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[ 49 CFR Part 1951
[Notice 68-27; Docket Neo, BEN-G)

TRANSPORTATION OF LIQUIDS BY

PIPELINE
Notice of Public Hearing

On July 12, 1868, the Hazardous Ma-
terials Regulations Board issued a notice
of propesed rule making, (Notice 1o, 68—
4; 33 F.R. 10213, published July 17, 1960)
setting forth a complete revision of Part
180 of the azardous Materinle Reguta-
tions of tlie Deparinent of Transporta-
tion. This notice contzined proposed ye-
quiremments for the desien, constructic:,
testing, operation, and maintensnce pf
pipelines carrying certein materials in
liquid form. A final reguletion hased on
this proposal has beecn issucd anaG is
published eisewhere in tnis issue of the
FEDERAL RECISTEOR (see p. 154%3). How-
ever, s noted in the preamble to that
regulation, it appears that further pub-
lic comment on the propesals contajned
in that notiee wenld be helpful in re-
solving certain questions that iave bee..
raiscd. These propu:als theicfore have
nat been included in the finzl rule. Te
srthier essiet it in resolving these gues-
Zlons, the Board will conduct a public

wis¥ caring at 10 o'clock on Novembear 18,

1969, in the Deparimcst of Tranaporia-
tion Building (Federal Office Building
104), 800 Independence Avenue SwW.,
Washington, D.C.

The proposals thel havenot beena cted
upon, and therciore retain their sta
as proposed regulistions, are (1) the
jnitions of “internal design pressui
and “maximum operating pressure”; 4
proposed § 180.1086, Internal pressure de-
sign: Minimum waell thickness; (3) pro-
posed § 180.406, Limnit on operating pies-
sure; and (4) Subpart E—Hydrosta!lic
testing. The Board is primarily intcr-
ested in additional public comumeni on
the questions of how to establish limita=
tions on opcraling pressures and the
manner in which required testing pres-
stres and procedures should relate to
those limitaticiis. These two broad qites-
tions can be broken dowrn into & number
of more specific gquestions in several re-

the press
E31 codes
tor and provided for & “minimum weali
thickness”. Since that time, the formula
has used 2 72 percent strecs facior in the
fornuls to provide “neminal wall thick-
ne:z='. The notice proposed to rcturn 19
a computation of “minimum wall rhi:j':;—
ness” but did not adjust the stress fac
o compensate for this fact. Therefo
sonsidering present minus wall teler-
ences in nominal wall th
prepesed prezsure design rovimmad Gl
yequire up to a 1215 pereent 1cdu
i jgh pressare or &n ecuivel:y
in romingl wall thicknes

o

0

1 ps are thop: (1) Should
Cminhmuom wall thickness” ferimula
adopied «s proposed? or (2) saculd
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“minimum wall thickness” formula b
adonled but wih an adiusted stress fuc-
tor to compensate for the change froin
‘nominal” to “minimum’” (83 percent
would compensate for all minus wall
tolerances in present-day pipe specifica~
tions) ? or (3) should the formula be a2
nominal wall thickness formula as it is
generally used teday?

Surge pressure. The notice proposed to
establish as the maximum allowable
pressure (internsl design pressure), a
pressure that produced a siress level of

2 percent of specified minimum yicld
strencth, This maximnum pressure in-
cluded pressures that resulled frooa
surge in the line. This proposed max. -
mum was objected to by most com-
menters on the ground that no reasons
were given for changing the present in-
dustry standard which permits an in-
creace of pressure due to surges of up to
10 percent In excess -of the pressurs
which produces a 72 percent siress level,
If & pressure resulting in a 72 percent
stress level is the maximum safe steady
state operating pressurce, what are the
factors involved that permit surge
prezzures to exceed this by as rauch as
10 percent? Are surge pressures le
likelv to dameage o rupture the line thai
a steady state pressure? Or is it the in-
freguency of surge pressures that lowers
the probadbility of causing an accident”
Or are the economic cests and lack of
technical capability to limit suige pres-
sureg, or both, the major conziderations
in =Nowing theze different Hinitations on
and steacdy state pressures? Should
steady state operating pressure b=
wilowed Lo predace 72 percent stress levels

withy surge pressures in excess of that
limit? Or does a surge to & stress level of

79.2 percent in a “thin pipe”, ie., pinc
that has an actue! wall thickness that
is .l 5 percent of the listed nomirel
Pothickness, when eensidered in coa-
junction with possible corrosion ana ex-
t~rnal stress on the pipe, allow too litlle
n for safefy? Ii surge viessure ex-
ihe 72 percent sir level is
ied, what is the industry's lech-
capability for conifrclling surge
czsure? Can the latest devices 21
yreeedures limidt surga pressuves to 7 per-
cent? To b pereent? To § porennt?
Cnst-benefit. Whet would ke the c¢ool
of installing necessary equipmen® to lin:' .
surge pressures, on New lines and i ex o
isting lines, to control all surzes at ¢
maximum of 7 percent of maximnum c;.
erating pressurc? At 5 percent of MOP*
At 2 percent of MOP? If the techniex’
capability doss not cxist, or would b
,prohibitively expeonsive, what vould i
Uihe cost in loss of throughputl, oit new
line: and con existing lines, ¢f limitin
pereent of Taavinner
(210 caunle 72
9 To b percint of A7

ont of MOT?
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Mazimum operating pressure/test
pressure. As indicated with respect to
the questions on minimun wall thickness
and surge pressure, the Board would like
to have additional comment on whether
ithe MOP should ke szt somewhere helow
the 72 percent siress level to compensate
for these factors or whether a 72 percent

stress level is low enough to provide an
adequate margin of safcty. In addition
to these factors, a very siznificant con-
sideration is the relationship between the
maximum operating pressure and the
pressure at which the pipeline has been
hydrostatically tested and, further, the
relationship between these two pressures
and the yield strength of the pipe. The
notice proposed a test pressure of 140
percent of maximum opereting pressure,
as set by the carrier. If MMOP were sot at
a 72 percent stress level, under this pro-
posal the test pressure would resuli in a
stress level of approximately 100 per-
cent of the specified minimum yicld
strength. Does the 40 percent above RIOP
require an unnecessarily high test pres-
sure or would 25 percent be adequate?
What percentaze is neccessary if surge
pressure and minus wall tolerances are
not compensated for in MOP? For ¢x-
ambpie, as indicated ahove, the prezent’
industry practice is that (1) “t” in the
design formula is “nominal” wall thick
ness, (2) maximum ellewaile pre
including surge, is that presswre v
produces a stress of 79.2 percent of spec-
ified minimum yield strength, and (Z:
the normal hydrosiaiic test pressure ir
that pressurs which produces a stress of
80 percent of specified minimuin yicid
strength. Therciore, it is pessible that
there will be 2 margin of only abou} i1
percent between the maximum aliowable
pressure with surze and the test pressiwe
evenn though the wall thickness of ¢
pire msy be as nmuen as 1215 per
less than the “nominal” wall thichn
staied. Is this margin adcguate to ¢o:
contingencies such as corrosion, external
loads, and other normally anticipated
fzclors thatl can aficet the strength of a
pipeline?

Another question that should be ad-
dressed is whether there should be &
minimmum  test prossure ifie
deos nol relate to the “max
i pressurce’” chosen by the opy
Thot s, ih order to test a .iew pise
for construction defccts, should the line
Le tested to e fixed peroentage of yicld

1




without regatd to the pressure thal the
line will be eperating under?
Testing to yield strengih. Since the

" proposed regulations, under some civ-

cumstances, could have required testing
to 100 percent of yield strength, a num-
ber of comumrents were reecived on this
subject. The comments indicated that
there is considerable disagreement
within the industry as to whether this is
a desirable practice. The Beard would
appreciate further discussion of the pros
and cons of testing pirelines to eithor
100 percent o greatev of specified mini-
roum yield strongth.

General coriment. The above questions
indicate the : reas in whieh the Board is
primerily in: sted in receiving addi-
tional information. Since the proposed
rules that have been withheld are still
proposals, commentors ave not limited to
tire speufc guestions raised. Should there
by any other aspect of testing or coerat-
ing limitations that a person is inter-
sted in, he sixould feeol free to express an
inion at tlie hearing. However, the
Board requests that the primary atten-
tion be focused on the questions dis-
cuszcd ahove. In thiis regard, pleasc note
that proposed Subpart G— Qa'mﬁv tion
and Regualification of Pipelines, has
beenn withdravwn, If the Board decides
at some time in the future to establish
regulations in this area, they will he
formelly propesed in another rulenialing
proceeding. Eince this would afierqg mh
quale opportunity to comment a:t tha
time, commnents should noi be “ddloss“
specifically to these provisions et the
hcaring, One sdditional question 1elates
to the cifective date of the amendments
that result from this hearing. Assuming
for the purpcse of this question that
the more siringent reguirements are
adopted, how long should the efiective
date be post Rane d e (1110‘. adeguate lead
time for desig and ordering mate-
rials for a pipcline system?
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There will be ro cross-exemination of
persens presenting staterncnts. A staff
member of the Oiiice of Hazardous Ma-
terials will make an opening statement
outlining the problem. Interested per-
sons will then have an opportunity to
prezent their initial oral statements.
Statements should focus on the issues
raised by this notice and the notice pub-
lished in the July 17, 1988, F=zprral
ResisTer. After all initial staternents
have bcen completed, those persons who
wish to make rebuttal statements will be
given the opportunity to do so in the
same order in which they made their
initial statements. Additional proccdures
for the conduct cf the hearing vill be
announced at the hearing.

Interested persons are invited to at-
tend the hearing and present oval or
written statemicnts on the matters set
for hearing, These stateinents will ke
made & part of the record of the hear-
ing, the transcript of which will be &
matter of public record. Any pcrcon who
vishes to make oral staternents at the
hearing should notify the Secretary of
the IMazardous DMiaterials. Regulaiions
Board by November 12, 1969, siating the
amount of time required for his initial
statement. ’

All communicaticns concerning this
hean’zw should be addressed lo the Secyre-
tary, Hazardous Materials Regulaticns
Board, D»1 artiment of Transportaticn,
400 Sixth Street SW., Washington, D.C.
205990,

This notice is issued under the author-
ity of sections §31-835 of title 18, United
Staies Code, and 6 (e) (4) and (f) (3) (A
of the Departiment of Transportation
Act (49 U.S.C. 1655 (e) (4) and (f) (3) (A)
and § 1.4(d) (6) of the Regulations of the
Office of the Secrctary of Transportation.

Issued in  Washington, D.C, .on
September 29, 1069,
R. N. WHITMELN,
Administrator,
Federal Ruilroad Adpiinistralion.

[F.\R. Doc. 69-1181Z; Filed, Oci. 3, 1969;
8:49 aan.j
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