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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 

OFFICE OF PIPELINE SAFETY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

) 
) 

In the Matter of ) 
) 

Inland Corporation, ) CPF No. 4-2025-003-NOA 
a subsidiary of Energy Transfer, LP  ) 

) 
Respondent. ) 

) 
____________________________________) 

ORDER DIRECTING AMENDMENT 

From August 6 to December 12, 2024, a representative of the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration (PHMSA), Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS), pursuant to Chapter 601 of 49 
United States Code (U.S.C.), inspected Inland Corporation’s (Inland) Integrity Management 
Program procedures. Energy Transfer, LP, (Energy Transfer or Respondent) has a controlling 
financial interest in Inland Corporation.1 

As a result of the inspection, the Director, PHMSA Southwest Region, OPS, issued to Inland by 
letter dated May 8, 2025, a Notice of Amendment (Notice). In accordance with 49 CFR § 
190.206, the Notice alleged certain inadequacies in Inland’s  and 
proposed that Inland amend its procedures. 

Energy Transfer, on behalf of Inland, responded to the Notice on January 15, 2024 (Response).  
In its Response, Energy Transfer contested the Notice. Respondent did not request a hearing and 
therefore waived its right to one. On August 4, 2025, the Director provided a Region 
Recommendation recommending that PHMSA issue an Order Directing Amendment to Inland as 
proposed in the Notice. 

FINDING OF INADEQUATE PROCEDURES 

Item 1: The Notice alleged that Inland’s written integrity management program was inadequate 
to ensure safe operation of a pipeline facility in accordance with section 195.452(h)(1)(ii).  

1 Inland Corporation, Energy Transfer, https://nsletconnect.energytransfer.com/ipost/IC (last accessed August 18, 
2025).   

https://nsletconnect.energytransfer.com/ipost/IC


   
    

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

       
 

 
 

 
 

  

 

Specifically, the Notice alleged that Inland’s integrity management plan (IMP),2 ETC Hazardous 
Liquids IMP Discovery of Condition   
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2 Inland Corporation and Energy Transfer share an integrity management plan. 



   
 

  
  

  
  
  

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

cited prior PHMSA enforcement cases to support that proposition and stated that the evidence of 
record substantiates the inadequacy of Energy Transfer’s IMP.   
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have adequate procedures in its IMP to ensure safe operation of a pipeline facility. It is 
undisputed that  195.452(h)(1)(ii) requires an operator to “take further remedial action to 
ensure the safety of the pipeline” if a pressure reduction taken to address an integrity issue 
exceeds 365 days. It is also undisputed that Inland had an obligation to include a procedure in its 
IMP for implementing  195.452(h)(1)(ii), and that Inland’s procedure did nothing more 
than parrot or restate the language in  195.452(h)(1)(ii). The sole issue to be decided in 
this case is whether such a procedure is adequate to ensure the safe operation of Inland’s 
pipeline facilities under  190.206. 

The Director stands behind the allegations in the Notice, noting that PHMSA has said in prior 
enforcement actions initiated under  190.206 that a “document that simply paraphrases 
PHMSA regulations and guidance and lacks the specificity necessary to show consideration of 
the unique features of an operator’s system does not constitute an adequate procedure.”4 Energy 
Transfer takes the opposite position, arguing that an IMP is adequate under 190.206 so 
long as Inland—and presumably every other pipeline operator—has a procedure that simply 
parrots or restates the text of  195.452(h)(1)(ii). The Director’s argument is more 
persuasive. 

First, the obligation to develop and implement a written IMP would serve no useful purpose if an 
operator need only reiterate the text of  195.452. Indeed, the written IMP would be 
entirely redundant if that is all that  195.452 required as an operator could achieve 
compliance simply by printing out a written version of the regulation. The text, structure, 
purpose, and history of  195.452 make clear that an operator must do more to meet its 
obligation to develop and implement a written IMP. 

Second, the evidence of record demonstrates why a written IMP that simply parrots or restates 
the language of  195.452(h)(1)(ii) is inadequate. Inland had such language in its IMP and 
failed to take any further remedial action to ensure the safety of its pipeline after exceeding the 
365-day limit. While claiming to have implemented increased ROW patrols, the evidence 
indicates that Inland continued to perform ROW patrols at the same frequency.5 In other words, 
as the Director explained in his Region Recommendation, Inland’s “‘further remedial action’ . . . 
was . . . a holding pattern from before the pressure restriction exceeded 365 days as opposed to 
additional or greater action.” Having failed to provide its personnel with any additional 
instruction on the factors that should be considered or the process that should be followed in 
making that decision, Inland’s failure to implement any further remedial action after exceeding 
the 365-day limit is unsurprising. 

Third, Energy Transfer’s argument that 195.452(h)(1)(ii) provides operators with  

safety.  Id.; see also 49 U.S.C. § 60109(c)(9)(A)(iii) (“If the Secretary determines that a risk analysis or integrity 
management program does not comply with the requirements of this subsection or regulations issued as described in 
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flexibility in determining the further remedial actions that should be taken is unavailing. The 
regulation does in fact provide operators with that flexibility—a point that the Director concedes 
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clear in conveying the requirements for operator procedures, including for the adequacy of 
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