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Option 2 would require for BAT zero
discharge of treatment, completion, and
workover fluids except for Cook Inlet,
where EPA would establish oil and
grease limitations of 29 mg/l 30-day
average, 42 mg/l daily maximum. For
NSPS, this option would require zero
discharge of all treatment, completion,
and workover fluids from all new
sources.

Zero discharge is being achieved by
many operators (except those in Texas,
saline waters of Louisiana, and Cook
Inlet) for the treatment, workover, and
completion fluids wastestream. The
technology basis for zero discharge is
commingling this wastestream with
produced water or sending it separately
to off-site commercial disposal facilities.
For Cook Inlet, this option, which also
contains allowable discharge limitations
is based on commingling with produced
water, because commingling of these
wastestreams is currently occurring in
this area. The specific oil and grease
limits proposed are technologically
available for the same reasons they are
available for control of produced water,
as discussed above.

The zero discharge limitation would
eliminate all discharges of toxic,
conventional, and nonconventional
pollutants. The oil and grease limits
would be technologically based on
improved gas flotation performance (See
Section VI.B. of this preamble) and
serve to limit the discharge of toxic and
conventional pollutants to surface
waters.

Zero discharge for treatment,
workover and completion fluids in Cook
Inlet was not selected for this BAT
option because these fluids are
commingled with produced water as an
integral part of their operations, and
because zero discharge for produced
water was determined to be
uneconomical for Cook Inlet operators.

The costs to meet Option 2 for BAT
($610,000) are relatively minimal since
this amount is negligible in comparison
to total annual production revenue from
Gulf coastal operations.

Costs to achieve zero discharge
everywhere for Option 2 NSPS are
expected to be negligible. Out of the 187
new wells that will be drilled in the
Gulf Coast, 76 percent will not
discharge these fluids in freshwaters
because of water quality standards
requirements. The remaining 45
facilities will each generate
approximately 800 bbls of treatment,
workover and completion fluids per
year (estimates of volumes from the
1993 Coastal Oil and Gas
Questionnaire). While some of these
fluids may be directed for treatment and
disposal to existing production

facilities, EPA is conservatively
estimating costs of the Option 2 NSPS
assuming all of these fluids would be
directed to new production facilities for
treatment and disposal (or be treated on-
site at the new source). For the Gulf, the
NSPS requirements under this Option 2
would be the same as those for BAT,
thus costs would either be equal to BAT,
or less than BAT since new sources can
more efficiently design their facilities to
comply with zero discharge. Costs for
new sources in the Gulf generating
treatment, workover and completion
fluids to meet zero discharge would be
approximately $520,000 per year which
is negligible in relation to annual
production revenue from Gulf coastal
operators.

For Cook Inlet, costs to meet Option
2 requirements for treatment, workover
and completion fluids are included in
the cost analysis for produced water
because current practice there is
commingling of these wastestreams (See
Section VI.E.). While EPA does not
anticipate any new sources to be
constructed in Cook Inlet, and therefore
has not attributed any costs to NSPS, the
NSPS would not cause a significant
barrier to entry. These impacts are only
a small incremental increase over the
impacts resulting from the controls on
produced water and drilling fluids and
cuttings. Finally the non-water quality
environmental impacts of this Option 2
are believed to be acceptable, because
like their volumes, they are relatively
small (See Section VIII of this preamble)
as discussed below.

Option 2 would result in the removal
of 3.9 million pounds of conventional,
toxic and non-conventional pollutants
annually (a total of 2140 in toxic pound
equivalents). However the amount of
toxic priority pollutants removed is
approximately 0.02 percent of this total.
The annual compliance costs of $1.1
million (for BAT and NSPS combined)
to remove 800 pounds of priority toxic
pollutants indicates that this option is
not cost effective. (See also EPA’s cost
effectiveness analyses entitled Cost
Effectiveness Analysis of Effluent
Limitations Guidelines and Standards
for the Coastal Oil and Gas Industry
found in the rulemaking record for this
proposal).

EPA is soliciting comments on
whether the volumes of treatment,
workover and completion fluids
removed by these options are
deminimus, and on the applicability,
achievability and practicality of both
Options 1 and 2.

b. PSES and PSNS.
Pretreatment standards for treatment

workover and completion fluids are
being proposed equal to zero discharge.

This is because their chemical
composition, like produced water, tends
to be high in total dissolved solids
which may interfere with POTW
operations. EPA did not have sufficient
data, however, to conduct a pass-
through analysis for the pollutants
contained in this wastestream. Both
interference and pass-through are
discussed further in the Coastal
Technical Development Document. EPA
solicits comments on these issues. Zero
discharge for NSPS would not pose
barrier to entry for the same reason as
discussed under NSPS for this
wastestream.

EPA solicits comments on both the
occurrence of treatment, workover and
completion fluid discharges into
POTW’s and the appropriateness of
pretreatment standards requiring zero
discharge for this wastestream.

F. Domestic Wastes
Domestic wastes result from

laundries, galleys, showers, etc.
Detergents are often part of this
wastestream. Waste flows may vary
from zero for intermittently manned
facilities to several thousand gallons per
day for large facilities.

The conventional pollutant of concern
in domestic waste is floating solids. The
BPT limitations for deck drainage are no
discharge of floating solids. To comply
with this limit, domestic waste is
ground up so as not to cause floating
solids on discharge. EPA is proposing to
limit floating solids as well for BCT and
NSPS. In addition, EPA is proposing to
prohibit discharges of foam for BAT and
NSPS. Foam is a nonconventional
pollutant and its limitation is intended
to control discharges that include
detergents.

EPA is also proposing to limit
discharges of garbage as included in
U.S. Coast Guard regulations at 33 CFR
Part 151. These Coast Guard regulations
implement Annex V of the Convention
to Prevent Pollution from Ships
(MARPOL) and the Act to Prevent
Pollution from Ships, 33, U.S.C. 1901 et
seq. (The definition of ‘‘garbage’’ is
included in 33 CFR 151.05).

The pollutant limitations described
above for domestic wastes are all
technologically available and
economically achievable and reflect the
BCT, BAT and NSPS levels of control.
Under the Coast Guard regulations,
discharges of garbage, including
plastics, from vessels and fixed and
floating platforms engaged in the
exploration, exploitation and associated
offshore processing of seabed mineral
resources are prohibited with one
exception. Victual waste (not including
plastics) may be discharged from fixed


