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Mr. JOIepiI W. Moell«
President
Koch lIMiUltriel, ~.
4111 E. 37111 St. Ncxth

Wichita, KS 67220

Re: CPF No. 34S24

Dear Mr. MoeIla':

EDCIOIed is the Final Order issued by the Associ8te Administrator for Pipeline Safety in die
above-referenced case. It makes a finding o(violation and finds that)lOU have completed the actions
~fied in the Notice required to comply with the pipeline safetyregulati 001. The Final Order aIao
fiIxtI that ~ have addi~ die iD8dcqU8ci~ in )Our proccdUrel that wae cited in die Notice of
Amendmalt. This case is now closed. Your ~t of die Final Order coD8titutes service oftbat
document undcr49 C.P.R. § 190.5.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS ADMINISTR.A:.TI)N

OFFICE OF PIPELINE SAFETY
WASHINGTON, DC 20.590

In the Matter of

Koch Industries, Inc.

R~MIeIIt

On <ktober S- 7, 1993, punuant to 49 V.S.C. § 60117, ~~tativa of the M~~-ta Office of
Pipeline Safety, as agent for the Office ofPipeliDe Safety (OPS), COIxtucted an on-site pipeliDe safety
inspection of Respondent's f.:ilities and records near Cottage Grove, Minnesota. As a result of the
inspection, the Dircctor, CeIdJ'aI Reaioa, OPS, iJ!J~ to Respolxlmt, by letter dated September 6,
1994, a Notice of ProbIble Viol8ion. Plvpc)lecf CompIi8x:e Orda:, 8KI Notice of Am~t
(Notice). In ICCOIdIDCe with 49 C.F oR. § 190.207, the Noticep~ ed fuxting that ReIpOlMIaIt bad
violated 49 C.F.R. § 19S.4O4(aX2)'" ed that Respondeut take certain meuures to OOii'ecit
the a11ejcd violation. The Notice aIao propoacd, in accordance with 49 C.F .R. § 190.237, that
Respondent 8IDeIxi ita wriUa1 proc«im'm for operatiooa, ~~~~~ 1M ~ergeocis (OM&.E).

ReIpOIMiaIt respoIlded to the Notice by letteI' dated September 23, 1994 (RespJDIe). RespoiMSeI"
did DOt contest the allegations of violation and provided infonnation concerning the CuiJU:tive
actiona it hu taken. Respondent did not request a hearing, and therefore waived ita right to ODe.

In its RellXJllIe, RespolxlcDt did DOt contest the al)~ viol8tion in the Notice. Accordingly, I filM!
bt ReIpoIldmt viollted the followma section of 49 C.F.R. Part ) 95, . more fully deKribed in the
Notice:

49 C.F.R. § 19S.4O4(a)(2) - failiDg to have IDIp8 8IKI i~Js of its pipclinc systcm that
identify the location where Respondent's IyItem w~ . foreign pipeline near the Pine
Bend Refinery and Highways S2 and 55.

This finding of violabon win be considered a prim' ofralle in any subsequent ~fui~aIt Ktion
taken against Respondent

CPF No. 34524
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FINDING OF VIOLA nON



The Notice pr1JlN)Sed a complillK:e 0IdrJ" with respect to )tan 3(1) in the Notice for violatioo of
49 C.F.R. § 19S.4O4(1)(2). Under 49 U.S.C. § 6O118(1~ eICb ~wn wlX> enpges in the
transportation of hazardous liquids or who owns or operates a pipeline facility is required to comply
with the applicable safety standards establilbed uDder Chapter 601. The Regional Director bu
reviewed the OOI.g;tive action takm byR~ IMIaIt 8M! bu indicated that the \XII.«tive action bu
achieved complimlCe with rapect to this violation. AcconIingiy, si1M:e compli~ bas been
.:hieved, it is not ~~ to iDChxIe the comp1i8Xe tenDs in this order.

Items I ( .) 8xl1 (b) in the Notice a1lcgeciiDadeq UKi~ inRespOI xtaIt '. OM&E manualllKipl'OJK) led
to require amaxlment of ReIpOlKiellt's procedures to comply with the ~uiranenta of 49 C.F .R.
§ 19S.4O2(c). Respondent did not contest the alleged inadequacies and submitted copies of ita
amended procedW'eS, which the Director. Central Region, OPS, reviewed. Accordingly, bued on
the results or dIiJ review, I find that R~Mtent t. original procedures as de8Cribed in the Notice
~ UIadeqU8e to ~ safe ~'8tiOD of ita pipeline systan, but that R.e8poDdait b8S C<iI..~~
the idaltified iD8deqUKi~ No Deed exists to iaue m order directing amaMlmellt.

The Notice did IX>t propose . civil penalty orconecti ve action b ltans 2, 3(b). _4 in the Notice;
therefore, these are considered warning itana. Respondent i. warned that if it does IX>t take
appropriate action to correct these items, enforcement action will be taken if a lublequent inspection
reveals a violation.
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