
case Involving a member of the public in a
similar situation.

(b) The following records are availablo
thru all IFHWA document inspection
facilities:

(1) FHWA Orders. These orders are Issued
by the Federal Highway Administration and
used primarily to promulgate internal FBWA
policy, Instructions, and general guidance.

(2) FHWA Notices. These notices are Is-
,sued by the Federal Highway Administration
and contain short term instructions or In-
formation which Is expected to remain In
effect for less than 90 days or for a predeter-
mined period of time normally not to exceed
one year.

(3) FHWA Bulletins. These bulletins are
issued by the Federal Highway Administra-
tion and are used to promulgate one time
announcements or transmit reports, publica-
-tions, and bther similar material.

(4) FHWA/NHTSA Orden. These are or-
ders issued jointly by the Federal Highway
Administration and the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration and contain
policies,- procedures, and Information per-
taining to the joint administration of the

-State and Community Highway Safety
Program..
. (5) FHWA Manuals. These manuals are
issued by the Federal Highway Administra-
tion and contain detailed procedures relating
to policies and program responsibilities. They
include the following:

(1) Federa-Aid Highway Program Manual.
This Manual contains policies, procedures,
standards, and guides relating to the admin-
istration of the Federal-Aid Highway Pro-

,gram and the Direct Federal Construction
Program.

(ii) Organization Manual.
(i) Administrative ManuaL

- (iv) External Audit Manual.
(v) Labor Compliance Manual

- -(vi) Civil Rights Manual.
(vii) Highway Planning Program Manual.
(vil) Emergency Planning and Operations

Manual.
(Ix) Research and Development Program

Manual.
(x) Right-of-Way Operations Manual.
(x) Motor Carrier Safety Operations Man-

uals. These Manuals contain details of com-
pliance programs, accident investigations,
enforcement programs, and Interpretations.

- (6) Highway Safety Standards. These
highway-related standards, Issued by the
Federal Highway Administration, apply to
the aspects of State highway safetyprograms
for which responsibility resides In the Fed-
eral Highway Administration under the
Highway Safety Act of 1966 and delegations
of authority by the Secretary of Transporta-
tion.

(7) Motor Carrier Safety Administrative
RulingEs.

(8) Motor Carrier Safety Waivers From
Regulations.

(9) Indexes for the above records.
4. Requests for Records under Subpart E

of this part. Each person desiring to Inspect
a record, or to obtain a copy thereof, may
submit his request, in writing, to the FHWA
Records Officer at the address listed in para-
graph 2 above. Each request Is subject to
the appropriate fee prescribed In Subpart H
of this part.

5. Determination not to disclose records.
The F=WA Records Officer ( MS-10) in the
Washington Headquartqrs is the only official
authorized to deny requests for the disclo-
sure of records for all FHWA organization ele-
ments, both Headquarters and field.

6.- Reconsideration of determination not to
disclose records. Any person who has been
notified that a record or any part of a record
he has requested cannot be disclosed. may/
apply, in writing, -to the Associate Adminis-
trator for Administration, Federal Highway
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Administration, 400 Seventh Street, SW,
Washington. DO 20590 for reconsideration of
his request. The decision of the Azsoclate Ad-
ministrator for Administration In ndmInIs-
tratively fnal.

Aspnanx E-FzimAr, R..noAD
AnmmamroN

1. General, This appendix dezcribes the
document Inspection facility of the Federal
Railroad Administration, the kinds of rec-
ords that are available for public inspection
and copying at that facility and the proce-
dures by which members of the public may
make requests for identifiable records.

2. Document inspection facility. The docu-
ment inspection facility Is maintained at the
headquarters of the Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration, Nassif Building. 400 Seventh
Street SW.,, Washington, D.C. 20590. This
facility is open to the public during regular
working hours.

3. Records available at the document in-
spection facility. The following records are
maintained at the document inspection fa-
cility:

(a) Any material issued by the Federal
Railroad Administration and published in
the Federal Register, including regulations.

(b) Final opinions (including concurring
and dissenting opinions. if any) and orders
made in the adjudication of cases and issued
from within the Federal Railroad Admini-
tration. Included are opinions and orders
Issued under the Safety Appliance Acts,
Hours of Service Act, Signal InspectIon Act,
Locomotive Inspection Act, Accident Reports
Act, and the Federal Railroad Safety Act.

(c) Any policy or interpretation Issued
within the Federal Railroad Administration,
Including any policy or Interpretation con-
cerning a particular factual situation, If
that policy, or interpretation can rcanably
be expected to have precedentlal value in
any case Involving a member of the public
in a similar situation. I

(d) Any administrative staff manual or
instruction to staff, Lssued from within the
Federal Railroad Administration, that af-
fects any member of the public, including
the prescribing of any standard, procedure,
or policy that, when Implemented, requires
or limits any action of any member of the
public or prescribes the manner of perform-
ance of any activity by any member of the
public.

(e) Public Notice of pending administra-
tive actions.

(f) OMco of Safety Annual Report.
(g) Accident Bulletin.
(h) Rail-Highway Grado-Crossing Bulletin.
(I) Locomotive Specifications.
(J) Documents related to loans, loan guar-

antees, or grant programs conducted by the
Federal Railroad Administration.

(k) An index to the material de crlbed in
(a) through (d).

The records and the Index may be inspected,
at the facility, without charge. Copies of
records may be obtained upon payment or
the free prescribed in Subpart H of 4his part.

4. Requests for identfiable records under
Subpart E of this part. Each peroa desiring
to inspect a record, or to obtain a copy there-
of. must submit his request in riting to the
Chief Counsel, Federal Railroad Adminitra-
tion, Nassif Building. 400 Seventh Street,
SW.. Washington. D.C. 20590. Each request
must be accompanied by the appropriat fee
prescribed in Subpart H of this part.
5. Reconsideration of determination not to

disclose Records. Any person to whom a rec-
ord has not been made available vithin the
time limits established by this part, and
any person who has been given a determinea-
tion that a record he has requested will not
be dlsclosed, may apply, in writing, to the
Federal Railroad Administrator, Nosaf Build-
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Ing, 400 Seventh Street, SW., Washington.
D.C. 2059, for reconsideration of h13 request.
For all pUrpoces. including that of judicial
review, the decision of the Administrator is
administratively final

In Appendix F, paragraphs 2 and 4
are amended to read as follows:

An'zmwne F-Sr. LAvsxc= SaWA'r
DzreLP~mmComoroaamerr

2. Document inspectio facility. The docu-
ment Inspection facility of.the Saint Law-
rence Seaway Development Corporation is
maint aned at its headquarters building at
Liaona, New York-. This facility Is open to
the public during regular vorklng hours.

4. Requests for fientiflable records under
Subpart E of this part. Each person desiring
to inspect a record, or to obtain a copy there-
of, must submit his request In writing to the
Director of Administration, Saint Lawrence
Seaway Development C*rporaton, PO. Box
520, Massena, Ner York, 13662. Each request
must be accompanied by the appropriate fee
pre=cribd in Subpart H of th1s part. The
decision of the Adminastrator, Assistant Ad-
ministrator or the General Counsel to with-
hold a record Is administratively final.

Appendices G and H remain the same.
(5 US.C. 552; Pub. L. 93-502,'83 Stat. 155;
31 U.S.C. 433.49 U.S.C. 1657.)

Effective date. This amendment is ef-
fective May 9, 1975.

Issued In Washington, D.C., on Lray 2,
1975.

Wn LTu T. Cormsnri, Jr.,
Secretary of Transportation.

IR Doc.75-12275 Filed 5-8-75;8:45 am]

CHAPTER I-DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

SUBCHAPTER B-OFFICE OF PIPELINE SAFETY

[Amdt. 192-21. Docket No. OPS-241]

PART 192-TRANSPORTATION OF NAT-
URAL AND OTHER GAS BY PIPELINE-
MINIMUM FEDERAL SAFETY STAND-
ARDS

Odorizatlon of Gas in Transmission Lines

This amendment to Part 192 estab-
lishes In § 192.625 minimum Federal
safety standards for odorizatlon of gas In
certain transmission lines. It also modi-
fies § 192.105 and adds a new § 192.706 to
require that transmission lines be pa-
trolled and surveyed for leaks on the
basis of class location and whether the
lines carry odorized gas. -

To allow lead time for compliance,
the new requirements for odorization of
gas do not become applicable until Jan-
uary 1, 1977. Until then, the interim
standards in Part 190 of Title 49 of the
Code of Federal Regulations applicable
to the odorizatlon of gas In transmjssion
lines In the States of California, Con-
necticut, New Hampshire, New York,
New Jersey, Massachusetts, Rhode is-
land, and Vermont will remain in effect
as provided by § 192.625(g).

Requirements for odorizatlon of gas
in all pipelines were originally proposed
In Docket To. OP-S,--3E (Notice 70-5; 35
FA 5482, April 2, 1970). The comments
to that docket were almost unanimously
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opposed to the odorization of gas in
transmission lines. As a consequence, the
Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS) issued
Notice 70-11 (35 FR 9293, June 13, 1970),
requesting additional comments on sev-
eral problems of odorizing gas in trans-
mission lines and information from
States that required such odorization.

Comments on Notice 70-11 were also
generally opposed 'to odorizing gas in
transmission lines. Several States, how-
ever, urged adoption of the original !bro-
posal, indicating that their experience
did not support the objections raised by
other commenters. Because the record
contained conflicting information as to
odorization of gas in transmission lines,
the applicability of the original proposal
was limited'in the final rule to mains and
service lines (35 FR 13248, August 19,
1970).

To help determine the advisability of
further action, OPS held a public hear-
Ing on September 17, 1970 (Notice 70-13,
35 FR 13470, August 22, 1970). On the
basis of Information received at that
hearing and in response to the earlier
notices, OPS issued Amendment 192-2
(35 FR 17335, November 11, 1970) to
extend the cutoff date of the interim
standards temliorarily to 'maihtain the
required level of safety in those States
requiring odorization of gas in transmis-
sion lines. The extension allowed addi-
tional time for OPS to study the safety
benefits and problems of transmission
line odorization. To provide time to eval-
uate the results of its study, OPS issued
Amendment 192-6 (36 FR 25423, Decem-
ber 31, 1971), again temporarily extend-
ing the application of State law as Fed-
eral odorization standards for transmis-
sion lines.

A report of the study of odorlzation
conducted by OPS is included in the
docket for this proceeding. The study
was based on contacts with interstate
transmission operators, distribution op-
erators, and State commissions experi-
enced in the transportation of odorized
gas in transmission lines..

It appeared to OPS, from the infor-
mation provided by that study and the
Information in Docket No. OPS-SE, that
limited odorization requirements and ad-
ditional inspections might be warranted
for transmission lines in populated areas.
Therefore, on August 9, 1973, OPS is-
sued Notice 73-2 (38 FR 22044, August 15,
1973) to begin this new rulemaking pro-
ceeding (Docket No. OPS-24) on odori-
zation of gas in transmission lines. Ac-
cordingly, the interim standards were
extended to provide time for completion
of this proceeding. (Amdt. 192-7, 37 FR
17970, September 2, 1972; Amdt. 192-14,
38 FR 14943, June 7, 1973; Amdt. 192-15,
38 FR 35471, December 28, 1973; and
Amdt. 192-16, 39 FR 45253, December 31,
1974)

In Notice 73-2, OPS discussed two
main advantages to requiring odorization
of gas in transmission lines: (1) Odor-
Ization allows the early detection of leaks
in open air by the public; and (2) With-
out a requiremont for odorization, high
pressure gas transmission lines which run

parallel with distribution lines under
streets may continue to be operated with-
out odorization while the distribution
lines must be odorized. The notice also
discussed conclusions drawn by OPS
from its study and other relevant infor-
mation pertaining to various problems
of transmission line odorization.

In addition to proposing that gas in
transmission lines in Class 3 and Class 4
locations be odorized, Notice 73-2 was
directed toward alleviating several prob-
lems and unjustifiable expenses associ-
ated with transmission line odorization.
For example, the smallest traces of
sulphur compounds included in gas
odorants cause serious problems in some
underground storage fields. Notice 73-2
proposed to exclude gas going.to under-
ground storage fields from any require-
ment for odorization. In addition, the
notice proposed an exception for gas In
Class 3 lines en route to a predominantly
Class 1 or Class 2 location because of the
apparently low ratio of safety benefit to
cost in those areas. A further exception
was proposed for gas in a Class 3 location
which would be detrimental to an in-
dustrial process. Except for gas en route
to underground storage, the Notice did
not propose exceptions for Clas 4
locations.

The comments submitted to Docket No.
OPS-24 as a result of Notice 73-2 were,
for the most part, statements of opinion.
Commenters did not submit any new in-
formation which, in the opinion of OPS,
would affect the validity of the conclu-
sions discussed in thlat Notice. Never-
theless, iR light of many comments, the
proposal in Notice 73-2 is changed in the
final rule as indicated in the following
discussion.

Many comments to Notice 73-2 favored
adoption of the rules as proposed. Others,
however, suggested changes considered
necessary in view of the cost and tech-
nical problems associated with odorizing
gas In transmission lines. Still other com-
ments restated conventional opinions
that odorization does not enhance the
detection of leaks in transmission lines
and that normal odorization is ineffec-
tive in open air. On these latter points,
OPS believes the record is clear-a large
number of gas leaks, including leaks on
transmission lines, have been detected
by people smelling odorant in open air.

In consideration of several comments
and the views of the Technical Pipeline
Safety Standards Committee (TPSSC),
the proposed exemption for gas in Class
3 locations en route to predominantly
Class 1 or Class 2 locations is adopted,
but modified in § 192.625(b) (1) to also
apply to gas in similarly situated Class
4 locations. High costs are involved in
odorizing gas in those situations, and as
discussed in the notice relative to Class
3 locations, similarly situated Class 4 lo-
cations are relatively few. Hence, OPS
believes that imposition of an odorizaton
requirement for gas in Class 4 locations
en route to predominantly Class 1 or
Class 2 locations is not reasonably Justi-
fiable.

One commenter objected to the pro-
posed odorization requirements because,

in accordance with § 192.9, they would
apply to gas gpthering lines as well as
transmission lines. This commenter is
correct that under Part 192 safety stand-
ards applicable to transmission lines also
apply to gathering lines. Section 192,1
(b) provides, however, that gathering
lines outside certain populated areas are
not covered by the standards. Indeed,
they are exempt from the safety juris-
diction of the Natural Gas Pipeline Safe-
ty Act of 1968 (49 U.S.C. 1671 et seq.)
under which Part 192 is promulgated.
The commenter did not substantiate why
gathering lines In populated areas should
not be subject to the same odorization
standards as transmission lines. There-
fore, following the precedent in Part 192
of subjecting gathering lines In popu-
lated areas to the standards for trans-
mission lines, the comment was not
adopted.

At some locations, liquid condensates
in gas are extracted to provide dry gas
for customers. The Interstate Natural
Gas Association of America (INGAA)
pointed out that these conidensates are
an important source of energy and that
odorants In gas would render them un-
desirable to processors. Although the no-
tice did not provide for this situation,
under § 192.625(b) (2) (1i) the final rule
excepts from the, odorization require-
ment a transmission line used in trans-
porting gas to a gas processing plant. As
generally understood in the gas Industry,
a gas processing plant is a plant which
removes liquefiable hydrocarbons or con-
densates from gas. As a result of the ex-
ception, condensates recovered at these
plants may be further processed with-
out detriment due to odorizaton.

While liquid condensates are also re-
covered from gas pipelines at locations
other than gas processing plants, OPS
believes that the volume of these con-
densates is not large enough to pose a
major problem due to odorizatlon.

Similarly, most water in gas is re-
moved by dehydration plants near the
point where gas is produced. Since the
final rule only requires odorization in
certain populated areas, most water will
have been removed from the gas before
it must be odorized. Nevertheless, com-
menters noted that dehydration plalits
may be located downstream from where
odorization would be required. In such
cases, an accumulation of odorant sat-
urated water could pose a difficult dis-
posal problem. In addition, because of
the odorant, otherwise recoverable hy-
drocarbons would no longer be usable.
Therefore, the final rule in § 102.025(b)
(2) (i1) exempts from the odorizatlon re-
quirement a transmission line which
transports gas to a dehydration plant.
As discussed hereafter, the exemption
only applies to gas in lines which trans-
port unodorized gas before this amend-
ment is issued.

In a further comment, INGAA noted
that when large volumes of odorized gas
are blown to the atmosphere during nor-
mal transmission line maintenance, the
odorant could be annoying to the public.
Also, INGAA asserted that If advance
notice is given to prevent a false gas
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leak scare, the lack of attention to gas
odors could be potentially hazardous.
OPS realizes that blow-downs involving
odorized gas may create problems for
the transmission operator, or nearby dis-
tribution operators. Yet, operators of
transmission line carrying odorized gas
have been able to minimize any difft-
culties by scheduling blow-downs to
avoid adverse weather conditions, by
venting gas in remote areas where pos-
sible, and by adequate public warnings.
Because the need for blow-downs U in-.
frequent and they are of short duration,
OPS believes that with proper planning
no public annoyance or hazard should
result.
INGAA also criticized the proposed

odorization requirement as appearing to
violate the Federal policies for protec-
tion of the environment evidenced by
the air quality regulations of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency in 40
CFR Part 52, the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act, and the National En-
vironmental Policy Act of '1969. INGAA

-did not substantiate its allegations. On
the contrary, OPS believes that adop-
tion of the proposed rules would not be
.violative, or lead to public violations, of
the policies or' substantive provisions of
the cited environmental protection laws.
This determination is based on the opin-
ion that requiring odorization in certain
transmission lines would not have a sig-
nificant detrimental impact on air or
water quality. The precise nature of air
pollution due to gas odorants is uncer-
tain. Furthermore, the opportunities for
exposure of the atmosphere to gas odor-
ants during blow-downs is infrequent
and not sustained for long periods. Also,
proper planning can minimize any ad-
verse effects. As for water pollution,
admittedly some pollution of hydrostatic
test water by odorants may present a
disposal problem. These occurrences
should be minimal, however, due to the
exceptions from required odorization
provided by the final rule.

Commenters suggested that the final
rule provide lead time for operators to
comply with any new odorization re-
quirements. OPS estimates that opera-
tors may need about 2 years to design,
acqure materials, and build new odor-
ization facilities required by the new
rule. Therefore, under § 192.625(b),
compliance Is not required until Janu-
ary 1, 1977.

The proposed rule would have 'ex-
empted gas en route to an underground
storage field from the odorization re-
quirements. Several commenters' were
concerned, however, that since the ex-
emption did not apply to the transmis-

-sion lines carrying the gas, odorization
would still be required intermittently in
the lines for gas going to distribution
facilities. A transmission line used in
transporting gas to underground storage
is not necessarily used solely for that
purpose. The same line may also be used,
for example, to deliver gas to a distribu-
tion facility. If so, the frequent starting
and stopping of odorizers on the basis of
whether gas is being delivered to storage
would create odorization problems for

distribution companies. Also, intermit-, some of the technical problems and eco-
tent odorization would hamper the nec- nomic hardships associated with odoriz-
essary stabilization of an odorant level in lg gas In transmission lines under exist-
the transmission line. For these reasons, ing circumstances. Also, by so limiting
the wording in the final rule in § 192.625 the exceptions, operators cannot provide
(b) is changed to exempt the pipeline, new service to a storage field or certain
itself, rather than the gas, from the odor- plants and thereby avoid odorizingaline.
ization requirement. OPS believes that with adequate plan-

Another problem raised by commenters ning, economic hardships associated with
is that most lateral transmission lines the new requirement for odorizing gas in
serving distribution centers from inter- transmission lines should be less for cir-
state transmission lines are predomi- cumstances arising in the future. OPS
nantly in Class 1 or Class 2 locations. In realizes that similar technical problems
these cases, the terminal portion of a relevant to odorizing gas in current situ-
lateral line generally lies in a Class 3 or ations may occur, for example, if a new
Class 4 location and under the proposed industrial plant Is added to an existing
rule would have been subject to the odor- or new transmission line. Nevertheless,
ization requirement. Because in most OPS prefers to deal with these problems
cases the segment of line to be odorized on an individual basis in the waiver
is short, commenters argued that the processundersection3(e) .of the Natural
costs of installing and operating odor- Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 when
izers would far exceed the safety benefit, petitioned to do so. Waivers may be
OPS agrees with these comments. The granted upon a petition showing that
final rule, therefore, in § 192.625(b) (3) required odortzatlon is inappropriate or
exempts odorization of gas in a trans- of unreasonable application and if the
mission line used in transporting gas to waiver would be consistent with pipeline
a distribution center if 50 percent or safety.
more of the line is in a Class I or Class 2 In addition to odorization, the notice
location, proposed increased surveillance require-

Although outside the scope of Notice ments for transmissio lines carryingun-
73-2, one commenter suggested that odorized gas and for transmission lines
odorization be required in Class 1 and in Class 3 and Class 4 locations. Regard-
Class 2 locations as well as Classes 3 and ing the proposed § 192.705, one corn-
4. Classes 1 and 2 are areas of lower pop- menter stated that improved safety
ulation density than Classes 3 and 4. OPS could be achieved by allowing each oper-
believes that any requirement for odor- ator to establish its own frequency of
-Izing gas in transmission lines is most patrol rather than specifying maximum
economically practicable in Classes 3 and Intervals between patrols. OPS believes a
4 because of the greater risk in those patrolling requirement must be flexible
areas. Perhaps more Important, the re- enough to allow for individual situations
qulrement for odorizatlon of gas in trans_ but also contain mandatory inspection
mission lines is less reasonable where periods to provide a minimum level of
fewer people are available to smell an safety regardless of an operator's system.
odor, as In Classes 1 and 2. Section 192.705(b) considers individual

Section 192.625(h) (3) in the notice situations by requiring more frequent in-
proposed to exempt odorization of gas in spections based on factors relevant to an
a Class 3 location where the odorant operator's system.
would be detrimental to an industrial Another commenter objected to the
process. One commenter noted that the proposed time interval requirements for
same rationale for the proposed exemp- surveillance as being burdensome and
tion also applies in Class 4 locations, costly. OPS does not agree. The notice
OPS concurs: Odorizaton of gas des- Proposed a refinement of the existing
tined for industrial processes in Class 4 rule-which Is based on operating condi-
locations may be just as detrimental as tions. For example, the existing § 192.705
in Class 3 locations. In addition to adopt- requires operators to examine transmis-
ing this comment, the proposed exemp- slion les at highway and railroad cross-
tion is restated in § 192.625(b) (2) (iv) in Ingsmorefrequently than elsewhere. The
more precise and restrictive terms. To final rule merely establishes minimum
exempt an entire transmission line from periods for Inspection at those locations.
odorization based on the indefinite test Also, OPS believes that any additional
of whether the odorant Is "detrimental" costs some operators may encounter are
to an industrial process, would result in Justified by the additional protection
a rule difficult to apply and enforce. As that will be afforded the public in the
restated, the exemption applies where Class 3 and Class 4 areas.A number of commenters and the
the presence of an odorant in an indus- C obed o tenroposed e
trial process makes the end product unfit TPSSC Objected to the Proposed require-
for the purpose for which It Is Intended, ment In § 192.706 that operators conduct

gas detector surveys under their leakagereduces the activity of a catalyst, or re- survey plans. Generally, these objections
duces the percentage completion of a were that requiring the use of gas de-
chemical reaction. OPS believes that tectors would unnecessarily restrictan
these criteria provide the same exemp- operator's flexibility in conducting a
tion as that intended by use of the term leakage survey and that other methods
"detrimental" in the notice. of conducting leakage surveys are satis-

In the final rule, all the exceptions factoy.
provided by § 192.625(b) (2) are limited OPS does not agree with these objec-
to situations existing when this amend- tions. Gas detector surveys were pro-
ment is Issued. As written, the exceptions posed under § 192.706 to provide a com-
are grandfather clauses which alleviate pensatory measure of protection for the
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public where transmission lines carry
unodorized gas in Class 3 and Class 4
locations and to provide added protection
In Class 4 locations even when gas is
odorized. In the opinion of OPS, to con-
duct leakage surveys without using de-
tector equipment would not yield a level
of safety comparable to that provided by
odorization of gas. In light of the com-
ments, however, the final rule does not
require the use of detector equipment in
Class 4. locations where transmission
lines carry odorized gas. Also the term
"gas detector" is changed to "leak detec-
tor" in the final rule to better identify
and broaden the range of equipment that
may be used.

OPS considers the use of leak detec-
tion devices to provide the most satisfac-
tory means of protection in the absence
of odorization for the following reasons.
Without instruments, gas leaks are de-
tected by sight, sound, smell, or by dying
vegetation. However, most leaks are not
visible or audible, and without an odorant
natural gas cannot be detected by smell.
It follows that observing vegetation is the
only reasonable alternative to using gas
detectors in conducting leakage surveys.
At the same time, observing vegetation
is not always effective. The effect of a
gas leak on vegetation is only noticeable
during the growing season; and a leak
must exist for a long time to have a
noticeable effect on vegetation. Further,
many areas subject to the exceptions un-
der § 192.625(b) from odorizing gas in
transmission lines have a large amount
of pavement and a sparse amount of
vegetation. For these reasons, a require-
ment for using detector equipment is
adopted.

In light of other comments, OPS wants
to point out that neither § 192.706 nor
§ 192.706 9pecifles how patrols or leakage
surveys are to be accomplished. The rules
are written in performance language.
Thus, for example, b6th aerial patrols
and aerial leakage surveys would be ac-
ceptable where they are appropriate and
effective.

Report of the Technical Pipeline Safety
Standards Committee. Section 4(b) of
the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of
1908 requires that all proposed stand-
ards and amendments to such standards
be submitted to the Committee and that
the Committee be afforded a reasonable
opportunity to prepare a report on the
"technical feasibility, .reasonableness,
and practicability of each proposal." This
amendment to Part 192 was submitted.to
the Committee as Item 5 in a list of five
proposed amendments.

On January 17. 1975, the Secretary of
the Committee, Louis W. Mendonsa, filed
the following favorable report:

The following letter and attachments rep-
resent an official report by the Technical
Pipeline Safety Standards Committee con-
coming the Committee's action relathd to
five proposed amendments to 49 CPR Part
192, Minimum Federal Safety Standards for
Transportation of Natural and Other Gases
by Pipeline.

The Committee reviewed the proposals of
the Office of Pipeline Safety at a meeting,
held in Washington, D.C., on October 30 and
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31, 1974, and through an informal balloting
procedure recommended certain modifica-
tions, some of which were acceptable to
the Office of Pipeline Safety. A formal ballot,
reflecting the suggested changes, was pre-
pared and distributed to the Committee
members, by the undersigned on December
5, 1974.

Formal ballots have been submitted by
all fourteen members of the Committee. The
majority of the Committee approved all five
items on the ballot as being technically feasi-
ble, reasonable, and practicable.' Negative
votes were cast by one member against Items
1, 2, afid 3, by two members against Item 4
and by four members against Item 5. Another
member, who had been unable to attend the
meeting. and participate In the discussions,
abstained from voting.

Attachment A sets forth the minority opin-
ions submitted in support of the negative
votes on Items 4 and 5.

As a member of the Committee, Mr.
Merdonsa also expressed the following
minority view, disagreeing with the ma-
jority of the Committee on Item 5:

It is my view that the proposed change to
§ 192.625 is neither reasonable nor in the
public interest. The proposed dhange will
reduce rather than enhance public safety.

A second minority view was stated by
Michael W. Anuskiewicz, as follows:

One of the major arguments of trans-
mission companies opposing odorlzatlon of
gas in transmission lines is the tremendous
cost of the facilities required. The argument
of such companies Is self serving in that it
does not consider the ill effects of real societal
expenses.

If one supposes that transmission com-
panies were to stop odorization, then (sic)
each distributfon company now receiving
odorized gas wofld have to add odorization
facilities at their own expense. This expense
will of course be passed on to the consumer.
It is obvious that cost effectiveness must
suffer from a proliferation of such smaller
units when considerably, fewer more effective
larger units can do the job better. This argu-
ment also does not consider the safety bene-
fits obtained from maxlmising the odoriza-
tion of transmisslon-pipeline gas. It would
appear in fact that this argument is intended
to minimize the odorization of such gas.

In respect to the proposed § 192.625(b) (2)
(Ui) a large high pressure transmission line
could traverse a major metropolitan area,
New York City or its suburbs, for example,
continue through sparsely settled areas in
New England for perhaps 150 miles, and if
over 75 miles of this extension were in Class
1 or Class 2 locations no odorization would
be required in the metropolitan area. If, on
the other hand the line 'terminates in a
Class 4 area, such gas must be odorized at
that point. The logic of the rule as now pro-
posed escapes us.

Nor is odorization required under § 192.
625(b) (3) (iv) where gas is supplied to an
Industrial plant using the gas in a process to
which an odorant is detrimental Such a
plant in the Boston, M!assachusetts, or the
Portland, Maine, axea could effectively elhm-
nate the need of odorizatlon in transmission

lines from. Texas and Louisiana and through-
out the entire Northeast, regardless of class
locations traversed.

At least six states (shall we say the more
progressive ones?) have required odorization
of transmission line gas for many years. Such
gas has been served to many types of industry
with no ill effects. Moreover, If the required
gas were served off a distribution line, the
industrial plant would have no choice but to
receive odorized gaa, In some cases at a higher

level than Qio minimum specified in 49 CFAt
Part 192.

For the foregoing reasons, we have voted
to disapprove Item 6 as submitted.

A third minority view, stated by W. L
Walls, Is set forth below:

My objection is to proposed 9 192.025(b) (3)
(iv) which would exclude transmIson line
odorization if one industrial plant supplied
from it had one process in which the prezence
of the odorant was objectionable. I suspect
this alone would result in no odorization for
most transmlsslon lines,

Such cases, however, are relatively rare and
I feel the plant should bear the cost of
odorant removal or concentration reduotion
rather than lose the safety benefits of general
odorization.

The fourth Committee member to ex-
press a minority view, George W. White,
concurred with the majority as follows:

After personal review and analysis of the
OPS survey of stato commissions, tranmls-
sion operators and distribution operators, I
am not convinc'd that odorlzation of gas in
a transmission line will significantly- con-
,tribute to the detection of leals. However,
based upon the necessity of establishing a
permanent rule with uniform requirements
throughout the United States and to ditcon.
tinuo the etension of the temporary rule
each year, I feel.that the proposed rule is
reasonable and a practical apswor to the
problem, and as ouch I concur with the
proposal,

Effective date. Section 3(e) of the Nat-
ural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 re-
quires that standards and amendments
thereto prescribed under the Act be effec-
tive 30 days after the date of issuance
unless the Secretary determines good
cause exists for an earlier or later effec-
tive date as a result of the period reason-
ably necessary for compliance. Accord-
ingly, the amended § 192.625, 192.705,
and the new § 192.706 will become effec-
tive 30 days after issuance. This effective
date is not relevant, however, under
§ 192.625 to the odorization of gas In
transmission lines In Class 3 or Class 4
locations. As discussed hereinabove, in
view of the period necessary to bring
transmission lines In those locations into
compliance, the revised requirements do
not become applicable until January 1,
1977. Meanwhile, leakage surveys using
leak detector equipment must bo con-
ducted under § 192.700 as an alternative
safety measure except where gas is
odorized under § 192.625(g).

:In consideration of the foregoing, Part
192 bf Title 4D of the Code of Federal
Regulations is amefided as follows, effec-
tive June 4, 1975:

1. In § 192.625, paragraphs (a) and (bY
are revised to read as follows:
§ 192.625 Odorization of gas.

(a) A combustible gas In a dlstrlbu-
tion line must contain a natural odorant
or be odorized so that at a concentration
in air of one-fifth of the lower explosive
limit, the gas is readily detectable by a
person with a normal sense of smell. i

(b) After December 31, 1976, a combUs-
tible gas in a transmission line in a Clas
3 or Clas 4 location must comply with
the requirements of paragraph (a) of1
this section unless-
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(1) At least 50 percent of the length of
the line downstream from that location
is in a Class 1 or Class 2 location;

(2) The line transports gas to any of
the following facilities which received
gas without an-odorant from that line be-
fore May 5,1975;

(D An underground storage field;
(ii) A gaspjrocessing plant;
(iii) A gas dehydration plant; or
(iv) An industrial plant using gas in a

process where the presence of an
odorant-

(A) Makes the end product unfit for
the purpose for which it is intended;

(B) Reduces the activlty of a catalyst;
-or

(C) Reduces the percentage comple-
tion of a chemical reaction; or

(3) In the case of a lateral line which
trinsports gas to a distribution center,
at least 50 percent of the length of that
line is in a Class 1 or Class 2 locatLon.

* * * ,*$

2. In § 192.705, paragraph' (a) Is
amended, paragraph (b) is revised, and-
paragraph (c) is deleted. As amended,
§ 192.705, reads as follows:
§ 192.705 Transmission lines: Patrol-

ling.
(a) Each operator shall have a patrol

program to observe surface conditions on
and adjacent to the transmission line
right-of-way for indications of leaks,
constfuction activity, and other factors
affecting safety and operation.

(b) The frequency of patrols is deter-
niined by the size of the line, the operat-
ing pressures, the class location, terrain,
weather, and other relevant factors, but
intervals between-patrols may not be
longer than prescribed In the following
table:

Maximum Interval between patrols

Class location of At highway and At all other
line r ind places

crossings

1, 2 ....----------- 6 months - 1---- 1 year.
3 --------------- 3 months ----- 6 months.
4 -------------------- do ---------- months.

3. Section 192.706 is added to read as
follows:
§ 192.706 Transmission lines: Leakage

surveys.

(a) Each operator -of a transmission
line shall provide for periodic leakage
surveys of the line in Its operating and
maintenance plan.

(b) Leakage surveys of a transmission
line must be conducted at intervals not
exceeding I year. However, In the case of
a transmission line which transports gas
in conformity with § 192.625 without an
odor or odorant, leakage surveys using
leak detector equipment must be con-
ducted-

(1) In Class 3 locations, at intervals
not exceeding 6 months; and

(2) In Class 4 locations, at intervals
not exceeding 3 months.

4. In the table of contents, § 192.706 is
added to read as follows:

sec.
192.700 Transmlraon line3: leakage surveya.

This amendment is Issued under the
authority of section 3 of the Natural Gas
Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 (49 U.S.C.
1672) § 1.58(d) of the regulations of the
OMce of the Secretary of Transporta-
tion (49 CFR 1.58(d)), and the redelega-
tion of authority to the Director, Office of
Pipeline Safety, set forth in Appendix
A to Part 1 of the regulations of the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Transportation
(49 CPR Part 1).

Issued In Washington, D.C., on May 5,
1975.

JOSEPH C. CALDWELL,
Director.

OfIce of Pipeline Safety.
[FR Doc.75-1228 Piled 5-8-75:8:45 am]

Title 50-Wildlife and'Fisheries '
CHAPTER I-U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE

SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE IN-
TERIOR

PART 28--PUBLIC ACCESS, USE AND
RECREATION

Nantucket National Wildlife Refuge, Mass.
The following special regulation Is is-

sued and is effective during the period
May 15, 1975 through December 31, 1975.
§ 28.28 Special regulations, public ac-

cess, usze, and recreation; for individ-
ual wildlife refuge areas.

MASSAcnU s

XTAIMCNET NATIONAL VDZLIFE PEMUGE

Entry Jly foot, motor vehicle, or boat
is permitted during daylighthours for
the purposes of nature study, photog-
raphy, hiking, shell collecting, shell fish-
ing, and surf fishing.

Registered over-the-sand vehicles are
permitted on designated sand trails and
on the open ocean beach. Vehicle permits
will be required and may be obtained
from The Trustees of Reservations, Co-
skata-Coutue Wildlife Refuge Manager.
All over-the-sand vehicle permit re-
quirements and regulations promulgated
by The Trustees of Reservations for the
Coskata-Coatue Wildlife Refuge will be
applicable.

The refuge area, comprising 40 acres,
is delineated on maps available from the
Refuge Manager, Ninigret National
Wildlife Refuge, PO. Box 307, Charles-
town, Rhode Island 02813, and from the
Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service, John W. McCormack Post
Office and Courthouse, Boston, Massa-
chusetts 02109.

The provisions of this special regula-
tion supplement the regulations which
govern recreation on wildlife refuge
areas generally, which are set forth In
Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations,
Part 28, and are effective through De-
cember 31,1975.

RIcHm E. GnRUM ,
RegionaZ Director,

U.S. FIsh and Wildlife Service.

MAt 2,1975.
[FR Doe.75-12223 Piled 5-8-75;8:45 am]
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