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N,lr. Robert t. Sludcr
V ice-President. Operations
Wiliiams Cas Pipeline - West
295 Chepeta Woy, P.{). Ilox 589{}0
Salt Lake City, t) '1 84158-0900

RE: CPF NO. 5-?000-10{]4

I)ear Mr. Sluder:

I;nclosed is a Finai Order issued b"v rhe Assoeiale Aciministrator {br Pipeline Safbly in the abr:ve-

referenced case. ll nrakes {in<lings sl'violations o1'pipcline stltty slandards and aeknowledges

completion ofcorrective action, Your receipi ol'the Final Order consljtutes selrice of that document

under4gC.i;.R.$190.5. Thiscase isnrr$"clescdancinr:furlherentbrcerne*l actioniscontemplated

with the rsspect to the natters involved in this case. 
'I'hank 

I'ou for 1'our coopcration in our joint

effqrrt to ensure pipeline safety.

,$,Lt,
Pipeline Compliance Registry
Oflice cf Pipeline Safrty

Enslosurr
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ln the Matter of

\lilliams GiLs Pipelinc - \Vest. Respondenls- CPF ].1o. 5-2000-1004

)

)
)

)

}-INAL ORI}SR

C)n January IS - April 20,20{i0, reprssentatives of the Western Region, Office of Pipeline Safety
{OPS} and the Washington Utility and Transportation Commission, pursuant to Chapter 601 of
49 Llnited States Cods. conducted onsitc pipeline safety inspections cl-operations and maintenancil
records and pipelinr facilitie s for lour Sumas, Ilattle ground, Redmond" Spr:kane, and Pasco l)istricts
in ihe State of Washington. As a result of the inspeclions, the Director, Westem Region, OPS,
issued to Williams fias - West {Williams). try lelter dated lvtay 5. 2000. a Notice ol Probable
Vioiation and Proposed Corupliance Order. ln accordiurce with 49 C-I"-R. $ 190.207, the Ncltjce
proposed findingthat Respondcnt had violated 49 C.S.R. $$ 192.465{tt), 192"603. 19?.605. l9?.736,
192.'/39, 192.?45, and proposed lhat Respondent take certain nreasures lo correct the alleged
violations.

Following an extension of time 1o respond. Respondent responded to lhe Notice by letter dated
June 8,2000 {Response). Respondent contcstsd some allegations, offered explanations and provided
inf'ormation cancerning lhe cqrpclive aclions it has taken.

fINDINGS OF VIOLATION

Item 1 in the Notice alleged that Respondent violated 49 C.F.R. $192.465(b), as Respondent*s
records available at the time of the inspoctiorr iirdicated thnt certain rectifiers at Rsdmond District,
Baltle {iround Districtand Pasco Districtrvere not insDectcd rvithinthemaximum 2/i monlh interva}
required by $ 192.a65(b).

.Respondent explained that during latel998 and early1999 they rvere in the process ofconverting
from one corrosion control databa"se to another, which resulted in the late rectifier reads identihed
by the OPS inspector" Respondcnt advised that addition*l training ofoperating personnel occurred
thrr:ugh 1999 and the first six months of 2$00 in an effort to ensurc that all rectifier readings are
completecl at the proper frequency nnd tc e'nh:rnce data entry accuracy by persr:nnel.
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fact that R*spondert wfrs c$nvrrting iii:m uue scnosion control database to anolher does not

negate the fa{:t that the violatir:n exists. lnspection and lesting at required intervals are essential to
kno*'ing that the pipeiine equipment is heing maintairred, will llrnclien properly and that irs integrity
is nat compromised. Accordingl,v-. I find Respondent violated $ i9:.465{b) by noi having adcq$ate
documentalion that it inspected cerlain rectiiiers. as more fully described in the Notice. ai Redmond
District. Ilattle Ground bistrict ancl Pasco f)istrict within the maximum 2 r/: month interval rcquired.

ltem2inthe NoticeallegndlhaltheRespandentviolated 49C.F.Ii.$l92.60l.whichrequires each
operator to keep records nece $$ary to adminisirr the procedures established under $ I 92.605. The
Notice alleged three inslances in which Respondrnt lbiled to maintain adequate records necessary
to administer the damage prevention program requirements. In the first instance. Resp*ndent's
records in rhe R*dmond bistrict rvere inadequate to ve rily cnmpliance 1\'ith $ I 92.6 l4 {c)(5), w'hicit
reqriires tsmporary rnarkings of burjed pipclines in the area ol'excavation and $ 192.614 (c) (6).
which requircs inspection af pipe lines thal an oprerator iras reason 1o be lieve could be damaged by
excavation activities.

Respondeat argued that the c:ycavatioll damage preven{ion records provided during inspection
verified compliance with regulations and that Respcndent's employee documented this in his daily
work diar.v. Respondent acknorvledged the concem raised regarding adequate documentatinn and
has responded by implementing changes to capturc one-calls in one docunrent.

Maintaining adequale records is a requirement fbr the saf'e optration ofpipcline tacilitics, not an
option, Docunrentadon that pipelines are marked prior to excavation activities couplert with
documentalion of any required lbllo*" up inspection of pipelines that the operator has rcason to
believe coukl be damaged try excavation activities is an esseniial part cf the Damage Prevenlion
Program. The personal daily work diary af the empl:yee tho perfbrms each damage prevenlion
activity ff$y noi supplenent or be substi{uted lor *{Iicial documentalion of work done. Without
adequate recr:rds it is difficult fur an operaror to know whether it is in compliance with damage
prer.'ention requireinents.

The second and third allegations of violatior of $ I 92.603 relate to the Dalles Lateral. ln thc seconrl
instance, the Notice aileged that the records availahle for thc Battle Crsund District were inadequate
to verif.v compliance r,vith $i9?.?06{a),, leakage sun'ey$ of transmission pipelines which do not
contain an odor or an odorant, iu Class 3 locations. As lbr the third instance- Respoudent l'ailed to
produce leak survey records lbr 1998 to veriiy that {}re l)alles Lateral, which is located ia a {llass 3
l<:cation, was leak sun eye d a1 least twice for th* calendar year.

Respondent explained that the Oalles Lateral in Oregon \yas erroneously entered into ths system as
a Class 3 location r*,'hen it is a Class 1 location. Respondent lirrther expiained that the location rvas

inspecied as a Class 3 in 1999, then missed as a Class 3 and inspected as a Class I in 1998.
Respondenl is reviewing all class locatioirs to en$ure the records are corrcct and bclieves that
continued implernenlation of its Maintenance Management Sysfenr rvill enhance inspection
scheduiing in the future.
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Verilication that leak surueys are conducicd is an essential requiremenl to the safi: operation oi-a
pipeline. The lack r:l'a leak survey in a Class i localion corrld result in a leak going undetected in
a populated area. Respondent's records were not adequalely maintaincd. Therefore, I find
Respondenf violated 49 C"F.R. $$ i9?.603 and 192.605.

Item 3 of lhe Nolice alleged that Respondent violaied 49 C.F.R. $ 192,736. as the gas dele ction and
a.larm system at 'l'urnwat'3r Compressor Statian, in the Redmond District, rvas no1 pr:aperly
mainlained.'fhe warning iights atthe doorsol'tlre compressorbuildingwere not fuctioningpr:cperly
because the light bulbs were ol'an inadequate voltage rating for *:e sJ'stem and were burned out at
the time of inspectior':.

Respondent acknorvledged that the i 2 volt *'arning lights rvere not functioning properly at the time
of the in.spection and e xplained that the proper 24 volt lights are nou' in use.

Respon<lent does not conlest the alleged violation. Accorelingly, I {'ind that Respondent violated
49 C.p.R. $rS2.736.

Item 4 of the Notice allegecl tlrat Respondenl violated 49 C.F.R.$I92.739, by not inspecting the
regulators and pressure relief devices at the Palouse-Albion Meter Station, in the Spokane District,
within the required inte wals. In particular. recr:rds indicate that inspections wpre done on April 20,
1 998 atd then again on Octaber I 4" I 999. exceeding thr: I S-month inspeciion intcrval requitcd by
85 days.

ln response to ltem 4. Respondent stated that a tlata enff], error during transition hom one
maintenance tracking system database to another in 1999 caused ihe late inspections. Rcspandent
affered information abcrut the efforts ii is making to prevent recurrence .

Respondent's response does not dispute that lhe inspections and lests $'ere untimely. Accordingly"
I find that Respr:ndent violated 49 C.F.R. $ 192.739.

Item 5 alleges that the Respondent violated 49 C.F.R. $192.745, as the documenlation and
information avaiiablc at the timc of the inspection rvas inadequate to verifu that each transmission
line valve that might be required during any €mergrr:ey r.vas inspected and partially operated at
intertais not exceeding fiItsen monlhs. 

'l'he 
documentation and information avaiiable, at thc time

of the inspectien, for lhe Sumas District was inadequate to verif y compliancf for ilre calendar year
1998 a*nual mainlenanse afthe lhree $tanu'osd Lateral valves and the Pasco District for eleven
valves on the Hedges Lateral and six valves on the Spokane Lateral for calendar year 1999. The
Palouse-Albion Meter Station lap valve, for the Spokane Distriet, was inspected on April 20, 1998
and then again on Octtlberl4, 1999, exceeding the i5-mnnth inspection interval required by
Sl9?.745 hy 85 rJays.
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Responderrt explained that the impectir:ns lvere i 0 day's late due to an crroneous assumption of ihe
operating personnel thal the l5-month frequency specilied in $ l9?"745 gave them until the last day
af the l5th month to complete the inspectian.

All things considered. Respondent's inspeetionst.ould halebeen late. Respondcnt did notargue that
the inspections had been complete<l on time . Accordingly. I jlnd ftat Respondent violated 49 C.F.R.
$ r92.745.

1'hese findings of violalion will be considered prior off'enses in any subsequent enfcrcemsnt action
taken against Respondent.

C]{)MPLIANCT ORDTIT

ltte Notice proposed a complimce order with respect io ltems l-5. Respondent has dsmonstrated
corrective action addressing all ltems in lhe propnsed compliance order. 'l he Director, Westem
Region, OPS has accepted these measures as adeqrrately fullilling the requirements of the pipeline
safety regulations and no further action is needed rvith respect to those iterns in tlre compliance order.

lJnder 49 C,F.R. $ I 90.21 5. Respondent has a right tr: petition fnr reconsideration of this Final C)rder.-the pelition must be received within ?0 days oi Respondent's receipt of this 
'final 

Order and must
contain a brief staleffient of the issue(s). in accordance with 49 C,f.R. $190-21i{d), liling the
petition does not stay the elTectiveness of lhis F inal Order. Ilorvever, in the petition Re spondent may
requ€st. rvith explanation. that the Final Order be stayed" The terrns alrd conditicns nf this Final
Order arc effective upon receipt.

#6/-
Associate Administrator

for Pineline Safetv




