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NORTH DAKOTA
“FIND & FIX”
Embrace compliance, prevention and innovation for future 
efficiencies industry-wide. Through this process, regulators 
and industry work together to identify the issue, find 
solutions, and fix the issue, resulting in Day 1 compliance 
that quickly benefits the environment.

“SUE OR SETTLE"
Emphasis is on penalties and compliance through 
intimidation. This method embraces bureaucracy and 
expensive legal pursuits that forces compliance through 
intimidation rather than focusing on problem-solving. 
Action is also done one company at a time, meaning very 
little to no benefit to the environment during the process.

PROCESS DURATION & PARTICIPANTS

10 MONTHS
working with Industry to identify
solutions & an agreement issued 
Oct. 2016. Meanwhile, companies 
were voluntarily inspecting and 
modifying equipment.

I 2016 I 2016 I 2016

1"” ‘"I rpT °"

to resolve 1 case with 
6 still pending.

3 STATE EMPLOYEES
including 2 from Dept, of Health 
and 1 from Attorney General's
Office.

including 5 EPA Attorneys, 2 
Dept, of Justice Attorneys and 5 
EPA scientists

30 COMPANIES
producing 93% of ND's oil and the 
North Dakota Petroleum Council
participated in finding solutions.

(MPAMY
that produces about 2.5% of 
North Dakota's oil had its case 
resolved.

X130
130 INDUSTRY EMPLOYEES
participated in the Task Force,
consolidating time, effort and
expertise.

of documentation, plus more 
than 10,000 data points of
information requested and filed.

COST IN TIME AND MONEY

3,000* MANHOURS
spent by 30 companies for 
industry-wide standard.

$4.i MILLION
in equipment inspection and
modification.

$255,000 to $616,000
in estimated industry employee 
time.

$
in industry employee time and 
contractor fees for one company.

$29,200
in estimated government 
employee time for industry-wide 
plan.

$186,900 and $5
in estimated federal employee 
time alone, plus thousands for 
mileage and travel.

RESULTS

19 CONSENT DECREES
signed, covering 69% of ND's oil
production & affecting 7500 wells.

signed, with 170 wells modified
into compliance.

FUTURE COMPLIANCE
Prevention and even new, leak­
proof equipment were created.

spent on fines and mitigation
projects that do not assist in 
resolving issue.

CONCLUSION, North Dakota's inclusive approach 
consolidates time and effort, allowing for collaborative 
education, new technologies and designs for enhanced 
compliance industry-wide that are beneficial early in the 
process and well into the future.

le U.S, EPA's approach addresses 
the issue one company at a time at a pace three times 
slower than the “Find and Fix" approach. This means 
more resources are depleted with very little return to 
the environment.
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