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About 4:20 a.m. on July 8, 1986, line 2N, an 8-inch produets pipeline operated by
Williams Pipe Line Company (WPL) at Mounds View, Minnesota, ruptured. Unleaded
gasoline under 1,434 psig spewed from a 7 1/2-foot-long opening along the longitudinal
seam of the pipe. Vaporized gasoline combined with air and liquid gasoline flowed along
neighborhood streets. About 20 minutes later, the gasoline vapor was ignited when &n
automobile entered the area. Following an explosion-like noise, fire spread rapidly along
the path of the liquid gasoline. Two persons were burned severely and later died, and one
person suffered serious burns. There was substantial property damage and soil and water
pollution. 1/ ’

The emergency situation that existed in Mounds View was handled well and
efficiently by the fire department. The Spring Lake, Blaine, Mounds View Fire
Department was well prepared to respond to this accident. Its members had received
prior general hazardous materials training, knew generally of the potential dangers, and
had conduected drills to coordinate their response. At the accident scene, the fire
department quickly established a marked command post and began an organized response
to the situation. Fire department personnel identified the produet involved; contacted the
shipper (WPL), as well as other groups which were needed for an effective response; and
took prompt actions to proteet the public, In addition, WPL was able to provide some
helpful, but limited, information on the characteristics and status of the pipeline through
its representative once on scene. However, had this aceident happened in & community
where the emergency response personnel had not been as well trained, the severity of the

accident would have depended on the assistance and direction given by on-scene WPL
personnel.

Although WPL conduets training with loeal emergency response agencies, the
training is limited to those agencies in which the response areas include & WPL terminal
or pump station. This apparently refleets WPL's interpretation of 49 CFR
195.402¢(4) and (12), whieh requires a pipeline company to determine areas that require
an immediate response and which requires the pipeline company to maintain a liaison with

17 For ‘more detalled information, read Pipeline Accident Report—"Williams Pipe Line
Company Liquid Pipeline Rupture and Fire, Mounds View, Minnesota, July 8, 1986"
(NTSB/PAR-87/02).
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local emergency response ageneies that may respond to & hazardous liquid pipeline. ' -
emergeney. The Safety Board believes that WPL's interpretation is far too limited and-. ' "
consequently its actions for compliance with these regulations are insuffieient. Also, the. .- . =
Safety Board is concerned that other pipeline companies may mterpret 49 CFR_}--._ BT

195.402¢(4) and (12) in a similar manner.

Populated areas around a pipeline, such as Mounds View, require- an im'mediate' R
response to protect the publie. As such, pipeline ecompanies should modify their liaison .
policy with the emergency response agencies in such areas. Coordinating responses to. s
emergencies on the pipeline right-of-way will not only aid the local emergency responders . ' ..
in refining their response plans but will enable pipeline companies to evaluate and correet . . -
any deficiencies with its emergency procedures before an actual emergency oceurs. .. = .
However, not all areas would require the same degree of liaison as those areas that - e
surround a tank farm or areas where the pipeline right-of-way is under a heavily traveled - L
street. By working through organizations, such as State fire marshal's offices,. pipeline: RIS
companies could reach a wide range of emergency response agencies to develop improved ' - -

emergency preparedness within each State they operate. Additionally, - through

cooperating with State fire marshal's offices, pipeline companies could identify the types
and extent of training which should be provided for all emergency response agencies that ...
might have to respond to hazardous liquid pipeline accidents. Certainly, such training .- R
should inelude information, such as the produets transported, the loeation of the line~ .~ =
through their community, actions to take in the event of an emergency, pipeline personnel . ...
to contact in the event of an accident involving a pipeline, and what assistance to expect_ i

from pipeline personnel to aid in resolving the emergency.

Therefore, as a result of its investigation, the National Transportatxon Safety Board-;:;:-;_-_._{

recommends that the American Petroleum Institute: .

In coordination with member companies, develop guidelines for preparing

coordinated emergency preparedness plans with communities. (Class_- II,‘3 SRR

Priority Action) (P-87-20)

Also, the Safety Board issued Safety Recommendations P-87-13 through -19 to thef'f-_.-
Williams Pipe Line Company, P-87-21 through -27 to the Office of Pipeline Safety, and ..~
P-87-28 to the Department of Transportation. The Board reiterated: _Safety:-_ IR

Recommendation P~84-26 to the Research and Special Programs Admlmstratlon.

BURNETT, Chairman, GOLDMAN, Vice Chairman, and LAUBER, NALL, Cand

KOLSTAD, Members, coneurred in this recommendation.

im Burnett
Chairman
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