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_that Is “not affecfed by loss of air pres-
sure.” This design. also sstisfles the-

emergency brake requirements for trail-

ers (S5.8) by using a separate alr pres-
sure supply to ‘control the spring. In
the event or a rupture or leak in the
trailer supply line, the spring is released
‘and the emergency braking capability
is automatically applied as required by
S5.8.

This arrangement can interfere with
easy handling of trailers in marshalling
yards, because disconnection of the
truck-tractor from' the- trailer depletes
the air in the trailer supply line and
causes automatic’ gpplication -of the
‘Spring brake. The standard does require
an “isolated” air reservoir (S5.2.1.1) to
supply pressure to control the spring in
the event all service -air pressure is lost
but the pressure is controlled from the
towing -vehicle, A Tailroad company
. sought confirmation that a manual valve
could be installed on the isolated res-
ervoir to- permit easy release -of the

spring brake, and the NHTSA agreed that -

this valve conforms to the standard, as
long as the system reverts to-normsl op-
eration when the service air supply Is
recolmected for higchway travel:

Otility: Trailer Manufa,ctunng Com-
pany, a manufacturer of specialized bulk
agricultural "commodity transport trail-
€rs, has indicated that the manual valve
arrangemeént is -not” adequate ‘for mar-
shalling of its -vehicles, bécause they
stand idle for periods of a week and the
alr supply of the isolated reservoir leaks
down, leaving the spring applied with no
energy source for release. Unlike railroad
terminal operations; the farm tractor
‘which tows-the trailer to the field is not
equipped with air brakes to recharge the

-Isolated reservoir. For these reasons, Util-
ity has requested a year’s exclusion from
the parking brake requirements for its

“trailers. .

The -trailer parking braking require-
ments, which specify application and

- . holding by a means other than air, arean

important advance in air brake systems,
which are susceptible to rupture and
leakage. As an engineering matter,
NHTSA recognizes that solutions exist
for the particular problem faced in use
of Ttility’s trailers. - -

At the same {ime, it is arguable that
the standard. does not now provide ade-
quately for the problem faced by these
vehicles, Utility has indicated that 1t did
not seek & solutlon for the problem be-
-cause the company believes in good faith
that the trailers are excluded from the
requirements of the Ndtionsl Traffic and

. .Motor” Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 (15
U.S.C. 1391, el seq.) as agricultural ma-
chinery. Utﬂity appears: to have made
early and conscientious efforts to comply
with the standard In the case.of those

. vehicles which it believed to he motor
vehicles. -

The NHTSA has determined that a rel-

- atively small number of vehicles are in-
volved in the proposed exclusion, and that
the loss of safety benefit would be cor-
respondingly small. It is noted that these
vehicles would be required to meet any
-applicable Buresu of  Motor Cearrler

" Safety regulations for secondary braking

\
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systems, to the depree that Standard
No. 121 would not cover this aspect of
performance. The NHTSA therefore ten-
tatively concludes that the Utility peti-
tion should be granted for a perlod of one

year,
In consideration of the foregoing, it is

proposed that Standard No. 121 (48 CFR

571.121) be amended as follows:

§571.121 [Amended]

1. S5.6 would be amended to read:
S5.6 Parking brake system. Each ve-
hicle other than a trailer converter dol-
1y, or & trailer manufactured before Jan-
uary 1, 1976, that is designed to transport
bulk agricultural commodities from the
field to & processing plant or storage lo-
cation, shall have a parking brake sys-
tem that under the conditions of S6.1
meets the requirements of 55.6.1 or §5.6.2,
at the manufacturer’s option, and the
requirements of £5.6.3 and S3.6.4.
*2. The first sentence of §5.8 would be
amended bo read:
S6.8 Emergency braking capability—
trailers. Bach trailer other than g trailer

-converter dolly, or a tredler manufac-
-tured before January 1, 1976, that is de-

signed to transport bulk agricultural
commodities from the fleld to a process-
ing plant or storage Jocation, shall have

-a parking brake system that conforms to

S5.6 and that applies with the force
specified in S5.6.1 or £5.6.2 when the air
pressure in the supply line is at atmos-
pheric pressure.

Interested persons are invited to sub-
mit comments on the proposal. Com-
ments should refer to the docket number
and be submitted to: Docket Section, Na-
tional Highway Traflic Safety Adminis-

-tration, Room 5108, 400 Seventh Street,

SW., Washington, DC 20590. It is re-
quested but not required that 10 coples
be submitted.

All comments received before the close
of business on the comment closing date
indicated below will be considered, and
will be available for examination in the
docket at the above address both before
and after that date. To the extent pos-
sible, comments filed after the closing
date will also be considered. However, the
rulemaking action may proceed at any
time after that date, and comments re-
ceived after the closing date and too late

‘for consideration in regard to the action

will be treated as suggestions for future
rulemaking. The NHTSA will continue to
file relevant material as it becomes avail-
able in the docket after the closing date,
and it Is recommended that interested
persons continue to examine the docket
for new material.
Comment closing date: April 21, 1975.
Proposed effective date: Date of publi-
cation in the Fepenar Reciszer of the
final rule.
(Seo. 103, 119, Pub, I..m-asa.aostat.'ne (16

US.C. 1392, 1407); dolegations of authority
at 49 CFR 1.51 and 49 OFR 501.8.)

Issued on March 20, 1975.

Roper? 1. CARIER,
Associate Administraior,
Motor Vehicls Programs.

[FR Doc.76~7844 Flled 3-26-76;8:45 am)
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Office of Pipeline Safety

[49CFRPart1923
[Notico No. 76-1; Docket No. OFS-33] -

TRANSPORTATION OF NATURAL AND
OTHER GAS BY PIPELINE

Emergency Plans -

The Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS)~
proposes to revise §192.615 to clarify
and delineate the existing requirement
that an operafor prepare and execute
an emergency plan. An emergency plan
Is necessary to provide for a timely and
appropriate response by an operator In
an emergency involving or likely to in-
volve a gas pipeline facility.

The existing requirements in § 192.615
have been In effect since November 12,
1970 (35 FR 13248). They are based
in part on the recommended standards
in section 850.6 of the 1968 edition of tha
United States of America Standards In-
stitute B31.8 Code.

OPS analyzes the pipeline faflure re-
ports supmitted by operators under 49
CFR Part 191 end the pipeline accident
investigations vwhich it conducts as well
as those of State agencies participating
under section 5 of the Natural Gas Pipe-
Hne Safety Act of 1968 (49 US.C. 1674).
These analyses show that, in many eases,
timely or appropriate action is not taken
by operators to minimize the hazards or
damage due to gas pipeline emergencies.
The analyses further indicate that many

‘operators have inadequate emergency

plans or do not properly carry out their
plans. In addition, OPS believes that
many operators do not understand what
must be included in an emergency pian
to Umit the adverse effecis of a2 gas
pipeline emergency.

The National Transportation Saféty
Board (NTSB) has pointed outin various
pipeline accldent reports than an op-
erator’s failure to properly prepare and
execute an emergency plan contributed
to the occurrence of the accident or re-
sultant damage. The NTSB has made .
several recommendations to change
§ 192.615 to improve the effectiveness of
the emergency plans. These recommen-
dations have been considered by OPS in
developing the rule changes being pre-
posed. They concern:

1. A program to educate customers, the
public, government organizations, and
persons conducting excavation activities
to recognize and report gas pipeline
emergencles (Recommendation Nos. No.
70--P-29 and P-T74-11).

2. Handling emergency calls, and hav-
ing an alternative method of communi-
cation available when the method
normally used Is interrupted or over--
loaded (Recommendation Nos. 70-P-32,
P-12-42, and P-72-43).

3. Notifying fire and police officials and
other appropriate public officials of gas
pipeline emergencies, and coordinafing
planned and ectual activities with them
(Recommendation Nos. P—'12-35 and P-
72-44).

4. Timeliness of an operator’s investi-
gation to determine the probable causs
of an accldent (Recommendation Nas
68-P-1 and 70-P-29).

.
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5. Availability of equipment and tools

to employees likely to be first at the
. scene, Including means for locating and
operating emergency values {Recom-
mendation No, P-73-4).

6. Plans to rapidly shut down any part
of the system to minimize the effect of
a hazardous situation (Recommendation
Nos. T1-P-1, P-72-41, P-73-2, P-73-4,
and P-74-18).

7. Acting at the scene of an emer~

gency to protect people first and then
property, and to find ‘and eliminate any
hazard (Recommendation No. P-74-20).

In addition to the NTSB recommen-
dations, OPS considered drafts of an Ad-
dendum 10 to the American Society of
Mechanical Engineers’ “Guide for Gas
Transmission and Distribution Piping
Systems” in developing the proposed
amendment. Addendum 10 provides ex~
tensive guldelines to assist in prepar-
ing, maintaining, and conducting proper
emergency plans under §192.615. Al-
though prepared for the existing rule,
OPS belleves the guidelines are compati~
ble with the amendment being proposed.

OPS realized when §192.615 weas
adopted, that more detalled require~
ments might be necessary for emergency
plans. However, at that time, OPS did
not have enough pipeline safety data to
develop Federal standards appreciably
different from those developed by the
industry. OPS also felt that development
of a more comprehensive standard
should be based on experience in admin-~
Istering the existing requirement. OPS
now has that experience and has ob-
talned additional safety data through
its pipeline failure and annual reporting
system in Part 191, communications with
pipeline operators, inspection activities,
cosponsoring seminars for industry per-
sonnel, and developing and conducting
training programs for Federal and State
agency personnel at the Department’s
Transportation Safety Institute. The in-
formation gained indicates the objec-
tives an operator can reasonably be ex-
pected to accomplish in developing and
carrying out an emergency plan.

OPS proposes to clarify each of the
present paragraphs (a) through (d, in
§ 192.615 by listing specific toplics or
measures which must be covered in each
plan. This proposed listing is intended to
glve operators more specific gulidance as
to what 1s necessary for an adequate
emergency plan under § 192.615.

The proposal is, nonetheless, written
in performance terms, just as the exist-
ing rule, rather than in detailed specifi-
cations. Consequently, if the proposal is
adopted, an operator would remain free
to develop a plan that is best suited to its
particular operation within the outline
provided by § 192.615.

Section 192.615(a) now requires that
an operator have procedures to respond
to a gas pipeline emergency, but does not
glve further detalls for developing the
necessary procedures. OPS realizes that
it 15 impractical to prepare detailed pro-
cedures for all types of emergencies. The
response required will vary depending
on the information an operator initially
recelves, the type and location of pipe-
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Iine facilities involved, system pressures,
gas load requirements, time of day or
year, and other operating variables.

Emergency response procedures mush
. be flexible-enough to permit variations ab
the scene to accommodate unexpected
events. At the same fime, OPS belleves
the existing requirement does not go far
enough to assist operators in preparing
useful procedures. Therefore, § 192.615
would be amended to ensure that the
procedures, at a minimum, cover certain
-essential items which are set forth here-~
inafter. )

The proposed listing of items under
8 192.615(a) should not be viewed as
inclusive of all procedures necessary for
-emergency responses. In fact, OPS en-
courages operators to include any addi-
tional procedures in their emergency
plans which are relevant to their pipeline
operating conditions.

Section 192.615(b) now requires each
operator to acquaint appropriate person-
nel with the emergency procedures. This
requirement would be broadened to in-
clude training snd monitoring to ensure
that employees’ responses to a gas emer-~
gency are In accordance with the oper-
stor’s procedures established under
§192.615(a).

Section 192.615(¢c) now requires each
operator to establish liaison with appro-
priate public officials respecting the op-
erator’s emergency procedures. This re-
quirement would be amended to ensure
that the liaison provides advance plan-
ning for proper notice to officials of emer-
gencies and for mutual requests for as-
sistance in emergencies.

Section 192.615(d) nmow requires each
operator to establish an educational pro-
gram to enable customers and the gen-
eral public to recognize and report a gas
pipeline emergency to the appropriate

" officlals. Additional language would -be

added to this section to make it clear
that both the educationsal program and
the media for conveying it must effec-
tively reach all geographical areas in
which the operator transports gas. To
facilitate full understanding of the pro-
gram, & further change being proposed
would clarify that the program must be
in.each language spoken by a significant
number of persons in the area served by
the operator.

In consideration of the foregoing, OPS
proposes to amend § 192.615 to read as
follows:

§192.615 Emergency plans,

(a8) Each operator-shall establish writ-
ten procedures to minimize the hazard
resulting from a gas pipeline emergency.
At 2 minimum, the procedures must pro-
vide forthe following:

(1) Identifying calls which require im-~
mediate response by the operator.

(2) Establishing and maintaining at
least two means of verbal communica-
tion with fire and-police officials and
other, appropriate public officials.

(3) Responding to a notice of each
mgtype of emergency, including the follow-

(. Gas detected inside or near a
building, -

LS

»

(i1) Fire located mear or directly in~
volving a pipeline facility,

(iii) Explosion occurring near or dl-
rectly involving a pipeline focility.

(iv) Natural disaster.

(v) Civil disturbance.

(4) Ensuring the avaflability of per-
sonnel, equipment, tools, and materials,
as needed af the scene of an emergency.

(5) Arranging in advance with other
operators and pipeline contractors for
mutual assistance.

(6) Actions directed tovward protecting
people first and then property.

(7) Emergency shutdown of any gee~
tlon of the operator’s plpellne system
necessary to minimize an actual or po-
tential hazard.

(8) Locating and eliminating any gag
leak or other fault causing an actual or
potential hazard.

(9) Notifying flre and police officials
and other appropriate public officials of
£as pipeline emergencles and coordinat«
ing with them both planned responscs
and actual responses during an emer-
gency.

(10) Locating and safely restoring any
service outage.

(11) Beginning action under § 102.617,
if applicable, as soon after the end of tho
emergency as possible.

(b) Each operator shall—

(1) Furnish its operating and main«
tenance employees & copy of that portion
of the latest edition of the emergency
procedures established under paragraph
(a) of this section as necessary for com=
pliance with those procedures.

(2) Train and test those employees to
acquaint them with the procedures; and

(3) Monitor employee activities to en~
sure that the procedures are followed.

(¢) Each operator shall establish liai«
son with fire and police officlals and
other appropriate public officials to—

(1) Learn the responsibility and capa-
bility of each government organization
that may respond to a gas pipeline emer-«
gency; .

(2) Acquaint the officials with the op=
erator’s capabilities and procedures re«
specting a gas pipeline emerrency; :

(3) Identity the types of gas pipelino
emergencles of which the operator noti~
fles the officlals; and

(4) Plan how the operator and officialy
can engage in mutual assistance to mini«
mize & potential or actual hazard arlsing
from a gas pipeline emerrency.

(d) Each operator shall establish a
continuous educational ;program to en-
able customers, the public, appropriato
government organizations, and persons
engaged In excavation related activities
to recognize a gas pipeline emergency
and report 1t to the operator or the.ap«
propriate public offizials, The program
and the media used must be as compre-~
hensive as necessary to reach all arens
in which the operator transports gag.
The program must be conducted in Eng-
lish and in every other languoge spolken
by a significant rortion of the populu-
tion in the operator's area.

Interested persons are invited to pm'-
ticipate in this proceeding by submitting
such written data, views, or arguments
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- as they may desire. Comments should

identify the notice number and be sub-
mitted in duplicate to the Director, Of-
fice of Pipeline Safety, Department of

- ‘Transportation, Washington, D.C. 20590.

All comments received by May 9, 1975,
will be considered by the Director before
$aking action based on this notice. Late
filed comments will be considered so
far as practicable. All written comments
received will be placed in the public
docket and thereafter will be available
for examination by interested persons.

OPS is particularly interested in re-
ceiving comments which a,ddress the
following questions: *

_*- 1. -Are the items listéd in this notice

4

appropriate for an operator’s emergency

_ plan? If so, could the items be stated

differently to improve safety?

2. What_ additional items, if any,
should be included as requirements for
an emeigency plan under §192.615?
Note: Comments outside the scope of
this notice may be the subiect of a future
notice of proposed rule making.

-3. In genecral, the items listed are
broadly stated. Should they be stated

- inmore detail?

. This notice of proposed rulemaking is
issued under the authority of section 8
of the Natural ‘Gas Pipeline Safety Act
of 1968 (49 U.S.C. 1672), § 1.58(d) of the
regulations of the Office of the Secretary
of Transportation (49 CFR 1.58(d)),
and the redelegation of authority to the
Director, Office of Pipeline Safety, set
forth in Appendix A to Part 1 of the
regulations of the Office of the Seeretary
of Transportation (49 CER Part 1).

Issued in Waskingten, D.¢, on March
20,1975, -
-JOSEPE €. Cammn,
Director,
-~ . Office of PipeHne Sefety.

IFR Do0.76-7744 Plled 3-25-75;8:45 am}

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

" 147 CFRPart73]
IDocket No., 20395] -

Fi4 BROADCAST STATIONS,
BRAINERD, MINN.

Proposed Table of Assignments
In the matter of amendment of

- $73.202(b), Table of assignments, FM

Broadcast Stations. (Brainerd, Minne-
sota), Docket No-20395, RM-2384,

1. Petition, proposal, and comments.
Notice of proposed rulemaking is hereby
given concerning amendment of the FM
Table of Assignments (§ 73.202(b) of the
Commission’s rules and regulations) as
concerns Brainerd, Minnesota.

(a) A petition for rulemaking was filed
on behalf of Greater Minnesota Broad-
«casting Corporation (GMB), seeking the
assignment to Brainerd of a second FM
channel. Public Notice of the filing of the
petition was Issued.on June 10, 1974 (Rpt.
No. 912). Specifically, GMB proposes the
asslgnment of Class C Channel 294 to
Brainerd. In the event such an assign-
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ment is not made, GMB requests that a
Class A channel be assigned for use in
Brainerd and points out that five such
channels are available,

(b) In response to a letter from the
Commission .dated April 10, 1974, GMB
filed an “Amendment to Petition” con-
taining information describing the pre-
clusionary impact of the proposed assign-
ments.

2. Demographic Data—(a) Location,
Brainerd, the seat of Crow Wing County,
is located in central Minnesota, 108 miles
north-northwest of Minneapolis, 55 miles
north of St. Cloud, and approximately
125 miles west of Duluth.

(b) Population. Erainerd—11,667;
Crow Wing County-—34,826 (1970 Cen-
sus).

{c) Local Radio Service. Brainerd is
served by three radlo stations, including
KVBR, a Class IV unlimited-time AM
station licensed to the petitloner; EK1LYZ,
& Class III unlimited-time AM station;
and ELIZ-FM (Channel 238C). The lat~
ter two facilities are licensed to Brainerd
Broadcasting Company.

(d) Industry. Predominantly agricul-
tural though some equipment manufac-
turing and paper producton 1is also
present,

(e) Economic. Three banks and two
savings and loan institutions serve
Brainerd. (No finanelal information
provided.)

3. Proposed Service. (a) PetiHoner
states that an FM station, operating on
Class C Channel 294 with 45 KW of power
end an antenna helght of 320 {feet above
averdge terrain, would provide a second
FM service to all but the most norfhern
portiens of Crow Wing County.

(b) Further conslderatlon of GMB's
alternate proposal to assigh a Class A
channel to Brainerd will not be enter-
tained as (1) Channel 284 is available
as an appropriate assignment, and ¢2)
the piocing of a Class A channel at

-‘Brainerd wonld create an “intermixture”

situation., We have consistently adhered
to a policy opposing “iIntermixture” of
FM channels, except In those instances
where “Intermixture” is the only method
available for providing a ni gerv-
lce. “Tupelo, Miss.”, 42 F.C.C. 24 884
(1973). Compare “Yakima, Wash.”, 42
F.C.C. 2d 548 (1973).

(c) Since Brainerd is within 250 miles
of the Canada-United States border,
Canadian approval of the proposal is
required under the Canadian-United
States FM Agreement of 1947.

4. Mileage separations. (a) Assign-
ment of Channel 294 to Brainerd, if
made, would require the transmitting
antenna to be lacated two miles north-
west of the community to avold short-
spacing.

5. Preclusions. (a) Channels 2924,
293, 204, 295, and 296A would be pre-
cluded by the proposed assignment.
Channels 291 and 297 are presently pre-
cluded by existing assignments. The
preclusion occwrring on Chaunnels. 294
and 296A appears to be significant, while
that occurring on the other three af-
fected channels may be dlsmissed as
relatively Insignificant.
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(b) The preclusion cceurring oa
Channel 294 affects a large area west
and north of Brainerd. The comrunities
located within the precluded area do not -
presently have FM assignments and are
not of sufficient size to warrant a Class
C channel assignment. A Channel 294
assignment to Brainerd, while preciud-
ing the use of Channel 296A in mosh of-
the area within 65 miles of Brainerd,
would allow the use of Channel 2574 in
portions of that precluded area.

(c)- A rulemaking proceeding involv-
ing the communities of Forest Lake,
Morris, and Brainerd (RI-2267),
Daocket No. 20316, may result in the sub-
stitution of Channel 298 for Channel 239
at Brainerd. This action, if it occws,
would significantly mitigate the pre-
clusionary impact of the proposed Chan-
nel 294 assignment at Brainerd, as the
same area would be precluded from the
use of Channel 296A by either proposal.

6. Proposed Amendment to the FM
Table of Assignments. (a) Inleght of the
above, the Commission proposes to
amend the FM Table of assignments,
§ 73.202(b), with regard to Brainerd,
Minnesota as follows:

Chanze} No.
City
Present Propesed
Bralgesd, MInne oo o pcad 20,204

7. Authority. (a) The Commission’s
authority to institute rule making pro-
ceedines, showings required, cut-off pro-
cedures, and filing requirements are con-
tained below and are ineorporated by
reference.

8. Commenis and replies. (2) In-
terested parties may file comments en or
before Moy 15, 1975, and reply comments
on or befoye Jmm 4, 19%3.

Adopted: March 17, 1975.
Released: March 21, 1975.

FepERAL COMIUNICATIONS
COrZAISSION,

Wartace E. JOoHNSOX,

Chilef, Broadcast Bureau.

1. Pursuant to authority found in sec-
tlons 41, 5¢(d) (1), 303 (g) and (r),and
307(b) of the Communications Act of
1934, as amended, and § 06.281(b) (6) of
the Commis!ons rules, 1t 1s proposed to
amend the FM Table of Assignments,
§73.202(b) of the Commisslon’s rules
and regulations, as set forth in the no-
tice of proposed rulemaking to which

- this appendix is attached.

2. Showings required. Comments are
invited on the proposal discussed in the
notice of proposed rule making to which
this appendix is attached. In iniHal com-
ments, proponent will be expected to an-
swer whatever questions are presented
in the Notice. The proponent of the vro-
posed asslgnment Is expected to file com-
ments even if it only resubmits or in-
corporates by reference its former plead-
Ings. It should also restate its present
intention to epply for the channel if &
15 asslgmed, and, if authorizegd, io bulld

[sEAL]
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