71 of the Federal Aviation Regulations
so as to designate a 700-foot transition
area over Petersburg Municipal Airport,
Petersburg, Va.

‘The new NDB (ADF) RWY 5 and VOR
RWY 23 instrument approach procedures
authorized for Petersburg Municipal
Airport will require designation of a '700-
foot transition areg to provide airspace
protection for aircraft executing these
procedures.

Interested persons may submit such
written data or views as they may desire.
Communications should be submitted in
triplicate to the Director, Eastern Region,
Attention: Chief, Air Traffic Division,
Department of Transportation, Federal
Aviation Administration, Federal Build-
ing, John F. Kennedy International Air-
port, Jamaica, N.¥. 11430. All communi-
cations received within 30 days after
publication in the FEDERAL REGISTER Will
be considered before action is taken on
the proposed amendment. No hearing is
contemplated at this time, but arrange-
ments may be made for informal con-
ferences with Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration officials by contacting the Chief,
Alrspace and Standards Branch, Eastern
Region.

Any data or views presented during
such conferences must also be submitted
in writing in accordance with this no-
tice in order to become part of the record
for consideration. The proposal con-
tained in this notice may be changed in
the light of comments received.

The official docket will be avallable
for examination by interested: persons
at the Office of Regional Counsel, Fed-
eral Avlatlon Administration, Federal
Bullding, John F. Kennedy International
Airport, Jamaica, N.¥.

The Federal Aviation Administration,
having completed a review of the air-
space requirements for the ferminal ares
of Petersburg, Va., proposes the airspace
action hereinafter set forth:

Amend § 71.181 of Part 71 of the Fed-
eral Aviation Regulations so as to desig-
nate a Petersburg, Va., transition area as
follows:

PETERSBURG, VA,

That alrspace extending upward from 700
feet above the surface within an 8.5-mile
radius of the center (37°11705’' N., 77°30’30"*
W.) of Petersburg Municipal Airport, Peters-
burg, Va.; within 4.5 miles each side of the
226° bealrng from the Petersburg RBN (37°
07'48’’ N., 77°34'30° W.) extending from
the 8.5-mile radius area to 11,5 miles south-
west of the RBN and within 2 miles each
side of the runway 32 centerline extended
from the 8.5-mile radius area to 9 miles
northwest of the end of the runway, exclud-
ing the portion that coincides with the
Richmond, Va., transition area.

This amendment is proposed under
section 307(a) of the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 749; 49 U.S.C. 1348),
and section 6(c) of the Department of
Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 1655(c)).

Issued in Jamaica, N.Y., on September
19, 1969, .
GEORGE M. GARY,
Director, Eastern Region.
[FR. Doc. 69-11910; Filed, Oct. 3, 1969;
8:49 a.m.]

PROPOSED RULE MAKING

Hazardous Materials Regulation
Board .

[49 CFR Part 1951
[Notice 69-27; Docket No. HM-6]

TRANSPORTATION OF LIQUIDS BY
. PIPELINE

Notice of Public Hearing

On July 12, 1968, the Hazardous Ma-
terials Regulations Board issued a notice
of proposed rule making (Notice No. 68—
4; 33 F.R. 10213, published July 17, 1968)
setting forth a complete revision of Part
180 of the Hazardous Materials Regula-
tions of the Department of Transporta-
tion. This notice contained proposed re-
quirements for the design, construction,
testing, operation, and maintenance of
pipelines carrying certain materials in
liquid form. A final regulation based on
this proposal has been issued and is
published elsewhere in this issue of the
FEDERAL REGISTER (see p. 15473). How-
ever, as noted in the preamble fo that
regulation, it appears that further pub-
lic comment on the proposals contained
in that notice would be helpful in re-
solving certain questions that have been
raised. These proposals therefore have
not been included in the final rule. To
further assist it in resolving these ques-
tions, the Board will conduct a public
hearing at 10 o’clock on November 18,
1969, in the Department of Transporta-
tion Building (Federal Office Building
10A), 800 Independence Avenue SW.,
‘Washington, D.C.

The proposals that have not been acted
upon, and therefore retain their status
as proposed regulations, are (1) the def-
initions of “internal design pressure”
and “maximum operating pressure”; (2)
proposed § 180.106, Internal pressure de-
sign: Minimum wall thickness; (3) pro-
posed § 180.406, Limit on operaling pres-
sure; and (4) Subpart E—Hydrostatic
testing. The Board is primarily inter-
ested in additional public comment on
the questions of how fo establish limita-
tions on operating pressures and the
manner in which required testing pres-
sures and procedures should relate to
those limitations. These two broad ques-
tions can be broken down into a number
of more specific questions in several re-
lated areas.

Minimum wall thickness. Before 1959,
the pressure design formula in the ASA
B31 codes used an 85 percent stress fac-
tor and provided for a “minimum wall
thickness”. Since that time, the formula
has used a 72 percent stress factor in the
formula to provide “nominal wall thick-
ness”. The notice proposed to return to
a computation of “minimum wall thick-
ness” but did not adjust the stress factor
to compensate for this fact. Therefore,
considering present minus wall toler-

ances in nominal wall thickness, the _

proposed pressure design formula could
require up to a 121% percent reduction
in design pressure or an equivalent in-
crease in nominal wall thickness. The
questions are then: (1) Should the
“minimum wall thickness” formula be
adopted as proposed? or (2) should a
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“minimum wall thickness” formula be
adopted but with an adjusted stress fac-
tor to compensate for the change from
“nominal” to “minimum” (83 percent
would compensate for all minus wall
tolerances in present-day pipe specifica-
tions) ? or (3) should the formula be a_
nominal wall thickness formula as it is
generally used today?

© Surge pressure. The notice proposed to
establish as the maximum allowable
pressure (internal design pressure), a
pressure that produced a stress level of
72 percent of specified minimum yield
strength. This maximum pressure in-
cluded pressures that resulted from
surge in the line. This proposed maxi-
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-
crease of pressure due to surges of up to
10 percent in excess of the pressure
which produces a 72 percent stress level.
If a pressure resulting in a 72 percent
stress level is the maximum safe steady
state operating pressure, what are the
safety factors involved that permit surge
pressures to exceed this by as much as
10 percent? Are surge pressures less
likely to damage or rupture the line than
a steady state pressure? Or Is it the in-
frequency of surge pressures that lowers
the probability of causing an accident?
Or are the economic costs and lack of
technical capability to limit surge pres-
sures, or both, the major considerations
in allowing these different limitations on
surge and steady state pressures? Should
the steady state operating pressure be
allowed to produce 72 percent stress levels
with surge pressures in excess of that
1limit? Or does a surge to a stress level of
'79.2 percent in a ‘“thin pipe”, i.e., pipe
that has an actual wall thickness that
is only 87.5 percent of the listed nominal
wall thickness, when considered in con-
junction with possible corrosion and ex-
ternal stress on the pipe, allow too little
margin for safety? If surge pressure ex-
ceeding the 72 percent sfress level is
permitted, what is the industry’s tech-
nical ecapability for confrolling surge
pressure? Can the latest devices and
procedures limit surge pressures to 7 per-
cent? To 5 percent? To 3 percent?

Cost-benefit. What would be the cost
of installing necessary equipment to limit
surge pressures, on new lines and on ex-
isting lines, to control all surges at a
maximum of 7 percent of maximum op-
erating pressure? At 5 percent of MOP?
At 3 percent of MOP? If the techniecal
capability does not exist, or would be
prohibitively expensive, what would be
the cost in loss of throughput, on new
lines and on existing lines, of limiting
surge pressure of 7 percent of maximum
operating pressure (MOP equals 72 per- -
cent stress level) 2 To 5 percent of MOP?
To 3 percent of MOP?

Maximum  operating pressure/test
pressure. As indicated with respect to
the questions on minimum wall thickness
and surge pressure, the Board would like
to have additional comment on whether
the MOP should be set somewhere below
the 72-percent stress level to compensate
for these factors or whether & 72 percent
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stress level is low enough to provide an
adequate margin of safety. In addition
to these factors, a very significant con-
sideratioh 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 operating pressure,
as set by the carrier. If MOP were set at
a 72 percent stress level, under this pro-
posal the test pressure would result in a
stress level of approximately 100 per-
cent of the specified minimum yield
strength. Does the 40 percent above MOP
require an unnecessarily high test pres-
sure or would 25 percent be adequate?
What percentage is necessary if surge
pressure and minus wall tolerances are
not compensated for in MOP? For ex-
ample, as indicated above, the present
industry practice is that (1) “t” in the
design formula is “nominal” wall thick-
ness, (2) maximum allowable pressure,
inecluding surge, is that pressure which
produces & stress of 79.2 percent of spec-
ified minimum yield strength, and (3)
the normal hydrostatic test pressure is
that pressure which produces a stress of
90 percent of specified minimum yield
strength. Therefore, it is possible that
there will be a margin of only about 11
percent between the maximum -allowable
pressure with surge and the test pressure,
even though the wall thickness of the
pipe may be as much as 121, percent
less than the “nominal” wall thickness
stated. Is this margin adequate to cover
¢contingencies such as corrosion, external
loads, and other normally anticipated
factors that can affect the strength of a
pipeline? .

Another question that should be ad-
dressed is whether there should be a
minimum test pressure specified that
does not relate to the “maximum operat-
ing pressure” chosen by the operator.
That is, In order to test a new pipeline
for construction defects, should the line

be tested to a fixed percentage of yield

1
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without regard to the pressure that the
line will be operating under?

Testing to yield strengih. Since the
proposed regulations, under some cir-
cumstances, could have required testing
to 100 percent of yield strength, a num-
ber of comments were received on this
subject. The comments indicated that
there is considerable disagreement
within the industry as to whether this is
a desirable practice. The.Board would
appreciate further discussion of the pros
and cons of testing pipelines to either
100 percent or greater. of specified mini-
mum yield strength.

General comment. The above questions
indicate the areas in which the Board is
primarily interested in receiving addi-
tional information. Since the proposed
rules that have been withheld are still
proposals, commentors are not limited to
the specific questions raised. Should there
by any other aspect of testing or operat-
ing limitations that a person is inter-
ested in, he should feel free to express an
opinion at the hearing. However, the
Board requests that the primary atten-
tion be focused on the questions dis-
cussed above. In this regard, please note
that proposed Subpart G—Qualification
and Requalification of Pipelines, has
been withdrawn. If the Board decides
at some time in the future to establish
regulations in this area, they will be
formally proposed in another rulemaking
proceeding. Since this would afford ade-
quate opportunity to comment_at that
time, comments should not be addressed
specifically to these provisions.at the
hearing. One additional question relates
to the effective date of the amendments
that result from this hearing. Assuming
for the purpose of this question that
the more stringent requirements are

adopted, how long should the effective -

date be postponed to allow adequate lead
time for designing and ordering mate-
rials for @ pipeline system?

The hearing will be an informal one
conducted by the Board. It will not be a
judicial or evidentiary type of hearing.

There will be no cross-examination of
persons presenting statements. A staff
member of the Office of Hazardous Ma-
terials will make an opening statement
outlining the problem. Interested per-
sons will then have an opportunity fo
present their initial oral statements.
Statements should focus on the issues
raised by this notice and the notice pub-
lished in the July 17, 1968, ¥EDERAL
Recister. After all initial statements
have been 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 procedures
for the conduct of the hearing will be

- announced at the hearing.

Interested persons are invited to at-
tend the hearing and present oral or
written statements on the matters set
for hearing. These statements will be
made a part of the record of the hear-
ing, the transcript of which will be a
matter of public record. Any person who
wishes to make oral statements at the
hearing should notify the Secretary of
the Hazardous Materials Regulations
Board by November 12, 1969, stating the
amount of time required for his initial
statement.

All communications concerning this
hearing should be addressed to the Secre-
tary, Hazardous Materials Regulations
Board, Department of Transportation,
400 Sixth Street SW., Washington, D.C.
20590.

This notice is issued under the author-
ity of sections 831-835 of title 18, United
States Code, and 6 (e) (4) and (£) (3) (A)
of the Department of Transportation
Act (49 U.S.C. 1655 (e) (4) and (£) (3) (A)
and § 1.4(d) (6) of the Regulations of the
Office of the Secretary of Transportation.

Issued in Washington, D.C,, on
September 29, 1969.

R. N. WHITMAN,
Administrator,
Federal Railroad Administration.

[F.R. Doc. 69-11912; Filed, Oct. 3, 1969;
8:49 a.m.]
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