Amendment 192-28; 42 FR 35653, July
11, 1977).

Three conditions were established in
$ 192.455(f) to qualify metal alloy fittings
for the exception from the coating and
cathodic protection requirements: First,
there must be evidence that in the area
of application, corrosion will be
controlled by alloyage. Second, the
fitting must have a design that prevents
leakage from localized corrosion pitting.
Third, the pipeline operator must 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 alloys
that have been proven effective against
corrosion in the soils in which the
fittings are to be used. The second
condition recognizes that even under the
best 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 established 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 possible relaxation of
the conditions under § 192.455(f), MTB
has sought to obtain more information
about the long-term corrosive effects 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 conditions of
alioy fittings that are uncovered, paying
special attention to leakage and
corrosion performance. To date, all the
information received about the
susceptibility of alloy fittings to
corrosion has pointed toward deleting
the § 182.455(f)(3) condition as costly
and imnecessary for safety.

While the bulk of the information has
come from observations by MTB or
State field enforcement personnel, or
reports made to them, one major gas
distribution company, the Pacific Gas

N-3

and Electric Company (PG&E), has
prepared an extensive written finding of
its experience with alloy fittings in
California soils. The PGAE report dated
May, 1980, (a copy of which is in the
public docket) shows that out of 362
samples from the approximately 842,000
Type 316 stainless steel alloy fittings
manufactured by AMP, Inc., and
installed between 1969 and 1979 in &
broad range of soil conditions (soil
resistivity from 330 to 100,000 ohm.cm;
pH from 4.4 to 9) none exhibited any
corrosive effects. This report
substantiates preliminary findings made
by PGAE in a 1876 study of 200 fittings
which formed a basis for the notice of
proposed rulemaking that preceded
Amendment 192-28.

In addition to requesting reports from
operators, MTB also sought advice on
the need for § 192.455(f)(3) from the
Technical Pipeline Safety Standards
Committee, a statutory advisory
committee made up of 15 knowledgeable
persons from both the public and private
sectors who are qualified to evaluate
pipeline safety regulations. In its report
of a meeting held January 17, 1978, the
Committee, by unanimous vote,
recommended that § 182.455(f)(3) be
deleted on grounds that the rule serves
no useful purpose and it adds to cost
without a commensurate safety benefit.

In a petition (P-17) dated September
21, 1981, AMP Incorporated, a
manufacturer of stainless steel fittings
for plastic pipelines, argues for removal
of the paragraph (f)(3) limitation. AMP
states that its fittings made from AISI
Series 300 stainless steels “provide a
sufficient, long-term safeguard against
corrosion, and obviate the need to
subject them to additional location
recordkeeping requirements.” As a basis
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 corrosion
failures.

AMP furthers its argument by
detailing (in an appendix to the petition)
the administrative costs of complying
with paragraph ()(3) by the use of
computerized data banks to provide for
immediate identification of each fitting
installed under § 192.455(f). Although
the rule does not require that operators
have such means of identification (a
mere card index system might suffice,

using ordinary business records kept for
customer services), according to the
petition, operators who choose to
comply in this way may spend as much
as $22.500 tn start-up costs, with on-
going industry-wide costs in excess of
$500,000 annually.
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In addition to the financial costs of
complying with paragraph (f)(3), MTB
feels the biggest drawback of this
provision is the inhibiting effect it has:
on the use of corrosion resistant alloy
fittings to mechanically join plastic pipe
components. As previously mentioned,
joining plastic pipelines with corrosion
resistant alloy fittings has safety and
economic advantages over other joining
techniques. The main purposes of
issuing Amendment 192-28 was to allow
operators and the public to fully realize
these advantages. Since it appears that
most operators are reluctant to utilize
alloy fittings and also comply with the
identification requirement of
§ 192.455(f)(3), then paragraph (f)(3)
essentially frustrates the main purpose
of Amendment 192-28 and should be
removed unless it is needed for safety.
As to the safety need for paragraph
(f)(3), the evidence points to the
contrary.

In summary, since Amendment 192-28
was issued, there has been an
accumulation of favorable informati
about the effects of corrosion on alloy
fittings that reduces the pricr
uncertainties about their long-term
behavior in corrosive environments. In
additior, § 192.455(1)(2) 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 means
for later identification of the location of
each fitting that is installed, MTB is by
this document repealing § 192.455(f)(3).

Because this document grants relief
from & regulatory burden for which there
is no apparent need, a notice and
comment period would be unnecessary,
and in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 553, the
repeal of § 192.455(1)(3) is final. Also,
since this final ruiemaking action will
have a postive eflect on the economy of
less than $100 million a year, will result
In a cost savings to consumers, industry,
and government agencies, and ho
adverse effects are anticipated, the
action is not “major” under E.C. 12291
ar “significant” under DOT procedures.

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

In consideration of the foregoing,
§ 192.455(f) of Part 182 of Title 49 of the
Code of Federal Regulations is revised
to read as follows:

§ 192458 Extemai corrosion controk

Buried or pipeiines installed
after July 31, 1871,
- ° ® L ] °

A-4

{1) This section does not spply to
electrically isolated, metal Bttings
in plastic pipelines, ff— S

{1) For the size fitting %o be nsed. sn
operator can show by tests,
mvestigation, or experience in the ares
of application that adequate corrosion
control is provided by alloyage; and

(2) The fitting is designed to prevent
leakage caused by localized corrosion
pitting.

[ USC 1602 89 CFR
®Part1) 1.53 and Appendix A

Issued in Was on. D.C.
hingt ‘ on March ¥,

L D. Santman,

Director. Materials Transportation Bureau.
7R Doc. &2-80¢5 Filed 3-5-@2 845 am)]

SILLIG CODE 0810-00-4

%
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49 CFR Part 192
[Amdt. No. 192-40; Docket No. P3-59)

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

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

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This final rule implements
section 3(a)(2) of the Natural Gas
Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 (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 cause of gas
pipeline accidents.

DATE! This final rule becomes effective
April 1, 1883. The delayed effective date
will permit operators time to prepare for
compliance by participating in programs
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already in existence or to begin their
own programs.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ralph T. Simmons, 202-426-2392. Copies
of the final rule and documents related
thereto may be obtained from the
Dockets Branch, Room 8428, Materials
Transportation Bureau, U.S. Department
of Transportation, 400 7th Street, SW.,
Washington, D.C. 20580.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

To reduce the risk of excavation
damage to underground gas pipelines,
the leading cause of pipeline accidents
MTB issued a Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (NPRM) (44 FR 85792;
November 15, 1978) proposing to amend
Part 182 by adding a new § 182.614 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 successful “one-call”
programs, the NPRM set forth criteria
that an operator’'s program would have
to meet, including public notice, receipt
of calls about pending excavation, and
prompt response i locating and
marking pipelines. The proposed rule
was the initial step in complying with
section 3(a)(2) of the NGPSA (49 US.C.
1672(a)(2)) that requires the issuance of
this final rule..

Interested persons were given until
February 15, 1880, to comment on the
proposed amendment. One hundred and
one different persons submitted
comments. The comments were from gas
utilities and gas transmission
companies, their trade associations,
State and Federal agencies, industry
standard-making bodies, and consultant
firms to the gas industry. Also, several
comments were received from one-call
systems.

In accardance with Section 4 of the
NGPSA (48 US.C. 1673}, the Technical
Pipeline Safety Standards Committee
(TPSSC) met in Washington, D.C., on
April 15-17, 1880, to review the technical
feasibility, reasonableness, and
practicability of the amendment
proposed in the NPRM. In general, the
TPSSC favored the proposed rule, but
suggested a number of modifications. A
copy of the Committee's report is
available in the docket. A discussion of
any rejection of the views of the TPSSC
is given below in the discussion of the
sections of the final rule involved.

Cost Inpact

The final rule is non-major under
Executive Order 12291. The Order
defines a major rule as one which has
an annual effect on the economy of $100

million, & majorsittease in costs, or a
significant adverse effect on the
economy. As shown by the cost benefit
analysis for this proceeding, this final
rule will have no such impact. The final
rule is also not a significant rule as
defined by the Department of
Transportation Policies and Procedures
(DOT Order 2100.5).

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (94
Stat. 11684, 5 U.S.C. 801) requiree &
review of a proposed regulation issued
after January 1, 1981, for its effect on
small businesses, organizations, and
governmental bodies. Although in this
case a notice of proposed rulemaking
was issued prior to January 1, 1881, the
effect on the segments of the public
covered by the Regulatory Flexibility
Act has been assessed. These
regulations will not have & significant
economic impact on such small
businesses or organizafions because
they have been excepted from the final
rule. While small government bodies
who operate pipelines are not excepted
from the rule, it will not have a
significant impact on them because a
large number of them are already
covered by one-call systems. Also the
cost to small municipalities will not be
great because the charge for
participating in one-call systems is
based upon the miles of pipelines owned
by the operator or the number of
services: plus many of the small
operators are often given a cost discount
as an inducement to join to prevent any
gaps from oc in the system.
Furthermore, a municipality which
requires a permit for excavation
activities may use its permit procedures
with little additional modification to
meet the requirements of § 182.614.

It is therefore certified, to
section 605(b) of the Regu.m:ryw
Flexibility Act, that this regulation will
not have a significant economic impact
on a substantial number of small
entities.

Effect on Stats Laws

Ir accordancs with section 3(a) of the
NGPSA (48 US.C. 1672(a)(1)), any State
may adopt additional or maore stringent
safety standards for damage prevention
programs and linemarkers with respect
to intrastate pipeline transportation as
are not incompatible with the standards
being utabli.:g:d by this amendment ta
Part 192. However, States may not adopt
or continue in force any such standards
applicable to interstate transmission
facilities. Therefors, any State standards
governing damage prevention programs
or linsmarkers for intrastate pipeline
transportation that meet the
compatibility test of section 3(a) will aot

W
!
)

be preempted by the new Fedaral
standards.

Under section 5 of the NGPSA (49
U.S.C. 1874), the safety standards issued
under the NGPSA generally may not be
enforced by MTB against intrastate
pipeline transportation in a State in
which a State agency submits an annual
certification stating, among other things,
that it has adopted and is enforcing such
standards under State law. Newly
issued Federa] standards that apply to
intrastate pipeline transportation are
enforceable by MTB under the NGPSA
until a State agency adopts those
standards under State law and submits
another annua! certification. In the case
of the new damage prevention program
standards, however, section 101(c) of the
Pipeline Safety Act of 1979 (48 US.C.
1672 note) provides that the new
standarde “shall not apply with respect
to annua! certifications under section 5
during the 2-year period which begins on
the effective date of such requirements.”
This provision allows State agencies
that do not have compatible damage
prevention program standards
additional time thay may need to adopt
and enforce the new Federal standards,
while continuing to participate in the
certification and grant-in-aid program
under section 5 with respect to the other
Federal gas pipeline safety standards. In
States that take advantage of this
provision, the result will be to extend fos
up to 2 years the period within which
the new Federal damage prevention
program standards are enforceeble by
MTB with respect to intrastate pipeline
transportation that is subject to the
jurisdiction of those certified State
agencies.

Genera! Comments on Proposed
192614

1. Eighty commenters stated that to
burden pipeline operators instead of
excavators with regulations dedgned to
prevent excavation d
inequitable and results in lncnned cost
of transportation at a questionable
increase in public safety. Although it is
true that by this rule MTB is requiring
pipeline companies to shoulder the costs
of damage prevention, while
perpetrators of damage pay nothing
above their Hability for damages, saciety
does expect these pipeline companies,
as transporters of hazardous
commodities, to take every reasonable
precaution against harm to the public,
regardiess of the cause. This societal
objective is expressed in section 3(a)(2)
of the NGPSA, which requires any
operator of gas pipeline facilities to
participate in a damage prevention
program which the Secretary determines
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| is being carried out in a manner
adequate to assure protection; or to take
| steps as the Secretary shall prescribe to
provide services which are comparable.
! Purthermore, this policy is supported by
; ntudieodtadlntthPRMnhoudn&thn
| damage prevention programs are
| best way to minimize harm from
excavation damage. For example, the
National Transportation Safety Board
| has, on the basis of accident
investigation and special studies,
identified a direct relationship between
effective excavation damage prevention
programs and low excavation damage
rates. In addition, as set forth in the
cost/benefit study for this final rule, the
benefits to the industry as a
whole outweigh the costs. For example,
"t a reduction in excavation damage to an
| operator’'s pipeline would result in
| benefits to the operator by reducing the
cost of repairing the damage, loss of
service to his customers, and by savings
in the gas which would be lost if a
! rupture occurs as & result of the damage.
. Moreover, there are societal benefits
. that result from fewer injuries and
| deaths. Because of the duty operators
! must meet to prevent harm to the public
and because these “one-call” programs
_| have proven themselves cost effective,
v ‘? MTB does not agree that the operator
| rcwponsibility imposed by this
‘ rulemaking is inequitable.
‘ 2 Thirty commenters recommended
| that MTB continue to encourage States
| to enact legislation placing the burden of
| conducting a damage prevention
! program on both utility operators and
| excavators. MTB's efforts to encourage
. States to enact legislation were
| discussed fully in the NPRM, and the
! results of those effarts were shown to
. have been mixed and inconsisteni.
» Purthermore, because participation in an
| acceptable State-sanctioned or State-
i operated program can satisfy the
i' requirements of the new rule, there
| should be a sufficient incentive for
. operators to lobby the States to enact
| eppropriate legislation.
$. Four transmission companies and
' two trade associations argued that
- unlike distribution companias,
trensmission systems and gas gathering
. lines should not be required to have
damage prevention because
, they have relatively small amounts of
pipeline in Class 3 or 4 areas. Moreover,
. they noted that the bulk of their Class 3
* piping occurs where transmisgion lines
pass an inhabited building or recreation
| center located n an otherwise raral
: ersa, as dafined by § 102.5(d){2). and it
would be imprectical to run separate

proposed demage preveston program to
segments of trencmizcion pipelines ina
Class 3 location solcly by applicatic of

§ 192.5(d)(2). :
MTB the migue sitasticn
of operators who have short segments of

their pipelines placed iz Clzss 8
locations by lprliut;’m of the
requirements of § 162.5{d){2]. Iz addition
to transmission lines end gathering
lines, there may also ba dictribution
mains that fall into this gituztion. It
would be impractical for an operator to
develop and run or participate in &
damage prevention program specifically
for each short segment cf itc pipeiine in
rural areas which iz in & Ciscs 3 location
as defined by § 182.5(d}(2}. Iz eddition, &
program run just for these Clags S arecs
would be of little benefit because of low
populetion and excavation activily.
Therefore, the final rule sxcepis
segments of pipelines piaced in Clags 8
locations solely by application of the
requirements of § 132.5(c)(2), providad
the pipeline is marked iz that Class 8
area in accordance with § 122.797.

Except as just discussed, MT2 i3 of
the opinion that it is fust as n2cezsary
for transmission and gathering line
systems in populated Class 3 and ¢
areas to have s damage preventicn
program as it is for & distributioa
system. While the fewer number of
transmission and gathering lines in
these areas compared to distributicn
lines obviously has resulted in fewer
accidents, excavation damzge to these
lines in populated areas would resuit in
the public being placed at 2ot as greata
risk as it would be If the same
occurred to a distributien pipeline. v
fact, for tranamisaion lizes, the =gk
could be ter becausa are
normaliy r pipelines and operate at
much kigher pressures thas distribution
ﬂ:olinos. Also, it doea not appear

cal to require that e distributicn

main, which may travarse the some srea
as & transmission or gathering pipeline,
meet the requirements ¢ the damage
prevention regulation and not require &
transmission or gathering lire iz the
same ares and carryirg ths zame
product to meet the gama requirement.

4. Thirty-seven commenters argued
that the proposed rule wes too specific
and that any fina! rule shorld e written
in performance langusage. The Szz! ryle
bas been written in performancs
languege.
Opecztor coatrolled rights-ofenmy o

In the preambie to the NPRA:, MTB
invitsd comments on tho extsnt to which
the proposed requiremexzis ghoula epply
to systems whose operaiors own o7
have control over the propecty traverseé

by the pipelines. Those cperatery -

2-7

gonerally are manicipalities and

who transport gas u:h conjunction wm;

renting property, as managers o

mobile home parks or public housing
jects and operators whose pipeline

acilities are enclosed by physical

barriers restricting public access to such

facilities.

There were eleven comments received
on this topic. Five of the commenters
ctated that all operators should be
covered by the proposed rule, uniess
they have absolute control of access to
the rights-of-way and can prevent any
excavation on the property without their
knowledge. They reasoned that mobile
home parks are often small cities with
uncontrolisd public rights-of-way, and
that since municipally-owned systems
utilize the same methods as private
companies for the location of their
fecilities (e.g., easements or strests and
rights-of-way dedicated to public use), it
would not be any more a to
except them than privately-owned
pystems. These commenters also argusd
that managers of mobile home parks and
mucicipalities generally have minimal
damage tion programs; therefors,
it would lessen the effectiveness of the
fine! rules to except them from coverage.

Another commenter reiterated
for “control of access™ being a basis for
exception by stating that a mobile home
park owner or housing project manager
who can control access to his property
shouid also be able to control
oxcavation activities.

Several other commenters stated that
gl municipally-owned systems
exceeding @ minimum threshold of
customers should be required to have a
damage prevention program, while those
under the minimum should be excepted
from coverage. The commenters did not
give the oumber of customers for the
threshold or a rationaie for the
comment.

Additionally, ene trade association
commented that all liquefied petroleum
ges (LP-Gas) operators should be
excapted from coverage because it is
lncogc;i:ab}: that any excavation work
coul e place without the knowiedge
of the LP-Gas dealer and/or the property
cwrer. Additionally, the association
said that LP-Gas systems are regularly
serviced by LP-Gas truck drivers/
delivery men, providing an opportunity
g;ra de;::vﬁeon of excavation activity, and

ta ground tanks or w
tan’ domes are visible remainders of the
presence of gas lines.

all types of gas pipelines and pipeline
factiities in Class 3 or 4 locations are
contained within physical barriers
wiich restrict public access to ths
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pipelines or facilitics. Such restricted
access lessens the chance of excavation
damage because the operator would
know of any excevation ectivity within
the barriers and would take steps to
protect the gas pipeline and facilities.
The final rule, therefore, excepts
pipelines to which access is physically
controlled by the operator.

MTB is not persuaded that an
operator's control over its right-of-way
short of physical control of access is
sufficient reason to except pipeline
facilities from the damage prevention
program. Without physical control of
entry, mere ownership of a rght-of-way
is not a sufficient deterrent to
excavation damage since it is too easy
for excavation to occur without the
operator’s knowledge, making it even
less likely that an operator would
voluntarily mark the pipelines near a
planned excavation. Thus, no further
exceptions than physical control of
right-of-way, as discussed above, are
adopted in thie final rule.

Similarly, even though a municipality
may control excavation activity on its
rights-of-way within its jurisdiction
through permits or licensing procedures,
MTB does not have any information
which shows that this exercise of
control by the municipalities has
resylted in a lessening of damage to
pipelines by excavation activities. As
proposed in the NPRM, MTB hés made
municipally-owned facilities subiject 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 ciearly 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, if adequate statistical
data is available to clearly demonstrate
the value of the benefits of requiring LP-
Gas and master meter systems to have a
damage prevention program, MTB will
reconsider requiring them to have a
damage prevention program at that time.
In the meantime, MTB chooses not to
impose on LP-Gas and master meter
systems, a requiremen? which is of
unproven value, and these systems are
excepted from compliance as set forth in
§ 192.814(c)(4).

The following portion of this preamble
discusses specific sections of the
proposed ruie that received significant
comment.

Section 192.614{a}—Definition of
“Excavation Activity”

One commenter recommended
expanding the definition of "excavation

activity” to mean: “Any operetion i
which any structure, sarth, rock, or other
mass of material in or an ground e
moved, including without limitation,

p activity.”
MTB believes the definition of
“excavation activity,” as giver in lese
detail in the NPRM, is broad enough to
cover ail the earth-moving activities that
can reasonably be expected to cause
damage to a pipeline. Therefore, MTB
has not adopted the commenter’s
recommendation for the finai rule.
However, for emphasis, the final rule
does include in the definition the
removal of above ground structures.

Section 182.614(b)(1}—Identification of
Excavators

Fifty-one commenters thought that the
‘term “semiannuaily” shouid be changed
to "anmually” with respect to how often
an operator must determine who in an
area is engaging in excavation activities.
The reasons giver were: Impossible to
do semiannually because of the
numercus number of contraciors
involved; the requirement is excessive;
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
increase the cost; and the mobility of the
contractors make it impossibie to keep
track of them.

Six commenters asked that the
proposed determination requirement be
deleted.

MTB agrees that to require
semiannual determination of the names
o{ persons who are normeally engaged iz
excavation or demolition wouid be
excessive. The mobility of the peopie
engaged in such operations wouid make
compiling and keeping up-to-date such a
list a monumental and expensive task in
larger metropolitan areas. Furthermore,
MTB beligves that if an operator has or
participates in & program which inciudes
the features of notifying the excevation
and demolition industry and the general
public in the operator's Class 3 and 4
areae of operations of the program’s
existence, advising them how to get
information from the and
encouraging them to participate, that the
large majority of pefscns ecgaged in
excavation or demolitior activiies will
beccme aware of the program and
participate.

MTB does not agree with the
commenters who recommended that the
proposed § 192.614(b)(1) be deleted. If &
program of informing a certain segment
of the public is to be successful, the
informer must be able ‘o identify thoss

A-3

@20 are to be informed. For this reason,
MT3 believes that it is necessary for
sach operator o defermine wha is most
likely to engage in activities that may
czuse damage to pipelines so that
information concerning the damage
prevention progrem may be sent to them
directly.

Also, the Gas Research Institute
study, ‘Prevention of Third Party
Damage to Gas Pipelines Final Report
for 1880", on page 41 states: The five
major utilities, their employees and their
subcontractors account for well over 50
percert cf the damage incidents. * * *
When the essociated road construction
and general construction damage
incidents are inciuded * ® * well over
three-fourths of the damages are caused
by perscnnel who ere professionally and
regularly involved in excavation
activities on or near ® © ° the utility
trenches.” Given the above, it follows
that the majority of the outside force
damage to gas pipelines is done by a
well defined group of professionals
which is readily identifiable and once
idextified should remain fairly constant.
Thaus, after the initiel identification
process, it should be relatively simple to
keep a current iist of excavators for any
given erea.

Therefore, TB has amended the
proposel in the final rule
{§ 152.614(b}{1}} to permit the operator
more fiexibility of action in determining
those persons who are normally
engaged in excavation activities in his
Class 3 and 4 area cf operation. In the
final rule, a period for updating lists of
excavalors is not prescribed. Rather, an
operator will have to make an initial
determination, and then keep the
findings current.

Section 182.614(b)(2}—Netification of
damage prevention program

Fifty-two commenters opposed the
proposed requirement that excavatars
be notified of the damage prevertion
program by newspaper ads and direct
mailings. Their reasons were that the
proposal was restrictive in that it would
not allow the operator to pick the best
method for his operation; that most
notices would be lost in large city
newsapapers and newspaper ads are
expensive; that most of the damage is
done by fly-by-night contractors, and
newspaper acs wouid not reach them;
and that the ads would probably be
ineffective because of the mobility of
excavators and much of the work being
done by out-of-towners.

Two commenters stated that the
proposal was vague, inasmuch as the
required content of tke notice was not
furnished. They alzo said a required
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program !s unnecessary since posted
signs and public recorde provide notice
to the excavatore of the location of the
pipeline.

In eddition, commentere objected to
the proposed semiannuai notification of
excavators and the public 2z too
infiexibie. .

MTE agrees wi.h the commenters’
sieiement that the proposal as written
may have been (00 restrictive and
would not have allowed the fexibiiity
necessary ‘or operators to deveiop
lg.fo-mzho" programs that would
promote the desired response. MTB also
concurs that newspaper ads couid be
expensive, and might not produce the
desired response from the puklic or
would oot provide the reinforcement of
the message that other, more permanent
types of notification might. MTB also
agrees that the transient nature of the
excavation industry makes it unlikely
that some members would be aware of
noticet or ads placed in local
newspapers. In consideration of these
factors, MTB hag modified the proposal
in the fnal rule {§ 192.814[5)(2)) i0
require thet the public be notified of the
program functions and that known
excavators be given ectua! notice of the
program. Operators may use any
methods 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.
As awareress increases, as ju y
participation, fewer notices couid be

given.

MTE does not agree with the
commenters whe stated that the
proposal was vague becsuse it did not
contain the required content of the
notice. If MTB wers to spell out the
specific wording a iwstice must contain,
the final rule would be toc rigid,
inasmuch as different wording may be
desirable in different locations and
sections of the country because of the
types of operations being performed and
methods of informing the public which
may be available to the operator.
Furthermore, to specty the wording the
notice mast contain would not be in
keeping with MTB's objective of writing
this fina! rule in performance language.

MTB doeg not agree with the
statement that posted signs and public
recorda provide sufficient notice to the
excavator of the location of the pipeline.
This hes not proven true in the past, and
MTB does not have any indications to
the effect that posted signs and public
records will prove to be any more
effective in the future. While & sign may
alert an excavator to the presenca of a
pipeline, it normaily does not mark the

site determines the

location as precisely as tsmporary
marking iz @ “ens-call” program. Also,
public records such as permits, licenses,
and right-of-way information will not
provide the precise location with the
necezsary reliability for an excavator's
use tc prevent accidente! damage to @
pipeiine. Per thege reasons, the
commenters’ recocmmendations were not
adovted for the Srna! rule.

Section m.s*«:(b)(&) (’) and (i) (A) and

{B)—Providing in‘ormation

There were ter‘y-w: commenters
who opposed the propesed requirements
of § 192614(b)(4)(k} that cail.en be told
immediately if there are pipelines in the
area of plannned excavation. The
reasons for their opposition were that
most one-call systems do rot have the
capability of furnishing the required
information, and to impose such
requirements would destroy the one-call
systems as they are pressntly
constituted; that it i not feasible to
expect that the one-call systems could
maintain current records of the utility
location in their area; and that no
responsible operator would accept the
responsibility of permitting third parties
to give out fecility locaticns because of
the possible liability invelved.

Seventy-two commenters were
opposed to the proposed requirements of
§ 192.624(b)(4)(1i){A) regarding the
details about a pipeline to be given to
callers. Their arguments were that most
of the details would not be available to
the person receiving the call; that
providing the required informetion at the
first call womd encourage excavators to
begin work without walting for field
marking; and that giving the pressure in
the pipeline oould mizlead sxcavators to
believe that damage tc a low pressure
line is not as hazardous 2s damage to a
high pressure line.

Thirteen commentsrs opposed
§ 122.814(b)(4)(iiXB), as nropond.
regarding telling cailers the type and
time of marking to be provided. Their
rezson was that the surface at the work
to be used,
and the surface(s) involved could not be
determined by telephona.

After review of the comments
received and further invectigation of the
issues in § 192.814{b){¢) (i) through
(i)(B). MTB agrees with the commenters
that it would not be appropriate to
require that detailed information about
pipeiine locatior, characteristics, and
type or time of marking be given out
upon receipt of notice of planned
excavation. Indeed, giving details about
pipelines upon receipt of notice could be
counterproductive for public safety.
However, zince comments or: this
section opposed basically the time at

which informeticr iz given 2o excovators

and not the givizs o R — tion, MI3
still believes fia¢ neroczs i

engage in excavaiion ack

be told befors such zcit

whether therz are ’:.3' im &
and if so, the type cf temporasy _u-kmg
that is to be provided an< waen the
marking will be complsied. Civing cut
this informaticn cacly ix (22 prossss
should deter ex:cavaicrs Som feeging
ahead with the wozk saould they &2l a
“one-call” system bas s beez
responsive to their sails. Trerziore, WTS
has incorporaizc im Gz namy
§ 182.614(b)(4) these !:sotmm-
provisions of paregrapa {i{é) of :te
NPRM, but revisec taer ¢ pormit the
information to be given al some dre
after notice of excaveiion i received,

Bection 182.814(b){5} I—"corporaziiy

Two commer:iers siztec thet szt
compliance with the propoced
requirement to merk pipeiines befcre
excavation begins weuic be impossibie
as the operator has nc contre over
when work commernices.

MTB does oot whcly ngroe with the
commenters' statemazs T
operstor has no conirs! cvar when work
commences, but a main prroese of ths
damage preveation progre= iz 2o
facilitate preconstructior cocperation
and planning betweex the operater and
excavators. MTE beiievas tha! a well
planned and operaiec demsg:
prevention program wil: .scm.ate
preconstruction communication betwsen
parties, thereby recducing i:z charce thet
excavation activities will commenee
before the pipelines ir. the erea of e
proposed activities arz properiy iccaied
and marked or thet meriings of pipelineg
would be too far iz advax:m of
excavation.

The propose! in stbparagrepi (b}54i
of the NPRM has beez moZifzd in the
final rule, however, by que‘ Hying the
intent that marking bc donc before
excavation begias with tae words “as
far as practical.” This change recognizas
that operators may 20t {2 every instance
be able to complste marketing prior to
the beginning of excevaton activities
because of the vagarie: cf persons doing
the excavation.

Section 182.614(b){5)(ii}—Irspecuon
requirements

1. Bixty-one commeniers were
opposed to the propesal o inspect
pipelines during and afier excavetion
activities. Their reasons were that feld
inspections of all pipeline excavations
during and after excaveticn is
unnecessary, unrealistic, and
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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
excessgively expensive. One commenter
estimated it would cost his company
over 4 million dollars a year to comply;
another estimated cost at three million
dollars a year, and several estimated
their cost would be from two million to
three million doliars 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 26 CFR Part 1928,
Subpart P, section 651(a).

After reviewing the comments made
on the proposed requirements of
subparagraph (bj)(5)(ii), MTB believes
that most of the commenters interpreted
the proposal to mean that an inspector
must be on the job site at all times that
excavation activities are taking place.
This was not MTB's intent. MTB's intent
was to require inspection during and
after excavation activities to the extent
that is necessary 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 is that the
pipeline may have its coating damaged
and its cathodic protection interfered
with in such a manner that it would
negate the protection afforded the
pipeline. Also small dents, scratches, or
gouges could occur or its support be
undermined so that excessive stresa
could be set up in the pipeline that cowd
cause failure at a later date. These
causes of failure may not be recognized
and reported by even the most
conscientious excavator es being
significant enough to be reported to the
operator; therefore, inspection of the
pipeline is necessary. This is shown in
the following exampies. The National
Transportation Safety Eoard's special
study, “Prevention of Damage to
Pipelines” Report Number: NTSB-PSS-
73-1) states that a 2-inch high-pressure
8as main, which was apparently
damaged during sewer construction
several months before the accident.
leaked gas and caused an explosion
completely destroying & house, killing &

mother and two chlidren, and injuring
seven other children.

The study further quoies a Prince
Georges County, Maryland, ad boc
committee as stating that“ ” * *
statistics show that hits still seem to
occur at an alarming rate after lines
have been loceted and marked prior to
digging. This would indicete that
contractors and subcontractors must
assume a lion's shafe of the blame since
their workmen zo! only damage the
lines, but according to County Fire
Department and gas company records,
fail to exercise good judgment to
safeguard the public in many cases.
Such workmen often conceal their
damages and proceed with ‘work as
normal.’ " Another NTSB report
{Number P-78-44] cn an accident which
occurred at Cherckee, Alabama, states
that the support of a cast-iron gas main
broke due to the erosion of its soil
support where g sewer iine had been
installed perpendicular to the gas main
resulting in an expiosion which
deltroyed a house and killed one

Also. L}:en blasting is being
performed that couid harm pipelines in
swrrounding areas, it is necessary that
the pipelines in such areas be leak

-surveyed immediately after the blasting

has occurred to ensure their integrity,
since the effect of blasting on pipelines
is largely unpredictable. This
unpredictability resuits from the many
variabies associated with blasting, such
as 8oil conditicn, type of goil, gize of
charges used, type of charges uzed, skili
of the personne: doing the -biasting, the
proximity of the blasting ic tie pipeline,
and the delay sequence of the diasting
charges. °

In Coopersburg, Pennsylvarnia, five
persons died and sixteen were injured
when & weld on an &inch steel high-
pressure ges main wae cracked by
blasting.

MTB recognizes thet an operator,
through experience in dealing with
excaveators in his area, shouid know
those who are conscientious in avoiding
damaging pipelines and in reporting any
significant damage. Also, operators
should be able to determine from the
type of excavetion activities being
conducted at a particuiar site, the
possibility of damage occurring to the
pipeiine, and the degree and type of
inspection necessary io vertly the
integrity of the pipeline.

For the above reasons, the final rule in
subparagraph ({6} has been modified
to meke MTB's intent clear. Te final
rule permits the operator tc determine
which excavation activities should be
inspectec and the extent of inspection
necessdry excep?, that for blasting

sciivitiez which could be harmful to
nearvy pipelines, ieakage surveys are
meandsiory.

Tke commenters’ concern over
excesszive cost due to performing the
proposed ingpections appears to stem
from their belief thet full-time inspection
of all excavation activities would be
reguired. This conclusion is supported
by the fect that the cost estimates
submitted by the ccmmenters were
based on the cost of construction
inspection presently being conductea by
their respective companies. This cost
was projected to show the anticipated
cost of full-time inspection of all
excavation activities. Also, the potential
bexnezfits shown by the commenters to be
derived from these expenditures were
based on major damage being done to
the pipeline, such as a puncture ot the
pipeline or ¢ breek in the pipeline. They
did nct consider the benefits which
would be cderived from preventing less
immediate failures by discovering and
correcting less sericus damage to the
pipeline as expressed in the above
discussicn of MTB's reasons for
reguirirg inspection.

Since the fnai rule does not require
full-ime inspection of all excavation
activities and permits the operator to
use reasonable judgment in determining
which excavation activities to inspect
and ihe extent of inspection required,
MT3 does zat believe that unreasonable
:é!ldiﬁanai cost will result from the final

2.

Secticn 182.514{c)}—Program Criteria

MTB proposed that operators would
not kave to zun their own damage
preventicn programs if they voluntarily
or by State or iocal law participate in a
public service program that
“esgentially” meets the criteria proposed
under § 162.814{b) for an operator-run
program. Four commenters requested
clarificetion of the meaning of
“egsentieily meets the requirements of
paragraph {b).” They asked, are they
minimum provisions which must be met
or can they be met if State law
encompasses many of the items
enumerated? The intent of this proposal
was tc permit operators to provide
damege prevention programs by
participation in State, local, or voluntary
public service programs which have the
samme fundementai characteristics as a
damage preventicn program defined in
paragraph (b) of the notice. The word
“egsential” was included in the notice so
that fundamentally sound programs
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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meacuring prograx effsciivenses
because excavaticn activitdes may
increase or docraase frew one yeer @
the next. in 2 yser of iow excavetion
ectivity, & lesger amount of pipeiins
would be expwe" to risk, and less
damage wouid probebiy occur, thus
making the damage prevention program
appear to be very effective. in a year of
high excavation activity, the reverse
could be true. Also, the number of calls
requesting the location and marking of
pipelines is not a reliable measure,
because many of the calls could be
originated by excavators whose
activities take place in areas where
there are few, if any. pipelines, resulting
in a large number of cslis but with &
small amoun! of pipeline being placed at
risk. Ip contrest, e small number of calls
could be from excavaters whose
activities gre in areas of & high deasity
of pipelines, thereby plecing e large
amount of pipeline at risk. Another
consideration was the miles of pipelins
in an operztor's area. But, the same
problem exists with the use of miles of
pipeline as does with the use cf numbaer
of calls received.

MTB believes thet thare are
insufficient reliable data availsble at
this time io allcw ocperators to make s
reliadle anrual determinstion of the
effectiveness cf their damage pmeaﬁon

programs end %o take remetial action
based on that determination. For the
above reason, the propesed requirement
that operatore determine annusliy the
effectiveness of their damage prevention
programs and {aXe action on that
determina‘icx has not beew incorporated
in the final zole.

MTB believes tha? & methed for
moritoring the =Fectveness of a
damage prevention progrem iz
necessary, anc will continue its eforts
to develop s relizbie methed of doing 20.
MTB would weicome azsistance from
interested persons iz developing such a
method.

Saction $182.707—2ine Markers

Eight commenisrs opposed the
proposed exempticn of pipelines
coverad by & damage preveation
progren frox ke permanert line
marking reg: ';:eme./s of § £22.707. The
reason moet ofien given was that line
marking cerves z:zan" other ugeke!
purposes, such a2 aid o frefzhting
unifz.

The pwrrose of the line maridng
requ.remem under 3 182.707 is ¢o alert
potentiai excavators of the existence of
undergrouxd pipelines and their general
locaticz. While there may be other
beneﬁta. they did not form & basis for
the nuie ’."ha.. ad'"*‘ed. and thus cennot
be used io justify {23 refention. MTE

4
b
b

belisvee et whate c'am..ge prevention
programa exial, there & oo nsed for line
merkers, because the damage
prevesntion program is @ more efectve
meens of protecting underground
pipslines agzinst excavation camage.
Although line markere msy serve &
secondary purpose of eiding other public
bod:es, this is not suTfcient {uatification
to impoze costly duplicate requirements
on the cperators. For these reascns, the
commenters’ recommendaticn wag not
adopted for the final r:le.

PART 182—TRANSPORTATION OF
NATURAL ARD OTHER GAS BY
PIPELINE: MINIMUR FEDERAL
SAFETY STANDARDS

For the reasons set out in the
preambie, 49 CFR Pert 182 ic amanded
es follows:

1. A new § 102.814 is added ‘% re2d 23
follows:

§ 19287¢ Camege preventicn c*sm

{2} Bxcept for pipeiizes isied in
paragreph {c} of this section, aed:
operator of & buried pizeline chal carnrv
out in accordasce with tais section @
wrilien program tc prevex: damage o
that pipeline by excavsticn activitisa.
For the purpose of this sectioz,

“excavation activities” inclede
excaveton, bsa.n_:zb. boring, tucnelxg,
backfiiling, the remova! of above grousd
structures n; either &cplos.w o
meckanical means, 2ad cthes earth
moving operations. Az cperator may
periorm any of the duties m.rd by
paragrapk (“- cf thiz sectiom ""m
participation iz & pudlic service
program, such os 2 “cac-cell” system,
but suck participation does oot 'alun
the operator of responsibility for
compliance witk this secticn.

{5} Tae damege prevention prograda
required by paragraph {2} of this gection
must, at @ winimrume—

f1) & :.._f uce the identty, on a current
basiz, of persons who normally engage
in excavetion aﬁv‘ﬁ=s in the srea in
which the pipelize is located

{2} Provide for o c'*“'- tHon of &s
public in the vicinily a‘ tte pipeline and

£
o3 of tae

actual notificetion sf

identified in paragra %
following s5 oftex az needed to make
them ewere of the demage prevepton
program:

{i; The program's ex’siezss and
purpoze; and

(i) How fo learn iz locaticoof
underground pipelines befors
excaveticn actvities are begu

{3} Provida 2 meazans of recelving and
recording notification of planned
excavation activities.
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(4) Provide for actual notification of
per+ons who give notice of their intent
to - cavate of whether there are buried
pipelines in the area of excavation
activity and, if so, the type of temporary
marking to be provided and how to
identify the markings. :

(5) Provide for temporary marking of
buried pipelines in the area of
excavation activity before, as far as
practical, the activity begins.

(8) Provide as follows for inspection of

pelines that an operator has reason to

lieve could be damaged by excavation
-activities:

(1) The inspection must be done as
frequently as necessary during and after
the activities to verify the integrity of
the pipeline; and

(if) In the case of blasting, any
inspection must include leakage
surveys.

(c) A damage prevention program
under this section is not required for the
following pipelines:

(1) Pipelines in a Class 1 or 2 location.

(2) Pipelines in a Class 3 location
defined by § 182.5(d)(2) that are marked
in accordance with § 182.707.

(3) Pipelines to which access is
physically controlled by the operator.

(4) Pipelines that are part of a
petroleum gas system subject to § 182.11
or part of a distribution system operated
bya pm;:n in col}m‘;tiion with that
person’s leasing of real property or by a
condominium or cooperative - Y
association.

2. Section 382.707(b)(2)(ii) is revised to
read as follows:

§ 152707 Uine markers for mains and
franemission knee.

(b)' LB

(z,. L N

(i) Where a damage prevention
program is in effect under § 192.61%; or

3. The table of sections is amended by
adding a new § 182.614 titled “Damage
prevention program.”

{40 US.C. 167Z; 40 CFR 153, Appendix A of
Part1)

Issued in Washington, D.C., on March 25,
1962
L. D. Santman,

Director, Materials Transpartation Bureou.
[PR Doc. §3-2534 Plied 3-31-08 &45 emy
BELLING CODE 4910-00-4
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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
becomes 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
Thermopleastic Gas Pressure Pipe,
Tubing, and Fittings.” This document is
referenced in § 192.59 as a
manufacturing guaiification for the use
of plastic pipe, in § 182.63 as a standard
for marking thermoplastic pipe. in

$ 192.221 as e standard for soivent
cement, and in § 162.233 as burst tes!
requirements in qualifying joining
procedures for thermoplastic pipe.

The 1978 edition is the latest edition
of ASTM D2513 that is referenced in
Pari 192, as indicated by the listings in
Appendixes A and B to the part. This
edition has now been superseded by the
1981 edition, which was publ:shed by
ASTM in August 1981. In resjonse to a
recent petition by the City of-
Charlottesville, Virgina (Petition No. 82—
6W). MTB has reviewed the 1981 edition
and finds that it reflects the latest
developments in materials and plastic
pipe technociogy. and includes 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 subject to Part 192.
Therefore, 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 of the substantive
requirements of Part 192, 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 miilion a year, will result in &
cost savings to consumers and industry.
and no adverse effects are anticipated,
this action is not “major” under E.O.
12291 or “significant™ under DOT
procedures.

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 192

Pipeline safety. Incorporation by
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—In Appendix A—Incorporated by
Reference, uncer subdivision I1.B. item
{21) is amended by removing “(D2513-
78;:25)" and adding in its place "(D2513-
81)".

2—In Appendix B—Qualification of
Pipe. under subdivision I, the listing for
ASTM D2513 is amended by removing
“(1978)" and adding in its place *(1981)".
(49 U.S.C. 1672 and 1804: 49 CFR 1.53 and
Appendix A to Part 1)

Issued in Washington, D.C.. 60 September
9. 1982.

L. D. Santman,
Director. Materials Transportation Bureau.
IFR Doc 82-25708 Filed 8-17-32. 845 am|
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

‘Research and Special Programs
Administration

49 CFR Parts 192 and 193

[Amdts. 192-42 and 193-3; Docket No. PS-
65)

Transportation of Natural and Other
Gas by Pipeline Incorporation by
Reference

AGENCY: Materials 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 Fart 183.
DATE: This amendment becomes
effective October 7, 1982.

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

effects are anticipated. this action is not
“major” under Executive Order 12291 or
“significant” under Department of
Transportation procedures.

List of Subjects

49 CFR Part 192
Pipeline safety.

49 CFR Part 193

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

PARTS 192 AND 193 [AMENDED]

In consideration of the foregoing.
Parts 192 and 193 of Title 49 of the Code
of Federal Regulations 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
Aprendix A [Amended]

2. In Part 193, under Appendix A—

Incorporation by Reference, subdivision
L.item F. is amended by removing the
words 470 Atlantic Avenue, Boston.
Massachusetts 02210" and inserting in
their place the words “Batterymarch
Park, 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:

Authority: 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. Santman,

Director. Materials Transportation Bureau.
[FR Doc. 82-27520 Filed 10-6-82. 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 4910-60-M
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&2 CFR Paris 922 and 195

[2mdits. 122-43 ond 195~-24; Dockat Ko. PS-
- 73)

Tranzportation of Nalurai and Other
Gas and Hazardous Liquids by
Pipeline; Inspcction and Test intervals

&AGENCY: Materiais Transportation
Bureau (MTBj, DOT.

acTion: Fina! rule.

gunMary: This amendment restates the
time intervais in which periodic
inspections, tests, and other activities
must be conducted. Current
requirements do not permit sufficient
flexibility in echeduling personnel.
EFFECTIVE DATE: This amendment
becomes zffective November 22, 1982.
FOR FURTMER iXNFORMATION CONTACT:
Ralph T. Simmons, 202-426-2392. Copies
of the amendmeni may be obtained from
the Dockete Branch, Room 8426,
Materials Transportation Bureau, U.S.
Department of Tranzportation, 400
Seventh Street, SW, Weehingtor, DC
20520.

SUPPLEMENTARY MNFORMATION: The
Federal gas pipeline safety standards in
Part 192 and the Federal hazardous
liquids pipeline safety stardards in Part
185 require pipeline operators to conduct
varicus inspections, tests, and other
ectivities & frequently recurring time
intervals. For exampie. § 195.420
requiree t::a‘: each main line vaiveon a
hazardsusz liquid ,..pel’ne system be
inspected a! intervais not exceeding 6
monins to determine that it is
functicning properly.

Petitioners {interstete Natural Gas
Association of America, Mountain Fuel
Resources, inc. (P-8). American
Petroleum Instituie {P-11}, and Explorer
Pipelinz Company [82—aW)) have ergued
that such recurring time intervals de not
permit sullicient fiexibility in scheduling
perscnnel. 7 They stzted thai the extremes
oi weather and unexpected delays in
scheduled work unavoidabiy conflict
with ihe specified intervals, but that
restating the pericdic requirements cn &
calencer yesr besiz, with longer
intervals, wouid provide the exibility
nzeded io scheduie perscnnel to meet
the requirements withou! reducing
public safety.

Experianze ai:on: that requirements
based oz e fixed
recurzing interval :ic .ot zilow gu’f‘cwm
flexibility in zcheduling personne

Towever, minor modifications \',mcn
extens the intervels without reducing

he number cf ine pschons. {ests, or other
activities that mus be pe':o"::ed each
yeer will ellcw cperators me

/ Vol.
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discretion in scheduling. The inspection
and testing intervals specified by the
corrosion control regulations in Part 192
were modiiied in 1978 to achieve this
result (Amendment No. 182-33; 43 FR
39389). :

Because this document does not
substantively change the requirements
in Parts 192 and 185 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
a positive effect on the economy of less
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 Crder 12291 or “significant”
under Department of Transportation
procedures.

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Parts 192 and
185

Pipehine 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 185
is:

Authority: Sec. 203, Pub. L. §6-129, 93 Stat.
1004, 48 1J.S.C. 2002; 49 CFR 1.53 and
Appendix A to Part 1.

PARY 182—{AMENDED]

g. In 3 182.227, paragraph (c)(1) is
revised 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) Within the preceding 7% calendar
months, but at least twice each calendar
year, the welder has had—

] -

4. The table in § 182.705(b} is revised
to read &g follows:

- - -

§ 192.705 Transmission fines: Patrolling.
[b)i * @
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5. Section 152.706(b) is revised to read
as follows:

§192.706 Transmission lines: Lockage
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 & transmission line which
transports gas in conformity with
§ 192.8625 withcut an odor or cdorant,
leakage surveys using leak detector
equipment must be conducted—

(1) In Ciass 3 locations, at intervals
not exceeding 7% mcnths, but at least
twice each calerndar year; and

(2) In Class 4 iocetions, at intervals
not exceeding 4% months, but at least
four times each calendar year.

6. Section 192.721(b) is revised to read
as follows:

§ 192.721 Disgtridution systems: Patroliing.
- - - o -

(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% months, but at least
four times each ceiender year.

7. Secticn 1€2.723{b}(1) is revised to
read as follows:

§ 192.722 Distribution systemss Loakage

surveys and procedures.
- L - L] o
.« @ o

(1) A gas detector survey must be
conducted in business districts,
including tests of the atmosphere in gas,
electric, telephone, sewer, and water
system marholes, &t cracks in pavement
and sidewalks, and st other locations
providing an opportunity for finding gas
leaks, at iniervals not exceeding 15
months, but at least once each celendar
year.

- ° o ° °

8. Section 182.731(c) is revised to reac

as foliows:

§192.731 Compressor ststions: inspection
and testing of reilef dcvleos.
L] L ] - -

(c) Each remote .,o.u.ol shutdown
device must be inspected anrd tested at



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

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

§ 192.739 Pressure limiting and reguiating
stations: inspection and testing.

Each pressure limiting station, relief
device (except rupture discs), and
pressure regulating station and its
equipment must be subjected at
intervals not exceeding 15 months, but
at least once each calendar year, to
inspections and tests to determine that it
18—

- - - - -

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

§ 192.743 Pressure limiting and reguiating
stations: Testing of relief 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 182.745 is revised to read
as follows:

§ 192.745 Vaive maintenance:
Transmission lines.

Each transmission line valve that
might be required during any emergency
must 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:

§ 192.747 Valve maintenance: Distribution
systems.

Each valve, the use of which 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 182.749(a) is revised to
read as follows:

§ 192.749 Vault maintenance.

(a) Each vault housing pressure
regulating and 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.

PART 195—{AMENDED]

14. Section 195.402(a) is revised to
read as follows:

§ 195.402 Procedural manual for
operations, maintenance, and emergencies.

(a) General. Each operator shall
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 necessary
to insure that the manual is effective.
This manual shall be prepared before
initial operations of a pipeline system
commence, and appropriate parts shall
be kept at locations where operations
and maintenance activities are
conducted.

- - . . .

15. The introductory text of
§ 195.403(b) 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 195.412(a) is revised to
read as follows:

§ 195.412 Inspection of rights-of-way and
crossings under navigable waters.

(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 External 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 is 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 corrosion control.

A-1¢

(c) The operator shall, 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 195.420(b) is revised to
read as follows:

§ 196.420 Vaive maintenance.

(b) Each operator ghall, &t 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:

§ 195.428 Overpressure safety devices.

{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 intervale not
exceeding 15 months, but at least once
each calendar year, inspect each
breakout tank (including atmospheric
and pressure tanks).

Issued in Washington. D.C., on October 15,
1882.

L. D. Santmar.,

Director, Materials Transgortation Bureau.
[PR Doc. 82-28678 Filed 10-20-82: 845 am]

BILLING CODE 4910-60-M
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Research and Special Programs
Administration

49 CFR Part 192
[Docket No. PS-54)

Transportation of Natural and Other
Gas by Pipeline

AGENCY: Materials Transportation
Bureau (MTB). DOT.

ACTION: Techrical amendment:
correction.

sUMMARY: This document corrects a
technical amendment published in 47 FR
146 on Thursday. July 29, 1982. to amend

units of measurement contained in
safety standards on joining plastic pipe.

EFFECTIVE DATE: November 4, 1882.

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 182 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 § 192.283(b)(5)
regarding joining procedures for plastic
pipe incorrectly stated the conversion of
100°F temperature change as 38°C

temperature change. The proper
conversion of 100°F change is 55.6°C.
rounded to 55°C.

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 192:
Pipeline safety.

§ 192283 [Corrected]

Accordingly, § 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 CFR 1.53
and Appendix A of Part 1))

Issued in Washington. DC, on October 29.

1982.

L. D. Sentman,

Director, Materials Transportation Bureau.
|FR Doc. 82-30419 Filed 11-3-82: 845 am)

BILLING CODE 4910-60-M
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Research and Special Programs
Administration

49 CFR Part 193
{Docket Nos. P5-54 and OPSO-46]

Gas Pipeline Facliities; Amendment of
Safety Standards

Correction

In FR Doc. 82-20448 appearing on
page 32720 in the issue of Tharsday, July
29, 1882, make the following correction.

On page 32720, third column, in the
third line of item “2." *—20°C (—20°F)"
should read *—29°C(—20°F)".

SILLING CODE 160681
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49 CFR Parts 192 and 193
[Docket Nos; PS-54 and OPSO-46]

Gas Pipeline Facilities; 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, 1882.

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 55.8°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
flammable fluid piping with a service
temperature below —20°C (—22°F).
Besides an incorrect conversion, this
temperature limit is incorrectly
specified. The history of § 183.2313 (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 precision 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
safety or the tank”, the second term “or"
is a typographical error and should be
the term “of".

In § 193.2629((a)(2)(ii), pertaining to
external corrosion control, which lrlesadn
“before October 23, 1881, or within 1
year after the component is constructed
or installed, whichever is earlier”, the
word “earlier” should be “later”.

In § 193.2817(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.).

List of subjects
49 CFR Part 192
Pipeline safety.
49 CFR Part 193
Fire prevention, Pipeline safety,

Security measures, Liquefied natural gas
facilities.

Accordingly, Parts 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

§ 192.283 [Amended]

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

PART 183—LIQUEFIED NATURAL GAS
FACILITIES; FEDERAL SAFETY
STANDARDS

§193.2313 [Amended]

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

§ 193.2623 [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”.

§193.2629 [Amended]

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"”.

§ 193.2917 [Amended]

5. Section 183.2917(a) is amended by
removing “39m" and adding in its place
l.m.'.

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 1.

Issued in Washington, D.C., on July 20,
1882,
L. D. Santman,
Director, Materials Transportation Bureau.
[FR Doc. 82-20446 Filed 7-25-82 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4910-80-M
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Research and Special Programs
Administration

[Docket No. 82-2W; Notice 1]

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

The Transcontinental Gas Pipeline
Corporation (Transco) has petitioned the
Materials Transportation Bureau (MTB)
for a waiver from compliance with the
requirements of 49 CFR 192.245
regarding repair 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
testing of the combined existing facility
and 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. Inasmuch 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
API 1104, Section 7, and the facilities
were restored to service after
successfully passing the hydrostatic test
prescribed.”

Background
Section 192.245, Repair 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 instailed 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 152
requirements for qualification of
welding procedures (§ 192.225),
qualification of welders (§ 192.227). and
acceptability of welds which are
nondestructively tested or visually

inspected (§ 192241(&)). Section 7.0 of
API Standard 1104 is not referenced in
Part 182.

Repair Welding Procedure and Testing
of Welds

In further inquiry of Transco, it was
established that the repair 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 using, pipe of the same
grade as the fittings 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 properties 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 dated 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 tolerances
that must be taken into account in the
design and construction of the system.
Under these circumstances, the MTB
believes that it is highly unlikely that
new replacement welds couid be of
better quality than the existing repaired
welds.

Possible Changes in DOT Weld Repair
Regulation

As a result of the June 2, 1981, petition
from the API and an earlier review of
the weld repair reguiations by the Office
of Pipcline Safety Regulation {OPSR),
MTB is considering emending the
regulations to revise § 192.245. Proposed
changes would remove the present
restrictions en the repair of certain weld
cracks and on the multiple repairs of
other defecis with the eddition 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
regulations on weld repair can be
liberalized without adversely affecting
safety provided that acceptable
procedures are foilowed. Waivers
granted by the Department of
Transportation (DOT) for the Alyeska
Pipeline Service Company (42 FR 25983,
June 9, 1877), 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 13, 1982)
have all stressed the necessity of
adhering to proven procedural
requirements to achieve gound, ductile
weld repairs, and by 30 doing, have
assured safety as wel! as the savings of
milions of dollars ic the pipeline
industry and thus {o the oil and gas
consumers.

Proposed Waiver Acticn

In consideration of the above, MTB is
proposing to grant the Transcontinental
Gas Pipeline Corporation the requested
waiver of § 182.245.

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 Docke!s Branch, Room
8426, Materials Transportaticn 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. Late filed
comments will be considered so far as
practicable. Ail comments will be
available for public review 2t the
Dockets Branck of the Materiais
Transportation Bureau between the
hours of 8:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. No
public hearing is contempiated aithough
one may be held at a time and placeio
be published as a notice in the Federal
Register if requested by an interested
person raising a substantive issue.

{49 U.S.C. 1672; 40 CFR Part 1.53(a}, Appeadix
A of Pert 1 and Appendix A of Part 106)

Issued in Waskington. 0.C., oo September

1. 1982.
Richerd L. Beam,
Associate Director for Pipeline Safety

Danulntinn MMatamnle Trnnernasintinmn Rimonn
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Research and Special Programs
Administration

{Docket No. 82-2W; Notice 2]

Transportation of Naturail 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 18, 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 natural 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 85 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, inciuding the welding
procedure which was gualified in
accordance with Section 2.0 of API 1104
on pipe of the same grade as the fitlings
welided. The repaired welds were
nondestructively tested in accordance
with § 192.243 and met the standards of
acceptability of § 192.241{cj. The
facilities were hydrostatically tested
after repair as required by § 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 petiticner asserted
that the results of these procedures and
tests demonstrated that the conditions
under which the welds were repaired
provided weids having mecheanical
properties and soundness that meet the
requirements of Part 192.

Three comments were received in
response to the MTB invitation to
comment i Notice 1 {47 FR 39780,
September 9, 1982). Comments from the
Texas Eastern Gas Pipeline Company
and the Interstate Natural Gas

Assoclation 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 process, size, or
geometry, and had 1nade inquiries of
Transco to assure that 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-80 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 special
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 requirements of
Section 2.4.c of API Standard 1104. That
section requirés requalification of the
welding procedure only if there is a
major change in joint design. A copy of
the telephone report covering 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 46 CFR Part 182 and
have been demonstrated by
radiographic examination and
hydrostatic testing to have the
necessary soundness, strength, and
ductility corsistent with design and
operating 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 needless
additiona! costs to the operator and

Federa! Register / Vol. 47, No. 234 / Monday. December 6. 1982 / Notices

consumers without enhancing e 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.

(49 US.C. 1672 49 CFR 1.53(a). Appendix A
of Part 1, and Appendix A of Part 108)

Issued in Washington, D.C., on December 1,
1982.
Richard L. Beam,
Associate Director for Pipeline Safety
Regulation, Materials Transportation Bureau.
[PR Doc. 82-33178 Flled 12-3-82: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4910-80-M
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Research and Special Programs
Administration

[Docket No. 82-4W; Notice 2]

Transportation of Natural and Other
Gas By Pipeline; Grant of Walver

The Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company
petitioned the Materials Transportation
Bureau (MTB) for a waiver from
compliance with the requirements of 48
CFR 192.553(d), to permit the maximum
allowable operating pressure (MAOP) of
two transmission line segments shown
on drawing TO-T10-300-1-57 to be
increased to 1170 psig from the current
1088 psig. These line segments are
located in Wayne County, Pennsylvania,

between mainline valves 322 323 on
the Company's 300-1 transmission line.
The two line segments were

hydrostatically tested to at least 1470
psig for 8 hours, without leakage after
population increases caused the
segments to be reclassified from Class 1
to Class 2 locations. This pressure test
qualified all but the two Class 2
segments for a higher MAOP of 1170
psig. The MAOP of the Class 2 segments
was not increased, however, because of
§ 182.553(d), which restricts a new

MAQORP to the level allowed *“for a new
* * * pipeline constructed of the same
materials in the same location.”
Inasmuch as additional segments of the
line have since been reclassified as
Class 2, and § 192.611(a) permits these
to operate at 1170 psig because of their
prior testing, the petitioner sought a
waliver of § 192.553(d) for the original
two Class 2 segments so that the entire
line could be operated at 1170 psig.

In response to this petition, MTB
issued a notice of a petition for waiver
inviting interested persons to comment
(47 FR 27443, June 24, 1882). In this
notice, MTB stated that it was
considering granting the requested
waiver because the two Class 2
segments are not materially different
with respect to design, construction, and
leak and maintenance history from
similar Class 2 segments in the same
line section that now have an MAOP of
1170 psig, the distinguishing factor
merely being the timing of the 1470 psig
qualifying pressure test. Had it been
performed before the two segments
involved changed from Class 1 to Class

2, the segments could have been
qualified for the higher 1170 MAOP
without restriction by § 1982.553(d).

Two comments were received in
response to the invitation to comment,
and both supported the granting of the
waiver. The commenters indicated that,
under the conditions faced by the
petitioner, there would not be any
reduction in public safety and a waiver
is the most logical course of action.

In consideration of the foregoing,
MTB, by this order, finds that
compliance with § 182.553(d) is
unnecessary for the reasons set forth in
Notice 1, and that the requested waiver
would not be inconsistent with pipeline
safety. Accordingly, effective
immediately, Tennessee Gas Pipeline
Company is granted a waiver from
compliance with § 182.553(d) regarding
the two Class 2 segments described
above for the purpose of uprating to 1170
psig.

(48 US.C. 1672 49 CFR 1.53, Appendix A of
Part 1, and Appendix A of Part 108)

Issued in Washington, D.C., cn August 16,
1982
Richard L. Beam,

Associate Director for Pipeline Safety
Regulation, Materials Transporiation Bureau.
[FR Doc. 83-22000 Plled 8-15-82 348 sm)

BILLING COOE £910-00-M
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28715

[Docket Me. 82-3V Notice 2]
Transportation of Natural and Other
Gas by Pipeiine; Grant of Waiver

The Northern Border Pipeline
Company petitioned the Materials

Trensporation Bureau FATB]) by letter
daled March 16, 1822, for a waiver from
compiiance with 49 CPR 182.245 with
respect (o repair cf girth weid defects in
approximately 835 miles of its 42-inch
daxvter pipeline in the States of
Mofzns, Nortk Dakota, South Dakota,
Minnesota, and iowa constructed during
7881, and with respect to possible repair
of defects In approximetely 188 miles to
be constructed in 1882 Weid defects to
be repaired are those that have been
discovered in a post-construction pudit
of ¥-zay film that had been interpreted
initiaily by the radiographic contractors
as conforming to weld acceptability
standards in 48 CFR 1982.241(c) which
incorperate by reference the criteria in
Section 6.0 of API Standard 1104. Pipe
containing the nonconforming welds
bad, at the tme of the audit, already
been buried and the right-of-way
restored. -

Under the provisions of the waiver
petition, Northern Border proposes to
repair girth welds containing cracks and
other nonconforming previously
repaired weids that would otherwise,
according to ¢ 182.245, require removal
of entire welds. Unieas the referenced
regulaticns are waived, all of the
nonconfcrming welds (estimated to be
approximately 570) would have to be
remcved and replaced by new weids. It
is stated in the petition that removal and
replacemernt of 2 weld would require
excavauon cutting out of a pipe section
containing the weld, rebevelling the in-
place pipe ende, and placement, lining
up, clemping, end welding ir of a new
short pire length, requiring two new
girtk welda,

As a recult of the petition, the MTB
issued Notice 1 (47 FR 18248, April 15,
1882}, requaztng public comment on
whether the waiver should be granted.
The comments received are discussed
hereafier.

Northern Border presented four
reasons iz the petition to support weld

eair rather than replacement. These
were Ciscussed in Notice 1 and include
ke dificuitiec esgociated with cutting
cut and repiacing welds: environmental
impact; cost savings estimated to be
$12,505,060.0C tha? will benefit the U.S.
consumer if the weld repair procedureg
are wilized; enc detrimental effect to the
U.8. consumer if welds are required to
be replaced and service through the
Northern Border pipeiine is deiayed.

iz furteer support, weld repair tests
have been concucted by Northem
Borcer ¢ qualify repair procedures that
Northern Border proposes to use in
actua: field repair welding. These
precedurss are stated by Northem
Border t0 Se in fuil compliance with AP

¢

g
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Standard 1104. with suppiemental
Charpy impact toughness testing and
weld and heat affected zone
microhardness evaiuation.

Based upon an initiel review of the
procedures and data submitted with the
petition, the Office of Pipeline Safety
Regulation (OPSR) described certain
inadequacies in an April 2, 1882, letter to
Northern Border and requested a
clarifying response. The petition Notice
1, Docket No. 82-3W, enumerated 10
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 Northern Border.
Northern Border responded by letter
dated April 20, 1882, addressing each
area of concern listed in Notice 1 as
follows:

1. Northern Border wili 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 editior. in their future construction
and repair procedures documentstion.
As stated in Notice 1, the 14th edition
has never been incorporated by
reference in Part 182.

2. Northern Border stated that weld
procedure qualification testing would be
performed to conform to Section 2.0 of
API Standard 1104, as reguested, and in
response to an OPSR telegraphic
message of April 15, 1982. In that
message, the OPSR advised that the
welding procedures empicyed as & part
of any weld repair procedure must meet
the qualification requirements of
§ 182.225 and AP! Standard 1104.

8. Northern Border egreed to revise
the Charpy impact requirements in their
procedures to 30 fi-lb minimum average
{of 3 tests) and 20 fi-lb minimum of any
one test at the minimum design
temperature of 25 degrees F (o be
consistent with the origina! welding
procedure. The requirement contained in
the procedures submitted with the
petition was 25 ft-ib and 15 fi-ib
respectively.

4. Northern Border providec pictorial
locations of Charpy impact apecimens,
as requested, and an narrative
description of all test resulls.

5. Northern Border agvised that
Procedure “C,” & procedure which
would have used no prebeat nor
radiography to confirm crack removal
for the repair of cracks from the inside
of the pipe in environmentally sensitive
areas, 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 particie
inspection orly, would inciude
confirmation of crack removal by
radiography as requested.

8. Nor’hern Border provided
additional clarifying details as to the
environmental and construction
schedule impacts if the waiver were not

ted, and itemized the projected cost
savings to be achieved by repairing the
questionable welds rather than
replacing them.

7. Northern Border provided
specification sheets containing required
pipe properties, as requested, although
abandoning reference to “pipe
properties” other than tensile strength
as a criterion for repaired weld
properties in its revised Spec. No. 858.
The required properties of the repaired
welds relate to et;xou required for the
original qualified procedure.

8. The term “multiple repairs” as used
in the Northern Border petition was
clarified as meaning two repairs only, or
only one repair of a previously repaired

area.

9. Northern Border has clarified
procedures, as requested, such that they
are consistent with the regulations
(except for 49 CFR 182.245) and with API
Standard 1104.

10. Conditions under which the repair
procedures will be applied in future
construction were stated by Northern
Border as “* * * only in the w likely
event that a defective weld hai been
buried.” .

Test data for the repair welding
procedure qualification in accordance
with Section 2.0 of APi Standard 1104
requested in the OPSR telegraphic
message of April 15 and revised
procedures (Northern Border Spec. No.
658, Rev. 1) were transmitted to the
OPSR by letter dated April 28, 1882. All
test results were satisfactory, although a
change in welding proceure was found
necessary for Northern Border Repair
Procedure “D." The procedures are
summarized as follows (complete copies
of the corrected weld repair procedures
together with the Northern Border test
data for the procedure qualification
testing are in the docket):

Procedure “A": Short, transverse
shrinkage cracks in back-welds are
proposed to be removed by grinding
only, and the complete removal to be
verified by magnetic particle inspection.
Northern Border has asked that this
procedure be a part of the waiver
petition because of the possibility that
the crack may extend into the root bead,
which condition was in fact encountered
in the qualification trials. For this
reason, MTB requested in its telegraphic
message of April 15 and Northern
Border has agreed, to also inspect using
radiography in accordance with API
Standard 1104, Section 7.3, to assure
that the repaired weld meets the
acceptability standards of § 192.241(c).

Procedure “B": Nonthrough wall
(partial penetration) cracks are to be
repaired by welding either from the
inside or the outside of the pipe, using
low hydrogen electrodes (AWS A 5.5-89
E8018-Cs3). A preheat of from 250° to
$50°F is requir:d, and the procedures
sha!l conform with Section 7.0 of API
Btandard 1104. Acceptebility shall be
determined in accordance with
§ 192.241(c) and Section 8.0 of API
Standard 1104 by radiography.

Procedure “C”: Procedure “C,"
originally proposed in 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
appropriate.

Procedure “D": Through wall cracks
are to be repaired by grinding, drilling
holes at the extremities of the crack,
sawing through to form & new root bead
opening, and grinding to the final repair
groove contour. The new root bead and
hot pass are to be deposited using
EB8010-G electrodes, which are to be
followed by successive passes using the
E8018-C3 low hydrogen electrodes. This
procedure will also require preheating
from 250° tc 350°F and must conform to
Section 7.0 of AP] Stendard 1104.
Acceptebility of the repaired welds shall
be determined in accordance with
§ 192.241(c) and Section 8.0 of APl
Standard 1104 using radiography.

Procedurs “E": Northern Border states
that this procedure is to be used in
multipie repair, but limits the number of
repairs to twco. The written procedure
{Northern Border Pipeline Company

. Spec. No. 858, Rev. 1) states: “If the

defect has not been removed and/or the
multiple repair area does not meet APl
1104, the weid shall be cut out as a
cyclinder and & replacement section
installed.” Other requirements of this
procedure are the same as for Procedure
“B.” uzing only E8018-C3 electrodes and
the same 250° to 350°F preheat.

All of the destructive tests performed
&s & part of qualification of the repair
procedures submitted with the petition
and in response 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
repeir made in accordance with the
origina! Procedure D" submitted with
the petition. An average of three
specimens marginally failed to meet the
specified minimum average impact
toughness of 30 ft-1b (for full-size
specimens) when tested at 25°F.
Northern Border retested remaining
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samples from the repair weld, and the
retest results marginally met the
requirement. Purther impact testing of
the revised weld repair procedure “D" in
response to the telegraph of April 15 as
reported on April 28 resulted in
considerably higher toughness values,
both for the original weld and for the
repaired weld. The weld tested for the
revised Procedure D" was a weld made
for the test rather than a field weld
containing a crack as in the test results
submitted with the petition. Charpy
impact toughness 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 § 192.245 for the
welds in question is appropriate and
consistent with pipeline safety for the
following reasons:

1. Experience gained in 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 make acceptable multiple
repairs on a weld if qualified repair
procedures are used to assure 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 welds
when the repairs are completed.

3. Comprehensive tests including
destructive tests meeting § 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 the
repaired weld meeting the appropriate
requirements of § 192.243 will confirm
that the completed repair meets the
acceptability requirements of
§ 192.241(c).

5. The Federal Inspector will monitor
the repairs and enforce strict adherence
to the documented procedures 8o as 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 quality of the weld integrity
on the pipeline.

7. The cost of repairing the individual
weid defects will be substantially less
than the construction cost of replacing
entire welds and that the savings will
accrue to the consumer.

8. Deiays in initiating service and
environmentai disruptions that would
otherwise occur wiil be avoided.

9. Public safety wili be best served by
verificaiton that all injurious weld
defects have been identified and have
been satisfactorily repaired in
accordance with the terms and
conditiona of any waiver issued.

Three comments were received in
response {o the invitation to comment in
Notice 1. Comments from the American
Petroleum Institute and the Northern
Naturel Gas Company both wers
supportive of the granting of the waiver
and did not state further reservations or
conditicns. The comment from the lowa
State Commerce Commission was
supportive of granting the waiver, but
stated:

A waiver of § 182.245 to the extent
necessary to permit repair by grinding
instead of replacement and to elim nate the
inapplicabie preheating requiremeut appears
appropriate. However, the repaired area
should be subjected to radiographic
inspection to determine fina! acceptability
and Northern Border should be required to
modify its proposed Appendix A procedure to
include this.

In response to 2 request by MTB,
Ncrthern Border has agreed to confirm
removai of ths weld defect in Procedure
“A" by redicgrapaic inspection, and this
is part of the waiver. The lowe
Commisgicn aiso expressed concern
about Appendix C internel weld crack
repair {or envircnmentally sensitive
areas. Following the ccncern expressed
by MTR as ncted eariier, Northern
Border has withdrawn Appendix C
procedures.

The icwa Commission also discussed
gome cf its problems about Appendix D
Weid crack repair procedure for
compisie pipe wall penetration.
However. epparently information it
obtained in perscnel communications
between its 2t T and Northern Border
has aileviated those concerns. In
edditicn, the weiver conditions MTB is
impcsing upoz Appendix D procedures
should further answer the iowa
Commisgsion's questions about that
procecurs.

Northern Border’s petition requested
that relief be grantec on ar expedited
basic pursuant tc Section  of the
Aleska Natural Gas Transportation Act
(ANGTA) {15 U.S.C. 719g). As MTB
discussed i Notice 1, it would expedite
its acdons under the Netural Gas
Pipeline Safety Act (NGPSA] by
shortening the norma! 30-dsy period for
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public comment to 15 days in view of
the need for expeditious construction
and Initial operation of the pipeline.
MTB's actions are consistent with
assurances to the public that the
pipeline welds containing defects will
meet the acceptability standards of Part
182 when repair is completed.

In accordance with Section 102(c) of
Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1879, 44 FR
33663 (June 12, 1979), and Executive
Order 12142, 44 FR 36927 (June 25, 1879),
the terms and conditions for any waiver
granted would be enforced by the
Federal Inspector. This is true also for
enforcement of all of 49 CFR Part 182 on
pipelines subject to ANGTA.
Accordingly, on April 26, 1982, the MTB
Directo wrote Federal Inspector John T.
Rhett, requesting a description of how
the Federal Inspector’s “field
organization will enforce the terms and
conditions of any waiver granted in this
matter. This description should include
the number of personnel involved with
enforcement, the duties and
responsibilities of these personnel, and
a description of documentation which
will be used to assure compliance.” The
Federal Inspector responded by a letter
of April 30, 1982, to the MTB providing
details of the enforcement procedures to
be used to assure compliance with the
terms and conditions of the waiver and
the monitoring for compliance with Part
182 regulations. Copies of these letters
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 subject to the following
conditions.

1. Because of the wide difference in
impact test results obtained in the first
and second series of weld procedure
qualification tests performed by
Northern Border for Procedure “D,” and
because the effectiveness of the revised
procedure (addition of a hot pass using
the E8010-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 this procedure. For this reason,
additional verification through delayed
radiography is made a condition of this
waiver. In order to demonstrate the
reliability of the procedure, each of the
first 10 welds to be repaired by
Procedure “D" shall be radiographically
inspected in accordance with AP1
Standard 1104 at least 24 hours after the
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repair has been completed in addition to
the rediographic examination specified
by Northern Border in Spec. No. 658,
Rev. 1. If no cracking is detected by the
second radiographic examination of the
first 10 repair welds utilizing Procedure
“D."” no further delayed radiography is
required. If, however, any cracking is
revealed in the delayed radiography of
the first 10 repair welds, all repairs
made thereafter using Procedure “D”
must be nondestructively tested by
delayed radiography to be performed at
least 24 hours after the repair has been
completed.

2. Because of the possible wide
variation in electrode properties and the
limited number of destructive tests
which have been performed, the
electrodes used in any repair welding
procedure under this waiver shall be
identical as far as is possible as to type,
chemical composition, and mechanical
properties requirements as the
electrodes used in qualifying the repair
welding procedure.

3. Ne.:thern Border has indicated in its
April 20 letter that the repair procedures
under this waiver would be used on 1882
construction only f a weld containing
an unacceptable defect had been buried.
Before any weld is repaired by one of
the procedures herein, on a weld mede
gmurlng ;f“i: egmedumihon season, the

ce e eral Inspector {O!
must first be notified. ks

Copies of the Northern Border
Pipeline Company Weld Repair
Procedures “A,” “B,” “D,” and “E" are
contained in the docket file and have
been provided to the OFI for
surveillance and enforcement action.

(48 US.C. 1672; 40 CFR 1.53,
i Appendix A of

Issued in Washington. D.C., on May 5, 1982,
L D. Santman,

Director, Materials Transportotion Bureau.
[PR Doc. 82-12085 Plied 5-13-&2: 845 am)

BiLLING CODE 4910-00-4
*
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[Docket No. 82-3W; Notice 1]

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

The Northern Border Pipeline
Company has petitioned the Materials
Transporation Bureau (MTB) for a
waiver from compliance with the
requirements of 49 CFR 182.245
regarding repair of girth weld defects in
approximately 635 miles of its 42-inch
diameter pipeline in the States of
Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota,
Minnesota, and lowa constructed during
1981 and repair of possible future
defects in approximately 188 miles
remaining to be constructed during 1982.
Repair would be by one or more of five
qualified weld repair procedures.

The pipeline is known as the “Eastern

Leg” of the Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation System (ANGTS) as a

part of the Alcan Project. The Northern
Border pipeline will receive Alaskan gas
at the Saskatchewan-Montana border
from the Canadian-owned portion of the
ANGTS and transport such gas 1,131
miles along a route diagonally through
the above States, terminating at a point
near Dwight, Illinois. Northern Border is
presently engaged in constructing what
is referred to as the “Prebuild Project.”
When compieted in 1982, the prebuild
portion of the Northern Border system
will transport natural gas in interstate
commerce from Port of Morgan,
Montana, to Ventura, lowa, a distance
of 823 miles.

The petition of Northern Border dated
March 19. 1882. requests that relief be
granted on an expedited basis pursuant
to section B of the Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation Act (ANGTA) (15 U.S.C.
719g). The MTB seeks to expedite action
on this matter consistent with
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assurances to the public that the
pipeline welds containing defects wiil ~
be safe when repair is completed. In
accordance with section 102(c}) of
Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1979. 44 FR
33663 (June 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 40
CFR Part 182 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 (APi)
Standard 1104 incorporated by reference
in § 192.241(c). The radiographic weld
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films bad been interpreted initially by
the radiographic cantractors as
conforming to API Standard 1104.
Northern Border reexamined these
records to ascertain compliance with
that Standard. A list of the
“nonconforming welds,” identifying
them by weid number and belt location,
is attached to the waiver petition.

The total number of weld defects and
other radiographic discrepancies on the
list is 842. A number of these
discrepancies involve radiographic film
record inadequacies rather than an
identified defect in the weld. MTB
estimates there are approximately 570
existing weld defects to be repaired if
the waiver 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 gas pipeline safety
standard for repair or removal of weld
defects in onshore pipelines (49 CFR
182.245) 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. In
contrast, API Standard 1104, Section 7,
permits the repair of weld cracks that
are less than 8 percent of the weld
length (10.58 inches in a 42-inch
diameter pipe} as we!l as multiple repair
of defects.

The 15th edition of this Standard is
incorporated by reference in 48 CFR Part
192 requirements for qualification of
welding procedures {§ 192.225),
qualification of welders {§ 192.227), and
acceptability of 8 weld which is
nondestructively tested or visually
inspected (§ 192.241(c)]. Section 7 of APl
Standard 1104 is not referenced in Part
192.

Northern Border’s petition requests &
waiver of the § 192.245 prohibitions to
permit use of one cr more of five repair
prccedures which Northern Border
states have been qualified in accordance
with API Standard 1104.

Under the provisions of the waiver
request, the petitioner would repair
certain girth weld defects that would
otherwise, according to 49 CFR 192.245,
require removal of entire welds. Because
the part of the pipeline constructed
during 1931 is already buried, removal
and replacement of a weld would
require excavation, cutting out of & pipe
section inciuding the weld, and insertion
and 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 replacement.

1. Difficuities associated with culting
out and replacing welds. The petition
states, “Weld replacement eculd require
an excevation of zp to 350 feetl long in
order to achieve the flexibility in the
pipe to make the ends meet. A weld
repair requires only an excavation of
about 20 feet long. Thus a much smaller
area of land would be disturbed under
the weld repair procedure * ° * The
repair of 8 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 is the differing length of time
invoived. The weld repair procedure
involves substantially less time to
complete than does replacement of a
weld.”

2. Envircnmental impact. Nerthern
Border also stated, "It has been
determined that aimost 20 percent of the
nonconforming welds are located i 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 if the weld repair
procedures are utilized rather than
replacing the welds.

4. Detrimertal effect to the U.S.
consumer. The effect of delay that
would result if weids 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,
1881, and extending through October 31,
1987. During tbe initia} years of
operation and prior to introduction of
natura! gas from 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
export license provides {or a contingent
makeup of the volumes not taken during
the year November 1, 1981, through
October 31, 1882, there is no provision
for makeup of volumes not taken after
the beginning of the second year of the
license. Thus, if service through the
Northern Border pipeline is delayed
beyond the start of the second contraci
year, all volumes aot taken thereafter
cannot under the terme of the export
license be made up and are, therefore,
lost to the consumer.

Weld repair qualification trials were
conducted by Northern Border for five
separate procedures utiiizing API
Stendard 1104, inciuding destructive
teating. The petition states that “The
girth welds which were used to qualify
the Repair Procedures were actual field
production welds made during 1881
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construction of the Northern Border
pipeline.”

The procedures Northern Border
developec and tested for guaiification
as weld repairs are titled in the petition:

A. Procedure for Elimination of Transverse

Cracks {Grinding Only)

B. Weld Crack Repair Procedure, Pertial
Penetration (Internal/External)

C. Weld Crack Repair Procedure for
Environmentally Sensitive Areas

D. Weld Crack Repair Procecure Complete
Wall Penetration

E. Multiple Weld Repair Procedure

Northern Border has instituted a
testing program tc validate and qualify
the repair procedures consisting of the
following as stated in the petition:

Preparation of test specimens of repaired
girth welds, using cut out rings which were
radiographically identified as containing
cracks in the stringer bead similar to those
which are the subject of the waiver
petition * * ° Repair of the test specimens
took place between March 8, 1982, and March
18, 1982. Evaluation of the repair procedure
and metallurgical analysis of the repaired
welds were performed by Dr. Brian Jones of
the InterNorth, Inc. Research Center in
Omaha, Nebraska. Tensile tests, micro-
hardness surveys, and charpy V-notch impact
tests were performed on the weld specimens.
These tesis were designed_to provide
appropriate comparisons between the
corresponding properties of the repair weld
metal with those of the field weld metal and
the basc metal of the pipe.

A copy of Dr. Jones® full repert ig
attached to the petition and is in the
Docket. Northern Border concludes that
these tests and reports fully establish
that repairing cracks in welds in
accordance with the repair procedures
they propose produces sound welds and
assures a sale pipeline over its projected
service life.

Possible Changes in DOT Weld Repair
Regulation

As a result of a petition dated june 2,
1981, from the API requesting changes in
weld repair regulations and an earlier
ongoing review of weld repair
regulations by the Qffice of Pipeline
Safety Regulation {OPSR), MTB has
been considering amending 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
muitiple repairs of cther weld defects
with addition of procedural
requirements based upon API Standard
1104 to assure equivalent pipeline safety
at a lower construction cost.

Data developed by the industry in
support of waiver petitions submitted
from 1975 to 1981 show that weld repairs
can be made safely. Waivers granted by
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the Department of Transportation (DOT)
for the Alyeska Pipeline Service
Company (42 FR 25883), June 8. 1877),
the Michigan Wisconsin Pipeline
Company {42 FR 33408, juse 30, 1877),
and LOOP Inc. (46 FR 22348, April 16,
1981) have all stressed the necessity of
adhering to proven procedural
requirements to achieve sound. ductile
weld repairs, and by so doing. have
assured safety as well as the savings of
millions of dollars to the industry and
thus to the consumer.

Regulatory Concerns

MTB has advised Northern Border
about several areas of concern in the
petition, particularly as related to
qualifying the five weld repair
procedures, and has requested
additional supporting information in the
following matters:

1. Northern Border references in its
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 182
was published in January of 1881 which
updated the editions of standards and
specifications that are incorporated by
reference, including AP! Standard 1104
The 15th edition (1980) was incorporated
at that time, and is still applicable. Prior
to that amendment, the 13th edition of
AP! Standard 1104 was referenced. The
13th and 14th editions of API Standard
1104 contained provisions for
radiographic determination of the depth
of roct bead undercutting by the use of a
ccmparator shim. Since use of the shim
was proven inaccurate, the DOT
regulations prohibited its use in
§§ 192.227, 192.225, and § 192.241. The
15th edition of API Standard 1104 no
longer contains the provision for
radiographic determination of the depth
of root bead undercutting. and since the
15th edition is referenced by Part 182,
the exceptions have been removed.
Facts are needed to demonstrate why
this deviation from the requirements of
Part 182 has had no effect on the
construction of the Northern Border
pipeline to date and. therefore, would
result in a satisfactory weld repair. If the
15th edition is not usedf for both future
construction and the repair procedures,
convincing reasons must be provided for
an additional waiver to Part 182.

2. The petition states that repair
procedures were developed and
qualified in accordance with APl
Standard 1104. In the accompanying
report, bernd tests and nick-break tests
s required by section 2.0 of AP!-
Standard 1104 were not shown to have
been performed. MTB guestions how
Northern Border pians to demonstrate
the requirement of both Part 182 AP1

Standard 1104 for “ductile”™ welds in lieu
of such testing. Additional supporting
facts are needed to assure that the
repair welds will meet the same
requirements for ductility and soundless
as for the original welding procedure,
and the repair procedure qualification
tests should provide proof of meeting
these requirements.

3. Northern Border has established
impact toughness requirements, and
attainmentf of fracture toughness in the
repair welds that is at least equal to that
required for the original welding
procedure must be shown before gny
possible 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
test results on the repair welds made
during qualification of the procedure,
that the repair welds will meet the same
requirements for impact energy.

4. It is important in consideration of
the waiver that information necessary
when interpreting destructive test data,
such as for Charpy impact energy. be
specified. The OPSR is concerned that
this type of data could be misinterpreted
if the details of the testing (such as
position of the “V™ notch relative to the
weld) are not known and if evaluation
of all reults 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 all of the test results -
with those results of the original welding
procedure qualification tests.

5. Repair procedures proposed in the
petition inciude a procedure for the
grinding out of backweld transverse
cracks and a procedurs for weld crack
repair in environmentally sensitive
arees. Neither of these procedures can
be considered to coniorm to API
Standard 1104 because the first is not a
repair by welding, and the second does
not consider requirements for either
preheat or radiography of the completed
repair. Thus, the waiver being requested
goesbeyond 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 APl Standard 1104
(although incorporated cnly 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
pari of the proposed waiver, Northern
Border must address whatever
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additional provisions of Part 192 are
requested to be waived (e.g..

§ 192.481(a) because of damage to
external coating properties by repais
welding heat), and what potential
problems will be encountered if they are
not waived.

6. OPSR also has requested additional
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" through “D" of the
Northern Border Specification No. 858,
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 mede consistent with Part 192
welding requirements, API Standard
1104,%us 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 would 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 supports
the belief that it is feasible to make an
acceptable repair to a crack in a weld or
to make acceptable multiple repairs on a
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weld if qualified repair procedures are
used tc assure the integrity of the weld.

2. Adequate repair procedures will be
developed and documented by the
Northermn Border Pipeline Company
which will produce sound. ductile welds
when the repairs are completed.

3. Comprehensive tests will have been
performed to duplicate the actual repair
conditions. The results of these tests
will demonstrate that the conditions
under which the welds are repaired will
provide welds having mechanical
properties at least equal to the specified
minimum mechanica! 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 Federal Inspector will monitor
the repeairs and enforce strict adherence
to the documented procedures 80 as to
assure sound, ductile weld repairs.

8. 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 Seld conditions would not
improve the quality of the weld
intergrity on the pipeline.

7. The cost of repeiring the individual
weld defects will be substantially 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.

8. Public safety will be best served by
verification that all injurious weld
defects have been indentified and have
been satisfactorily repaired in
accordance with the terms an?
conditions of any waiver issued.

MTB &..t.ons under the National Gas
Pipeline Sufety Act (NGPSA) in regard
to the waiver request will be expedited
as required by Section 9 of the ANGTA
(15 U.S.C. 718g). Actions are
constrained, however, by provisions 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, tFerefore,
shortened the normal 30-day period for
public comment to 15 days. MT!3
anticipates receiving Northern Border's
complete response of supporting data
promptly. MTB will expedite action on
the waiver petition requested, consistent
with assurances to MTB and the public
that the completed pipeline will be safe.

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 be submitted to
the Dockets Branch, Room 8428,
Materials Transportation Bureau,
Department of Transportation, 400
Seventh Street, SW., Washington, D.C.
20590.

All Comments received by April 30,
1682, will be considered before final
action is taken. Late filed comments will
be considered so far as practicable. All
comments will be available for public
review at the 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

Federal Register if requested by an

interested perzon raising a subetantive

issue.

{49 U.S.C. 1872. 29 CFR Part 1.53(a). A <ndix

A of Part 1 and Appendix A of Part 155}
Issued in Wash.ngton. D.C.. on Aprii iZ,

1882.

Melvin A. judah,

Acting Associated Director for Pipeline

Safety Regulation Materials Transportation

Bureau.

PR Doc. 82-10414 Filed 4-14-82. X485 am)

BILLING CODE 4910-60-M
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49 CFR Part 195

[Amdt. 195-22; Docket PS-70]
Transportation of Hazardous Liquids
by Pipaline; Correction

AQGENCY: Materials Transportation
Bureau (MTB), DOT.
ACTION: Final rule: technical correction.

gummARY: This document corrects
typographical and other errors within
the safety regulations for hazardous
liquid pipelines.

FOR FURTHER 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. 2601 et seq.)
and incorporate a number of HLPSA
provisions into Part 185. Errors in 14
sections of the text were published in
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, or
anhydrous ammonia either singly or in
combination constitute a “Hazardous
liquid.” The correct conjunction is “or.”

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

3. Section 1985.108(e) erroneously cites
a pipe specification as “APL 5L." The
correct citation is “API 5L."

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

5. Section 195.118(a) omits a comma
between the words “marking” and
“end” and between the words
“preparation” and “and"”, making it
unclear that marking and end
preparation are distinct tasks.

Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 148 / Thursday, July 29, 1882 / Rules and Regulations

8. Section 195.214(a) erroneously

4. On page 38365, the last sentence of

refers to §§ 195.218 through 195.234. The * § 195.114(b) is corrected by removing

correct reference is §§ 195.216 through
185.234.

7. Section 195.248(a) transposes the
words “is” and “it” in the phrase “* * *
80 that is it buried below the level of
cultivation.” The phrase should read
“* © * go 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)(1) 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 185.403(a)(2) incorrectly
spells the word “odorless” as
“orderless.”

12. Section 195.406(a)(5) incorrectly
refers to “lost pressure” rather than
“test pressure.”

13. Section 195.420 incorrectly spells
the word “valve” as “value” in both th-

" title of the section and in the text of

peragraph (a).

14. Section 185.426 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, 1881, is corrected as
foliows:

1. On page 38361, § 185.2, 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
§ 185.106(e) is corrected by removing
“APL 5L" and inserting in lieu thereof
“AP] 5L".
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“E;}(s)" and inserting in lieu thereof
", (3).Il

5. On page 383865, § 195.118(a) is
corrected by removing “end
preparation” and inserting in lieu
thereof , end preparation,”.

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

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

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

8. 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(a)(5) is
corrected by removing “lost” and
inserting in lieu thereof “test".

13. On page 38372, § 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
§ 185.426 is corrected by removing “or

scrapers” and inserting in liev 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,
1882.

L. D. Santman,

Director, Materials Transportation Bureau.
[FR Doc. 82-20418 Filed 7-28-82: 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6010-80-M
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Resesrch and Special Programe
Administration

49 CFR Part 185
[Amdt No. 195-25, Docke? No. PS-76)

Transporiation of Hazardous Liquids
by Pipeline Weid Filler ietal

AGENCY: Materials Transportation
Bureau (MTB). RSPA, DOT.

ACTION: Final rule.

BUMARY: Seclion 185.220 requires that
weld filler metal be as strong as the
strongest piece of meta! being weided.
This requirement is ambiguous and
redundant and is. therefore, deleted with
no effect on pipeline safety.

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 10, 1883.
FOX FURTHER IMFORIKATION CONTACT:
F. S. Robinson, 202-428-2302.
AporeEss: Copieo of this final rule may
be obtained from the Dockets Branch,
Room 8428, Materials Transportation
Bureau. U.S. Departmment of
Transportation. 400 Seventh Street, SW,
Washington. D.C. 20560.
SUPPLENENTARY RIFORMATION: As part
of its program to review existing
regulations end elimirate thoze that are
unnecessary for safety, MT3 bhas
reviewed § 185.220. Section 185.220
requires that “Filler metai must be at
least equal in strength ‘o the highest
specified minimum vieid strength of the
pieces being welded and musi fuse the
pieces together.” The review chows that
this rule is ambiguous and redundant.

The rule i ambiguous becausce the
term “filler metal.” or the fusibie
material used in welding. msy refer
either to the material ac it exists before
welding (i.e., the welding rod) or the
material after welding {i.e., the
completed weld). The reguiaiory record
{Docket No. HM-8) does not clarify the
intended meaning. However, welding
procedure gualification tests in commeon
usage when § 185.220 was adopted
included tests for weld tensile strength
rather ther for sirength of the fiiler
metal before ue]dmg For this reason,
MTB believes tha! the intent of the rule
is to assure adequate tensile strength of
completed weids.

Based on the assumption that
§ 185.220 regulztes filler meta! befcre
usage, the American Petroleum Institute
(API] petitioned the MTB (Docket P-19)
on May 25, 1882, to delete the filler
metal requirement. APl argued that the

requirement is unnecessary because

nnder § 185.214(b), welding must be in
sccordance with a writien procedure

that bas been tasted io produce sound.
ductile welds. and this procedure would
have to specify the type of filler metal to
be used. The essence of A7Te
argumenti—that no sdditiona! safsty in
regard to filler metal is provided by

§ 195.220—was slso tie basis for not
including & similar rule in Part 182 for
gas pipelines. A requirement similar to

§ 185.220 was proposed fcz gas pipelines
(Notice 70-1, 35 FR 212, Jenuary 28,
1970). but was rejected ia the final rule
document (35 FR 13248, August 19, 1870).
The reason stated was "Since each
welding procedure corisine Jetailed
requirements for filler metal, it is not
necessary to have a separate
requirement in these reguiaticns.”

if, s MTB believes, § 183220
regulates the proper strength of
completed welds, thic objective also is
satisfied by complience with
§ 185.214(b). To meet the performance
criteria of this stendard, it is common
practice {namely, Section 2 of API
Specification 1104, “Standard for
Welding Pipelines and Releted
Facilities™) to conduc? iensile tests to
assure that welding procedures will
produce completed welds at ieas! as
sirong as the design strength of the
materiai being weided. Alcc, Part 185
prescribes other stendards periaining io
welding {e.g., § 185.222) an! pressure
teating (Subpart E) tha! ngause the
erength of compieted weids.

Therefore, becanse § 185.254(b)
reguires a writien welding procedure
hcorpor ting the type of filer metal to
Be used and becauze e strvng’.h of
compisied welds is sufficiently
regulatec by § 185.214{bj and other
applicet!z Part 185 requiremenis, MTB
finds that § 195.220 is unnecessary for
the safety of hazardoue liguid pipelinea.

Beczuse a requirement eimilar to that
of § 185.220 bas been considered for gas
pipelines end rejected with notice and
public procedure, and the § 135.220
requirement is reduncant with other
Part 185 stendards, good couse exisis for
finding the! & rotice of proposed
n.l-mlk.ng ie unnecessary. Therefnre, a
finai rule on this matter may be iuued
under 5 US.C 582

Since this final ruie wili bove 2
positive effect on tie econcmy of less
than $100 million & year, will result in a
cogt savings to consumers, industry, and
government agencies, anc no adverse
effects aze anticipated, the action is not

“major” under Executive Order 12291 or

“significant” under Depariment of
Transportiation procedures. Further, the
available informetion indicetcs that the
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" impact of this action is so slight that &

Regulatory Evaluation to assess costs
and benefits is unwarranted.

List of Bubjects in 4¢3 CFR Part 183
Pipeline safety.
PART 195—{AMENDED]

§ 195220 [Removed)

In view of the above, Part 185 is
amended by removing § 185.220.
{40 US.C. 2002, 46 CFR 183, Appendix A o
Part1)

Issued in Washington. D.C., oan Decomber 2,
Waz
L D. Santmas,
Director, Moteriols Transportotion Burecu.
R Doc. §3-3302 Piisd 13-86-82 246 am)
SELLING CODE 4916-08-8
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Research and Special Programs
Administration

49 CFR Part 195
[Docket PS-72; Notice 1]
Transportation of Hazardous Liquids

by Pipeline Retention of Radiographic
Film

AGENCY: Materials Transportation
Bureau (MTB). DOT.

AcTION: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

summARY: This notice proposes to delete
the requirement in § 195.234(g) to retain
radiographic film for 3 years after a
pipeline is piaced in service and to map
the location of the radiographed welds.
The existing rule does not appear to
enhance safety. but does impose a
significant cost burden.

DATE: Interested persons are invited to
submit written comments on this
proposal. All comments must be filed by
November 18. 1982. Late filed comments
will be considered so far as practicable.
Interested persons should submit as part
of their written comments all the
material that is considered relevant to
any statement of fact or argument made.

ADDRESS: Communications should be
sent to the Dockets Branch. Room 8426.
Materials Transportation Bureau. U.S.
Department of Transportation. 400 7th
Street. S.W.. Washington, D.C. 20590,
and identify the docket and nofice
numbers.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Frank Robinson. 202-426-2392.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

Under the requirements of § 195.234,
at least 10 percent of the girth welds
made daily on a pipeline must be
nondestructively tested to determine the
acceptability of the welds. In addition.
100 percent of the girth welds that are
located in specified areas (where 2
defect might occur or a spill could have
serious consequences) must be
nondestructively tested. To assure
compliance with these testing
requirements, § 195.234(g) requires that a
record by kept for 3 years of welds that
have been ncndestructively tested.
showing. if practicable, the location of
the weld. and including the developed
film for welds tested by radiography.
Besides 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 additign 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 rejected 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
Corporation requested that § 195.234(g)
be made identical to the comparable
recordkeeping 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
construction methods (i.e.. materials
used, welding practices, and inspection
techniques) are the same for the two
types of pipelines. Consolidated also
pointed out that although radiograph
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 requirement on grounds that
“retenticn of X-ray film would present a
substantial clericai burden, and will not
prove too valuable in accident
investigation.”

Colonial Pipeline Company, by letter
dated October 17, 1978, also requested
that the requirement to retain weld
radiographs be deleted from § 195.234(g).
Colonial argued that the objective of
radiographic inspection of girth welds is
to control the quality of welding. and
that this objective is met by immediately
bringing any problems that are detected
to the attention of the welders. Thus,
Colonial concludes, a weld radiograph
loses its usefulness after a weld is
initially accepted or rejecied. In further
argument against the need to retain
radiographs beyond their initial
interpretation, Colonial argued that a
record of {ilm 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 clerical 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
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these tasks reduces their effectiveness
in 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 occurring 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 constructed gas
pipelines, mere statements attesting to
compliance have proved sufficient for
enforcement needs, and as one of MTB's
predecessor agencies, the Office of
Pipeline Safety, concluded in 1970, old
radiographs are not particularly helpful
in accident analysis. Therefore. MTB is
proposing to revoke § 195.234(g) but
retain § 195.266(a) for the girth weld
recordkeeping requiremen!, 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
weld 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



testing. Also, under Subpart E. each
pipeline must be hydrostatically tested.
MTB believes that these controls,
including the requirement to
nondestructively test certain welds, are
sufficient to assure weld quality, making
the added requirement of retaining
radiographs until there is opportunity for
examination by MTB enforcement
personnel superfluous. Such
examination may occur, nevertheless,
during the normal course of MTB's
compliance investigations of pipeline
construction activity.

If § 185.234(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 establishes
under § 185.234(c) for interpretation of
radiographs. If those procedures provide
for quality control review. then the
radiographs would have to be kept until
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 an operator does not

include one in its interpretation
procedures under § 185.234(c), then
radiographs could be disposed of after
the initial interpretation and decision as
to weld acceptability.

MTB believes that significant cost
savings will result from this proposed
rule. Determining the exact location of
each weld and identifying, transporting.
and storing film is relatively expensive,
especially on large pipelines. The MTB
estimates that approximately $2.5
million is spent annually by the liquid
pipeline industry mapping radiographed
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
anticipated. the action is not “major”
under Executive Order 12291 or

“gignificant” under Department of
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Transportation procedures.

Based on the facts available
concerning the impact of this rulemaking
action, I certify pursuant to Sec. 805 of
the Regulatory Flexibility Act, that the
action will not, if adopted as final, have
a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 185

Ammonia, Petroleum, Pipeline safety,
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).

(498 U.S.C. 2002: 49 CFR 1.53, Appendix A to
Part 1, and Appendix A to Part 108)

Issued in Washington, D.C.. on September

28, 1982.

Richard L. Beam,

Associate Director for Pipeline Safety
Regulation, Materials Transportation Bureau.

IFR Doc. 82-27229 Filed 10-1-82. 8 45 am|
BILLING COOE 4510-00-20



Federal Register / Vol.

47, No. 31 / Tuesday, February 16, 1987 / Proposed Rules

8875

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPCRTATION

Research and Special Programs
Administration

49 CFR Partn 192 and 135
[Docket PS-88; Natico 2]

Transportstion of Natura! and Other
Gas by Pipeline Tranzportation of
Hazardous Liquids by Pipeline; Placing
Longitudinai Weid Seams in Upper Half
of Pipe

AGENCY: Materials Transportation
Bureau (MTB), Research and Special
Programs Administraticn, DOT.

AcTION: Withdrawal of Advance Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRM).

SUMMARY: An ANPRM 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 & means to
reduce the number cf accidents caused
by internal corrosion.

The comments to the ANPRM,
recommendations by members of
advisory coramittees for gas and liquid
pipelines, and a review of accident
reports submitted to MTB indicate that
the iocation of the weld seam is not
expected to be a factor in corrosion
caused accidentis that might occur on
newly constructed pipelines.
Conseguentiy, the ANPRM is
withdrawn.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Frank Robinson, 202-426-2352.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION The MTB
issued an ANPRM (45 FR 20142, March
27, 1980) seeking information concerning
& recommendation {72-P-9} by the
National Transpertaticz Safety Board
(NTSB;] tc locete ihe longitudinal weld
seam in the upper half of the pipe during
pipeline constructicn te avoid the
potential for internai corresion occurring
at the weld seam or hest affected zone.
According to the NTSB, internai
corrosion an the bottom of the pipe will
weaken an insufficiently tonded
longitudins! seam when it elso is
located on the botiom of the pipe and
the pipe will {21 a? such iocations. This
condition prevei's in pipelines
transporting gac or bazardous liquids
accarding to NTSZ

The ANPRM sought information
necessary to Jefine the safety problem
addressed by the recommendation, to
eva!luate the effectiveness of the
recommerdation, and to weigh the
technical'and economic practicebility of
the recommencation. In addition te
publishing the ANPRM, the MTB

brought the recommendation before the
Technical Pipeline Safety Standards
Committee (TPSSC] for gae pipelines on
December €, 1980, end the Technical
Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety
Standards Committee (THLPSSC) an
December 17, 1881, in order to gain the
views of committee members as well as
views of the public.

Other than the NTSB, the 40
commenters responding to the ANPRM
did not zupport adoption of a new safety
standard to place the longitudinal seam
in the uper half of the pipe for gas
transmission or distribution pipelines or
for hazardous liquid pipelines. These
commenters argued that industry
experience indicates that failures are
seldom if at all caused by 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 & potential problem, these
commentere argued that current welding
technology together with precise quality
control of the weld and improved
ccatroi of pipe metal chemistry prevents
the occurrence of weld seams which are
insufficiently bonded.

During the TPSSC meeting on
December 9, 1980, the NTSB reiterated
its positicn in favor of adopting the rule.
The committee members, however,
expressed the view that (1) the weld
geam or heat affected zone is not more
subject o internal corrosion than the
body of the pipe, and (2) experience of
the committee members with liquid and
gas pipelines does not indicate that
interre! corrcsion in the weld seam or
heat affecied zone is a serious safety
probiem. The TPSSC suggested that
accident repcrts submitted to MTB be
examined t¢ determine whether &
serious safety problem is indicated by
the Gata.

The MTE accident records were
surveyed tc determine the incidence of
accidents that might be attributable to
internal corrosion in the longitudinal
weld seam or heat aifected zone. None
of the 2,144 liquid pipeline accidents
reported to date involved internal
corrosicn in ike lengitudinel seam other
thar the Phillipe Pipe Line Company
December 9, 1570, accident ncted n the

Only six sccidents reporting internal
corrosion in the lengitudinal seam were
found in the 12,782 gas transmisgsion and
cistribution pipeline gccidents to date.
All 5ix of these accidents were on the
same frensmission pipeline within a few
miles of each other which indicates &
loca! problem rather than & problem
throughout the industry. Further, four of
these six eccidents occurred during
hydrostatic test and thus were not
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failures in the ordinary sense.
Additionally. the accident data did not
inciude the location of the longitudinal
seam and. therefore, placement of the
longitudinal seam cannot be correlated
with those remaining two failures which
might indicate the existence of a safety
problem.

The majority of the members of the
THLPSSC, 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 serious
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 THLPSSC, and the lack of
statistical data in the accident reports
indicating the existence of a serious
safety problem, the MTB does not
believe that the placement of the
longitudinal weld seam poses a serious
safety problem. While the Phillips
accident and the six accidents in gas
pipelines involved corrosion in the weld
seam, the MTB believes that (1) these
were isclated 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 modern manufacturing
techniques. Therefore, the MTB hereby
withdraws the ANPRM concerning
placement of the longitudinal weld seam
in the upper half of pipe, as published at
45 FR 20142, March 27, 1980.

{49 U.S.C. 1872; US.C. 2001; 498 CFR 1.53(a),
Appendix A of Part 1 and Appendix A of Part
108)

Issued in Washington, D.C., on February 8,
1982
Meivia A. Judah
Acting Associate Director for Pipeline Safety
Regulation Materials Transportation Bureau.
[FR Doc. 82-3871 Filed 3-12-82. 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 4910-80-M




FW-—-—-‘- P JIIEHI lll.-rl-.-l.-l

-H-q..l.-ul '|-|-r'|-..-lr-|l|-llil:-

rnurlu-llr"ui
et

s gl
R L

gt b oA rElN ok &
=" an e
e e, vl . 0l 0P Eeke

ox el il =S A

w7k T el

mefi

o g i Nt
ErE™ LM di.d-u..-:.-."

LI &
- s I 3K
s .

ke ko=

:,H

HJI.‘ -"l-_-

=="1

§an
.17 h .

-2 .7 |- amwmeril &

Hu-uurl-.l:

r“r
rir-lils - Al L

Frisal = ma- -

I--I-.mw- B
Lt T
idlf i

- 1"

el o s
B - g
#‘I—II“&

#;;H-ﬂ-ﬂ-‘"‘-';

- T

A
"mirk
h;lw..'
b b
-l--l.n.i
f ol
S

=
R IR

==l

e

* a ol

et :"ﬁ“ﬁaﬁ:‘f ia

P it

o [ Y -
e A

T

= A | ﬁl:

i 1
L R
Jm -1*.‘,_-'.
AsosiEE T e R
e I
ST T - -,

4 - e - _-II.-.:|| 1
-H-J.ﬂ'r.- ‘-.
- E = 1.
e C

B —pghi- = -0
ef EndF dor oS, w.
=l - ik . Eh Laws T
L. MI- r'.|...'I|-I'il
"L

RER S
LI

I-|'ll- R
ol Riw
rplc B L ™
L e R
oTED TS
I-'. - -nﬁ-r-
:ri' ..-'-ll-|
A e -
. t-._-..;l--rI -
'ﬂnl |-i.|"

I ﬁfun-nl- "l 3
s fedy el o el

W 'I?" |'I
I L b |
1y, =
'
e
o r &

=2

pe-l dbpp o o aE e N
N e el B =k L
=i [ r—— =n .1
=k mfam SE e T
M AR BlEvy A ?-ll
. 1. . T:..I.-_.
Earoyiims : a1 T3
- - & o
s whrriyrm
mﬂl”"b’ mbe Phygr=re

‘-::'ll’lﬂ-h"ﬂil"-ll"l Ll =omry

(R s Al
o
.lh: Hrlallu-ppﬁ.f

"_ﬂ#‘ldﬂn FTiee.
- LA - Iy

ﬂll'-nl-..'.l by oF im
i

ﬂl"li.. I I-;&

K TS e

o mnonfida ¢ is sadhoe gl
ﬁmdmrr,:ﬂ-.
woi iy - Nt el e
-lﬂ F-il.rr
i%ﬂ'l e
i C i 1l agN ....11::-
ii #-l'n:'lﬂ- L kg
Vo vl T e ]
S e
l'-l-ﬂil—ﬂuu L o
Sureu
el B
i-.l-r..lh.l 4|ll..- n
e =i """l

T N
M = T § el
hk— . B --8aiC'3 W

=l -
-l-“—-—.—

P EUe LT
=pelrE b b e

= L
SRR T SR i M

Arfil= Lrem 1 .
L

RELE S
1. = k=g

N 1k

L
. =
* 2. 'wmF ki)

b.l.--l

o 'ﬂ.l s [ "
T BRug L) L - 2
e

o ot i m
B SR
S L
[s=p == | ol o= =
Fda = - =7 1 ° N
g, ™ .

B -,
H.:fl Ig—=rs 4 Kk 1

'|.-_-r-lll'lm-h' e
' . fa = ra

N



APPENDIX B

GAS PIPELINE SAFETY ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY-1982

ENFORCEMENT CASES INITIATED

SYSTEM OPERATOR LOCATION
State University of New York Buffalo, NY
Columbia Gas Transmission Corporation Strasburg, VA
Tennessee Gas Pipelines Hamburg, NY
Carnegie Natural Gas Company Munhall, PA
Columbia Gas Transmission Corporation Charleston, WV
Commercial Pipeline Company, Inc. Wichita, KS
Northern States Power Company Eau Claire, WI

(Systems Operated by Towns and Municipalities)

Commerce, GA Logansport, LA
Lawrenceville, GA Ville Platti, LA
Vanceburg, KY DeQuincy, LA
Dublin, GA Melville, LA
Wheelwright, KY Gueydon, LA
Port Barre, LA Waterproof, LA
Berwick, LA Summesport, LA
Baldwin, LA Paluietto, LA
Vernon Parish Gas Pitkin, LA

Utility Districet 1



WARNING LETTERS ISSUED IN 1882

SYSTEM OPERATOR

Indiana Utilities Corp

Missouri Public Service Co.
Waynesboro Housing Authority
Natural Gas Pipeline Co. of America
Midwestern Gas Transmission Co.
Interstate Power Co.

lowa-Illinois Gas and Electrie 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, 1A
Davenport, IA
Kansas City, MO
El Paso, TX
Sacramento, CA
Jackson, MI

New Roads, LA
Houma, LA

(Systems Operated by Towns and Municipalities)

Austell, GA
Monticello, GA
Newellton, LA
Hawkinsville, GA
Byron, GA

St. Francisville, LA
Firest Hill, LA
Morganza, LA
Roseland, LA
Wheelwright, KY

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

Pikeville, KY Doerun, GA
Cordele, GA Harrisonburg, LA
Krotz Springs, LA Basile, LA

D-2



GAS PIPELINE ENFORCEMENT CASES CLOSED IN 1982

WITHDRAWAL OF PROPOSED COMPLIANCE ORDER

Columbia Gas Trans. Corp. ~Strassburg, VA
Tennessee Gas Pipelines Hamburg, NY
Carnegie Natural Gas Company Munhall, PA

HAZARDOUS FACILITY ORDER RESCINDED
(Corrective Action Taken)

Boston Gas Company Boston, MA
POST COMPLIANCE ORDER REVIEW

North Centrai Public Service Co. Coon Rapids, MN
Western Gas Utilities, Incorporated Eau Claire, Wi
Livingston Parish, GUD #1-A Independence, LA
Luverne Farm Store Gas Co. Luverne, MN
Minnesota Gas Company Sounix Falls, SD

(Systems Operated by Towns and Municipalities)

Adarsville, GA Hazard, KY
Morgansfield, KY Owatonna, MN
Union Point, GA Ville Platte, LA
Grantville, GA Delcambre, LA
Carencro, LA Watertown, SD

COLLECTION OF PENALTY
(Systems Operated by Towns and Municipalities)

Ville Platte, LA $1,000.00
Plaquemine, LA $2,000.00

WARNING LETTERS ISSUED
(Systems Operated by Towns and Municipalities)

Livingston Parish, GUD #1-B, Independence, LA

Vernon Parish GUD #1, Pitkin, LA Port Barre, LA
DeQuiney, LA
Berwick, LA

P-3
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Appendix C
HAZARDOUS LIQUID PIPELINE ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY [N 1982

WARNING LETTERS ISSUED

SYSTEM OPERATOR LOCATION

Sun Pipeline Company Tulsa, OK

Jayhawk Pipeline Corporation Witchita, KS
Cal-Nev Pipeline Company San Bernardino, CA
National Cooperative Refinery Association McPherson, KS
Continental Pipeline Company Tulsa, OK
Wolverine Pipeline Company Dallas, TX

Total Pipeline Corporation Denver, CO
Farmland Industries, Incorporation Kansas City, MO

ENFORCEMENT CASES INITIATED 1982

Williams Pipeline Company Tulsa, OK
Schio Pipeline Company Longview, TX
Phillips Pipeline Company Bartlesville, OK

ENFORCEMENT CASES CLOSED 1982

Post Compliance Order Review

Williams Pipeline Company Tulsa, OK
Vickers Petroleum Corporation Witchita, KS

Collection of Civil Penalty

Williams Pipeline Company Tulsa, OK

Withdrawal of Notice of Probable Violation

Cities Service Pipeline Company Tulsa, OK








