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Federal M ne Safety and Heal th Revi ew Conmm ssi on
O fice of Adm nistrative Law Judges

SECRETARY OF LABOR
M NE SAFETY AND HEALTH
ADM NI STRATI ON ( MSHA) ,
PETI TI ONER

V.

CIVIL PENALTY PROCEEDI NG

Docket No. WEST 86-15-M
A. C. No. 42-01789-05510

Cot t onwood #1 M ne

HYDROCARBON RESOURCES COMPANY,
RESPONDENT

DECI SI ON

Appear ances: James H. Barkley, Esq., Ofice of the Solicitor
U S. Department of Labor, Denver, Col orado,
for Petitioner;
Robert K. Miurray, Esq., Colden, Col orado,
for Respondent.

Bef or e: Judge Morris

The Secretary of Labor, on behalf of the Mne Safety and
Heal th Admi ni stration, charges respondent with violating safety
regul ati ons pronul gated under the Federal M ne Safety and Heal th
Act, 30 U.S.C. 01801 et seq., (the Act).

A hearing on the nmerits took place on August 14, 1986 in
Salt Lake City, Utah.

The Secretary waived his right to file a post-trial brief
but respondent filed a brief.

| ssues

The i ssues concern the appropriateness of the civil
penalties to be assessed.

Citation 2360975

This citation alleges respondent violated 30 CF. R 0O
57.19110 whi ch provides as foll ows:

[057. 19110 Overhead protection for shaft deepening
wor k. A substantial bul khead or equival ent protection
shal | be provided above persons at work deepening a
shaft.
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Sunmary of the Evidence

The citation and orders in contest here were issued as a
result of inspections that occurred on June 5, June 25, and June
26, 1985

Ronal d L. Beason, a netal and nonnetal m ne inspector
experienced in nmining, previously inspected respondent's
Cot t onwood mi ne on Decenber 28, 1982 (Tr. 20 A22).

The inspection occurred because of a fatal accident at the
mne (Tr. 22). At that time an inmm nent danger order was issued
to Chad Evans, then vice president of Hydrocarbon Resources. The
order alleged respondent violated 0[O57.19110 in failing to build
and mai ntain substantial bul kheads (Tr. 23, 72). The citation was
later term nated. The bucket and the bul khead were used to
protect the mners in the shaft (Tr. 24, 25, 86, 87).

This particular gilsonite mne had a 4 foot by 12 foot shaft
and it was about 700 feet deep (Tr. 27). The shaft consists of
the skip, manway and utility conpartnments. The shaft was not
perfectly vertical but it varied fromfoot to hanging wall (Tr.
27, 28, 68). There were no guides in its 700 foot length (Tr. 36,
69). This would increase the probability of dislodging a rock
(Tr. 36, 38).

The skip conpartnent is used to haul ore, nen, and materials
in and out of the mine. At the tine of this inspection the vacuum
systemwas transporting the gilsonite. In addition, they were
bl asting the rock and rmucking it into the skip (Tr. 29, 30).

Bul kheads are tinbers placed five to ten feet fromthe
bottom of the shaft. They are directly over the mners' heads
when they are in the bottom of the shaft. The bul kheads prevent
the mners frombeing struck by falling rock (Tr. 30, 31). The
skip itself can dislodge | oose and rocks fromthe foot or hanging
wal I (Tr. 37, 38).

On the June 5, 1985 inspection the first (and only) bul khead
on the utility shaft was 354 feet fromthe shaft bottom (Tr. 31
32, 82). The bul khead was | ocated approxi mately at the point
where the Green fatality occurred in 1982 (Tr. 32). In addition
to the single bul khead there were various other obstructions such
as pipes and lagging in the shaft (Tr. 84).

There was al so a single bul khead on the nanway side 38 feet
above the shaft bottom There were no bul kheads on the utility
si de. Bul kheads are required for the skip conmpartnment but there
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were none. Lagging is required under the skip (Tr. 32, 34, 39).
Lagging (3 x 8 tinbers) is pulled across the bul khead so the
mners are protected while the skip travels to, and returns from
the surface (Tr. 33). There was lagging in isolated places (Tr.
70). The skip can be used as a bul khead when situated at the
bottom but a bul khead is required when the skip is at the surface
or descending or ascending (Tr. 33).

VWhen the inspector arrived at the site the skip was on the
surface. In addition, there was no bul khead at the bottom of the
shaft (Tr. 33). There was nothing to stop the fall of any rocks
700 feet in the skip conpartnent and 350 feet in the utility
conmpartnment (Tr. 34).

At the time of the inspection three shifts were working (Tr.
38).

VWhen the inspector descended in the skip the mners were 10
to 12 feet (laterally) fromthe shaft bottom (Tr. 77). There were
not sinking shaft but they were preparing to mne into a stope
(Tr. 78, 81). The inspector questioned each m ner and he | earned
that the day shift had conpl eted mucki ng out the bottom of the
shaft. They stated that no bul kheads or tinbers had been renoved
(Tr. 79).

I nspect or Beason neasured and took notes. He indicated there
was no |agging in the skip conpartnent. H's notes directly
contradict witness Jorgensen (Tr. 293 A297; Ex. P3).

Don E. Jorgensen, testifying for respondent, indicated there
wer e continuous gl ancing boards fromthe surface to the bottom of
the shaft (Tr. 212, 213). There were stulls and | aggi ng every
five feet and 3 x 8's on every landing (Tr. 213). Jorgensen
observed the inspector neasure a hole at 13 inches but many
measured two or three inches and they were not covered wth pipe
(Tr. 213, 214). On the nmanway side there were 14 foot | adders
with | andi ngs every 10 feet. The first bul khead was 38 feet from
the bottom of the shaft (Tr. 215). Wen the June 5 citation was
i ssued for failure to use bul kheads they had flooring out to the
si des whenever they were working under the bucket for any |length
of time. The witness had never seen the bottom of the Cottonwood
shaft without tinbers or |agging. On the norning of June 5, 1985
the m ners had started to mne gilsonite and they had noved out
of the shaft (Tr. 216, 217).

Wt ness Jorgensen cl ai med bul kheads were used after the
first citation was issued. In fact, Hydrocarbon di scharged Royce,
Grant and Dan Green for failing to use bul kheads when sinking a
shaft at another location (Tr. 217 A221, 248, 249, 256, 257).

Bef ore the June 5 inspection Jorgensen had tal ked to Royce
Green and his two boys urging themto be sure the bul khead was
installed (Tr. 221, 222).
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Di scussi on

Respondent's answer admits this violation. Further, the
parties have stipulated that the only issue concerns the
appropriateness of the penalty (Tr. 16 A18).

Accordingly, the citation should be affirmed. |ssues
relating to a civil penalty are discussed hereafter

Citation 2359401

This citation alleges a violation of 30 CF. R [57.20032
whi ch provides as foll ows:

057. 20032 Two-way commruni cati on equi pnent for
under ground operati ons.
Tel ephones or other two-way conmuni cation equi prent
with instructions for their use shall be provided for
conmuni cati on from underground operations to the
surf ace.

Sunmary of the Evidence

During his inspection on June 25, 1985 inspector Beason was
directed by Ken Cooper, shift foreman, to the conpany tel ephone.
It was | ocated on the bench in the hoist room under boxes, rags
and other materials (Tr. 39, 40, 43).

The inspector determ ned there was no conmuni cation with the
bottom of the mne (Tr. 40). He found the tel ephone did not work
(Tr. 41). They then took it apart. The panels were rusty and the
pl ug-ins had rusted off. The rust on the phone could not have
accunul ated within four days. In addition, the inspector did not
observe any damage to the box itself (Tr. 42).

Ken Cooper stated the phone had been renoved from service
because of water in the shaft (Tr. 42).

VWhen M. Cooper showed the inspector the tel ephone he nade
no claimthat it had been danaged by blasting (Tr. 43).

On the foll owi ng day conpany representatives, Don Jorgensen
and Ral ph Musick, told the inspector that the phone was new (Tr.
43). It had just been installed, blasted off the wall and rusted
out after two days in a muckpot (Tr. 44). The inspector had the
under ground wat er anal yzed by MSHA and contacted MSA (M ne Safety
Appliance), the manufacturer. The conpany stated the neutral
acidity solution would not cause it to corrode (Tr. 44, 45,

106 A115). The inspector's investigation caused himto concl ude
that the phone was not four days old as clainmed by the conpany
(Tr. 45).

Managenent al so asserted their backup comunication system
i nvol ved shutting off the ventilation. They did so five tines
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over 30 to 45 minutes. The nmen did, in fact, appear 45 m nutes
later (Tr. 47). The problemw th this system of comunication is
that the miners bel ow coul d not communicate to the surface (Tr.
47) .

In the inspector's opinion the | ack of comruni cation coul d
have aggravated any injury caused to a niner below ground (Tr.
48, 49). On a previous inspection (April 24) the conpany had a
problemw th the phone (Tr. 102, 103). The inspector believed the
Pager 3 tel ephone in place on June 25th was the sane instrunent
in use on April 24 (Tr. 104).

The inspector left the mne by signaling the hoi stnman for
the skip. But he did not consider such signals nor a signal board
to be effective conmuni cati on because the hoi stman coul d not
return the signal (Tr. 116, 117). In addition, a signal board
does not have an emergency code (Tr. 118).

W tness Don Jorgensen di sagrees with inspector Beason
concerning the tel ephone. On May 30th the conmpany ordered a new
phone. On June 5 he pointed out the new phone to the inspector
(Tr. 222, 223).

The new phone had apparently been dislodged in a Friday
night blast. As a result it was in the water until Mbonday norni ng
(Tr. 223).

The original phone, seen in April, was an old instrunent
(Tr. 223). The witness produced an order for a tel ephone dated
May 30. The order was for a Pager 3 and a battery (Tr. 224). The
order bears a date stanp of May 31, 1985 and the wi tness
installed it on June 3 (Tr. 224; Ex. R6).

The conpany was cited for failing to have a phone on June 25
(Tr. 224, 225). The new phone had to be replaced because it was
corroded and rusted frombeing in the water and nuck caused by
the Friday night blast (Tr. 226).

Royce Green didn't tell anyone about the phone and Jorgensen
didn't hear about it until Tuesday (Tr. 228).

On June 25 the conpany ordered a Pager and a 12 volt battery
(Tr. 229; Ex. R7). The Pager 3 was an NMSA phone (Tr. 230).

W tness Jorgensen indicated the signal code for operating
the hoist directs the hoistman to either stop, start or position
t he conveyance at some predetermned | ocation. Nine bells
i ndi cates i nmpendi ng danger or accident (Tr. 230, 231). Turning
the air on and off al so constitutes a signal system (Tr. 231).
The signal systemis posted at every |anding and known to the
mners (Tr. 231).
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If the phone isn't available a person can talk down the vent pipe
or suction pipe (Tr. 232).

The mne had to replace an entire length of gal vani zed
suction pi pe because the corrosion in the water had eaten through
it (Tr. 233).

Di scussi on

Respondent's answer and the stipulation of the parties
confirms that this violation occurred. Accordingly, the citation
shoul d be affirned.

The evidence in a | arge degree addresses the issue involving
the repl acenent to the tel ephone and the reason for its
repl acenent. The regul ation requires a two-way conmuni cation
system It is clear that there was no effective two-way system
Accordingly, the violation existed. The M ne Act inposes absolute
l[iability on the operator. ASARCO |Incorporated, 8 FVMSHRC 1632
(1986). Accordingly, the evidence relating to why the tel ephone
was i n-operative and why it becane that way is relevant only as
it relates to the inposition of a penalty. On the credible
evidence | find that the tel ephone was inoperative only for a
short period of time. In addition, it becane rusted by lying in
the water after only two days in the nuckpot. These el enents
reduce the gravity as well as the operator's negligence. These
features are hereafter considered in assessing a penalty.

Respondent' s evi dence that they signaled the m ners by
turning off the ventilation and by signalling the hoistman
totally fail to conply with the regulation. Section 30 CF.R [
57.20032 requires a two-way conmuni cation system

Citation 2359512 and 2359405

These citations allege separate violations of 30 CF.R [
57.12025 whi ch provides as foll ows:

Al nmetal enclosing or encasing electrical circuits
shal | be grounded or provided w th equival ent
protection. This requirenment does not apply to
battery-operated equi prent.

Sunmmary of the Evidence

On June 25, 1985, M. Beason inspected a 480 volt
subnersible nmetal water punp in the bottomof the shaft (Tr. 49,
50) .

The previous evening Larry Day, an electrical inspector, had
checked the switch box containing 30 anp fuses and he determ ned
that the ground wire had been cut (Tr. 50, 51, 60, 61).
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They had abated the citation by connecting the ground wre.
Company representatives also indicated they had conducted a
continuity test (Tr. 51). Such a test will confirmwhether there
is an adequate ground to a particular motor (Tr. 52). Based on
the conpany's representations the inspector term nated the
electrical citation (Tr. 52).

In continuing his inspection, the inspector observed that
the water punp had been spliced and the ground cut out (Tr. 53;
Ex. P2). At the inspector's request the splice was cut fromthe
line. It was presented as an exhibit at the hearing (Tr. 53; Ex.
P2). The cable had a four wire splice to the cable. After being
cut off only three wires led to the punp (Tr. 53, 54). The ground
wire termnated in the splice was the sane ground wire inspector
Day had required to be connected at the panel box on the surface
(Tr. 55). A continuity test would have determ ned that the punp
was ungrounded. The punp was ordinarily used to punp out the
bottom of the shaft (Tr. 55, 56, 130, 133).

Failure to ground this equipnent or to provide equival ent
protection presents a shocking hazard (Tr. 56, 60 A62). In
addition, a person could have touched the exposed electrica
conductor (Tr. 58).

In the inspector's opinion respondent’'s managenent was very
negl ectful since they resisted the bul kheads, the groundi ng and
the tel ephone (Tr. 63 A65, 138).

The conpany had received prior citations for failure to
ground (Tr. 65). Respondent extensively exam ned the inspector
concerning the electrical violation (Tr. 119 Al129).

Cross exam nation further established that on June 26, 1985
respondent was issued a citation because the conpany failed to
notify MsSHA of changes in the partnership and the operator (Tr.
67, 68).

Larry G Day, an electrical specialist for MSHA, inspected
respondent's Cottonwood nmine on June 25, 1985 (Tr. 163 A167). He
determned, with a tick tracer, that the netal water punp in the
shaft bottom was not grounded nor was there equival ent protection
(Tr. 167, 169). The grounding wire connected to the switch box on
the surface had been cut (Tr. 168, 168A, 177, 192). An ungrounded
punp subnmerged in water creates a very hazardous condition (Tr.
170 A179). Subnersing the punp in water woul d be no protection at
all (Tr. 179).

The panel contained 30 anp fuses. Exposure to a mllianp
could kill a person (Tr. 173).

The inspector considered that the operator's negligence was
hi gh since soneone ignored a groundi ng conductor (Tr. 177, 178).
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Cross exam nation indicated that the inspector's experience
general ly involved 480 volt three phase AC current (Tr. 181). He
further testified extensively in connection with Y and delta
connections, inpedence, grounding and continuity tests (Tr.

181 A190).

Day's citation was i ssued because of the condition at the
surface. Beason's citation related to the condition at the other
end of the punp (Tr. 192, 193). The nunber of breaks in the wire
woul d not affect this condition (Tr. 193, 194, 196).

Wtness Jorgensen testified for respondent and indicated
that the Berkeley punp was installed after the partnership with
Thyssen. The punp was used when the mine filled with water (Tr.
234 A236). They did not punp when there were nminers in the mne
(Tr. 235).

After it was cited the conpany obtained a letter fromthe
sal es conpany (Tr. 238 A240; Ex. R5).

Jorgensen purchased the three wire cable and had it
installed by an electrician (Tr. 245).

Jorgensen suspected that Jerry Schrup cut the grounding wire
on the punp (Tr. 247, 248).

Di scussi on

Respondent' s answer questions whether this violation
occurred but its post-trial brief asserts that the mineralized
ground water provided a suitable ground. In addition, no mner
was ever exposed to any danger. Further, the two citations are
duplicative since they both involve the sanme piece of equipnent.

| credit inspector Day's expertise to the effect that an
ungrounded punp subnerged in water constitutes no protection
Further, it is not a requirenent of the regulation that mners be
exposed to the violative condition. Finally, respondent's claim
of duplication is rejected. Two separate violative conditions
exi sted. The fact that it involved the sanme piece of equipnent is
a factor to be considered in assessing a penalty.

The citations should be affirned.
Respondent' s Evi dence as to new Partnership

Don E. Jorgensen was hired as a mner by respondent
Hydr ocar bon Resources on Septenber 1, 1983. In January 1984 he
was pronmoted to mne superintendent (Tr. 199, 200). H's
responsi bilities included production and safety (Tr. 201). He
initially reported to Chad Evans, the m ne manager (Tr. 207).
Prior to March 1985 a partnership consisting of Mocene
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Resour ces, Hydrocarbon M ning and Ken Wol ey operated the m ne
On March 15, 1985 that partnership was term nated and a new
partnership was formed consisting of Thyssen M ning Construction
Inc. and Hydrocarbon M ning. These partners operated the m ne
doi ng busi ness as Hydrocarbon Resources. Thyssen was the
operating partner. Hydrocarbon M ning Conpany was a partner in
both ventures (Tr. 201 A206).

Jorgensen was aware that a citation was issued as a result
of the Green fatality (Tr. 203). After he becane superintendent
he | earned why the citation was issued (Tr. 204).

John Edwi n McNeel ey has been vice chairman of the nanagi ng
board of Thyssen M ning Construction, Inc., since Novenber 7,
1985. Thyssen, as managi ng partner, controls 51 percent of
Hydr ocar bon Resources (Tr. 258, 1259, 273).

McNeel ey was responsi ble for operating the WIld Horse and
M das mines (Tr. 261). Operations were abandoned at the
Cottonwood mine in the fall of 1985 (Tr. 261). Al other
enpl oyees of Hydrocarbon Resources were laid off in May 1985 (Tr.
261).

McNeel ey di scharged Royce, Danny and Grant Green in Novenber
for failing to use a bul khead (Tr. 2262 A266). The conpany has set
a standard of strict conpliance with MSHA regul ations (Tr. 264).
Subsequently the Geens filed discrimnation conplaints agai nst
t he conpany. The conplaints were unrelated to the use of
bul kheads (Tr. 261 A268).

Thyssen M ning Construction, Inc., is a wholly owned
subsi diary of Thyssen M ning Construction of Meul heim West
Germany. The princi pal conpany sinks shafts, does contract m ning
and production mning (Tr. 269). Thyssen is one of the |argest
construction conpanies in Wst Germany (Tr. 270). Until it was
term nated the nmenbers of the managi ng board of Hydrocarbon
Resources were Kl aus Wagener, Kenneth Wol ey and Chad Evans (Tr.
270).

Lyle D. Weiss, secretary-treasurer of Thyssen M ning
Construction, Inc., testified that he is in charge of al
financial and adm nistrative matters (Tr. 273, 274).

The partnershi p agreenent between Hydrocarbon M ning, |nc.
and Thyssen M ning and Construction, Inc., was executed March 15,
1985 Tr. 274; Ex. R8). Qther than in evaluating the project
Thyssen was not involved in the operations before March 15, 1985
(Tr. 275). The partnership was desi gnated as Hydrocarbon
Resources Conpany, (HRC) (Tr. 276; Ex. R8). The parties further
agreed that HRC was identical to a joint venture between
Hydr ocarbon and a conpany call ed M ocene Resources, Inc. (Tr.
276) .
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The vein has ceased to exist at this site at a minable width (Tr.
280, 281). For the nine nonths endi ng Decenber 31, 1985 the
partnership | oss was $1,050,000. A penalty in this case would not
help the situation (Tr. 281).

The witness further indicated that 58,268 nman hours were
i nvol ved and 1,830 tons were m ned between March 15, 1985 and
Decenmber 31, 1985 (Tr. 282, 283; Ex. R9). The man hours incl uded
approxi mately 9,000 hours of construction work (Tr. 284).

The witness had prepared and suggested a penalty assessnent
based on the Secretary's regulations (Tr. 285 A291; Ex. R10, R11).

Thyssen is financially sound and a $9, 000 penalty woul d not
inpair its ability to continue in business (Tr. 291).

Cvil Penalties
The Secretary seeks certain penalties for the violations

herein. The proposed penalties, as originally assessed, were as
fol | ows:

Citation No. Pr oposed
2360975 Bul kheads $1, 000. 00
2359401 t el ephone 750. 00
2359512 wat er punp 750. 00
2359405 cut ground wire 500. 00

Prior to the hearing the Secretary sought and was granted
| eave to anend the bul khead violation to a proposed penalty of
$9, 000.

Di scussi on

As a threshold matter respondent concedes that the Secretary
may nodi fy his penalty assessnment at any time during a penalty
proceeding but it asserts that the Secretary's action, w thout
new facts, constitute harassnent and intimdation especially
after respondent choose to chall enge the original proposed
assessnent.

Respondent's arguments are rejected. It is well settled that
t he assessnment of penalties rests solely with the Comm ssion and
are not based on the Secretary's proposals. The Commi ssion nmay
raise, lower or affirmthe original assessment. Sellerburg Stone
Conmpany v. FSMHRC, 736 F.2d 1147 7th CGr. (1984); Shanrock Coa
Company, 1 FMSHRC 469 (1979); Consolidation Coal Conpany, 2
FMSHRC 3 (1980).

For the foregoing reasons respondent's threshol d objections
are deni ed.
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Accordingly, it is now necessary to consider the statutory
criteria relating to the assessment of such penalties. Section
110(i) of the Act, now 30 U S.C. [820(i), provides as follows:

The Conmi ssion shall have authority to assess all civil
penalties provided in this Act. In assessing civil
nmonetary penalties, the Conm ssion shall consider the
operator's history of previous violations, the

appropri ateness of such penalty to the size of the

busi ness of the operator charged, whether the operator
was negligent, the effect on the operator's ability to
continue in business, the gravity of the violation, and
t he denonstrated good faith of the person charged in
attenpting to achieve rapid conpliance after
notification of a violation.

The bul khead violation (G tation 2360975) invol ves evi dence
relating to respondent's negligence and gravity. In 1982 an
i dentical bul khead citation was issued agai nst respondent after a
fatality occurred. In the instant case the judge took official
notice of the prior case entitled Hydrocarbon Resources, Inc., 8
FMBHRC 354 (1968), (Order, January 9, 1987).

| agree with respondent that a change in partners creates a
new |l egal entity. Fritz et al v. Comm ssioner of Interna
Revenue, 76 F.2d 460 (1935). | further find fromthe testinony
and the exhibits that when Thyssen M ning Construction, Inc.
becanme the managi ng and control ling partner on March 15, 1985 a
new and entirely legitmate partnership was formed. The transition
was in no way a sham arrangenent such as di scussed by the
Conmi ssion in Lonnie Jones v. D & R Contractors, 8 FMSHRC 1045,
1054 (1986).

However, the new partnership involving Thyssen Mning is not
totally insulated fromthe prior partnership. This is so because
Chad Evans was the mne manager when the bul khead vi ol ati on
occurred in 1982 (Tr. 157). Subsequently, he was one of the three
menbers on the nanagi ng board of the Thyssen partnership (Tr.
270).

The know edge of supervisory personnel has generally been
i mputed to an operator under an agency concept Southern Chi o Coal
Conmpany, 4 FVMSHRC 1459 (1982); Nacco M ning Conpany, 3 FMSHRC 849
(1981). Accordingly, respondent should have known of the 1982
fatality resulting fromthe bul khead viol ati on. This know edge
causes ne to conclude that respondent's negligence is high and
the gravity of the violation is apparent since the violative
condition can and did cause a fatality in 1982.

Respondent's post-trial brief asserts for a nunber of
reasons that the bul khead citation should not have been issued.
The credi bl e evidence here clearly establishes that the four
vi ol ati ons occurred.

The gravity of Citation 2359401 (conmunication system is
low. On the other hand, ungrounded equi prent such as in



~236

Citations 2359512 and 2359405 presents the possibility of
el ectrocution. The gravity in such situations should be
consi dered as hi gh.

Since respondent is a separate legal entity it has no prior
adverse history.

The testinony establishes that a civil penalty will not
affect the operator's ability to continue in business.

Respondent' s rapi d abatement of all of the violations is to
its credit.

On bal ance, | consider that the penalties set forth in order
of this decision are appropriate.

Concl usi ons of Law
Based on the entire record and the factual findings made in
the narrative portion of this decision, the follow ng concl usi ons
of law are entered:

1. The Commi ssion has jurisdiction to decide this case.

2. Penalties should be assessed for the viol ations
her ei n.

Based on the foregoing findings of fact and concl usi ons of
law | enter the foll ow ng:

CORDER

The followi ng penalties are assessed for the violations
her ei n:

Citation 2360975 (bul kheads) $3, 000
Citation 2359401 (communi cati on system 200
Citation 2359512 (wat er punp) 500
Citation 2359405 (ungrounded wire) 500

John J. Morris
Admi ni strative Law Judge



