
U.5.Deportment
of Transporfatk>n
PIpeline and
Hazm'dOUI Materta1l
Admi.~.vn

Mr. David Y seb8eIt
General Manager
ConocoPhillips Pipelines and T«minals
P.O. Box 2197 (77252)
600 North Dairy Ashford
Ho~ TX 77079

RE: CPFNo. 3.2004-5013

Dear Mr. Y sebeert:

Enclosed is the Final Order issued by the Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety
in the above-referenced case. It makes findings of violation, assesses a civil penalty of
535,000, makes a finding of inadequate procedures and requires amendment of certain
operating and maintenance procedures. The Final Order also specifies actions to be taken to
comply with the pipeline safety regulations and revision of certain operating and maintenance
procedures. The penalty payment terms are set forth in the Final Order. When the civil
penalty is paid and the telms of the compliance order and amendment of procedures are
completed, as deternlined by the Director, Central Regio~ this enforcement action will be
closed. Your receipt of the Final Order constitutes service of that document under 49 C.F.R.
§ 190.5.

Enclosme

Steven G. Cooper, Counsel for ConocoPhillips
Stephen G. Ellison, Co\D1SC1 for ConocoPhillips
Keith H. Wooten, Pipeline Integrity Director, ConocoPhillips
Ivan Huntoon, Director, Central Region, OPS
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Sincerely,

.1~jJ1---
~es Reynolds
Pipeline Compliance Registry
Office of Pipeline Safety
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT A TION
PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS MA TERlALS SAFETY ADMINISTRA nON

OFFICE OF PIPELINE SAFETY
WASHINGTON, DC 20590

In the Matter of

ConocoPbillips Pipelines and Terminals,

Respondent.

September

The hearing was held on August 24, 2004 in Kansas
submitted a supplemental response dated September
integrity management plan and procedures meet

195.452(e)(1).

however,

CPF No. 3-2004-5013

FINAL ORDER

Missouri

Effective



Background

Uncontested

49 C.F.R. § 195.452( eX 1) - failure to identify or document the primary risk threats

for each assessed segment.

49 C.F.R § 195.452(t) - failure to include in its written integrity management
program a process for reviewing and updating asswnptions used in the risk analysis.

49 C.F.R. § 195.452(g) and 0)(1-4) - failure to analyze all available inforntation
about the integrity of the entire pipeline and the consequences of a failure. as
Respondent failed to provide for the timely use of the Assessment History and
Planning Document» used to capture data from the infonnation analysis; failure to
develop a fonnal process to assure that the input infonnation is current prior to
running the risk analysis. as the data obtained from prior internal inspection tools
(ILl) was not being used as required for input to the risk model or as validation of
the risk results; and failure to develop a formal process for conducting Subject
Matter Experts (8MB) evaluations that provides a logical documented structure.

49 C.F.R. § 195.4S2(i)(1) - failure to take sufficient measures to prevent and
mitigate the consequences of a pipeline failure that could affect HCA, as
Respondent.s Preventive and Mitigative Process needs to be expanded to identify
HCA specific risk drivers that exist in each HCA and failure to integrate its risk
analysis with the preventive and mitigative process for HCA segments.
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assessment.

In its response to Item 2. Respondent
basis for the Notice and that the
its baseline assessment must
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reqwrem
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Contrary to Respondent' s position, the focus of the Notice are the inldequalt Plan I

~wa to .:hieve the optimal raulta a DOt the fKt dIIt RespolMient b8I two ~- ~

or was in the process of intelJating the two IWOgram.1n 2002, OPS told ReiPJlMlail tbII dIe)f~
maintain two separate baseline asseIIInenta.

I

At die time of die inspection, Conoco wu using a geometry tool to -. defolmationl in die Jpe

along with .. ll.J tool to find otb~ anomalies. HOWeYa'. Phillips uIed a ~~~ pl8te ... oOJy

used.. geciiDeti""f tool occasionally. Phillips was only diging top aide dents. 11Ie ;;;-~,... iD

place but the process wu inadequate to find the deformation anomalies, derectl, pp -

grooves. The plan should have included the use of a defonnation tool. The MFL tool i. not the

tof tool that can identify die requisite defects. Thme are two pi«ea of IMP inYOI~

implementation BOO die plan 8KI pluCeII. There wa a lack ofCODlidaa tion in the pi... While

Resporxleltt may have cblnaed its plan . ~laested on pIF 8 of ita brief d8IOd Auau- II. 2004.

and intends to meet the baeIine Ulalmalt, at the time of the inlpecu.

"§performing pipeline excavations to evaluate only top aide dents identified in HCAa. R 'I
post hearing submissions fail to show that thiJ issue bu been satisfactorily ad dialed. . Y.

[ find that ReIPODcient violated 49 C.F.R. § 195.452 (cXIXiXa) by not iJK:lIKIiaa in its .

bIseliDe aI8essment plan nJ tools c.-ble ofdetecti na defixmation aIM)n18)is in 1be pipe dill be repaired IS ~uirat by 49 C.F.R. § 19S.4S2(h). .

[te. 3A of the Notice alleged that R.pondalt violated 49 C.F.R. § 195.452 (eXl) by I t

establishing an integrity uaaanmt Kbedule bt prioritizes pipeline legments for I~~ ~

Notice further alleged RespcxMlmt did not base the .._':i:i'~ KbecIule on all ri* fa '"

reflect the risk conditions on the pipeline aegr-~. The factors an operItor m- cODlidm: iId-

~ut are not limited to 49 C.F.R. § 195.452 (e)(I)(1) througb(eXI)(ix). At the time of the inspecuPn.

R.cspondent wu using two different risk models to risk rank the pipelines am the iDlPection ~

was DOt p'Ovided adequate information todetam ine wbedlel' the hipest riskpipel iDelepD ads ~

[)eing UIeIIed u requiral by the IMP rule.

[n its response to Item 3A. Respondent IIIerted that prior to the merger each operator lucc~~Uy

:ompleted baseline assessments of 50'/. of its riskiest pipeline segmStts that could affect m H~A

within the requiral time &8me IIMI that CICb developed a writtm integrity ~~~ pllD ~

wkJr~ the risks of each ~~ with the baseline ...1maIt to be devel~ by -=h ~-

[rom prioritizing the risk (.:ton 00 eKb leBlDalt Relpolident explained that since the

=,fforts have been made to meet the requirements of elCh of the integrity maDa~ent plans 0 the
:wo legKy companies by perfonning the plarmed bueliDe L~enta. ReIpoIMtmt aim .

:bat it hM been working to create a d1ird integJ'8tecI intelrity m.naganmt pl81 dIat -'gpIB the lest
JrKbca of CICb of the two legacy plans that ~ day will fully ~IKe the two pI-. R~ldalt

)()sed that OPS is aware of these effOl1l and support diem. Respmxlmt furtha'. ..- that the IMP

~le recognizes that the IMP is a continually. changina program that will evolve ~ the:5.. al
JrogrIm and that a provision of die rule reqUIres Respond=t to document chID.. to Its bile

)181. The nile ~fica1lyco Dtemplatellt (eat one suchcbao go-when a new DCA is ~~fi~

flat newly identified HCA must be added to the bueline plan within ~ )aI' .. ~-=mled ia 5

,an .. ,I.c,

_..: 1£:

Contrary to RespoIxleot'. position, the focus oftbe Notice are the inadequate plan,
pr'OCedures to Kmeve the optimal resuJtI and DOt the fact that Respondent had two
or was in the process of integrating the two program. In 2002, OPS told Respondent 1
maintain two separate baseline assessments.
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Payment. penalty

~~

Questions concerning wire transfers should be directed to:
120), Federal Aviation Administration, Mike Monroney
Oklahoma City, OK 73125; (405) 954-8893.
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m.

regard toIV.

With regard to Item S(b), develop a process to review and ensure that
information is the most up to date information available when nmning
analysis, in KCOrdance with 49 C.F.R. § 195.452 (g).

v.

With regard to Item S(c), develop a formal
that provides a logical documented structure,
a part of the IMP, in accordance

VI.

vm. With regard to Item 7(c), develop a process that integrates the results of theanalysis of each HCA that could affect segment widt the prev:- -

process for that same segment in accordance with 49 C.F.R.
(1)(4).

IX

The Regional Director may extend dIe period for complying with the required items
Respondent requests an extension and adequately justifies the reasons for the extension.

Items 2,

procedures
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schedule to implement
procedures

contest
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AMENDMENT OF PROCEDURES

E), 8(A, C), 9(A-C) and 10(A-B) of the

m

Respondentmust:



'1.

2.

3.

Amend ~ur procedures to provide sufficient details
procedure for discovery and repair of anomalies.

4.

,.

'-6.

project

,.

the

8. Amend

Amend your proccdurea to expand your procedure
assessment method and selection of the appropriate

10. Amend your procedures to expand your ]
assessment of a HCA that could affect the
procedures submitted on August

9.

11.
your

9

internal
accordance those

that clearly dClCribe

procedures reV1SC

procedures

expandprocedures



12. Amend yom procedures to expand )'Our procell for
company the performance evaluation
any follow-up that may be required
additional modification.

13.

Amend your procedures to revise your corporate
include the documents required by )'O\D' IMP.

14.

15.

The Regional Director may extend the period for complying with the required items
Respondent requests an extension and adequately justifies the reasons for the extension.

Failure to comply with this Final Order may result in the assessment of civil penalties
$100.000 per violation per day, or in the referral of dIe case for judicial enforcement

and
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