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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
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Act" (Pub, L. 94-409) 5 U.S.C. 552b(e)(3).
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1

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY
COMMISSION

“Federal Register” CITATION OF
PREVIOUS ANNOUNCEMENT:; May 28,
1985, 50 FR 21688,

PREVIOUSLY ANNOUNCED TIME AND DATE
OF MEETING: 10:00 a.m., May 30, 1985.

CHANGES IN THE MEETING: (1) The
following items have been added:

Item No., Docket No., and Company
M-2—Dockel No. RM85-17-000, Regulation
of Electricity Sales-For-Resale and
Transmission Services,
M-3—Docket No. RM85-1-000, Parts A-D,
Regulations of Natural Gas Pipelines after
Partial Wellhead Decontrol.

(2) The Commission meeting for May
30, 1985, originally scheduled to be held
in Room 9306 will be held in Hearing
Room A,

Kenneth F. Plumb,

Secretary

[FR Doc. 85-13262 Filed 5-31-85; 8:43 am])
BILLING CODE 8717-02-M

2
INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION

[USITC SE-85-24)

TIME AND DATE: Wednesday, June 12,
1985, at 2:00 p.m.

PLACE: Room 331, 701 E Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20436.

STATUS: Open to the public.
MATTERS TO SE CONSIDERED:

1. Agenda.

2. Minutes.

3. Ratification List.

4. Petitions and Complaints.

5. Investigation 731-TA-198 [Final] (Certain
red raspberries for Canada)—briefing and
vote.

8. Investigation 731-TA~199 [Final] (Certain
dried salted codfish for Canada)—briefing
and vote.

7. Investigation 731-TA-261 [Preliminary]
{12-volt lead-acid type storage batteries from
Korea)—briefing and vote.

8. Investigation TA-201-55 (Nonrubber
feotwear)—briefing and vote on remedy.

9. Any item left over from previous agenda.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE
INFORMATION: Kenneth R. Msson,
Secretary, (202) 523-0161.

[FR Doc. 85-13466 Filed 5-31-85 10:29 am)
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M

3

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY
BOARD

[NM-85-10]

TIME AND DATE: 9 a.m., Wednesday, June
12, 1885.

PLACE: NTSB Board Room, Eighth Floor,
800 Independence Ave., SW.,
Washington, D.C. 20594.

STATUS: The first six items are open to
the public; the last item is closed under
Exemption 10 of the government in the
Sunshine Act.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:

1. Railroad/Highway Accident Report:
Grade Crossing Collision of a Florida East
Coast Railway Company Freight Train and
Indian River Academy Schoolbus, Port St.
Lucie, Florida, September 27, 1984,

2. Aircraft Accident Report: Vieques Alr
Link, Inc,, Britten-Norman BN-2A-8 Islander,
N589 Sa, Vieques, P.R., August 2, 1984,

3. Safety Study: *Air Carrier Overwater
Emergency Equipment and Procedures".

4. Pipeline Accident Report: Arizona Public
Service Company, Natural Gas Explosion and
Fire, Phoenix, Arizona, September 24, 1984.

5. Aircraft Accident/Incident Summary
Report & Brief of Accident: Eastern Airlines
Boeing 727-225A, N812EA, Miami
International Airport, Miami, Florida,
November 1, 1883.

8. Recommendations; to the Federal
Aviation Administration, Concerning
Explosive Failures of Tires in Wheel Wells of
B-727 Airplanes.

7. Opinion and Order: Administrator v,
Miller, Docket SE-3701; disposition of the
appeals of both parties.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE
INFORMATION: Catherine T. Kaputa, (202)
382-6525,

Catherine T. Kapula,

Alternate Federal Register Liaison Officer.
May 30, 1985,

[FR Doc. 85-13492 Filed 5-31-85; 2:07 pm]
BILLING CODE 7533-01-M
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[OW-FRL 2843-8)

Final General NPDES Permit for Oil and
Gas Operations on the Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS) of Alaska;
Norton Sound

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.

AcTION: Notice of final general NPDES
permit.

SUMMARY: The Regional Administrator,
Region 10, is today issuing a final
general National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for
oil and gas stratigraphic test and
exploration wells on the Ouler
Continental Shelf (OCS) of Alaska.

The final Norton Sound general permit
authorizes discharges from oil and gas
stratigraphic test and exploration
operations only (not development or
production operations) in all areas
offered for lease by the U.S. Department
of the Interior, Minerals Management
Service (MMS) during Federal Lease
Sale 57 (Norton Sound). A general
NPDES permit previously issued (48 FR
54881, December 7, 1983) for this same
area expired on June 30, 1984, after
which time permits must impose
limitations which reflect Best Available
Technology Economically Achievable
(BAT) and Best Conventional Pollutant
Control Technology (BCT).

This general NPDES permit
establishes new effluent limitations,
standards, prohibitions, and other
conditions on discharges from these *
facilities. These conditions are based on
the administrative record. EPA
regulations and the permit contain a
procedure which allows the owner or
operator of a point source discharge to
apply for an individual permit instead of
coverage under the general permit.

On February 15, 1985, Region 10 of the
Environmental Protection Agency
published in 50 FR 6385 a notice of the
draft general permit which is being
issued in final form today. Today’s
notice reviews the basis for the
conditions and requirements in the
general permit. Copies of the permit and
the Agency’s response to comments
received are printed below. Changes in
the final permit and the justification for
the change from the draft permit are
presented in the Agency's response to
comments.

Requests for Coverage

Written request for authorization to
discharge under the general permit shall
be provided, as described in Part LA. of
this permit, to EPA, Region 10, at least

60 days prior to initiation of discharges.
The 80-day notification requirement will
be waived for those permittees who
notified EPA during the public comment
period for the draft permit.
Authorization to discharge requires
written notification from EPA that
coverage has been granted and that a
specific permit number has been
assigned to operations at the discharge
site. The permit also requires permittees
to notify EPA within 7 days prior to the
initiation of discharges at the site.

Administrative Record

The administrative record for this
permit is available for public review at
EPA, Region 10, Room 10D, at the
address listed below.

ADDRESS: Requests for coverage and
notifications should be sent to:
Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 10, Attn: Ocean Programs
Section M/S 430, 1200 Sixth Avenue,
Seattle, Washington 88101.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
John Gabrielson or Janis Hastings,
Region 10, at the address listed above
(telephone (206) 442-1756 or (206) 442~
8504, respectively). Copies of today's
publication, and the permit will be
provided upon request.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFOCRMATION:

L. General Permits and Requests for
Individual NPDES Permits

Section 301(a) of the Clean Water Act
(the Act) provides that the discharge of
pollutants is unlawful except in
accordance with the terms of an NPDES
permit, Under EPA's regulations (40 CFR
122.28), EPA may issue a single general
permit to a category of point sources
located within the same geographic area
if the regulated point sources:

(1) Involve the same or substantially
similar types of operations;

(2) Discharge the same types of
wasles;

(3) Require the same effluent
limitations or operating conditions;

{4) Require similar monitoring
requirements; and

(5) In the opinion of the Regional
Administrator, are more appropriately
controlled under a general permit than
under individual permits,

In addition, under EPA regulations (40
CFR 122.28(c})(1)), the Regional
Administrator is required to issue
general permits covering discharges
from offshore oil and gas facilities
within the Region's jurisdiction. Where
the offshore area includes areas, for
which separate permit conditions are
required, such as areas of environmental
concern, a separate individual or

general permit may be required by the
Regional Administrator.

The Regional Administrator has
determined that exploratory oil and gas
facilities operating in the area described
in this general NPDES permit are more
appropriately controlled by a general
permit than by individual permits. The
decision of the Regional Administrator
is based on an evaluation of the section
403(c) Ocean Discharge Criteria (40 CFR
Part 125, Subpart M) for discharges from
exploratory operations in Norton Basin,
and the Agency's recent permit
decisions in other Alaskan OCS areas.

Any owner and/or operator
authorized to discharge under a general
permit may request to be excluded from
coverage under the general permit by
applying for an individual permit as
provided by 40 CFR 122.28(b). The
operator shall submit an application
together with the reasons supporting the
reques! to the Director, Water Division,
EPA, Region 10 (“Director”). A source
located within a general permit area,
excluded from coverage under the
general permit solely because it already
has an individual permit (i.e., a permit
that has not been continued under the
Administrative Procedures Act), may
request that its individual permit be
revoked, and that it be covered by the
general permit. Upon revocation of the
individual permit, the general permit
shall apply. Procedures for modification,
revocation, termination, and processing
of NPDES permits are provided by 40
CFR 122.62-122.64. As in the case of
individual permits, violation of any
condition of a general permit constitutes
a violation of the Act that is enforceable
under section 309 of the Act.

I1. Nature of Discharges and Covered
Facilities

The general permit issued today
authorizes the discharge of drilling
muds, drill cuttings and associated
operational wastewaters fro
exploratory operations in federal
waters. Exploratory operations are
defined as those operations involving
the drilling of wells to determine the -
nature of potential hydrocarbon
reserves. Under the permit, they are
limited to a maximum of five wells at a
single site. Exploration facilities covered
by the Norton Sound general permit are
included in the Offshore Subcategory of
the Oil and Gas Extraction Point Source
Category (40 CFR Part 435).

This general permit authorizes the
following discharges: Drilling mud; drill
cuttings and washwater; deck drainage:
sanitary wastes; domestic wastes;
desalination unit wastes; blowout
preventer fluid; boiler blowdown; fire
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water; uncontaminated bilge water;
excess cement slurry; mud, cuttings, and
cement al the seafloor; and test fluids.
Descriptions of discharges are given in
Part ILA. of the final parmit.

Drilling muds and cuttings are the
mejor pollutant sources discharged from
exploratory drilling operations.

[1I. Statutory Basis for Permit Conditions

Sections 301(b), 304, 308, 401, 402, and
3 of the Clean Water Act provide the
basis for the permit conditions
contained in the final permit, The
general requirements of these sections
fall into three categories, which are
described below. A discussion of the
besis for specific permit conditions
follows in Part IV.

A. Technology-Based Effluent
Limitations

1. BPT Effluent Limitations. The Clean
Water Act requires particular classes of
industrial dischargers to meet effivent
limitations established by EPA. EPA
promulgated effluent limitations
suidelines requiring Best Practicable
Control Technology Currently Available
(BPT) for the Offshore Subcategory of
the Oil and Gas Extraction Point Source
Category (40 CFR Part 435, Subpart A)
on April 13, 1979 (44 FR 22069).

BPT effluent limitations guidelines
required “no discharge of free oil" for
discharges of deck drainage, drilling
muds, drill cuttings, and well treatment
fluids. This limitation required that a
discharge shall not cause a film or sheen
tpon or discoloration on the surface of
Ibe water or adjoining shorelines, or
tause a sludge or emulsion to be
deposited beneath the surface of the
witer or upon adjeining shorelines (40
CFR 435.11(d)). The BPT effluent
lmitations guideline for sanitary waste
required that the concentration of
thlorine be maintained as close to 1 mg/
las possible in discharges from facilities
bousing ten or more persons. For
facilities continuously manned by nine
ot fewer persons or only intermittently
manned by any number of persons, the
T effluent limitations guideline for
sanitary waste required no discharge of
foating solids. A “no floating solids"
guideline also applied to domestic
Waste. BPT limitations on oil and grease
In produced water sllowed a daily
aximum of 72 mg/!l and a monthly
&verage of 48 mg/l.

4 BAT and BCT Effluent Limitations.
All permits issued after July 1, 1984, are
fequired by section 301(b)(2) of the Act
" contain effluent limitations for all
tlegories and classes of point sources
which: (1) Control toxic pollutants (40

Achievable (BAT), and (2) represent
Best Conventional Pollutant Control
Technology (BCT). BCT effluent
limitations apply to conventional
pollutants (pH, BOD, oil and grease,
suspended solids, and fecal coliform). In
no case may BCT or BAT be less
stringent than BPT. Permits must impose
effluent limitations which control
nonconventional pollutants by means of
BAT not later than july 1, 1987,

BAT/BCT effluent limitations
guidelines and New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS) are currently under
development and will be proposed in the
near future for the Offshore
Subcategory. In the absence of effluent
limitations guidelines for the Offshore
Subcategory, permit conditions must be
established using Best Professional
Judgment (BPJ) procedures (40 CFR
122.43, 122.44, and 125.3). This permit
incorporates BAT and BCT effluent
limitations based on the Agency's Best
Professional Judgment. Previous BP]
determinations for offshore oil and gas
exploratory operations were
incorporated into the general permits for
the Bering Sea and the Beaufort Sea (48
FR 23734, June 7, 1984),

As required by section 304(b)(2)(B) of
the Act, in developing the BP]/BAT
permit conditions, the Agency
considered the age of equipment and
facilities involved, the process
employed, the engineering aspects of the
application of various types of control
technigues, process changes, the cost of
achieving such effluent reduction, non-
water quality environmental impact
(including energy requirements), and
such other factors as the Director
deemed appropriate,

The type of equipment and processes
employed in exploratory drilling
operations are well known to the
Agency. Region 10 has issued numerous
general and individual permits for such
operations. The records for this permit
and those earlier permits thoroughly
discuss the types of equipment.uz;cililiea
and processes employed in exploratory
drilling operations. Concerning the
factor of engineering aspects of the
application of various types of control
techniques, the only permit limitation
based on installation of control
equipment is the limitation on the oil
content of cuttings. Region 10
eatablished the 10 percent limit based
on the use of cuttings washers. All other
new permit limitations can be achieved
through product substitution, the
technology basis for the limitations in
this permit. Any costs of achieving the
effluent limitations and any non-water
quality environmental impacts were also

respect to any limitation where
applicable.

As required by section 304(b){4)(B) of
the Act, the Agency considered the
same factors in determining BPj/BCT
permit conditions, but with one
exception. Rather then considering “the
cost of achieving such effluent
reduction,” any BCT determination
includes “consideration of the
reasonableness of the relationship
between the costs of attaining a
reduction in effluents and the effluent
reduction benefits derived, and the
comparison of the cost and level of
reduction of such pollutants from
publicly owned treatment works to the
cost and level of reduction of such
pollutants from a class or category of
industrial sources." BCT effluent
limitations cannot be less stringent than
BPT; therefore, if the candidate
industrial technology fails the BCT “cost
test”, BCT effluent limitations are set
equal to BPT,

The Agency's evaluation of the BAT
factors, as discussed above, is also
applicable to BCT, as well as to the
Agency's best professional judgment
determinations of BPT in instances
where there is no BPT efiluent limitation
guideline for a particular wastestream.
With respect to the BCT “cost test,” all
BCT limitations are equal to the BPT
effluent limitations guidelines or to the
Region's best professional judgment
determinations of BPT. Therefore, no
incremental cost will be incurred.

B. Ocean Discharge Criteria

Section 403 of the Act requires that an
NPDES permit for & discharge into
marine waters located seaward of the
inner boundary of the territorial seas be
issued in accordance with guidelines for
determining the degradation of the
marine environment. These guidelines,
referred to as the Ocean Discharge
Critera {40 CFR Part 125, Subpart M),
and section 403 are intended to “‘prevent
unreasonable degradation of the marine
environment and to authorize imposition
of effluent limitations, including a
prohibition of discharge, if necessary. to
ensure this goal" (45 FR 65842, October
3, 1980).

If EPA determines that the discharge
will cause unreasonable degradation, an
NPDES permit will not be issued. If a
determination of unreasonable
degradation cannot be made because of
a lack of sufficient information, EPA
must then determine whether a
discharge will cause irreparable harm to
the marine eavironment and whether
there are reasonable alternatives to on-
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site disposal. To assess the probability
of irreparable harm, EPA is required to
make a determination that the
discharger, operating under appropriate
permit conditions, will not cause
permanent and significant harm to the
environment during a monitoring period
in which additional information is
gathered. If data gathered through
monitoring indicate that continued
discharge may cause unreasonable
degradation, the discharge must be
halted or additional permit limitations
established,

The determination of unreasonable
degradation must be based on the
following factors: Quantities,
composition, and potential for
bioaccumulation or persistence of the
pollutants discharged; potential
transport of such poliutants; the
composition and vulnerability of
biological communities exposed to such
pollutants; the importance of the
receiving water area to the surrounding
biological community; the existence of
special aquatic sites; potential impacts
on human health; impacts on
recreational and commercial fishing;
applicable requirements of approved
Coaslal Zone Management Plans;
marine water quality criteria developed
pursuant to section 304(a)(1) of the Act;
and other relevant factors. A final
Ocean Discharge Criteria Evaluation
has been completed for those discharges
from exploratory operations in the area
covered by this permit.

The Regional Administrator has
concluded that, with two exceptions,
there is sufficient information to
determine that exploratory oil and gas
facilities operating under the effluent
limitations and conditions in this
general permit will not cause
unreasonable degradation of the marine
environment pursuant to the Ocean
Discharge Criteria guidelines. For the
two cases for which Region 10 has
insufficient information to make this
determination, the Region has made a
finding that the discharges will not
cause irreparable harm while a
monitoring program is undertaken. The
monitoring results will be evaluated to
determine if future discharges are likely
to result in unreasonable degradation.
The conditions which constitute these
two exceptions and the monitoring
programs required are discussed below
in Part IV.D, Requirements Based on the
Ocean Discharge Criteria Evaluation.

C. Section 308 of the Clean Water Act

Under section 308 of the Act and 40
CFR 122.44{i) the Director must require a
discharger to conduct monitoring to
determine compliance with effluent
limitations and to assis! in the

development of effluent limitations. EPA
has included several monitoring
requirements in this permit, as listed in
the table below.

IV. Specific Permit Conditions
A. Approach

The determination of appropriate
conditions for each discharge was
accomplished through:

(1) Consideration of technology-based
effluent limitations to control
conventional pollutants under BCT;

(2) Consideration of technology-based
effluent limitations to control toxic and
nonconventional pollutants under BAT;

and

(3) Evaluation of the Ocean Discharge
Criteria assuming conditions in parts (1)
and (2) were in place.

Discussions of the specific effluent
limitations and monitoring requirements
derived from (1) through (3) appear

below in Parts B through D, respectively.

For convenience, these conditions and
the regulatory basis for each are cross-
referenced by discharge in the following
table:

Statutory basis

Discharge and permit condition
Driling muds and cuttings:
Authorized muds and additives only...| BAT.
No oll-baned muds ... BCT
No dlesal | BAT.
Discharge rate o -.J Sec. 403(c).
10% max. off content of cuttings .| BCT.
NG R D e s S—— BCT,

3 mg/hg cadmium and 1 mg/kg mer- | BAT.

Monitonng of matals and towcity .| Sec. 308,
Seasonal/depth relatod limits, mork | Sec. 403(c)
torng.
Monitor S— A E
Inventony of added substances ... Do.
Deck 5
o f SEIESEEEESIESW T | )
watles:
Chicrine 1.0 mg/l (tacilities with more | BCT,
than 10 people)
Moniice discharge rato. e S0C. 308
Domestic wastes:
No floating solids..... ... s BCT,
Monfor discharnge rde.. v | SoC. 308
Mascellaneous  dacharges
008 10 014 in the pormil):
NG B0 O i ettt BOT.
Monitor decharge ralo Sec. 308
Irventory of added substances............ Do,
Tost fukds:
pH 6585 8CT and marine
weter quality
cmena
No fed ol Lz i et 8O
Ol & groase limits: 48 mg/l monthly | BOT.
., 72 mg/l dally max,
Monitor volume discharged — Sec. 308

B. BCT Requirements

1. Oil and grease in test fluids.
Limited volumes of formation waters
which are encountered during testing of
the well are authorized for discharge as

test fluids. Under BPT, oil and grease in
discharges of produced water were
limited to a 48 mg/! monthly average

-and a 72 mg/l daily maximum based on

oil/water separation technologies, Since
formation waters may be present in test
fluids, these limits are applied to the
discharge of test fluids under BCT. This
limitation is equal to BPT because
Region 10 does not have technology
performance data available at this time
on which to base a more stringent
limitation. As this limitation is equal to
the BPT level of control, there is no
incremental cost involved.

2. Free oil and oil-based muds. No
discharge of free oil is permitted from
discharges authorized by this permit.
Region 10 has determined that the BPT
effluent limitations guideline of no
discharge of free oil from the discharge
of deck drainage, drilling muds, drill
cuttings, and well treatment fluids
should apply to other discharges,
including uncontaminated bilge water,
uncontaminated ballast water, test
fluids, desalination unit wastes, boiler
blowdown, non-contract cooling water,
excess cement slurry, blowout preventer
fluid, fire control system test water; and
mud, cuttings and cement at the
seafloor. Thus, the no free oil limitation
is Region 10's best professional
judgment determination of BPT controls
for these discharges. They have been
subject to a no free oil limitation in
previous permits issued by Region 10,
and past practices have not resulted in
violations of this limitation. No
technology performance data available
to Region 10 indicate that a more
stringent standard is appropriate at this
time. For this permit, therefore, Region
10 has set BCT effluent limitations equal
to the BPT level of control and, as such,
these limitations impose no incremental
Ccosts.

As discussed above, the BCT effluent
limitation on free oil for drilling muds is
equal to the BPT limitation. The
discharge of oil-based drilling muds
{with oil as the continuous phase and
waler as the dispersed phase) is
therefore prohibited since oil-based
muds would violate the BCT effluent
limitation of no discharge of free oil.

The monitoring requirement for
determining compliance with the
effluent limitation of free oil is in mos!
instances a visual observation of the
receiving water. However, the Static
Sheen Test is required for monitoring
free oil in discharges with the greatest
likelihood of oil contamination. These
are: (1) Drilling muds and drill cuttings.
with the Static Sheen Test required
year-round, and (2) deck drainage and
bilge water, with the Static Sheen Tes!
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required when ice is present on the
receiving water. The Static Sheen Test
on drilling muds must be conducted
prior to bulk discharges. Thus, a
violation of the limitation due to the
discharge of oil-contaminated drilling
muds can be prevented, something a
visual cbservation of a sheen on the
receiving water does not allow.

3. Oil content of cuttings associated
with mineral oil-based muds. The
discharge of driil cuttings associated
with mineral-oil based drilling muds is
subject to the no free oil limitation (see
2, ahove) and to a limitation of the
maximum mineral oil content (10
percent, by weight) of drill cuttings.

The limitation of 10 percent, by
weight, on the oil content of drill
cuttings is based on the efficiency of
currently available cuttings washers.
Region 10 expects thal if oil-based
drilling muds are used, drill cuttings
would, at @ minimum, have to be
washed by cuttings washers to meet the
no free oil limitation. Therefore, this
effluent limitation on the maximum oil
content of drill cuttings has been
imposed as an additional means to
effectively control the discharge of oil
from cuttings associated with-mineral
oil-based muds.

Region 10 expects that cuttings
washers with routinely be required only
for drilling operations with use mineral
oil-based drilling muds and not for all
drilling operations, Due to the rare usage
of mineral oil-based drilling muds by
exploratory drilling operations, very
few, if any, Alaskan exploratory
facilities will require the installation of
cuttings washers. This limitation will not
require the Alaskan oil and gas industry
toincur any additional cost beyond the
cost of monitoring compliance since, at
& minimum, such cuttings washers
would be required to meet the BCT
(equal to BPT) effluent limitation of “no
free oil" if oil-based drilling muds are
used. Therefore, there is no incremental
cost involved, and the limitation passes
the BCT cost test.

The permit requires an analysis of
drill cuttings for oil content both weekly
\during any week when oil-based
drilling fluids are used) and immediately
onany sample that has failed the Static
Sheen Test. The drill cuttings will be
monitored daily by the Static Sheen
Test. Permittees are required to use one
of two analytical methods for
determining the oil content of drill
Cultings, as specified in the permit: (1)
The soxhlet extraction procedure for oil
and grease (as specified in 40 CFR Part
136), or (2) the American Petroleum

:;j.]smute retort distillation procedure for
1

4. pH. The pH of discharged test fluids
(which may have a substantially
different pH from that of the ambient
receiving water) has been limited to a
range of 8.5-8.5 al the point of discharge.
In the Agency’s best professional
judgment, this limitation appropriately
equals to BPT level of control. No more
stringent standard has been identified
by the Agency at this time. Therefore,
the Agency is setting a BCT effluent
limitation for the pH of test fluids equal
to that of BPT. This limitation will
ensure that pH changes greater than 0.2
pH unit will not occur beyond the edge
of the 100-meter mixing zone (40 CFR
125.121(c)). This requirement has been
and is muuneky compiled with by
operations under previous BPT permits
and thus, reflects no cost incremental to
BPT.

5. Floating solids, The BCT prohibition
on floating solids is equal to the BPT
level of control for sanitary wastes. As
with the free oil limitations for other
wasle streams, Region 10 has
determined that the BPT effluent
limitations guidelines of no discharge of
floating solids from the discharge o
sanitary wastes should apply to all other
discharges as well. Thus, the no floating
solids limitation is Region 10's best
professional judgment determination of
BPT limitations for these discharges.
They have been subject to this limitation
in previous permits issued by Region 10,
and past practices have not resulted in
violations of this limitation. No
technology performance data available
te Region 10 indicate that a more
stringent standard is appropriate at this
time. Therefore, Region 10 has
determined that the BCT effluent
limitation on floating solids from these
discharges is equal to the BPT level of
control. As such, the extension of this
limitation to all discharges will involve
no incremental cost.

8. Chlorine. The requirement of
maintaining residual chlorine levels as
close as possible to, but no less than 1
mg/l in sanitary waste discharges for
facilities manned by 10 or more people
is a BCT determination equal to BPT.
There is therefore no incremental cost to
the industry.

C. BAT Requirements

1. Diesel oil. The discharge of muds
which have been contaminated by
diesel oil (i.e., those drilling muds which
have contained diesel) or drill cuttings
associated with these muds is
prohibited. Diesel, which is sometimes
added to a water-based mud system, is
a complex mixture of petroleum
hydrocarbons, known to be highly toxic
to marine organisms and to contain
numerous toxic and nonconventional

pollutants, While this limitation thereby
controls the toxic as well as
nonconventional pollutants present in
diesel, the Agency’s primary concern is
to control the toxic pollutants. The
pollutant "diesel oil" is being used as an
“indicator” of the listed toxic pollutants
present in diesel oil which are controlled
through compliance with the effluent
limitation (i.e., no discharge). The
technology basis for this limitation is
product substitution of less toxic
mineral oil for diesel oil.

The Agency selected "diesel” as an
“indicator’" as an alternative to
establishing limitations on each of the
specific toxic and nonconventional
pollutants present in the diesel-
contaminated waste streams. The listed
toxic pollutants found in various diesel
oils include naphthalene, benzene,
ethylbenzene, phenanthrene, toluene,
fluorene, and phenol. Diesel oil may
contain from 20 to 60 percent by volume
aromatic hydrocarbons. The light
aromatic hydrocarbons, such as
benzenes, naphthalenes, and
phenanthrenes, constitute the most toxic
major components of petroleum
products. Mineral oils, with their lower
aromatic hydrocarbon content and
lower toxicity, contain lower
concentrations of toxic pollutants than
do diesel oils. Diesel oil also contains a
number of nonconventional pollutants,
including polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons such as
methylnaphthalene,
dimethylnaphthalene,
methylphenanthrene, and other
alkylated forms of each of the listed
toxic pollutants.

The Region has determined that
eliminating the discharge of drilling
fluids contaminated with diesel oil will
reduce the levels of toxic pollutants
present in discharged fluids. Studies
show that when the amount of diesel is .
reduced in drilling muds, the
concentrations of toxic pollutants and
the overall toxicity of the fluid generally
is reduced. Available data clearly
establish that diesel cils as a class
contain significantly higher levels of
toxic pollutants than do mineral oils as
a class. It is reasonable and appropriate
to conclude that BAT-level control of
toxic pollutants (i.e., reduction in
concentrations through substitution of
mineral oil for diesel oil) will be
achieved by regulating diesel vil as an
indicator pollutant,

Region 10 has concluded that
establishing effluent limitations for each
of the seven toxic pollutants present in
diesel oil is not economically or
technically feasible at this time. The
level achievable by BAT controls on the
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specific toxics can be calculated using
available data on the three mineral oils
which have been extensively
characterized (see response to Comment
7). However, the limited data on the
many diesel and mineral oils, mud
formulations, and the various additives
used, and on the unquantified effects of
drilling all frustrate an attempt to
develop specific toxic pollutant effluent
limitations at this time.

Not only is it infeasible to establish
limitations on the specific toxic

ollutants, but to comply with specific
imitations on each of the toxic
pollutants would be costly and
technically complex. The analytical
cos!s for specific pollutant analyses
would be much greater than the cost of
analyzing for diesel by gas
chromatography alone. The high cost of
compliance monitoring, which may
include awaiting results of analyses,
which must be conducted onshore,
possibly outside the State of Alaska,
also would be unwarranted. Either
operators would have to delay discharge
until monitoring results confirmed
compliance or they would discharge and
risk permit noncompliance. A permit
limitation that prohibits the discharge of
diesel oil is economically and
technologically feasible and allows a
determination of permit compliance
prior to discharge,

The prohibition on the discharge of
diesel is a technology-based BAT
limitation based on product substitution.
Low toxicity mineral oils are available
as product substitutes for diesel oil, and
do not impose unreasonable additional
costs on industry. In the permit proposal
the Agency relied primarily on the
increased cost of mineral oil over diesel
oil as a basis for this determination. For
example, mineral oil costs Alaskan
operators approximately $2.60 per gallon
more than does diesel oil. The increased
costs associated with using mineral oil
rather than diesel oil for 50 barrels
{2,100 gallons) of oil (the maximum
amount generally expected in a
concentrated spotting or “pill"
formulation used to free stuck drill pipe)
would therefore be equal to
approximately $5,500. Since the
frequency of differential sticking of drill
pipe and the use of oil-based spotting
formulations is low for exploratory
operations (less than once per well on
an average), this cost would not be
incurred for each operation. The Agency
has evaluated other costs associated
with either diesel or mineral use in
response to comments on the draft
permil (see response to Comment 10).
Both analyses show that the cost
associated with the prohibition on the

discharge of diesel oil clearly is
economically achievable.

In the permit proposal Region 10
proposed to limit “free oil," “oil-based
drilling fluids,” and “oil content of
cuttings” as indicators of toxic
pollutants. While the Agency has
determined that the proposed effluent
limitations will control the discharge of
toxic pollutants in these oils, it is
unnecessary to designate these
pollutants as indicators since the same
levels of control have been established
under BCT, which are equal to levels of
control required by the BPT effluent
limitations guidelines. Therefore,
redundant limitations under BAT have
not been imposed for these pollutant
parameters.

2. Mercury and cadmium in barite.
The final permit contains limitations of 1
mg/kg mercury and 3 mg/kg cadmium in
barite, 8 major constituent of drilling
muds. These restrictions are designed to
limit the discharge of mercury, cadmium,
and other potentially toxic metals which
can occur as contaminants in some
sources of barite. An identical limitation
is included in the general permits for the
Bering Sea and the Beaufort Sea (48 FR
23734, June 7, 1984).

As discussed in the fact sheet for the
Bering and Beaufort Seas permits, this
limitation under BAT is reasonable due
to the availability of substitute products;
i.e., Alaskan operators can substitute
“clean" barite, which meets the above
limitations, for contaminated barite
which does not. Numerous offshore
exploratory wells have been drilled in
Alaska over the past year, and chemical
analyses have shown that the barite
used has not exceeded the limitations in
this permit. Given that “clean” barite is
available and that operators in the
Bering and Beaufort Seas have been
complying with an identical limitation,
Region 10 believes that this limitation is
both technologically feasible and
economically achievable. Region 10 has
determined that it is impractical at this
time to place the limitations on drilling
mud until additional data are collected.
See Response to Comment 6.
Furthermore, if the limitation were
placed on the drilling mud rather than
on the barite, it would not be feasible
for an operator to determine in advance
if the discharge complied with the
permit requirements since metals
analyses must be conducted at
commercial laboratories onshore. Such a
requirement may impose costly and
unreasonable delays while the analyses
were being conducted.

EPA does recognize the possibility of
changes in the available supply of
“clean” barite. The final permit contains

a provision which allows the Water
Division Director the discretion to grant
a waiver from the limitations on a case-
by-case basis if the permittee (1)
satisfactorily demonstrates that barite
which meets the limitation is not
available, and (2) provides results of
analyses of the substitute barite. In
determining the availability of “clean”
barite under this provision, Region 10
will reasonably consider all relevant
factors, including the cost of obtaining
barite which meets the limitations.

3. Generic muds and authorized
additives. The permit limits the
discharge of toxic substances in drilling
fluids through the generic muds and
approved additives concepl. The permit
authorizes the discharge of only generic
drilling muds (listed in Table 1 of the
permit) and additives for which
acceptable bicassay and chemical dats
are available. Permittees are required (o
certify in advance of discharge that only
generic drilling muds and authorized
additives will be discharged.

Permittees may discharge the specific
additives listed in Table 2 of the permit
(at concentrations not exceeding the
maximum allowable amounts) without
special permission. This table is a
modified version of Table 2 in the
general permits for the Bering and
Beaufort Seas (49 FR 23756, June 7, 19584).
Over 25 drilling mud constituents and
additives have been newly listed as
acceptable for discharge. These
chemicals have various applications in
drilling practice, as outlined in Table 2
of the permit. Region 10 has received
numerous requests o allow discharge of
these compounds and has determined
that they are acceptable for discharge
up to the specified concentrations based
on bioassay data, chemical data, and
other product information. The addition
of these additives to Table 2 will
simplify the additive authorization
process for both the permittees and
EPA. The permit contains a provision
(see Table 2) which will allow the
discharge of additives which are listed
in Table 2 of subsequent Region 10
general permits, uniess otherwise stated
in the new permits. For operations undes
this permit, any additive receiving
authorization in this manner will be
evaluated according to the regional
criteria used for this permit.

Any discharge of a generic mud which
has been modified other than by
addition of an additive listed in Table 2
requires submission of information
demonstrating that it passes the criteria
in Part 1L.B.1.d.(2) of the permit or prior
authorization by Region 10. Permitiecs
may request authorization to discharge
additives (including mineral oils) no!
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listed in Table 2 by submitting
appropriate information and bioassay
data in advance of discharge. Region 10
will determine whether the use of the
requested additives is likely to cause the
mud system to be more toxic than
Generic Mud No. 1, which is the base
formulation which the Agency uses to
determine acceptable toxicity levels for
discharge of fluids. Other criteria (e.g.,
persistence and degradation), as
appropriate, are also considered in the
evaluation process. The permits
furthermore contain a provision which
allow an exception for the discharge of
mineral oil-containing muds which
exceed the toxicity of Mud No, 1 if the
least toxic available alternative is
discharged. See Part ILB.1.£. of the
permit and Response to Comments 16
and 21.

In some cases interim authorizations
to discharge may be granted if
preliminary bioassay data are submitted
and the Region determines that
additional bioassay lesting or other
analyses are required. Such testing may
be required, for example, to examine
possible cumulative or synergistic
effects if the additive is to be used in
combination with a number of other
additives. Because the additional testing
may take a considerable amount of time
to conduct, interim authorization to
discharge may be granted so that
operations are not impaired for an
unreasonable amount of time. Interim
authorizations may also require testing a
used drilling mud from a rig.

This approach to limiting toxicity is
expected to control the discharge of
listed toxic as well as nonconventional
pollutants in drilling muds. For example,
the toxicity of muds containing
lubricants, including mineral oil
products, may vary widely, and such
additives may greatly increase the
toxicity of the mud. Studies on diesel-
contaminated drilling muds have shown
loxicity to be strongly correlated with
content of aromatic hydrocarbons,
which include listed toxic pollutants.
Some mineral oils also contain aromatic
hydrocarbons which are listed toxics,
such as fluorene, naphthalene, and
Paenanthrene. The toxicity of muds
containing these oils is assumed to be
caused, in part, by the listed toxic
pollutants as well as by the
nonconventional pollutants. Region 10
has determined that it is technically and
economically infeasible to directly limit
!Xhe toxic pollutants in drilling muds, as
discussed in Part IV.C.1. Therefore, the
Region has determined that the toxicity
limitations (e.g., generic muds and
dpproved additives) constitute a
reasonable approach which is expected

to control not only listed toxic
pollutants, but other toxic substances
(i.e., toxic nonconventional pollutants)
as well,

The technology basis for this permit
condition is product substitution; i.e.,
mud additives and components which
would cause the toxicity of a mud
system to exceed that of Generic Mud
No. 1 can be replaced by less toxic mud
additives and components.

Under section 308 of the CWA,
compliance with this permit condition
will be monitored in two ways: First, by
requiring that permittees certify that
only generic muds and authorized
additives will be discharged; and
second, by requiring that permittees
submit an end-of-well inventory listing

.all chemicals and the amounts of each

added to each mud system. In addition,
permittees must analyze one sample
from the end-of-well mud system for
metals content and toxicity. The metals
data will be used to verify that mercury
and cadmium limits on barite are
adequately controlling metal
concentrations in used muds. The
Standard Drilling Fluids Toxigity Tests,
performed on the end-of-well mud
system, will provide a comparison
between the toxicity of used muds
containing mixtures of additives and the
bicassay data submitted on individual
additives prior to discharge.

4. Other toxic and nonconventional |
compounds. Under the permit discharge
of the following pollutants are
prohibited: Halogenated phenol
compounds, trisodium nitrilotriacetic
acid, sodium chromate, and sodium
dichromate. The class of halogenated
phenol compounds includes toxic
pollutants, and sodium chromate and
dichromate contain chromium, also a
toxic pollutant. Trisodium nitrilotriacetic
acid is a nonconventional pollutant. The
discharge of these compounds was
previously prohibited in the BPT general
permits for the Beaufort Sea and Norton
Sound (48 FR 54881, December 7, 1883)
as well as in the BAT/BCT general
permits for the Bering and Beaufort Seas

(48 FR 23734, June 7, 1984). These

compounds are therefore subject to BAT
limitations, Because operators complied
with this provision in the BPT permit,
there is no additional cost to the
industry,

D. Requirements Based on the Ocean
Discharge Criteria Evaluation

1. Drilling muds, cuttings, and
washwater. Additional restrictions on
these discharges are necessary to ensure
no unreasonable degradation of the
environment, The Lease Sale 57 area
includes water depths between 5 and 27
meters. Discharge rate limitations on

muds and cuttings have been
established in the Ocean Discharge
Criteria Evaluation process in order lo
allow adequate dispersion of the
discharges. These maximum rates will
ensure that acceptable toxicity levels
will be met at the edge of the 100-meter
mixing zone during open water
conditions, During stable ice conditions,
we have determined that on-ice disposal
will ensure no unreasonable
degradation of the environment. This is
because at ice breakup, ice will tend to
move away from Norton Sound to
deeper areas, where the deposited
discharges are expected to enter the
water column at relatively slow rates.

The computer models used to predict
dilution and dispersion of drilling muds
and our knowledge of the water currents
are not adequate to predict the fate of
muds and cuttings discharged into
shallow waters during unstable or
broken ice conditions. Without this
knowledge the Agency has insufficient
information to determine that no
unreasonable degradation of the marine
environment will occur from the
discharges. No reasonable alternatives
to on-site disposal exist during these ice
conditions, however, because the risk to
the environment and human safety
posed by the transportation of muds and
cuttings under these conditions would
be unacceptably high. EPA believes that
no irreparable harm would occur in the
general permit area during a monitoring
period to evaluate the fate of such
discharges because the projected
number and volume of such discharges
is relatively small. This permit therefore
permits discharges under broken or
unstable ice conditions, while requiring
a field monitoring program to establish
the fate of such discharges. It is not
EPA’s intention to have all operators in
a particular area conducting monitoring
studies. The first operator wishing to
discharge under broken or unstable ice
conditions in an area of concern would
likely be required to monitor the fate of
discharged muds and cuttings. If this
monitoring clearly indicates the
potential for biological effects, further
evaluation or studies (including
biological monitoring) may also be
required. Similar monitoring by
subsequent operators at other locations
would be required only if environmental
conditions were substantially different
from those at the site of the first
monitoring program.

The second case of insufficient
information involves the discharge of
cuttings which have been associated
with oil-based muds. The BCT
limitations under this permit authorize
the discharge of cuttings with up to 10%
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oil content if no free oil results from the
discharge of such cuttings. Little is
known about the fate and effects of oil
contaminated cuttings. However, limited
numbers of operations are expected to
discharge cuttings from oil-based muds
under this permit. Information available
to Region 10 does not support a finding
that there are reasonable alternatives to
discharge. Further, the Region 10 has
determined thal no irreparable harm
would occur if such a discharge is
allowed while the required monitoring
program is conducted to measure its
effects.

2, Other discharges [(003-015). These
discharges are adeguately controlled by
the limitations in Parts IL.C.-F, of the
final permit to ensure no unreasonable
degradation of the marine environment
due to those discharges.

V. Other Legal Requirements
A. Oil Spill Requirements

Section 311 of the Act prohibits the
discharge of oil and hazardous materials
in harmful quantities. Routine
discharges specifically controlled by the
permil are excluded from the provisions
of section 311. However, this permit
does not preclude the institution of legal
aclion or relieve permittees from any
responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties
for other unauthorized discharges of oil
and hazardous materials which are
covered by section 311 of the Act.

B. Endangered Species Act

Based on information in the Ocean
Discharge Criteria Evaluations and in
the Environmental Impact Statement
prepared for Federal Lease Sale 57, EPA
has concluded that the discharges
authorized by this géneral permit will
neither jeopardize the continued
existence of any endangered or
threatened species nor adversely affect
their critical habitat. Further, EPA
requested comments from the U.S. Fish
nnd Wildlife Service and the National
Murine Fisheries Service on the draft
permit and received no comments on
endangered species. EPA will initiate
consultation should new information
reveal impacts not previously
considered, should the activities be
modified in a manner beyond the scope
of the original opinion, or should the
activities affect a newly listed species.

C. Coastal Zone Management Act

The draft permit and consistency
certifications were submitted to the
State of Alaska at the time of public
notice. The State of Alaska has
cancurred that the activities allowed by
this general permit are consistent with
the Alaska Coastal Management Plan.

D. Marine Protection, Research and
Sanctuaries Act

No marine sanctuaries as designated
by this Act exist in the vicinity of the
permit areas.

E. State Water Quality Standards and
State Certification

No state waters are included in this
permit.

F. Executive Order 12291

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this action from the
review requirements of Executive Order
12291 pursuant to section 8(b) of that
order.

G. Paperwork Reduction Act

EPA has reviewed the requirements
imposed on regulated facilities in this
final general permit under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 44
U.S.C. 3501 et seq. Most of the
information collection requirements
have already been approved by the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) in submissions made for the
NPDES permit program under the
provisions of the Clean Water Act. In
addition, the environmental monitoring
requirements pursuant to section 403(c)
of the Clean Water Act in Part ILB. of
this permit are similar to the monitoring
requirements that were approved by
OMB for the previously issued Beaufort
Sea general NPDES permit (June 7, 1984;
49 FR 23734). Comments received during
the public comment period on the
information collection requirements
contained in the draft general pgrmit are
addressed in the Response to
Comments.

H. Effective Date. The final NPDES
general permit issued today is effective
immediately. Ordinarily, EPA would
issue this permit and allow thirty (30)
days before making the final permit
effective. However, EPA may, under 5
U.S.C. 553(d)(1) make the permit
effective immediately because it relieves
a restriction on the regulated community
by authorizing the discharge of
pollutants in compliance with its terms.
Without a permit, discharges of
pollutants are prohibited under section
301 of the Clean Water Act. In addition,
EPA finds that good cause exists under
section 553(d)(3), because a later
effective date would result in significant
economic loss due to delays in the
commencement of exploratory drilling
operations. The 30-day period between
the date of issuance and the date of
effectiveness is provided to afford
administralive appeal, and this
procedure is not available for general
permils.

I. The Regulatory Flexibility Act.
After review of the facts presented in
the notice of intent printed above, 1
hereby certify, pursuant to the
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 605(b), that this
general permit will not have a
significant impact on a substantial
number of small entities. This
certification is based on the fact that the
regulated parties have greater than 500
employees and are not classified as
small businesses under the Small
Business Administration regulations
established at 49 FR 5024 et seq.
(February 9, 1984). These facilities are
classified as Major Group 13—0il and
Gas Extraction SIC 1311 Crude
Petroleum and Natural Gas,

Dated: Muy 22, 1985.
Signed:
Emesta B. Barnes,
Regional Administrator, Region 10,

Appendix A—Public Comments

Public hearings tentatively scheduled
to be held at Anchorage and Nome on
March 21 and 22, 1985 were not held due
to a lack of expressed interest in
hearings at these locations. A public
meeting was held on March 19, 1985 at
Alakanuk on the Yukon Delta to discuss
the concerns of Nunam Kitlutsisti, a
non-profit Alaska Native environmental
organization.

The following parties responded with
written comments during the public
comment period:

Alaska Oil and Gas Association
(AOGA)

American Petroleum Institute [API)

ARCO Alaska, Inc. «

Conoco Inc.

Natural Resources Defense Council
(NRDC)

Nunam Kitlutsisti

Texaco US.A.

Trustees for Alaska

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and
Wildlife Service

U.S. Department of the Interior,
Minerals Management Service

NRDC, Nunam Kitlutsisti, and
Trustees for Alaska submitted
comments jointly and are therefore
referenced as “NRDC" below.

On April 2, 1985 Exxon Company
U.S.A. requested coverage as a
permittee under this general NPDES
permit.

Significant comments presented
during the public comment period and a!
the public meeting were reviewed by
EPA and considered in the formulation
of the final decision regarding the
proposed permit. These comments and
Region 10’s responses lo the domments
are presented below.
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1. Comment: Conoco Inc. criticized the
required notification procedures in this
permit. In particular, they felt (a) the
request for coverage 60 days prior to
discharge was too long: (b) an individual
permit number should not be necessary
under a general permit; (¢) notification
of termination of discharges should be
reported in the Discharge Monitoring
Report (DMR); and (d) the duty to
reepply deadline (180 days) is too long.

Response: (a) A 60-day period is
necessary to ensure adequate time for
Region 10 to determine whether the
proposed activity is appropriately
wvered by this permit and whether the
proposed location might require
environmental monitoring under Part
[LB.3. If environmental monitoring will
be required, the specifics of the program
will need to be established. (b) When
granting coverage under the
permit, an individual permit number is
assigned in order to track compliance of
the authorized facility with permit
requirements. (c) The "Termination of
Discharge" notification may be given in
¢ DMR or under separate cover, as long
as notification is given within thirty
days of each well completion. This
notification is required to indicate to
EPA's Water Compliance Section that
subsequent DMRs for the facility are not
required, (d) Part V.E. Duty to Reapply
is based on 40 CFR 122.21.d. and Region
10 believes al this time that 180 days is
necessary to allow sufficient time to
issue a new permit.

2. Comment: NRDC and the Nunam
Kitlutsisti expressed great concern
about the ability of EPA to enforce
provisions of the permit given the
relatively limited enforcement
capability, the remoteness of the area
covered, and the severity of weather in
the permitted areas. It was suggested
that an enforcement plan be developed
und subject to public review prior to the
issuance of any discharge permits.

Response: It is not within the scope of
these NPDES permits to rigidly define in
tdvance the way in which enforcement
shall occur. EPA, however, routinely
largets facilities for compliance
verification inspections. Although EPA's
#aff and resources for on-site
monitoring are limited, a joint agreement
vith the Department of Interior (DO
Was signed on May 31, 1984, which
provides for the assistance of DOI's
Minerals Management Service
personnel in EPA compliance monitoring
“nd inspections efforts. DOI personne!
ire frcguen!ly on-site during rig
Operations.

3. Comment: NRDC strongly
"*commends that EPA define upset
conditions (Part IV.H.2.) in such & way
15 o eliminate all reasonably

foreseeable emergencies that can be
planned for in advance. The same
comment applies to the bypass
provision (Part IV.G.) of the permit.
Response: The parts referred to are
drawn directly from the NPDES
regulations (40 CFR 122.41(m) and (n)).
Definitions of “bypass" and “upset” are
included in Part ILA. of the permit.
Although NRDC did not provide

5 ted specific Region 10
beﬂwu the peﬂnlm
accomplishes what NRDC requests.

4. Comment: AOGA and Conoco
commented that the static sheen test is
an unreliable and unproven method
which is therefore inappropriate for
monitoring compliance with the no free
oil limitation. AOGA also commented
(Attachments 1 and 5) that the static
sheen test is appropriate for monitoring
on-ice discharges only, “and even then
only marginally so.” AOGA
recommended that “an API retort
protocol” be allowed as an alternative
test method during ice conditions and
suggested that other alternatives such as
a visual observation of the receiving
water be required during other seasons.

Response: The static sheen test has
been demonstrated to be a reliable and
reproducible test method. Not only is it
appropriate for the harsh weather
(including ice-free as well as ice-cover
conditions) and prolonged periods of
darkness common in Alaska, but it
provides operators with an opportunity
to avoid permit violations. Drilling
discharges can be lested prior to bulk
discharge. A visual observation of the
receiving water does not have these
advantages. Any variability that may be
present in a demonstrated laboratory
procedure such as the static sheen test
will be far less than that of an over-the-
side-of-the-deck observation of the
receiving water.

The commenters refer to two studies
to support their challenge of the static
sheen tesl, one conducted for EPA by
CENTEC Analytical Services, Inc. and
another conducted by Maurice Jones.
The arguments raised ignore two
essential features of the regional
methodology (Region 10's “Interim
Guidance for the Static (Laboratory)
Sheen Test.”). The regional guidance,
which must be used in conjunction with
the detailed protocol in Petrazzuolo
(1883), was developed to ensure against
any possibility of ambiguous results
arising from attempts to detect trace
amounts of a sheen or from the use of
small sample sizes (with the standard-
sized test containers). First, a sheen
must cover more than one-half of the
test container in order to result in a
positive reading (i.e.; a trace amount of a
sheen is a negative finding). Second,

only the largest of the three sample sizes
originally specified in the methodology
(Petrazzuolo 1983) is tested, thereby
enhancing the possibility of detecting a
sheen for any particular sample (i.e., if
drilling mud contains free oil, a larger
sample size will result in proportionally
greater amounts of free oil).

In EPA's study (CENTEC 1884) 354
separate tests were conducted on 54
samples of muds and cuttings in order to
assess the reliability and reproducibility
of the test methodology, as originally
proposed (Petrazzuolo 1983). The
findings clearly support Region 10's
application of the test method, as
discussed in detail in the record. EPA
showed the sheen test to be a reliable
enforcement tool that does npt give false
positive readings (i.e., it does not
erroneously detect oil when no oil was
added). Contrary to the statement in
AOGA's Attachment 5, the test did not
give false positive results, even when
emulsifiers were added. The test was
also reproducible. Repeat tests for any
one sample type showed high levels of
agreement,

The second study used to support
AOGA’s comment was conducted by
Jones (1985) who had 26 observers
evaluate 14 test samples. The study
design contains several critical flaws. In
particular, the study ignored the two
essential features of the Region 10
guidance discussed above. Small
samples were used (with the standard-
size test container). These results,
therefore, must be ignored. The test
results for the remaining samples cannot
be evaluated according to the regional
guidance, which requires a trace of a
sheen to be read as a negative result.
According to Jones' study design and
unlike the EPA study (CENTEC 1984),
observations of both trace emounts and
greater than trace amounts were scored
as positives.

Jones furthermore failed to follow
specified requirements for lighting
conditions and dark test containers
(Petrazzuolo 1983). He states that "white
dishpans and plastic liners were used
due to the relatively low light Jevels
present.” By his own admission, “the
use of the different colored backgrounds
and different lighting conditions could
affect result [sic) significantly.” These
results are used to argue that "variable
test conditions {i.e. lighting)" serve to
invalidate the procedure. The specified
test procedure, however, precludes the
use of unsuitable lighting conditions and
white test containers. The results of
Jones (1985) are inconclusive with
regard to Region 10's test method. See
further discussion in the record.
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Region 10 advises that CENTEC (1984)
should be consulted for the EPA test
data since Jones (1985) contains several
critical typographical errors or
omissions in Table 3 ("Results of Sheen
Tests by CENTEC Analytical Services").

AOGA did not supply any data
demonstrating the suitability of the
retort test as a substitute for the sheen
test, and Region 10 has no information
on the validity of using the retort test for
this purpose. Operators are encouraged
to supply EPA with study results should
they become available from the industry
study proposed to address this issue
(see AOGA's Attachment 8),

5. Comment: AOGA and Conoco
n‘a_ﬂuested that Region 10 remove the
effluent limitations on mercury and
cadmium if barite which “create an
unjustified risk to industry of becoming
a national precedent” {quote from
AOCA). The commenters argue that the
discharge of these metals in barite pose
no hazard to the marine environment
and that the Agency has not fully
assessed the potential cost of “limiting
Alaska exploratory operations to only
one source of barite" (AOGA), Conoco
asserts that “the requirement that only
barite from Nevada be allowed for use
in Alaska may very well be an ‘act in
restraint of trade’ " and contends that
the limitation will have nationwide
impact on barite costs, affecting not only
large but also small oil and gas
products, AOGA submitted Attachments
6 and 8 in support of their comments.

Response: The permit limitation is a
BAT effluent limitation. Findings under
section 403(c) (assessment of “hazard to
the marine environment’') were not the
basis for the limitation. The section
403(c) evaluation assumed that
discharged muds would reflect BAT
level control. Tha record, however,
demonstrates an environmenta! concern
due to the toxicity and bioaccumulation
of mercury and cadmium in other types
of wastes and the lack of information on
the chemical nature and ultimate
bioavailability of these toxic heavy
metals in drilling muds. Industry has, in
fuct, acknowledged the lack of
information in these areas (see proposed
Offshore Operators Committee studies
in AOCA's Attachment 8),

While the use of Nevada barite was
the basis for Region 10°s determination
regarding product substitution of
uncontaminaled barite for contaminated
barite, the permits do not necessarily
restrict operators to using Nevada
barite. Nevada barite however is the
major domestic source of barite and the
current principal source for Alaskan
operations. Nevada barite is a bedded
deposit, which is characteristically low
in trace metals. Vein deposits, however,

may also have acceptable levels
(AOGA's Attachment 6, Kramer et al.
1980). v

The demand for barite by Alaskan
operators is not expected to significantly
alter barite costs since offshore wells in
Alaska account for less than two
percent of the total offshore wells drilled
in the U.S. Moreover, the permit
provides an exemption in cases when
the operator is unable to comply due to
the lack of barite which meets the
limitations. The commenters did not
address this provision in their
comments.

Attachment 8 (AOGA) fails to provide
any useful new data. First, the
discussion addresses the impact of more
stringent limitations (2 mg/kg cadmium
and 1 mg/kg mercury) than were
proposed in the draft permit (3 mg/kg
cadmium and 1 mg/kg mercury). Second,
data on the percent of barite sources
(domestic and foreign) that could meet
the assumed (incorrect) limitations are
presented only in summary form,
frustrating any interpretation of the
impact of Region 10's proposed
limitations on the use of worldwide
barite sources in Alaska. Third, the
discussion addresses the impac! of the
assumed (incorrect) barite limitations if
they were to be imposed nationwide.
Region 10, however, has made a case-
specific determination for operations
offshore of Alaska and is not required to
assess the impacts of this limitation if it
were o be imposed nationwide, This
issue will be addressed in the guidelines
developmen! process or by each region
on a similar case-by-case basis, taking
into account the cumulative effects of
established restrictions. Finally, the
comments do not provide information
pertinent to Region 10's specific request
in the permit proposal (40 FR 8390,
February 15, 1985) for “any increased
costs that a permittee incurred in
meeting the barite limitations contained
in the general permits for the Beaufort
and Bering Seas.”

With respect to small operators,
Region 10 notes that only major
companies are expected to operate
exploratory wells in remote offshore
regions of Alaska. Extensive planning
and a large financial commitment are
required (see Lewis 1983). Leases in the
Norton Sound Sale 57 area are held by
large oil companies.

6. Comment: NRDC, Trustees for
Alaska, and Nunam Kitlusisti (“NRDC")
recommended that the mercury and
cadmium limitations be placed on
drilling muds at levels of 1 mg/kg for
each metal. These drilling mud
limitations would replace the barite
limitations.

Response: Barite accounts for 60 to &
percent of the mass of drilling mud
solids and is expected to be the chief
source of heavy metals in the discharged
muds, Control of heavy metals in barite
is therefore expected to control heavy
metals in drilling muds. Region 10 has
determined that the most practicable
approach at this time is to place a
limitation on the barite until sufficient
data are collected to allow thorough
characterization of the levels in
discharge drilling muds. The limitation
on the barite provides an operator with
an opportunity to plan ahead in order i
avoid permit violations. Compliance can
be determined by sampling barite prior
to discharge rather than by sampling
and waiting for analyses to be
completed on the used drilling mud.

Region 10 notes that while the
cadmium limitation on barite may be
slightly less strict than the drilling mud
limitation recommended by NRDC,
Region 10's mercury limitation is
theoretically more strict. For example, if
all mercury in drilling mud is derived
from barite, then barite with 1. mg/kg
will be mixed and diluted with other,
less contaminated drilling mud solids,
resulting in a discharge of drilling mud
with less than 1 mg/kg mercury. Region
10's discharge monitoring data show
that mercury levels in drilling muds are
generally less than 0.9 mg/kg. dry
weight. While cadmium levels in
discharged muds have been somewhat
more variable, the concentrations
generally show levels less than 2 mg/kg

Region 10 will reevaluate these
limitations as additional discharge
monitoring data on metals in drilling
muds are available. The permit requires
end-of-well chemical analyses to be
conducted on drilling muds from each
well.

7. Comment: AOGA (Attachments 1
and 11) and Conoco challenge the
Region’s use of diesel oil as an indicato
pollutant for the listed toxic pollutants
present in diesel oil. The commenter
first argued that diesel oil is a
conventional pollutant and that diesel
oil is subject only to a BCT limitation.
Second, the commenter argued that the
Region's use of diesel oil failed to
comply with the requirements of 40 CiR
125.3(h)(1). as amended on September
24, 1684 (previously listed as 40 CFR
125.3(g)(1)). Finally, if the Region used
diesel oil as an indicator to control the
nonconventional pollutants present in
diesel oil, AOGA requested that their
comments be considered a request for
section 301(g) waiver of all BPT effluen!
limitations.

NRDC strongly supports the diesel
prohibition but suggested that the
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Agency provide a more explicit
justification for regulating diesel as an
indicator.

Response: The Regional believes that
it adequately explained in the proposal
ite bases and justifications for using
diesel oil as an indicator pollutant.
However, in order to fully respond to
comments, the Region will restate and
tlaborate on its position and explain
why its decision fully complies with the
requirements in 40 CFR 125.3(h)(1). The
Region has also provided new
information and further discussion of
this comment in the record, which
expands the technical basis for the use
of diesel a8 an indicator.

As the Region has discussed in
previous notices, diesel oil is a complex
mixture of petroleum hydrocarbons.
Diesel oil may contain from 20 to 60
percent by volume aromatic
hydrocarbons (Thoresen and Hinds
1983). The light aromatic hydrocarbons,
such as benzenes, naphthalenes, and
shenanthrenes, constitute the mos! toxic
major components of petroleum
groducts (National Research Council
1983, p. 81). One issue raised is whether
diesel oil should be regulated as a
tonventional, nonconventional, or toxic
pollutants. The AOGA comment stated
that EPA regulations define " *oil and
wease,’ including diesel oil, as a
conventional pollutant” (emphasis in
original comment). The Region
previously acknowledged that the
mixture “digsel oil” is not a listed toxic
pollutant; however, the Region also has
recognized the presence in diesel oil of
numerous listed toxic pollutants
including naphthalene, benzene,
#hylbenzene, phenanthrene, toluene,
fuorene, and phenol. The Region
firthermore has identified numerous
specific nonconventional pollutants in
the mixture *diesel oil," including
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons
wuch as methylnaphthalene,
dmethyinaphthalene,
methylphenanthrene, and other
iylated forms of each of the listed
‘nic pollutants,

The exericse of arguing over which
Poilutant category in which to place

dlesel 0il," however, {s in a sense
tmecessary. The real issue is how best
Yregulate and control the numerous
fited toxic poliutants present in diesel
L Ihe Region considered and rejected

e option of establishing specific .
fimerical effluent limitations for the
“aventional pollutant oil and grease in
tniling fluids, or for the numerous listed
"ic and nonconventional pollutants,

** presence or concentration of which
"ould be attributable to diese! oil
“nlamination of the drilling fluid. The

Region has chosen to use “diesel oil” as
an indicator of the many toxic pollutants
present in that complex mixture. By
prohibiting the discharge of diesel oil,
the Region will reduce the discharge of
toxic pollutants. The Region’s decision
to take this approach was reasonable
and, contrary to AOGA's argument, in
full compliance with the applicable
permitting regulations in 40 CFR
125.3(h)(1).

Section 125.3(h)(1) authorizes a permit
writer to establish limitations for a
conventional pollutant more stringent
than BCT, or limitations for a
nonconventional pollutant which shall
not be subject to modification under
section 301 [c) or (g), where {in either
case): (1) The pollutant has been
identified as an indicator in effluent
limitations guidelines or (2) the permit
writer makes findings warranting use of
the pollutant as an indicator.

In the absence of BAT guidelines,
Region 10 has acted pursuant to the

. second provision. See 40 CFR

125.3(h)(1)(ii). First, § 125.3(h)(1)(ii)(B)
requires the Region to identify the toxic
pollutants to be controlled by the
limitation on diesel oil. The listed toxic
pollutants found in various diese! oils
include naphthalene, benzene,
ethylbenzene, phenanthrene, toluene,
fluorene, and phenol. The notice
published on February 15, 1985 did not
provide an inclusive list; however, in
response to comments Region 10 has
reevaluated the toxic pollutants in diesel
and has also considered recently
available information. All of the above
toxic pollutants were present in a diesel
identified as “Alaska diesel” (Requejo et
al. 1984),

Second, § 125.3(h)(1){ii) (A) and (C)
require findings that the indicator
limitation reflects BAT-level control for
the specific toxic pallutants and that
establishing effluent limits on the
specific toxic pollutants would be
economically or technically infeasible.
The BAT-level control for the specific
toxic pollutants would be the reductions
achievable through use of the
technology basis for the limitations.
Whether the Region chooses to control
the indicator pollutant diesel oil or the
specific toxic pollutants, the technotogy
basis would be product substitution, i.e,,
use of mineral oil instead of diesel oil. A
treatment system does not exist that
could be installed and used on a rig to
reduce taxic pollutants in drilling fluids
prior to discharge.

The Region has determined that
prohibiting the discharge of drilling
fluids contaminated with diesel oil (i.e,,
substitution of mineral oil for diesel oil
in drilling fluids) will reduce the levels

of the toxic pollutants present in the
discharged flulds. Minera! oils, with
their lower aromatic hydrocarbon
content and lower toxicity, contain
lower concentrations of toxic pollutants
than do diesel oils. A report discussed in
AOGA's comments and prepared for
API by Battelle Laboratories supports
the conclusion that the elimination of
diesel oil discharges will reduce toxic
pollutants discharges (Requejo et al.
1984). AOGA argues in Attachment 11
that the Battelle report “reveals no
correlation between diesel
concentration and the concentrations of
various toxic pollutants” because the
concentrations of toxic pollutants vary
among different diesel oils. This
argument, however, is misdirected. The
real issue is whether the levels of toxic
pollutants would be reduced by
substituting mineral oil for diesel oil.
The Battelle report confirms that such a
reduction would occur. Appendix I of
the report presents the results of
analyses for toxic pollutants in three
mineral oils and six diesel oils. The
results reveal strikingly higher levels of
toxic pollutants in the diesel oil samples.
For example, naphthalene was detected
in only one of the three mineral oil
samples and at a level of 0.05 mg/ml. In
contrast naphthalene was detected in all
six diesel oils at levels ranging from 0.48
mg/ml (mistakenly reported as 0.048
mg/ml in AOGA's Attachment 11) to
3.25 mg/ml. While the levels of
naphthalene may vary in diesel oil, as
AOGA argues, they routinely and
significantly exceed the levels detected
in mineral oils. Similarly striking results
occurred in the analyses for benzene,
ethylbenzene, fluorene, phenanthrene,
and phenol, and the alkylated
homologues of each of these toxic
pollutants, including naphthalene.

It is reasonable and appropriate to
conclude that BAT-level control of toxic
pollutants (i.e., reduction in
concentrations through substitution of
mineral oil for diesel oil} will be
achieved by regulating diesel oil as an
indicator pollutant. The use of mineral
oils rather than diesel oils in mud
systems will result in a reduction of
toxic pollutant levels equivalent to those
levels reflecting BAT-level treatment.
AOGA contends, however, that Region
10 has not established this fact for “all
types of diesel oil."” While there may be
one diesel oil that may have lower
levels of some toxic pollutants than a
highly toxic mineral oil, the available
data overwhelmingly establish that
diesel oils as & class include
significantly higher levels of toxic
pollutants than do mineral oils as a
class, The regulations do not reguire
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EPA to analyzs every diesel oil (of
which there are many) before
concluding that diesel oils contain high
levels of toxic pollutants and that
controlling the discharge of diesel oils
will reduce the discharge of toxic
pollutants.

AOGA argues that the Region has not
identified specific concentrations of
each toxic pollutant which would
represent the level achievable by BAT
controls on the specific toxics. Such a
calculation can be made by multiplyving
the known concentrations of specific
pollutants in mineral oils (e.g., from the
Battelle study) by the assumed
concentration of oil in the drilling mud,
resulting in predicted BAT levels of
control. The results of these calculations
for numerous toxic pollutants and
classes of nonconventional pollutants
are contained in the administrative
record. The concentrations of these
pollutants will vary, as expected,
depending on the amount and specific
type of mineral oil use. Concentrations
of toxic pollutants resulting from 5
percent by volume “Mineral Oil B" in
driliing muds, for example, were
predicted to range from undetectable
amounts of benzene, ethylbenzene,
naphthalene, and phenol to up to 10 mg/
| of phenanthrene. “Mineral Oil A" and
“Mineral Oil C" used in amounts as high
as 10 percent of volume in drilling muds
would result in undetectable amounts of
a number of toxic pollutants and in
maximum concentrations for any single
pollutant of 5 mg/l naphthalene and 4
mg/] phenanthrene, respectively.

Region 10 has, however, concluded
that establishing effluent limitations for
each of the toxic pollutants present in
diesel oil is not economically or
technically feasible at this time, See
§ 125.3(h)(1)(ii)(C) and today's Notice,
Part IV.C.1. Additionally, specific toxic
effluent limitations would be contrary to
the positions of AOGA and APl which
request permits that enable operators to
determine compliance at the earliest
possible date. Either operators would
have to delay discharge until monitoring
results confirmed compliance or they
would discharge and risk permit
noncompliance. Delay time while
awailing for monitoring data could
result in excessive costs, A permit
limitation that prohibits the discharge of
diesel oil is economically and
technically feasible and allows a
determination of permit compliance
prior to discharge.

Finally, with respect to the AOGA
request that their comment be
considered a request for a waiver under
section 301(g), Region 10 makes the
following observations. First, since

AOGA is not a permittee, it is not the
appropriate party to request such a
waiver. Second, such a request would
require more than a one sentence
statement. Third, the use of diesel oil as
an indicator for toxic pollutants,
precludes the issuance of a section
301(g) waiver. See 40 CFR 125.3(g)(1).

8. Comment: AOGA challenges the
technology basis (i.e., product
substitution) for the prohibition on the
discharge of diesel in drilling muds
contaminated by a diesel “pill" (also
known as a “spotting fluid"). The
commenter stated that there is a
“present lack of alternatives to diesel as
the liquid carrier in ‘pill’ packages to
relieve drill pipe sticking problems" and
that the use of diesel represents the
“state of currently available
technology.”

Response: AOGA’s Attachment 5
contains a review of three published
papers to support their challenge of the
diesel prohibition. The author of
Attachment 5, Maurice Jones, states that
the Region has based the limitation “on
the assumption that diesel oil can be
easily substituted by mineral oil or other
less toxic oils.” Region 10 considered
two of the referenced papers prior to
proposal and has evaluated the third, in
addition to all other available
information, prior to the final permit
decision. A discussion of the arguments
raised in AOGA's Attachment 5 follows.

Oil-based fluids (both drilling fluids
and spotting fluids) include not only the
base oil but also chemical additives
such as emulsifiers, surfactants,
viscosifiers, and barite. Most oil-based
fluids also include emulsified water. The
thrust of AOGA's argument is that
mineral oils are not suitable substitutes
for diesel oil because formulations
specifically tailored to mineral oils (and
especially to their lower aromatic
hydrocarbon content) have not been
adequately developed. Diesel oil has
had longstanding use in drilling muds
because it is readily available from a
rig's fuel tanks and cheaper than
alternative oils. Simply substituting
mineral oil for diesefoﬂ in fluid
formulations originally developed for
diesel does not always achieve
favorable results because chemical
additives may have differng solubilities
and behavior in different types of oil.
EPA recognizes that substitution of a
mineral oil pill for a diesel pill generally
entails the use of chemical packages
specially formulated for mineral oil.

Jones, in AOCA's Attachment 5,
acknowledges that operationally
effective mineral oil-based fluids can
substitute for diesel oil-based fluids,
provided that chemical additives

—

effective in the base mineral oil can be
formulated (see also Jones et al. 1983),
As shown in the administrative record,
chemical additives have been develops
which are compatible with mineral oils
The performance of these fluids has
been demonstrated in both the
laboratory and the field. Information on
& number of different mineral oil-based
spolting fluids currently marketed and
available for use is also contained in the
administrative record for this permit.
Such products are routinely requested
for use and discharge under Region 10’
permits. Neither AOGA nor other
commenters present data which refute
the demonstrated development and
performance of mineral oil-based fluids
including spotting fluids.

Jones furthermore misconstrues the
information presented in the three
references cited in AOGA's Attachmenl
5. First, Cowan and Brookey (1984) focus
on the cost/efficiency of using mineral
oil with additive packages originally
developed for diesel. They conclude thal
present diesel packages can be adapted
for use in most new oil systems. They
note that the cost/efficiency of such
formulations are not optimized for
mineral oil as they are for diesel,
resulting in some sacrifice of drilling
cost/performance. They did not,
however, evaluate newer oil-based
formulations specifically tailored to
mineral oil

Second, Clapper and Salisbury (1984)
discuss the chemistry of additives
{primary and secondary emulsifiers)
used in specially formulated mineral ol
based fluids. They conclude that “while
a wide range of effectiveness exists
among new emulsifiers designed for ust
in mineral oil, new product demands
basically have been met.”

Finally, Bennett (1883) details the
development and application of oil-
based fluids specially formulated to
accommodate a mineral oil base. The
first minera! oil-based fluid was
available commercially in 1975 as a
spotting fluid for differently stuck pips.
Since that time, oil-based fluids have
received widespread application.
Bennett concludes that "mineral oil-
based fluids posses the same
characteristics but also have definite
advantages over diesel oil-based drilling
and spotting fluids, These
characteristics and advantages are
shown by laboratory evaluations,
laboratory toxicity studies and field
case histories." Bennett also notes the!
many emulsifiers and dispersants used
in diesel oil-based fluids are very toxi¢
and that less toxic compounds can be
used in mineral oil-based fuids.
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In conclusion, available data support
Region 10's determination that
substitution of mineral oil products for
diesel oil formulatiqns is technologically
feasible.

9. Comment: Both Conoco and AOGA
requested that EPA allow the discharge
of diesel-contaminated drilling muds
resulting from the use of a diesel pill.
The commenters suggested that such
discharges should be allowed if the
operators participate in the Diesel Pill
Monitoring Program originally proposed
for the Gulf of Mexico (see AOGA's
Attachment 7). The study would
determine the efficiency of pill recovery
and the toxicity and diesel content of
discharged muds. Conoco recommended

' omission of the diesel limitation and use
of the visual sheen test ([over-the-side-
of-the-deck observation of the receiving
water) pending the results of the study.
AOCA (Attachment 1) recommended a
limitation on the increase in oil content
resulting from diesel pill use (and
recovery) of no more than 0.5 percent by
volume, as determined by the API
{American Petroleum Institute) retort
lesl.

Response: Region 10 has again
evaluated and rejected the option of
controlling pollutants contained in
diesel by means of diesel pill recovery
rather than by product subsititution of
mineral oil for diesel. See 49 FR 32745
and 46 FR 54881. The effectiveness of
pill recovery has not been
demonstrated.

The record demonstrates & potential
for a drilling mud system to be
significantly contaminated with diesel,
atlevels of approximately 1.5 percent by
volume, from the use of a diesel pill,
AOGA, however, suggested setting a
imitation on the maximum increase in
ol content equal to 0.5 percent by
volume, as determined by the API retort
nmethod. Even if an operator were able
‘omeet such a limitation with pill
recovery, 0.5 percent diesel would be
expecied to cause significant increases
in acute toxicity and in concentrations
of toxic substances in drilling muds. See
Comment 7,

Region 10 guestions whether the API
telort method is sufficiently sensitive to
éccuralely measure diesel increases of
0.3 percent. It appears likely that

fcreases in diesel concentration of
tearly 1 percent could easily occur with
ADGA's proposed limitation and test
nethod due to difficulties in visually
tetecting small differences on the
Measuring scale (i.e,, distances along the
wale of approximately two hundredths
ofan inch correspond to a measure of
05 percent oil). The lack of sensitivity of
the test measurement would allow
Significant increases in the

concentration of toxic substances in the
discharge.

Region 10 also disagrees that the
visual sheen test of the receiving water
provides “adequate control for
discharges of mud and cuttings
containing small amounts of diesel"
{comment by Conoco). The National
Research Council {(*NRC", 1983, p. 162)
reported that drilling muds containing as
much as several percent diesel may not
cause a sheen.

In conclusion, Region 10 has
evaluated alternative control
technologies and suggested control
parameters (API retort oil content and
sheen on the receiving water), The
Region has determined that the
prohibition on the discharge of diesel-
contaminated drilling muds is
reasonable and appropriate since diesel
pill recovery is unproven and
substitution of a mineral oil pill for
diesel is technologically feasible and
economically achievable.

10, Comment: Conoco noted that “the
costs quoted by EPA for use of mineral
oil over the costs for diesel do not
consider the additional handling,
storage, etc, required for mineral oil.”

Response: Conoco failed to provide
any pertinent information on such costs.
Unlike Conoco, other members of
AOGA have operated offshore
exploratory wells under Region 10's
permits (which have prohibited the
discharge of diesel since 1983). AOCA,
however, did not challenge Region 10's
evaluation of costs associated with
substitution of mineral oil spotting fluids
for diesel pills. Conoco, in fact, did not
directly challenge Region 10's
conclusion but only whether the costs
for the “additional handling, storage,
etc.” required for mineral oil were
considered. Region 10 is, therefore,
providing the following supplementary
information on the costs associated with
mineral oil use. The following cost
estimate is derived from API figures
(Attachment 7 to AOGA’s commentg),
except where data believed to be more
accurate are avallable. These additional
costs have not changed Region 10's final
determination regarding economic
achievability of the effluent limitation
(diesel prohibition). The details of this
analysis are in the administrative
record. It is summarized as follows:

The total cost per mineral oil pill is
estimated to be $22,765.

A diesel pill is estimated to cost as
little as $18,500. Additional costs
incurred by use of the diesel pill,
including tank storage for the pill and
hauling of it to shore, make the total cost
for use of diesel pills between $19,700
(assuming 200 barrels are disposed of
downhole) and $32,200.

While the above figures provide only
general cost estimates, they clearly
demonstrate the economic feasibility of
produce substitution of a mineral oil pill
for a diesel pill.

11. Comment: Conoco commented that
a GC analysis should not be required
since the test results may convey
confidential business information due to
the exploratory nature of the wells.

Response: EPA has procedures for
handling confidential business
information. If appropriate, the gas
chromatograms will be held in
confidentiality by the regional office in
accordance with 40 CFR Part 2, Subpart
B. The determination stating whether or
not diesel was present in the drilling
mud will, however, in any case not be
eligible for confidential treatment since
this determination is required for
tracking compliance with the permit
conditions. Region 10 does not believe
that a statement of whether or not diesel
is present conveys confidential business
information.

12. Comment: AOGA and Conoco
requested that a certification statement
that diesel was not discharged in muds
should replace the requirement for
monitoring diesel in drilling mud.
Conoco suggested that a certification
statement should suffice for other
monitoring requirements as well. NRDC
fully supported the monitoring
requirement for diesel.

AOGA (Attachment 11) requested that
the cost of the diesel monitoring
requirement be borne by EPA. Regarding
general costs of monitoring, AOGA
noted that monitoring requirements
under the Bering/Beaufort general
permits cost from $2,000 to $8,000 per
well for analyses plus about £30,000 for
an onsite technician.

Response: Monitoring requirements
for diesel in discharged drilling muds in
addition to a number of other monitoring
requirements have been established in
order to assure and determine
compliance with permit effluent
limitations. These conditions are
imposed in accordance with 40 CFR
122.44(i) and section 308 of the Act.
Compliance monitoring with the permit
conditions is the responsibility of the
permittee. EPA conducts testing only for
compliance inspections. EPA has
determined the the diesel prohibition
and other effluent limitations are
economically achievable. The analytical
and sampling costs and the cost of a
technician, if one were required, do not
present costs which make the
limitations economically unachievable.
Sampling to determine compliance with
BAT effluent limitations is expected to
require limited effort. The most frequent
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monitoring is required to determine
compliance with the BCT effluent
limitation on free oil in muds and
cuttings. This limitation and its
monitoring requirement are the same as
those incorporated under Region 10's
previous BPT permits.

13. Comment: AOGA (Attachment 11)
and Conoco commented that the GC test
method "has been found to mistakenly
identify mineral oil as diesel in two
recent cases already; one in a laboratory
study and one in a monitoring situation”
(quote from AOCA). The commenters
requested that this test method be
deleted (see Comment 12).

Response: Region 10 is familiar with
two instances in which industry has
claimed that the GC method has
erroneously identified the presence of
diesel oil. In neither case did the data
support this claim. In both instances, the
requirement for a comparison of the GC
“fingerprint" was ignored. The method
in the administrative record for this
permit states that “the major peaks
present in the standard (e.g., those
greater than 1 percent of the total
integrated area) should also be present
in the sample and in the same relative
intensity and pattern."

In the first case, API claimed that the
Battelle study (see Comment 7) shows
that one mineral oil (Mineral Oil B)
cannot be distinguished from diesel oil.
In the second case, ARCO claimed that
GC data submitted with a Discharge
Monitoring Report for operations in the
Bering Sea erronecusly identified diesel
oi! in drilling mud when only mineral oil
was present. The record (containing the
Agency's response to these two cases,
and supporting analyses) clearly
demonstrates the error of industry’s
conclusions. ARCO, in fact, recently
concurred with Region 10's conclusions
regarding the second case, above (letter
dated May 10, 1985).

AOGA (Attachment 11) states that
while the GC method will cost up to
§200 per sample, an “adequate method"
(assumed to be gas chromatography/
mass spectrometry) will cost as much as
$2,500 per sample. Due to these cost
considerations and the general
reliability of the GC method, Region 10
does not beligve that a more
sophisticated, costly analytical method
is required for general effiuent
monitoring p: . The permit,
however, will allow the use of GC/MS
to provide greater resolution of the
drilling mud “fingerprint,” if an instance
should arise where the operator and
EPA determine that greater resolution is
required to make a determination.
Region 10 emphasizes, however, that the
GC chromatogram was fully adequate in
both cases mentioned above to

determine that the presence of diesel
was unlikely.

14. Comment: Conoco stated in a
general comment that “Region X
appears to have adopted the ‘product
substitution' rationale without full
consideration of the true costs
involved."

Response: Region 10 believes that it
has adequately assessed costs for all
requirements based on product
substitution. The costs for product
substitution of mineral oils and barite
have been addressed. See Comments 5
and 10. It can be assumed that
additional costs may be involved in
substituting less toxic additives for more
toxic ones, as required to meet toxicity
limitations, While industry has not
provided information on costs of such
additives, Region 10 does not believe
that there are substantial costs involved
beyond those already quantified. One
clear example known to Region 10 of
increased costs from product
substitution of drilling mud additives
(other than mineral oil) would occur if
starch containing toxic
paraformaldehyde is substituted with a
cellulose polymer. Starch is generally
used in amounts of 2 to 6 pounds per
barrel; amounts of cellulose polymer are
generally less (approximately 2 pounds
per barrel). If, for a particular drilling
mud, the maximum amount of starch
were substituted by approximately 2
pounds per barrel of cellulose polymer,
the overall product cost would increase
approximately two-fold. The increased
cost of the drilling mud, however, would
not be substantial, even if other
polymers were required, since these
additives are not expected to be major
drilling mud constituents or among the
most costly components of the mud.

In conclusion, Region 10 has
adequately addressed and evaluated
costs associated with product
substitution and has made a reasonable
determination that they are
economically achievable.

15. Comment: NRDC commented that
the discharge of chromium should be
prohibited under BAT through the use of
product substitution.

Response: While NRDC stated that
substitutes for chrome lignosulfonates,
such as iron lignosulfonate, are
available, they did not provide any
supporting data. Region 10 has no
information at this time that would
allow a finding that it is technologically
feasible to limit chromfum in drilling
muds through product substitution.

18. Comment: NRDC objected to the
mineral oil provision which permits
operators to discharge drilling muds
more toxic than Mud No. 1 by
demonstrating that no other less toxic

mineral oils are available. NRDC
recommended deletion of the provision
or incorporation of a clear definition of
the term “available™ as “the only type o
mineral oil that can perform the specific
function required, not the only type of
mineral oil on the rig at the time it is
needed.”

Response: Region 10 originally
incorporated this provision in the
general permits for the Bering/Beaufort
Seas in recognition that the Agency had
limited information on the
“characteristics, applications, and
toxicities of all available mineral oil.”
(49 FR 23738, June 7, 1984). Region 10 ha
determined that there continues to be
lack of information on the effects of
mineral oil products on drilling mud
toxicity. Available data on several
products indicate, however, that their
use in most discharged muds would not
cause the toxicity to exceed that of Mud
No 1. Interim authorizations, requiring
bioassay testing of the used drilling
mud, are generally granted for the
discharge of these products. However,
few of the products have actually been
used and discharged.

Region 10 has therefore determined
that the provision should remain in the
permit. The Region generally agrees
with the intent of NRDC's comment. The
word “available” will be interpreted by
the Region in a reasonable manner on a
case-by-case basis, with a consideration
of both product performance and
availability. As a number of mineral olls
have been requested for discharge in
Region 10, the Region believes that ther
are several alternative mineral oils
generally available for use offshore of
Alaska. These products will be
evaluated for availability should the use
of any one mineral oil cause a drilling
mud to be more toxic than the most
toxic generic mud.

17. Comment: All industry
commenters recommended that the
permit allow participation ina " ‘mud
additive approval clearinghouse' that is
presently being developed for use by
other EPA regions.” The clearinghouse
would determine, in advance, which
drilling mud additives could be
discharged. AOGA and Texaco
recommended that Region 10 adop!
additives lists from other Regions, in
particular Region 8, “while awaiting
formal development of the list of
additives through the clearinghouse
program.” Conoco recommended that &l
additives currently authorized by Region
10 for operations under other general
permits be included in Table 2 of the
permit and that new additives be
included in Table 2 as they are
authorized.
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NRDC supported a requirement for
advance evaluation and authorization
for the discharge of all muds and
sdditives not listed in the permit tables.

Response: Region 10 supports the idea
of a National Clearinghouse. However,
this concept is still under development
and will not be implemented in the
timeframe for this permit. If the
(learinghouse is implemented, Region
10 would expect to use the data base to
support the regional evaluations.

in the interim, operators may request
prior authorization from Region 10 if
they wish to discharge muds other than
generic muds in Table 1 with additives
inTable 2. The regional process
provides operators with the same
advance assurance of compliance that
they request the clearinghouse program
provide, but on a regional basis.
Dperators wishing to discharge
additives not listed in Table 2 must
vither receive prior authorization or
demonstrate that they meet criteria in
Part 11.B.1.d.(2) of the permit.

Region 10 has responded to the
comment by listing a number of new
edditives used in Alaska in Table 2.
Permittees may discharge the specific
additives listed in Table 2 of the permit
[1t concentrations not exceeding the
maximum allowable amounts) without
special permission. The Region,
however, cannot include all additives
turrently authorized under Region 10
permits because some of them were only
approved on a case-by-case basis for
specific conditions, and the Region does
not have sufficient information to
pprove them for general use. The
permit contains a provision {see Table 2)
which will allow the discharge of
wdditives which are listed in Table 2 of
mbsequent Region 10 general permits,
unless otherwise stated in the new
permits, For operations under this
permit, any additive receiving
wuthorization in this manner will be
tvaluated according to the regional
trteria used for this permit.

Other Regions' lists are not directly
fansferrable to Region 10. For example,
Region 9's list has been in existence for
some time, and it includes additives
lested by a variety of test methods and
kst species. Many of these test results
&%¢ nol acceptable under Region’s 10's

AT permit, which generally requires
that toxicity tests be conducted in
iccordance with the Standard Drilling
Fluids Toxicity Test.

18. Comment: Conoco challenged the
Se of results from the Standard Drilling
Fluids Toxicity Test (i.e., bicassays)
“hich, in their opinion, “are merely an

;dlca_tor with no actual substantiation
Ot their reliability for effectively
Fredicting environmental impacts in

real-life situations, particularly at the
outer edge of the mixing zone.” AOGA
also stated (Attachment 1) that a
limitation of 250 ppm should be imposed
because stricter toxicity limitations
were more stringent than necessary lo
protect marine resources under section
403(c) Ocean Discharge Criteria.

Response: The toxicity limitations are
BAT effluent limitations, designed to
control the nature and concentration of
toxic substances, including designated
toxic pollutants, in discharged drilling
muds. A standard, 96-hour acute toxicity
test is an accepted, standard measure of
relative toxicity and an appropriate BAT
effluent limitation for the control of
toxic substances in the discharge. As a
technology-based limitation, Region 10
could not establish an LCs limitation
based on the level of toxicity which is
minimally necessary to protect against
unreasonable degradation of the marine
environment.

19. Comment: NRDC stated that,
according to data from California, an
LCss of 30,000 ppm for the suspended
particulate phase (i.e., 3,000 whole mud
equivalent, according to Region 10's

terminology) allows operators adequate .

flexibility to use and discharge
necessary additives in the majority of
cases. NRDC expressed concern,
however, that bottom dwelling
organisms will be exposed to drilling
discharges for long periods of time and
that the regional toxicity criterion is not
based on solid phase testing, which is
most directly applicable to these
organisms. NRDC noted the lack of
adequate solid phase toxicity data. They
therefore suggested that Region 10
decrease the drilling mud toxicity level
(i.e., raise the LCy) that is allowed
under these permits.

Response: Region 10 agrees that solid
phase toxicity data would aid in
assessment of the environmental
impacts associated with these
discharges and supports the
development of a standardized solid
phase bioassay protocol. The suspended
particulate phase test used in this permit
is, however, the best test currently
available for the purpose of testing and
comparing drilling mud toxicities in a
standardized fashion. This test is used
to limit drilling mud toxicity under BAT.
Product substitution of less toxic
additives for more toxic ones is the
basis for Region 10's BAT determination
that drilling muds no more toxic than the
most toxic generic mud should generally
be discharged. Increasing the LCso level
{decreasing the allowable toxicity)
would potentially eliminate one of the
generic muds, generic mud No. 1, from
discharge. Region 10 does not have data
which indicate that this mud type can be

substituted by one of the other, less
toxic generic muds. Nor has Region 10
determined, based on available data,
that more restrictive effluent limitations
are required under section 403(c).

20, Comment: Conoco requested
deletion of one of the toxicity screening
criteria which give operators flexibility
to discharge agdmves prior to
authorization if the additive does not
cause a substantial increase in drilling
mud toxicity. See Part ILA.1.4.(2)(h) of
the permit. This formula defines the
level of increase in drilling mud toxicity
which is allowed due to the discharge of
additives prior to their authorization.
Conoco stated that the provision is
“impracticable and without technical
bases."

Response: The purpose of this
provision is to provide flexibility for
operators to discharge relatively
nontoxic additives without special EPA
authorization to discharge. If the drilling
mud containing the additive(s) passes
the criteria in Part ILB.1.d.(2) of the
permit, the discharge will have complied
with the permit conditions. An operator
need not use these provisions if
authorization to discharge additives is
requested beforehand. Although this
approach in essence establishes a
toxicity limitation for the discharge of
unauthorized additives, similar to
AOGA's proposal for unauthorized
muds and/or additives, the Region's
criteria are far stricter. The Region
determined that only minor increases in
drilling mud toxicity resulting from
unauthorized additives should be
allowed prior to EPA's granting
authorization. For additives which cause
a substantial increase in toxicity, the
Region has adopted a regional
evaluation/authorization process. When
conducting evaluations/authorizations
prior to discharge, the Region has an
opportunity to assess the adequacy of
the toxicity test results (which are often
incomplete and on occasion invalid), the
necessity for additional information, the
chemical nature of the product, and
available information on long-term
persistence of the constituents.

The basis for this screening criterion
is discussed in detail in the
administrative record for this permit and
in the record for the Bering/Beaufort
Seas general permits. The assumption
behind Region 10's approach is that
toxicities of drilling mud additives will
behave in an additive fashion rather
than a synergistic one. The limitations of
this approach are carefully noted.
Conoco did not note specific
impracticalities or deficiencies in the
technical basis. Their objection to the
provision, which is based on the
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assumption that toxicity is additive
rather than synergistic, is unclear to
Region 10 since Conoco also commented
elsewhere in their comment letter that
they agree that “toxicities of the various
components in mud systems should be
assumed for bioassay purposes to be
somewhat less than additive and
certainly not synergistic.”

21. Comment: Indusiry commenters
requested (1) “emergency” discharge
provisions and (2) less stringent or no
toxicity limitations. These comments are
stated in greater detail below.

AOGA, 2 “irade association whose
member companies account for the bulk
of oil and gas exploration, production
and transportation activities in Alaska"
requested that the permit require
“certification of no discharge of any
unapproved mud or additive except in
emergency situations.” AOGA further
requested that the permit state, “Where
an unapproved mud and/or additive is
used, an LCq for the whole mud, in the
range of 250 (plus or minus 100) ppm will
be imposed, pending the approvafof the
mud and additive through the
clearinghouse program. Failure to pass
the LCso limit will prohibit the discharge
of such muds" (emphasis added).

Although Texaco recommended
imposition of the same drilling mud
toxicity limitation as AOGA, Texaco,
however, stated that “data gathered
from the use of muds and additives not
yet approved should be used to enhance
EPA's data base and should not be used
for enforcement action." Conoco
commented that a permittee could not
absolutely guarantee that a drilling mud
would continually meet a toxicity
limitation.

Conoco requested that specific
approval for use of mineral oil
lubricants or spotting fluids with
Generic Mud No. 1 be included in the
permit.

‘Response: Region 10 notes that there
is clearly a lack of consensus among
industry commenters regarding whether
the permit should contain toxicity
limitations on the discharged mud and
whether compliance with such
limitations should be enforced. After
carefully considering all comments, the
course chosen by Region 10is to
authorize additives prior to discharge in
licu of imposing a toxicity limitation on
the used, discharged drilling mud (see
previous comment). End-of-well
bioassays are required to verify the
effectiveness of this approach in
controlling drilling mud toxicity. These
data will be considered in developing
future effluent limitations. Detailed
responses to these comments follow.

A. Use of Uncuthorized Additives in
“"Emergency Situations.” Region 10

believes that advance planning and
bioassay testing of additives is
achievable by industry and essential for
the control of drilling mud toxicity.
Bioassay testing of drilling mud
additives discharged from offshore
operations has been commonplace for a
number of years (Jones and Hulse 1982).

rmore, operations in these remote
locations require contingency planning
to deal with “emergency” situations so
that necessary additives are on hand.
The Region firmly believes that all
materials, including those which will be
made available when drilling problems
are encountered, should be evaluated
with respect to their toxicity prior to
discharge. Thus, for products with a
similar application, those resulting in
unacceptable toxicities can be
substituted with less toxic products in
order to meet toxicity limitations.
Although AOGA correctly notes that an
emergency use provision was included
in earlier permits, such a provision was
not included in the BAT/BCT permits
for the Bering and Beaufort Seas (49 FR
23734, June 7, 1984).

B. Maximum Allowable Toxicity of
Discharged Muds Under BAT.

AOGA and Texaco base the request
for a limitation of 250 ppm (whole mud)
on two of drilling muds, a
modified potassium chloride (“KCI")
mud and generic mud No. 8 with 5 and
10 percent by volume Mentor 28 (a
mineral oil). AOGA statés that the
toxicity of these muds (in the range of
150 to 350 ppm) “represents available
technology for present drilling practices
* * * practices which necessitate high
concentrations of KCI, biocides and
mineral oil lubricity agents (to 10%) in
some drilling muds.”

First, AOCA (Attachments 2 and 3)
uses two bicassay tests to argue that
Region 10 should acknowledge that up
to 10 percent mineral oil in drilling muds
will increase the toxicity (decrease the
LCes) to approximately 250 ppm (whole
mud; 2500 ppm cr 0.25% of the
suspended particulate phase). These
results are not consistent with EPA’s
data. The biocassay test results have
inadequacies which limit their general
applicability to determining the effect of
mineral oil lubricants on drilling mud
toxicity. Further discussion, provided in
the administrative record, points out the
limitations of current data for
developing specific conclusions
regarding the effect of mineral oil
lubricants en drilling mud toxicity. For
these reasons, Region 10 strongly
disagrees that the two bioassay tests on
generic mud No. 8 with 5 and 10 percent
Mentor 28 (AOGA's Attachment 2)
should be used as a basis for a toxicity
limitation. Region 10 has therefore

chosen to limit the class of mineral oil
additives as a separate, special case
under the terms of the permit. While
data on some mineral oil products
indicate that their use will not cause the
toxicity of Mud No. 1 to be exceeded,
there are, in general, limited data on the
toxic effects of mineral oils. The permit
specifically allows these additives to
cause a drilling mud to exceed the
toxicity criterion if the least toxic
available alternative is used through
product substitution. Thus, mineral oil
lubricants may be added to Generic
Mud No. 1. This mineral oil provision
grants operators flexibility through the
regional additive authorization process
to use mineral oils during the pericd in
which further testing is being conducted,

Second, AOCA (Attachments 2 and 3)
requests that the permits allow for the
discharge of drilling muds such as
Exxon's requested modified KCI mud
with 80 Ib/bbl KCl, a biocide, 10 percent
mineral oil, and numerous other
additives. Industry has not submitted
adequate data on the technological
requirement for this mud system. The
numerous inadequacies and
unanswered questions in the request to
discharge this drilling mud are noted by
Region 10 in the record. Region 10 also
notes that sloughing shales and other
drilling problems discussed in AOCA's
Attachments 2 and 3 are not new {o ths
industry. Nor is the drilling of offshore
wells in-Alaska. These wells to date
have been drilled with generic muds and
authorized additives. The modified KCI
mud was originally requested for drilling
a directional well from a stable platiorm
in the Beaufort Sea. Wells in Norton
Sound, drilled from jackup or other
mobile rigs, are not expected to require
directional drilling to the extent that
operations in the Beaufort Sea do.
Region 10 does not intend to impede
advances in drilling technology;
however, Region 10 notes that best
available technology cannot simply be
determined to include all “new" drilling
formulations requested by industry
Adequate data and information must be
provided.

The Region will continue to use the
toxicity level of 3,000 ppm (whole mud
equivalent; 20,000 ppm of the suspended
particulate phase) as a criterion in
addition to other factors (e.g., longterm
persistence), as appropriate, in
authorizing mud systems.

22. Comment: Industry representatives
and AOGA made several detailed
comments concerning the depth-related
limitations on muds and cuttings
discharge rates. A technical suppport
document, the basis of these limitations.
was criticized on two major points: (2]
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& Offshore Operators committee concentration is met at the edge of the only in cases where special
) dilution model should have been  mixing zone during worst case environmental concerns exist.
sed to model dilution in waters of all conditions. 26. Comment: The inventory of

Lpthc and [b) the standard 96-hour LCs
heutely lethal toxicity level) used to
lculate the minimum acceptable
ilution at the edge of the mixing zone
ould have been adjusted for exposure
ime (said to be less than 1 hour for
ese discharges).
Response: The “Technical Support
scument for Regulating Dilution and
eposition of Drilling Muds on the Outer
ntinental shelf” (Tetra Tech 1984) is
# best analysis available to this
ency of the relationship between
ater depth and dilution rates of
ischarged drilling muds. The OOC
ode! was not found to reliably
imulate the fate of discharges where
e discharge plume encounters the
ottam with substantial momentum. For
is reason, an EPA model was used to
imulate discharge dilutions in water
epths less than 20 meters. A detailed
sponse by Tetra Tech to this and other
hnical comments related to the
ilution models used has been placed in
¢ Administrative Record.
A 96-hour LCse was used by Tetra
ech to establish maximum discharge
tes acceptable in waters of various
epths, EPA is required to determine
hat unreasonable degradation of the
arine environment will not occur as a
sult of permitted discharges. This
elermination must consider sublethal
flects as well as lethal toxicity. LCao's
re defined as the concentration at
hich 50% of the test organisms will die
ithin a given time of exposure.
‘cnd;:rd tests to determine LCso's are
suslly done for 96 hours and the
81 xl"m 96-hour LCse's are typically
w to evaluate the potential for a
m ince to cause lethal effects.
.l ethal effects are expected to occur
!lower concentrations than this.
FP\ has determined that exceeding
2 % hour LCss concentration at the
g¢ of the mixing zone would cause
nreasonable degradation. The
“ermination of whether unacceptable
dverse sublethal effects would result
U exposures Lo concentrations up to
be 55-hour LGy level relies on judgment
oncerning the effects of varying lengths
fexposure. Sublethal effects may oceur
10 short-term acute exposures;
owever, long-term chronic exposures
‘?:n general judged to be more severe.
2 case of exploratory wells,
55’“'2‘ of muds and cuttings are
par udu, short-term events. Region 10
4 determined that water column
‘Posures will not result in
"easonable degradation of the
Wironment if the 86-hour LCso

23. Comment: NRDC recommended
stricter discharge rate limitations for
muds and cuttings, including no
discharge in areas less than 10 meters
deep, 500 barrels per hour in areas
greater than 10 melers deep, and 10:1
predilution for the remaining areas.

Response: The limitations in the
permit are based on the best information
available at this time and have been
determined by Region 10 to be adequate
to protect against unreasonable
degradation of the marine environment.
See the response to Comment 22.

24. Comment: Conoco Inc. stated that
the seasonal restrictions in the permit
are not “germane,” NRDC recommended
that no discharge be allowed to shallow
waters during unstable or broken ice
conditions,

Response: Seasonal restrictions are
necessary due to the effects of seasonal
ice, generally present in Norton Sound
from October into the following June.
Current velocities, and therefore,
dilution rates during ice conditioris, are
lower than during the open water
season but poorly documented. EPA
cannot adequately predict the fate or
effects of muds and cuttings discharged
to the water during unstable or broken
ice conditions (see notice for draft
permit, 50 FR 6385). Because the
projected number and volume of such
discharges is small, EPA believes that
no irreparable harm would occur during
initial exploratory operations. A
monitoring program will allow EPA to
evaluate the fate of muds and cuttings
discharged under these conditions.
Based on the results of this monitoring
program, discharge limitations may be
modified for future operations under
similar conditions.

25. Comment: Environmental
monitoring should be required only for
areas of “biological concern.”

Response: The permit does not require
environmental monitoring for all drilling
operations covered by the permit. Only
operators who propose to drill and
discharge to waters less than 20 meters
deep under broken or unstable ice
conditions will be potentially subject to
this requirement. These are conditions
under which EPA currently has
insufficient information to be able to
make a determination of “no
unreasonable degradation” (see 40 CFR
125.123(c) and the discussion in
“Supplementary Information). The
monitoring program shell be conducted
at one facility initially, with monitoring
of subseguent aperations (if there are
more meeting these conditions) required

chemicals added to cooling water and
desalination systems is unnecessary
data gathering.

Respanse: While Region 10 currently
believes discharges from cooling water
and desalination systems from
exploratory operations to have little
effect on the environment, it is
important that EPA know the
composition of what is being discharged
to verify that determination for each
permittee. Only substances other than
water or seawater in these discharges
need be

27. Comment: NRDC recommends that
the Static Sheen Test be required for
discharges of deck draina ‘ﬁmnd bilge
water at all times, rather
during broken, unstable or atable ice
conditions.

Response: Bilge water and
contaminated deck drainage are minor
discharges, which under this permit,
must be passed through an oil-water
separator prior to discharge. Region 10
is not aware of any violations of the
visual or static sheen tests from these
sources in the past, and therefore,
believes that during open water
conditions the visual sheen test provides
satisfactory protection to the
environment. During broken, unstable or
stable ice conditions the Static Sheen
Test is still required as potential sheens
would not be visible on the “receiving
water.”

28. Comment: The hydrcarbon
analyses required in Part ILB.1.. of the
draft permit are unnecessarily broad
and should be deleted.

Response: Region 10 agrees that the
hydrocarbon analyses according to
Science Applications, Inc. (1984) are
unnecessarily extensive for operations
under this permit and has deleted this
requirement from the final permit.

29. Comment: NRDC recommends that
formation waters should not be a
permitted discharge (especially in areas
less than 10 meters deep).

Response: The discharge of formation
waters is not permitted under this
permit except for those limited volumes
which may be present as a part of test
fluid discharges. These fluids must be
passed through an oil-water separator
prior to discharge. The effluent is
covered by oil content and pH
limitations under this permit. For the
exploratory drilling operations expected
in Norton Sound, discharges of test
fluids including formation water are
likely to be small.

30. Comment: One commenter
suggested that Part VLA. of the permit,
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requiring screening for toxic pollutants if
the discharge is altered, be deleted. This
commenter explained that the provision
is not needed because the permittee
must certify that the facility will only
use approved muds and additives,

which do not contain toxic components.

Response: This section of the permit is
required under 10 CFR 122.42(a) and
applies to all existing manufacturing,
commercial, mining, and silvicultural
dischargers. EPA believes that this
provision is a necessary part of the
general permit. The intent of this
provision is to ensure that a permittee
notifies EPA if any toxic pollutant which
is not specifically limited in the permit is
or will be discharged at levels which
exceed the threshold levels in Part V.A.
If Region 10 is specifically notified of
listed toxic pollutants contained in a
drilling mud additive and if the Region
lists such toxic pollutants in the
authorization to discharge that additive,
then the discharge of such toxic
pollutants will be considered to be
specifically limited by the permit
through the additive authorization.

This provision is appropriate in the
current permit because during the five-
year term of the permit discharge
situations might change. If the permittes
knows, or has reason to believe, that
such changes in discharge conditions
will mean that discharges of toxic
components in amounts greater than the
notification threshold levels will result,
then the permittee must notify EPA of
that discharge. EPA will use such
notification in deciding whether a new
permit or a revision to the current permit
is required.

31. Comment: U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (U.S.F.W.S.) supports the need
for environmental monitoring (Part
[1.B.3) and recommends that biochemical
oxygen demand (BOD) be included in
data to be collected.

Response: When the details of a
monitoring program are developed, BOD
and dissolved oxygen will be considered
as parameters to be measured.
U.S.F.W.S, will be consulted at that
time.

32. Comment: The physical
parameters to be measured in the
proposed environmental monitoring
program have already been measured in
the Norton Sound Cost Well No. 2 Mud
Dispersion Study.

Response: While the study mentioned
was conducted in Norton Sound waters
less than 20 meters deep, it was not
done under the conditions of interest for
the required monitoring in this permit.
Not only was there no iroken or
unstable ice during the test, but the
surface current velocity was
approximately 77 cm/sec.

33. Comment: Monitoring required
under section 308 of the Act should be
discontinued after one year.

Response: The permit provides for
EPA to review the need for monitoring
periodically to determine if any
requirements are not longer necessary.
We cannot, however, determine the
adequacy of the data before they are
collected and evaluated.

34. Comment: Conoco Inc. commented
that the comment period of 30 calendar
days was too short for such a complex
permit.

Response: This permit is the same in
most respects to the Bering/Beaufort
Seas general permits, which were the
first two general permits to incorporate
BAT/BCT effluent limitations for the
offshore oil and gas industry. Those
permits have been challenged by
industry, and Conoco is a party to the
suit (AP/ et al. v. EPA in the U.S. Fifth
Circuit Court of Appeals). Conoco is
therefore familiar with the majority of
the issues raised in the Norton Sound
permit. Exxon requested issuance of the
permit in time for an exploratory well
planned for the end of May. Region 10
therefore decided not to extend the
comment period.

35. Comment: The pH limitation on
test fluids is unnecessary.

Response: The great majority of
exgl:ralory well test fluids are expected
to be within the pH range of 6.5 to 8.5.
However, about 50 barrels per test may
have a pH of 2 and 100 barrels may have
a pH of 2 to 5 (Holliday 1984). Although
seawater is fairly well buffered,
discharges of these low pH fluids would
have immediate, potentially lethal
effects in the vicinity of the discharge
before dilution and buffering would be
able to neutralize the acid.

Since pH is a conventional pollutant,
it is controlled under section 402 of the
Act. The permit limitation is equal to a
BPT level of treatment and is routinely
achieved under previous BPT and BAT/
BCT general permits for exploratory
operations, \

36. Comment: The permit should
contain a volume to mass conversion for
drilling mud and drill cutting discharges.

Response: A conversion factor from
volume to mass (dry weight basis)
would depend on the water content and
density of the solids included. These
characteristics vary considerably.
Conversion factors therefore, would
need to be calculated on a case-by-case
basis.

37. Comment: The administrative
record for the Bering/Beaufort general
permits should be added in its entirety
to the administrative record for this
permit.

—

Response: Those documents which
are relevant and were a significant pay
of our deliberations in developing this
permit have been added to the
administrative record for the Norton
Sound general NPDES permit.

38. Comment: The definition of diegs!
oil should be changed to "ASTM
Standard D975 Grade 2-D."

Response: For purposes of this permit
“diesel oil" refers to the fuel oil present
on the drilling rig during drilling at the
permitted location.

39. Comment: Commenters staled thy
the reduction in oleates in mixed
alcohols from 6 to 2 pounds per barrel in
Table 2 was unjustified.

Response: In response (o commenty
Region 10 reevaluated all available das
on drilling mud additives authorized it
discharge under the Region's effshore
exploratory drilling permits. Numerous
new additives are listed in Table 2 of

" the permit. The maximum concentration

of oleates in mixed alcohols was
however reduced. The bioassay report
on this additive, tested at @ maximum
concentration of 3 pounds per barrel,
shows an LC s level close to that of fhe
most toxic generic mud. Furthermore,
the test was not conducting according o
the Standard Drilling Fluids Toxicily
Test. Pending additional bioassay
testing, Region 10 determined that
general authorization should enly be
given at the lower concentration
previously authorized in Table 2 (2
pounds per barrel). This amount is
generally adequate for one of its
common uses, as a carrier for powdered
poorly soluble polymers (e.g., Drispac)
added to drilling muds.

40. Comment: NRDC recommended
that the oil content of cuttings
discharged be limited to 5% by weight

Response: EPA, Region 19, does nol
have sufficient information at this time
on cuttings washer performance and
economics to justify reducing the
allowable level of oil in cuttings based
on this technology. The use of cutting
washers will routinely be necessary
only for operations which use oil-based
drilling muds. Very few, if any
operations in Norton Sound are likely 0
use oil-based drilling muds, based on
past exploratory drilling practices in
Region 10. ‘

Region 10 evaluated whether a stric®
effluent limitation should be imposed
under section 403(c). The potential
environmental effects of the discharge
oil contaminated-cuttings had not in fs
been adequately assessed previous by
in the ODCE for Norton Sound. The
Region has evaluated this issue since
proposal of the draft permit and hes
determined that there is insufficient
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|nformation to make a finding that there
will be no unreasonable degradstion
from the discharge of oil-contaminated
drill cuttings in Norton Sound. Limited
mumbers, if any, of exploratory

operations are expected to use oil-based
muds and discharge the cuttings,
nowever, Information available to

Region 10 does not support a finding

that there are reasonable alternatives to
discharge. Further, the Region has
determined that the discharge of such
auttings is not likely to cause irreparable
harm during the period in which
monitoring is undertaken. A monitoring
requirement has therefore been imposed
under 40 CFR 125.123(c).

Although this specific monitoring
aclivity was not propesed in the dralt
permil. the scope of the monitoring does
not differ significantly from that
proposed for discharges under ice.
Monitoring will be limited to a survey of
the extent and persistence of such
discharges, rather than the biological
effects (which are more costly to
measure).

41. Additional Comments: Region 10's
responses to the following comments are
lhe same as provided earlier in response
o comments on the draft general
permits for the Bering and Beaufort
Sess. For this reason, only the comments
are provided below and the reader is
referred to 48 FR 23734, June 7, 1984, for
the Region's responses.

Comment: Concern was expressed
that Region 10 has adopted BAT/BCT
permit limits in advance of the
promulgation of national effluent
limitations guidelines. Permit limits
should be set at the BPT level with the
provision to reopen the general permit
{ ing promulgation of national
puldelines,

Comment: Conoco Inc. questioned the
need for the limit of “a maximum of five
wells at a single site.”

Comment: NRDC strongly

commended that the monitoring

m of Part I1.B.3. be subject to
lic review before being finalized.

Comment: The general permit should
cover the entire planning area. If there
are areas of special concern within this
irea, they can be dealt with when an
Fxpected discharger submils a request
"o be covered under the general permit.

Comment: The general permit should
“over all blocks offered for lease rather
“on all blocks leased. A mechanism is
0550 needed to extend the permit to

‘I‘:dude future lease sale areas in this
emit

 Alist of references cited herein is
Vallable from Region 10 on request. All
renced documents, and other
Materials which provide the basis for

this permit decision, are contained in the
administrative record.

Genoral NPDES Permit, U.S. Environmental
Protoction , 1200 Sixth Avenue,
Seattle, Washington 88101

[Permit No. AKG287000 (Norton Sound)]

Discharge Elimination
System for Oil and Gas Exploration Facilities
on the Outer Confinental Shelf

In compliance with the provisions of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as
amended, (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.: the "Act”),
the following discharges are authorized:
Drilling Mud—{Discharge 001),

Drill Cuttings and Washwater—{Discharge

002), .

Deck Drainage—{Discharge 003),

Sanitary Wastes—{Discharge 004),

Domestic Wastes—{Discharge 005),
Desalination Unit Wastes—{Discharge 0086),
Blowout Preventer Fluid—{Discharge 007),
Boiler Blowdown—{Discharge 008),

Fire Control System Test Water—{Discharge

009),

Non-Contact Cooling Water—{Discharge

010), .
Uncomtaminated Ballast Water—{Discharge

011),

Uncontaminated Bllge Water—{Discharge

012),

Excess Cement Slurry—{Discharge 013),
Mud, Cuttings, Cement at Seafloor—

(Discharge 014), and

Test Fluids—[Discharge 015),

from oil and gas exploratory facilities in
offshore areas (defined in 40 CFR Part 435,
Subpart A), to recaiving waters named the
Norton Sound, in accordance with effluent
limitaitons, monitoring and reporitng
requirements, and other conditions set forth
in Parts L IL IIL IV, and V bereof.

Permittees who do not request and receive
coverage under this general permit as
described in Part | are not suthorized to
discharge to the specified waters unless an
individual permit has been issued to the
permittee by EPA, Region 10.

The authorized discharge sites include all
blocks affered for lease from the U.S.
Department of the Interior’s Minerals
Management Service (MMS) in Federal Lease
Sale 57 (Norton Sound).

This permit shall be modified or revoked at
any time if, on the basis of any new data, the
Director determines that this information
would have justified the application of
different permit conditions at the time of
issuance. Permit modification or revocation
shall be conducted in accordance with 40
CFR 122.62, 122.63, and 122.64. In addition to
any other grounds specified herein, this
permit shall be modified or revoked at any
time if, on the basis of any new data, the
Director determines that continued
dischirges may cause unreasonable
degradaltion of the marine environment.

Undér 40 CFR 122.44(c)(3), if an applicable
standard or limitation is promulgated under
sections 301(b)(2) (C) and (D), 304(b){2), and
307(n)(2) and that effluent standard or
limitation is more stringent than any effluent
limitation in the permit or controls a pollutant
not limited In the permit, the permit shall be

promptly modified or revoked and reissued to
conform to that effluent standard or
limitation.

This permit shall become effective on June
4, 1985,

This permit and the suthorization to
discharge shall expire at midnight on May 29,
1990,

Signed this May 22, 1985, day of May 1865.
Ernesta B. Barnes,
Regional Administrator, EPA Region 10.

Part L. Notification Requirements

A. Requests to be Covered by General Permit

Written reques! to be covered by this
permit shall be provided to EPA at least 80
days prior to initiation of discharges. The 60-
day notification requirement may be waived
for those permittees who notify EPA during
the public commen! period on the draft

The request shall include the
following information:

1. Name and address of the permittee.

2. General location (lease and block
numbers) of operations and discharges.

3. Any discharge or operating conditions
which will require monitoring [Part 1LB3,) or
will require special consideration by EPA.

4. Certification that only authorized muds
and additives will be discharged (Part
ILB.1.c).

5. Certification of lessee's respansibility.
The permittee shall be the owner and/or
operator of the facility. However, the lessee
may become the permittes after certifying
that the lessee assumes responsibility for
compliance with the permil. if the lessee has
multiple leases, the lessee may submit a
single certification for all of its leases.
Submission of this certification does not
remove the responsibility of the owner or
operator for compliance with the conditions
of the permit.

B. Authorization to Discharge.

The permittes's discharges are not
authorized until written notification is
received from EPA that operations at the
discharge site have been assigned a permit
number under this general permit, A permit
number cannot be assigned until the
following information is received. This
information shall be provided to EPA in the
request for coverage, if possible, but in no
casa less than 30 days prior to
commencement of discharges.

1. Location of discharge site, including
lease block number and approximate
coordinates,

2. Range of water depths in lease block.

3, Initial date and expected duration of
operations,

4. Request for autharization o discharge
muds or additivies not listed in Tables 1 and
2 (Parts ILB.1.e. and £).

C. Commencement of Disharges

The permittee shall notify EPA Region 10
during the 7 day period prior to initiation of
discharges from a new or existing facility at
an authorized discharge site. The notification
shull include the exact coordinates and water
depth at the discharge site, and may be oral
or in writing. If notification is given orally,
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written confirmation must follow within 7
days.
D. 3Sites Requiring Environemental Surveys

All operators that locate within the areas
covered by this general permit shall submit to
EPA copies of any exploration plans,
biological surveys, and/or environmental
reports required by the Regional Supervisor,
Field Operations (RSFO) of the Minerals
Management Service for the identification
and/or protection of biological populations or
habitats. If the final exploration plans and
environmental reports are identical to review
copies received by Region 10, permittees
need not submit them under this permit
provision. Permittees shall notify Region 10 in
writing when no exploration plan or
environmental report will be sent.

E. Termination of Discharges

The permittee shall notify EPA within 30
days following cessation of discharges at the
discharge site.

F. Submissions of Requests lo be Covered
and Other Reporis

Reports and notifications required herein
shall be submitted to the folowing addresses:

All requests for coverage and additive
authorization—

Director, Water Division, U.S, Environmental
Protection Agency, Region 10, Attn: Water
Permits and Compliance Branch, M/S 430,
1200 Sixth Avenue, Seatlle, Washington
86101, (206) 442-8293
All monitoring reports and notifications of

non-compliance—

Director, Water Division, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Region 10, Attn: Water
Permits and Compliance Branch, M/S 513,
1200 Sixth Avenue, Seattle, Washington
98101, (206) 442-1213

G. Coverage Under Individual Permits.

1. The Director may require any permittee
discharging under the authority of this permit
to apply for and obtain an individual NPDES
permit when any one of the following
conditions exist:

a. The discharge(s) is (sre) a significant
contributor of pollution.

b. The permittes is not in compliznce with
the conditions of this general permit.

¢, A change has occurred in the availability
of the demonstrated technology or practices
for the control or abatement of pollutants
applicable to the point source.

d. Effluent limitation guidelines are
promulgated for point sources covered by this
permit.

e. A Water Quality Management Plan
containing requirements applicable to such
point source is approved.

f. The point sources covered by this permit
no longer:

{1) Involve the same or substantially
similar types of operations,

(2) Discharge the same types of wastes,

(3) Require the same effluent limitations or
operating conditions, or

(4} Require the same or similar monitoring.

8- In the opinion of the Director, the
discharges are more appropriately controlied

under an individual permit than under a
general NPDES permit.

2, The Director may require any permittee
authorized by this permit to apply for an
individual NPDES permit only if the permittee
has been notified in writing that an individual
peumil application is required.

3, Any permittee suthorized by this permit
may request to be excluded from the
coverage of this general permit by applying
for an individual permit. The owner or
operator shall submit an application together
with the reasons supporting the request to the
Director no later than 90 days after the
effective date of the permit.

4. When an individual NPDES permit is
issued to a permittee otherwise subject to
this general permit, the applicability of the
general permit to that owner or operator is
automatically terminated on the effective
date of the individual permit.

Part I1. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring
Requirements

A. Definitions

1. "AAS" means atomic absorption
spectrophotometry,

2. "Authorized additive” means any drilling
mud additive listed in Table 2 or authorized
for discharge under Parts IL.B1.d., e.or [.

3. “Ballast water” means seawater added
or removed to maintain the proper ballast
floater level and ship draft.

4. “bbl/hr" means barrels {one barrel
equals 42 gallons) per hour.

5. “Bilge water'" means water which
collects in the lower internal parts of the
drilling vesse! hull.

6. "Biocide” means any chemical agent
used for controlling the growth of nuisance
organisms; examples are fungicides,
algicides, and bactericides.

7. "Blowout preventer fluid" means fluid
used to actuate hydraulic equirpment on the
blowout preventer,

8. “Boiler blowdown™ means the discharge
of water and contained substances drained
from boiler drums.

9. “Bulk discharge” means the discharge of
more than 100 barrels in a one hour period.

10, “Bypass” means the intentional
diversion of waste streams from any portion
of a treatment facility (see Part IV.G.).

11. "Cd" mezans cadium.

12. "Cooling water” means once-through
non-contact cooling water.

13, "Cuttings"—see “Drill cuttings."

14. “Deck drainage” means all waste
resulting from platform washings, deck
washings, spillings, rainwater, and runoff
from curbs, gutters, and drains including drip
pans and wash arsas.

15. “Desalination unit wastes" means
wastewater associated with the process of
creating freshwater from seawater.

18, "Diesel 0il" means the class of distillate
fuel oil, typically used in conventional oil-
based drilling fluids, which contains &
number of toxic pollutants. For the purpose of
any particular operation under this permit,
“diesel oil" shall refer to the fuel oil present
on the drilling rig.

17. "Domestic wastes" means wastes from
showers, sinks, galleys; and laundries.

18, “Drill cuttings" means particles
generated by drilling into subsurface
geological formations and carried to the
surface with the drilling fluid.

19. “Excess cement slurry” means the
excess cement and wastes from equipment
washdown after a cementing operation.

20. “Exploratory” operations are limited {3
those operations involving drilling to
determine the nature of potential
hydrocarbon reserves and does not include
drilling of wells once & hydrocarbon resers
has been defined.

21. "Fire control system test waler” mean
the water released during the training of
personnel in fire protection and the tenting
and maintenance of fire protection
equipment.

22."GC" means gas chromatography.

23, "Generic drilling muds" or “generic
muds” means the eight primary mud types
which have been evaluated and authorized
by EPA. These mud types have been
authorized for discharge with limitations ca
composition given in Table 1. A list of
authorized specialty additives is given in
Table 2. Any type of mud (excluding Mud M
1) listed in Table 1 which contains one or
more components or additives not listed in
Table 2, shall also be considered a generic
mud if the standard drilling flulds toxicity
test for the drilling mud with the additive
demonstrates that there has not been a
substantial decrease in the L.Cso value of the
listed generic mud. See Part [1.B.1.

24. A "grab" sample is a single sample or
measurement taken at a specific time or over
as short a period of time as is feasible.

25. "Hg" means mercury.

26, “Ib/bbl" means pounds per barrel.

27, “Maximum" as epplied to effluent
limitations and standards for produced wale
and drilling fluids means the maximum
concentration allowed as measgured in any
single sample of the discharged waste strean.

28, “MGD" means million gallons per day.

29, “mg/kg" means milligrams per
kilogram.

30, “Minera! oils” means a class of low
volatility petroleum product, generally of
lower aromatic hydrocarbon content and
lower toxicity than diesel oil.

31. “mg/!" means milligrams per liter,

32. “Monitoring month" shall mean the
period consisting of the calendar weeks
which end in a given calendar month.

33. "Monthly average” for discharges
means the average flow rate per hour or déy
during the period of each calendar month

34. "Monthly maximum® for flow rate
means the peak flow rate which occurs
during the period of each calendar month.

35. “Monthly maximum" for oil and grese
concentration means the maximum value
obtained for samples taken during the pesied
of each calendar month.

36. “Muds, cuttings, cement at sea floor”
means the materials discharged at the sufsc®
of the ocean floor in the early phases of
drilling operations, before the well casing®
sel, and during well abandonment and

plugging.
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47, “NAA" means neultron activation
nalysis.
18 “No discharge of free oil" means that
aste streams that would cause a film or
heen upon of & discoloration of the surface
i the receiving water or cause a sludge or
=ulsion to be deposited beneath the surface
of the water or upon adjoining shorelines
may not be dischurged.
3. "No discharge of diesel oil” in drilling
=ud means a determination that diesel ofl is

ot present based on & comparison of the gas
chromatogram from an extract of the drilling
mud end from diesel oil obtained from the
drilling rig or platform. GC/MS may also be
psed.

#. “Production” operations are those
opera‘ions involving active recovery of
bydrocarbons from producing formations.

41. "Sanitary wastes” means human body

aste discharged from toilets and urinals.
42."Severe property damage" means

gubstantial physical damage to property,
smage to the treatment facilities which
auses them to become inoperable, or
substantial and permanent loss of natural
resources which can reasonably be expected
In occur in the absence of a bypass. Severe
Ejmpeny damage does not mean economic

s caused by delays in production.

43, “Spent drilling fMuid system discharge"
means the bulk discharge of an entire drilling
fuid system prior to & complete changeover
o another drilling fluid system, or at the
completion of the drilling of a well.

4. “Stable ice™ means ice that is stable
nough to support discharged muds and
utlings

4. “Standard Drilling Fluids Toxicity Test"
wins o bioassay conducted and reported in
coordance with the following standard
loassay methodology: “Proposed
ethodology: Drilling Fluids Toxicity Test for
e Offzhore Subecategory, Oil and Gas
wraction Industry™ (Petrazzuolo, 1983) or
(b¢r methods approved in advance by EPA
egion 10, J

#. "Static Sheen Test” means those

ocedures which are described in the draft

Proposed Methodology: Laboratary Sheen
st for the Offshore Subcategory, Oil and
# Extraction Industry,” prepared by
echnical Resources, Inc., April 10, 1983, and
PA Region 10's “interim Guidance for the
;';m {Laboratory) Sheen Test.” January 10,

§7. “Test fluid” means the discharge which
ald occur should hydrocarbons be located
uring exploratory drilling and tested for
malion pressure and content. This would
“isist of Ruids sent downhole during testing
8 with water from the formation.
4. "Unstable or broken ice conditions”
4ns greater than 25% Ice coverage within a
% (1) mile radius of the discharge site after
fing breakup or after the start of slush ice
"mation in the fall.
. “Upset” means an exceptional incident
Awhmh there is unintentional and temporary
Jcompliance with technology-based permit
“ent limitations because of factors beyond
*reasonable control of the permittee. An
™ does not include noncompliance 1o the
il caused by operational error,
Poperly designed treatment facilities,
“equate treatment facilities, lack of

preventive maintenance, or careless or

improper operation (see Part IV.H.).

50. "Water depth” means the depth of the
waler between the surface and the seafloor
as measured at mean lower low water.

51, “XFA" means x-ray fluorescence

analysis.

52. "98-HR LC50" means the concentration
of a test material that {s lethal to 50 percent
of the test organisms in a bicasay after 86

B. Drilling Muds and Cuttings and
Washwater Discharges Discharges 001 and
002).

1. General Requirements. Such discharge's
shall be limited and monitored by the
permittee in accordance with Parts ILB.2,,
ILB.3., ILF., IIL, and the following
requirements. The requirements apply to each
of the discharges except where otherwise

hours of constant exposure. noted.
Montoring rogurements
Effiuant charactenstic Olacharge Emitation
- L oo Sample type/method | Rleporied vaiuels)
Driting nwd Genenc muds and S e () S e e i ()
constituents. authonzed addtves
only.
Max, flow rate * 5-20 | 500 bbi/te, 750 bbi/hr... | Continuous during Estimato ) MONENY MMM
m dopth >20-40 m discharge. {ool/hn).
depth. .
TOMI VORING. (DN e £ v iyt bbmmmsssemmsetenll LI setrovereemrererrasvisreassvrrrl] S0 ssipieres .| Monthiy total.
Frosol. . NGl .. Dady, and before bulk | Grab/Static Sheen Test.| Number of days
discharges, wheon
OF content of cuttings.....| 10 percent by wesght | (%) Gab () .| Results of each
Diasel ol content........... Grab/GC .. Presence o absence
Hg and Cd content of AAS.... i) Concontrations (mg/
barte kg oy wi),
Driting mud metals i S0 Part 1B10.......| Concontrations (mg/
kg dey wi).
Todcty of mud do. Soe Part UB.1). .| 98¢ LCSO.
~s~mn&:.¢.o.t.b&‘mn
. rate of muds and cutings Inlo waters of given depths and under open water condtitions (See Part
N8 2 lor additional seasonal mitations).
'E%m-mwmwcmmmnnw.mmﬂ-up-om(\uomnllhmmn
proviously drilled well hole, the (Wch-0ff) wall ls Counted as & new well.
* Anatysis w1 : (2) Weekly diring woeks whon oi-based driling fhids are used, and (b) Immedately on any sampie
that has violaled the Static Sheen Test X

* Analysis for ol and 90
meml

soxhiat extraction (40 CFR 138) or for off by retort distillation (A Py

(it

* Anatysis 18 required: (a) On a sample collected from the end-ofwell &riling mud system used al the groatos! wall depth,
and (b) whenever the Suatc Sheen Test is violated and § discharge has oocurred,

a. Prohibition on the discharge of all vil-
based muds or diesel oil and associated

cuttings—The discharge of oil-based drilling
muds {containing oil as the continuous phase

with water as the dispersed phase) is
prohibted. The discharge of water-based

drilling muds which have contained diesel oil

or of cuttings associated with any muds
which have contained diesel is also

prohibited. Compliance with the limitation on

diesel oil shall be demonstrated by analysis

of drilling mud collected from the end-of-well
mud system. In all cases, the determination of
the presence or absence of diesel oil shall be

based on a comparison of the GC spectra of
the sample and of diesel oil in storage at the
facility. The method of GC analysis shall be
that described in “Analysis of Diesel Oil in
Drilling Fluids and Drill Cuttings” (CENTEC,
1985) available from EPA, Region 10. Gas
chromotography/mass spectrometry (GC/
MS) may be used if an instance should arise
where the operator and EPA determine that
greater resolution of the drilling mud
“fingerprint” is needed for a particular
drilling mud sample.

The end-of-well analysis for diese! oil shall

be done in conjunction with the analyses
required in Part ILB.1.i. The results and raw
data. including the spectra from the CC
analysis shall be provided to the Director by

written report (a) within 30 days of a positive

result with the Static Sheen Test, or (b) for

the end-of-well analysis, with the monthly
Discharge Monitoring Report. b4

b. No discharge of free oil.—There shall be
no discharge of free oil as a result of the
discharge of drill cuttings and/or drilling
muds. The permittee shall perform the Static
{laboratory) Sheen Test on separate samples
of drilling muds and cuttings on each day of
discharge and prior to bulk discharges. The
test shall be conducted in accordance with
“Proposed Methodology: Laboratory Sheen
Tests for the Offshore Subcategory, Oil and
Gas Extraction Industry" (Petrazzuolo, 1983)
and EPA Region 10's "Interim Guidance for
the Static (Laboratory) Sheen Test.” The
discharge of drilling muds or cuttings which
fail the Static Sheen Test is prohibited.

Whenever muds or cuttings fail the Static
Sheen Test and a discharge has occurred, the
permittee is required to immediately collect
an undiluted sample of the material which
failed the test. The permittee shall analyze
this sample by gas chromatography (GC) to
determine the presence or absence of diesel
oil. The results and raw data, including the
spectra, from the CC analysis shall be
provided to the Director by written report
within 30 days of a positive result with the
Static Sheen Test.

c. Certification of discharge of authorized
muds and additives.—The permittee is
required to certify at the time coverage is
requested under the general permit that only
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generic muds and authorized additives (Part

11L.B.1.d.) or muds and additives authorized in
accordance with Parts ILB.1.e. and £, will be

discharged.

d. Generic drilling muds and authorized
additives.—1) Only generic drilling muds and
suthorized additives shall be discharged. The
eight generic mud typas which have been
authorized for discharge are given in Table 1,
with specified limitations on composition. A
list of additional suthorized mud components
(speciaity additives) are given in Table 2.
This table may be revised during the term of
this permit based on new information. Unless
otherwise stated, the latest version of this
table, published in the Federal Register as
part of a Region 10 general NPDES permit for
coastal or oifshore oil and gas drilling, shall
be the version applicable to discharges under
this permit after the date of publication.

{2} Any type of mud listed in Table 1 which
containg one or more components or
additives NOT listed in Tables 1 and 2 shall
ulso be considered a generic mud IF the
permittee provides the results of the Standard
Drilling Fluids Toxicity Test, or other
procedures approved in advance by EPA
Region 10, which demonstrate that it passes
the screening criteria listed below,

(&) For Generic Mud No. 1 (Table 1) there
shall be no decrease in the LCyw (increase in
toxicity) under this provision.

(b) For Generic Muds Nos. 2 through 8
{Table 1) the addition of additives or other
components shall not cause an increase in
toxicity greater than seven (7) as calculated
below. The increase in toxicity is defined as
the difference between the inverses of the
LCss values multiplied by 10 i.e. by the
following formula:

Increase in toxicity =(1/LC..—1/LC.) 10*

Where LC,, equals the LCs (ppm volume to
valume) of the listed generic mud (as
determined either by EPA or the permitter)
and LC,,, equals the measured LCs of that
mud with the added components or additives.
These LCs values refer to the undiluted mud;
LCso values obtained from the suspended
particuiate phase must be corrected for
dilution.

This equation allows a 10% decrease in the
LCss of the second most toxic generic mud
and a correspondingly greater percentage
decrease for those muds which are less toxic.
However, the same absolute increase in
toxicity applies to all generic muds except
Mud No. 1 (see (a) above),

(c) Biocides may only be discharged if prior
authorization is obtained under Purt [LB.1.e.

The discharge of generic muds does not
require prior approval, but is sugject to the
following reporting requirements, if the
generic mud is not listed in Table 1 or has not
previously been approved. Prior to discharge
or no later than 60 days after the discharge,
the permitiee shall submit a report containing
the following information: A list and
description of all drilling mud constituents
(including chemical composition),
concentration of each constituent {Ibs/bbl
and % by volume), the estimated total valume
of discharge, and bioassay test results
conducted in accordance with the standard
drilling fluids toxicity test (or other
procedures approved in advance by EPA,
Reglon 10). Additional information may be
required at the discretion of Region 10,

e. Authorization to discharge drilling muds
and additives not listed in Tobles 1 and 2.—
The discharge of drilling muds containing any
additive (or component] not allowed under
Part ILB.1.d. shall require authorization by
Region 10 prior to discharge.

The permittee shall submit the information
outlined below with the request for coverage
(Part L.B,). In the authorization process Region
10 will evaluate whethar the use of the
requested additives or components will
unacceptably increase the toxicity of the
drilling mud. The permittee shall supply the
following information to Region 10:

(1) Approximate date and duration of
proposad discharge.

(2) Bicassey testing and reporting of results
in accordance with the Standard Drilling
Fluids Toxicity Test or other procedures
approved in advance by Region 10; additives
may be tested with this methodology in a
standasd reference mud, a generic mud, orin
the proposed drilling mud system. The
bioassay report shall specify the
concentration of each constituent in the
tested drilling fluid.

(3) Chemical characterization of the
additive; estimate of total amount required
for any particular well, requested application
rate (ib/bbl and % by volume) in the drilling
mud, total volume of the drilling mud in
which the additive will be dispersed. For the
particular well under consideration, a
description of drilling mud type and list of
other additives, inlcuding concentrations (Ib/
bbl and % by volume) likely to be present in
the drilling mud.

Additives may be authorized on an interim
basis, at the discretion of EPA, Region 10, if
preliminary bioassay data and other
information are submitted and if the Water
Division Director determines that additional
information is required. The requested
sdditional Information may include biocassay
data on a used drilling mud sample
containing the requested additive. Intarim
authorization of some mineral oil spotting
agents may include a requirement that & pill
containing the mineral oil spol be removed
prior to discharge of the mud system. This
information shall be submitted by the date
specified in the letter granting interim
suthorization.

L. Authorization to discharge minerol oil
lubricity or spotting ogents.—Mineral oll
lubricity or spotting agents will be suthorized
as additives in discharged drilling muds
(subject to other limitations; e.g., on free oil)
in accordance with Part [LB.1.e.. above, if (1)
the Standard Drilling Fluids Toxicity Test
demonstrates that the selected mineral oil
would not cause the drilling mud to be more
toxic than the most toxic generic mud, or (2)
the permitiee adequately demonstrates that
the use of minera! oils which meet this
limitation is not possible and that the
requested mineral oil is the least toxic
avsilable,

8. Mercury and cadmium content of
barite~The permittee shall not discharge a
drilling mud to which barite was added if
such barite contained mercury in excess of 1
mg/kg or cadmium in excess of 3 mg/kg (dry
weight basis). The permittee shall analyze a
representative sample to stock barite once
prior to drilling each well and submit the

results for total mercury and total cadmium
in the Dischrge Monitoring Report upon wel
completion. Analyses for total cancentratioy
thall be conducted by AAS and results
expressed as mg/kg (dry weight) of barite.

if the permittee is unable to comply with
this provision due to the lack of availabitity
of barite which meets the sbove limitations,
the Water Division Director may on & casely
case basis allow the discharge of barite
which exceeds these limitations. Prior to
discharge the permittee shall demonstrate i
the satisfaction of the Water Division
Director that barite which meets the
limitations is unavailable and shall provide
the results of analyses of the substitute
barita,

h. End-of-well chemical inventory.—For
each mud system discharged the permittee
shall maintain & precise chemical inventory
of all constituents added downhole, including
all drilling mud additives used to mect
specific drilling requirements. The inventory
shall include the following for each mud tyye
{1} The total pounds or barrels, as
appropriate, of each constituent added. (2}
the total volume of mud in the whole systen
(3) the volume of mud dischérged, and (4) the
maximum concentration of each constitueal
in the discharged mud, Furthermore, the mu
system shall be identified ns to its generic
mud type from the list in Table 1 if that is (e
basia of its avthorization. The inventory shall
be submitted within 45 days following wel
completion.

I. End-of-well chemical analysis—The
permittee shall analyze one drilling mud
sample from the end-of-well mod system
after the mud is nsed at its grestest well
depth, and prior to any predilution. The
drilling mud sample shall be of sufficient sin
to allow for both chemical and bjoassay
testing &s described here and in Part 1.B.1§
below,

The chemical analysis of the drilling m=d
shall include the following metals: barium,
cadmuim, chromium, mercury, zine, and lead
The results shall be reported in “mg/kg of
whole mud (dry weight)” and the moisture
content (% by weight) of the original drilling
mud sample shall be reported. The total
concentration shall be reported for each
metal and shall be obtained by the methods
given in 40 CFR 138 with the exception of
total barfum. NAA or XFA shall be used fe
total barium. Flame of flameless AAS aball
be used for mercury, cadmium, zinc and led
Either NAA or AAS may be used for
chromium.

The results of the chemical analyses il
be submitted with the ead-of-well chemical
inventory (Part ILB.1.h.) and shall identify
corresponding mud system from the end-of
well inventory. This requirement may be
discontinued if EPA determines at some po
that additional data collection is
unnecessary.

j. Bioossay test—The permittee shall
complete one bioassay test per well, The
sample shall be a representative subsamp=2
of that collectad for chemical analysis in P
ILB.1i. above. The testing and reporting of
results shall be in sccordance with the
Standard Drilling Fluids Toxicity Tes! of
other procedures approved in advance by
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jon 10. The results of the bioassay testing

hall be reported in association with the end-
f.well chemical inventory {Part ILB.1.h) and
nalyzes (Part 1LB:1.i) for the end-of-well mud

stem and shall be submitted with the

onthly Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR).

The bioassay requirement will be re-
valualed every two years, If EPA determines
bat sufficient information has been gathered,
he requirement may be discontinued,

2 Seasonal and Depth-Related

equirernents. &. During unstable or broken

.2 conditions, the following conditions

pply:

(1) Drilling effluents shall be placed on-ice

ing routing methods or nonroutine methods
{ discharge whenever practicable.

(2) Discharge to the waler column is
ohibited, unless it is not practicable to: {i)
lore drilling effluents onsite for subsequent
gucharge on stable ice or during open water,
ii) dispose of the drilling effluents on and,
iti} create an on-ice disposal site by pumping
o artificial thickening of the sea ice, and/or
iv) handle the drilling effluent in another

snner that prevents below-ice discharge.

(3) 1 it is not practicable lo meet the

depositional area or an area with a
vulnerable biological community).

Where a monitoring program is required,
monitoring data shall be obtained at the
following times:

(1) For baseline conditions, at least 30 days

before drilling operations commence;

(2} During well drilling operations and
discharges (either single or multiple well
operations};

(3) For a period of one year after drilling
discharges cease: and

(4) Up to twice per year therafter until such
time as no statistically significant differences
in sediment concentrations between pre- and

post-discharges are measurable, as
determined by EPA, Region 10. This

requirement shall continue for a maximum of

5 years,

The data shall include but not be limited to,

the following:

(1) Wave heights and depth profiles of
current speeds and directions:

(2) Temperature, salinity, and density
profiles;

{3) Sediment water content (percent by
weight), particle size distribution, and

and persistence of oil-contaminated cuttings,
if cuttings from oil-based drilling muds are
discharged. This monitoring requirement may
be waived on a case-by-case basis at the
discretion of EPA, Region 10, if & significant
portion of the well is not drilled with oil-
based muds, thereby resulting in only a minor
discharged volume of oil-contaminated
cuttings. It may also be waived if sufficient
information is gathered to detemine that such
discharges from subsequent wells will not
cause unreasonable degradation of the
marine environment.

The details of the program will be designed
by EPA in consultation with ADEC and the
permittee, based on the circumstances of the
proposed discharge. The parameters, to be
measured at the time of discharge and
periodically thereafter, shall include but not
be limited to the following:

(1) The distribution of the contaminated
cultings, including the area covered and the
depths of the deposits;

{2) The BOD and oil content of the cuttings;
and

(3) The toxicity of the cuttings.

C. Deck Drainage, Sanitary Wastes, and
Domestic Wastes (Discharges 003-005).

These discharges shall be limited and
monitored by the permittee in accordance
with Purts ILF, L. and the following

concentrations of heavy metals and
hydrocarbons;

(4) Visual (including photographic)
observations.

(b) A monitoring program shall be

oaditions in (2) above, discharge may be
llowed under the following conditions in
ddition to those in Part 1LB.1.

[#) Permittee notifies EPA that discharge
il occur. Notification, In writing. shall be

ceived by the Director at least thirty (30) conducted to determine the fate, composition, requirements.
.1{)‘4 prior to the discharge, The notification
vill include: Montioring Requiremonts
. [1) A comprehensive evaluation of disposal Outfall/ offivent Dacharge mdoton Ubakteriany
lternatives for drilling muds and cuttings. frequency Sanp.Lpa/eod . | Peporied. e
[11} A demonstration that where discharges
re to areas shallower than 10 m, these areas Al discharges (003- e e [T Estnate Monithly aversge.
re nol overwintering areas for significant 003) flow rata. Nomber
h or shellfish populations. 00':::!0- (003)" | No vistle sheen.....| Dally, duing discherge._| Visual/sheen 00 adonss
f rocaiving waler sheen observed.
The Director may prohibit discharges if an  santary wastes (004)*
\<rrllubgz nllc;'na‘:l!ves snnlynin'b.ns not been SobAN... ] NO flORYNG SOBGS . Dy ] ODSINVATON . wm
ompicted, or if a clear demonstration can Gt ok L . :
0! be made that significant overwintering P : “m : loss than, 2 e i
sh or shellfish populations are absent from 1.0 mg/,
¢ dischsrge area. Discharge is not grease saparated
uthorized until the permittee receives e R e O e e b ghed v
otification from the Director. ahsch, Wt 2 & ¢

(b) The discharge shall be released no
'per than 2 meters below the surffice of the >
CEiving waler,

(c] Environmental monitoring is required as  and test tesky maintaned i e lecky. In claes where sentary end domesic wasles ars mied prior 10 dacherge. e

,»f[;:f.e§ in part ILB.3. sampling of %mm&m‘hmww may ba sampled after muang. In such cases,
b. During stable ice conditions the 'an visual observabon of the surface of the recewing walsr in the vicindy of the outfallis), shall be done during
llowing conditions apply: (- iy d_qm:::gm dachange. S50 0 ¢ e
(1) Discharges shall ge to above-ice *Residusl chiorine may b o test procedires under 40 CFA 136 o using & Hach Test Kit
4llons and shall avoid areas of sea ice ble of 9 free chiodne in Tha range 0-3.5 mo/t with & of 0.1 mg/1 or befter.

Acking or major stress fracturing.
2] Flow rate restrictions do not apply.

3 Environmental Monitoring D. Miscellaneous Discharges (Discharges

addition to those in Parts ILF. and lIL apply

“quirements. a, A monitoring program shall %t{'em I Requirements. The following to these discharges.
(onducted by the permittee to determine limitations and monitoring requirements in .

* transport, fate, and, possibly, the

“iogical effects of drilling muds and

"cl!énezui_dfscha%ed during broken or unstable O/ Monitonng Feguiroments

onditions, The monitoring program will Actersic - A L R Ao

pply 1o waters less than 20 nsx gee!;‘; and will Dischangs trequoncy wa type/ oporicd valuo(s)
* designed by EPA in consultation with the

“ska Department of Environmental Ty

“iservation (ADEC) and the permittee. The ;{,, 210 (MGD),—{_.. i ‘ - Y

“sram shall be conducted at one facility Froe o ... ........| No trae oil Once/discharge or Visual/shoon on Numbar of days

itially, with monitoring of subsequent onco/day as recenng water 3hoon observed.
“Perations required in cases where special approgriate.

'Vironmental concerns exist (e.g.,
*chiarges which will oceur in a net
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a, Bilge water (012) shall be processed
through an oil-water separator prior to
discharge. If discharge of bilge water occurs
during broken, unstable, or stable ice
conditions, the sample type/method used to
determine compliance with the no free oil
limitation shall be “Grab/Static Sheen Test.”

b. The permittee shall maintain an
inventory of the quantities and rates of
chemicals (other than water or seawater)
added to cooling water (010) and desalination

(006) systems. The inventory shall be
submitted with the monthly Discharge
Monitoring Report,

E. Test Fluids (Discharge 015).

1. General Requirements. This discharge
shall be limited and monitored by the
permittee in accordance with Parts ILF,, IIL
and the following requirements. Test fluids
must be processed through an oil-water
separator prior to discharge. Samples when
required shall be collected from the effluent
of the oil-water separator.

Mrm

Ssmole type/method

| Visuai/sheen on
1000MVING water.
A I T

e P

' Voluma wil b reported as the number of
chamcal

of Duds sont downhole ding testing and the number of barrels

barrets
of the Tads sent downhole witl aiso bo

The COMPOSBON
'mwmnmumwm
lesw than 6.5 or groater than B.5.

a. The of oil-based test fluids is
prohibited. All other test fluids shall be
processed | an oll-water separator.

F. Other Discharge Limitations.

1. Floating Solids, Visible Foam, or Oily
Wastes. There shall be no discharge of
floating solids or visible foam in other than
trace amounts, nor of oily wastes which
produce a sheen on the surface of the
receiving water.

2. Applicable Marine Water Quality
Criteria. There shall be no discharge of any
constituent in concentrations which exceed
applicable marine water quality criteria after
allowance for initial mixing. Initial mixing in
federal waters is defined at 40 CFR 227.29
and federal marine water quality criteria at
45 FR 70318, 23 November 1980.

3. Highly Toxic Compounds and Materials.
There shall be no discharge of diesel oil,
halogenated phenol compounds, trisodium
nitrilotriacetic acid, sodium chromate or
sodium dichromate.

4. Surfoctants, Dispersants, and
Detergents. The discharge of surfactants,
dispersants, and detergents shall be
minimized except as necessary to comply
with the safety requirements of the
Ocaupational Health and Safety
Administration and the Minerals
Management Service,

Part 111. Monitoring, Recording and Reporting
Requirements

A. Representative Sampling. Samples
taken in compliance with the monitoring
requirements established under Part II shall
be collected from the effluent stream prior to
discharge into the receiving waters. Samples
and measurements shall be representative of
the volume and nature of the monitored
discharge.

B, Monitoring Procedures. See 40 CFR
122.41{})(4).

C. Penalties for Tampering. See 40 CFR
122.414))(5)

D. Reporting of Monitoring Results, The
permiltee shall be responsible for submitting
monitoring results,

discharge such that the pH al the point of diacharge stall not be

1. The effluent monitoring requirements in
this permit shall take effect upon
commencement of discharge. Monitoring
results shall be summarized each month on a
Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) form
[EPA No. 3320-1). The reports shall be
submitted monthly and are to be postmarked
by the 10th day of the following month.
Legible copies of these, and all other reports,
shall be signed and certified in the
accordance with the requirements of Part -
V.H. Signatory Requirements, and submitted
to EPA at the address specified in Part LF.

2. The permittee shall include on each DMR
a listing which days had (1) unstable or
broken ice and (2) stable ice around the
discharge site during the month covered by
that DMR.

3. 1f any discharge has more than one
discharge point, all permit limitations apply
to each discharge point. The discharge points
shall be designated as 001A, 0018, 001C, etc.
Flow limitations apply to the total discharge
of each category of wastes; i.e,, to the sum or
001A, 001B, 001C, etc., except where
otherwise noted.

4. 1f any category of waste (outfall) Is not
applicable due to the type of operation or
facility, no reporting is required for that
purticular outfall. Only DMRs representative
of the activities occurring need to be
submitted. Information indicating the type of
operstion should be provided with DMRs.

E. Compliance Schedules. See 40 CFR
122.4101)(5).

F. Additional Monitoring by the Permitlee.
See 40 CFR 122.41(1)(4)(ii). Increased
monitoring frequency shall also be indicated.

G. Records Contents. See 40 CFR
122.41(j)(3).

H. Retention of Records. See 40 CFR
122.41{j)(2). Data collected onsite, coples of
Discharge Monitoring Reports, and & copy of
this NPDES permit must be maintained ansite
during the duration of activity at the
permitted location,

L. Twenty-four Hour Notice of
Noncompliance Raporting.

1. The following occurrences of
noncompliance shall be reported by
telephone within 24 hours from the time the
permittee becomes aware of the
circumstances:

a. Any noncompliance which may
endanger health or the environment;

b. Any unanticipated bypass which
exceeds any effluent limitation in the permi
(See Part IV.G. Bypass of Treatment
Facilities.);

c. Any upset which exceeds any effluen!
limitation in the permit (See Part IV.H. Upset
Conditions.};

d. Violation of & maximum daily discharge
limitation for any of the pollutants listed in
the permit as requiring violations to be
reported within 24 hours.

2. A written submission shall also be
provided within five days of the time tha! the
permittee becomes aware of the
circumsiances. See 40 CFR 122.41(1)(0)({)

3. The Director may waive the written
report on a case-by-case basis if the oral
report has been received within 24 hours by
the Water Compliance Section in Seattle,
Washington, by phone, (208) 442-1213,

4. Reports shall be submitted as spec:fied
in Part H1.D. Reporting of Monitoring Results

J. Other Noncompliance Reporiing.
Instances of noncompliance not required to
be reported within 24 hours shall be reported
at the time that monitoring reports for Parl
IILD. are submitted. The reports shall contain
the information listed in Part {I1.1.2.

K. Inspection and Entry. See 40 CFR
122.410).

Part IV, Compliance Responsibilities

A, Duty to Comply. The permittee mus!
comply with all conditions of this permit. Az
permit noncompliance constitutes a violstios
of the Clean Water Act and is grounds for
enforcement action, termination of coverage
under the general permit, or for requiring
permittee to apply for and obtain an
individual NPDES permit.

B. Penallies for Violations of Permit
Conditions. See 40 CFR 122.41(a)(2), as
revised by 50 FR 8840, February 19, 1985
Except as provided in permit conditions
Part IV.G. Bypass of Treatment Focilities ind
Part IV.H. Upset Conditions, nothing in this
permit shall be construed to relieve the
permittee of the civil or criminal penalties for
noncomplisnce,

C. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity nol e
Defense. See 40 CFR 122.41(c).

D. Duty to Mitigate. See 40 CFR 122.41(d)

E. Proper Operation and Maintenance. Set
40 CFR 122,41(3), a8 revised September 25,
1684, 49 FR 38049,

F. Removed Substances. Solids, sludges,
filter backwash, or other pollutants removed
in the course of treatment or control of
wastewalers shall be disposed of in a manst
such as to prevent any pollutant from such
materials from entering navigable waters

G. Bypass of Treatment Facilities. See 90
CFR 12241(m), as revised by 40 FR 38046,
September 26, 1084,

H. Upset Coaditions. See 40 CFR 122.41[0)
as revised by 49 FR 38046, September 26,
1964
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I. Tox{c Pollutants. The permittee shall
comply with effluent standards or
prohibitions established under section 307(a)
of the Clean Water Act for toxic pollutants
within the time provided in the regulations
that establish those standards or
prohibitions, even if the permit has not yet
been modified to incorporate the
requirement.

|. Samples of Wastes. If requesied, the
permittee shall provide EPA with a sample of
any waste in a manner specified by the
Agency.

Part V. General Requirements

A. Changes in Discharge of Toxic
Substances. See 40 CFR 122.41(a)(1)() (i),
and (iv); 40 CFR 122.41(a)(2) (i), {ii}, and (iv);
as revised by 49 FR 38049, September 28,

1964,

B. Planned . See 40 CFR 122.41(1)(1)
(i} and (i), as revised by 48 FR 38049,
Seplember 26, 1984.

C. Anticipated Noncompliance. See 40 CFR
12241(1§2%

D. Permit Actions. See 40 CFR 122.41(f).

E. Duty to Regpply. See 30 CFR 12241(b).
The application should be submitted at least
180 days belfore the expiration date of this
permit.

F. Dr;’ty to Provide Information. See 40 CFR
12241(h).

G. Other Information. See 40 CFR
122.41(1)(8). as revised by 40 FR 6940,

February 18, 1985.

H. Signatory Requirements. See 40 CFR
12222, as revised by 49 FR 38047, September
25, 1864,

L. Penalties for Falsification of Reports. See
% CFR 122.41(k)(2).

|. Availability of Reports. Except for data
déetermined to be confidential under 40 CFR
Part 2, all reports prepared in accordance
with the terms of this permit shall be
available for public inspection at the offices
of ADEC and EPA. As required by the Act,
permit applications, permits and effluent data
shall not be considered confidential.

K. Oil and Hazardous Substance Liability.
Nothing in this permit shall be construed to
preciule the institution of any legal action or
relieve the permitiee from any

responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties to
which the permittee is or may be subject
under section 311 of the Act.

L. Property Rights. The Issuance of this
permit does not convey any property rights of
any sort, or any exclusive privileges, nor does
it authorize any injury to private property or
any invasion of personal rights, nor any
infringement of federal, state or local laws or
regulations.

M, State Laws. Nothing in this permit shall
be construed to preciude the institution of
any legal action or relieve the permittée from
any responsibilities, liubilities, or penalties
established pursuant to any applicable state
law or regulation under authority preserved
by section 510 of the Act.

N. Severability. The provisions of this
permit are severable, and if any provision of
this permit, or the application of any
provision of this permit to any circumstance,
is held invalid, the application of such
provision to other circumstances, and the
remalm:ydet of this permit, shall not be affected

O. Fransfers. See 40 CFR 122.61(b}.

Table 1.—Authorized Drilling Mud Types

Maimum
aivowabia
Components cov‘;u!u-
1. Seawster/roshwater/potassium/polymer mud: =
: 12
Caolhiose poly 5
Xanthan gum polymer 2
Drilled soids 00
Caustic 3
Bame 450
or froshwater ")

2. Seawater/ignosulionate mud:
Altapuigite o bemonie 80
Lignosudionate, chrome or ferrocivome. ... 15
Lignite, unireated or ch 10
Caustic 5
Bante. 450
Driteg 100
Soda ash/sodium bicarbonate :
S M)

3. Uime mud:

Lime 20

Table 1.—~Authorized Drilling Mud Types—

Continged
Maxximum
Compaonents @
Bentonite 50
cheome or ferrochrome. ... 15
Lignite, unireated o Chvorme-yeated............ - 10
Caustc 5
Barite 180
Dritled solics ... 100
Soda ash/sodum bicabonate ... ... 2
T T "
4. Nondispersed mud: 5
Acrylic polymer 2
Banto 180
Drilod sobus o
Seawalor o koshwaler "
5. Spud Mud:
Lime 1
Attapuigne or “ 50
Caustc 2
Bants &0
Sode ash/ ale 2
Seawnler ™
6. Seawater/reshwater gol mud:
Lime 2
Attapuiyte or bentonde. 0
Caustic 3
Barde. 50
Oried sofds 100
Soda ssh/sodium bicarbonele :
Calhdn
Seawaler or freahwaler "
7. Lightly treated Ligncsatfonate
frostwater / seawator mud
Ume 2
Bentonite %
Lignosutionate, chvoma or ferrochmome.... L)
Lignte, d o d 4
Caustic a
Barite. 180
DOri#led soids 100
Soda ash/sodk, ate 2
Catiiose poly 2
Seawalor and freshwater in 1:1 ratio.._| *)
8. Ugnosutforate freshwater mud:
Lime 2
Ber 50
Ugnosctfonats, ch or s "%
Lignate, d or chy d 10
Caustic L]
Barite 450
Oriliod soide 100
Soda ash/sodum bicarbonste ...} 2
Celuiose poly 2
Froshwaler .. "

TABLE 2. —AUTHORIZED MUD COMPONENTS/SPECIALTY ADDITIVES

[Tatie 2 may be updated by EPA, 10, dunng the effective pariod of this permit. If 50, the latest muw-mmwmnumn
wrmm):ntdmvkmtqmmmhmm Subcategory of and gas activibes. Updates will take offect ol the tme of Federa/
Primary additve function Genenc description * concantration (ib/bdl Product name
o unless otharwise noted)
S0atnte for Attapuigite o Bestorste Clay. Sepcite Soe Table V........| Soa Mud, Durogel.
Jelecton of Fiirgle Ro-Entry imo Mixd System jumn ritrate 200 mg/ 1 nitrate._.
a Sodum ntrate 200 mg/1 niteale.......
Uslaction of formanon waler LSO ...} SOGM Chioride 50,000 mg/1 ChiONde......
W lag trme M Caicasm carbide As roeded
Conosion inhivor (M scavengen Basic ninc carbonate 0 Mi-Gerd
Jirc car and me. do | Sut-Ex ES.
2inc onide —.
Usfoamer ... rmnum stoarste 0z
Alumnum stearste in propxylated oleylaiconol 10 gai/1500 bois .| LD-8.
Owmetty! nan emuision 01 Bas Brine Detown.
Doervary Sodk 05*
Endater.___ Suttonated asphat resid e Sottex.
Fie reducer Ugnite/resin bland 6 st eeees] OUNOO,
Polymer treated humate 5* Ch i x
Polymer treated humate 4t —.| Poly RX
Reacied phenolformakdohyde-wrea resin containing no free phenol, wrea, or | 4 * ]
n formaidehyce.
oulert Vinyl acetate/ malelc anhydride cop [ b IS . | IS
3 crcutation - phane flakes Ty T —
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TABLE 2.—AUTHORIZED MUD COMPONENTS/SPECIALTY ADDITIVES—Continued

[Table 2 may be updated by EPA, 10, during the afective pedod of this permit. If 50, the lntest od version will suporsede all earer versions. Updated
wmunmu)umumsnnmw.mumswwmw Subcategory of and gas actvities. Updstes will lake offect at

Primary additive function Generic doscription

Crushed granular nut hulls .
Flakos of siicate minoral mce ro—? ottt
Vegotable plus polymer fibers, flakes, and granules ...
Fatty acid astors and aly! phenolic sulédes in a

- Duovis, XC Polymer

4 Sorrrnda e

D Y that a
LA { amount allowed for o addive functions.

which is an ntantional component of the formulation, other than those spectfically described, must be authorized by the Dreckx

[FR Doc. 85-13001 Filed 6-3-85; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

GENERAL SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION

48 CFR Parts 1, 13, 14, 15, 16, 22, 25,
31, 33, 44, 52, and 53

[Federal Acquisition Circ. 84-7)
Federal Acquisition Regulation

AGENCIES: Department of Defense
(DOD), General Services Administration
(GSA), and National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA).

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: Federal Acquisition Circular
[FAC) 84-7 amends the Federal
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) with
respect to the following: OMB Approval
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act;
Late Proposals and Modifications;
Notification to Offerors; Allowable Cost
and Payment Clause; Standard Form 99,
Notice of Award of Contract; Equal
Opportunity Preaward Clearance of
Subcontracts; Purchases Under the
Trade Agreements Act of 1979; Cost
Principle On Insurance and

Indemnification; Protests to the General
Services Board of Contract Appeals; and
Standard Form 24, Bid Bond. The Master
List of Contractors for Negotiated
Advance Agreements for IR&D/B&P
Costs is included as an information
item.

EFFECTIVE DATE: April 30, 1985.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Raoger M. Schwartz, Director, FAR
Secretarial, Room 4041, GS Building,
Washington, D.C. 20405, Telephone (202)
523-4755.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: .

A. Public Comments

The revisions to FAR Part 31
concerning the cost principle on
insurance and indemnification are
significant revisions as defined in FAR
1.501-1. Accordingly, public comments
were requested in a notice at 49 FR
18321, April 30, 1884, and were
considered in the formulation of the
revisions. Public comments have not
been solicited with respect to the other
revisions in FAC 84-7 since such
revisions either (a) do not alter the
substantive meaning of any coverage in
the FAR having a significant impact on
contractors or offerors, or (b) do not
have a significant effect beyond agency
internal operating procedures.

B. Regulatory Flexibility Act

Pursuant to the provisions of section 3
of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5
U.S.C. 605(b)). it has been determined
that this final rule will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities as
defined in the Regulatory Flexibility Act,
and, therefore, no regulatory flexibility
analysis has been prepared.

List of Subjects in 48 CFR Ch. I
Government procurement.

Dated: May 30, 1985.
Roger M. Schwartz,
Director, FAR Secretarial.

Federal Acquisition Circular
[Number 84-7)

Unless otherwise specified, all .
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR)
and other directive material contained
in FAC 84-7 is effective April 30, 1985.
Dwight Ink,

Acting Administrator.

S.]. Evans,

Assistant Administrator for Procurement,
NASA.

Mary Ann Gilleece,

Deputy Under Secretary {Acquisition
Management).

Federal Acquisition Circular (FAC)
84-7 amends the Federal Acquisition
Regulation (FAR) as specified below.
The following is a summary of the
amendments:

Item I—OMB Approval Under the
Paperwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980
requires that information collection
requirements be approved by the Office
of Management and Budget {(OMB) and
that the OMB control numbers assigned
to these requirements be displayed in
the regulation.

FAR 1.105 is revised to display the
current listing of OMB control numbers
assigned to FAR requirements.

Item II—Late Proposals and
Modifications

FAR 15.412(c) is revised to delete the
authority granted to NASA to accept
late proposals and modifications to
proposals. NASA has evaluated the
history and use of this authority and
concluded that its mission would not be
significantly affected by the material's
deletion.

Item III—Notification to Offerors

FAR 15.1001 (b) and (c) are revised to
raise the threshold for prescribed
preaward and postaward notices to
unsuccessful offerors from $10,000 to
$25,000. These changes had been made

in Federal Procurement Regulations
Temporary Regulation 77 in connection
with the revision of the small purchase
limitation, but were not made in the
FAR.

Item IV—Allowable Cost and Payment
Clause

FAR 16.307 is revised to add
references to the applicable cost
principles for contracts awarded to an
educational institution, State or local
government, or other nonprofit
organization. FAR 31.105 is revised to
add a reference to nonprofit
organizations except those exempted
under OMB Circular A-122. The preface
to the clause at 52.216-7, Allowable Cos!
and Payment, is revised to remove
duplicative language.

Item V—Standard Form 99, Notice of
Award of Contract

FAR 22.608-5(b) is changed to remove
the requirement for a contracting officer
to submit a Standard Form 99, Notice of
Award of Contract, to the Department of
Labor if a Standard Form 279, Individual
Contract Action Report, is submitted to
the Federal Procurement Data System.

Item VI—Equal Opportunity Preaward
Clearance of Subcontracts

FAR 22.810(g) is revised to correct the
references to the clause prescriptions in
FAR 44.204. The clauses at 52.244-1,
52.244-2, and 52.244-3 are retitled and
the clause prescriptions at FAR 44.204
are changed to reflect the new clause
titles.

Item VII—Purchases Under the Trade
Agreements Act of 1979

The FAR text and clause concerning
the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 have
been revised o eliminate citing the
applicable dollar threshold. In the
future, information concerning revisions
made by the U.S. Trade Representative
of the dollar threshold will be
distributed through agency procedures
on an expedited basis, Under this
procedure it will no longer be necessary
1o issue a FAR revision solely to update
the dollar threshold determinations of
the U.S. Trade Representative.

Item VIII—Cost Principle on Insurance
and Indemnification

FAR 31.205-19(a)(3) is revised to make
unallowable insurance costs in excess
of the amount calculated by discounting
at the Secretary of the Treasury rate of
interest in those instances where an
actual loss has occurred and the presen!
yalue of the liability is determined undéf
the provisions of CAS 416.50(a)(3)(ii)-
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ltem IX—Protests to the General AR oms FAR Segment ows
services Board of Contract Appeals . e o irinccduc.
FAC 84-8 added instructions 14.208 —
concerning the filing of bid protests on | [$20=4 :
certain ADP acquisitions with the Jan i =
General Services Board of Contract :gx
Appeals (GSBCA). FAR 33.105(a)(1), as OB L
published in FAC 84-8, requires service 1A - -
of a copy of the protest to the - "
contracting agency within one day after | 22s
the protest is filed with the GSBCA. The 2: :; e T =TT
GSBCA has advised that rule 3{b){2) of Y e
the GSBCA rules of procedure is AL S SN
intended to require the protester to e
serve a copy of the protest on the 3 .
contracting agency on the same date the | 323
protest is filed with the GSBCA. 33 b
Accordingly, FAR 33.105(a)(1), as :x
published in FAC 84-8, is revised to i
conform the FAR with the GSBCA
requirement. g:,
Item X—Standard Form 24, Bid Bond st s oy
The first block of Standard Form 24, | &°° A
Bid Bond, is revised to instruct bidders P il
that the bond must be executed not later | &
than the bid opening date. A i
0
Item XI—Master List of Contractors for | sv1.
Negotiated Advance Agreements for :;gow_ e e
IR&D /B&P Costs 52.203-4
The attached Master List of e
Contractors for Negotiated Advance 52.208-1 ..
Agreements for Independent Research | 322188
and Development/Bid and Proposal 52212-1
Costs (Appendix A) is included as an :g:f:; S T A [ R g Rt ot 144
information item to contracting officers. 522145 1 9000-0042 &M?t; moor;
Therefore, 48 CFR Chapter I is g;::‘ia oooo-ou; gxnz 2000-0077
amended as set forth below. 5221415 = 2000-0044 | 52246-15 2000-0077
1. The authority citation for 48 CFR ety s | e i
Parts 1, 13, 14, 15, 16, 22, 25, 31, 33, 44, 52, | s2213-21 9000-0039 | 52247-30 9000-0061
and 53 continues to read as follows: oy e ot oo g%:zj% mi
Authority: 40 U.S.C. 488(c); 10 US.C. 28 eed  9000-0034 47~ - S000-008
Chapter 137; and 42 U.S.C. 2453(c). §§}Zj; by oo %’ESZ,E m‘“;,;,i
1 SR 9000-0048 I | SO00-008
PART 1—FEDERAL ACQUISITION S221519 sono-acus | seaersr soo0-20e1
- 9000-004 L D VORLGER NN R S5 S W LT
REGULATIONS SYSTEM e e S 00000078 | 522¢7-39 8000-0081
2. Section 1.105 is amended by S2215-55 Sc.00 | meapa ST TR 'm""m“";
removing all FAR segments and 52216-2 9000-0088 | 5224742 oo 9000-006
corresponding OMB Control Numbers A ~—1 So.ces | 224781 = 0000-0061
&nd inserting in their place the following | sz216-5.. e 9000-0071 | 52247-53 - 9000-0057
numbers: 52218-8....... ettt 000-0071 | 52.247-13 i 9000-0055
TN 522167 .. B e m—ooe: gj:;z - 9000-0051
1105 0M8 Approval under the Paperwork | s: 21613 : | ‘9000-0000 | 52247-64 s 9000-0054
Rcducﬁon Act. [y O S IR AN, i 8000-0060 | 52.248-1 D000-0027
. . - . 52216-16 | SO00-0067 LUR 07 B SRSV S ——— v a—a— 1\ 0
221817 S000-0087 6§2 228-3 90000027
» 522409 | $000-0008 | 52249-2 BO00-0028
F— o8 g gg:;o___“._ rdndepte oy relinorotet Him ~ gg::g il i B M S e
. aet <. Controt No. | 52202, ] 12150110 | S22400-8_ T 5000-0078
-, s 1215-0072 BE D=3 U i bbb L s it 1 DUO O
3503 i e e LAl §000:-0018 g%-g T T O BT R .| 9000-0029
U & 9000-0003 | 5222228 | 12150072 | BSFM e | B000-0045
4102, 9000-0033 | 52222-28 1215-0072 SF 25 = 90000045
o it s <0<l [ r— 5 —— 15l B 80500048
L2002 90000017 | 82222.98 TR 12150072 | ssF28 S——
- - 9000-0011 | 52222-38 ; | 12150072 | ESF 4.2 35 D000-0045
92 9000-0020 | 52220-48. ] S000-0058 | ' SEF 38 o 1. DO0D-0048
95 it ATy S ) Modnanore | (sEapey S CEaE T ra st i 1 10000-002f . | (588110 | 9000-0003
WXgd 9000-0040 | 52.225-1 al 90000024 | SSF 120 | 0000-0002
Waxas .. 2000-00%9 | 522256 Q0000023 | S6F 254 it DO00-0004
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PART 13—SMALL PURCHASE AND
OTHER SIMPLIFIED PURCHASE
PROCEDURES

13.501 [Amended]

3. Section 13.501 is amended by
removing in the first sentence of
paragraph (g) the reference “4.201" and
inserting in its place the reference
"'4.301".

PART 14—SEALED BIDDING

4. Section 14.407-8 is revised to read
as follows:

14.407-8 Protests against award.
See Subpart 33.1, Protests.

PART 15—CONTRACTING BY
NEGOTIATION

15412 [Amended]

5. Section 15.412 is amended by
removing in paragraph (c) the
introductory phrase “Except as
authorized for NASA in its regulations,”
and by capitalizing the word
“Proposals,” to begin the paragraph.

15.502 [Amended]
6. Section 15.502 is amended by
removing the second word in the first

sentence, and inserting in its place the
word “shall”,

15903 [Amended]

7. Section 15.903 is amended by
adding in the second sentence of
paragraph (d)(2), following the word

“However,” the words “a deviation to";
and by removing In the second sentence
e word “waived" and inserting in its

place the word “authorized".

15.905-1 [Amended]

8. Section 15.905-1 is amended by
removing in paragraph (b)(3) the word
“terms" and inserting in its place the
word “term”.

15.1001 [Amended)

9. Section 15.1001 is amended by
removing in the first sentence of
paragraph (b)(1) the words “at over
$10,000"” and inserting in their place the
words “to exceed the small purchase
limitation in Part 13"; by removing in the
first sentence of paragraph (c){1) the

" words “over $10,000" and inserting in

their place the words "exceeding the
small purchase limitation in Part 13";
and by removing in paragraph (c](3) the
words of $10,000 or less" and inserting
in their place the words “not exceeding
the small purchase limitation in Part 13".

PART 16—TYPES OF CONTRACTS

10. Section 16.307 is amended by
adding three sentences at the end of
paragraph (a) to read as follows:

16.307 Contract clauses.

{a) * * * If the contract is with an
educational institution, modify the
clause by deleting from paragraph (a)
the words “Subpart 31.2" an
substituting for them “Subpart 31.3." If
the contract is with a State or local
government, modify the clause by
deleting from paragraph (a) the words
“Subpart 31.2" and substituting for them
“Subpart 31.8." If the contract is with a
nonprofit organization other than an
educational institution, a State or local
government, or a nonprofit organization
exempted under OMB Circular No. A~
122, modify the clause by deleting from
paragraph (a) the words “Subpart 31.2"
and substituting for them “Subpart 31.7."

PART 22—APPLICATION OF LABOR
LAWS TO GOVERNMENT
ACQUISITIONS

11. Section 22.608-5 is amended by
revising paragraph (b) to read as
follows:

22.608-5 Award.

(b) Whenever Standard Form 279,
Individual Contract Action Report, or its
equivalent, is not submiltted to the
Federal Procurement Data System,
furnish to the U.S. Department of Labor,
Wage and Hour Division, Employment
Standards Administration, Washington,

D.C. 20210 a completed original and one
copy of Standard Form 89, Notice of
Award of Confract.

22810 [Amended]

12. Section 22,810 is amended by
removing in paragraph (g) the words
"“(c), or (e)" and inserting in their place
the words “'(b), or (¢)".

PART 25—FOREIGN ACQUISITION

13. Section 25.402 is amended by
revising paragraph (a); and by removing
from paragraph (c) the figure “$161,000"
and inserting in its place the words “the
dollar threshold addressed in paragraph
(a) above.” to read as follows:

25.402 Policy.

(a) Executive Order 12260 requires the
U.S. Trade Representative to determine
from time to time the dollar threshold
for use in implementing the Agreement
on Government Procurement. The U.S.
Trade Representative's dollar threshold
determinations are published in the
Federal Register and will be distributed
through agency procedures on an
expedited basis, Agencies shall evaluate
offers at or over the dollar threshold for
an eligible product without regard to the
restrictions of the Buy American Act
(see Subpart 25.1) or the Balance of
Payments Program (see Subpart 25.3).

25.403 [Amended]

14. Section 25.403 is amended by
removing in paragraph (a) the figure
“$161,000" and inserting in its place the
words “the dollar threshold discussed in
25.402(a)",

15. Section 25405 is amended by
removing in the introductory text the
words “$161,000 or more" and inserting
in their place the words “at or over the
dollar threshold (see 25.402(a))"; and by

revising paragraph (e) to read as
follows:
25.405 Procedures

(e) Within seven working days after 8
contract award for an eligible product
having a value equal to or exceeding the
dollar threshold (see 25.402(a)), agencies
shall give unsuccessful offerors from
designated countries written notice that
their offers were not accepted.

PART 31—CONTRACT COST
PRINCIPLES AND PROCEDURES

16. Section 31.105 is amended by
revising the first sentence of paragraph
(a) to read as follows:
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31.105 Construction and architect-
engineeer contracts,

(a) This category includes all
contracts and contract modifications
negotiated on the basis of cost with
organizations other than educational
institutions (see 31.104), State and local
governments (see 31.107), and nonprofit
organizations except those exempted
under OMB Circular A-122 (see 31-108)
for construction management or
construction, alteration ar repair of
buildings, bridges. roads, or other kinds
of real property. * * *

17. Section 31.205-19 is amended by
inserting two sentences in paragraph
(a)(3)(i), following the reference “(see 4
CFR 416.50{a)(2)(ii})"; and by removing
from paragraph (f) the reference "(d)"
and inserting in its place the reference
(2})(3)" to read as follows:

31.205-19 Insurance and indemnification.

!.‘) L

;:1] LR

(i} * * * In those instances where an
actual loss has occurred and the present
value of the liability is determined under
the provisions of CAS 416.50(a)(3)(ii),
the allowable cost shall be limited to an
imount computed using as a discount
rale the interest rate determined by the
Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to 50
US.C. App. 1215(b)(2) in effect at the
tme the loss is recognized. However,
the full amount of a lump-sum
settlement to be paid within a year of
the date of settlement is allowable.

. . . . .

PART 33—PROTESTS, DISPUTES, AND
APPEALS

33105 [Amended]

18. Section 33.105 is amended by
removing in the third sentence of
paragraph (a}(1), the words “no later
than one day after the protest is filed
with GSBCA" and inserting in their
place the words “on the same day the
protest is filed with the GSBCA".

PART 44—SUBCONTRACTING
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

44,204 [Amended)

19. Section 44.204 is amended by
removing in paragraph (a)(1)(i) the word
“Under” and inserting parentheses
before “Fixed" and following
“Contracts"; by removing in the first
sentence of paragraph (b) the word
“Under” and inserting parentheses
before “Cost"” and following
“Contracts"; and by removing in the
second sentence of paragraph (c) the
word "Under” and inserling parentheses
before “Time" and following
“Contracts",

PART 52—SOLICITATION
PROVISIONS AND CONTRACT
CLAUSES

52-216-7 [Amended]

20. Section 52.216-7 is amended by
inserting a colon after the word “clause”
in the first sentence of the introductory
text and removing the remainder of the

paragraph.
52.222-28 [Amended)

21. Section 52.222-28 is amended by
removing the eighth word of the clause,
i.e,, " ‘Subcontractors' ', and inserting in
its place the word * ‘Subcontracts’ .

52.225-9 [Amended)

22. Section 52.225-9 is amended by
inserting a colon after the word “clause"
in the introductory text and removing
the remainder of the sentence; by
removing in the title of the clause the
date “1884" and inserting in its place the
date "“1985"; by removing from the third
sentence of paragraph (b) of the clause
the figure “$161,000" and inserting in its
place*$. . . . .[Contracting Officers
shall insert the dollar threshold amount
referenced in FAR 25.402(a))"; and by
removing both derivation lines following
*(End of clause)".

52.244-1 [Amended]

23. Section 52.244-1 is amended by
removing in the title of the section the
word “under” by inserting a colon after
the word "clause” in the first sentence
of the introductory text and removing
the remainder of the paragraph; by
removing in the title of the clause the
word "UNDER" and inserting
paretheses before “FIXED" and
following "CONTRACTS"; and by
removing the date “1984" and inserting
in its place the date "1985",

52.244-2 [Amended)

24. Section 52.244-2 is amended by
inserting a colon after the word “clause”
in the first sentence of the introductory
text and removing the remainder of the
paragraph; by removing in the title of
the clause the word "UNDER" and
inserting parentheses before "COST"
and following “CONTRACTS"; by
removing the date "1984" and inserting
in its place the date “1985"; and by
removing all derivation lines following
“(End of clause)",

52.244-3 [Amended]

25. Section 52.244-3 is amended by
inserting a colon after the word “clause”
in the introductory text and removing
the remainder of the sentence; by
removing in the title of the clause the
word “UNDER" and inserting
parentheses before “TIME" and
following "CONTRACTS"; and by
removing the date "1984" and inserting
in its place the date "1985"; and by
removing the derivation line following
“(End of clause)",

PART 53—FORMS

§3.228 [Amended]

26. Section 53.228 is amended by
removing in paragraph (a) the date “(10/
83)" and inserting in its place the date
“(4/85)".

27, Section 53.301-24 (Standard Form
24) is revised to read as follows:

BILLING CODE 8320-61-M
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§3.301-24 Standard Form 24, Bid Bond.

OMf NO.9000-0045
G BOND EXLCOUTEO ¢ i norf

B8ID BOND ham b wpening detr)

i5ee irveruztomm on reweesw)

FRINCTPAL [Loged rame dnd Dusimees sdness) TVIE OF ORCARIERTION FX " onel
D INDIVIDUAL D PARTNE ISHIP
[[Joomrventure  [T] corroraTioN

NCORPORATION

SUARTVIIES) (Name and busingms addscss)

T PENAL SUM OF BOND | 81D IDENTIFICATION
":ﬁ% T BIDOATE INVITATION ND,
cE MILLIONS] | THOUSANGIS) [WUNDNED ] JCENTS

FOR (Construction,
| Xapplies or Scrvices)

OBLIGATION

We, the Printipal and Suretyiies) are firmly bound to the United States of Amarica [hereinafter calied the Government) in the above penal
sum, Far payment of the ponal sum, we bind ourssives, our bieirs, executons, admINBTaTON, and successors, jointly and severally, However,
where the Suretios are CorpOtions acting as Cosunities, we, the Suraties, bind ourselves in such sum “jolntly and severally”’ as woll as
Ugmerally” only for the putpose of allowing & joint action or actions agoinst any or ail of us, For all other burposss, sach Surety binds itsed!,
jointly and severally with the Principal. for the payrment of the sum shown opposite the name of the Surety . [f 0o limit of Hability s ind)
cated. the himit of Tiability it the full amount of the penal sum,

CONOITIONS
The Principal has subimitted the bid igentified abowe
THEREFORE

The sbove obfigation is vaid [f the Principel — (a) upon accoptance by the Govesnment of the bid idontified above, within the period spech
fled thersin for acceptance (sixty (60} days if no period is specitied), executes the further contractual documants and.gives the bond(s} re-
Quited by the terms of the bid a5 accepted within tha time specitied (ten (10) days if no period is spacified) atter reosipt of the forma by the
principal; or (b) in the avent of failure 5o 0 execute such further contractual documents and give such bonds, Pavs the Government for any
cost of procuring the work which gwceeds the amount of the bid

Each Surety executing i inssrumant agroes that its obligation is not impaired by any extension(sl of the time for acceptance of the bt
that the Principal may gront to the Government. Notico to the suretylies) of extension(s) s watved. However, waiver ol the notice spplies
only 10 extensions sgoregating not mare than sixty (60) calendar davs in addition to the period originally afiowed for acceptance of the bid
WITNESS

The Principal and Surety(ies) executed this bid hond and sffixed thelr seuls on the above date.

PRINCIPAL
2.

Swnaturels)

Formehy) &
Tivwis)
Myped)

INDIVIDUAL SURETIES

Signatureis)
(Nenl)

Nemely)
Mroed)

CORPOMATE SURETYIIES) » .
Norre & STATE OF INC LIARILITY LimiT
Addrens $

:
Sonaturels)

SURETY A

T;'rl" a
Titlels)
(Trped)

NN T340-01- 1920058 STANDARD FORM 24 (AL V., 4-05)
PREVIOUS EDITION NOT USADLE Prescribed oy GSA

FAR (48 CF R 52.22010))
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53

- CORPORATE SURETY UIES) (Continued)

Nome A
Acdress

STATE OF INC.  TUIABILITY LMY

S

Sipraturels)

Corporate
Seal

SURETY 8

G

Nore &
Ackiresy

STATE

o
=

Signaturely)

Corporate
Seal

SURETY C

Nameln) & 13,
Treis)
(Tymed.

Nema &
Adtchroms

STATE OF INC.

,.
=

Sonarwly)

Nemvwiyh 8¢
Tithein)
Typed)

SURETY D

Nave &
Addeess

Signaturets)

Corporate

SURETY £

Narnais) & (1.
Tivmis)
Typed)

Tonrre &
Address

>

STATE OF TN, ]L-m
\$

Sipatiseis)

Corporate
Seal

SUREYY F

sl &
tinly)
(Typed)

Name &

STATE OF ING.  JLIABILITY ST

Saraturels)

Corporate
Seal

SURETY G

tesmalyl & 13
hwﬁ
(Typed

INSTRUCTIONS

T This form s suthorized for use whon a Did guaranty & requifed
Any deviation from s form will require the written approval of
the Adminstrator of General Services

2 Insert the full lega! name and business address of the Principal n
the space designated “Principal™ an the face of the form. An
sithonized person shall sign the bond, Any PErson sgning in o rep
resentative cagacity (e.g., an attomey.infact) must furnish evr
we ot authority if that repressatative is not a member of the
cartnership, Of oint venture, or an = officer of the corpora
atvoived

The bond may expross ponal sum as a percentage of the bid
Price In these cases, the bond may state 2 maximum doftar Hmita-
von (eg, 20% of the bid price but the amount not 1o exceed

dollars)

& (2] Corporations executing the bond as sureties must apoear on
the Department of the Treasury's liet of afproved surotios and
NSt act within the (imitation listed horain. Whare mare than one
CHDOAte surely iy involved, their names and addresses shall appear

n the spaces (Surety A, Surety B, etc) headed “CORPORATE
SURETY(IES)™. In the space designawd "SURETY(IES)" on tha
face of the form, insert only the letter identification of the sureties

(b} Where individual sumties are involved, two Of more respon
sible persons shall execute the bond. A completed Affidavit of
Individual Surety (Stendard Form 28), for esch individual surety,
shall accompany the bond, The Government may require these
suroties 10 furmish additional substantiating information conceming
their financial capability

5. Corporations oxecuting the bond shall affix their corporate
saals. individuals shall execute the bond ooposite the word "Corpo-
rate Seal”; and shall affix an adhesive seal if executed in Maine,
New Hampshire, oc any other jurisdiction requiting adhesve seals

6. Type the name and title of each person signing this bond in the
shace provided

7. In its applcation 10 negotiated contracts, the terms "bid"* and
“badder” shall include “proposal™ and “otferor”

STANDARD FORM 24 BACK (ACv_483)

10
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Note.—The following appendix is included
as an information item to contracting officers
and will not appear in the Code of Federal
Regulations.

Appendix A—Master List of Contractors
for Negotiated Advance Agreements for
Independent Research and Development
and Bid and Proposal Costs

This Circular contains a revised master list
for informational purposes of contractors
requiring lead agency negotiation of advance
agreements for Independent Research and
Development and Bid Proposal costs (FAR
SUBPART 42.10).

Questions as to assignments of negotiation
cognizance and inclusion or exclusion of
contractors on the master list should be
directed to the agencies as follows:

Alr Force: Headquarters, Air Force Systems
Command, Attn: AFSC/PMMO, Andrews
Air Force Base, Maryland 20334.

Army: Commander Materiel Development
and Readiness, Command, Department of
the Army, Attn: DRCPP-SC, 5001
Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, Virginia
22333. "

Navy: Headquarters, Naval Material

Command, Attn: Director, Navy Triservice

[(NAVMAT 0224), Washington, D.C. 20360.

Contacr et
AAIl Corp: Navy

ARO ENG AF.

Aarojel General S s |
w m;vm.'m e Nnvy
AVCO Armyy

Bakd Atomic Inc. AF,

Ball C Navy.

0
Contractor Pt s | Contractor doparmred
Bondix Corporats Navy. Loral Corporath AF
W Corporation, Fodesl & Special i Manin Vsiot Corport =i
Systems Group. McDonnell Doughas COmpommion ... AF.
CCl Marquarct Corp AF.
Lo T T T —— HuQos Helcopier ..o :'rm’
Cincinnati Electronics ERORHIETIN T o :’F“‘v
Computer S Corp :vy MF— P - - —; AF
ool Oa Coporaton ———————| A | Pt e Werkd A »
A - ==l
AF, ~ g — Ay
AF. Pl S O AF.
o Rosemount, Inc RO AF
> Navy. Sandors A i Inc — Y
Slooscs -.-- s, Summonds Preciu AF
E Eloctric Company AF. Singer - AF
FMC Corporation ... ... .. a2 Sporry Corpor e 1 ar
Standord R h insttute Asmmy
Nartheen Ord Devision el NOVY, SUNCSIrand COMOMNON ... vuossomsrogssssssion AF,
Fairchd Industrion. 100 «—.eooesre] AF, P4 De . Corporat AE
Farand Optical Comp AF. Tob Syne. Inc = 1 Ar
Ford Motor Compx Navy. Excopt:
GTE %‘_‘ G AN:W Teladyna Sy Compary Navy
Garrett Corp - : Teladyne Continental MORES.......ws] Al
G J Dynamics Corp J . AF. Toxas Ir Inc | Navy
Except: Textron Arry
Land Systems .. . —— " Excoot
Goneral Electric Compary AF Acrusp ] AF
General Motors Corp = AF TRACOR. AF
Except: TRW, Inc AF
T o Ay, Except:
Goodyesr Tre & Rubber COmMpany ......e...—| Navy. ESL, Inc L) Ay
Gould, 1no.. Navy. United Technologies Comp Navy
Grumman Aeospace Comporation ... Navy. Except:
HARSCO/BMY | Army. Chomical Systems Division.......... | AF.
Harris Corpor = Navy. Varian Associates. AF
} Asenry. Vought Corporation Navy
Horouk Navy. Weostorn Eloctric/Boll Labs s Army
Honeywedl, Inc .. st Wesung? Electric Company Narey
Mughes Aircraft Compar AF. Wiliams Research Corporation o] AF-
18M AF. Xerox Corporation AF
IT&T G AF. —_—
Electronics Corp Navy. ' Negotiating Depanment for components of corrcw
Rek Corp AF operations excopt as noted.
Linkabit = ; : 8:45 am
Litkon Sy e A;M [FRDoc.SS—lmFﬂedH-GS 8:45 am|
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