


FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALA«*A BILL NO .CS HJR 39 (RES)
1IWLEGISL i SESSION

Dept AfitC QI ;nMjtiire

Title Requesting US EPA to Imue XPCES BPU Al
Bermn for Cook Inlet Oil & Can operatlons

SpCﬂTOf ep Green Component!
Requestor ~ Home Reaourcea Serul
EXPENDITURES/TEVEHUES (THOUSANOS OP COLLARS?:Y
CPERATING a FYw Y@ FYa FY@
Personal Services 00 00 00 00 00 00
Travel 00 00 00 00 00 00
Contractual 00 00 00 00 00 00
Supplies 00 00 00 00 00 00
Equipment 00 00 00 00 00 00
Land 6 Structures 0 00 0 00 00 o0)
Grants, Claims 00 00 00 00 00 00
Miscellaneous 00 a0 00 00 00 00
TOTAL CPERATING (é)D (éD &OII CéOD 00 (&)I
% ! 1 00| 00i 00| 00| oof
FUNDINC|5::U|(:IﬂHOU 5ASOS CF COLLARS) m m m (D (x) (D
Fterral Fund 00 00 00 00 00 00
Other 00 00 00 00 00 00
TOTAL 00 00 00 00 00 00
POSITIONS:
tam-Ttme 0 0 0 0 0 0
Part-Tine 0 0 0 0 0 0

Q 0 0 0 0 0
ANALYSIS: (ATTACH A SEPARATE PACE FNECESSARY)
ter attached arulyut
Prepared by Jeffrey Lojin Owe 21-FEB-96

Home Baaourcea Coaalttec Phone 465-65%2
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SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 59(RES)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE + SECOND SESSION
BV THK SENATE RESOt KCES COMMITTEE

Offmd:
Rff>»>rm’

Spowort*): REPRESENTATIVES CREEN. R*krtwrg

A RESOLUTION

Respectfully requesting the Environmental Protection Agency to issue a final
National PoUulant Discharge Elimination System permit for Cook Inlet od and gas
operations that omits the Incremental permittee monitoring and reporting
obligations identified in the Agency's draft permit and. consistent with lhe
philosophy of the Agency's 1996 National Water Program Agenda, allows the
permittees to oprratr under pollutant discharge monitoring and reporting
requirements tnat are not more rigorous than those requirements of the Cook
Inlet National Pollutant Discharge Eliminai«on Svstem permit in place.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS, under the federal Clean Water Act. the principal mechanism foe
regulating and limiting pollutant discharge into water of the United States is ihe National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination Svstem (NPDES) permit program; and

WHEREAS, under the monuonng and reporting requirements imposed as part of an

NPDES permit, the unit having responsibility for the Clean Water Act. the Environmental
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Protection Agency, may require one or more panics who arc responsible for pollutant
discharge to install and use equipment to monitor the discharge, develop and maintain records
and reports, and provide information to it as may be required under the Agency permit; and

WHEREAS the Environmental Protection Agency has determined in its 1996 National
Water Program Agenda to reduce permittee monitoring and reporting requirements, with the
objective of diminishing monitoring and reporting obligations imposed on permittees by about
25 percent; and

WHEREAS, the oil and gas industry has operated successfully in Cook Inlet for 30
years, coexisting throughout these decades with one of the state’s most productive salmon

fisheries; the industry operates in maturing fields that are at, or very close lo becoming.
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uneconomic to produce; and

WHEREAS the Environmental Protection Agency has issued a draft general NPDES
permit for Cook Inlet oil and gas operations; and

WHEREAS, despite the reduced monitoring and reporting initiative announced in its
1996 National Water Program Agenda, the draft permit for Cook Inlet operations proposes a

substantial increase in the monitoring and reporting requirements to be imposed by the two

agencies on the permittees; and

WHEREAS public comment on the proposed NPDES permit overwhelmingly endorses
the Cook Inlet oil and gas industry permittees' ability to continue to operate under
requirements of the permit in place, and supports eliminating provisions in the draft permit

imposing an obligation on the permittees to increase monitoring and reporting requirement".;

and

Ry Tyrem

WHEREAS the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation supports many of

the permittees' recommendations to reduce excessive monitoring and reporting requirements;

and

WHEREAS recent scientific studies evaluating the quality of the water and other
resources of Cook Inlet determined that there hxs been no adverse environmental impact in
the inlet from the three decades of oil and gas operations; and

WHEREAS the Cook Inlet oil and gas industry’ history of successful coexistence with
a productive fishery combined with the results of these recent studies together demonstrate that

the Agency's draft NPDES permit requiring the permittees to incur substantial additional
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expense associated with the increased monitoring and reporting requirements identified in the
draft NPDES permit is unwarranted, nor is the increased effort supported by public testimony;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully requests the
Environmental Protection Agency to issue a final National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System permit for Cook Inlet oil and gas operations that

(1) omits the incremental permittee monitoring and reporting obligations
identified in the draft permit; and

(2) consistent with the philosophy of the Agency% 1996 National Water
Program AgenJa, allows the permittees either to operate under pollutant discharge monitoring
and reporting requirements that arc consistent with the Agency's national objective of
diminishing monitoring and reporting obligations generally to be imposed on permittees, or
to operate under pollutant discharge monitoring and reporting requirements that arc not more
rigorous than those requirements of the Cook Inlet NPDES permit in place.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Carol M. Browner,
Administrator, Environmental Piotcction Agency; to Michele Brown, commissioner of
environmental conservation; to the Honorable Don Gilman, Mayor of the Kcnai Peninsula
Borough; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski. U.S.
Senators, and the Honorable Don Young. U.S. Representative, members of the Alaska

delegation in Congress.

SCS C.S1UR 59<RLS>



SENATE COMMITTEE REPORT
First Committee of Referral

DATE: 3/18/96 FURTHER:
DATE TURNED INTO OFFICE:

The Resources Committee considered CS FOR HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 59(RES)

Relating to issuance of a NPDES permit for Cook Inlet oil and gas operations.

and recommends: Senate Bill:
[ Jsimc title
(”/bC replaced with cCS M < ffll oM ) [ new title
House Bill:
() adopt PItV.0US CS 1 ] H'samc title
technical title
[ ] attached amcndment(s) new: SCR*
( ] adopt Letter ofintcnt by _ .Committee
| ] further referral tothe Committee
NEW FISCAL NOTE(S): PREVIOUS FISCAL NOTE(S):«
Department Date Zero Fiscal Department Date Zero Fiscal
oof AL /

t JAPPROPRIATION -no fiscal note ‘Include fiscal notes accompanying Governor*s bill
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CS FOR MOOSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 59(RES)
IN THE LEGISIATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE -SECOND SESSION
BV THE HOUSE KESOLn ES COMMITTEE

OfTcred: 2/28/96
Refund: Rules

Sponwrii): REPRESENTATIVES GREEN. RoK htr

A RESOLUTION

Respectfully requesting Ihe Environmental Protection Agency lo Issue a final
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit Tor Cook Inlet oil and gas
operations that omits the incremental permittee monitoring and reporting
obligations identified in the Agency’ druft permit and, consistent with the
philosophy of the Agency’s 1996 National Water Program Agcndu, allows the
permittees to operate under pollutant discharge monitoring and reporting
requirements that arc not more rigorous than those requirements of the Cook
Inlet Nationul Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit in place.

BE IT RESOLVED BV THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE Ol ALASKA:

WHEREAS, under the federal Clean Water Act, the principal mechanism for
regulating and limiting pollutant discharge into water of the United Slates is the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program; and

WHEREAS, under the monitoring and reporting requirements imposed as part of an

NPDES permit, the unit having responsibility for the Clean Water Act. the Environmental
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Protection Agency, may require one or more parties who arc responsible for pollutant
discharge to install and use equipment to monitor the discharge, develop and maintain records
and reports, and provide information to it as may be required under the Agency permit; and

WHEREAS the Environmental Protection Agency has determined in its 1996 National
Water Program Agenda to reduce permittee monitoring and reporting requirements, with the
objective of diminishing monitoring and reporting obligations imposed on permittees by about
25 percent; and

WHEREAS, the oil and gas industry has operated successfully in Cook Inlet for 30
years, coexisting throughout these decades with one of the state’s most productive salmon
fisheries; the industry operates in maturing fields that arc at, or very close to becoming,

uneconomic to produce; and _

Department of Environmental Conservation® has issued a draft general NPDES permit for
Cook Inlet oil and gas operation®, and

WHEREAS, despite the reduced monitoring and reporting initiative announced in its
1996 National Water Program Agenda, the draft pc
substantial increase in the monitoring and rcportin

'S on tnc permittees: and
rv' /> rlv Ple

W HEREAS public comment on the proposed NPDES permit overwhelmingly endorses
the Cook Inlet oil and gas industry permittees” ability to continue to operate under
requirements of the permit in place, and supports eliminating provisions in the draft permit
imposing an obligation on the permittees to increase monitoring and reporting requirements;
and

WHEREAS recent scientific studies evaluating the quality of the water and other
resources of Cook Inlet determined that there has been no adverse environmental impact in
the inlet from the three decades of oil and gas operations; and

WHEREAS the Cook Inlet oil and gas industry's history of successful coexistence
with a productive fishery combined with the results of these recent studies together
demons!-~c that the Agency* Jrafi NPDES permit requiring the permittees to incur
substantial additional expense associated with the increased monitoring and reporting
requirements identified in the draft NPDES permit is unwarranted, nor is the increased effort
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supported by public testimony;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully requests the
Environmental Protection Agency to issue a final National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System permit for Cook Inlet oil and gas operations thnt

(1) omits the incremental permittee monitoring and reporting obligations
identified in (he draft permit; and

(2) consistent with the philosophy of the Agency’ 1996 National Water
Program Agenda, allows the permittees either to operate under pollutant discharge monitoring
and reporting requirements that arc consistent with the Agency’ national objective of
diminishing monitoring and reporting obligations generally to be imposed on permittees, or
to operate under pollutant discharge monitoring and reporting requirements that arc not more
rigorous than those requirements of the Cook Inlet NPDES permit in place.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent lo the Honorable Carol M. Browner,
Administrator. Environmental Protection Agency; to Michele Brown, commissioner of
environmental conservation; to the Honorable Don Gilman. Mayor of the Kenai Peninsula
Borough; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S.

Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, members of the Alaska

delegation in Congress.
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A laska S ta te L e g islature

Senate Resources Committee

State Capitol
Official Business Juneau AK 99801

MEMO

TO: Senator Pcarcc, Vice Chairman
Senator Frank
Senator Halford
Senator Taylor
Senator Hoffman
Senator Lincoln

FROM: Senate Resources Committee Sttiff $ )
DATE: March 28, 1996

RE: Amendment to HIR 59 - NPDES Pcrmii for Cook Inlet Oil & Gas

Attached is the amendment to HIJR 59 adopted in concept by the committee at yesterday's
hearing on HJIR 59. Please let Chairman Leman know if this is not your understanding of
the conceptual amendment.

Senator Leman, Mr. Vcrrelliof DEC and sponsor, Representative Green have each seen
and approved of the amendment.

Also attached is a copy of DEC Scomments on the draft NPDES Permit for Cook Inlet
operators, as requested by committee members.



A laska S tate L eg islature

Stale Capitol
Official Business Juneau AK <901

MEMO

TO: Legal Services
via fax: X2029 this page

FROM: Annette Krcitzcr, Aide to
Senate Resources

DATE: March 28,1996

RE: CS HJR 59 (RES)

Please prepare a Resources Committee Substitute for HJR 59 incorporating the following
amendment which was adopted by the committee March 27:

Page 2, Lines 12-13:
After "Agency,” DELETE
[IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION|]

Page 2, Line 24:

Insert:

WHEREAS the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation supports marr
of the permittees recommendations lo reduce excessive monitoring and reporting
requirements: and
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DEPT.OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSE fix » rex?
Division of Air and Water Quality
Industrial Operations Phone: (907)269-7500
555 Cordova St. Fax: (907)269-7652
Anchorage. AK 90501 TTY: (907)269-7511
January 29. 1996
Ms. Laurie Mann
USEPA/Region X. Section OW-134
1200 Sixth Avc.
Seattle. WA 98101
Dear Ms. Mann:
Subject: ADEC Comments on Public Notice Draft of Cook Inlet Cil & Gas Operators.

NPDES General Permit No. AKG-285100. ADEC File Sh. 2300.45.0006

The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation has reviewed the subject draft permit
and has the following comments.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1 The permit should cany a definition for the term "suspend ;d paniculate phase™,
which is abbreviated as SPP. This term designates the s used to measure the
toxicity of the drilling muds. This is not a standard analyt cal technique and
should be defined in the permit to eliminate any possible confusion.

In Pan TV A of the permit the address for reporting monit*nng results 10 ADEC
is incorrect. The correct address is as follows.

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservator
ATTN: Major Facilities and Water Peimils Section

555 Cordova Street
Anchorage. AK 99501

SANITARY DISCHARGE

J. For the sanitary’discharge (*003). the parameter suspendsd] solids is abbreviated
as SS. 1his abbreviation is generally reserved for the parai*ctcr scttkable sulids.
The standard abbreviation for suspended solids, or as the p iramcter is commonly
designated "total suspended solids”, is TSS. That is the nainc of the test method
us#d to quuntify that pax: meter. The use of the TSS abbres iation is standard
practice for NPDES permits issued to municipally owned pjuolic ticaimcnt works



WD 15:06 ADEC-FAIRBANKS FAX NO 9074512187 P. 02/04

Laurie Mann January 29, 1996

| he TSS abbreviation was also used in the Arctic Genedal NPDES Permit for Ol
& Gas Exploration (AKG-2B4200) issued in 1995. and he ARCO Oil and Gg.
Exploration Permit (AK-0052051) issued in 1993. If tfyis change in abbreviations
to made it must bo carried throughout the permit and faqt sheet.

In the draft permit there IS anumerical limitation of 45 ng/1 applied to the
parameters BOD5and SS as a weekly average. Footnott #3 goes on to state "Each
weekly sampling value will then be subject to both the caily maximum and the
weekly average criteria.” Since the frequency of monitoring is weekly, the ADEC
does not believe that the result of a single sampling ever tshould have an average
criterion applied to it. but should be considered an instai taneous value, with the
daily maximum criterion applied as the appropriate num irical limitation. This is
the mcihod generally used by the ADEC when issuing w astewater disposal
permits under State authority, the numerical criterion applied is dependent on the
sampling frequency. This change would make the Cook nlet General NPDES
Permit consistent with the Arctic General NPDES Pcrmi certified bv the State.
and issued be the EPA earlier this year.

The ADEC would recommend, tor state waters only, thnl the requirement to
maintain a | mg/1 minimum for chlorine residual be dropped. The elimination of
Uiis requirement w'ould apply to those facilities with biol igical treatments units
and use chlorine for disinfection. The ADEC would prefer that chlorination of the
sanitary effluent discharge cease, thereby eliminating whore unnecessary the
release of this toxic compound. There is no known or pe reived public health
threat if the sanitary waste from the platforms is not disinfected. All discharge
locations on the platforms arc below' the surface and of vc{ry low volumes. The
platforms with biological treatment plants could simply @ are disinfection. Li
addition, all facilities would need to sample for fecal coii form bactena and report
the results on their discharge monitoring reports (DMRs) This monitoring
requirement would replace the chlorine residual requirempnt. During the next
permit cycle ADEC would authorize mixing zones for thd fccal coliform
constituent in the facility s discharge based on the reported dara A sampling
frequency of once per month is recommended, this would] piovide an adequate
database upon which to determine mixing zones

6. Footuuie #1, , » facility using a marine sanitation devicie (MSD) ", should be
applied to all the parameters listed and not just "floating Sfcllds”. In other words,
footnote r*1 should appear where footnote #3 currently appears in the draft permit,
In fact, footnotes #1 & 3 can be combined as they are in the Arctic General
NPDES Permit. The operation of MSD* is currently regu ated under Section 312
of the Clean Water Act by the U.S. Coast Guard, and no aidiuonad requirement*
should be placed on these treatment units in the permit. Tlhis change would make
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Ms. Laurie Mann Jauuury29, 199b

the Cook Inlet General NPDES Permit consistent with tl e Arctic General NPDES
Permit certified by the State and issued he the F.PA carliuyr this year. This change
would eliminate the need for the separate line item for thp MSD monitoring
requirements.

PRODUCED WATER DISCHARGE

7. For (he produced water discharge (#015), the ADEC Idi” vcs that the monitoring
schedule contained in the draft permit is excessive, and n[)tjustified. Sampling
frequency for the parameters oil & grease, pH, copper, artcnic, zinc. Total
Aromatic Hydrocarbons, and Total Aqueous Hydrocarbons are on a weekly basis,
The ADEC does not believe that this intensive monitorin level is necessary.

The quality of produced water with respect to hydrocarbo i content has been
demonstrated to be fairly consistent over a six yaar period, based on a comparison
of 1989 and 1995 data. The treatment processes used by ndustry to treat the
produced water, flotation in the current permit and gas en hanced flotation in the
proposed permit, are simple physical processes and not subject to wide, treatment
fluctuations, as would be the case for a hiological process Therefore, |t is not
expected that the effluent will demonstrate significant var abﬂlty The ADEC
recommends that the monitoring frequency be reduced from weekly to monthly,
this frequency should be sufficient to demonstrate compli; nee with permit
limitations.

An alternative for determining the monitoring frequency v|ould be to structure the
frequency based on flow volume from the facility. Facilities with discharges of
over 1 mgd. would sample on a monthly basis, and facility s with discharge
volumes of less than ! tngd could sample on a quarterly hasis.

8 The rr nitoiing frequency for the parameter Whole Efflueit Toxicity is monthly
in the draft perr™. This frequency is again excessive. Thd .ADEC would
recommend a more appropriate frequency as quarterly for rha reasons stated
above Alternatively, a two tier structure as described above could be applied to
the individual facilities, with facilities discharging over | mgd sampling monthly
and facilities discharging less than | mgd sampling quarter y.

Another alternative would be to structure the permit with ai initial intensive
monitoring schedule tor WET. that could be relaxed after two years if the
facilities demonstrate a record of compliance. This technique is often employed
in wastewater disposal permits issued under State authority]
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Ms. Laurie Mann January 29,1996

9. Footnote HlI requires monthly monitoring of heavy metal during the First year the
permit is in effect, for those facilities that do not already have specific numerical
limitations. It appears that this requirement is intended % data collection
purposes only. If that is the case, it might be more uscfuljly to collect this data
during the last, or Fifth year of the permit, so that it can  utilised during the next
permit cycle. Delaying till the last year of the permit \%i)ld provide more current
data when the permit is reissued.

The ADEC appreciates llie opportunity to comment on the draft general permit and hopes that the
EPA will give due consideration to our comments.

Sincerely.

Robert Dolan
Environmental Engineer

RD/jeb GvEQ.CLER'JmOLSN'COOK COM UTT

cc: Kenwyn George, ADEC/Juncau Steve Freemyer. Phil ps Petroleum
Andy Cline, Shell Western Valerie Haney, EPA  ¥nchoraee
I"es Buchholz, ADEC/KDO Stephanie Olson. Marathon
Alice Bullington. Unocal Judy Kitagawa, ADEp/VaJddez

Pete McGee. ADEC/Fairbanks Steve Koteff. Trusteelk of Alaska
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State Capitol
Juneau AK 99801

Please ptcparc a Resources Committee Substitute for HIR 59 incorporating the following

amendment which was adopted by the committee March 27:

Page 2, Lines 12-13:
After "Agency,” DELETE

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION|]

Page 2, Line 24:

WﬁERLAS.iIig Alaska Dypannm of Environmental Conservation hip supponr&

gﬁarccbbﬁiena?r ljfhe:ﬁKriecomraen ations toralucelWHMgMMiYrtmsrie®®

nS,an

(IN CONJUNCTION WITH TIIE ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF
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Protection Agency, may require one or more parties who arc responsible for pollutant
discharge to install and use equipment to monitgr the discharge, develop and maintain records
and reports, and provide information to it as may be required under the Agency permit; and

WHEREAS the Environmental Protection Agency has determined in its 1996 National
Water Program Agenda to reduce permittee monitoring and reporting requirements, with the
objective of diminishing monitoring and reporting obligations imposed on permittees by about
25 percent; and

WHEREAS, the oil and gas industry has operated successfully in Cook Inlet for 30
years, coexisting throughout these decades with one of the state’s most productive salmon
fisheries; the industry operates in maturing fields that arc at, or very close to becoming,
uneconomic to produce; and

WHEREAS the Environmental Protection Agency,fin conjunction with the Alaska
Department of Environmental Conservation) has issued a draft general NPDES permit for
Cook Inlet oil and gas operation”™ and

WHEREAS, despite the reduced monitoring and reporting initiative announced in its
1996 National Water Program Agenda, the draft permit for Cook Inlet operations proposes a
substantial increase in the monitoring and reporting requirements to be imposed by the two
agencies on the permittees; and A 1

WHEREAS public comment on the proposed NPDES permit overwhelmingly endorses
the Cook Inlet oil and gas industry permittees” ability to continue to operate under
requirements of the permit in place, and supports eliminating provisions in the draft permit
imposing an obligation on the permittees to increase monitoring and reporting requirements;
and

WHEREAS recent scientific studies evaluating the quality of the water and other
resources of Cook Inlet determined that there has been no adverse environmental impact in
the inlet from (he three decades of oil and gas operations; and

WHEREAS the Cook Inlet oil and gas industry history of successful coexistence
with a productive fishery combined with the results of these recent studies together
demonstrate that the Agency’ draft NPDES permit requiring the permittees to incur
substantial additional expense associated with the increased monitoring and reporting

requirements identified in the draft NPDES permit is unwarranted, nor is the increased effort
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Alaska State Legislature
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Representative Joe Green
Duma

Sponsor Statement

HJR 59 - Supporting the Cook Inlet NPDES Permit

HJR 59 puts the Alaska Legislature on record supporting the re-
issuance of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit for Cook Inlet oil operations.

The oil and gas industry has operated in Cook Inlet for over 30 years,
coexisting with one of the state’s most productive salmon fisheries.
Despite this record of success, the US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has stipulated monitoring and reporting requirements
beyond those required for the current permit. These new
requirements have been added by EPA, even though the agency s
own National Water Program Agenda calls for reduced monitoring
and reporting requirements.

HJR 59 resolves that the NPDES permits be issued without new
monitoring and reporting requirements.



February 21. 1996

TO Jeff Logan, Staff for Joe Green
EROM Pamela Miller. Greenpeace
RE Materials for Hearing on HIR $9

Here is a copy of an open letter | sent to the Kcnai Peninsula delegation concerning the NPDES
permit for oil and gas discharges in Cook Inlet. Also attached is a report from Dr Robert
Howarth of Cornell University who reviewed the draft permit and associated documents Please
attach these to the legislators information packets concerning HJR 59. Thank you

Have you tccieved any information on whether we con testify by teleconference for the hearing
on Friday*” | appreciate that you contacted me to inform me of the opportunity to testify

SinccreK.

Pamela Miller



Your Idler was irresponsible in light of the deep concerns of local citizens, especially
Native communities (sec letter attached from the Indigenous People’s Council for Murine
Mammals) | urge you to reconsider your opinion and write to EPA asking that the oil industry
be required to meet zero discharge standards Zero discharge is the norm for the oil and gas
industry throughout the countty - it is not an undue technological or economic burden Industry
has greatly exaggerated the potential economic impacts of zero discharge in Cook Inlet (sec
attached comments) An economist, Dr. Thomas Gocrold, who reviewed the permit concluded:
*4 believe that EPA has underestimated the future profitability of the petroleum operations in
this region and overestimated the likelihood of the shutttng-in of existing and currently planned
platforms ~

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. | would welcome an opportunity to

discuss this issue further

Pamela K Miller
Researcher
Community Toxics Investigative and Advocacy Project

cC

Peninsula Clarion
Homer News

Homer Tribune
Anchorage Daily News



February 19.1996

An Open Letter to the Kcnai Peninsula Delegation
Scnutor Judy Salo

Senator John Torgctson

Representative Gary D avis

Representative Mike Navarre

Rcpresentaiive Gail Phillips

Dear Ms Salo. Mr Torgerson. Mr Davis. Mr Navarre, and Ms Phillips

I am writing in response to your December 18.1995 letter to Mr Charles Clark. Director.
L,PA Region 10. regarding the proposed NPDES permit for oil and gas discharges in Cook Inlet
In the Ifncr. you stated that "regulations for the oil and gas industry must be derived from sound
scientific measurement and observation and then tempered by economic considerations” Vou
stated that vou "concur with the concerns expressed by UNOCAL ™

I wav disappointed in sour response to the EPA because vou have onl) reiterated
UNOCAL's position on the permit Vou have not. | believe, given adequate consideration to
legitimate and scientifically-founded concerns regarding the rcutuancc of the permit We asked
an independent scientist from Cornell University. Dr Robert flowarth. to review the draft permit
and associated documents (including CIRCAC. MMS. and industry studies! Dr Kowvth isan
internationally renowned scientist (his report arvj credentials art enclosed! who has served on a
number of National Academy of Sciences pinch and is the Atkinson Professor of Ecotogv anj
Environmental Biology at Cornell University

Dr Howarth concluded "that the scientific basis foe issuing the proposed NPDES permit
u flawed and inadequate " His report details the potential and pathways for transport and
btoaccumulation of pollutant*, from the oil and gat industry He clcariv demonstrates that
previous studies m Cook Inlet are inconclusive "the actual nsk to the biota of Cook Inlet cannc*
be adequately determined but is likely to be far greater than stated * Mowionng standards
required bv EPA in the draft permit ar# inadequate, nor cxeessivt

POBc* |0 aai® AXttttk*»t90n*4«tOT|7r|*SH



COMMENTS ON THE fKOPOSED NPDES GENERAL PERMIT FOR
OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION. DEVELOPMENT. AND PRODUCTION
FACILITIES INCOOK INLET, ALASKA

by

Robert VV Howards. Ph.D.
Section of Ecology bt Systematic*
Division of Biological Sciences
Cornell University
Ithaca. NY 14853 USA

iS Janu»ry 19%

I have carefully reviewed the draft NPDES Permit «AKG2S510G (or
Cook Inlet, the September 7. 1995 "Cook Inlet (Retssiuncvl Fact Sheet for that
permit and the November 1995 report from Paramcfn* on MUmg Zone
Determination md Risk Assessment of Produced Water* from Oil and Gas
Facilities in Cook Inlet. Alaska which :* relied upon heavily in the draft
perm*t Based on this review. lIconclude that the scientific basis fvr issuing
the proposed NPDES permit is flawed and tudequate The actual risk to the
b ota of Cook Inlet cannot be adequately determined from the information
provided tn these reports but is Hkelv to be far greater than stated

The Cook Inlet (Reissuance) Fact Sheet for the proposed permit
state* If a definitive determination of no unreasonable degradation canm»t
be made because of insufficient information. EPA must then determine
whether a discharge will cause irreparable harm to the manne environment
and wtiether therr are reasonable alternative to cewiic disposal* Ip The
application of thi* policy toCook Ink! mandates further analysis |1believe
that such further analysts will lead to a requirement foe alternatives tom idu
disposal, such as rrtntxcnon of formation waters and shonrba®M disposal
(and recycling and reuse) of drslImg fluids iHowarth aid Mato J 3991) S-nce
such alternatives are pmsrble the proposed permit cceifhm with ?»e
"national policy that, whence er trasrb-e pollution should be prevented or
reduced at the some < that pollutso s schsch cannot be presented should he
i<ot"M in an em mesmrttfalW® sate manner, arv! that disposal os release into
ih* entiftmmeni should be emploved only as a last rest rt (p 55 of Cook
Me* IRemo a/ve) Fact Sheet! Ma*»r f*d.ngs ol the permit and asvnciatr*



Die draft permit and fact sheet make no mention of the accumulation
of oil hydrocarbons and other toxic substances in living organisms In die
supporting document for estimatuig mixing /ones, Parametrix (1995)
discounts problems with bioaccumulation and bioconcentraton of toxic
substances m formation waters Their logic isbased on the re.ativcly low
octanol-water partlomng coefhdent for many oil hydrocarbons in formation
waters, on d supposed rapid elimination of ot) hydrocarbons from marine
organisms, and on the often low and variable concentrations of oil
hvdrocarbom found in previous monitoring efforts in Cook Inlet (Parametrix
1 *05. pp 24*25) Parametrix (1995) goes on to assert that "the few marine
n ammals and birds known to occupy upper Cook Inlet ..are unlikely to be
at risk from exposure to produced water constituents since these compounds
do not readily tloaccumulate (p. 30).

These conclusions and the underlying logic are wrong All of the
hydrocarbons considered bv Parametrix (1995) preferentially accumulate ui
fatty tissues out seawater, as shown by octanohwatcr parttomng coefficients
weli ow.1 land as high as 2.000 (Table E-a in Parametrix 1995) Hus simply
must be explicitly considered in determining the exposure of organisms to
toxic substances and therefore the six* of th# mixing /one, and cannot be
dismissed by simple references to others who say that a little bioconcentration
tsO0 K (Parametnx 1995, p 25) According to the National Academy of
Science s report on Qtf in Ibc ixi "Numerous studies have shown that
bivalves can “cumulate hydrocarbons to a level several orders of magmiudv
above the concentration in the water (NAS 1985. p 739). Table 4*3 of that
rcpon supports this statement and specifically shows high levels of
tnoaccumolaiton of napthalen* and diaromatscs. major toxic components of
formation svaters

Parametrix (1995. p 25) states that the hydrocarbons taken up from
formation waters into organisms w 41 be rapidly depurated Ol removed from
its* organism Such depuration can occur, but is often much slower thin
stated bv Parametrix (19951 The length of original erposute of the organism
to th* poliutantt t* critical,with depuration being much longer in chronic
pollution conditions (such as associated with formation waters) than in ih*
tfxotMerm lab exposure studies cited by Parametn* (1995). we pp 2V9**i2of
ifv National Academy of Science report (NAS 1985) In the case of chtoiuc

m the half life for depuration can be more than 1 month (NAS 1985.
pp WKk.10)). far longer than the twurx to dasa stated by Parametrix (1995)

Parametrix 11*95. p 24) cues monitoring studies which hase shwwn
generally low concentrations of ml hydrocarbons in organs»ms near rigs or in
the case of the Arthur D Little study, the tack of "any clear spatial pattern
axsoctatej with the produced water outfall for the Trading Hay Production



facility " Rather than indicating no problem with bioaccumulation, these
findings may result from long-range transport of substances away from
discharge cites, with bioaccumulation which is highly variable in space and
may be most pronounced well away from rigs (where there has been little or
no monitoring). The possibility of long-range transport is discussed further
below

Bioaccumulation poses a particular threat to birds and manne
mammals since they have no gills through which oil hydrocarbons are
equilibrated back into solution in seawater Dioaccumulation in birds and
mammals is often through the food they consume (NAS 1985. p. 303) The
extent towhich birds and manne mammals (including endangered species)
inCook Inlet are currently exposed to toxic oil hydrocarbons from formation
waters and other sources iscompletely unknown and needs to be assessed
before further discharges should be permitted

Assumption tin NPDES Permit Wili_nulJuwicJAL.rcllutton

Page 8 of the fact sheet issued »n September 1995 for the proposed
permit states The reissuance of this permit will not result in additional
pollutant loading to the receiving waters, therefore, this action complies with
the State s antidegradation policy This statement is not correct. The
amount of formation water produced during OCS development increases
dramatically with age inawell and ina field Inanew well, tixc volume of
formation water is small relative to the amount of oil produced, but tn an old
well may produce 20*limes more formation water titan oil (Neff et al 1987)
Thus, ifcurrent production rigs in Cook Inlet arc allowed to continue to use
the same technology, pollution from formation waters is likely lo increase
substantially over time under the new NPDES permit

ptopcsed Tcaitr.c Procedural atm

For monitoring effects, the proposed permit would rely very heavily
oil asulv luixih testing, or LC50* wlwrr test orgaiuvms are exposed to
%anou» dilutions of effluents for 9* hrs and the concentration which kills
half tive test t"rgarusm* isestimated LC50 testswould be liveonly toxicity
testing fur drilling fluids (p to of draft permit) For formation waters. LC50 s
would Still be the pnmarv method of determining toxicity, but tests would be
augmented with determinations of pollutant effects on growth and some
other tublcthal *tfrcth fp ?4 of draft permit) To date, only 1.CM and growth
studies have Wen performed for effluents in Cook Inlet (Parametrix 1905. pp
"4* and 35) Thn« tests are the basis for one ot five approaches used to
estimate required m%ing rones for effluent discharges under the permit (p 31
of Cook Inlet <R*ixtuAive) Fact SUrt)



Problems with LC50 approach are thoroughly reviewed and discussed
in the 1985 National Academy of Sciences® report (NAS 1985), by Sclundler
(1987) and by Howarth (1989). The approach tends to greatly underestimate
ecological harm. In the case 0f dissolved oil hydrocarbons, LC50 tests often
lead to "values of concern® of 1.000 to 3,000 ug/l. while adverse ecological
effects occur at oil concentrations as low as a few ng/1 (NAS 1985; Howarth
1989). The National Academy of Sciences” report (NAS 1985) recommends
that LC50 tests be used only tocompare the toxicity of different substances or
tc compare the sensitivity® of differenlorganisms or life stages, and not to
predict ecological harm or set "safe levels,” as the draft NPDES attempts.
Such bioassays are helpful in ranking oils in order of toxicity but are or
limited value for ecological prediction" (NAS 1985, p. 163).

Using growth rather than death as the measure tn toxicity tests docs
little to improve the situation, and in fact the two approaches give
comparable results (Parametrix 1995, pp. 35-38) This is at least in part due to
the insensitivity of using growth rate as a measure. According to the
National Academy of Svier®es® icport, "growth of fish is relatively easy to
monitor, but tish require long exposure times before significant differences
can be detected, compared with controls” (NAS 1985. p. 189) That report goes
on to suggest that using behavioral changes provides a much more sensitive
test of adverse effects from oil FNAS 1985; pp. 138-139). The NPDES permit
would require no such testing. Some sublethai testing would be required, but
only for formation waters (not drilling mud discharges), and only fecundity
and larva) development in two test invertebrate populations would be
measured (p 24 of draft permit).

In situ Environmental MomtoriniLi* inadequate:

During exploratory drilling, the proposed NPDES permit would require
monitoring for changes m sediment pollutant concentrations and for impacts
on the benthic community (p. 17 of draft permit). Previous monilonng
efforts in Cook InJet have been unable to sec a major effect on the benthos
during exploratory drilling, iwi have they generally observed a predictable
increav* in pollutants near ngs. This, however, contrasts with »udies
elsewhere In the North Sea. effects from chronic pollution associated with
0CS activity have been clearly documented (Kingston 1987. Bakkcetal 1909-
b. Keiersen et al 1989, Gray 1989. Gray etal 1990). Interestingly, effects have
been seen even when low toxicitv drilling fluids have been used (Kingston
J'JK?. Reiertcn et al 1989), and these benthic effects were not predictable trom
toxicity testing, even including IUMVIethal testing (Hakke ct al 1969-a) Tlie
Sack of measurable accumulation of pollutants near ngs inCook Inlet, and the
lack 0f a clearly demonstrable effect of pollutants on the benthos there, may be
tlie result of transport of toxic substances away from the rigs (we discussion



below). Such transport seems likely given the strong tides and currents
which characterize Cook Inlet. Without knowledge of the fate of the toxic
substances discharged, itis impossible to estimate the amount of ecological
harm. At present, this fate is unknown.

Under the terms of the proposed NPDES permit, environmental
monitoring during development activities may not be required: "An
exemption to post-drilling monitoring will be granted ifno impact was
indicated during drilling" (p. 17 of draft permit). This ignores potential
problems of pollution from the formation waters during production.
Continuous monitoring throughout the life of the field should be required,
particularly since the volume of formation waters increases in an older field
(discussed above).

Long-Range Transport.pl.Toxic.Substances is Ignored:

The draft permit and supporting documents fail completely to discuss
the probability that toxic substances, both from drilling fluids and from
formation waters, are likely to be transported for significant distances from
the site of discharge. An implicit assumption behind the mixing zone models
used (Parametrix 1995) is that such transport occurs, but apparently itis
assumed that toxic substances will be diluted during such transport. Toxic
materials may well be dispersed and diluted, but they may well also be
accumulating in low-energy environments, including such sensitive areas as
coastal marshes The majority of toxic discharges from 0CS operations are
cither particle bound or quickly become particle bound in the environment,
particularly onto fine particles. Such fine partmes. and associated pollutants,
can easily accumulate in low-energy environments long distances away.

"urrcntly in Cook Inict, the fate of toxic discharges is not known, and
very little is known about iransport of such substances. However, two reports
present data which hint et accumulation of pollutant oil hydrocarbons away
from rigs. Neff and Douglas (1944, as cited on page I A 15 of the 1995 DEIS for
lease sale 149 in Cook Inlet) found very high levels of petroleum
hydrocarbons (8.97 to 1376 ppm) 2 miles to the northeast of an outfall,
concentrations much greater than found closer to rigs in Cook Inlet. Also,
Arthur D Little. Inc (1995. pp. 3-4) found highe- levels of sediment oil
contamination at two sites away from rigs than near rigs and outfalls in the
fWluga River and Trading Bay areas of Cook Inlet Further discharges of
formation waters should not be allowed in Cook Inlet until the fate of toxic
hydrocarbons in such discharges is better known



Problem* with Synthetic Drilling M uds are Not Adequately Considered:

The "Cook Inlet (Reissuance) Fact Sheet" implies that synthetic drilling
muds will be allowed and states that "preliminary data” show the toxicity of
these muds to be similar to others used under Region 10°'s NPDES permit (pp.
18-19). The mutagenic and carcinogenic potential of synthetic oils is greater
than that for natural crude oils (NAS 1985, p. 478). This led the National
Academy of Science®s report to conclude that "...the future use and discharge
of these synthetic products should be monitored with care"™ (NAS 1985, p.
478). The testing procedures proposed for the NPDES permit are totally
unable to determine whether the discharges are having mutagenic or
carcinogenic effects.

Effects within Mixing Zone are Ignored, and Standards are Permis™y.o:

The size of the proposed mixing zones are set by the State of Alaska
water quality standards: 10 pg/1 for aromatic hydrocarbons, and 15 pg/1 for
total aqueous hydrocarbons (p. 29 of "fact sheet'). These values may not be
adequate, and if they are, they barely are. The National Academy of Science s
report (NAS 1985) points out numerous biological effects which occur at
lower concentrations of dissolved oil hydrocarbons, concentrations as low as 1
Mg/1 or less. Also, itis important to note that the toxicity of oil hydrocarbons
in formation waters is higher than for many other oils since formation waters
aie enriched in the most water soluble, toxic fractions (Howarth and Marino
1991, p. 6). Benzene alone, which isa known carcinogen in addition to being
extremely toxic, can constitute 30-40% of the oil discharged in formation
waters in Alaska (NAS 1985, p. 474).

The report of the National Academy of Sciences (NAS 1985) is
particularly concerned over the effects of fairly low levels of oil hydrocarbons
on behavior "Of all the processes examined, the perturbation of normal
behavior at very low concentrations of petroleum (as low as 10 pg/L) suggests
a particular concern Tlie continuance of normal behavior underlies and is
absolutely critical to larval settling, feeding, reproduction, substrate
recognition, and homing. In this context a change in or cessation of feeding is
mw of the tirst indications of oil pollution in many test animals. (NAS 1985.
p 486).

Even ifone accepts the Alaskan water quah»y standards as adequate, it
is critical to note that uiesc cannot be met in Cook Inlet at the end of pipe
discharges. The draft permit fully acknowledges that a "mixing zone" is
required to allow for pollution to be diluted to these levels. Within the
mixing zone, pollutant concentrations will be incredibly high, as high as
182,000 ug/lfor total aromatic hydrocarbons from formation waters (p 23 of
draft permit). Organisms within this area will certainly be adversely affected.
To meet the Alaskan water quality stjndard. mixing zones of up to 955 m (for



Granite Point) are proposed. This corresponds to an area of up to 720,000
around individual discharges. The draft permit and supporting documents
make absolutely no effort to assess the magnitude of ecological harm from the
pollution allowed within these areas.

Potential Effects on Marine Mammals are Real and Underestimated:

Even within the rather permissive analysis of the draft permit, it is
acknowledged that species such as Beluga whales are at risk (p. 27 of "fact
siieet"). Tlie permit makes no provision for dealing with this risk. And for
the reasons outlined above, the risk to Beluga whales and other species is
probably much greater than the draft permit and supporting documents
estimate. At present, it is probably not possible to fully assess the risk to
marine mammals such as whales, and "probably less is known of how oil
affect* marine mammals than any other group of marine organisms" (NAS
1985). In addition to potential direct effects from bioconcentration of oil
hydrocarbons in whales (discussed above), "marine mammals including
whales may be adversely affected by alterations in the ecosystems supporting
them, changing food webs. cor instance, amphipods - which regularly
disappear from oil-contaminated sediments - are a favored food for gray
whales " (Howarth and Marino 1991, p. 31). Such considerations dictate
that toxic pollutants not be discharged into Cook Inlet until their effects can be
better understood and predicted.
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Seattle, WA 98101

To whom it may concern:

This letter is commentary on the Draft National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit
for Cook Inlet Oil and Gas Exploration, Development
and Production. Hy comments will focus largely on the
marine mammals of the region and the materials 1in tho
EPA"s fact sheet and proposed permit. I am opposed to
issuing the permit as it stands and would request that
a zero discharge permit be issued for this region.

In 1994 and 1995 | participated as a member of
the U.S. delegation to the eight nation Arctic
Monitoring and Assessment Program (AMAP). The major
theme of the AMAP report that is being prepared 1is
that pollution from all over tho globe 1is moving to
the north and impacting living systems.

AMAP consid movement of pollutants on a global
scale.” Within tlna permit tho exclusion zones range
from 1000 m to 20 miles along a relatively closed
inlet system. Considering the inlet has the second
highest tidal action in the world thore will be
movement of any discharged materials. Unfortunately
this movement 13 not so much one of flushing,
particularly in the winter months whon fresh water
input into tho inlet is limited, but one of sloshing
about in a tub of dirty water.

Materials discharged from a cite will move at one
period of dm/ down to the ocean in the nol" ™71
currant ana witn cne outgoing tiae. hicnin a tow
hours tho tide changes and the materials reverse their
action and move up tho inlet perhaps oven past thoir
point of origin. Those materials discharged during
tidal flow will first move up the inlet. During the
Exxon Valdoz oil spill, weathored crude was found well
up the inlet in the summer, 1indicating that even at a
timo of increased river flow materials can move up the
inlot ovor timo.



Water movement and exclusion zones are therefore

a concern. The fact sheet states that unique habitat
was considered in this permit and that discharge is
not allowed in some selected areas. Exclusion limits

are mentioned for Steller Sea Lion aauntic foraoina
area (please note that this animal was named for a
biologist whose name was Steller not for stars and so
the spelling needs to be corrected), as well as for
Sugarloaf Island, and other areas along the inlot.

The implication 1is that with these exclusions that the
permit would be sate for unique habitat and species of
the region.

On the other hand, within the permit on page 37
under "2. Produced Waterl it states that it "may
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, all of
the considered species excapt the Beluga whale."” Tho
paragraph ends with the EPA concluding that ""may
adversely affect®™ 1is based on lack of conclusive
evidence regarding the actual impact of produced water
discharges upon the species.” This to my mind means
that there 1ia concern for the entire inlet for the
Beluga whale.

In addition there 1is conflict with the concepts
behing the mixing zones. The mixing zones have been
described and it is noted that due to the flow of
water in the Inlet, with its extremely high tides, any
discharges will be stirred wcl®. These statements are
contradictory to the relatively small exclusion zones
(1,000 - 1,500 m) that have been established for most
of tho Inlet. IT there is a great deal of water
movement, then that would require larger exclusion
zones, especially if that movement 1is one of back and
forth and not flushing in just one direction. |
therefore have serious concerns over the mixing zones
and relatively small discharge exclusion zones as
outlined in the pormit. This becomesa critical
concern when the health of the marine mammals of the
region aro considered.

As stated above there may be adverse impact to
Beluga. Tn 1994 1 was appointed to sit on the
National scientific Review Group for the Alaska Region
to evaluate all marine mammals under the amendments to
the Marine Mammal Protection Act. Those reports list
the Cook Inlet Beluga, and the Western Steller Sea
Lion as "strategic stocks™ which will be evaluated on
an annual bason and for which habitat degradation must
be considered. Harbor Seals worn notclassified due
to a lack of definitive information. They have had
significant doclinos in their population but it is
unclear 1if there are multiple stocks and thereforo the
resilience of the animaln.
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Steller Sea Lions hove been declining in this
region for nearly twenty years. Harbor Seale havo
been declining in this region for nearly twenty yeare.
Harbor Seals are known to feed on octopus whlcP”feed

VRIS RE'Y SRR R ol 1T T T T) S (A J mre
pollution ac they are filter feeders and/or search the
sediments for food. Therefore it ie possible that

Harbor Scal3 are being impacted by the years of
discharge in tho region.

Several years ago there was a massive die off of
Harbor Seals 1in Europe. It haB been concluded that
the animals died of a virus. It has also now been
found that the blubber of the animals that died had
low levels of an organochlorine compound. This
pollutant of itself was well within "safe limits" and
did not cause the deaths, but it had compromised tho
animals* ability tc fight off infection by depressing
the immune systems.

In people we carry a herpes virus in our body.
It does not manifest itself unless we are stressed.
Work 1loads, sickness, poor nutrition can cause the
eruption of "cold sores"™ or "fever blisters.”™ These
are indications that our system is week. They are not
related directly to a cold or fever, but a're tho
manifestation of the virus itself. If we do not take
care wo can then become very sick, and if pneumonia
sets 1in we can die. ThoGe who die of pneumonia did
not die of herpes, nor stress, nor even the sickness
that may have made them bed ridden, but they do die of
pneumonia.

Herring in Prince William Sound were observed to
seriously suffer from a virus in 1993 four summers
after the oil spill. It has been reported that they
carry this virus all the time and it manifests itself
when they aro strecsed. It is unknown what the exact
stress was in 1S92 or 1993 that caused tho effect but
the impact to herring, and the animals which feed on
heiring was evident.

Recent blood tests o< ~™u..c 1 Sea auu
Harbor Seals 1in this region, as reported by the
Univorsity of AlLaska Fairbanks Institute of Marine
Studies, indicate from liver enzymes that they aro

under stress. It ie unknown how stressed those
animals are and what type of "straw it will tako to
break the cornel®s back"™ with a disease outbreak. No

further pollution should be added to this scenario.
Wo know that the ecosystem of the lower Cook Inlet 1is
stressed. We havo tho ability to reduce pollution
into tho Inlet. We need to take precautions to
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protect thone species before thoro is any further
degradation of their health.

Alaska Nativo hunters in Cook Inlet, who aro
legally allowed to take Beluga whales for subsistence,
have reported lesions, and tumors in the animals ever
tho past few years. Only recently havo tissues been
campled to evaluate the health of these animals. As
more analyois 1is completed there will be a better
understanding of tho overall health of this animals.
Until then, and in light of those physical nign3 of
ill health, it is prudent to, where possible, reduce
tho pollution into Cook Inlet. This permit is an
oxcollont way to address this concern.

Humpback and Fin whales are alco listed as

"eendangered” and arc "strategic stocks.™ They do not
come up the inlet, however they do feed at its
southern end. Therefore thero ore four and possibly

soon to bo five "strategic 3tocks™ which live and feed
in the effluont of Cook Inlet. Two aro already
"endangered," and ono 1is being considered to bo listud
an "endangered." I am not aware of any other area of
the country whero there is that type of concentration
of marine mammals of concern which could all bo
impacted by one HPDES permit. It is Incumbent upon
EPA and ADEC to make this a zero discharge permit.

There has been an old saying "the solution to
pollution is dilution.”™ For conturioo this has been
the practice. What 1is now known 1ie that no natter
whero pollution 1is created, and no matter what medium
it is disposed into for dilution, it will move to
areas of loss energy, bo metabolized and be amo
incorporated into living syGtens. The EPA and the
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation havo
officially stated that their philosophy 1Ir, ono of

pollution prevention. The Clean Water Act states that
tho national goal is to eliminate the discharge of
pollutants into navigable waters. Considering tho

boot technology available, the beet management
practice would be to insist on e zero discharge permit

for thin region.

Sincerely,

Carl M. Hild, K.S.Sci.Hgnt.
Dirlogiut / Planner
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New discharge perm it
for inlet doesn’'t need

tougher requirem ents

THE House Resources Committee meets in Kenai
loday lo talk about two issues of importance to the Kenai
Peninsula — HJR J9. which deals with federal discharge
permit for Cook Inlet platforms, and HB 175, a bill which
would limit the number of sport fishing guides in the state.

Fust, many thanks to the committee for holding heanngs
on these two measures on the peninsula, where oil and sport
fishing are central to residents' livelihoods, as well as their
lifestyles. It's great that the committee is taking an interest
in these issues and was willing to come to Kenai to team
more about the area and to hear first hand from residents

Second, we'd like lo lend our support to HJR fr>. which
asks the U S Environmental Protection Agency to issue a
final National Polllutant Discharge Elimination System per*
mit for the inlet's oil and gas operations that, in general

1 Omits the incremental momronng and reporting oblig-
ations required of permit holders in the draft proposal, and

2 Allows permit holders to operate under discharge mon-
itoring and reporting requirements that are not more rigor-
ous than those of the last permit

Requuemfnts of the existing permit, which espited sever-
al years ago, have worked well to protect the inlet Pithing
and oil have managed toco-habitate successfully, if not
always peacefully, in inlet waters for about 30 years Recent
studies have not shown that the inlet and its fish have been
hartned by cil and gas operations

Interestingly enough, the same studies are being used by
different sides in this utue — environmentalists who have
lobbied for a xero-ditcharge permit requuement and the oil
industry and its supporters who have lobbied just as hard
for the discharge of muds and cuttings, ptoduced water and
miscellaneous water-bated fluids to be continued

Environmentalists say ihe sampling hasn’t gone far
enough, so it can’t be concluded that there has been no harm
to the inlet. The industry says the studies show they've been
good neighbors.

Those who have conducted the studies have been careful
not to take sides

While some would say it would be taking a leap of faith,
we believe the studies provide enough evidence that ade-
quate protections arc currently in plate to ensure no harm
comes to inlet waters It follows — if it's not broken, does it
need fixing?

The proposed permit, while still allowing discharges into
the inlet, also increases certain monitoring and testing
requirments. There is no doubt a need for monitoring and
testing — even the industry agrees with this — but the
amount should be suppc-ed by common sense and scientif-
ic reasoning. Testing and monitoring for the sake of testing
and monitonng are wastes of time and money.

As an example, the draft permit proposes increased
reporting requirements for sanitary waste discharges from
the platforms even though the discharges have not been
shown to be harmful. The old permit requires monthly test-
ing; the draft permit calls for weekly testing with stricter
limits.

Requirements of the old permit are sufficient

It’sironic that the EPA in its 1996 National Water
Program Agenda set as a goal reducing monitoring and
reporting obligations by about 25 percent, while for the
NPDES permit for inlet platforms it increases those obliga-
tions

It's no secret that the maturing oil fields of llw inlet are
undergoing some tough times It’s getting harder and mote
expensive to make it economically feasible for the oil indus-
try to do business here That doesn't mean EPA or the com-
munity should turn their heads and not require adequate
protections for the inlet

But there’s big difference ui providing protection for the
inlet and mandating reporting and testing that will do the
inlet no good.

The public comment pcnod for the NFDES permit has
closed and a final decision on what will be required will be
iisued later this year. It goes without saying tha: no one
wants to han; the health of the inlet — including ihose in
the oil induitry Tlwrc is vast disagreement as to what’s
harmful and what: not — as evidenced by the diffctent
sides in Hus issue usi..g ihe same studies to support their
positions

When afinal permit is rendered, we hope it will continue
to allow discharges from the platforms and eliminate addi-

tional testing and monitonng that serve only to create more
paperwoek and expense while nirt helping the mleL
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Onto: 23 February 1996

To: Houso ResourcesCommittee Far 465*4310

Representatives Groon. wuiems. Cgan. Games. Kon. Autterman.
Davios, Long. NichoHa

Copy: Representative Gary Dam Far 465*3035

From' Mika Taunaman

| am writing to comment on the draft NPOES Pem*i for Cook IrJet O»i & Oas
Exrloration. Doveiopmont. and Producson |have wed and worked m me Kcna»*
Soldotna area since 1959 and own a consulting engineering and envtfonrtrrtai
business. My famitg ara | hunt. fish. ptay. and work on the Ken«j PentotUa and are
concerned about what happens to our community ard the onv*onment

The prc™sod permit conditions are too itnngent | be*evO the perrn ihocod be
rerowed as > to allow the industry to corumue opening ettenbalfy as they *a*o
Our firm is regularly involved in environmental unvestgatons. grring me a better man
average understanding of industry ‘mmpactt on the tocal environment We test
dlscharges from 12 Cook Inlet on fecSUes on a wetitfy or monthly bear* « rougrvy
sco - 600 samples per year, permit ;nvts aro exceeded mayte a ha'fdcren « o=
per yaar. and whan they happen. *> problem* ate usually receded immediate t
Just like the rest of ui. the od industry <snot perfect cut they do a good :» and are
good neighbors.

Several studes hava been dona on tha ir-Jot soma tooting speoficaiy for
environmantal degradation caused by the erf nduttry The result? Ho .ndca’ion of
significant environmental damage, contrary to cES*ms by 1 envxc* menses
extremists Tha challenges and cost of operating n A'os** and Cooa Wet am
already burdensome. Samping is cosoy because samples nave to oa transported by
noiicopter 1am concerned that the proposed permt wound add an unfair &u*den on
the od operators n Cook Inlet and would tesuA ai cut oacas and css of .cos

We have a good balance n Cook met between dtivetopmont and emeenmanca*
protacbon (other than tcc many regulations already) Pease base me PEIMS
conditions on already avarfabto scent*c {V{0€0Ce and noi on cmoton Thar.** to*
the opportunay to comment
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