- Disclosure Act (Pub. Law 90-448) .(15
U.S.C. 1701 et seq), received a Notice of
Proceedings and Opportunity for Hear-
ing issued August 13; 1975, which was
sent to the developer pursuant to 15
U.S.C. 17061d), 24 CFR 1710.45(b) (1)
and 1720.125 informing the developer of
information obtained by the Office of In~
terstate Land Sales Registration alleging
that the Statement of Record and Prop-
- -erty Report for Indian Acres of Thorn-
burg, located in Spotsylvania County,
Virginia, contain untrue statement of
material fact or omit to state material
facts required to be stated therein as
necessary to make the statements there-
in not misleading.

2. The Respondent filed an Answer re-
celved in response to the Notice of Pro-
‘ceedings and Opportunity for Hearing.

3. In said Answer the Respondent re-
quested a hearing on the allegations con-
tained in the Notice of Proceedings and

- Opportunity for Hearing.

4, Therefore, pursuant to the provi-
sions of 15 U.S.C. 1706(d) and 24 CFR
1720.160(d), IT IS HEREBY ORDERED
that a public hearing for the purpose of
taking evidence on the questions set forth
in the Notice of Proceedings and Oppor-
tunity for Hearing will be held before
Judge James ' W. Mast, in Room 7146,
Department of HUD, 451 Tth Street,
SW., Washington, D.C., on September 24,
1975,10:00 am. -

The following time and procedure is
applicable to such hearing: All affidavits
and a list of all witnesses are requested
to be filed with the Hearing Clerk, HUD
-Building, Room 10150, Washington, D.C.,
20410 on or before September 16, 1975.

- 6. The Respondent is HEREBY NOTI-
FIED that failure {o appear at the above
scheduled hearing shall be deemed a de-
fault and the proceedings shall be de-
termined against Respondent, the alle-
gations of which shall be deemed to be
- true, and an ORDER Suspending the

Statement of Record, herein identified,
shall be issued pursusnt to 24 CFR’
1710.45(M) (D).

This notice shall be served upon the

Respondent forthwith pursuant to 24
- CFR 1720.440. .

Dated September 10, 1975. -
" By the Secretary. :

JAMES W. MAasT,
Administrative Law Judge.

TFR Doc.75-24839 Filed '9-17-175;8:45 .am}

DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

‘Materials Transportation Bureau
" pDocket No. Pet. 75-51

BUCKEYE PIPE LINE CO. -
CGrant of Waiver

- On March 31, 1975, the Buckeye Pipe
Lme Company-filed a petition for waiver
from compliance with the requirements

- of 49 CFR 195.414(b). The waiver was .
requested for a 30-month period regard-
ing 119 miles of bare, cathodically unpro-
tected pipelines carrying crude oil or pe-

NOTICES

troleum products between Lima and To-
ledo, Ohio, and between Wayne, Michi-
gan and Cygnet and Toledo, Ohlo.

Section 195.414(b) requires that bare
pipelines be electrically inspected before
April 1, 1975, to determine areas of ac-
tive corrosion. That Section further re-
quires the Company to provide cathodic
protection where active corrosion is
found.

The Buckeye Plpe Line Company Is a
wholly owned subsidiary of the Pennsyl-
‘vania Company which is wholly ovned
by the Penn Central Transportation
Company. In explaining its need for the
waiver, Buckeye states that as a result
of the Penn Central bankruptcy in 19870,
its 5-year average expenditure for safety
related projects fell from $5.8 million be-
fore the bankruptey to $1.7 miilion there-
after. The bankruptcy made financing
for capital improvement projects impos-
sible to obtain, and consequently planned
construction projects had to be curtailed

Furthermore, management changes in
the parent companies and at Buckeye
following the bankruptcy slowed the
process of timely compliance with the
Federal pipeline safety regulations.

In further support of its request for

+atver, the company states that its leak,

records show that the 119 miles of pipe-
lines should be reconditioned or replaced.
To accomplish this objective, the Com-

-pany has under way a 30-month con-

struction program to be completed In
September 1977. The program provides
for replacing the most hazardous seg-
ments and those in densely populated
areas with priority. Under these condi-
tions, the Company belleves that com-
pliance with the electrical inspection re~
quirements of §195.414(b) tould be
superfluous from & safety standpoint and
unnecessarily costly.

As an Interim safety measure, the
Company has voluntarily reduced the
operating pressures on the 119 miles of
. pipelines. Under 49 CFR Part 195, the
operating pressure of a pipeline may be
as high as 72 percent of the pipeline’s
specified minimum yleld strength
, (SMYS). In comparison, the highest ac-
*tual operating pressure in the 119 miles
of pipelines is 36 percent of SMYS, which
oceurs in open or dgricultural la.nd. Ap-
proximately, 80 percent of the pipelines
have operating pressures of less than 25
percent of SMYS. One-third of these are
operating at 11 percent of SMYS, or less,
including pipelines in r&ldenttnl areas
which cross front or back yards. Addi-
tionally, to ensure that the reduced pres-
sures on the 119 miles of pipelines are
not exceeded, the Company is using exist-

ing or mstalling new pressure rellef or

control devices. All new devices are
scheduled for installation in 1975.

As an added safety precaution, the
Company also patrols the 119 miles of
plpelines twice & week—more frequently
than required by the Federal regulations.

The Materials Transportation Bureau

(MTB) has reviewed the information
submitted in connection with the peti-
tion. Based on that review and other rel-
evant information, MTB finds that the
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requested waiver would be appropriate
and consistent with pipeline safety be-
cause (1) the Company is making a good
faith effort to rehabilitate its pipeline
system beyond the levels of safely re-
quired by the Pederal regulations; (2)
during the rehabilitation program, the
reduction in operating pressures coupled
with additional pressure relief and con-
trol devices and frequent patrols should
provide for the public safety; and (3) in
consideration of the projected replace-
‘ments, compliance with Section 195.414
(b) would serve no useful purpose.

Accordingly, effective April 1, 1975, the

Buckeye Pipe Line Company is hereby
granted a walver from compliance with
§ 195.414(b) regarding the 119 miles of
bare, cathodically unprotected pipelines
identified hereinbefore and more specifi-
cally iIn its petition, subject, however, fo
thefollowing condition:

Begnning October 1, 1975, angd every six
months thereafter, the Buckeye Pipe Line
Company shall submit to the LITB a written
report of the progress of its 30-month con-
struction p: as it relates to the 119
miles of pipelines subject to this walrer, In-
cluding therein a description of every leak
ocowrring .on the pipelines, i any.

This Notice is issued under the author-
ity of sections 831-835 of Title 18, United
States Code, section 6(e) (4) of the De-
partment of Transportation Act (49 USC
1655(e) (4)), and § 1.64 of the regulations
of the Office of the Semeta.ry of ':Erans-
portation (49 CFR 1.64).

Issued in Washington, D.C. on Septem—

ber 15, 1975.
Cesar DeELEOY,
Acting Director, Office of
Pipeline Safety Operations.

[FR D0c.75-24871 Piled 8-17-75;8:45 am]

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

AIR BRAKE SYSTEMS-—STANDARD
NO. 121

Meeting

‘This notice announces that the Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Adminis-

tration will hold a public meeting fo -

permit Interested persons to present in-
formation orally and in writing on field -
experlence with trucks, buses, and
traflers -manufactured in conformify
twlth Standard No. 121, Afr Brake Sys-
ems.

Standard No. 121 (49 CFR 571.121) he-
came effective on January 1, 1975, for
air-braked trailers and March 1, 1975,
for air-braked trucks and buses. The
standard establishes performance re-
quirements for the service brake, emer-
gency brake, and parking brake systems
of these vehicles. A major requirement
is that trucks and buses be capable of
stopping within a Hmited distance within
a 12-foot-wide lane and without uncon-
trolled lockup of wheels ghove 10 mph.
This and other requirements have gen-
erated major modifications of -
brake system designs, and the introduc~
tion of “antilock” systems on most pro~
duction vehicles.-
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