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N PI@pQS@d Rule Making

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Consumer and Marketing Service
[7 CFR Part 993 1

HANDLING OF DRIED PRUNES PRO-
DUCED IN CALIFORNIA

Notice of Proposed Rule Making

Notice is hereby given of a proposal to
amend § 993.159 of .the administrative
rules and regulations (Subpart—Admin-
istrative Rules and Regulations; 7 CFR
Part 993). The subpart is operative pur-
suant to the marketing agreement, as
amended, and Order No. 993, as amended
(1 CFR Part 993), regulating the han-
dling of dried prunes produced in Cali-
fornia. The amended marketing agree-
ment and order are effective under the
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
of 1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601-674).

"The proposal was unanimously recom-
mended. by the Prune Administrative
Committee to provide certain additional
payments to handlers for expenses in-
curred by them in holding reserve prunes
for the account of the Committee. Such
payment would be pursuant to § 993.59.
Section 993.159 currently provides for the
payment of handlers for costs incurred
by them in conmnection with, but not
limited to, inspection, receiving, storing,
grading, and fumigation of reserve
prunes. The additional payments pro-
posed herein are to compensate handlers
for expenses incurred by them when they
are directed by the Committee to move
and dump containers of reserve prunes
for inspection purposes and the handler
continues to hold the prunes following
inspection. The Committee concluded
that a rate of $2.50 per ton (natural con-
dition weight) for such services is rea-
sonable. Other additional payments pro-
posed aré to compensate handlers for
costs (storage, necessary fumigation, bin
rental, insurance) incurred in holding
reserve prunes for the account of the
Committee beyond the end of the crop
year in which such prunes are received
from: producers or dehydrators. The
proposal also includes deletion of obso-
lete wording from § 993.159.

All persons who desire to submit writ-
ten data, views, or arguments in connec~
tion with the aforesaid proposal should
file the same in quadruplicate with the
Hearing Clerk, U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, Room 112, Administration
Building, Washington, D.C. 20250, not
later than the seventh day after publica-
tion of this notice in the FeperaL
REGISTER. All written submissions made
pursuant to this notice will be made
available for public inspection at the
office of the Hearing Clerk during regular
business hours (7 CFR 1.27(b)).

‘The proposal is gs follows:

1. Revise the first two sentences of
paragraph (a) of §993.159 tbo read as
follows: -

(a) Rate of payment for mnecessary
services. Bach handler shall, with respect
to reserve prunes held by him for the
account of the Committee pursuant to
§ 993.57, be paid at the rate of $25 per
ton (natural condition weight) for neces-
sary services rendered by him in connec-
tion with such prunes so held during all
or any part of the crop year in which the
prunes were received from producers or
dehydrators, Such amount shall, together
with the additional payments, as appli-
cable, provided in this section, be in full
payment for the costs incurred in con-
nection with but not being limited to, the
following services: Inspection, receiving,
storing, grading, and fumigation. * * *

2. Amend paragraph (b) by revising
the last sentence in that paragraph to
read: “The Committee shall reimburse
the handler for the actual costs of such
insurance.” .

3. Redesignate paragraph (¢) as para-
graph (d) and add a new paragraph (c)
reading as follows:

(¢) Certain additional payments in
connection with the holding of reserve
prunes for the committiee. (1) Whenever
a handler is directed by the committee
to move and dump containers of reserve
prunes held by him for the account of
the committee for the purpose of causing
an inspection to be made of the prunes,
as provided in § 993.75, but without tak-
ing delivery of the prunes at that time,
the handler shall be paid for such serv-
ices at the rate of $2.50 per ton (natural
condition weight).

(2) Commending with 1968-69 crop
year reserve prunes, each handler hold-

ing reserve prunes for the account of the-

committee beyond the end of the crop
year in which such prunes were received
from producers or dehydrators shall be
paid as follows:

(i) For storage and necessary
fumigation: o

(a) $2 per ton during all or any part of
the first 3 months of the succeeding crop
year;

(b) $1 per ton during all or any part of
the second 3 months of the succeeding
crop year;

(e) 25 cents per ton during all or any
part of the third. 3 months of the suc-
ceeding crop year; and

(d) 25 cents per ton during all or any
part of the fourth 3 months of the suc-
ceeding crop year.

(i) $3 per ton for bin rental during all
or any parf of the succeeding crop year;

(iii) For insurance as prescribed in
paragraph (b) of this section.

4. Add a new paragraph (e) reading as
follows:

(e) Authorized payment. Payments
authorized hereunder shall be made to
the handler required to hold in his pos-

session or under his control the quantity
of prunes necessary to meet his reserve
obligation pursuant to § 993.57, and only
to the extent of the quantity so held.

Dated: November 17, 1969.

ARTHUR E. BROWNE,
Acting Director,
Fruit and Vegetable Division.

[FR. Doc. 69-13872; Filed, Nov. 20, 1969;
8:48 am.]

DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

Office of Pipeline Safety

[ 49 CFR Part 1‘92 j|
[Notice 69-3, Docket No. OPS-3]

. GAS PIPELINES
Minimum Federal Safety Standards

The Department of Transportation is
developing proposals for the comprehen-
sive minimum Federal safety standards
for the transportation of gas and pipe-
Tine facilities, as required by section 3(b)
of the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act
of 1968. This notice is the first step in
the rule making process that will result
in the establishment of these standards
to replace the interim Federal safety
standards now in effect.

The Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act
required the Secretary of Transportation
to establish the interim Federal stand-
ards within 3 months by adopting the
State standards in effect on August 12,
1968. The interim standards were is-
sued as Part 190 of Title 49 of the Code
of Federal Regulations on November 7,
1968. -

At thaftime, the Department asked for
comment on the advisability of adopt-
ing the safety code most widely used by
the industry (United States of America
Standards Institute Standard Code for
Pressure Piping—Gas Transmission and
Distribution Systems—USAS B31.8, 1968
edition, referred to hereinafter as the
B31.8 Code) as the minimum Federal
standards. In addition to the comments
received, the Office of Pipeline Safety has
sought and considered information and
suggestions from several other sources.
These included changes under considera-
tion by the USASI B31.8 Code Commit-
tee, recommendations of a committee
from the National Association of Regula-
tory Utility Commissioners, and a com-
parative review of State sfandards. After
considering the information received and
consulting with the Technical Pipeline
Safety Standards Committee, the De-
partment has decided that the present
State standards are the best source for
the minimum Federal standards. Since
all States that have adopted their own
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standards have based them on the B31.8
Code, the proposed Federal standards
will also be very similar in substance to
that document although many changes
in form, style, and language will be made.
Since the B31.8 Code is readily available
and well understood in the gas pipeline
industry, this similarity will permit ex-
tensive use of the Code as a reference
document in discussing these proposals.
However, in adopting their standards,
many States have added requirements to
strengthen and improve the B31.8 Code.
The Department has evaluated these
additional requirements and many are
being incorporated in the proposed Fed-
eral standards for the same reasons.

Due to the length and complexity of
the State standards and the Code upon
which they are based, the task of con-
verting them info a Federal regulation
will require g substantial amount of time
to accomplish properly. In the meantime,
in order to expedite the rule making pro-
cess so as to meet the August 12, 1970,
date specified in the statufe and still
provide adequate time for analysis and
preparation of comments, the proposed
standards will be issued in more than
one notice of proposed rule making. This
first notice proposes the added require-
ments that are presently contained in
one or more State standards and which
exceed the requirements of the B31.8
Code, Since these particular require-
ments are not universally applicable to
the industry, evaluation of their signifi-
cance will require additional time for
most interested persons. These proposals
are described in detail but are not set
forth In specific regulatory language.
This notice will enable interested per-
sons to begin developing their comments
on the proposed Federal standards. Sub-
sequently, a series of supplementary
notices of proposed rule making contain-
ing the specific regulatory language will
be issued for evaluation and comment by
Interested persons. Each one of these
supplementary notices will cover a par-
ticular area such as welding, mainte-
nance, testing, ete., and each will allow

from 60 to 90 days from date of issue for
further preparation and actual submis~
sion of written comments.

The Department recognizes that there
are some areas, such as uprating, cor-
rosion control, and pipeline marking,
wherein the existing State standards
could be substantially improved. How-
ever, changes of this type might unduly
complicate the proposals and thereby
delay the establishment of the first
minimum Federal standards. In addition,
the problems and possible solutions in
these areas of needed improvement are
not sufficiently well defined to permit the
making of specific regulatory proposals
in this rule making proceeding. The ad-
ditional study that is required to accom-
plish this would also result in some delay.
Therefore, these proposals will consist
of only the existing State standards with
those substantive changes as appear nec-
essary. In the meantime, the Depart-
ment will study and resolve these prob-
lems and will initiate separate rule mak-
ing proceedings to include these needed
improvements subsequent to establish-
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ment of the minimum Federal standards.

One significant change from existing
State standards that is considered neces-
sary is new definitions for class loca-
tions. The present definitions for Class 3
and Class 4 areas are too vague to be used
as Federal standards. This subject, to-
gether with the related subject of the
population density index, is presently un-
der study and when the specific regula-~
tions are proposed in a subsequent no-
tice, new definitions of class locations will
be included.

Effective date of proposed regulations.
No effective date is proposed for the vari-
ous requirements contained in this no-
tice of proposed rule making. Industry
would need g reasonable period of time,
probably no less than 120 days, to com-~
ply with most of the proposed require-
ments. Some requirements, particularly
those relating to design and construc-
tion, may require longer lead time. It is
probable that the proposed requirements
will be made applicable on g phased basis.
For example, the aperation and mainte-
nance subpart could apply within 120
days while the construction subpart
could be delayed for 180 days after adop-
tion. Comments should suggest practieal
effective dates for the various require-
ments, indicating the problems that
would arise from early compliance and
the time required to solve those problems.

Cost/benefit determination. In evalu-
ating these proposals, commenters should
bear in mind that every safety regula-
tion has a cost factor, either g direct pur-
chase and operation cost or an indirect
cost resulting from operating at less than
maximum efficiency. Every safety regu-
lation Gf it is justified) also has 3 bene~
fit factor, the increase in safety to the
public and a less noticeable but definable
benefit to the pipeline operator in reduc-
ing his casualty losses and damage claims
to some extent. Although the cost of
complying with a regulation (cost to the
operator less benefit to the operator) is
initjally borne by the pipeline operator,
this cost is ultimately paid by the pub-
lic in the higher cost of the delivered
product. Thus, from the point of view of
the regulatory agency, the cost/benefit
determination is whether the safety
benefit to the public justifies the mone-
tary cost of compliance to the public.
For this reason, the proposals described
herein should be evaluated as to cost and

‘benefits. When comments on the specific

regulations are submitted, these factors
should be discussed fully. The informa-
tion resulting from these cost/benefit
determinations will be most helpful in
making decisions with respect to particu-
lar proposals.

Proposed minimum Federal stantdards.
The following are the significant provi-
sions of the State gas pipeline safety
standards that are not presently con-
tained in the B31.8 Code—1968 but which
are hereby proposed for inclusion in the
minimum Federal standards. Existing
requirements that are referred to are
those set forth in the B31.8 Code which
was the basis for all State staridards. In~
cluded with each proposal are questions
which should be considered and discussed
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when comments are submitted. The re-
sponses to these questions, together with
the cost/benefit information requested
above, will be significant factors in de-
termining the content of the minimum
Federal standards.

Welding. Pipeline systems that are to
operate at 20 percent or more of specified
minimum yield strength (SMYS) would
require visual inspection in addition to
nondestructive testing. There would be
a requirement for 100 percent nonde-
structive testing of these lines in (1)
Class 3 and 4 locations, (2) within rail-
road or public highway rights-of-way,
including tunnels, (8) at tie-ins, (4) at
overhead road crossings, and (5) when-
ever welds are repaired. The testing per-
centage for Class 1 and 2 locations would
remain the same., When conducting non-
destructive testing on these lines, each
welder's work would be sampled to at
least the same percentage as the overall
nondestructive testing reguirement for
the area. All welds tested would be tested
over their entire circumference. There
would no longer be an option of testing
an equivalent length of welds over a part
of the circumference.

Records would have to be retained for
the life of the facility showing the num-
ber of welds made, the number nonde-
structively tested, the number of rejects,
and the disposition of the rejects. In ad-
dition, detailed records of testing, in-
cluding exposed X-ray film, be retained
for 3 years affer construction.

. In discussing these proposals, com-
menters should provide the following in-
formation. Describe the problems in de-
termining that each welder’s work is
sampled to the percentage required.
Should the percentage be based on com-
pleted welds or on length of welds?
‘Would it be sufficient to assure that each
welder is checked each day and eliminate
the fixed percentages? Does a require-
ment to test the entire circumference
present any different problems on larger
pipe than on smaller and if so, at what
point do these differences become signifi-
cant? How difficult would 100 percent
testing be in Class 3 and 4 locations?
‘What percentage of welds are nonde-
structively tested today in these loca-
tions? As nearly as possible, provide ad-
ditional cost figures for 90 percent and
95 percent testing In these locations.
Specify any problems associated with
testing all tie-in welds. What is the pres-
ent practice as to retention of nonde-
structive testing records?

Initial test requirements. Strength-
proof testing requirements for pipelines
and mains that are to operate at 30 per-
cent or more of SMYS would be modi-
fied as follows: (1) Minimum test pres-
sure in Class 3 or 4 locations would be
150 percent of maximum operating pres-
sure; (2) test pressure would have to be
held for at least 24 consecufive hours
after stabilization; (3) exceptions thatb
permit air testing of these pipelines and
mains in Class 3 or 4 locations would be
eliminated; (4) the test medium would
have to be disposed of in a manner that
is not detrimental to the environment.
Pipelines or mains to be operated at less
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than 1 p.si. would have to be tested to
at least 10 p.s.i. and those operated at
more than 1 p.s.i. would be required to be
tested to at least 100 p.s.i. Pipelines and
mains with a coating capable of sealing
a leak would be “tested to at least 125
p.s.i.

With respect to these proposals, discuss
the difficulties that might result from
eliminating air testing in Class 3 and 4
locations. Would test equipment now in
use be able to meet these requirements?
Is 125 p.s.i.g. test pressure sufficient to
determine whether the coating is sealing
a leak?

Bends, elbows, and miters. On pipelines
and mains operated at a hoop stress of
30 percent or more of the specified mini-
mum yield strength, bends would not be
made within 1% pipe diameters of a cir-
cumferential weld. In addition, miter
bends that produce an angle of 3° or
more would not be permitted on these
pipelines and mains.

Can bends be made closer than 1%
pipe diameters to the circumferential
weld without having a detrimental effect
on the weld? If so, are there any special
methods or techniques that should be
used?

Cover requirements. The cover require-
ments for buried distribution mains
would be increased to a minimum of 30
inches. However, whenever a local law
or regulation (either a State or subdivi-
sion thereof) required distribution mains
to be placed in a common trench with
other utilities, the local requirements
would govern the depth of cover. Buried
transmission pipelines would have to be
installed with a minimum cover as seb
forth in the following table:

Cover in inches
Location Normal Excavation
excavation of rock by
blasting
Class 1 Locations........... 30 18
Class 2, 3, and 4 Locations.. 36 30
Drainage ditches of public
roads and railroad
CroSSiNgSeean - ceveceenana- 36 36

These minimums would apply to all types
of materials. All other cover requirements
remain unchanged.

These proposals are intended to pro-
vide additional safety for buried pipelines
and mains to reduce the risk of damage
by external forces. Does increased depth
contribute significantly towards reduc-
ing this risk? What other industry prac-
tices are used today? Are there any other
methods that could be used to minimize
demage from external forces and if so,
how do they compare in relative cost
effectiveness?

Underground  clearance. The under-
ground clearance required between

. buried pipelines or mains and other un-
derground structures would be raised
from present requirements of 6 inches for
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pipelines and 2 inches for mains to 12
inches for both. If this clearance were
not attainable, other protective measures
would have to be taken. Additional clear-
ance would still be required for plastic
piping near sources of heat.

Cast iron pipe. Bell and spigot joints
would be prohibited both in new con-
struction and the reinstallation of used
pipe, unless these joints were clamped
with mechanical clamps or otherwise
reinforced or reconditioned. Threaded
cast iron joints would be prohibited in
both new construction and reinstallation
of used pipe.

In cast iron pipe 6 inches in nominal
diameter or smaller, threaded taps would
be prohibited unless they are (1) rein-
forced taps, (2) existing taps that are
free of cracks and have good threads, or
(3) taps that are used for gas control
equipment and are closed after use by
means of a threaded plug or reinforcing
sleeve. In cast iron pipe larger than 6
inches nominal diameter, threaded taps
would have to be reinforced with sleeves
if the taps are larger than 25 percent of

the nominal diameter of the pipe. How.

much and what sizes of threaded cast
iron pipe are presently in operation?

Pressure control and relief. Low pres-
sure distribution systems would be re-
quired to maintain a minimum operating
pressure high enough for the safe and
continuous operation of any properly ad-
justed low pressure gas burning equip-
ment that is connected to the system.
Discuss low pressure service interrup-
tions with reference to causes, adverse
effects, and other possible solutions, and
indicate the number of customers af-
fected by such interruptions during the
past year.

‘When more than one pressure regulat-
ing station or compressor station feeds
into a pipeline or distribution system,
each such station would be required to
have a relief valve or other protective de-
vice installed to insure that the complete
failure of the largest capacity regulator
or compressor, or any single run of lesser
capacity regulators or compressors, in
that station, would not impose pressures
on any part of the pipeline or distribu-
tion system in excess of those that it was
designed for or that it is protected
against, whichever is lower. In lIow pres-
sure distribution systems, relief valves or
other - pressure limiting devices would
have to have the capacity to limit the
maximum pressure in the mains to 2
p.sig. Supports for pressure relief or

-pressure limiting devices would have to

be made of nonhcombustible materials.

Is relief capacity of 100 percent of the
capacity of the largest single source of
supply in a regulator station or compres-
sor station sufficient to protect a distri-
bution or pipeline system or should a
larger relief capacity be required?

All pressure limiting and pressure
regulating stations, other than house

regulators, and all relief valves would
have to be inspected and tested at least
once a year. If the capacity of a reliet
valve cannot be fested in place, an
annual review and calculation of the
required capacity of the relieving equip-
ment at that station could be made in
lieu of testing. Is annual inspection and
testing sufficient to insure safe opera-
tion of this equipment?

Unrating. Present standards do not re-
quire leakage surveys when qualifying
existing steel pipelines or mains for
higher operating pressures that will pro-
duce a hoop stress of 30 percent or more

.of SMYS. When qualifying for increased

pressures of less than 30 percent on steel
pipelines, mains, and distribution sys-
tems and all plastic pipe distribution
systems, leakage surveys are required

-only if past maintenance records indi-

cate that such a siurvey is advisable.
These proposals would require that a
leakage survey must be conducted before
uprating any part of a pipeline system
and further, that leaks discovered
must be repaired before the higher pres-
sures are applied.

Discuss present practices as to if,
when, and how leakage surveys are
made, with some emphasis on techniques
and instruments used.

Odorization. Operators would be re-
quired to odorize gas in transmission
systems as well as in distribution sys-
tems. Gas en route to storage fields
would be exempt from this requirement.

‘Have any leaks been discovered as a re-

sult of odorant being added to trans-
mission lines? If so, how many and under
what circumstances? What effect does
the loss of odorant in the line have on
the pipeline system? What effect does
odorization of gas have on industrial
users?

Interested persons should begin to
develop their comments on the proposals
and questions contained in this notice.
However, since it is the Department’s
intention to propose specific rules for
public comment at a later date, com-
ments should not be submitted until that
time, When specific rules have been pro-
posed, comments should be submitted in

-accordance with directions set forth with

those specific proposals.

This notice is issued pursuant to the
authority of the Natural Gas Pipeline
Safety Act of 1968 (49 U.S.C. 1671
et seq.), Part 1 of the Regulations of the
Office of the Secretary of Transporta-
tion (49 CFR Part 1), and the delega-
tion of authority to the Director, Office
of Pipeline Safety, dated November 6,
1968 (33 F.R. 16468).

_Issued in Washington, D.C., on Novem-
ber 14, 1969,
W. C. JENNINGS,
Acting Director,
Office of Pipeline Safety.
[F.R. Doc. 69-13850; Filed, Nov. 20, 1969;
8:46 am.]
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