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U.S. Deportment
of Transportation
PIpeline and
Hazm'douI Mal8lta1l
Admlnl* vn

Rick A. Olsen
Vice President, Pipeline Operations
Magellan Pipeline Company
One Williams Center
P.O. Box 22186
Tulsa, OK 74121-2186

Re: CPF No. 4-2004-5006

Dear Mr. Olsen:

Enclosed is the Final Order issued by the Associate Administratol
above-referenced case. It makes findings of violation and assesses a civil
penalty payment tenns are set forth in the Final Order. This enforcement a
upon payment. Your receipt of the Final Older constitutes service of that c

§ 190.5.

Enclosure

Rod M. Seeley
Di1Utor, Southwest

~:

Michael C. Peanon .
Manager, Asset Integrity, Magellan Midstream Partnen, L.P .

.cERTIFIED MAn.. -R EroRN RECEIPT REO~TED
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AUG 18 m

S~ly,

~
J~ Reynolds
Pipeline Compliance Registry
Office of Pipeline Safety
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA110N
AND HAZARDOUS MATERIA I.S SAFETY ADMINISTRA nON

omCE OF PIPELINE SAFETY
WASHINGTON, OC' 20590

PIPELINE

In the Matter of

Magellan Pipeline Company

Respondent.

Respondent responded to the Notice by letter
Respondent indicated that it had additional
violation that was not provided to OPS at the
hearing was held in Houston, Texas on September

The Notice alleged that Respondent
reduce operating
following its
conditions"
immediate

pressure
identification

until repairs
repair conditions,

approxImately one month

At the hearing, Respondent explained that under the policy it had in place
designate the date of , 'discovery" of a repair condition as the date that
in the integrity assessment, but rath~, it designated the discovery
anomaly was subsequently excavated (and repaired). Under,

condition occurs "when an operator has adequate infonnabon
the condition represents a potential threat" to the integrity

ofa
that

)
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CPF No. 4-2004-5006)
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FINAL ORDER

DIrector,
of Probable

the
asseSSing

Notice

the

FINDING OF VIOLA nON

IlIeaed



integrity assessment
peroentage of metal
enable a detenninan

was conducted
loss from corrosion

~ on that the potential
espondent in the ~.

to take remedial
that Respondent

was available to R
justified in failing
Accordingly, I find
operating
identification

49 U.S.C. § 60122 and 49 C.F.R. § 190.225 require that, in determining
penalty, I consider die following criteria: nature, circumstances,
of Respondenfs culpability, history of Respondent's prior.
penalty, good faith by Respondent in attempting to achieve
ability to continue in business, and such other matters as ,;

The Notice proposed a civil penaltyof$105.000 for Respondent's
following its identification of certain anomalies on its Tulsa to Shelton
the applicable criteria for immediate repair conditions. At the hearing.
its failure to take immediate action with respect to the seven specified
it bad now changed its policy in this regard and that as a result,
time of the integrity assessment, not the time a

The integrity managementincluding temporarily j .

when anomalies meeting I"
an integrity assessment. 'I
those in which 80 percent
reduction in remaining
diameter are present
(ii) and (iii) of the
While Respondent
the regulation,
fundamental
fomlulating

reducing
the

taking

2

mspectio~ meaning that information
magnitude of dmt-type deformations

for an integrity threat at the corresponding
inspection results. Therefore, Responden

subsequ=t excavations were

by internal
and the
exists

mtemal
measures

violated
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failure

program regulations
operating

Under paragraph

pIpe

subIlllrtcd



would warrant a in the civil penalty amount
Accordingly, I assess Respoodent a civil penalty
49 C.F.R. § 195.452(h)(4Xi).

reduction

the
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