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The project that is the subj.cr of this report was approved by
the Governing Roard of th. National Research Council, whose ne.b.rs
are drawn f ros the Councils of the National Aced..y of Sciences, the
Nationa l Ac.de.y of Regin..ring, and the Institute of Medicine. lb.
neubers of the co itt.e responsible for the report were chosen for
their special coepetences and vith regard for appropriate balance.

This report has been reviewed by a group other than the authors
according to proc.dur.s approved by a Report R.vtew Co itte. con-
sisting of ssb.rs of the National Madeay of Sciences, the National
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Concern about the adequacy of government procedures relati ng to the
safety and e f f i c a cy of oil and gas operations on the outer continental
shelf (OCS) caused the Congress to enact a series of amend ments in
1978 to the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (P.L. 95—372) (OCSLA).
Subsection 21 (b), one of the provisions of the amended act, increases
the responsibilities of the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) of the
Department of the Interior and the U.S. Coast Coard (USCC) of the
Department of Transportation by directing them to require “on all new
drilling and production operations , and wherever practicable , on exist-
ing operations , the use of th. be.t available and safest technologies
(that are considered by the agencies to be) economically feasible...”

This report deals with those technologies , which have come to be
known by the foreshortened term of “EAST.” The report culminates a
study, und.rtaken at the request of the USGS, by the Pan,l on Best
Available and Safest Technologies under the auspices of the National
Research CounctVs Marine Board. It suggests guidelines that eight be
adopted by the USGS ~nd USCG In i~~ 1eaenttng Subsection 21 (b).

The study was performed as a sequel to an earlier request fro. the
USGS to suggest a strategy the agency could use in carrying out its
major new responsibilities under the OCSLA. In that strategy , issued in
December 1978, the Marine Board cautioned that “because different tech-
nologies may be necessary in different situations...there are no best
available and safest technologies for universal application to all
offshore oil and gas developa.nt operations.”l/ Accordingly, the
Marine Board obaer:ed , it Is not “incumbent on either (agency), in order
to establish co~~liance with the statute, to specify through regulation
a particular technology or technologies as the ‘best and safest .’”

Subsequently the USGS announced in the Federal Re&ister (Vol. 44,
No. 28) of February 8, 1979, that public co~~ents and recomeendationswould be invited on the nature , scope, and content of its best avail-
able and safest technologies (EAST) program and Leple.entthg
regutations.2/ Appendix A is a su ary of the public responses
received by the USGS.

The panel conducted its study in a manner intended to be
responsive to public and industry views on the ieplementstion of the
EAST requirement . Initially the panel reviewed the legislative history
of the EAST requirement , as well a. the actions taken on EAST , snd
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co .nts received from the public and industry by the USGS and the
USCG. The panel prepared criteria for the consideration of possible
approach.. to ieplemsntation and developed three approach... In
doi ng this , the experien ce and judgment of the panel members vr•
integral to the delibe ratio ns . Afterward the panel conve ned a
special meeting at which representativ es of offshore operators and
equipment suppl iers , state and local governments, and enviro nmental
group. were given the opportunity to discus. the three approaches.5
A lis t of participants and observer, appears as Appendix 3. In
evaluating the responses of the participants , the pane l recognised
tha t no single approach could be reco snded over any other , and that
there were desirable elements in each approach that could be applied
in the t~~leaentation of EAST. Finally, the panel for~~lated it.conclusions and recomeendattons based on its analysis of approaches
and the public record , as well as on its own study of the EAST
requirement.

CA transcript of this meeting is available for review at the of fices
of the Marine Board , Nationa l Research Council.
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SUPOIARY

In 1978 the Congress called for a comprehensive reassessment of the
nation’s technological capabilities to assure the safety of oil and gas
operations on the Outer Continental Shelf. If the technologies were
found to be inadequate or inappropriate to today’s conditions, they
were to be changed, rep laced, or eli.inated.

The Congressional mandate for this assessment is laid out in
amendments to the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (P.L. 95—372), in
particular in Subsections 21 (a) and (b). Subsection 21 (a) calls
for a study of safety and health regulations and OCS technology , equip—
eent , and techniques , the results of which would be the basis for a
plan to assure operational and human safety in OCS oil and gas develop-
ment and production. 5 Subsection 21 (b) makes the U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) and the U.S. Coast Guard (USCC) responsible for requiring
“on all new drilling and production operations and, wherever practic-
able, on exist1n~ operations , the use of the best available and safest
technologies which the (agencies determine) to be economically
f eas ible , wherever failure of equipment would have a significant effect
on safety, h.stth , or the •nvtronment...”~~

At the request of the USGS , the National Research Council estab-
lished a Panel on Best Available and Safest Technologies under its
Marine Board in the Assemb ly of Engineering to reconmend guidelines for
the implementation of Subsection 21 (b). Because of the close relation-
ship between 21 (a) and 21 (b), the pane l begsn its study by consulting
the Congressional Conference Report in order to determine if a priority
of actions was intended by the isv. The pane l concluded that although
it is clear that the study of OCS safety called for In 21 (a) is a
vital part of the legislative mandate , there is no requirement in the
law that the study precede the imp lementation of EAST, the acronym
co only used for “best available and safest technologies.”

The panel find s, however , that certain factors need to be taken
into account in implementing EAST. The OCS regulatory syste. is
complex, and there are many overlapping authorities , espec iall y in the
regulation of safety. Also , effectuating EAST will require that the
federal government develop a technological capability equal to the task.
An effective procedure will be necessary to augment the nation’s supply
of oil and gas from the OCS, while at the same time protecting the
marine environment and safeguarding life and property .

• Section 208. 21 (a); 92 Stat. 654; 43 USC 1347.
•5Section 208, 2 (b); 92 Stat. 655; 43 USC 1333.
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The panel identified several problems posed by Subsection 21 (b)
that mus t be resolved prior to its imp lementation. For examp le , whether
exp licitly or imp li citly, assuring the highest degree of safety will
require that the government establish acceptable levels of risk for OCS
operations. Also , particular applications of EAST must be economically
feasible. Further, the law requires that EAST must be app lied , unless
the incremental benefits of a particular app lication are clearly insuf-
ficient to justify the incremental costs of the improved technology .
Finally, EAST La app licable wherever equipment failures could have
serious adverse effects on safety, health , and the environment.

The pane l realizes that government agencies , or anyone else for
that matter , .annot devise regulations or guidelines for all possible
accidents and malfunctions in complex systems such as offshore oil and
gas facilities. While it is an incontrovertible fact that offshore oil
and gas production equipment has earned a remarkable record for safety
in the past 2S years , human performance has often been attributed as a
cause of failures and mishaps. The EAST requirement is limited to
technolog ies and is not designed to miti gate human errors.

As options for implementing EAST , the pane l developed three
approaches. The first approach represented minor modification of
present practices to assure that the best available and safest tech-
nolog ies are used on the OCS. The second was a procedural approach to
implementing EAST . and the third approach represented a EAST standards
development prt~~ ~~~~

The app r~ ache s were evaluated against a set of criteria formulated
for that purpose. As a result of its evaluation , the panel concludes
that no sing le approach could be reco~~ended over the others. On the
contrary , each approach contains necessary and important progran ele-
ments for the imp lementation of the EAST requirement. Rather than
describing unrelated approaches to the EAST program , each approach
actually describes scenarios at different points on a continuum. The
continuum repreaen~a the degree of government involvement in and tech-
nologica l capabili t y f~’r Imp lementing EAST.

The panel recognizes that imp lementation of the EAST requirement
will prob 4hly be an e:c~lutio narv process. Even so, implementation
should beg in promptl y to enhance and ma in t a in the excellent historical
record ~f safety and environmental protection on the OCS, and to
strengthen the public confidence that oil  and gas operations on the OCS
are being conducted in the best and safest manner.

Therefore, the panel concludes that the Secretaries of the Interior
and of Transportathn should conduct promptly and expeditiously the
study called for in Subsection 21 (a) of the OCS Lands Act fra.ndment.
Initiating the process of implementing Subsection 21 (b), however,
should not be postponed pending completion of the study .

Moreover’, the panel offers the following reco endations to assist
the government in implementing EAST. The reco .endations are listed in
order of priority.

x
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1. Th. USGS and U SCG should take steps to assure that they have the
technological capability to assess and evaluate OCS technologies and
technological developments for the purpose of discharging their
responsibilities under’ Subsection 21 (b) of the OCS lands Act
Amendments.

Adequate personne l i- en important element in technological
capabi lity. The government will require additional expertise for
the implementation of the EAST requirement. A rigorous personnel
analysis should be conducted in support of implementation of the EAST
requirement. The analysis should identify the kinds of trained skills
and professional judgments that are needed to conduct the additional
progra. management , field inspection, and technological evaluation
services associated with implementation of the EAST requirement.
Additional expert ise can be obtained by hiring personnel directly or
by retaining qualified contractors.

2. ~~p1ication and contradiction in the regulation of OCS operation.
should be eliminated. The responsible government agencies should adopt
an appropriate and effective mechanls. of coordination and should clarify,
in each instance ~‘f regulation , which agency has responsibility.

3. As the Subsection 2~ (a) stud y progresses , the USGS and USCG should
take appropriate actions , where Indicated in the light of results
proiuced by the stu~Iy . ~o give effe ct to EAST in accordance with
Subsection fl (b).

.
~~. In tncorpor .ting the EAST requirement of Subsection 21 (b) in OCS
reg u ,ations . the USGS and USCG should begin I~~ ediately to introduceEAST into p roposed new or r i . Lsed regulations , orders, and appl ica tions
for perm its and pro.’~i~ s.

5. The U:~~S and l S C~ and the OCS lessees should give particular
attention t~~ the EAST requirement with r~’spect to offshore site s of
hig h potential risk an~ areas for wt-~1ch there is not a large body of
operating experience , such as the  North At la ntic and Arctic Oceans.

~~. ~ t t ~ respect to OCS cperat ions In which deficiencies are knovn or
have been suspectød and opportunities for si gnificantly improved
performance have been id ent if i ed , th, USGS and L’SCG should Initiate ,
pr omote , and, where necessary, invest in the development of improved
technologies and in improved design review or quality assurance
procedures. Government agencies should invest in technological develop-
ment when there are inadequate incentives for industry to do so. This
can occur when proposed technological developments are characterized by
hl;h risks or long—term payout periods , or both.
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7. The USG S and USCG should prepare and follow a procedure for
receiving and evaluating information f rom OCS lessee., operator~ ,manufacturers , and the public about new technological develop.eots or
the need for new technologies in OCS operations .

8. The USGS and USCG should exercise leadership in developing ap-
pr opriate performance standards for OCS operations by advocating or
requiring procedures designed to assure careful consideration of EAST.
Wh ile the agencies may be expected initiall y to rely on Industry
performance standards for OCS operations , par ticularl y in areas of
substantial operating experience , they should develop the technological
capab ility to participate in the development and sponsorship of perform-
ance standards to complement and strengthen existing industry standards .

9. The USGS and USCG should determine the documentation on safety and
environmental protection that is essential to the discharge of their
statutor y responsibil ities . They should analyze the Information
obtained and deve lop procedures for making the informa tion available to
the public.

xii 
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INTRODUCTION

Section 21 of the OCS Lands Ac t Am nd.ents (P.1. 95—372) calls for
three kinds of deliberate government actions to promote human safety
and environm~ental protection on the outer continental shelf:

o A study of the adequacy of existing safety and health
regulation.. and of the technology , equipment , and tech-
niques available for  the exploration, development, and
production of the minerals of the OCS ;

o A plan to promote operationa l and human safety on the OCS;

o A requirement that the best available and safest
technologies be used on the OCS (the EAST requirement).

Althoug h they all wi l l contribut, to greater safety on the OCS, the
study , the plan , and the EAST requirement are each intended to serve
distinct purposes . This report exp lores the purposes of EAST. It
examines EAST as a procedural requirement wi th which OCS operators
must comply and as a possible implementation mechanism for the find-
ings of the study and the plan. It also provides information and
analysis necessary for interpreting and Imp lementing the requirement.

The def inition of the term “technology ” is central to interpreta-
tion of the EAST requirement. Technology has been defined by the
Nationa l Sc ’ence Board as the appl ication of scientific knowledge for
prac t i ca l  purposes. Technology is manifest In the development of
equipment , systems, and trained workers. The safest technology is the
technology characterized by the lowest level of risk , of malfunction or
failure and therefore offering the greatest degree of operating safety
and reliabi lity. Selection of a particular technology is dependent not
onl, on Its reduction of risk , but on reduction of risk in comparison
to the costs involved. This particular point is specifically addressed
in th. statutory language of the EAST requirement. One exception in the
law to app lication of the EAST requirement is in those instances “where
the Secretary determines that the incremental benefits are clearly
Insufficient to jistify the incremental costs of utilizing such
~ echnologles .”3/

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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This defini tion of terms brings to the fore two issues that are
r ——but not resolved——b y the EAST requirement. The f irst issue is
t ha he government needs to deter mine an acceptable level of risk f or
offshore operations that is consistent with national policy. For the
purpose of its work, the panel assumed that the acceptable leve l of
risk for offshore operations is zero accidents , zero deaths , and zero
oil spills——though this goal may not be attainable. The panel realises
that n•tth.r the law nor any government regulation can prevent all
possible accidents or malfunctions in complex systems such as offshore
oil and gas production facilities. While it is an incontrovertible fact
that offshore oil and gas production equipment has earned a rema rkable
record for safety In the pas t 25 years, human performance has often
been attributed as a cause of failures and mishaps . The EAST require-
ment is l imited to technologies on the OCS and is not designed to
mitigate human errors .

This leads to the second issue , which is the proble. of calculat-
ing incremental benefits and costs related to obtaining a desired level
of risk. These problem. are discussed In detail in the report.
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1978 AIIENDNZNTS TO TIlE OCSLA

Th. legislative Intent of the EAST Requirement

Introduct ion

The Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act ~~~nd.ents of 1978 became law at
a t im. of incre asi ng scarci ty of domestic oil and gas supplies , and
increas ing public awaren ess of the need to assure human sa fety and
protect th. natu ra l environment. Oue basic purpou of the leg islation
Is “to promote the swift , orderly, and i’ffici.nt exploitation of our
almost untapped domestic oil and gas resources in the Outer Continental
Shel f. ” 4/ Other purposes of this Act ar. to:

“ (2) preserve , protec t , and develop oi l  and natural gas resources
in the Outer Continental Shelf in a manner which Is consistent with the
nead ...to balan c, orderly energy resource deve lopment w ith protection
of the ht~~ n, marine , and coastal env ironments...;

“(1) encourag. development of new and improved technology for
energy resource production which will eliminate or minimize risk of
damage to human, man n. and coastal envtronments ... ’S/

In sett in g these goals , the Congress found that:

• “(6) technology is or can be made availabl e which will allow
significantly increased domestic production of oil and gas without
undue harm or damage to the environment...;

“(A) there presently exists a variety of technological, econosic,
environmental , administrative , and legal prob lem, which tend to retard
the development of the oil and natural gas reserves of the Outer
Continental Shel f ;

“(9) environmental and safety regulation , relating to acti vities
on the Outer Continental Shelf should be reviewed in light of current
technology and tnformatlon...;”b/

3
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The Study

Subsection 21 (a) of the law reads

Upon the date of enactment of this section , the Secretary (of the
Int erior 3 and the Secretary of the Department in which the Coast
Guard is operating shall , in consultation with each other and , as
appropriate , with the heads of other Federal departments and
agencies , promptly coemence a Joint study of the adequacy cf
existing safety and health regulations and of the technology,
equipment , and techniques available for the exp loration.
development , and production of the minerals of the outer
Continental Shel l . The results of such study shall be submitted
to the President who shall submit a plan to the Congress of his
proposals to promote safety and health in the exploration,
development , and product ion of the minerals of the outer
Cont inental Shelf,7/

Regarding the participants in the study, Subsection 21 (a) directs
that the (eolog t cal Survey and the Coast Guard will be the parties
responsible for the stud y. I t also provides for  consu l ta t ion  “wi th the
heads of other Federal departments and agencies. ” Early versions of
the Senate b i l l  Included the Department of Labor; more specifically the
Occupationa l c a f e t y  and Health M.inistration was to participate in the
generation ~‘f the ~~udv.b /

Subsection .~I ta) call, for a “Joint study ” and refers to “such
st udy .” Doss this mean that the USGS and the USCG, working together ,
are to produce sing le document7 Or does it mean that each is
concurrentl y to produce a study of the matters within the respective
Jurisdiction of each?

On one hand , t ’ .• e~i1ectiv es used— —”joint ” and “such ”——.eem to
indicat . a single study by both agencies. On the other hand , it would
not be necessarY to requir . that the USGS and the USCG co~~~ nce the
study “ in consu l ts t  ion with each other ” if only one study was to be
prepared . The use of t ) e  singular “study” could mean a single study by
each or it could mean a sing le s tudy by both administrati ve bodies.

According to the Congressiona l legislative s ta f f  consulted by the
panel, a single study was intended , with either the USGS or the USCG to
act as lead agency——the choice being lef t  to the Mminis t ratio n ; or
each agency could divIde th. responsibility for different portions of
the study.

Subsection 21 (a) requires that the study be “promptly” co~~~nced
upon the date of enactment of the subsection .!! Such languag. sug-
gests that the study begin as soon as the task could be assigned to the
appropriate unit within the agency or department. Moreove r , the word-
ing connotes a call to action . Certainly something new was mandated.

• •
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The OCS amendments a. passed did no t specify a time limit for
completing the study. However , Congress undoubtedly intended that the
study be concluded within a reasonable time. A rough indication of the
amount of time considered necessary to comp lete the study can be found
in N.E. 1614, introduced by Iapresen tativs Joh n Murphy of New York in
January 1977. His versio n of the OCS bill assigned the study to the
Nationa l Academy of Eng ineeri ng and provided that the results be sub—
.itted H~~0~ later than nine months after the date of enactment ...”l O/

Imp licit in the call for a study , in the requirement for the
President to submit to Congress a plan of his proposals to promote
sa fe ty  and health , and In the mandate for an orderl y development of OCS
resources is the idea that the study and resulting regulatory plan
should prec ede imp lementation of the regulatory provisions of Subsec—
tion .~l (b). Arguab ly, withou t the study results , determination
of EAST and the balancing of the relevant economic factors •ight be
less than fully cons i dered and might bias the outcome of the study.
More importantl y , premature tmp lementat ion of Subsection 21 (b) would
not improve the “bureaucratic nightma re” of uncoordinated government
action the House OCS Comeittee intended to relieve by requiring the
study . 11/

While such concerns are e.’ident in the legislative history, no
clear mandate for sequential app licati on of 21 (a) and 21 (b) was
exp licitly stated In th amendments final ly enacted. It Is pert inent
to note that the scope of the study is much broader than just the ap—
p licat ion of EAST. The requirement for EAST is to be incorporated into
existin g regulations and is not necessarily to be the subject of separate
substant ive regulations . Indeed , EAST could  be imp lemen ted b y the is-
suance of p rocedura l rules. I t  so, SubsectIon 21 (b) would be imple-
mented a. soon •i~~ EAST procedures and determinations were made. At the
same time , the imp ortance ci  the study could be recognized if , after
tnitial EAST application , the Incremental imp lementation was effectu-
ated in log ical and “ash y ident ifiable instances which had been
sufIic tentl v atudied.

The stud y was .ntended to be used to  improve the e f f i cacy  of
safety regulation s and to correct those problems retarding the develop-
ment of OCS resources. The House Report states that information is
often insuf (i-ien t as t o whether th. responsibilities of the USGS and
the USCG for saf et , Is being adequatel y handled.12/ The report ind i-
cates that a review of environmental and safety regulations must be
undertak en In lig ht of current technology and information in order to
resolve the technological , economic , environmental , administrative , and
legal problems impeding the development of OCS resources.jl/
According ly, the stud y should cover each of the itemized topics.

Subsection 21 (a) state , that the study shall be “of the adequacy
of exi sting safety and health regulations and of the technology , equip-
ment , and techniques available for the exploration , development, and
production of the mine rals of the outer Continental Shelf.” Th is

_ _ _ _ _  - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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sentence structure allows two inte~~retations of the study ’ s treatment
of “technology , equipment , and techniques.” First , the inte nded objec-
t ive could be the “ad.quacy...of the technology.” Second, it could be
“of the technology”—— i.e., the status of the technology. A third and
perhaps better option exists. In order to effectuate the purpose of
the Act most fully, both the status and the adequacy should be studied—
—the status in order to determine the full meaning of “best available and
safes t” and the adequacy in order to determine where further initia-
tives are needed.

The EAST Raqu i reman t

Subsection 21 (b), the best available and safest technologies
requirement , read,:

In exercising their respective responsibilities for
the art ificial islands, Installations , and other
devices referred to in section 4 (a) (i) of this Act ,
the Secretary , and the Secretary of the Department in
which the Coast Guard is operating, shall require , on
all new dril ling and production operations and wher-
ever practicable , on existing operation s, the u~e of
the best available and safest technologies which th•
Secretary determines to be economical l y feasible ,
wherever failure of equipment would have a significant
effect on safety, health , or the environment , except
where the Secretary determines that the incremental
benefits are clearly insufficient to justify the
incremental costs of utilizing such technologies.

The language in this subsection is mandatory. The words “shall
require” impose a new review process that the USGS and USCG must follow
in evaluating the technology used on opera ti ons on the OCS.

East available and safest technologies or EAST are required for
use on “drill ing and production operations .” It was not intend .~ that
the regulator. formulate a technical scheme covering every aspect of
OCS oil and gas exploration and exploitation.l4/ EAST are not required
for vessels transporting cr’ ~ oil to shore , althoug h they are required
for pipelines.

EAST are required for all new operations , but are required for
ex isting operations only where practicable. It is clea r that
“ exist ing ” 1. at the time of the introduction of better or safer
technologies and not at the time of the passage of the Mt. It was
not the intent of Congress that installed equipment be replaced with
every minor technological improveme~it ,15/ or that oil or gas produc-tion be halted while costly EAST modifications were made to exis ting

• operations.16/ The legislative history indicates , however, that an
operator of an existing operation must demonstrate why the applica tion
of a new technology would not be practicab Ie4~/

_ _ _ _  ___ - • -  • - • • • • - • • • •~~~~ • • ••
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The meaning of the words within the phrase “best available and
safest technologies ” ar e crucial to the imelementation of Subsection 21
(b). Yet Congress was not always clea r in providing definitions during
its deliberations. Congress did, however , express its views on cer tain
aspects of the phrase .

The Senate Import on S., recognized that there may be more than
one “best” way to achi .ve a particular objective or do a par t icu lar
job.l8/ Testimony before the House Co ittee emphasized that “bes t”
does not necessarily mean the most sophisticated or the highest priced .
and that very often the simplest is the best , A strong connection was
made between “best ” and “most reliab le ” where safety equipment was
concerned. 19/ It may be expected that “best ” means that which would
most completel y fulfill the composite purpose of the legislation.

There is very l i t t le in the legislative history of the Act defin-
ing the ter m “ ava i lable, ” but there is some record of the inclinations
of the me .bers of the ksise Ad Hoc Select Co ittee on the OCS.
Si.ilar provisions in enviro nmental legislation provide further clues
about the probable Intent of Congress.

The House Committee was impressed with the technological advances
made by the industry on its own and indicated its desire to have those
advances (as actual ly used on at least some operations) applied
u ntve rsa l l y 2 0 1 The Co ittee also vented to encourag e the development
of  new and improved technology to minimize risks to the environment. fl /
The limited informat ion on the point suggests a broad interpretation of
“available. ”

These Indicat io ns are reinfo rced by the intent revealed with
respect to more sharply defined but similar terminology used in water
pollut ion control legislat ion (See Appendix C). The Federal Water
Pollution Control Act Amendm ents of 1977 use the term “ available
control technology .” In discussing the meaning of “availability, ” the
Senate Report (S.2770) refers ti “available or normally ~an be mad.
available ” an I states:

This does not mean that the technology must be in
actua l use somewhere. Rather , it means that the tech—
nol ’gv must be avai lable at a cost and at a time which
the Administrator determ ines to be reasonable .22/

The foregoing co ents about the term “best ” also apply to the term
“safest. ” The legislative record indicates only that it means
someth ing more than “ safe ,” and that the exact meaning would be left
to administrative discretion.

In contrast , the meaning of “technologies” (and “technology”) was
estens ive l y debated. A. a result , Congress gave a clear picture of
what it Intended the word “technologies” not to mean. Early versions
of both the House and Senate bill. employed the singular term
“techno logy .”23/ The House version was amended in February 191$ to
read ‘ t ec hnolog 1es ,”2 I~/ and the Conference Co ittee adopted that
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• amended language.2f,/ This change was made “to emphasize that more than
one technology may be applicable as the bee t way to achieve a particular
objective or to do a particular job.”~~/ There was substantial concern
about the anti-co mpetitive and innovation- tifl.ing impacts of designat-
ing a single technology , techn ique , or product as “best ” and banning
the use of any other.jL/ The USCG and the USG S must not require a
specific technology , therefore , to the exclusion of others equally
capable of performing the function.

The statute does not require the use of “best available and safest
technologies” in all cases. It Is not required if not economically

• feasible , ii failure of equipment would not significantly affec t safety,
health, or environment , or if the incremental benefits are clearly
insuffic ient to jistify the inc remental costs. Early versions of the
legislation used the words “economically achievable” rather than the
word. “economically feasible.” The choice of language was patterned
after the terminology in existing environmental laws——e.g ., the Clean
Water Act’s “ best availab le technolog y economically achievable. ” The
House bill was amended (without discussion) to read “feasible ,” and
this change was adopted in confereoce.j~/

The “failure of equipment significantly affecting ” provision
raise . two questions. First , does it include consideration of equip-
ment failures caused by improper use’ Testimony by members of the
Nationa l Advisor y Co ittee on Oceans and Atmosphere stressed that
perhaps moat OCS accidents are caused by human error4~ / Are EAST to
be app lied to comp *’nsate for human mistakes? Second , what is a “sig—
nit ic ant •f fac t ” on aafety , health , or the environment? Does one mean
a broken arm, a blowout , a hundred—barrel oil spill? For guidance, the
policy section of the Act speaks of preventing or minimizing the like-
l ihood “of blovouta , loss of veil control , fires , spillages ,...or other
occurrences which may cause damage to the environment or to property, or
endanger life or health .”30/ Apart from this scant enlightenment , the
legislative hiM tt ’ry leaves the questions unanswered. Put another way,
the imp lementing agency will have to exercise its discretion , and our
judicial system will have to decide if the exercise was reasonable in
context.

Congress likewise provided little guidance as to when “the
incremental benefits are clearl y Insufficient to justify the incre
mental costs of utilizing ” EAST. Provisions for economic weighing and
balancing were added at the suggestion of the Secretary of the
lnterior.31/ H.R. [614, a. introduced by Representative Murphy ear ly
in 1977, applied EAST in every case where failure of equipment would
have a significant effect .32/ Interior ’s suggested language was
incorporated into S.9 and read:

...wh ich the Secretary determines to be economically
achievable , taking into account the incremental costs
and benefits of utilizing such technology , wherever
failure of equipm.nt...33/
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In explaining his proposed econo eic analysis amendments to the OCS
bill , Secretary of the Interior Cecil D. Andrus stated that he did not
want standards imposed that were so costly as to prohibit the satrac—
tion of oil and gas .~~/ The amendment was strongly criticized by
witnesses at both the Senate and House hearings . A representative of
the Natural Resources Defense Council said it “would so seriously limit
the requirement of best and safest technology as to render its value
meaningless.”~~/ A representative of the Center for  Law and Social
Policy stated the economic analysis would introduce so much uucertainty
“as to raise a question whether there would be any meaningful statutory
standard regardin g use of the best available and safest technology.”36/

The language was subsequently amended by separating the “eco-
nomically achievab le ” and cost—benefit language , and by adding a
“clearly insuffic ient ” test to the cost—benefit analysis. “Clearly
insufficient ” introduced a preponderance test intended to place the
burden of proof on those challenging the use of EAST.

The language suggested by the Department of the Interior clearly
indicated that the determination of economic achievability was linked
to a cost-benefit analysis. As reported out of Conference (and as
passed ) , the language was sufficiently changed to leave that link in
doubt. The Conference Report , however , states that “the language
provides for economic feasibi l i ty to be a balance of costs against
benefits .”37/

Similar economic balancing provisions are contained in related
environmental legislation. The Clean Water Act’s “best available
technology economically achievable ” is restrained not by a forma l cost—
benef it analysis , but by a “reasonableness ” test instead. The test is
whether costs are substantially out of proportion to expected
benefits.38/

The Port and Tanker Safety Act of 1978 declares:

that standards developed through regulations shall
incorporate the best available technology and shall be
required unless clearly shown to create an undue
economic impact which is not outweighed by the
benefits.. .39/

Th. legislative history of that Act makes explicit that the economic
analysis is left to administrative discretion .

The regulator is to balance the significance of the
procedure or piece of equipment on safety. If adoption
of new techniques or equipment would significantly in-
crease safety, and would not be an undue economic
hardship on the lessee or permittee, he is to require
it.

The test for “undue economic hardship” is the “clearly insufficient ”
benefi t—cost ana ly.Is.40/

• ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ - •
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To a great extent , the determination of EAST is also given to
administrattv. discretion. During the debate on the singular versus
the plural of the word “technology,” Representative William J. Hughes
of New Jer sey  observed that “The Secretary has the flexibility to deter-
mine under the circumstances which is the best and safes t general tech-
nology available to the tndustry.”4l/ When the meaning of “safest” was
quest ioned . Hughes said the definition was up to the Secretary, add ing
that “The Secr tt .irv has to  make a lot of determinations or value
judgment s.”62/

The Department of the Interior and the USCG were given discretion
to carry out the mandated “broad public policy considerations.”~~/ As
to the application of EAST , testimony and questioning at relevant hear-
ings indicate that small , individual elements of an OCS operation were
not the object of a EAST specificat ion.44/ EAST were not to be applied
tnstallation—b y— insta i lat ton, company—by—company, or lessee—by—lessee.
Instead , agencies were to imp lement the requirement in a reasonable ,
discreet manner on an industry—wide basis or with respect to classes or
categories of operation..45/ In the case of offshore operations, these
classes or categories may include either the geology of the region, the
environmental conditions , or the types of structures being installed.

Conc luding Comeents

During the legislative hearings on the Act , indv~~trv represent-
atives testified that the offshore oil and gas industry aiready uses
the best technologies , because i t s  good business to do so.46/
Nevertheiess , the amended act instructs the Executive Branch to monitor
and regulat.’ the r~ing e in qua l i ty  and ~o apply EAST . 8~ requir ing the
use of EAST , Congress sought to assure the “highest degree” of safety
in OCS operar ions.47/  In doing this , it did not overlook the
possibility of unreasonable application of EAST , To compensate , an
economic balancing process was mandated.

The OCS Lands Act Amendments clearl y did not intend to require a
single best technolog~ .48/ However, they did intend that the existing
technologies be reviewed and the best available be app lied when
practicable. The amendments could also be interpreted to mean that new
technologies should be developed If the existing technologies were
proved to be Inadequate. Furthermore, although the intent of the law
is tha t newly ~evo1opetl r~’pr 1t~trir y technology should be made broadly
avail~ ble , t he companies tha t developed and/or owned then may not
be willing to share then. Some consideration may have to be given to
this in the imp lementation of EAST .

• ~~~~~•—•- •~~~~~~~~ •~~~~~~~~ • • • • -—• • • • • • • • •~~~~ • • • _ _
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Agency Programs Related to Section 21 of the OCSLA

Section 21 of the OCSL,A requires that the Secretary of the
Interior and the Secretary of Transportation:

o Conduct a joint study of the adequacy of existing safety
and h.alth regulations and of the technology , equipment and
techniques available for the exploration , development, and
production of the mtn .rals of the OCS;

o Submit the results of the study to the President who shall
prepare a p lan to promote safety and health on the OCS ; and

o Require the use of EAST on the OCS.

Acting for the Secretaries , the USGS and the U SCG have had to
address these additional requirements for OCS safety in the context of
existing programa.49/ The Department of the Interior views the Sub-
section 21 (a) requirement for a study of OCS safety as another Lu a
series of major assessments of OCS technology that it has undertaken or
supported ove r the pas t decade. Previous studies have included an
interna l study by the USGS , studies by a team of experts from the
Nationa l Aeronautic s and Space Admin istra tion , and the National Research
Counci l, a technology assessment by the University of Oklahoma , and an
environmental assessment by the President ’s Council on Environmental
Quality.50 1, 51~ 52/ In addition, a pane l of the Marine Board of the
Nationa l Research Council conducted a continuing review of the safety
of OCS oil and gas operations , which culminated in the publication of
four technical reports on OCS safe tv .53/ )~ st of the studies were
completed by 1974. As a result , the USGS took several interna l act ions
that led to important chan ges in the agency s programs and regulations.
Accordingly, In June 19~ 7 the USGS published a comprehensive des-
cription of i t ;  po’~Ic1es , practices , and responsibilities for OCS oil
and gas development .54/

To provide information and make recomeendation. relative to safety
on the OCS , and especiall y to assist the USGS in imp lementing the
Subsection 2! (a) safety study , the USGS has recently requested that
the Nationa l Research Council form a co ittee to advise the USGS on
OCS safety and to prepare the technical base to assist them in imp le-
menting the Subsection 21  (a)  safety study. The National Research
Council co ittee will address such issues as the technology , proce-
dures , and training to advance safety, the adequacy of existing
regulations for the safety of OCS oi l and gas operations , and the
institutiona l assignment of responsibilities , including coordination ,
in the development and administration of OCS oil and gas operations .

••
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Wh ile the Geological Survey ’s OCS regulatory authority is less
than 30 vi.i ;~~ old and is tied to a spec i f i c  s ta tu te , the OCSLA of
1953 , the Coast ~.u.trd ~ s regulatory authority relates generally to its
responsibility tor maritime safety and for the safe operation of
vessels and t loating ocean structures . The USCG regulatory function
for maritime s a f e ty  began over 100 years ago to help prevent disasters
at sea caused mainly by bo i ler exp losions on steamships. As a result ,
the USCG developed design and inspect ion standards for st~ ~ship
boilers.

As the rate and Inten sity of technological growt h increased over
the years . t he I’SCC regu la to ry  process , in a manner sim ilar to that of
many other governmental agencies, was d i rected toward antici patia ig and
prevent ing prohiens before t hey occurred. Today ’s Coast Guard regula-
tions have been c rea ted  and updated as a resu lt of casua l ty  and
accident investigat ions , studies, and R60 work on development and use
of consensus ~~~~~~~~~~~~ innovations by industry , and ana lysis of
inspection v ioL i tions .

Prevent ive regulation , as practiced by the ~SCG , consists of a
joint e f f o r t  w i t h  indu stry , owners , other agencies , st andards groups ,
c e r t i f ication ~rou~~~, and other in terested parties. Comaittees of the
standards and c e r t i f i c a t io n  groups are composed of manufacturers,
suppliers. inspect~~rs , and jur i sd ic~ tonal authorities. Such committees
continuoeslv revie w standar Is and r~ g~;latione , making recot~~endattons
for timel y changes when these appear necessary.

In r. spon.~e to the conmittees and to inspection and casualty
expe r ience t he V S i. dr afts new regulations or changes e x i st i n g  ones to
correct hazardous sf tu ~ tion~ that are developing ~r to cover new areas
created by techn ica l changes and developments . Through the system of
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and Notic e of Proposed Rule—
making, the p ubli c has an opportunity to partici pate in the development
of regulations . The o .eral l result is a system of rulemaking that is
res pons ive t~~ ‘ r~ a t ~~~~~~ , i~ mode st in s t  , and is f l ex ib le  enough to
change ~;;ickly •~. s t r hn~~1o~~v adva nces .  (The USCC regulat ions re levant
to ~* f e t y  on t~~~.’ OCS are described in A r;~

,
~nd t x D.)

L.~



HUMAN SAFET Y ON THE OCS

A numbe r o t  existing and proposed regulat ory programs bear on the
development and use of offshore technology . Such programs are designed
to m inimi ze envir onm ental impacts and to maximi re reliability and
safety, within the limits of .‘ onomic feasibility. The majority of the
programs are admini~itered by the Department of the Interior and the
Department of Transportation . (A doscription of selected existing and
proposed pro~ r.v~. that specifically address OCS safety and environ-
mental prot ec tion Is contained in Appendix D.)

In addition to  regulating for human safety, government agencies
monit or the oper.~ting performance of the offshore oil and gas industry,
and .tccuaulate mich information regarding safety and technology . Data
on OCS incident s , includi ng blovouts, exp losions and fires , p ipel i ne
breaks or leaks , and significant pollution incidents , have been ac—
cu*il.ued by ti e I SCS since l’~Sb .S5/ Data on the operating practices
and phy s t ca ’~ conditions that have resulted in accidents on the OCS are
ava ilable from the CS; S’s Safety Alert Program , which was instituted in
197 .~. Each ve~tr , ~* .~‘ral thousand on—site inspections of offshore
p lat forms and drilling rigs are conducted by the USGS and the USCG to
asqt zre th~ ’ lessees .in i third parties comp ly with the safety and pol—
li t to n pre cention rcq;Irements set forth in rules and regulations and
OCS ~r . i” i s , and t h a t  t h e y  are In comp liance with p lans and app lications
appr r..’J by government agencies. Reports of these inspect ions provide
in~~ tght in to  o pe r i’  ‘r compliance and performance. An abundance of other
performance i~ ta is a.~iI1ab le throug h documentation and reports that
have been requir e I for many years by OCS Orders , wh ich prescribe operat-
ing procedur es .in i requirements in s~ ec1f1c offshore areas.

Role o~ Govern-.en Agencies

The government s of’ ghore regulatory programs have developed over
a per to~i of near ’.v 30 years ~~ needs have been identified through
accidents occurring in oil and gas operations resulting in the loss of
li f e and prope r~ v m d  the pollution of the environment. As offshore
opera t ions  In rease l and matured , government and industry studies were
performe d w tt ’i the aim of improving safety and controlling pollution of
OCS oil and gas ~; .ra t ions. These studies produced recomeendations
that were lnco r r ’rated later into regulatory programs. In recent
veari , st ep. ha .’~’ ~een taken to conduct some research and development
under con tract to support the development of regulations .S~~

13
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The current OCS regulatory system is complex. Offshore operators
must secure permits or approvals tot virtuall y a l l  OCS activities ;
submit numerous ~‘~‘er.st tona l reports ; maintain many historical records;
prepare formalized o~’erating p lans and conduc t training of appropriate
personnel. Furthermor e , present federal review , approval , and
inspection procedures app ly to new technolog ical developments , j u s t  as
they do to exi sting t.•~ hnology .

Within thr go ,ernment . responsibilities for OCS development are
scattered thr~’ugh~ ut several departm.nta.S7/ In its role as manager of
the U.S. energy su~ , lv , the Depa rtment of Energy (DOE) is charged with
setting expl oration and prod uction goals that influence the pace of OCS
development. In it s statu to ry management of public lands , the Bureau
of Land Management (BLII) auctions leases at a pace set by DOE. The
USGS assesses the value of mineral resources on public lands , super—
vises resource exp loitation and operations , and perf orms other
management func t ion s on leased lands. The Army Corps of Engineers
(COE) licenses struct res attached to the continental shelf. The
Environmental Protect ion Agency (EPA) and Department of the Interior
set air and wat .t ~u.i 1 it v standards that offshore operations must
comply with. Safety .i ispects ~f operati ons are under the purview of the
USCC as well *~~ the t’~GS. Among thos. agencies with specifi c OCS
programs , there are n umerous areas where responsibilities remain
unclear hec~ u~ e of overlaps , uncertainti e s , or gaps in coverage.

The a~Zen . v th.i has the most si gnificant role in the regulation of
offshore oil and ~~is operittons is the Geological Survey. USGS require-
ments are cont al :ie t In tIC S regulations (1~) CFR2SO), which appl y nation-
wide ; OCS Orders t~ i t cove r areas such as the North , M iddle , and Sou th
Atl antic, the Gulf of Mexico , the Pacific , and the C~j l f  of Alaska; OCS
Standards; field d r i l l i n g  rul e s ; Notices to Lessees; and special let-
ters of inst r i tiens t o  individu al operators .581 Statutory authority
for the USGS regtilat or~ rogras is ~ ‘nt alned in the OCSLA .

The USGS regul ~t ‘r’: ~~r . ~r.im his evolved in a dynamic manner , and
in recent v ei r s has ‘e.’n greatly expanded by the addition of numerous
detailed re .;itreite~~ts. Currentl y. Orders t— ~~, 7 , 8, and 12 for *11 OCS
areas are being revise f , as is the entire 30 CFR Part 250. The central
objective of this major revision of regulations is to strengthen the
technological “ i s i s  for the USGS regulatory program. ior example , in
the last revision OCS ~rder 8 (Octobe r 1 , l9’t~), which covers
p latform s , str ictures , and associated equi pment , 15 industry documents
that establish a n i  describe relevant industry technical standards were
incorporated In to t~~~e nrder by reference.

H _



Role of Operating Companies

Operating companies engage in exploration, development , and
product ion of offshore oil and gas. By 1977, more than 21 ,000 of f shor e
wells had been drilled in U.S. waters , with a cumulative production of
some 7.5 b i ll ion barrels of oil and condensate and 41 trillion cubic
fee t of gas. Most of this has been in the Gilt of Mexico. Purthermors,
most offshore technologies that are in world-wide use today were
developed originally in and for the Gilt of Mexico. The world—wide
expansion of offshore activity to deeper waters and in to more remo te
regions , where ore stringent environmental conditions needs to be met,
has introduced many challenging technolog ’cal problems. The technolo-
gical solutions to these problems that are being proposed and developed
are , in general , extensions of technologies developed for the Gulf of
Mexicc .59/

Operating companies take the lead in develop ing technologies and
provid ing money and direction , and also in assuming responsibilities
for the safety of personne l and the environment. Over the years , many
operating companies have expended millions of dollars in research and
development programs to  develop safe and reliable offshore technologies .
Industrial associations and technical societies such as the American
Petroleum Institute , International Association of Drilling Contractors ,
Society of Petroleum Engineers of the American Institute of Mining,
Metallurgical and Petroleum Engineers , and others have provided forums
to exchange idea., dis seminate technological information , solve mutual
problems , and establish industry—w ide standards. Also, industry has
responded to reco~~ endations for standards d.velop.enc arising fro
studies of safety of ~WS operations , such as those conducted by the
Nat iona l Research Council.6O/ Examp les are the standards and recom-
mended practices prepared under the jurisdiction of the American
Petrole um Institut e Cci~~ Ittee s on Standardization of Offshore Safety
and Anti—Pollution ~quipment (OSAPE) and Offshore Safety and Anti-
Pollution Training and Motivation (OSAPTM).

In order to m inimiz, the e f f e c t s  of an oil spill , industry has
formed cooperat ives such as Clean Gilt A ssociates and Clean Atlantic
Associates to cond,i~-t cl ean up operations . Their efforts , h owever , are
limited by inadequate capabil i t ies to handle large spills and by
extreme weather conditions .

Through organizat ions such as the Offshore Operators Co ittee ,
industry cooperates with state and federal agencies by providing tech-
nical information so that effective regulations can be developed and
updated. Offshore operators also devote considerable effort to comply—
1mg with government regulations. For example , one major oil company
has established that it devotes the equivalent of 1 ,100 employees at a
cost estimated to be abou t $80 million a year to the j ob of complying
wi th feder a l regulations .6l/



The Role of Third Parties

In developing OCS resources , offshore operators obtain a wide
array of services and hardware from contractors , manufacturers , and
service companies. The lessee or operator is responsible for the
regulatory compliance of third party operators on the OCS. For ex-
ample , the operator must ensure that a contract drilling rig complies
with all provisions of OCS Order 2. A. another example , the operator
is accountable If a co on—carrier pipeline company doss not comply
with all requirements of Orde r 13 in the installation and operation of
all facilities at measurement terminals or offshore sales points , even
though such facilities are not operated or owned by the operator.

The Record of Safety on the OCS

The first ot t s i i c ’ r e  drilling operation occurred off Santa Barbara ,
California , in 1’~24. by January 1978, there were 364 manned platforms ,
2.168 fixed structures of all types , 1 ,200 supp ly and support vessels,
lOS mobile drilling units , 17 5  separate diving operations , 46 construc—
tion and p ipe laving barges , and over 2 7 , 000 indIviduals involved in oil
drilling on the out er continental shelf of the United States.62/

St g nit $ i ’it advan cas in drilling, marine construction , pipelaying
and many other tec~inologies have paced the tremendous growth of this
major tndustr .. Desp ite this and despIte the best effort, of industry
and government , cc idents have occurred i-in the OCS, some of major
pr oportions.

The USGS has ~~~uau1ated considerable data on accidents In OCS oil
and gas dril l ing and p rod uc t i o n  operations. Detailed study and
analysis of all av:,llabie information Is needed in order to draw f i r m
conclusion s and t o  compare the OCS safety record with the record of
safety in other Industr Ies .

The USGS reg u l ar ly Inspects OCS operations to monitor comp liance
with Its regulat i ms . Currently . 80 inspectors work on the OCS. t~iring
fiscal year 1978 , a total of 4,137 drIlling inspections and 3,72’,
production inspec t ions were conducted. These resulted in 1 .983 warn—
Ings issued , and ord ers t o  70 p latf orms and 1 ,180 producing zones to
cease all operations .

The USG S also operates a Safety Alert Notice Program. From
September 22 , 1972 to March 16 , 1979 , the USGS issued 84 Gulf of Mex ico
Safety Aler ts describing 100 events. In all , 43 of the 100 events oc-
curred In the process system of production facilities , The remainder
involved drilling rigs , workover rigs , ship., or human errors. Analysis
shows that only 11 of the events might possibly have been prevented or
mitigated by imp rovements In system reliability There were no fatal-
ities and onl y two personne l injuries in the 11 incidents. Pollution
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and damage to equi pmen t were minimal. (Table I, prepared by the pane l
fro, data obtained from the USGS, prov ides a l isting of safety—related
Incidents on the OCS f rom 1971—1978.)

The USG S defines a major accident on the OCS as one in which more
than 10,000 gallons (238 barrels) of oil is spilled or a blowout, ex-
plosion, f ire or other catastrop he causing loss of life or si gni f ican t
structural damage. Since the onset of recordke.ping in 1956, 81 •ajor
accident , have been reported on the OCS in the Gilt of Mexico . Of
these , 24 have involved loss of life. Major structural damage to a rig,
platform , vesse l , or well occurred in 44 incidents. Major oil spills
occurred in 26 incidents , thou gh onl y one of these required land
cleanup of spilled oil.

Table I I  was developed by the panel from Information supplied by
USGS to provide a s ta t i s t i ca l  s umeary of certain factors which
characterize the major accidents that have occurred in the Gulf of
Me z 1 co.

WhIle 11 major accident , occurred in the Gulf of Mexico OCS in
1978 , on the average fewer than 4 major OCS accidents occur each year.
From 1971—75 , federally supervised offshore operat ions in the Gulf of
Mexico have resul ted in the spillage of 0.0028 percent of oil
produced.63/ In this period, 1,765 ,079 ,000 ba :rels of oil were
produced by these ope ra t1on s .~~/

_ _  -i



16

— N — 0o~ — N
.4

—
.4

~0p.- ,0 N —
—

.4

0’ in
.4 p.. iO — 0
I I_i —

—

In N N
0’ N .4

Pd —

.4
0
C ~~. J~1 Q -s .4 —

4 .4
I-. C

-4
U
C
.4

p.. ~~l N — 0’

I 
‘ Ii



~~~~~ -~~~~ - ~~~~~~~ - --~~.“-,--- .~--—------~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

19

C
‘.3
Z
.4

1.3 5 0a.
0 .3a.

S
.~ “‘Jo

.4 ‘-0
I-, C

C .
C

‘.1
( J —

.I~

F— •—
4



j
CONSIDERATIONS IN IMP LEMENT I NG THE BAST REQUIREMENT

At least 11 government agencies regulate offshore oU and gas exp lora-
t ion and production . The Bureau of Land Management grants the basic
mineral lease. It also grants rights of way and easements for
pipelines. In certain instances , the BLM requires that operators per—
form underwater archeological surveys before the ocean bottom can be
disturbed to coi~struct a pipeline or structure. The USGS is required
to consult with and receive recommendations f rom the Bureau of Land
Management and the Fish and Wildlife Service prior to granting approv-
als to construct pi pel i nes or structure.. The USCG is authorized by
law to issue and enforce regulations with respect to safety equipment
and other matters relating to the promotion of sa fe ty  of life and
property on art if ic i i i  islands and fixed structures on the OCS. The
Coast Guard is also the agency authorized to coordinate the containment
and cleanup of *nv major pollution that mig ht occur , and all oil spills
are reported t o  th :~t ige ncy. The Materials Transportation Bureau (MTB)
has author ity o-.er c ommon carrier pipelines and claims jurisdiction
over many pToducet-i~ipeTated oil and gas pipelines in accordance with a
memor andum of under st and ing between MTB and the USGS. A permit from
the Corps of Ez~gin eer s is req ui r ed whenever any thing  is cons t ruc ted
that might obstruct navigation. All point—source discharges of any
pollutant , suc h as produced water , treated sewage, or dr illing fluids ,
require permits from the EPA. Th~ Occupationa l Safety and Health
Administra tion claims jurisdiction for personnel safety and health on
the OCS, even though the Coast Guard is charged with enforcing safety
regulations. Under the terma of the OCS Lands Act , the Department of
Energy is authorized to pro.ilgate regulations that bear on econom ic
aspects of o f f s h ore p rod uc ti on , such as establishing d iligence require-
ments and setting rates of production for the OCS. Through its control
of radiowave co~~~nications f requencies, the Federal Co~~ inicatIons
Commission also ha s a ha nd in OCS regulation.

Inevitably , with such a profusion of regulatory responsibilities ,
there is occasionally a perceived overlap in regulatory authority.
Table III is a preliminary tabulation prepared by the Coas t Guard in
conjunction with the USGS as the basis for a revised Memorandum of
Understan~~ug between the two agencies. It displays possible areas
of overlapping jurisdiction between the USGS and the USCG in the
regulation of fixed installations on the OCS. A review of Table III
indicates that many of the technical areas of jurisdictional overlap
are areas in which safety is a paramount concern.
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TAILE III

Areas of Overlapping Jurisdic tion Betwmen t he USGS and USCG
in the Regulation of Fixed Installations on the OCS

Its. Responsibi lity R ark.
USGS USCG

Structure Design, Construction ,
Alterat ion, Repair and
Insta l lat ion

Bottom Resting
a. Jacket-type X
1 . Gravity X
c. Jack-up (permanent) X

Bouyan t
a. Col umn StaMlized X X Joint. USGS takes
b. Tension leg X X seabed soil mechan ics .
c. Jack-up (temporary) X

Arrangement .
Structural Fire Pr t .~~t ion X
Passageways, Egress 6 Fscape X
Accosodat II’!’ Spi ~~ ‘. X
He ltc o ite r Fac l i l t  ice x

Auxiliary Machinery and
Fle ct rtc al Spaces

General Arr angement . X
Fire Protection System s

a. Installed (Fixed) X
b. Portable X

Auxiliar y Machiner y and
Electri cal h;uipnent X
Detecting System

a. Fire X X Could be joint
b . Gas X X responsib ility

Lifesaving Systems X
Pollution Prevent ion

a. Drill ing or Production
Operations x

b. Supporting Operations X
c. Effluen ts X
d. Oil Terminal Operations X
e. Fuel Transfer X
1. Adeqwicy of Pollution

Response Equipmen t X
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ttem Responsibility Remarks
USGS USCC

Welding and Burning Control
a. Related to Drilling and

Production Operations X
b. Personnel Safety X
c. Special Welding Repair X X Interest determined by

Procrdure~ item repaired (e.g. on
structure—USGS; on indus-
trial equipment such a~
crane hooms-USCG)

Production System
a. Design , inst allation

and t~~,ration X
b. Safety Contr o l System s

Drill ing and ~oz~~~vor Equipment
Well Control .~nd Safety X
Equipment

Operationa l Procedures
a. Drill ~~ Opi r.~t ions

Includ ing Fmergencies X
h . Production Operat ions

Including Emcrgi~ncie~. X
c. Emergenc y Ftr~ X X
d. Emerg ency Abandonment X
e. Poflut~ n l :c i d e n ts  X X

Casua ty invest ig~~t I t n ~
a. lo..s ot t i i~ x X Interest determined on
b. In cap ac ttatit ~ ln jur 1t~

.. X X basis of regulation .
USCG is primar y agency
for worker safety

Investigation of  omplaints
and Alleg ed V io Zat ion~ X X
Per sonnel Safety & Uealth X
Diving Systems X
Marking c f  Str t~ct~~re .. X X Either or both agencies

may be responsible depend-
ing on area (i.e. 1)5CC
for navigat ional aide ,
helideck markings for
search 6 rescue; USGS for
platform name)

Transfer ~nd St&~wage of X
Hazardous Mater ial~
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Item Responsibility R arks
- USGS US~G

Acc ident Investigation
a. Fires and Explosions X X Could use same language
b. Blovouts X as in current t4OV on
c. Collision by Ships X Mobile Offshore Drilling
d. Other X X Units

Pipeline Safety Systems X
Developmen t of Standards , X X Could use similar lan-
Regulations, Orders and guage to tha t in current
Notices MOU on Mobile Offshore

Drilling Unite

Effects of Oceanographic ,
Met eorologica l , Geological ,
Geophysical Conditions at
Particular Structure Location X
Regular Inspec t ion of Drilling
and Production Operations X X
Structure Reverification X X USGS — Fixed bottom bear-
(Structural Integrity) ing ; US~C — Fh-ating and

temporary bottom bearing
units

Structure Removal X
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In matters concerning safety, it is vi tal tha t regu la t ions be
read ily understood by those who must comply with them. At the least ,
the strateg y that Is pursued to imp lement the BAST requirement should
not add to regulatory confusion on the OCS. Perhaps it will even be
possible to administer the BAST requirement in a way that helps to
clarify responsibilities fo r  OCS safety.

Dev e l op ing the Tecnnological Capability
t o  Imp lement th~ BAST Req ui remen t

To implement the BAST requirement , the government must have the
technological cap abilit y to determine the best available and safest
technolog ies. TechIh’1o~ Ica1 capability encompasses:

o Sufficient manpowe r and financial means to implement

o AbIli t y to i fent if y technical problem., conduct R&D, and
deve lop and implement technical  programs in a manne r that
~~;p’ !t~* and expedites resource development.

o Efficient coordination of programs , and coord ination with
ind istr v t achieve co~~ on objectives.

The subject of  te~ nn o l o g i - i l  capability to manage OCS programs has been
discussed extenst-.elv in ot i, r Marine Board reports.65/

As described in the next chapter , how the BAST requirement is
effectuated ~r i l l  I n f l i t n c i ~ the degree of  technological capab i l i t y  that
is requir el . At a m in itmi m , he government needs administrativ e pro-
cedures and manpower assure and monitor comp l iance with BAST. It may
also develop ~or  ~~ I or~ the capability to evaluate technologies
to determine .~~~i is the best available and safest. Conceivably, it
mig ht even be nec.~~s *rv for the government to Invest in or conduct R&D
to develop ~~~~~ t .  ino1 -~~ies for OCS safety. However, although addi-
tions to t o  ~nic al - t i f f  w i t h in th e government may be desirable , the
variety, scope , and dynamics of the technologies emp loyed in OCS ex-
plorat ion , developt~ent , and production activities may make it difficult
and possib l y  n - ’t ~t --et fe ctive to attemp t to assemble in—house a group
of experts capable of assessing the merits of all technolog ies afect—
lag the safety of  offshore operations . Even within the industry , it
should be noted , no sing le organization has the resident expertise to
analyze the design of each p iece of equipment used in OCS operations .

Economic and )ther Technical Considerations

The BAST requirement is applicable to all operations wherever
failure of equi pment would have a significant effect on safety, heal th ,
or the environment , pr ovided that BAST are economically feas i ble , and

—~~~~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~.___ ~~~~~~_ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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excep t where the incremental benefits of using BAST are clearly
insu fficient to justity the incremental costs. This section co~~en ts
on the determination of economic feasibility and the calculation of
incremental benef i ts and costs .

Subsection 21 (b) of the OCSLA requires the use of the BAST
“...which the Secretary determines to be economically feasible.” A
par ticula r  app l ication of BAST will be economically f e as ible  i f it does
not impose costs so great that offshore production of oil and gas is
impeded. Necessarily, the Secretaries of the interior and
Transportation must determiiie economic feasibility without resort to
detailed standards.

Subsection 21 (b) also requires the use of SAST “. ..except where
the Secret ,trv determine s that the incremental benefits are clearly
insuffic Ient to justi v the Incremental cost of utilizing such
technologies.” Thi s orovision raises two technical problems . First ,
the question Of ba~ ing benefits and costs is related to the deter-
mination of acc eptab le levels of risk for OCS oil and gas development.
Sec ml , whil e the calculation of incremental costs may be a straig ht-
forward economic problem , It may not be possible to quantify Incre—
mentai benefits with h. same d eg r e e  of reliability.

In h .ilnncing increme ntal benefits and costs , it will first, be neces-
sary to determine acceptable levels of risk for offshore operations .
Some dispute the need for taking any human or environmental risk in the
recovery of OCS oil and gas. Thia is reflected in current p ubl i c policy
that seeks to minimize risk in the OCS ~- rki n g and physical environment.
Yet , ine.’ itab l ’.’ , a p tnt will be reached beyond which reducti ons ii risk
will not produce additional benefits in the f orm of greater safety .
The review of the OCS safety record in the previous section IndIcated
that the risks inherent in the present leve l of technol ogy will continue
to produce several (a1~ hough ‘ew) deaths , structural failur es , and
significant oil spiUs per year. The int roduction of new technologies
could affect thi s ieve l of risk. Before calc u latin g the in~ remental
benefits and 3 t 5  01 new techr.ologies , it ~ i l1  be necessary to assess
the ef fect of new ~echnologies on the leve l of risk offshore.

The pr hlem with calculating Incremental sts and benefits centers
on the quanti fication usually involved in thi s kind of calculation. It
is usually possible calculate costs. To ( certain extent , it is even
possible to calcul ate the reduction in risk ~~~~.t v iii resul t  f rom the
introduction of new technologies. However , calculating benefit s asso-
ciated with new technologies and lower risks requires quantif y ing items
such as human life , which cannot he evaluated in money, and environ-
mental pr ot ecti on , which ma\’ be very difficult to figure in dollars or
numbers . Thus, it is n t  possible t provide any more detailed gu id-
ance on this point than to say that there must he a reasonable
relationship between the c o s t s  of a technological innovation and the
benefits that are likely to result from its comuercial use. Rigorous
cost—benefit analyses of specific app lications of BAST are likely not
to be productive . In administering this provision it is evident that
the presumption is in favor of SAST unless it is clearly shown that the
benef its are Insufficien t to justif y the costs.
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r i t e r ia  f o r  Evaluating Approaches for
Iar ementing the BAST Req drement

Engtneeri~~ management includes technology development , design and
design approva l. ~or I0rmance , and accident response. Within each of
these elements , the engineering manager must be concerned with matters
pertaining to hsr~~~,i re , p. rs nnel , and operations. In considering how
to implement th~ bA~-~ req uir en tn t , it is ue essa rv to evaluate the
probable conse~ uence~ of imp l ementation within the context of
engineering management. The panel h~is developed the following tentative
criteria for a discussion of ~ one migh t Implement the requirement .

o fe program must he effectve. It must ich ie.. the s t a t u t o r y
; urpos.’~. ~t the ~)~ S 1~~nds Act . Spec if ical lv , the program
~nis t  be economicall y teas ible. It must pr~’cide t r  a proper
b a l a n ce ~ costs and benefits .

o The ;‘r crii n mu.t be e ffici e nt. It must be capable of being
impleme n ted l:~ a t1 ~ c lv and cost-~ t t e c t i .’e manne r , and avoid
undue regu: ,t rv burdens.

o The p r ’ g r i~ must en otir ~~~~ .in f constrain) t .  tech—
n ’ i ’g Ic .1 capahi II ~ ~t the : u ’ t  roleum industry 1 -

o t t s h  re o il .n~ gas in .i safe manner.

o Imp iernen’ . t m  ~ the EAST r ~~ 1 r. o r t n t  could conceivabl y

~r i- the Je- : e~ ~~~~~~ o ’. technology necessary t prov t~~. a
greater  degree of c s t e t v .  A l t e r n a t ively , it could a lso
lnad.- .’ r t i ’ n t  lv tee ’ ~~~ . de~~- i ; -‘ ‘o t  of ‘r~~~~~~i~~~ v .

o Imp lem entat  Ion o f  ~~u- EAST requirem ent must minimize any
•ii..rse of t oct on 10 compeL It lye po sit t m  f h~~
of f~~ - r .  o i l  and gas I ndu~~try .

o The : r  .ram must f s t e r  public pa r t i c i pa t io n .  It shou ld
p ro - .’ f~~.’ I or the pa r t  1 1 psI t ion of all i n t e r e s t e d  part  t e a  in
t~~~. dev e i cpr ~ent and imp leme nta t ion  ‘f re q u l re n . n t s .

o (;i’;I-~ e ft. t t~~ EAST mud enhance the pub lic c red thilit . ot
both c ..- r ‘ n t  and industry wi th  regard t human and
environmenta l c ifet v in OCS development through achieving
Imp r .. .  t~~ In s af e t y  of operat ions.
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D I S C t ’ S S I  °~ OF ~H 1A i~~ FOR IMPI,FMF,!4T1s: THE EAST REQUIRFJIENT

The panel rame d .ip; r ieh es 1 ’  de’~ r t h e  and explore d i f f e r e n t  fo rms
p rog r a m  i -I take. l i t 1.’ V - .’ loping and e va l ua t  ing

~i ;’r * hos . how,’.or , it became .ipp..rent that no sing le approach c o u l d
be reco~~ended ove r  t ‘ e t t o  r • )n f e  nt r s r v  • each . ipp  r ut Ii nt a i ns
no e s s . i r ,  . i n i  t : ~tp r t t n t  ~~r~~~~r~t t  e . ’r~t ’ nts t r the imp lementati on 1 the
EAST requ t • c t .  Rat f . - t  in f.’~~ r ibing unre lated  approaches t o  A

~~~~ p r ’g r .i~~. f i t . ’ .-tpp r~~~ch.’s i tua l ly i. ’scrib e scenarios at different
s in a con t  n;~~~~. ‘P t .  c n f  m uon represents  t f .  degree if g .t’rn—

ment Lt t . ’l..’~t ,’nf In and t o  hnol ical c a p a b i l I t y  f t  managing a EAST
prog r i- - .

I. MIn ‘r ‘~. f t f i c a ~ to’ if  Pr e’,,’nt ~~t .  tl ,•s to ~~ ‘. r.’ that the fi.’’.t
A . a i l ab l e  in I S a f e s t  T .’chnologl.’s (EASTt Are l’sed ‘n the OCS

i ,, t t r . i t e g y

is  t ing e ‘n’~~ Ic In e l f  I . e ’~ and T •- ~u it T V t .’ -
~~i It  c ” , f

a l t  I’. it ’ , t t e  f o r  the use ~ t h e  - ava i lab le  .inI ‘ i f

t .’c hn ’ i g t e ~~ on • 
°

‘ . ~~~~~~ r.’-; t i r tis’nt would he t r ~ -;l iv t- o - ’g n i r c l  and
in~~irp ~ it ed In exis ’ tng OCS regu if I m s.

~~. 
T’ Subsect  ion 21 (a) s .I. ’ t v  . 1 :  f ~~~ ‘ i -i be ‘.‘ 1 g t i ’~ l v

f t  t o  I. Th~ s t i l ,  would ho * cont inti1t ~g eva i t a t  I it . test-
ing , and t t ’~~ : .-cis t OCS safety. on iti f t i c  st udv w i ld
; r -ide ~he ‘pp ort un it v t r . - .iev t he h iat - r t - i l  re - ’rd I OCS
o~’ertitIci n s and government regulations in order t o  uncover spe—
c If i c aspect s of  ~pe rat ions  ~ o r e  some add It I ‘ni r .- -~ t v

r t h o r  g . ”t’;tti ental emphasis may ,
~ needed. Ti .’ study is

nee-leti because much of the in’ r ’t.it ion ro . .ittve to safet y that
‘h. ,~ ,.r ’~

.r
~’t t f col ’ .’ctc has never been documented , codified ,

or analyzed t h e  extent no .‘~~ ary t o  ASsess i curat .’ ly th e
cur rent ‘~~~i • e ‘I t o  ~~~~ ; - r ’ reflect the in . tt ” i. ’e regula—
‘ ton of t o ’  t f s h o r p  Ind i~~t r v .  A c t i o n s  In d ic a t ed  by thi ~tudy

I



would hi’ ~ x~~e 1 i t  iouslv acted upon. Spec ific incremental improve-
ment’. in the system can be handled easily within the framework
of the t~~isttng regulat ory system without additiona l adm inistra—
t t . e  burdens on both government and industry or slowing down the
expl oration and development of badly needed domestic energy
supp i Ii’s.

s. To implement this approach , the government must have the
capabilit y to assure and monitor compliance with the EAS T
requirement , to conduct the safet y stud y, and to  act on the
results of the study .

Discuss I i

The premise of th is approach is that , in sing l ing out the EAST
concept In t h e  OCSLA . ugria s did n t  discover a new field of
endeavor. :nJiist~~ and government , in their respective role., have
been w~’r~.ing toger ’ er to ac hme. -e t 1 ie goa l  of EAST for many years. An
13p rtal: t point in su; ; ’rt of t ’- i s  appr ’.t Is industr y ’s demonstrated
recor d of good per t orma:i . .‘ in o ,er lif t  v years I of fshor.’ oil and gas
deve lopment.

This ap~ r ’ach tn.’olves n e i t h e r  s i g n i f i c ant manpower and financial
co~~~~t ment nor r egu la to ry  burdens. Th is  is in acc rdance vi t i  Fxe u t  I t-

Ot tot ‘.. ‘ -.. on tmpr o .ing government regu a t i o :t a .  The F .x e c i t i : e  Orde r
to  ;iI r e a hat new re gu l i t  ions sha I not be t o , - . I p.• 1 on t 1 the need for
an i  pur ;.-•ies ‘1 the t o ,  -~~ i tt  - s  ha..’ - . ‘en clear ly oa tah~~tshed , mean—
ingt ul a lte rn at t. es t a . .’ been considered . and comp l iance Costs , paper—
w I t , and ott ,~~r but f . ’n a  on t he publ ic have fuee n minimized. be A u s e  this

~‘pt ion relies on tn dust r .- ’s techno l ‘gical cap ab lity t o  a-h ie v e a m aj o r
natI ‘nal pol I’v ob~ et-t Iv,’ ( s a f e t y  t ilt the OCS), this appr .ich would con—
t r t h t r ,  to maintaining .1 health y clima te for techno l ogical development.
Furthermore , t he  -~;“ !itive po Sit ion Ot the U.S. oil and gas indust ry
wou ld be enhanced because be added costs and delays that might result
f r ’ i ~ addit ion a l go’.’ernment regulations would be avoided.

T’. r uglt t ita n c ott e x t s t  log arrangements , f i t s  approach would
continue the present .evel of puhl ic partici pati on 1t~ OCS dec i s io n—
ma king . The approach , invol .-ing comp letion o f  the “ui ’scction 21 ( a )
study uund action in ,‘ur ’ , i i n c e  1 it , could ‘n tr i bu te  t i  the credible
assurance of the ~~tb li c that government and industr y are “on top ” ‘f
t h. s i t ua t i ons .

‘u o wr .c r , in this approach the government would continue to rel y
hem,’i lv on Indu stry consensus. Hence , it is possible that  fo l lowing
t h i s  approach CO’I , I  stimulate p ressure from some states and environ-
me nta l  groups I ‘r a dd itl’na l assurances that oil and gas operat ion s are
b ei ng and wi ll be conducted in the best and safest manner, e.pec.al~~y
in I r ’ntter areas.

L ~~~~~~~~~~~~ --~~~- —-- -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -
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II. A Procedural Approach t o  Imp lementIng the EAST Requirement

The Strategy

I. Incorporating and buildin g on Approach I , Industry would be
expected to give particular attention to EAST issues In the
course of OCS development. Of part icular importance in area s
where there is little operating experience , such as frontier
areas , is the need to understand and characteri ze the environ-
ment and environmental condition s to an extent In which the
technological requirements for safety will be better known.

2. In the course of review ing and acting on permits , p lan., and
l icenses , the government would require , where appropriate , that
an operator justi fy that his proposals assure the use of EAST .
This would occur most often in areas where there is little
operating experience and inadequati’ knowledge of the environ-
ment in areas cha ra cteriz ed by hi gh risk , or in Instances of
need , such as those tha t  nay he r,’ ,o ,~~,’ t  ~v the Subsection

( i )  sat etv atud y .

h in instances of demonstra ted u-cd (in response t o  results of
t he Subsec t ion  .‘l (a) N~~ f , ’ t v  s t u dy , a c c id e n ts , or equipment
fa ilure , the government would have the ,iti a oritv I Invest in
and initi ate r h .  de.elopment and t ” a t i ng  of technological
soluti o ns to problems .

4 • An .‘ r g.m I tat I ‘n t  I -it.’ ban I as for coot d nat i in w ‘ i  I I  ac il l tate
imp l ementation and cumpliance i-- . c lari f y I n g i t t  I i x ing
respons ti- i t il t ies among g ’ - .’r- nmcnt Agenc lea

The basic th r ust  of  th is  approach is I t  concerned government
agencies , pri ma ri I’. t e  USt s and t O  U SCh , t - a l u p t . procedures ‘md
follow a process that will Assute and 1 ument the careful an~ rat iona l
lmpI...ntation of  lb.’ EAST requirement. This  sevus that the agencies
would focus on EAST 15 4 05  in the gr anti ng 1 permit s and in the is-
suance or m odif ication 1 reg uila t tons and ~~r I s r s •  An app licant for a
permit would be required t i  address EAST Issues In its submission , set-
t ing forth t h e  fact s and considerations t i e  app ll ;ant thinks relevant.
Whenever an agency c ’nr emp tt e s r pr . ’ ; ’oecs  S - o w  ord er or regulation ,
It would invi te co selt r on • - EAST Iss i,’. I r o ~ all Intere sted per sons.
Whe ne-.er t h e  agency made a b - i s b n on a permit or new regulat ion or
order , it would focus carefull y on the n a ’ s  In t h e  e v en t  of equi pment
failt :re ; the relative costs v-id economic fea s ibilit y ‘ using particular
technologies; and t h e  balance between ‘ i t s  and b e n e f i t s  of those

technologies . A relat ed factor may be the need for more , an d more
detailed . inspect ion o ’ OCS f a c il i t i e s .
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Government agencies would take the initiative in assessing risks ,
considering possible new technologies and evaluating their cost.,
Independently of the decision process on permits , regulathrns , and
orders. The agencies would have in use a procedure that al lows
manufacturers , exper ts , and the publ ic——as wel l  as operators——to
facilitate the evaluation of technological developments and the need
for them in OCS operations. This procedure would include methods for
taking account of new technologies that have been proved reliable in
operating conditions and that meet the needs identified f rom documented
def ic iencies in exis t ing operating methodologies.

With regard to the usefulness of organizing to clarif y and fix
responsibility for EAST the regulation of OCS sa fe ty  historical ly has
been d ivided between and shared by the i~SCS and the USCG, on the basis
of wh ich f a c i l i t i e s  were f ired and wh ich were floating. As the two
agencies primarily concerned organize to assure the use of EAST . they
need to consider alternate ways of administering the EAST requirement ,
includin g perhaps designation of a lead agenc y for coord ination with
respec t to 0(5 safety.

Discuss ion

As In Approach I , the procedural approach relies on industr y for
the reductIon of risk and the continued development of technology as
needed and in response to economic incentives. H~iw.-..’r , In some cir-
cumstances the government would take thc initiativ e in develop ing new
and sa fe r  t echno log ies .  T~~rough reSult ing consideration of EAST Is-
sues as an integr al component in the regulator y pr cess , the proce-
dural approach would probabl y provide for more th u r uu i g h consideration
of opera t i ng risk..

To implement these procedures and f u l f i l l  these responsibilities ,
government agencies w o u l d  require add It iona l funding and more personnel
of the necessary qua l i f i ca t ions . C la r i f i ca t i on  of responsibi l i t ies could
minimize the financIal and manpower resources that would be called for.

This approach would place additiona l requirements , and therefore
burdens , on industry , as it would on the government. It also would pro-
vide additional opportunitie. for exchange of views between the govern-
ment , Industry , and t h e  public. As * result , government and industry
credibility would be enhanced , leading to an improved overal l  c l imate
for OCS development.

Ill. A EAST Stand ards Development Program

Th. Strategy

I. Incorporatin g and building on Approaches I and II , a special
EAST un it would be estab l ished In the government. It would be
jointly staffed by appropriate departmental personnel.

H ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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2. The EAST unit would develop the technological capability
necessary to provide a bas is f o r :

o evaluating technologies; and ,

o developing new technology in promising areas.

3. On the basis of t ht’st’ activities , the goverr~~enc would then
develop and utilize performance standards to ensure the use of
EAST.

Under this arrangement , the initiative to develop technological
standards would rest with the government. Technological standards
could be appl ied on an industry—wide basis or with respect to classes
or categories of operations.

In implementing the proces. of standards d’vvelop.ent, the govern-
ment could proceed in the following manner:

o Establish policy objectives for implementation of the EAST
requirement . Presumably these would be derived from the
OCSLA.

o See that a data base Is assembled on environmental conditions
to be met as well as other factors that bear on technological
s a f e t y .

o Inventory and evaluate availabl , off shore oil and gas tech-
nologies to determ ine which are the safest. The safest
technologies are those that are characterized by the lowest
leve l of  r isk.

o Assume a leadership pos i t io n  in the development of perform-
ance standards to assure the use of EAST. Examp les of such
leadership Inc l ud, a) surveillance of operation. to Identify
area . where new ‘r revised perfor m an ce standards are needed
and appropriate and bI encouraging existing standard setting
organ izations to develop such needed performance standards.
Whether developed dir ec tl y by the government , under contract ,
by a t rade assoc i a ti on , or by a nationa l standards organiza-
ti on, the mos t credible standards will be consensus standards
appr oved by a nationa l standards organization.

o Modify performance standards as necessary to achieve an
acceptable leve l of risk , and to ensure that performance
standards support policy objectives.

o Evaluate th. economic and technological feasibility of
performance standard., retaining all which can be imple-
mented within the range of costs usually associated wi th OCS
exploration and development.

L.
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o Invest in technological development to meet performance
standard , as justified by economic considerations.

This approach is based on the approach developed by the Environmental
Protection Agency in the imp lementation of the “Best Available Control
Technology (BACT )” requirements of the Clean Air Act as mod i f ied by the
pane l in order to incorporate co .nts received from the public.

Discussion

An underlying assumption of this approach I. that in certain
instances industry , in responding to the marketplace, may not identify .
produce, and adopt the best available and safest technologies. As a
result , the government most take the lead in enhancing safe ty  through
deve loping and utilizing performance standards for offshore technology
wheneve r necessary . If technology is not available to mee t the perform-
ance standard. and it there are Inadequate Incentives to produce such
technology , the government most be prepared to invest in the develop-
ment of the needed technology .

Establishing a EAST standards development program would be a major
depar ture for the government and would require the co itment of finan-
c ial and manpower resources significantly beyond those required by the
first two approaches. The moat important element in establishing such
a program would be the necessity for the government to develop and
maintain •uffic ient independent technological capability in offshore
technology to evaluate technologies , to par ticipate in standards
development , and to assure compliance with standards.

While gover nment Investment in technological deve lopment say be
more cumbersome and less efficient than the industr y investment , It
would be focused solely on the needs of the EAST requirement. Thus,
while it could take longer to  implement EAST under this approach , the
end result could well be greater certainty in the regulatory system .
It might also result In increased rig idity In the regulatory svstea.
It is likely that in some instances development of more speci f ic
per formance standards could f reeze the leve l of technology that i.
developed and comeerciallv utilized. f~ the other hand , perfc’rmance
standard s could be used to force the development of technology .

A EAST standards deve lopment progra. could also directly affect
the structur, of the offshore oil and gas industry because , under this
approach , incentives for industrial development of techno logy for
safety would come dir ectl y from the government as well as from the
sarketp lace.

To the extent that the effort to comply with performance standards
for safety diverted manpower and resource. fr om the development of
other technology needed in the marketplace and fro. the job of energy
resource development , it Is possible that this approach would have an
adverse effect on the offshore oil and gas industry , including Its

~

- -

~ 

- - - -



— — - -  - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ :- ~~~~~~~~~- - J ~~~~~T r  ~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~ -- ---—~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

33

competittvemess. Because this approach would involve governrent
directly in the development of best and safeat technologies, it would
provide , through political , administrative, and funding processes for
the increased participation of interested parties in the implementation
of the EAST requirement. Regarding the credibility of such a program,
it is likely that a EAST development program would be considered
credible by all except Industry, which would maintain , perhaps rightly,
that government is inexperienced in offshore technology development and
that Industry could develop EAST more efficiently and cheaply. 

- - - - -



CONCLUSIONS

The pane l concluded that imp lementation of the EAST requirement will be
an evolutionary process. ~t v erchele*., t.plesent~tt ion should begin
promptly. This is necessary 1 1  enhance and maintain the excellent
historical record of safety and environmental protection on the OCS and
to provide additiona l aasurancr to th. • public that oil and gas opera-
t ion on the OCS are being conducted in the best and safest manner.

Thq pane l al so con u-lc i ~ h - i ~ the Secretaries of the Interior and
of Transportation should conduct pr~~ ;tl y and expeditiously the study
ca lled for in Subsect ion .~l (a) of the OCS Lands Act. Hc-~ever ,Initiating the process of imp lementing S u b s e c t I o i ~ 2 1  (b) should not be
postponed pending comp l etion o f  t~~e stud y.

The recoemendations that f o l l o w  descr ibe  major  - ‘nce rnM that need
t o  be taken into a c c o u n t  In i~~; I.~~.-:~t log EAST. The rec lrnnendatlona are
l i s ted  in pri o rit y 1r i,.r.
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RECOtOIENDAT IONS

1. The USGS and USCG should take steps to assure that they have the
technological capability to assess and evaluate OCS technolog ies and
technological developments for the purpos. of discharging their
responsibilities under subsection 21 (b) of the OCS Lands Act
Amendments.

Adequate personnel is an important element in technological
capability. The government will require additiona l expertise for
the implementation of the EAST requirement . A rigorous personne l
analysi. should be conducted in support of implementation of the EAST
requirement . The analysis should identif y the kinds of trained skills
and professiona l judgments that are needed to conduct the additiona l
program management , f ield inspection , and technological evaluation
services associated with implementation of the EAST requIrement .
Additiona l expertise can be obtained by hiring personnel directly or
by retaining qualified contractors.

2. ~~pLicatton and contradi ction in the regulation of OCS operations
should be eliminated. The responsible go-:ernment agencies should adop t
an appropriate and ef fective mechan ism of coordination and should clarif y,
in each instance of regulation , which agency has responsibility.

3. A. the Subsection 21 (a) itud y progresses , t he USG S and USCG should
take appropriate actions , where indicated in the lig ht of results
produced by the study , t o  give effect to EAST in accordance with
Subsection .~1 (b ).

4. In incorporating the EAST requirement of Subsection 2! (b) in OCS
regulations, the USGS and USCG should begin lemediately to in t roduce
EAST into proposed new or revised regulation s , orders , and app l icatIons
for permits and approvals.

5. The USGS and 115CC and the OCS lessees should give particular
attention to the EAST requirement with respect to offshore sites of
high potential risk and areas for which there Is not a large body of
opera ti ng experience , such as the North Atlanti c and Arctic Oceans.

37
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6. With respect to OCS opc~ t on s in  ~‘~Ich de f i c i e n c i e s  are kno~~ or
have been s uMpec t i - d and o ppo rtu:~t t i e s  fur ~1g u t t 1c a nt lv improved
performance have been Ident It led , the t SC S and US (’G should in i t ia te,
promote • and , where nec.ssu i v ~ i e~~t in t f. devi i opment ~ Imp roved
technologies and in 4 mpr~’-:ed design re-.~~-~. r ~o ilitv a~.sur-Inie
procedures. Government agencies should it. - 1 % t in technologIcal develop-
ment w~..n there are Ina~ equate ~~~~~~~ i. .~~ f o r  In d u s try  t o do so. This
can occur when ~ ropo s ed t ec hnol g ica l  - f . .c lopments are -~~. i rac te r ized  by
high risk. or long— t rm ~~t .  i’ p~ r t.’d~. • or ~ c’th.

7 . The USG S and USC . should p t a ; ~a r ’ an-f t o l l ~ a pr edur e f o r
recei ving and evalu-i t ing i o f - r m . i r  ton ! rum OCS lessees , operato r~4 ,
nanu t act urers , and t he  public about ~~~~~ t e c hno lo g ica l 1rc.~lopments or
t he need f o r  new technologies in OC’~ operationa .

~4 . The Us(;s and t’SC~~ should •-~~.- r c i .- le .idt rshi p In da- .alop lng ap-
propriate pertor~~i -ce ~ stan t i r ~i or OCS oper i ions by ad -.’ ’c .iting or
requiring procedures designed to I ’o’- r e  ar e !! co , iq Ider a~ Ion of EAST.
Whi le the i~ a~nctes m~jv b~ expected i n l t i i i l v  re ly on industry
performance st anfa rds or OCS oper itlon ., p a rticularl y in areas of
substant ial oper a t  t :~~ •~~per let ‘- , t~~ieV .~~o~~ltI I..-:a’lop t ’ a• technolog ica l
capabilit y to participa t e in the developir a ‘ and sponsorshIp of  perform-
ance standar ds to comp l ,~~~~~ and st rengt~~e~ exi t ing industr y standards.

9. rh~ USGS and ISr C should deternin.’ ~.he locr ,ment ,~t ion on satet v and
e n . i r o t t n e~~~~l ;~r l e t  i n  t h a t  is esse n t ia l  to  t a - dischar ge of their
s t a t u ’rv respon~ tbt It t t . - -~. They ‘~kou ld ~n*1~~ze the Inf ormat ion
ob t a i n ed  and devel op ; r  cedures f - r  ma king the inf - r ’ ~o ion ava i lable to
the public. 
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APPENDI’ A

SU)QIARY OF COI4IENT S

INVITATION FOR PUBLIC CO*I}NTS
OIL AND GAS OPFRATIONS ON THE OUTEF

Cl iN T INENTAL. Su Et F

FEDERA L R EGISTER , V Ol . 9 , NO . .8, Thursday . F ebruary 8 , 1919

Respon~.a- s t o  the Advance ‘Ct ice -f propo~ a-d rulemaking tha t appe~ red in
the Federal Regi ster , V o l .  ~~-. , 5 28 , Fa- f- r uimiv 8, 1979 (pp . ‘9’ t — l )  ca n
be i o .. - l v  d t . ’ l - .:e-..t i t t  thr.. categorie s : i:ni n~.try , public intere st
groups , and government. W ithin the industry .m t egorv , there at.- 12 oIl
and gas r- -~fo. ir.g companies ; 2 p ipa lin a ’ and drilling companies ; 2 indus-
try groups and 9 oil field equ 1;-~- ’-nt cc .-mnie ~~. incl littg on.’ oil field
equi~ r .ent gr -n- ; . O~e pub lic inte re st ~r -n ; and on - agency of the federal
government recpond.-d the notice , and two ~ t~ m t c  goverr tments and nc
county goverr~ - en t  group respond ed . In add it i n ‘o responding to the
Advance S t  ic e of i’ ro ;osa ’d Ru 1m - ~na~ lug, t he county g -v.-rn r a n t  al ~

. con—
r i :  ted for  he f . - v a - l o pmcnt - f a met hod logy to impl~~~ent t h~ FA”-

requirement - A Iraf t of t h i s  methodology wan submit tan~ t o  th . panel dur—
Ing the cotv se of the study .

1. Industr1 R . • -21 n 1 a n t s

The c - a-nt s of most indunt ry rrsl-4 ndm ’nt 5 d f d  n e t  I o l l~~ th, sequence
of t S v t’ - lea- . ~urt h.t -~ore , seven of t he nine oil f ie ld  equ ips— a-nt compa-
nies did no : c- - —r’.-t t on the n i t  ice . - in.~tead f t  ~ t their erulprr er.t t o
the a t t a ’ n : j~~r of the CSCS , and ut t a t e !  t . -  o t t  j f l c1 t i da~ f in this suc~~ary •

~~ie it . this gro m ap ct~~~~’nt~~ on the notice . hut only ir. im- l at ion t o  the
c . - ; - a ’~~~’ s equi~’r en t .

Industry c - ~~~~a’i ts  focused on 6 s pec If i c  issues:  t ) -.e r equirements of
Subsec . 21 (a) of t 5 ’ - tXSLAA f - - i a stud y of cx’. -.: Ing safety and health
ra - guistlons and t 5 .~ t a  hnologv , equ ivta-:.: , and t em~~n iqtia-a availabl e for the

Re5) -nde nt s are listee ’ at t ) e  end of th is  suririary.
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n,’a- ,f t na -h- _ mt i ! addit t.’IhI I t .-g t t  l , a t  1. - i t s :  t n- ,Ia- t  m u  Ion Of - 
- - t
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a ;  t c . a t  tOn - - :  hA~’i t o  •-s i~ t ing t -iO il l: Ic’ - -

The two  oil .tf i,t g~ts insluct rv griu ;-~~, t . . -‘c’ ; I . . a n  I a - t 2 -  i a - 11 . i t ’ .t I t u t a

~J-’~ ~ ~~~~~~ the - ~,~ , - r t’  ;- . ‘; ~ t ‘ is  Co~~~j t  t a a -  (&1tX ) , it  nr ,a-n.fa- ,I , .-tt - p l a - t  ion
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lflg t~n t ’~~- . I t ’  . m b )  , which r a - - ; t i r a ’~ a -  USGS t i f .- ’ ., lop i •~~- - ~ l i t  t ans b r
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- : i  -- I t I n  - - ¶ r I a - . f f l t ; a 1 1 a - . l a o t i % a  t, , -md I r-~; 11 c it I ~‘ hr i ~- ,  - t hers who nlve
indl..mt. ’.f in the i t r,-t. ; -tlt ~.-s t : . ~ f t ’ - v  f u l ly  s u ; ; - -  - i t  : 1,. ; - ‘ s ;t I n s  t . t ~~.n

f ’ . t i n -  Al l i~ . t ~~~- t  t t i a -  ~~~~~ s . - -- ; l,’ti.a tt  - ‘I t in ’ ‘~t n I ’ . d.’t., r il-~- .f in -‘n f ,.,- . —

iofl .‘ v i i  1 , c 1 a  I ~i a- - a t  m- t a ; - -n a-n t ‘. i :i~I , •t I a- a -  n.m ur a- .‘m rx~ ext a -

- :  ra -gitlat i n n  t - ~ ‘,
- t m p l a- t ~ , n t  , ‘ f  - - I a - i  Sii f i s a -  : t a n  .1 (1) itt. ) hat t ! , a-

h-~- I — ~1~~t lva  c o n t a i n - - a - ’ . 1  ! a - 5 ’,t ’~
) in .1 (h) m l .  i c ing  .a ci ’i~il  i’- l .a ’ . n a r

.-x iaittn ~ l e , ; - t . 1 1 . T l t -  .a t t. ,,p1-t t :ng ;- r ac t  ices .
i ii , n,i ~~~~ r -.~ - - i n ~ indu ’.t r it - . ~ a n t  t a t t h a -  USG S ana,i t f i t  indui~—

- l-,,t a,- ,- been t a .  l j cI tt, - ~~~~~~~~ t i . . a t  I t It. 5 ) r a - ,ii~- a - n t i n n i t t ~- ; r , ’, a - s - ~ It ;

~‘S .‘~~p t i - t t  i on intl pt -S1UC : I - . .iflal t u b u s  ru les In ~O (‘FR u t  .50
i - it  t c ~ ha ’ ‘ !-a ’ .t - iv .a I I . a f l ’ - .m n.1 c _ i f  a t . ’’ Fia t h a t  • t ha - -. j a . ’ i ; t  t . a t
t’x I ’ - t  in~ USGS pol I .  t . - s . t - .- ‘  m d  - a : n i ’  a t . - a l a  - ; t , a t a -  i
r.- ;t; ii a - n t  s .0 ‘- . 1 -~.- t ion ~ 1 ( i~ 1 ~ i t  hoi-: m l ;  It i- - n.m I : 4  ,:~ 1 : ions. ‘ft .-

is c .mut t - -n.st t o :  a - ’ .t .O l ishIng -- t .  c i t  - - 
- , - t  r a-g C a t 1 -t t ~ may - - t

n..cm - a m s _ m r i i v  t ’ ; - c a -  s O !  etv - a nt hea lth  d; im- t -  th.- .‘v. r~ id ;’n f t f t  t t
f t - t ~ - .tn hcf~~

-,- 1 ’i . ln ,tn- - :: - - re~~p ’n-l a n ts ~ i Ii a t t a  - -. t  ion 1, - t a  d lt I Icu ltv
~~~~~ tag ~ - - ‘ sen,c-;-- , •‘‘.~ a’: -

~ ;t It~~n the IT’ki ; ‘ .t r -
‘ .‘n -i d c - f  Init  Ion 0

and ‘‘n.m ;; her : 1, - ’ . - .i t • t a t a i l  sli t a’ t a - i f.n~ I -
~~;‘- Is t; f la a h~ i v —

i~ 1e t n - - ‘‘t : t n - t a n -  a - - . . hn t  r h_, t ‘ ‘ .a )e ;tum ~ . l v  s a t e ’’ t a -  ,n- -l , -~-~ Ii. ~~a ’. a : .

.iv.-m i 1a ~- l.- . Indust - ‘ ;. ‘. t  1. ’ns t h e  fl ,-a-.f I t - i ‘‘ t an to;, logy  : - T - ins ’ ’  I ua~c -

ion. not lug tha t i c1’. .1 s t r ong m t  iVl , t ~~~~ t con- - :  an ! l \  t a t ing I t s
a b i l i t y  to c t  t - -  . i b m - ,- - m l : tm  tn - f  - - m t a t v  ,-f it s a ,- i  , a T s  ‘~flm~ t t a  m - n v h - n -
n’nt a m , !  i r - - -n ’.a ’r’ .- tn~: n a : i ml ii - ’ - -

1 .  (t nt tOns g a a -~,.rn~~a~n : that tb. “.- . .  ‘nor- I, i lls-  easihl a- ” c l i ’-

I i : :  a-~~.t f - a ’ t , 1 , m t e ’~ t -  s’, a - j t ~~~, c it . o- -. 1 -  m t - a s  a - o l, (‘tCS ; m. i l l : a , - : .
i-ian ‘‘,-p llcd -n in in-; ;‘ - t i v - - i.’ Idm’ ~,,s ls. Ca~v et- - a n t  t.- .a- . .m lso c - na- -~ I , ’
usa’ di re t  Ion in .mpp l v i -- . tIA’- to exist 1- , I n t  i li t i~ - - - , ~m s s ’ ~~a ot t h.-
,‘ l der  f .m. - iii: I.- ’ - : a’ ;i;’;’r. —o. f - ing d i - ;  • t 1-n and I • ir a- ~n- a r :  I ;~~ i t  C, ’ i t l , f

t a S U i i  in pt e—_ t h it  a I ~~~,-nr.’ t ;t a )  
~ a ’’,aO V ,  c

t a  - ‘;~~. ‘ t $  i , - r a e - f  tha t ; - . - i I -  i-~ - - m n - c requ~~; a -r-- . - n t ’.” should
“ . t c i”t  on de ’- - ns t i , a t a n I  a - i f  -r r -mn - a n t  i ;~ tha t r c ; u l i  a~~~a - f l t  - - l i - i  c t r i c t
si-eel!’ a t l- -ns inhihi’ :a ’ - !t; - - l - ’gl - --a I - la ’va-l -;’— a - n t . ‘~~ a a i , ~~h a t i  ; a r l . - i —
manCe T a - r .- — a -

~~’, t s are .1 ;’)’! - ia a • ‘ n l v  ‘ h a -  1 - -r tvp. - a t  a ; a t i , a t

sin—u I- f bt’ ; - f a ’:;t 1 t a d .  i t a t i~ ~~- a t  ~- ‘n should :‘ t f - a- l i m i t. ’ - ’ t - - t a
- :  c ; - .  c i! ic ~~,m n a f -m t i l t ,  T M .  A c  One r.- - - ; - n - t a t - f  po nt , - ;  out  • I - ‘. ; a ’ . I t  Ic

fl a’ ; n t;- ~~a --; t ‘_ - a - t  a - a it ted ,m’ ‘ ha- s t  ,‘‘ l awsuits could he Ii i -  - by
manuf ,mc- t mi r - i t t  - t . .~- ; -  .“ i t  lye da’s’ i~~i -c ‘~ t a  Ing in jut : ions Sm — a ’ - f  Imp i a —

It  1 - an a . 5 ,. law.



T~ 2. Public Interest

The pub l ic Interest gl~~- i. ;-  joins industry In expressing concern that
t he study required under Subsec . 21 (a) of the OCSLAA has not ccmmaenced ;
however, In contrast to Industry , they view the stud y as an assist rather
than a prerequisite for meeting th e requirement, of Subimec . 21 (b). They
urge the application of 21 (b) to  inc lude all p ipelines over which the
Secretary of the Department of Transportation has jurisdiction and are
also in favor of the technology—forcing function . Further , they reco~~ end
tha t Sec . l02(2)C of the Nationa l Environmental Polic y A~ t ha - used as a
guide for determining whether a particular type of technology would
significantly threaten the environment.

This group urges t’SGS t o  adopt va -r y specific definiti on s and perfor—
mence standards (justified by reference to technologies w i t h  which the
standard can f-a t achieved), and to press technology ahead , rather t han be
reactive to  the industry . In order t ’ a  do this , t hey suggest that the
I7SGS should set up a special unit to  undertake the necessorv technical
evaluations and set the s ta nda rds .

3 Government Cro~j~s

The responding agency ~aI the federal government sugg a-sted t ’ o t  equip-
ment should he identi fi ed and standards established , esp i-elalIr with regard
to  subsea da’va -lop.ent i c - t hu I,’gv for which there are now n r e l a - ’ - ,m: t Stan-
dards or regu .at tons. One st at e govern ment  c~~~~end s t U . - USGS I ’  a review
of the concept of I~est A v a i l a b le  (‘~-ntro l  Techna logy (UCT) n- - used In the
regu lat ion of .at r  ee~ iss ica ns f o r  relevance to f~est AvaIlable and Safest
Tec hno logy . They a lso a-n.I -t - se the . &-ni .-;-t t I  I - l a ’ t t t  it  --t r ig t a  hno l ogs- tha t
has failed . Another state government rec end s tha t Sm .S seriou sly con—
c I i  c i  - - - — f- inlng it ~ .-~

- .a a ; a ’ - ;  , ,-5 , • i t l im es , and - ud . - - w f t  I .  i l i  sc-

of - - t  f i a t t emlct a l  ag encies so it  a c i’ n~~i i - - - t  - a nd hf  m I t  iv~’ appl ;. m t  Ion
of MST rt.iv be arrived ot . Th in c t n t ”  ~

- i’ ; - . ‘ ‘  - . t a ’ a - 5  that ra ’ . ;iiitrt a -nt 5

ta r USI should h. i c -iu~~I m ) T ; n~~ -, ’ rt r .ana a st ,mn ,l a r -l I - a s i a , .mr~J ,a I so l a - c l  c
t iu~~ t’S’-S ;-roc ’-I ur cs ca n ha - mx t i t  ;a ’ -iI t ,m. eo~~t si.at a ’ MAST t eq i a li 4 ’ ann - -

The st a~ - - •: - - - a - i n - nt  not .‘ , hovev- i • 
¶ hat Iap l.- .- :;t Ing t - • FAST t a ’qu i r  cr’ ,’t; t

w- uld c - a l t  ~or in a - x -,t .an-h- aI Ri ’aI capaihi l  It .’ wi th in  h.’ USG S I -  i t ft . ;‘u r ;’a - s a ’
- - I  - a - a ifl~ op to dat a ’ :- t an  t tn -  - i f l a  tc.t 1 t.- ~ .- 1 i t;~-t-- . ; t  - ant) r a’ - ‘— a -  5’ . tog t I ; . -

• c - m t  e v . mn - I a - n v t t  -nnm- nta l benef 1 s i- i t h.’ae - I a - ’ . a lnpment s and
da - . a ’ l i ’p l n~: ;-e r f t - - - nan.-

The count- - ~~ 
- . . :-.- • ‘üt tha t r ’ - .;- - ‘ i - t e d  - the c-~~.-- .-; t s i n  the F a t . l a - t ~~~l

Rrn 1st a r  d i d  so hr - ‘ t c g a - c t  tog that ( - a t’S~ S ra ’v let..’ an a - i t , - - trig - mxi v tha t
It Is a_ a m p .  ‘ - - , i -1.- i  •m , Op el j-m t log -i - a c t  t e a - s . m u d  a- a pt  I pment .mg•-i inst

- m c :  i!er l .m H 15 . T h i s ‘‘ mmd v is c - ’n, cr n , ’, with -
~~ 

- d i l I l i ; . and pro—
atii ç t ion ope rmt ions in the Malt t~- ’rc C anyon . The c ~ i : - t y c - - v a - r n-- a-

pan ta ’ I  i ts  ra - - - ponsa- t o  the USGS wit - ;-rop .’’..a Is t i-ar - - ‘ . t  innIng t i c  a t f  t a d y .

_ _ _ _ _ _  -- --~~~~~- -- - -- - -~~~ -
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Respondents to the Department of Inter ior Notice
in the Federal Register , February 8, 1979

Industry

A. Oil Companies

American Petrolem ,~ Institute-—Roy F. Carison ,
Production Director

Offshore Operators Co~~ittee—— I- . G. Ott~~an ,
Chairman , OOC

Western Oil ~ Gas Asso-cl atlon-—Tyler Brinker ,
Chairman , Dr illing ~ Production Co~~~it tee

CHEVRON , USA , lnc .-— L. C. Soilesu, III , Senior VP ,
Explora tion , Land 6 Production

Continental Oil  Co. -— F. F. Elli s , V ice Presiden t ,
Sia rth Ar-a-r ican Production Department

FXXON Company . USA--H. B. garton , Regulatory
A f f a i rs  Mana ger , Production Department

G EITY Oi l  Company——Don F. C titl es , Vice President ,
Nat ural Ri- s o u r ces  Technical Services

GVLF O il Fxp lo ra t ion  and Production Co.-—E . N. Miller .
V Ic e Pres ident , ProductIon , US

%m , ;Ii i l l  t -1 -i a t It -i n——- (i . R. L,ucIa--- ~” ;t f , V ice
I r a ’ s id a - u t , I t  - ‘- f - i -  t ion

1’ ~a ‘a ‘ i I 1. —--“ p .m n ‘- - — I - ii W - - - -m - - - . P t  i a - t ‘ - 1
u ra-ir -i a’nt .m I -‘ a t  a - i  ‘. ~a h i ’ .. I t h  -‘..f t - a r - ‘

SHFI.I Oi l Companv——Q. ( • B-ankst ‘n~ V t -  a- ~~~~~ t i a utt

Pr ~“f i l ’  t Io n

~,TAVm -%iG ~ Oil ‘r—;’ .mn v ( Indiana)——I). F . ~..‘-oii -m rd , Manager ,
Fxte rn im l R a - p , - r t c  a .‘or.Iina t Iiaf l

Ill I ,iti umna,’ _ _ l t ,mn B. 1, ’lin’-a , ’ r ’t , . a n I I a T  \ ‘ t t e
Pr eq id cot

TF.XACO——W. ~~. Tell . r.  • ‘ a - u  l a - i  V i e  a - i i  a ‘ - I ; a  n t

,, ~~~~~~~~~
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B. A..soctated Pipeline 6 Drilling Compan ies

Texas Eastern Transmission Corp.-—J . C. William s, J r . ,
General Manager . Compliance 6 Standards , Engineering
Services Division

In ternationa l Association of Drilling Contractors-’-
uns Igned

C. Oil Field EguI,~~~’nt

Petroleum Fquipment Suppliers Assoc lation-—W . i. Sallans ,
Execut ive V ice Pte~~ldent

F l a k t , Inc . (Ventilation 6 Air Conditioning Sv~ t enaim)--
Anders Knots

Greene ’s Pressure Testing 6 Rental s , Inc.——H. R. Greene , Jr , President

Johns to n-Sc h lumberger, Inc. (Dr i l l  System Tes t ing )——
ial , ~ Ira - ,- , Pr,- - .ldent

J. H. Menge I. Cii . ~!~‘.ar’ ; Walk~’svs)--J. H. Menge .
Presiden t

Of f s h o r e  huua’ rga ’ncv System s , Inc . (Water Deluge Systems)-—
1). Freeze

~ inet i t  Areric a , m c ,  (Outer Garments)-—S . DeVries

V etco t i f c i i r a -  Group (Heavy qui~~ ent)—-F . Huntslnger , Sr. ,
Founder and Chairman

2. Public Inte res t  Groups

Natural Resources Defense Council , Inc. -—S arsh Chasis
SenIo r Sta ff Att orn ey

3. Governmen t

Enviroomental Protection Agency-—W . N. Hedesumn , Jr.,
Director , o ffice of Environmental Rev iew



The Co onwea l th of Massact*as.tts--John A . Bewick ,
Secretary o f !nvironm ental Affairs

Cape May County (N.J.) Planning Board--Elvood R. Jsrmer ,
Director

State Lands Co~~ i.sion, State of California—
William F. Northrup, £xecutivs Officer

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  -- - ----- -_- -- - --— -_  - -
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APPENDIX B

PARTICIPANT S AND OBSERVER S

MEETING OF THE

PAN EL ON BEST AVAILABLE AND SAFEST TECHNOLOGIES

June 27, 1979
Board Room

NAT IONAL A’ ADDIT OF SCIENCES
washington , D.C.

ORGANIZATIONS: RE PRE SENTED _BY:

Amer ican Petroleum institute ka’v. F. Carl.on
Dallas , Texas

Cap. May (N.J.) Planning Board kobert Meyers
Robert Mondor

tTh,vron t~.S.A . mc. •5c laude Golay
San Francisco , Ca l i f- a rn i a

ContInental 011 Company A. A. Gentry
Houston , Texas

Plakt, Inc. Ander. ~,noe.Be llair e , Texas

Gr..n. s Pressure Testing •ni Rental. H. Rowe Greene , Jr.
Lafavett.. Louisiana Richard Morr ow

Edward He ffe rma n

Gulf Oil Exp i- arat lon & Production Co. Hubert Braunig
Houston , Texa s

Ma ssachusetts . the Co onwealth of; Laster Smith
Secretary of Env i ronme n ta l  A ffairs

* Princlp .1

~~ Also representing Offshore Operstors Co~~ it te e
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‘1

Mob i l Oil Corporal ion Jame s He lls
New York , New York

Natural Resources Defense Council , Inc. Sarah Chasis
New York , New York

Offshore F.aer~ ency Systema , Inc. ~Don P. Freeze
Houston , Texas Bernard McCann

Coot s Matthews

Ot t s ho r e  Operators Committee 5Claude Golay
New Orleans , Louisiana C. W . Mangus

Dan Mendell III
Jack Jones
John Whitman

Petroleum E qui pment S up p l i m- r a  A ss ’- I at i on Phillip S. Sizer
Houston , Texas

She ll Oi l  Company 0. ~. Shirle y
Houato n , Texas

Tenneco 0(1 Company Robert ~~. Waidrup
Hou q t ’ i , Texas

Texaco Inc. ~~- bert Hunt
u~aahington , D.C.

a S ER V ERS

Ke ith Archer
Se lect  Co l t t a - e  on t 1le Outer ae nt in e nta l Shelf ,
U.S. House -f Rrprese ntat  1.-es

Erneaa t B. Cohen
State  a t  Sew Jersey , Department - - t  b~v i r -anmenta l  P r - te n t  i - ~ui

Cdr . Iaseq C. Ca r - I
U.S. - .- a s t  Guard

R ich ard ~rahl
U.S. i.e -a ai g i cal Sur.-e y

Ronald F. Prehois
U.S. i.e ~ g ics l  Smj r.’.v

T. Ta ck aber rv
Se lect  Committee on the outer Cont inental  Shelf ,
U.S . House of Representatives

-I
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APPEND IX C

EPATh l~X }’FRl E N C ~ WITH “BEST” REiV’IRKNENTS

Int roduct ton

The ~~~~~~~~~~ avail able and safest t e ’hna ’logy” (l~AS T )  ; ‘ r - - . 1~~ion a t the
- i t  er (ont t n t - n t  il Shel f  Lands Act Amendment s 01 1 ~ ~~- Publi c- l~aw
~~i — 3 ’ .~ Ippt . i r- . to t a l l o w  precec1cnts established by the Clean Air ~~t
i-i i—~-nJt - I (~~~~1~~~a 1 8 7  .‘ t  seq.) and (‘lean Water Ai - t i- amended

I lt SCI ~~ I ) • s~r - in,. provi s ions it b - t  ~a a c t s  w i l l  f~~- discussed in
is -i,~c i ~n • is will the U.S . Ez-iv i r-’tiila. -’it - ‘  I ~ r - t  i.- t ion Agency ’s I P A )

a -~ ;-t ’r1ences in implementing these p rov i s io ns .  F ina l ly , s,- .- e r,iI
- - ; -  rtant - i i f t , - r ,~a : - a--s u,, t - ~ i,t,n t 1 i,- re -c~a n a i a g 1 e s . agencies , and I t S

.111 h,- -Us c i~~. 4 a ’

The c 1 a -ui  &i r ~ta and - 1 . -  t i  ‘ it - - r At ’ t Re qui rements

The t a a ~ t ’ i air - ; a i - t  I v .‘,~- i I • t  ~r v system pro .- idec fo r  b- - t

a -—i l ss i- i n and .~mb “~~ t i t r - ; t i i I ~
- -~~~~ n f i r  Is. The forme r , ~ ‘i : c-h seems

~~~~ the -‘~.r a - 1 l ~~ - I- .- precedent  ~ - r i~A - , Inc ludes -. t - - ind . i r la .  f - ar both
m ob ile t r ia l  s t ’ i t t - n - i r v  ‘ i a a ’ c . Tha - Clean Air Act -ia - t a -ip ea if ic

I - u - -i I ~ Sour - .- i--ri I - i s  I - -n t iri l it- - i c  I - ‘ r automobiles and what
v~c aun t  c t o  -i “~~a -  p r a c t i c  t~ e t ,‘ ‘~n I agy ” f - a r  heavy Jut v vehicles.

- -irrt ~n t  5! i t  I -n i t - ’- source emi ssion I i m t t c  require that: (1) emissions
-~~ e x i s t  in~ souc a-s ~mict be - ant r a i l e d  t i  the extent necessary

—i t n t a t n  ambie nt - i t t q ualit y standards; (2) emi-isions from new
-, i t  . c  ‘tb i l l  he S i~’~~i’a t  t ’  new c ai ra ,- performance standards (NSPS) ,
— - ic-h requ lr.- t a ,  ~~~~~~~ ti’ a l n i i g ical —.-i- - - . t em  -f continuous emission
r . 1 - i . ’ I ~~~ wh i -h b i ~ been ~i a 1 e - ; i t  ely - f . ’ ’ -r - ‘n-. r a t e d ;  “nat tona l a-m isc ion
-, t inJ i r ds I ar at r poll-i t -I ’ r t ~~

“ - S 
~A ! ’ ) , which prov ide an ample ~ -i r ~ I n

0 - a t  a’ v - pr a t  cc t t e ~‘ O’~ Ii h ’~ i ‘‘ p ri~ - en I I on a !  sign I Ic ant
h- t a - r I -r a t t a n ” oPSI , which requires t b  i t new sources in pr i s t i ne
-;r.~-is use “best avail abl e contr ol t e c h n o l o g y ” F A C T ) ,  an d t ‘ - e mis—
si an - i he within the al - wa1 ’le PSI) increment ; - ~f l -~ , in n o n — a t t a i n m e n t
irpaS (a re a s  ~~ a t • -~ ’i do n- ’t meet - i t - i t ambi.’nt l i t  q ualit y standards) ,
“ : ‘w.-.c t achievable emt r sta -’u rate (LAF-R).”

T i . ’  1,-in Water Act requirements appl y to indu s tri a l , municipal ,
i~~ f non—p .-t int souri- .’c ca t w a t e r  p r a l l - i t a n t s .  Indus t r ia l requirement s
-ire: (1) is . -  of  “k 05 p ra ct  t c ~~hle c a n t  r - -l t e c h n o l- .gv ’ ~~PT (  cur-
rently avai lable by exi sting sources h- . I~~’~~; ~) “ hpqt  i-c -n -.- i~n—
tional pollutant control technology” ~~ri’cTi by 1 984; (31 “best
s . a t lable technology” (EAT )  economic ally achievable by 1Q~ 4 for toxic

Si

--_ _ _  ~~~~~
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substances and by I -~?I-. —1 -i8 7 for i -ia — - a
~~- •~~~

- - t i  ori~i 1 RO l l  ut an t  ; I ~ ) 
“new

source pert urmdnct- stan dar -Is ’ N~aI ’ — .in i ‘p r~ t rt- ai t ment “ t a r  a l l  new
p lan ts ;  ~and (5)  “p t - i t  r,- a t  - a - a t ” t a r  exi st c p la r t t t t .  Municipal require-
ment a are : (1) se - a u d i  r v t r a - i t  ~~- - I v I -

~ M 3 plus add it I a fl~ I t t e a t  men t
U rt’ a~a u I r t - I t a  me- ot  w a t e r  C l i l i t -  ~- t ~ ii- C a u  is ; and (2) ‘‘heat practic-
able waste r reatc .i -nt t , c h u o l ai~- - ,- ’’ ( l ~~~

a
~~’-! 1 ~a y  I~~~

- a ~i- - r - - - ; - - - int sources
are ca a~~t .r,.t  l~ 1 a t , — r the ,.t~’,tw ide planning p t a _- i— ion in Sect t a t  .‘~~8 and
“best mac -iiger rit-tit p ’ - i - t  1 - a - -i’’ (b ”~

} a r t ’  cal led I - i  by “,‘a t 1 a a l ~ 30-..
In short , the Congress has leg is la ted  in;,’! a ! - . dr a i t i a l  wa te r

qu ality requ It t’ ’~il -’,t ~, which call ‘r t h,~ usa~ o’ f , .~~ ‘‘ t a’ - hno 1 ogles.
M~a t l t  lets such as i. - ,- t i l . a t - I a - , pract.it - able , and t a - b r ; - l a a g Ia  a l l y
achievable are -i 1,I,’ t and usuall y are da- t I : ca- f , at I a - c a - - t  imp l i c i t  lv , in
demonst rated perf armat ~~i’ ,t i l a l  e c a a t i a m j a _ ’ t a-rrris . It I s  lt~f t t a  t h e

Administ r ,%tcr - f  HA 0 — l i t e’r~~tn,’ ~‘t, , t t - r i - i t  I t  a t  es “best pract icab le ”
or “best * - .- a t  lable .” In d o - -c so , lie ar is to consider such
I ac t ot s  as  a t a t  -il cos t  - - - a -  - -i -~~

- s app 1 : it  ion in tel i t
kit ’ ba ’u~- t t - a _ ’, a 

~~~~ 
i. ~ - I a ’ . a -  1 • l it-  age -~ l iy~ equ 1p~tent and

facilities ;n.- ,a l- .-a~d , t 1 e process used , p t - a t - - i s cl; 1r1 19’s , and t ! i t ’  non—
water consequences of i :p 1~-in g t - 0 t i ’  t r l - I - ~y-- . It is ; i i ~, ‘ ‘ 0  a S ’ 4 i t r V
t h.i t t h e - t a - - t a -  - . -  must ~a~ - 

~f a - i ’ a — t r a t e t , e i t h a - r  t f u ~aaug h demon stra—
ion p r o j e c t  . p lI t p la , r by gena . r — ii - i a .  — a - s t  ava  I I i~- I~~

- has
I’et-ri Jet tnt’ - ! by EPA in r ’ I  i t  1 - -n  

~~~ 
a - pa- i I -r rri ,--r in any

in f u - i  t r Id  - a t  a a
~ ’ a r v  and a

~~~~t pr i ta - a l  ii’ I a re I a t  ion to the average
of bes t ;- a - t t  r~~ i’ r  s .

No te s  fl HA ’s Exper ience ~ tth ~~~~~ Requirem ents

The purpose - -I t . - Clean ~a ta-r —\- t a- ~ I a n - n t  lir ~it — at loria is t a

a c t  i~~1 ts!; uni t -r’ ~ nati onal -- t i n - f i r  Is. h - ~’,- , ’r . d i— a_ - .i r-~~ a- permits a r e
issued on a p l i . t  —1-  ~— p i . a a i  f - a a s i . A p p a r e n t l a _ - , a~~ , d i t  t i cu l t  -. - - I

dea ling w I t 1 p :- i r r t  a_ l i t  f a t - a ’  es and a i n c e r - i i - i t ~ - as ~~~ it  cot - - r l t u t a ’s
t ’ ;a ’ “best p r a t i c a b ’Ie at m l  t~ 

a a . l og y a a  IF} ’CT ’a led FPA t - - Include a
variance cI - iaica - In its c i t  luen? I ta i tat  i - - r ;  gu lde l t’ ’ - ’ - .

BPCT is •-~~p r . -aa ’- a ’  : *5 a tong. ’ based on the ai - t - a  - performance
w ithin a pa r t tcular i t - i - f a c t  rial -~~~~ t a ’ t - ’t’ . ‘ t a ..’ ,- ;a - r  , l~rA can also
Ca a n c i u l a ’ that - a hl~~h. -r  leve l -i - - - nt  1 than the  heat t o
C u r re n t l y  In use is i t-e l,- ! .  As - a_ - I a - 1 a a - • 

- 
~‘t high.- le,-el a t

co ot  ro l  -an  be ta - ; f red only when ,‘ t a - . I ;  ted F)’ T h a s  been
demonst ra te- I  in a ~ern a n c t r  a ton - a t , ~ p i l t  p 1 - n t  • a t ’  by g e n e r a _ a l
usage.

EPA ’s I ir sr .~~ a - p  in f ‘r- itil a _ t  ing a - f t  i a i ~~n ’  l imitation guidelines
was t a  employ con tr a ct aa rs t - - ga t h e r  ; forma t i a n  on the performance of
c ant ri-a l t .- fo; - ~~~i - - ~ In car l ‘ a _ ’ t  i ; r a i a i - a t r t a l  catego ri’-s . These data
pr - ’- .-ided t fa t ’ basis f r  t o  ~~i; tJa ’ lines subsequent lv  pr a ria_ i I g a t  a’ . R ut
as noted a h - .’e , EPA ~~i-~ st ill . i a i f f i c ; a - a ; t l y uncertain as to  what BPCT
was t h a t  it i I ~ta’ t a variance clause w~ ich had t f a  p a t  a - i l l tal. ‘1
p t - a l l tog a p lant—b y— plant standard at the t i — a ’  I perm itting.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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In the case of clean air , technologies tot cont rolling sulfur
dioxide emissions illustr a te the d ii fic u ltv EPA has had in estab lieh—
1mg that a technology has been demonstrated to be the best practi c-
able or best available con tr o l technola agv. The e1ea~tric utility
Industry has vigorously disagreed with EPA concerning the status of
flue gas deaul furizatlon controls. In this case , since it was a
technology not being used by the Industr y , EPA turned to its
laborat ories t o  establish that SO, scrubbers were a demonstrated
best practi cable control technology .

Findings

A l t l a _ a a i g h the Clean Air - i i a _ a _ t  C lean - - a t e r  A c t s  
~pr1y 

to a broad
range of t echno laa ,ales , their “best ” techno la ’gv p r a _ a ,’ isions deal
pri m ar i l y with technologies to limit t h e i1s a li , a r 1~,- of air emissions
and water c It  luents . FAST , on t I e  other l a i n ! , se-ems to app ly to all
component-i f a r  lu - il li ng for and pr~~!uctng oil .- aui J gas a ifl the outer
continental shelf. This differ en ce is compounded ofishore , since ,
over most ot  its hi -a t ca r -.- d r i l l i ng and production 4,-st e ms ha-~- e- been
tre ated ,I5 col lect  I~~ins a t  - -a_ irpone nt s i,a t ia _ er than as i n tegra ted
systems . k;ap*ren t l v , no d ata baqe ex ist s t a  M ta _ ;ap o r t failure modes
and etfe cts - u -~ t ’  r s imilar analyses to  a l p  identit y high risk
components and to est — if a l ish pertor ma n - ” records .

Whi le the Clean Air and C la - i t i  Wat er Act “ha -c t te ahn ol ogy ”

standards app ly to indu stry genera lla.- and must ha- itnp l a -rura- nted by the
states , FAST app lia -s only t a  On- industry and it~ supp liers and in an
area of excl u st ,t~ federal ju ri sdict i on.

In implementing the “bes t ” ta- chnol ogv p r a ’;islons of the Clean A ir
and C lean Wata -r Ac t s , H A  has had C o  c - u t  ract ex ten si.i ’i y t a  obtain
needed data upon wh Ich to haaa - it~ regulation s and dcl in itI on s 01
what con stitut a -s “~- , -s t.” An - I , part icu la rv in t ha’ case - -I air
pollutants such as SO and Sa l , it has needed t he  research ,
- l e .-e I aprria .nt and demons L rat li-an c~~pa h il i t v  i• c I abs p to .-ide.

At present , n e i t he r  the USGS l i a r  th e Coas t Coar.f appears to have
the budget t a o b ta i n  exten si ,-e c a n t  ta c I t- -.a _ p p a ’rt or do in—house
research which m i n t  be needed to s a ipp - - rt th a-  imp l ementation of FAST.

Tl a- Outer Cent m ental She ’a_ ’ Lands A Lt A cu a-ua _ dme nt a a t 1978  would
a lso  seem - make imp lement i t  io n ta~~~ a d i ’ t  i c i u lt  t h a i  do the la- a n Air
and Clean Water A i t S  by aisi ng hc term “ i nc r a -” o ’- i t .i l” ha ’na ’f it s and costs.
The Clean  Air and Clean Wa’er Ac ts use mor,’ general language in stat-
ing an economic cr ir a-r i on t o  he emp loyed by t he A dml nstr ator a _a l  EPA.

A fina l poin t Is that , under the Clean Air and Clean i.,iter Acts ,
best practicable and beat available control technologies are defined
In terms a_ f current indust ry perf iarma nca- data. It will ba very
d ifficult , if not impossible , not to rel y on industr y performance
data as a basi s f - a r d e f ining FAST. hid , without either possessing an
in—house research , de-.’a’lopment , and demonstration capab ility or
having s u f f i c i e n t  RD&D ‘ unds . it w i l l  be dif f icult for USGS and the
Coast .i a _ s r l  a demonstrate t h ’ t t  a technology not current lv being used
by industry is FAST .



APPENDIX D

Selected OCS Regulations which Address
the Spec ifi c Purpose of FAST

Existing Programs

U.S. Ge-c’logIcal Survey

I. OCS ~rJer ~~ - . 2 requ lra ’— t h a t  “The Operato r shall utilize
appropriate drilling technology and s t a t e — o f — t h e - - a r t  methods , such as
dr illing rate evaluation , Sla*le density anslv~ is, or other approp-
riate methods , in - -rder to enhance the e-:ai uat ion of conditions of
abn orm al  pressure , and t a _ a minimi7 e the potential for the well to
develop a flaw or kick.” The c a p e r a t O r  mist submi t engineering and
geo logic d a t a  u i s e ~t to s i a l a s t . t n t i a t e  conductor and surface casing
setting depths with the application to drill. Pressure tests a _ i l the
exposed f.ar~~at ion maa~~ b~ taken during drilling to determine setting
depth - a t Int ’- rm ediate casing strings. The 1rder conta ins detailed
requirements relat  I;,- to in’a t  all,a t ion and restin g of blowout preven-
tion equipment t i a _ a f  to monit oring o’ drilling mud. It requir es that
company and drilling— cant r i - t or super-.’isory pers i a _ a n d  b , trained In
present—d iv well con tr - ’l techn i lues , and that bli’w c a i t  prevention
drills b. conducted wee . l v .  The most recent  v e r s i o n  a l -~ra li- r 2
sped ’ Ic’ H,S drilling caan tlng ,- r - a _ -v plan and a dr i l l ing critical
operations and ca ar t - iilme n t plan.

2. i)CS Order S o.  5 , a’a a_ ve ring subsurface safet y devices ,
specificall y addresses FAST by inclu sion of the followin g section:
“Aa technological mesa -arch , progress , and product Imp t- o-~’emcnt result
in increased effectiveness of existin g safet y devIaa ’-~ or the develop-
men t of new devices or systema , such devices or systemS may be re-
quired or used upon app lication , ju stification , and approval. ” This
Order requires installation of a surface—controll ed subsurface safety
de-.’ic e , the best techn ol agv current lv available , as protect ion
against b l a _~ a ’it fo l lowing we l l  complet ion. It es tab l i shes  a required
t es t  f requency t a _ a r a l l  s ubs ur face  safety devices , and requ ires that
the operator mainta in detailed records on design , installation , and
fa i lures of these devices. It also requires submittal of a fa i lure
analys is report in a quarterl y bas is.

L ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~



56

3. OCS - ) r i e r  7 require s that the operator maintain a USGS—
approved oil spi ll contingency plan which mus t be reassessed
annual ly . ‘~t andby pollution—control equipment must he available and
must be inspected month ly  t a  assure that it is in good condition.

4. OCS u der 8 requires that structures I-a t ’ designed In
a_ icc - ’rj,ance with API RP LA , a document that h is been r ev i sed  eight
time s due to chang ing technology and improved data since Its aar igi fla l

publication in l4h9 . Under a planned re-.-ision t o  Order f~, the a_ ap e ra—
tor will be required to comp ly w i t . a new 48—page USGS document
entit led aa

Reqtiiremeu~tM ta _ a r V a t - I f ’, it-ag the Str a _ ia _ u ur aa l Integrit y of OCS
Plat t a r r~us. ” Order 8 specif ie s that pl -~rt orm safety and anti—pollution
systems must be designed , anaal y~ ed , and In st a lle d in accordance with
AP I RP l-. a , a comprehensiv e safety anal ysis document which provides
f a r  t w a ’ independent ,- .-~- ls a _ a t  p t - I  action to pro -.- ent or m inimize the
et ft -cts at an equipment failure within the process. Pressure vessels
must be design ’~- t in aa c a r a f a n c e  with app licable A SMb codes , which
undergo c~ nt inu aus updating. Ela -c t rica l equi pment ~~a a _ ’~ t ~a~- installed
in a c c a r d u i n c e  with recognized codes and standards . Training is
required f a ’t new employees . persons waa rk in g with sa ta- t y  devices , and
crane operators; and the Ope ’r~a t a ’r  m us t  have a n emp lo va- t- motivation
p r - ~graa t a r  sa fe-t v and polluti on prevention . -‘a _ i~ a a ; ae r a to r s contin-
gency plan f~ir cond ucting ac t i-.-i tie s simul ta ne - - a a slv w i t h  production

a ; a , r a t  la ins and -a welding and t ’ t i r ’ i i r ~g c a f e  practic es and procedures
p lan must be s a _ i b n i t  t e d  to the USGS t a t -  rj - i a - w  and a p p r a _ a v a l .

U. S . Coast Ca _ t a r t

Ra-giul ,a t i a a nc rela- a.’,an t to OCS act i vi t tea a t  a - c- - n t - a i n o d  in T i t l a -  l~
and .~~ of the Code - f Fe- da -r a l Regu l a_ a r ions . Tha’--- a t - a - listed here f - -r
ident if  I c - a t ion , w i th  a hr t o t  da -s a - r ipt ion a t  the - - ‘nt ent s .

a. Su hc hapta - r I — C a r g - - and ~‘i s c a -  Ilaneous Vessels.
Title -.~ a CFR Part a~O_ lO a a_ .

These regul ations govern the design , constr uction , stab ili t y ,
and inspection of carg and mi scellaneous -.‘essol s. flu e -,- also govern
the lifesaving, fit - a - f ighting, and ves’ a-l control equipment. In
addition they est ablish special requirements f a r  hulk - a _ a r go , nuclear ,
petroleum pt a _ a _a_ Inc - I , construction , and - a rher special put-p aso vessels.

b. Subchapter IA — Requirement . t a r  Mobile a_i f  f a ho re
Dri l l ing tt n t r s .

These regulations g- ’;.-rn the inspe tion and a - r I ification , the
design and equi pment , and t 1 a _ .~- operation of mobile c a l f - a _ h -re dri lli ng
units. These regulations brin g all MClDt~~s under one set of  uni fo rm
and comprehensive r ega _ t I - a r ions .  They -i ra  d iscussed in -u ’ re  de ta i l  in
the next secti on.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  - ~~~~~~~~ - - —  
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c. Subchapt er N — Artificial Islands and Fixed Structures on
the Outer Continental Shelf. Title 33 CFR Part l-.u — 146.

These regulattons pra a .’ide certain safety equi pment and operating
procedures t a r the safety ot life and property on the artificial
islands and fixed structures located on the Outer Continental Shelf.

d. Subchapter F — Marine Engineering Regulat ions. Title 46 CFR
Parts 50 — 6-..

These regulations govern the design , construction , installation ,
and inspection of boilers , pr e ssu r e vessels , machinery and
appurtenances (including castings , p ip ing, valve s, and mountings).
These regulations app ly to commercial vessels , including t~ank
vessels.

e. Subchapter J E lec t r i ca l  Engineering Regu lations. T i t l e  46
CFR Parts 110 — 1 1 3 .

These regulations govern the design , installation , and inspec-
tion of electrical systems , apparatus , and equipment In st alled on
various type s a t  v e s s e l - a ,

Those regulations also imp lement various interna l cia n - a_’ent~~ans
f or the saf e-tv of life at sea in -c alving ,-le ctrica l equt ;-~u a-uY
Included in these regul at ions ark- rule. faar general e l a - - t  rical
systems , emergency lig ht ing and power systems , and coRnunications and
a lar— systems .

f. Subchapter Q — Specifications. Title -.~a CF1( Par ts
l t a u  — 1 6 4 .

These regulati ons govern the design , const r a  tion , and tnapec—
:ion of items app licable to life—safety at sea, These specific
design and performance requirements apply to lifesaving equipment ,
emerga-ncy lig hting and signaling, s a f e t y  valves , water tight doors ,
e r - . Such items r a- ce i -.’e Coast Guard approval numbers and are listed
in the Coast (lij ard E~ uipaent I.ist of approved items .

g. Subchap ter E — Load Lines. T i t l e  -.1-a CFR Parts -.2 — -.1’ .

These regulations govern th a -  establishment o’ load line marks on
seagoing vessels. They establish the limits to which vessels may be
safely loaded with respect to their structural strength and stability
for the route intended. The ru les , applied internationall y , are a
measure of sa aw arthine,s.
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New and }‘r~’posa-d Pra a g r a _ a Io~

U.S. ~t-p artment of the Intc ri - -r

1. !~ °r~ -”’-~ 
Revised C u l t  a~ ~~~~~~~~ Orders ~~~~~~~ ii

Pr -posed r.- ,~~--ron s to the Col of Mexico OCS Order 6 were
publ ish ed on June 11 , 1- ~ 7t. The a r o ,a _ a s a l  Inc l ies new requirements
fa _ ar oil t n t  gas ~~

a - 11 romp let ja_ afl  and ~~~ r~~aa c o t -  pr - - a-m r a -
~~~~. Proposed

revised Ctt ~ t Ot M a-zico OCS orde r ~ was published on a un ,~ 4 , 1974.  It
Inc I udi- s x~- a _ a n ~f a -  rea ;u  I I , ‘ a ’ u a _  ~ 

, a r Pe approval proc .-dure - oil and
gas p i ;’a’ I tue - s . 8y r u t  ice of Feb: a t  r ~~, 1977 , t a - t S(.S announced
that I t - - r  end ed t - ’ revise certain pr - - - la _ i t s of  a~rd er  1 1 l a _ a r  the
a , u  I of u

- ’-  ~ ico - ar  I P ac i t t  c a ra - a s  , Inc I a i d  i rug at  e s a - t u . ~ I t I - I t  v , rev I
a_ a t Maxi m um t i c  I ~- u ~~t Rat a- M~ .4 ) , re~ r I rug p t - a  edures , w’ - 1 t e - - ’ u :

I I t r t u u c -  i - u - f  cent 1mg a t  ~ ‘-a , mu ltiple and se-Ie c t 1.-.- compla-r Ions , a

compel it i - .-~’ r, --a _ ,’ r ,- i: - a p t - r a t  i - t u e .

2. Va ilur. lnformatf - -  S - r t
~~~&

- v
~~

t e-a _
~ (FIRS)

The -a ’ ’  l~~~g i a ~~-a1 S -urv a~v - a t a - t - , and I’ol . n o n  i r , - .a ’ u i t l a a n  1 4 - c l u e
Fa i I a t - ,- and Tn-cent a t -  - t l,w em (FIRS) Is  app l Icab le t o  o f t  —

shore st~ 
- - whIch produce or pr - c a - s M  hvd r  - -  .rbons and include s

at  t a u  I a ’ -  ~
- - r t t ‘n - I f a y d  ro a  a I- - -~ p 1;’.- lint • - a.’1 a a’n phys i ca ll y

loca’ ’ - a a fl the s t r u  t a u t , - b r  w at a - .- a-i put-  a’ , flue s’.- -,t a-tr is com—
pose t -t r w -  -- t in - ti ~ .-lv d i t f e r a - - ut - ‘ fnt~ ’ t - i , - ; -~- uu - ta - : a _ r  progr:e’- -~. The

- - a _ r e t - -- l~~ v ic.-  I uc, ’n ta arv 4a’;- ing pt - a_-r at~ ii. desi~- na _ ’ t - - - p rov i de
ru t oraa t (- -an dep ict ing ~ 

- a ‘f ~~~ ~~~ y and pol ut I an prevent lot
la- _ I -  •‘s  by v ; . -  , ma ria _ ut  ac ur e r . and ~~- -f ” I w’ I ch a t ’ - in - - - t c l  a .’ on t O
o’fshore p latforms . ~.ue Sa a- t v Ih’vice F a il -re Report ing program Is
designed to pr - ~de tnf - ’r-ru ia r ion ra- l it 1’,.’ to f a i l u r a - ’ - a f  t I : o . , , -  - Io Ices
hv t allure causes , r r e t  lv.’ measures , d.- : 1cc ’  t vpa- , ~ ,‘an a I ‘ac - a r ,
model , an - f I r a’ aenry or a ll a :  a - . a ll a u r a ’  p~~ r a u  t ages , ra’ Ii shill t v
and qua li t -

‘ r e-i - , it ta ’ auu t - - a -  be’ repairs , and mea n t i— ’- - a t  wee n
ta i l u r es , a long ~.- i th  o ’ - r - a s .  fu l sn a t i s - teal i - f  a - r u ~u ca ! I - , w i l l  he
der i-ceai t r - -~ t : a - ’a, -- a t a r ~~ . The - r .- r - a n  w i l l  b.- Imp lemented through
ri- v t sion -~~ OCS t I e r  S.

3. - r . 1 1 i.~~ r r - i t n I - .~ ‘ 

a- ;a u r p a _~ e - i f  •~is q’ a; , w ’: ic- h - ‘-‘ - a_ e rr . an ~~ S t , - , :l ra ’~~.’nt on
Jan uary 1 , i~ ~~, is to rrovide for t a a , , .ualtf a ;  ions a f  f r i lling
pe rs-~nna’ 1 in wel l  ‘ - u t r o l  equipment , operati ons , ; i : i - 1 ta ’ u’ta_ ’uiqu es to
ensure e i fet y ari - l t - ’  p r e . -e nt  pa a_

~~~ inn during d r l l l fn a_ .c operations.
It is ~e p r l 1 c a h l a’ t the rotary helpe- r , -l a - a rtckaan . dr I ll e r , tool—
pusher , and the - - ‘ pe r at a t - S  ; a ’ p r . . s a ’ui t ~a t  I - Aft a r  ~ o c , - - , r 1. 1 ~
only Sat - a i -sq ! a a l  c a r t - p let i ‘n a t  ,a course o -idy at a PS;s—approved

~ _ e - 
~— ~~~-~~~ -~~— - - - ~~~ -~~ -~~~--- —----—-—-—-- ----
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~chøo l shall be recognized as meeting ?ae t ra ln in~ requirement’ of
the stand ard . The standard provide s t a u r refresher courses and
retraining at regular intervals and requires that employee training
r e co r ds  be maintained at the job site.

OCS Safety Rnd Pa°llUti on Pre- .’en tion_Stmn Ia~~I_a~j’~~gjam

The Ft let-al R~,g1ster a _ a t  a a r u a u , a r v  a , l’~7~ announced tha t  the  USG S
proposes t o adopt certain generic standards and their att endant
c e r t i t i c dt i o n  procedures as pitt ,at the Survey ’s program to enhance
t h e  quality and reli a bility a _ a t  safety and pollution—prevention equip—
ment used in a_ a l l  and gas operations on the OCS. ~~~a- standards and
procedures were developed by the Ame rican Nationa l Standards Institute
AN’a )  and the AmerIcan Society 01 Mech anical Engineers (A SM 1- ) .  It

is the intent l a _ a t -  of the C e a a l a _ a g i ca l  Suu r ce\ Ia .’ require , by OCR Order,
t hat -. a f r t - .- arid p a l l  ~t i o n — p r e . - en t I on  - a~u1pment comp ly w ith sp ecific
desi gn—performance s t — a n - l a r d s  which incorporate , by reference , the
pr a’.’lalons t the- A \ - a :  A M -  gener ic  S t - a n :a lat - - . It Is ex~ e a _ t e d  in the
niar f u t u r e  t h a t  t h e -  “A PI  Spe c l ; t c a t l o n  f r  Subsu r face  Sa f a - t v  Valves ”
(AI’ I S pa- 1 -.A~ an-1 the “* 1 1  Sp e c i f i c a t i o n  for  We l ihead S u r f a c e  “a t t e t v
V aI -.- es t - r - t  t a h o re  R e t .  i c e - ’’ IAP I u~ ’ a-  14tH w i l l  be acu-e pt o d as meet-
ing the criteria t a r  s pe c i f  1 -  equi pment s t  a : : lards. A l t a r  time is
a l l owa - .t f - ’r man ut— e t - u r e r s  - - r  a _ -.- a - - r f - l e - r s  and t a - s t  l a b a - a r a t a _ a r  l a - s  10

a ht a i n  cert i f tea t ; ru a _ a ccredit a t i a n , sub sir fa c e and sur fa ce - safety
u,-a l- .- es ma nta fact -a.i ra ’d a _ at assembled -jr-a t  ta- -.t ea_j by c e r t i f i e d  and ac-
credited firma w i l l  be r a - ; u i t a - d  f r  use in production systems on OCS
leases. A pp l i- a_ i t ion - f t a - program to - ‘ther equi pment w I l l  await
deve lopment - -I the apecif1 ~ safer- - and poll u t ion —pr e .- i-nt ia _ a n equi pment
aitandar 1-a .

5. t r ajaO.tad Revis ion_ of o :S  )rders 1- ’a~~ ~~~~ 
n ; ;  12

These - ‘r - te r re .’ i’ions appeared in i tiall y as ;- r - ; a a - ’ . r a f  natIon al
OCS or  f a t - s .  As a resu lt a - a t th. .‘t forte of t - p  USGS - :srrvat ion
Div is ion t ,x ~~s r e f a r  r e .  l ’-wtng the OCS a.- ,

~~ta t  tons Sa ’ - -t - y Pr ~ r e r ,
it was d e r t - r --rl:ua ’ t that ‘ h e  e x i s t i ng  r a f u ’ r s  tor Ind i -c i rfual areas of
the a)(’S should be Ut5 :a~aat t :.’ - f .  The task !a ’rce caan clu ded that the
u~ -r i t y a f  .- requirements of t . -  ex is ting OCS o r a l a rs are co~~on toa l l  areas of t a ’  tICS and th at onl y a minority of the t .’ -~ :irements
a r i s e  f rom enytronmental , ~ a- -logi cal, , .‘ - ; °- - -- steal , or ge a -~~ t ,~’ -i c - al
difference. between the .-a r lous  areas. The stand ar fix ation of tICS

was to -  - - a- accomp lished by the i s q u a n  a _ a t Nationa l tICS orders
w~~ich a a - a n t a l n e d  t h e  requirement. that are cca~~on t o -  all areas ‘1 the
OCS and Appendices which L -’ :tatn sp a ’- i f  ic l a  a _ a _ I  te ,- ireme rats f o r  each
area. !v.ntually, all tICS a l t - b e t s  were to he conve r t ed  t o  national
or f.-rs. It was ~~‘ t b q e  ~~u a - ; t  ly dec i d ed  na _ a t to iss ue nationa l tICS orders;
t r ~~ .aI . the individua l area rd.r. see being revised and updated.
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b. P l at t o r m S t r uc t u r ,a l V ! i caa t i- nPi 2 Lr aa

The program objective - is to provide maximum assurance for the
structura l integrit y a _ f  t i x e - al end, -r a -a ttn . b ounde d oil and gas
p lat ar~~rs a_ -n the  0-CS. fl.- p t - a _a_ gre:: a_ il t w -  majo r  a-Iement u-a , - - u - c -  sub-
stantive aria _ i a_ ’tit~ p r a a _ t . a i U t a _ t l a  The substanti -.- e- element consists a t a
-. 5— p a _ e g e  da _ ’c uni-nt ~~~~~~ i~ ~~ ~~~~~~~ rement -a-a f o r  ~‘erif icat ion - f  the
otructur al Integrit y a ’t  0-cS Pla t t or tru —a ” (announced by Federal kejister
not ice of ~ecember S. ~~~~~~~ The procedura ’ element provides that all
new p latform tes~ gns and Isbn - it ions c- a_ a.’~ re’d by the program must be
reviewed and approved by qualified eng~ neer1ng and tec hnical person-
nel to assure that the p l a t l o r - u - r s r . -e t  the required performance
requirements. The re - I e w  , t  plat form design and t i e  monitoring of
p a t t a _ i a _~ fabri a_ -at ion and installation wo uld be carried c’ut by the
USGS a _ a r .‘en independent t h i r d — p a r t y  v e rification agent . Third—party

r - a a _ a t a _ n ,~ ~~i d ha’ c e rt  i t  led by t a -  t~SGS as to a ea_ ‘ n i  a ad

q u a l i f ic - i t ion and lac . ot  financial interest In the company Or
- - -rrp.iriies re sp on sit le for any a s p - c t  - - t  t a , -  design , fa b rl cat l -: , a t

installa t i on of the p la t f t  u- ..

7. i’ ra~~osed i O C ~~ ,S . -, — P.xpl’- rst ton 1 evc1o~—m ’- ’t
and Production I l ans

Proposed in t~ a’ Fed e ra l  Ke~~is t e r  of Jsnusrv 17 , l - -’ 7~~, these
r e . t u I a t t o n a  are tnten de’ - f to imp l ement t h e- ;-r .isions in the 1~d I ’ M

Amen f e - f  a H S - a _ e r - i s  Act w~-ich re ar . t - (I) e-s-pl ora t in n a t iv 4 t i”s on
OCS oil and a- - a - i-a a - -- , ~~H co ’-’rd t - ra t ion a l  c - -naa a lt at ion w i t i  the
Goverr,- ’rs a t a l t  a- t e f  sta re s and the exa- a a _ U t  i c e s  of a ffected local
g- to - e ’ r : u --- a’nt s , a_a r; I (3~ a i e- -e l o p m e n t  and r - - t u  - t Ion a c t i v t t  t~ -~ on 0-CS oil
and ~,,s easa - - a. T’u~ re. 1st t ins i a- - a _ I r e  ~~a_ ,- ;-re ~;- --ar atton o explora-
tion plans a : ,  deve l- - p u~e- n t  and ;a r -d a ie t ta _an p lans , each w i t h  an
acc ompan ying environme nt al r e p - a r t .  App r - - . -al - to a ‘-e  p lans , which
:on t ai ra a great deal I information specified in the regauls t i a a r M , is
r e - l u ;  red ha-a t - -a re- op.’ I n s  on th. tICS can I ’e cce~~enced .

8. P t -  : .‘ - 
~ 

u-u-ru t - f t *n larde a t a _ a t ~~~~~~~~~~~~ and
,~a a a l i t  t a t  I .n I i . ’ r — - - n - - .- l  Lr~~ -1,g~’d in Oi l  a’ I

~e l i  i m p le t t u n ain~-t a s t ~~ a ye ! t’tp!rat ~ t I C  - - S

This s t a l n f ’ ; r - f  w a s  pr a a p a -ased I n s  h- t a - a t -a l  ~a e -’~~t ct.- a r ‘: ‘ ( ( P  cat

Feh r ua r - ,- 8 , 1 ~~~~~~~ Its i pose is to cur s -are I :at .-r si n n p l possess
th .  requ Ired a - a  ‘w .dge ~i :I skill ’ in operations , equi pme’- t , tec h—
n ia_ ia je s , and pr - a c e d - a t - a’s ‘ ma t r’ t sin the cont r- - a t oil a _ a _ n I  g*s w,-~~ls
during caa ’~p le t i c-ri and workove r operat ions or during any ‘r e t - I t  ion

.‘ r a - a well which 1. capable - l  f lowing oil or gas is opened I- the
a t , - a q p au ,~,~p , I r a  ve llhq aad I - . r e”aa ’- e -i , -- a r the a norma l safety - a- a n t rol-a _ on
th e well are t .ri ken - a _ f  of ser-.’la-e . The PSGS r- ’ntempl ates that the 
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dev.lcap~,’d standard will provide the mi n imum criteria for the training
at al l well completion anal workover personne l whose decisions or
actions have a significant bearing on safety a_ - a r environmental
protection, it Is intended that th. developed standard will be
referenced as a requirement in the finaltz.d OCS Oi-d.r No. 6, wh ich
is now b.ing developed t ’ x  a l l  0-CS area s .

9. Proposed kevibion a t  to u F ~ ta r t . l ’O — 011 and Gas
and Sulphur &!Jierat t ans in t t e a)a ’~

This ~ropo.al , published in 1- a pages of the Federal Register of
March  1 2, 1979 , would exte nst -.elv revise the ca_ a_ spiet. set of regula-
t ions governing oil and gas and sulp hur operati ons in the 0-CS to
in c - r pa _ - a rat e requirement . a_ a t the l~~~’M Amendments to the OCS Land. Act.
There are many signi fi cant - ‘ a_ inge-s p r ’;ao.ed ba _ - a r Part ~‘S0 including
(1) the aub st itiu t Ion a t a u s - - a  “Remed i es an I I’ena lt ice ” section to
incorp orate t a - c i . i l  pena i t ta’s re-alatIrements a t the Act and ( 2 )
revision of req— a_ tremen ts de alin ,a_ with suspension - f  operation . and
can cellati on of leaaes , to tnc - -rpora te the new lease suspension and
ca n ce l lation provision s - t  t he  1- ~7M amendments, Many of the
r a - g u l a t t - -ur - -  in Par 250 wa - re  .- - ‘ u e n s t v e l v  rewritten for the s ta ted
purpose -I ma king them m e r e - resdabi,’.

10. t’ r 1aospa l OCS At r ke~ u .,i t t o - t a - ,

As announced i f l  It i’ F r - b e r a i  gr-~ ia~ er ol May Ii , 1979 , require-
m ents - a u u d be implemented thr -ua _ g ’- r r - .I.aton of 30 a FR Part 250. The
regula t i- ’ns require t a t  basi c air emIssions data be submitted by all
lessees and , except wta ,-re these ui e t i lt i ea are exempt , require that
the 1~ p a cts on - i n - a b c - r e -  a ir  qualit y o the emissions be determ ined
t h r ’ i g h the - use of . a _ t r  -~ - a , ’ elIL y mao -be-is. a r i t e r i a  set forth in the
r e ’ g a ula t ions are t a _ a be used by t f a a  lcc .ee  to b a r  ermine via_ ether the
lap s - t  from the emission - a ;  11 “s i gn t t (cant iv  af t c c l ” onshore air
iu a l i t a ~. If s i g ni t i a t  c i  f4- a_ - t 5  occur , the p r - ’- .- is ions of the
regulation, requiring c - ’ r~u t r a a i  of C~~I5PI a ’Ti5 w ill app l y. t~ cis 1cns
concernin... the ; - - ae nt i al impacts on onshore air qua lit y of emissions
and the necess i ty f - a r  c o n t r - a l  or off .ia-t of t’u a aa e em issions wi l l  be
made as pan t  - a t  the —a ;-~- r  - - ~ta l  ~~t - ’ a •4 5  t a t  a’~~; l a rat ion p lans and
-te -.’,lo;- - e’- t an d pr - luc t la in plans. -a ’ ate and local governments will
Pa_ a.-. the opp ortunit y to re.-Iew sod co ent on t 1 ae- emissions data and
proposed controls. In - - a b - i t t l a i n, states w i t h  approved coastal tone
management ; - r a - ag ra ms w i l l  have this informatio n available to make
c o n s i s t e n c y  d e t e a rm ina t i  a : - ,, .

_ _ _ _ _-- rn - --‘ - ~~ - -~ ~~~~~~ —~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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It .  Intergove-_nj~~e~~~aLj~1annt~~& Programs for Leasing and
Tran.porç~~~~a_ an a_ a~f 0-CS Oil and Gas

The object lye of it u f - a 8ureau of Land Management progr a_t a is  to

~s’-1 ect t a le po l i tica l , environme ntal , and economic optimum means of
transporting OCS product i - na . Thi, includes pipel ine and othe r
alternat ives. T. achieve t h i s  goa l , n’-giona l groups consisting of
repre sentative s fro. federa l government , sta te and local government.,
environmental .- a r g a n i z s t  Ic-na , and industry we re set up unde r the
charter a_ f the OCS Advisor y Board. The Advisory Board charter was
rev ised in Decembe r , l~~7$ to in it i ate the program . The p lanning
p roces’. w i l l  be c -a, a_ dua-ted in several phases starting with the call
fo r  nomination of l.aees. It ends w i t a  de velopment of a Regiona l
Transpa_-a r t at t o n Management plan developed from site—specific
mana gement s tud ies

U.S. t~epa rtaent of T r e - a a . 4 p a a r t 5t f a r ;

a 
I. R.paireme -nt s I - ~r ~ oh1 Ic ~~~~~~~~~~~~ il l ng ~Jnit~

U.S .  C a a a _ ,a t ti -a r~ r-~ g a i l a _ t 1  ‘ri-a , e f f e c t i v e  Janeiarv 3 , 19 7 9, govern
t h e ’ lrasp. ’ctton and c e r r t f t c s t  t a _ -an , design an-I equipment , and the
o p e r a _ t i  - - a  a f  mobile a f b a a h . ar ,- drilling unit s . Mobile of f shore dril-
ling u n i t s  h i t  pr .~vI a-a c-sly ‘-a ce- n sa1h ject t —~ various re gul’a t. Ion, depend—
Ing on W he ’l ’a a ’ t -  they drill wh ile hearing on the se a_he -i. These regeala—
ttons bring a _ s it mobile aff sh ca a-e drilling units unde r one set of
-u n if- -ar~~, comprehens ive re gul ations -i ra-i p r a v l de that al l  units be
inspected and c e n t  lft e aI by the ,.a_ st (~iard.

2. Cc~~mera 4 al fliving -~çerattcns

Mew U.S.  Coast Geaa _ r -1 regulation s governIng commerc ial diving
operati -ans f rom vessels and OCS t i e i l i t i e s  includ ing vessels requ ired
t o  have a (-.ert i ’tcate of Insp ection ; to a- l- aw a a_ t e r ports; and - artif i c i a l
island s and ot aer installations , he-came effectIve February 1, 197 9.
These reg a _ at at ta -ans prescri be safet y and health standard s similar to
the OSHA cnmee rclua_ l divIng s ta n da r ds .

L A l t h a ’uagh d e t a i l s  - a t  prcapaa_se al programs have not been
ann ’anre a_ l , the .5, Coast hu ar- - i is currentl y In the process of
developing se ve ral  reg atist ia-is t hat will add new ~ ‘-a 1 add i t iona l
requi rements  f - a n  tICS oil and gas a;a,.t ;tca ra. Thea. torI-i de .a general
revision of 33 CFIa_ Subchapter M which a : i t a if l5  req u i r emen ts  reistive
to s a f e t y  equipment and other ma tt ers relat ing to the - promotion of

s a f e t y  -- a f  l i fe and propert Y on the artificial islands and fixe d
q t r a—t a i r e s on th. 0-CS; regulations perta in ing to ainregeil ated
P a a r a r a l - a a i q  working condit tons on the ()CS ; crane operator - i a i , a  lit Icas—
t i .-ans ; and persona l job safety standards for indu strial vessels and
f l * e -  I in st a l la tion s .

— —-- - --- ~~ --
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Ea~viron..ntal Protection Agency

I. Rtf luent Guidelines and Standards , Oil and Gas
gxtract ton Point Source Category

Final eff luent guideline, establishing “beat pract icable control
technology currently available ” (BPT) v u -s pro .ilgated e f fec t iv e
April 13, 197 9, for the offshore , onshore , coastal and agricultur al
and wildlife water use categories in the oil and gas extraction
industry . These guidelines will be used as a bas is for iuuing EPA
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPD~S) permits for
point source discharge. from oil and ga. operation, on the OCS.

_
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