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In my opinion, approval of Conoco Inc's Plan of Exploration described in
Site~Specific Envirommental Assessment (SEA) No. N-2388 pursuant to the
specific mitigation/special protective measures outlined therein, does not
constitute a major Pederal action significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment in the sense of The National Environmental Policy Act {NEPA),
Section 102(2)(c). In rendering this opinion, I have given special considera-
tion to 30 CFR 250.34-4 (compliance with NEPA).

~y

Chief, .nvironmental Operations Section
Gulf of Mexico OCS Region

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICAN. IMPACT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT DETERMINATION

"1 have considered Conoco Inc.'s proposed Plan of Exploration in the
context of SEA No. N-2388 and find based on the analysis of environmental
considerarions provided therein, no evidence to indicate that the proposed
action will significantly (40 CFR 1508.27) impact the quality of the human
environment."

Therefore, I determine that an environmental impact statement will not be
rrepared for this action.
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This Site-Specific Environmental Assessrent (SEA) submitted in support of
an Areawide Environmental Assessment (AEA) 1s written for exploration activity
proposed fcr Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57, and 99, The SEA contains site-specific
and updated information for the proposed activities in Blocks 56, 57, and 99 that
i1s not contained in the AEA. The SEA was prepared using the AEA dated May 1984,
entitled "Area-Wide Environmental Assessment for Exploration Activities in the
Northwest Section of the Eastern Planning Area™ as a base document. This base
document can be obtained through the 1ic Records Office of the Minerals
hag-u Service (MMS), Gulf of Mexico (GOM) Region, Outer Continental Shelf
(OCS) Offfce. Those sections of the AEA that are referenced in the SEA are
indicated throughout the text.

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), this
AEA/SEA concept implements the tiering process outlined in 40 CFR 1502.20 which
encourages agencies to tfer envirommental documents to eliminate repetitive
discussions of the same 1ssue, By use of reference to the AEA, the SEA
concentrates on the issues specific to the proposed action. The SEA conforms to
the guidelines vor preparing environmental assessments in compliance with the
requirements of 30 CFR 250.34 and NEPA using informatfon presented in the AEA.
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I. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
A. GENERAL

Conoco Inc. filed a ¢ ..n . ¢ Exploration (POE), and Site-Specific
Environmental Report (SER) on January 28, 1986, for Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57,
and 99, Leases OCS-G 5406, 6407, and 6410. An Area Environmental Report (AER)
previously prepared for a group of blocks in the Destin Dome Area by Contfi.ontal
Shelf Assocfates, Inc. (CSA, 1984) was referenced in Conoco Inc.'s SER. The area
for which the exploration activities are planned 1s locatad approximately 4lkm
(25.5 mi) due south of shore of Santa Rosa Island, Florida, and 144.8km (90 mi)
west of the shorebase at Panama City, Florida (Figure I-1) in water depths at the
proposed well sites of 58.5m (192 ft) in Block 56, 89.9m (295 ft) in Block 57,
and 62.4m (205 ft) in Block 99 (Figure III-1). The designated operator is Conoco
Inc.(Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c).

The objective of the proposed operation s to evaluate the hydrocarton
potential of Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57, and 9. A jack-up drilling rig., such as
the ™Chiles Yucatan"™ or similar equipment woulu be used to drill up to thrwe
exploratory wells. The specification for the actual driliing vessel and safety
equ ipment to be used vould be submitted along with the application for permit to
dri1l. The surface locations for the three wells are shown in Figure I-2. The
operator pléns to commence drilling March 198€ with Well A (Block 56). The
remaining two wells would be contingent upon the success of the first well
(Racai-Decca Survey, Inc., 1936b). This -:tfon 1s considered routine for the
Gulf of Mexico. For additional information ¢ ncerning the proposed action, refer
to Conoro Inc.'s POE.

B. ' «”MINT AND SUPPORT SYSTEMS

proposed three welis would be drilled with the jack-up drilling rig
"Chiles Yucacan" or similar equipment, depending on the avatlability of rigs.
The specification for the actual drilling vessel and safety equipment to be v-wad
would be submitted along with the application for permit *o drili., Ouring
drilling operations, appropriate requirements of OCS Orc : No. 2 fer gas
detecting equipment to monftor mud returns and for Blowout Preventfon (BOP)
equipment to maintain well control would be met (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc,,
1986b). Pollutfon sp111 prevention would be accomplished primarily by compliance
with the design, equipment, and operation requirements of OCS Crders 2, 5, 7, and
8. Details of the safety and poliution prevention systems zvailable on the
"Chiles Yucatan" are contained in Conoco's POE (Ibid).

The onshore support and helicopter base both located in Panama City,
Florica, would utilize existing facilities. No new construction, dredging, or
filling would be required (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c). Additional
information on these facilities and the proposed activities expected to originate
from them are included in Sectfons III.C.3 and IV.C.3 of this SEA.

Cc. SCHEDULE OF ACTIVITIES

Conoco Inc. proposes to drill three wells. The proposed drilling schedule
1s 154 days for each well with the first well (Well A, Block 56) commencing fin
March 1986. Drilling of the remaining two wells would be contingent upon the
success of Well A (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c).
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FIGURE 1-1 GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION OF DESTIN DOWME BLOCKS 56, 57, AND 99
SOURCE: RACAL-DECCA SURVEY, INC.. 1986c.
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FIGURE I-2  PROPOSEP LOCATION OF ™' 5 ™T.'TVE EYPLORATORY WELLS IN DESTIN DOMX BLOCKS 36, >/, AND %9
SOURCE: RACAL-DECCA SURVEY, INC. 198%




D. TRA*L®CRTATION ROUTES

Onshcre facilities su ing “he [lanned offshore activity {inciude bont
and aircra t cperations. ree vessels would operate out of an existing dox«
facilities located ’n Panama City, Florica. Conoco Inc. would use one workb et
(abor.t 710 fest long), one crew boat (about 90 feet lony) and one stanaby bc'”
(abovt 90 tect long) 1n support of the dr111ing operation. It is anticipater
that the workbcat and crew boat each woul. make approximately one round trip per
day from the 4o’ to the rig site. Tans standby boat is expectec to make one
round trip per muntn to snd “rom the rig. The route followed by 211 vessels from
the dock site to Biocks 56, 57, and 99 would cover approximately 145 km (90 mi).
Once the boats pass the end of the cnannel at the mouth of ihe bay, vessels wculd
normally take the most direct route, weather and traffic conlitions permitting
(Racal-Decca Survey, In=., 1986c).

Commercial airlines and other types of transportatior wo o ic uwsed to
carry drilling personnel from various locations on the Gulf cue: to the Tenama
City - Bay County Airport. Rig personne]l would be transported to the rig -ite
by the crew boat. .. helicopter would be used to transport small supplies, and on
occasion, personne]l to the drill site following the most direct route should
weather and traffic conditions permit. Approximately two helicopter flights per
day wou'? originate from Pan:s- Tity - Bay County Airport (Ibid).

E. PERSONNEL REQUIREMEN'.:

Rig personne! would totai 100, Of these. about 50 would be orn the rig at
any given time. There would be twc crews on the rig with a 12-hour on ind 1=
hour off schedule. A total of four crews would be needed and each crew would
generally work a 7-days on und 7-days off schedule on a rota®ing basis. On
occasion, there might be a Conoco safety specialist, geologist, engineer o dirfll
;uporﬂgc;u the riy depending on th« specific operation (Racal-Decca S.rvey,

NC.r 1 .

Up to four contract dispatchers would man the onshore supply buse at Fianama
City on an alternating basis. These personnel would work 12-hovr shifts of a 7-
days on and /-days off schedule. In addition to the above capinyees a: the
onshore base, Conoco Inc. would contract a local crane service ard unsk?'iod
labor as rscessary. The number of locally hired laborers would probab'y ot
exuv>ed Tour or five at a time (Ibid).

Twelvs personnel would be required to operate the ri-kboat, the crew boat
and the sia: by boat at any one time during normal ¢ erations. Some deck hands
say be hireu frea the Tocal labor pool (Ibid),

Four pilets wouid operate the helfcopter ur! a dispatcher and three
mechanics would man the air iei+.inal on a 7-days on/7-days-off basis. A total of
478 persons wou'd be assigned to the drilling operation and related suppori
activities (iid).

F. TECHOLOGY

No nev or unustal tschnology would be employed in the implementation of the
propused actiun (Racal-Decca Survey, Irc., 1986¢).

G. CONTINGENC: Fihio

Pertinent {.fon:.{‘un ~oncerning contin: nc) plans has been described in
the AER (CSA, 1984, p. -=6). An ofl Spill 'ontingency Plan with {information
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pert‘nent to u~1"1ing operations 1n the eastsr: Gulf of Mexico has been prepare’
by Coroco In.. n accordance with OCS Order No. 7. Response to an accidental
discharge of o1l or other hydrocarbons would be in full accorcaice with law. and
regulations (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c).

Conoco Inc, is a member of Clean Gulf Associates (CGA. ai! appropriate CGA
egut t has been located at the CGA bases in Venice and Groiu Isle, Lovisianz
and » Alabama. Certain containment and cleanup resources have aisc becn
placed in Panema City, Florida, for supporting drilling operations ir the eastern
Gulf of Mexico (Ibid). Response time from the initfal spill raport to the
deployment of CGA's Fast Response Unit (FRU) stockpiled in Panaws C’'ty would be
12-14 hours 1f the vessel 1s in pori at Panama City and 16-20 hours !f the vessel
is on site in the Destin Dome Area. However, Conoco Inc. would procure i
earliest vessel of opportunity so as to keep the response time to a miniswn,
Response time from Louisfana would be expected to be 24-48 hours., The FRL 1s a
self=conrained of1 racovery system that can be placed on the cargo dock of an
of fshore supply vesse: and (apidly dispatched to the spill sfte. It has a
maximum recovery capacity of over 8,500 barrsls/l2-hoc~ work'.g perfod ond a
storage capacity of 20C barrels which can be supplemented ; mobillzing
additional CGA tankage, cnartered tank barges or vessels. Dispersants. subject
to approval of the Federai: On-Scene Coordinator and the State of Florfc». would
be used under proper environmental conditions for situations posing a thrvat to
Florida's coastal resources or 11kely to impact ths Florida coast. The infitfal
decision on whether to use disper..it. would be made based on weather conditicns
as well as the size and locale of the spilled oi). Dispersants would not be used
near the pro/xted time of the impact on land or other offshore environme:tally
sensitive are’s (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986a). Additional 1information fis
contained in t) site~specific ofl spill trajectory and respcnse plan for Destin
Dome Blocks 55, 56, 57, 99 and 100 prepared b. Raca -Decca Survey, Inc. (1966a).

The Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S) Contingeiv.y Piin of Tonoco Inc. includes the
requirements for safe operations in areas of "unknown™ potontial for H2S release
fn compliance with OCS Order No. 2, paragraph 8. The dut‘cs, responsibilities
and training of 'y personnel along with the logs and records of equipment
calibration are out ined in this plan (Racal=Cocea Survey, Inc., 1986c).

H. DISCHARG:ES AND EMISSIONS
1. General

Sol1d and liquid discharges and gaseous emissfons would be generated by
offshore and onshore activities and transportation operations resulting from the
proposed plan of operaticn. At the drill sites, Destin Dome Ble.:: 56, 57, and
99 all discharges to the ocean would be under a Natfonal Poliv-ant Discharge
Elirt..ation System (MPDES) permit regulated by the U.S. Enviroracatal Pruotection
Agency (USEPA). The 7following description on discharges 1s bases on the ¢:1111ng
cf one exploratory well to a depth of 23,500 feet with a duration of 154 .ays,
Stould additional wells be drilled, discharges from each w*.1 weuid essentially
be identical to those described for the first well since al)l wveils are expecial
to be Urilled to simi’.zr depth. Conoco Inc. would maintain fuli compliaice vith
the Wsﬂis Permit during all activities in the area (Racai-Decca Survey, inc.,
i9e6s.).
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2.  Sol1d Wastes ]

Sol1d waste discharges from the rig would consist of drill cuttings and m
small amounts of other solids. The cuttings. gecsrated both at the bit and &
through erostor of the borehole wails, are bruught o tho surface by the drilling
mud. Flufd returns are brought to the rig whero cuc..ngs 2re separated th
the use of solids control equipment (1.e., shale ..wers, centrifuges, etc). E
After separation, the cuttings are discharged overb.ard and most of the mud 1s
retained. Cuttings discherge rates and volumes with respect to dril) depth would
viry during the duration of the well depending on hole size, rate of psnetration E
and magnitude of the hole evnsinn, among other factors. No cuttings would be
discharged while drilling the '’1,000-23,500 fcot interval since an ofl-based )
drilling mud would be used. i} cuttings discharge would be in compliance with »
approved NPDES permit. iiic rete of discharge of cuttings would be 1,663 gallons [
per day average. The total amount of discharge for one well would be 6,098
barrels (1,267 cu yd). This includes the calculated volume of the hole drilled =
plus an additional 508 for possible washout. These dr111 cuttings once separated |
from dri1ling mud that contained o1l would be transported to an approved onshore -

disposal site in efther Louisiana or Florida. Locatfons of commercial df 1
sites in Florida are presented 1in the Appendix III of the SER, (Racal=Decca 5
Survey, Inc., 1986c;. - ]

Other sclid wastes would include combustibles (mud sacks, plastic
containers, rages, miscellaneous timber and paper from the office and galley) and
metals (casirg protectors, used drill bits, cut drill 1ine and metal scraps from
< the machine/selding shop). The combustibles, v <ch average about 100 pounds per
day, would Le compacted and/or collected in me . trash containers and shipped to
shoire for di.posal efther by incineration . sanitary landfill. Some of the
motal, such a: casing protectors and used bits, may be reused or reworked. The
r;-ul;ing metu! wvastes, about 2000 pounds per week, would be scid as scrap
(Ivid).

.
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3. Liquid Wastes

Treatment of 1iquid waste effuents would be in compliance with the NPDES
permit. The c.cimated daily quanticy content and description cf the discharges
are as foliows:

a. Sanfitary Wastes

The rate of discharge w<uld be apprroximately 2,000 gallons per day.
Howes'.»r, peak usage of toilet facilities during early morning hours and in the
ovi~'ng would result in an finstantaneous discharge rate of approximately 3,000
ga ‘cns per day. The total amount of discharge wouid be 308,000 gallons during

[ &

”~
the Jriiling of one well. Thn composition of the sanitary wastes would be human ‘_
bod, wastes originated fro. commodes and urinals of the 1living quarters.
Seawater would be supplied to the living quarters for sanitation. This water
would be furnished to tollets and urinals and would be treated prior to discharge o
overboard. Wastes would be treated 1n a Omnipure U.S. Coast Guard Type II Marine ~
Sanitation Device (Racal-Decca Survey. Inc., 1986¢c).

-
b. Domestic Wastes 1Y

The rate of discherge wc.'d be ap-.oximately 6,000 gallons per day -

depending on the size of tho riy crew and the number of other company and service
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personnel onboard. The total amount of discharge would be 924,000 gallons during
the dr11ling of one well, The domestic waste water would originate from sinks,
showers, washing machines, and the gailey. Food scraps and other solids would be
separated and not introduced into the domestic waste system. No f.oating solids
would be discharged (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c).

e Drilling Fluids

Drilling mud 1s generally recycled. However, the drilling operation
generates some native mud and the excess would be discharged to the sea. This
discharge would also include occasfonal excess slurry generated while cementing
casing strings. An oil-based dril1ing mud would be used for the interval 21,000~
23,500 fewt, therefore, no mud would be discharged during the drilling of this
interval (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c).

The rate of discharge would be approximately 55,740 gallons per day
average. The rate at which dri11ing mud would be discharged would efither be
gradual and continuous or rapid and f‘ntermittent when jettisoned during a mud
changeover, e.g., from a seawater spud mud to a lightly treated 1ignosulfonate
freshwater/seawater mud. A1l mud discharge would be 1n compliance with an
approved NPDES permit. The total amount of discharge for one well would be
approximate) 204,379 barrels (Ibid).

The composition of drilling muds used in a particular well program is
determined by the conditisn encountered as the well fis being drilled. The
initial 1,700 feet to the conductor casing setting depth would be drilled with
seawater. Perfodic slugs of gel would be pumped to facilitate hole cleaning.
From 1,700 feet to 5,000 feet, & freshwater mud would be used. It is planned
that a non-dispersed freshwater mud system would be used from 5,000-12,000 feet.
followed by a lignosulfonate freshwater mud system from 12,000-15,000 feet, and a
dispersed freshwater mud system from 15,000-21,000 feet. Drilling mud
constitutents 1in the proposed mud system 1include barite, bentonite,
1ignosulfonate (chrome or ferrochrome), lignite (untreated or chrome-treated),
sodium hydroxide, sodium bicarbonate, sodium carbonate, and calcfum hydroxide
(Ibid). Additional information on th< mud system components is contained in the
operator's POE (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986a). From 21,000 to 23,000 feet, a
weighted minera)l oil-based mud system would be used and no mud discharge would
occur during this time. When special hole problems occur it may be necessary to
add small quantitfes of (1) lost circulation materials such as wood fibers,
cotton seed hulls, plastic foil flakes or flake mica; (2) drilling detergents;
(3) starch; (4) drilling surfactants; and (5) shale conditioners such as aluminum
lignosulfonate. Effluents would contain no free ofl, floating solids or visible
foam. Should batches of drilling fluids containing o1l have to be used (such as
Pipe Lax that contains diesel) the contaminated mud would be circulated out of
the hole, caught and contained to prevent disposal into the ocean. Such batches
would only be used 1f permitted by the NFDES Permit and 1f required to free stuck
pipes. Ofl=-bpased mud wouid be collected and either transported to commercial
disposal sites in Louisfana or Florida for proper disposal or returned to
suppliasr for reclamation (Ibid).

d. Other Water
(1) Freshwater Maker Blowdown

For each gallon of potable water produced, about 40 gallons of blowdown
would be discharged overboard. The volume cf potable water produced would range
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up to 14,880 gallons per day, depending on the number of distillatfon units (up
to 2) in operation, with a blowdown of about 591,840 gallons per day. The total
amount of discharge would be 91,143,360 gallons during the drilling of one well,
The composition would be pargially concentrated seawater with an effluent

re of approximately 20°F above ambfent. The blowdown would be cooled
with incoming seawater (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c).

(2) Deck Drains

The rate of discharge would be approximately 6,622 gallons per day assuming
an average rainfall of 61 inches per year in the area. The actual discharge rate
and quantity would be dependent upor the actual rate of rainfall, The total
amount of discharge would be 1,019,788 gallons during the drilling of one well,
The composition would be rain water and wash water with no free ofl or r.
A1l contaminated deck drains and machinery bilges are routed through ofl
water separator system on the rig, which contains a gravity separator to sepr-ite
any o011 from water. The 011 would be routed to a waste ofl tank and subsequently
transferred to shore where 1t would be sold to a used o1l recycle operator. This
quantity is expected to be about 100 gallons per month., The discharge from the
gravity separator would not contain any free oil. Drains from clean deck areas
are routed directly overboard (Racal=Decca Survey., Inc., 1986c).

(3) Non=Contact Cooling Water

The rate of discharge would be approximately 1,152,000 gallons per day.
The total amount of discharge would be 177,408,000 gallons during the drilling of
one well. Non-contact seawater would be used to provide cooling for the main
engines, auxiliary engines, propulsion, thrusters, and various refrigeration and
afr conditioning units (Racal=Decca Survey Inc., 1986c).

(4) Produced Water

The rate of discharge of produced water would be 1,000 barrels per day.
The total amouni of discharge of produced water would be approximately 1,000
barrels during the drilling of one well. Produced water is subterranean water,
or brine, that remains after of1 1s produced, separated, and processed. This
would occur only in the instance that a production test s conducted on the
completion of drilling. This test would typically last 24 hours and much of the
produced water would be vaporized as the hydrocarbon 1s burned. The produced
water would contain traces of oi1l (less than 72 mg/l) and would be a brine
solution similar to seawater. The ofl-water mixture would be processed in a
gravity separator to treat the produced water to achieve essentially an ofl free,
water discharge (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c).

(5) Fire Control System Test Water

The rate of discharge would be approximately 9,000 gallons per day. The
total amount of discharge would be 1,386,000 gallons during the drilling of one
well. The firewater system would use non-contact seawater for fire prevention.
Ttis discharge would result from checking the operation of the system on a daily
basis (Racal=Decca Survey, Inc. 1986c).
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4. Gaseous Wastes

Exploratory activities in Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57, and 99 would consist
of drilling, testing, completion and/or abandonment operations. The distance to
the nearest landfall 1s 4lkm (25.5 mi). Projected afir emissions from offshore
sources and exemption lTevels are presented in Table 1.1 except for production
testing. Production testing (should hydrocarbon be discovered) would result in
the emissions of 9.86 tons of CO, 0.68 ton of VOC, 0.544 ton of » and
nogligibl. amounts of nox and particulates assuring a flow of 10,000 barrfels of
o1l per day and 10M MCFD of gas, with the combustion products emitted from a 24~
hour test. The estimated actual emissions for the project are less than the
exemption levels, thus -xqtlng thess activities from further air quality
reviews (Federal Ragister, 45(47), Friday March 7, 1980) (Racal-Decca Survey,
Inc. 1986c).

Onshore emissfon levels should be minor and temporary during helicopter
takeoffs and landings, as well as when the work boat and crew boat are in transit
in the harbor or at the dock with generators running (Ibid).

I. STATE CERTIFICATION

The State of Florida has an approved Coastal Zone Man t (CZM) Program;
therefore, a Certificate of Coastal Zone Consistency is required for the State of
Florida regarding the proposed activities. In accordance then, with the
requirements cutlined in 15 CFR 930, Conoco Inc. submitted their State of Florida
Coastal Consistency Certification and Consistency Assessment to MMS on
January 28, 1986. The operator's POE, SER, and AER were submitted to the Office
of the Governor, State of Florida, and the Federal coordinator for Florida's CZM
Program in accordance with 30 CFR 250.34. CZM and the State of Florida's
Comments were not available prior to the plan approval date. Refer to Section V.
Consultatfon and Coordination.

J. MEASURES FOR COMPLIANCE

E3 L3 e m=a ==

]

Ezed

No special monitoring programs, over and above those required by OCS
Orders, Notices to Lessees and Operators (NTL), and applicable regulations, are
requiied for the proposed action. These regulations provide for training of

| employees and the design, finstallation, operation, and maintenance of equipment
& in a manner which conserves and protects other resources or activities.

Inspections are conducted regularly by MMS personnel to enforce all OCS Orders
- and Regulations, Notices to Lessees and Operators, etc. Monitoring programs for
& detection and control of o1l and hazardous waste spill= have been addressed fin

Section 1.G. Action to be taken by Comoco Inc. to 1imit pollution e fects are
contained in the POE, SER, and 011 Spi1! Trajectory and Response Fian. The
discharges from the drilling rig would be wonitored as required by the USEPA
NPDES Permit. The operator states that full complfance with the NPDES permit and
Sale 79 Lease Stipulations Nos. 1; 2; 4; and 6 during all drilling activities in
Blocks 56, 57, and 99 would be maintained (Racal=Decca Survey, Inc., 1986¢c).

K. NEARBY PENDING ACTIONS

Presently in the AEA area there are several proposed actions, however,
there are none within the immediate vicinity of Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57, and
99. Amoco Production Company has an approved POE for exploration activities fn
Destin Dome Block 204 (N-2028), (R-1392) ana Chevron has approved PC-'s for

b ey
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Destin Dome Block 422 (N-1975) and Blocks 116, 158, and 159 (N-2015). Exxon

ation has approved POE's in Destin Dome Area, Block 115 (N-2163), and Block
284 (N-1768). Sohfo has an approved POE for Pensacola Area, Block 948 (N-1863).
Texaco U.S.A. has an approved POE for Destin Dome Block 285 (N-2041). Conoco,
Inc. has an approved POE for Destin Dome Blocks 375 and 419 (N-2074). Shel)
Offshore Inc. has an approved POE in Destin Dome Block 160 (N-1626).
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Table I-1

PROICCTED EMISSIONS FROM OFFSHOR L SOURCES AND
CXEMPTION LEVELS IN TONS PER YLAR.

Engines Helicopter Boais Total
SOy 52.92 0.21 49.06 «22.19
co 11,43 2.08 1.3 €460
voC .23 C.19 1.6% 16,97
P )78 0.09 16.49 14.36
SOz 3.52 0.07 2).34 7.1

Exemption Levels:
CO: 3460 (M) /2 2 2400 (25.5) 2/) . 29036
NOy, VOC, TSP, 503: 33.3(D) = 3..3(25.5) = 809
D = distance to nearest landlall in statute miles

Calculations:

(1) All engines and boat emissions, except TSP, are based or U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency (1977a, Teble 4-4) using e .ssion rates
for oil-fired reciprocating engines. The TSP rate s approximated by
assuming that TSP is equal to 0% of VOC, which 13 the ratio betwten
TSP/vOC for diesel engines (U. §. Environinental Protection Agency,
19775, Table 3.3.3-1},

(a) Total horsepower requirement for drilling is based on G2 hp=hr/ft
(U. S. Envirenmental Pretection Agency, 1977a, Tabie 4-3). The
total drill footage for the ) wells is estimated at 72,300 feet and
the drilling duration is approximately 462 Zays (!53¢ days per weli
average). This is equivalent to a drilling rate af 57,273 lect per
year.

(b} Mormpower requirement for | work boat, | crew boat and |
standby vessel is expected 1o be 26,569,481 hp-hr/yr basec o |
round trip per day for the work boat and crew boat respective.y
and | round trip per month for the standby boat. Such requirement
is derived as followsn

Time requirement for | round trip:
2x nautical miles x = 13.64 hr
ITI*? v Et

® 210-foot Work Boat:

4160 hp x 0.8 load factor |mhr IW
= 18,998,221 hp-helyr
Ga) 90-foot Crew Bost:

900 hp x 0.8 lead factor v ”iﬂ' L] W

= 4,110,192 hp-hr/yr
Gni) 90-1o0t Standby Boat:

165 hp x 0.8 load factor x “ Fr » ;“ nFn

= 1,071,708 hp=hr/yr

950 hp v 0.8 load factor x | b x )aa #p

s 256,160 hp-hr/yr

$20 hp v 9.3 loac factor w [ 3.68 1w 12 e
=T -

< 138,130 hp=he/yr

G ters ure enecied 10 make 3 fhipnts et e
s el Cy0le 01 the rlp dre 0w e o EB
Ageagy (19778, Tenie 1.2,0-)

SOURCE: RACAL-DECCA SURVEY, INC., 1986¢c.
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II.  ALTERNATIVES TO PROPOSED ACTION

Alternatives to approval of the proposal as orig‘nally submitted are:

Monapproval of the proposal - Conoco Inc. would not be allowed to underteke
the proposed Plan of Exploration activities in Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57, and 99.
This alternative could prevent discovery and development of much needed
hydrocarbon resources and would result in loss of royalty income for the United
States. Considering this aspect and the fact that minimal {impacts are
anticipated, this alternative was not deemed necessary.

= In the course of this evaluation
process, the following protective measures were fdentiffed to further mitigate
the environmental impacts associated with the proposal.

1. Due to the possibility of the presence of H,S gas, sensors should be
installed and operational at a depth of 1,524m (5,000 ff) subsea.

2. In compliance with the 1lease stipulation regarding control of
electromagnetic emissions and operations of boat and/or aircraft traffic into the
designated military warning area W-155, the operator must enter into an agreement
with Naval Air Training Command, Training Wing Six, Naval Afr Station, Attention:
Lt. Commander J. J. Guardino, Pensacola, Florida 32508, Telephone: (904) 452-2305
or (904) 452-2735 (Scheduling).

3. Although the operator's lease is not within military warning area W-
151 the plan indicates that boat and/or aircraft traffic would traverse this
area. The operator has indiceted that their onshore support base would be Panama
City, Florida; therefore, 1in order to provide control of electromagnetic
emissions and the operations of boat and/or aircraft traffic the operator should
enter 1into an agreement with Commander, Armament Divisfon, Attention: Howard
Dimnig/CCN, Eglin AFB, Flcrida 32542, Telephone (904) 882-5558.

4, Although the operator's lease is not within the Naval Coastai Systems
Center Area (NCSC), the plan 1indicates that boat and/or aircraft traffic would
traverse this area. The operator has indicated that their onshore support base
would be Panama City, Florida; therefore, in order to provide control of
electromagnetic emissfons and the operations of boat and/or aircraft traffic
entering into the NCSC area, the operator should consult with the NCSC Center,
Code 30, Attention: Commander Buckley or Mr. C. M. Callhan, Panama City, Florida
32407, Telephone (904) 234-4462.

In addition to these measures, appropriate OCS Orders, regulations, and
procedures are believed sufficient to prevent significant adverse {impacts.
Measures which Conoco Inc. proposes to implement to limit pollution effects are
discussed in the plan, SER, and AER. Outer Continental Shelf Orders, Notices to
Lessees and Operators, and Sale 79 Lease Stipulatfons Nos. 1; 2; 4; and 6 were
identified throughout this assessment as existing mitigation for potential
envircnmental impacts associated with the proposed POE.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
A. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

1. Environmental Geology and Hazards

a. Generai Description of Geology

Water depth variations for Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57, and 99 are indicated
on Figure I1I-1 Bathymetry Map. Greatest depth within the survey area [10lm (330
ft)] occurs within the trough in Block 57. There are two topographic regimes in
the survey area which includes Destin Dome Blocks 55 and 100, separated by an
apparent fault which trends southwest-northeast from the northeast quarter of
Block 99 to the northwest quarter of Block 57. North of the fault the seafloor
slopes to the southeast from 31.4 to 55m (103 to 180 feet) a rather uniform
gradient of approximately 30 feet per mile. South of the seafloor offset (the
190 feet isobath), the bottom 1s more irregular and consists of local topographic
highs and Tows and a broad depression. The seafloor 1s especially frregular fin
the south-central portion of Block 95 where local raphic highs coincide with
hard bottom areas at the depths of approximately 61 (2. 710 ft). A broad
depression or trough is located south of the seafloor scarp aud extends from the
southeast corner of Block 56 and across the central section of Block 57. These
blocks are located on the Santa Rosa Arch and 1s along a portion of the northwest
border of De Soto Canyon. The sediment type in the vicinity of these blocks has
been described as medfum sand with a mean sand fraction of £9.99 percent (Marine
Technical Services, Inc., 1985).

Additional information {s fincluded in this section of the AEA and the
operator's hazard study.

b. Potential Geologic Hazards

The shallow hazard study over Blocks 56, 99, aid a portion of Block 57
indicates, that the proposed well locations are free of jgeologic hazards such as
sediment slump areas, fractures and possible biogenic gas deposits (Racal-Decca
Survey, Inc. 1986c). No significant or major magnetic anomalies were recorded
during the survey. Those potential magnetic anomalies given in the hazard study
appear to be noise spikes and not true magnetic anomalies. Side scan records
indicate the presence of irregular or hard bottom areas which include reef 1ike
structures. These areas occur in the southern half of Block 99 and along the
major seafloor offset. Other side scan targets include a possible gas seep at
Shot Point 416 on Line 151 and a drag or other low relfef scar that crosses Lines
155 through 157 in the south-central portion of Block 57. The faults present in
the survey area are of two types 1) those associated with the irregular and/or
hard bottce anomalfes- 1including reef-l1'ke structures and 2) those away from
these featy . (Marine Technical Services. Inc., 1985).

2. Metecrological Conditions
Information in the following sections 1s included in the AEA.
. Temperature
Cloudiness and Visibility
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C. Wind

d. Precipitation
e. Severe Weather
2. Physical Oceanography
Information 1n the following sections ‘s included in the AEA.
a. Sea Temperature and Salinity
b. Currents
Tides and Sea State
B. BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT
1. Coastal Habityts
Information in this section is included in the AEA.
2, Offshore Habitats
a. Pelagic Environment
Information in this section 15 includ.d in the AEA,
b. Benthic Environment

A potential shallow geologic hazards survey of the area, conducted by
Marine Technical Services Inc. (1985) revealed the presence of several potential
hard/1ive bottoms in the survey area. The dominant bottom substrate encountered
in Blocks 56, 57, and 99 during the photodocumentation survey consisted of sand
and shell hash, This habitat supported an Inner and Middle Shelf Sand Bottom
Assemblage. Commonly observed species of this assemblage included the black wing
sea rcbin, pancake batfish., sand dollar, thorny seastar, galathied crab, and
Tong=-fin squid. The survey area appeared to be barren of demersal fishes during
daylight hours, but after nightfall a diverse population would emerge. Almost no
benthic macrophytes were sighted; only the red algae Gracilaria mamillaris was
noted, and in very sparse distributions. Numervus small (2 to 4 feet In
diameter), shallow (1 foot deep) depressions in the sand, typically filled with
dense colonfes of thin calcareous polychaete tubes, were noted. Biological
assemblages inhabiting the seafloor trough in Block 57 are probably fdentical to
the sand bottom assemblage described above. The turbidity of the water 1n this
area reduced visibility thereby 1imiting the scope of seafloor cbservations 1in
this area (John E. Chance and Assocfates. 1985).

The hard/11ve bottom areas of the survey area supports an Inner and Middle
Shelf Live Bottom Assemblage II. These hard bottom areas support a very
productive biological assemblage dominated by numerous fish species (Ibid).

The 27,000 foot long hard bark in Blocks 56, 57, and 99 was the most
diverse and productive l1ive bottom area encountered. No hermatypic (reef-
buflding) corals were sighted, but several small, branching colonies of Madracis
asperula were observed, as well as Cladocora sp. and the solitary coral
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Baracyathus sp. These corals were very spar.iiy distributed and thus could not
be adequately quantified (Ibfd).

Biotic zonation of the bank was apparent. One such zone occupies the very
top of the bank, which 1s essentially flat, approximately 31 to 46m (100 to 150
ft) wide, and is covered with a very thin veneer of sediment. This plateau~1like
area supports a dense assemblage of alcyonarfan sea fans, mostly Bebryce sp. and
Scleracis sp. Rarely, specimens of the vase sponge Ircinia campana were sighted
but no other taxa, including fish, were observed in abundance in this area. The
other bi>tic zone occupies the rugged slopes on both sides of the plateau. The
numerous cracks and crevices on the bank and the sandy troughs situated between
the Jjointed blocks ar» densely {inhabited by reef fish such as yellowtafl
reeffish, crec ¢ fir', “lue angelfish, spotfin hogfish, bank butterflyfish, and
reef butterflyfish. Tnhe hard substrate here 21so provides a habitat for several
sponge species, cumatulid crinoids, Diadema antillarum, and ahermatypic corals.
In contrast, only an orcasional antipatharian and very few alcyonarian fans were
observed here (Ibid).

The small, scattered, hard/live bottom areas within Block 99 are inhabited
by a species assemblage similar to the bank, but do not harbor the density of
organisms that the bank does. The majority of these 1ive bottom areas supported
such epifauna as sponges, alcyonarian fans, and antipatharfans, but other areas,
barely emergent from the seafloor and partially covered with sand, only supported
such fouling organisms as hydroids, bryozoans, and small encrusting sponges.
Fouling organisms covered 30.5 percent of these poorly developed areas. Tha

typical 1ive bottom areas in Block 99 were low relief [0.3 - ~r (1 to 2 ft)),
but occasional outcrops of 1 to 2m (4 to 6 ft) in se scattered
throughout the area. These areas are more densely finhabi ? ‘. wa’s than
the plateau of the hard bank, but the fans are much .malle o L 2 . over
a significantly greater area (Ibid).

The smallest and least productive live bottom area w. i « ~ @ the
southwestern quadrant of Block 57, south of the seafloor trou,. © . sea

fans were present at a low density. The only fish species sighted ‘was a smal)
school of vermilfon snapper (Ibid).
Live bottoms are further discussed in Sectfon III.B.2.c.

Ce. Sensitive Underwater Features

As discussed in the AEA, live bottoms areas in the eastern GOM have been
determined to be important enough for protection by MMS in the form of special
Tease stipulations. The shallow geologic hazards survey conducted over the area
indicated the presence of several potential hard/1ive bottoms, therefore, as
required, a photodocumentation survey was conducted by John E. Chance &
Associates, Inc. (August, 1985). The most extensive 11ve-bottom area 1s a reef
structure that extends from the northeast quadrant of Block 99, runs diagonally
through Block 56 and terminates in the northwest quadrant of Block 57, The
present proposed location of Well A (Block 57) 1ies 762m (2,500 ft) southeast of
a live bottom area associated with reef-11ke structures containing 10.9 percent
coverage (density of 7.6) of Alcyonarians (Epifauna) and 1,066m (3,500 ft)
northwest of the patchy low-relief hard/11ve bottom area. The proposed location
of Well A (Block 56) 1ies 1,127m (3,700 ft) northwest of a live bottom area
associated with reef-11ke structures containing 11.0 percent coverage (density of
5.4) of Alcyonarians and 35.8 percent coverage of sponges (Epifauna). The
proposed location of Well A (Block 99) 1ies 610-70lm (2,000-2,300 ft) west-
northwest of three separate patchy low-relief hard/1ive bottom areas (John E.
Chance and Associates, Inc., 1985)., The bfotic zonation and common finhabitants
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of these Vive bottom areas found in the survey area are discussed in Section
II1.B.2.b ahove., Additional information on this is included in the SER; Photo-
Documentation Survey by John E. Chance & Assocfates, Inc, 1985; and Appendix C of
this SEA.
3. Endangerod or Threatened Specfes

Information in this section 1s included in the AEA,
4. Breeding Habitats and Migration Routes

Information in this section s included in the AEA.
5. Protected Areas of Biological Concern

Informavica In this section s included 1n the AEA,

c. SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS AND CONCERNS
Economic and Demographic Conditions

il

a. Related Employment and Unemployment

5

Cnshore support facilities for the propossed plan would be located at Panama
City, Florida (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1980c). Average employment and
ancwployment data for northwest Florida 1s given in Sectfion IlI.C.l.a. of the
AEA

b. Location and S17> of Related Population Centers

Location and size of related population and findustry centers in northwest
Flarida coastal region s described in the AER (CSA, 1984, ;. 152). Also,
population growth for the coastal counties w!thin the surrounding area s gfiven
in Section III.C.1.b., Table III-10 of the AEA.

(o

C. Location and Size of Related Industry Centers

Refer to the AER (CSA, 1984) for a discussion of the location and size of
related industry centers. Additional information is included in this section of
the AEA.
2. Land Use
a. Existing Comunity Services

Community services in major industry centers in northwest Florida are given
in the AER (CSA, 1984, p. 152-154).

b. Existing Transportation Systems and Facilities

o el Bl Ea Gad

Transportation systems in northwest Florida, fncluding highways, railroads.
airports and ha-bors, are described in the AER (CSA, 1984, p. 115-156).
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[ Supply and/or Existence of Coastal Resources

Coastal resources in northwest Florida, including ports and harbors, have
been described in the AER (CSA, 1984, p. 156-158).

3. Onshore Support Facilities

Conoco Inc. would use an existing onshore support base operated by Baroid
Drilling in Panama City for the coordination of offshore activities in Destin
Dome Blocks 56, 57, and 99. !xut!n&deek space would be ‘eased from efther
Baroid or the Fort of Panama City. orage space with an approximate area of
6,000 sq. ft. would also be leased from the Port of Panama City. It would be
used to store miscellanecus materials prior to transportation to the drilling
rig. It 1s possible that a temporary structure (e.g.., trafler) would be moved
fnto the base area to serve as an office and temporary living quarters for
onshore personnel. Any traflers brought in would be located in Barioid's
existing leased area and hooked to municipal water and sewage. No new facilities
would be required and no new land acquisition or construction of new support
bases 1s anticipated as a result of the proposed activities in Destin Dome Blocks
56, 57, and 99. (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., .986c). Additional information is
included in this section of the AEA.

4.  Public Opinfon

The public hearings of Sale 79 werc held in Mobile, Alabamea on Octoter 6,
1962, where no one testified, and in Tampa, Florida on October 7, 1982, where 18
persons testified. A total of 89 letiers were received by the MMS regarding
Sales 79. Public comments concerning OCS activities off northwest Florida have
been described in the AER (CSA, 1984, p. 152 and 155).

The State of Florida's concerns and potential issues discussed during the
public hearing for Sale 79 were as follows: (a) coastal rela'sd tcurist economy,
(b) coastal recreation. (c) commercial fishing and related coastel and <:*shore
ecosystems, (d) endangered and threatened wildlife (manatees and sea turi'es),
and (e) designated snvironmentally unique, sensitive, and/or {important areas.
The State of Florida cumments related to several specific coicerns:
environmental studies, o1l spills, and nearshore-onshore impacts. The State of
Florida has requested that the Environmentu) Studies Program be timed to coincide
with the occurrence of lease sales in the eastern 1f of Mexico so that
necessary data are available to make informed decisfons. The State and local
governments expres: ¢ particular concern about the possibility that an o011 spill
would damage the sensitive coastal environment and tourist associated industries
in Florida. The State also expresscd concern over the nearshore and onshore
impacts that may rosult from OCS devsicinent (CSA, 1984),

5. Navigation

Tne fairway nearest to Blocks 5%, 57, and 99 which runs north=south to the
Florida coastline and transects the western edge of Block 99 1s called the
Pensacola Fairway (USDI, MMS, 1984b, Visual No. 11). Cargo and crew boats
supporting this aciivity would utilize the nearshore portion of the shippt
fairway leaving from Pensacola, Florida to Panama City, Florida. Additiona
information 1s Included in this section of the AEA.
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6. Mil1tary Warning/Use Areas

Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57, and 99 are located within Military Warning Area
No. W=155 (USDI, MMS, 1984b, Visual No. 11). Therefore, in accerdance with Lease
Stipulation No. 4, regarding control of electromagnetic emissions and operations
of boat and/or afrcraft traffic into the designated military warning area(s) W -
155 the operator must enter into an agreement with Naval Air Training Command,
Training Wing Six, Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida. Although the
operator's lease is not located within Military Warning Area W-151, the plan
indicates that boat and/or aircraft traffic would traverse this area. Therefore,
prior to plan approval the operator should consult with the Commander, Armament
Divisfon, Eglin Air Force Base, Florfida. In addition, although the operator's
lease 1s not located within the Naval Coastal Systems Center Area (NCSC), the
plan indicates that boat and/or aircraft traffic would also traverse this area.
The NCSC conducts testing between April and October with peak operating months
during the summer. During this perfod, oi1 companies may be requested to stand
down from activity for 5- *o 1l0-day perfods (to a maximum of 15 days), as
determined by the NCSC testing schedule. Companies would be able to operate
essentially unrestricted durinj the November to March timeframe. Prior to plan
approval, the operator should aiso consult with the Naval Coastal Systems Center.
Additional information 1s included in this section of the AEA.

7. Cormercial Fishing

Information 1n this section 1s includad 1n the AEA,
8. Recreation

Information in this section 1s included 1n the AEA,
9. Cultural Resources

Bloc.s 56, 57, and 99 lie outside of both the Prehistoric and Historic
Cultural Resources High Probability Lines. These 1ines are reflection of "high
probabi11ty" 1imits based on a zonation map developed as a synthesis of the known
arch2eological record for the entire Gulf Coast; an interpretation of possible
prehistoric settlement patterns based on the geomorphology of the Outer
Continental Shelf, and data in the occurrence of known historic shipwrecks in the
northern Gul/ of Mexico from 1500 A.D. through 1945 A.D. (CEI, 1977). Based on
the study by Coastal Environments, Inc., a Cultural Resource Survey for the
proposed action 1s not required (Ibid.). Table III-18 of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) for Lease Sales 94, 98, and 102 {indicates that no
historic shipwreeks are known within or adjacent to Blocks 56, 57, and 99. No
evidence of known cultural resources exist within or adjacent to these blocks.
Conoco Inc. would comply with Stipulation No. 1 governing the discovery of sites,
structures and objects of historical or archaeological significance during
operations in these leased blocks (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c). Additional
information is included in this section of the AEA.

10. Water Quality and Supply
Information in this section 1s included in the AEA.
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11. Afr Quality

QOnshore - The onshore area affected by this operatfon includes a support
terminal at Panama City, Florida in Bay County, Florida. Bay County 1s included
fn afr quality control region Number 5. The area is a Class ‘I attainment ares.
Because the supply base fis an established base under use, no significant
differences are expected in the concentration of pollutants due to storage or
transfer of fuel. Additional informatfon is included in this section of the AEA.

Qffshors - Operations would be conducted on the OCS 4lkm (25.5 mi) from the
nearest onshore area located in Santa Rosa County, Florida. The air quality of
the offshore area is considered better than the natfonal standards for all air
pollutants; however, due to the lack of data the area is unclassified.
12. Other Commercial Uses

Information in this section !s included in the AEA.
13, Other Mineral Uses

Information In this section 1s included in the AEA,
14, Pipelines and Cables

Since the proposed operaticys are exploratory, thsre would be no pipelines
constructed as a result of this activity. Additfonal !nlormetion s included in
*his section of the AEA.
15. Ocean Dumping

Information in this section is included in ths SEA,
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IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
A. OIL SPILLS
1. 011 Spi11 Accidents

A complete discussion of the causes of both major and minor ofl spilils
resulting from exploration activity in the Gulf of Mexico is included in Section
IV.A.1 of the AEA.

2, Vulnerability of Coastal Land Segments to 011 Spills

A sumvary of the trajectory analysis (for 10 days) simulated as a part of
the 011 Spi11l1 Risk Analysis 1s presented in Table IV.4 of the AEA., Refer to
Section 1IV.A.2 of the AEA for background Information concerning these
hypothetical cfl spill trajectories.

Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57, and 99 falls within the ofl spill area 85, (see
Figure IV=1 of the AEA). Impacts from an ofl1 spi1l occurring in this ofl spill
area would be felt in the coastal land segments extending from Hancock, Harrison,
and Jackson Countfes 1in Mississipp!, to Escambia & Santa Rosa Countfes in
Florida. Coastal land segment 23 (Baldwin County, Florida) would be the most
vulnerable with a 208 chance that an ofl spill occurring in oil spill area 85
would contact this area within 10 days. The percent chance that an ofl spill
occurring in ofl spill area 85 would contact Hancock, Harrison, and Jackson
County, Mississipp! in this same time span is 1%; Mobile County, Alabama - 9%;
Baldwin County, Florida 20%; and Escambfa and Santa Rosa County, Florida - 13%
(USDI, MMS, 1984a). Refer to Section IV.B.3.d of the Final Regfonal Impact
Statement (USDI, MMS, 1983) for a discussion of the factors affecting the
severity of an ofl spill.

The prospect of there being an ofl spill 1s guarded against through
utiifzation of state~of-art drilling and blowout prevention equipment and th h
the use of best possible drilling practices by thoroughly trained personnel.
These safeguards would be reinforced by operations curtaiiment programs enforced
whenever sea state anc weather conditions require. In the vhexpected event than
an accidental o!1 spill should oocur, Conoco Inc. would conduct an emergency
response to contain and cleanup the spilled oi1l. General resocucce mobilization
and response plans are outlined in Conoco Inc.'s approved 011 Sp111 ' ncingency
Plan for the Gulf of Mexico, along with Conoco Inc. Response Plan Racal-Decca
Survey, Inc., 1986a).

In summary, the risk due to the proposed activity appears small. Most
spills would be naturally dispersed within 60 days. In addition, most spills
would be subjected to containment and cleanup efforts. The operator 1is a member
of CGA which has spil1 containment and cleaning equipment strategically located
along the Gulf Coast (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c). Details of Conoco's Inc.
alert, reporting, and cleanup procedures are contained in the POE, SER, and 011
Sp111 Trajectory Analysis and Response Plan. In addition, MMS conducts reviews
of the varfous applications for compliance with OCS Orders, notices to Lessees,
e*c.,» to insure safe drilling operations. A description of the BOP equipment and
d:verter system is contained in the SER.

3. Effects of 011 Spi11s on the Environment

Refer to Section IV.A.3. of the AEA for discussions to ofl spi1l impacts to
coastal habitats, benthic communities, endangered or threatened species, other
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wild11fe including migratory waterfowl, commercial fishing, recreation/tourism,
cultural resources, water quality, and air qualfty.

Due to distance from shore 4lkm (25.5 mi) and the water depth approximately
56.5 to 89.9m (192 to 295 feet) at the well sites, existing measures,
regulations, and cleanup procedures outlined in Sectifon IV.A.2, should be
sufficfent to effectively mitigate any potential ofl spill fimpact on the
environment to an insignificant level.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY
1. Impacts Concerning Geology

In order to fdentify potential geological hazards, the available geological
and geophysical data for Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57, and 99 was reviewed by the
Metairie District staff which resulted in a recommendation of approval (Appendix
B). Due to the possibility of the presence of H,S gas, the Metairie District
Supervisor recommended that sensors be operatfdnal when drilling at a depth
of 1,524m (5,000 ft) sub ace. Possible fault cuts are indicated at
approximately 266m (873 ft) and 1,139m (3,703 ft) subsurface for Well A (Block
56) and Z36m (775 ft) subsurface for Well A (Block 99) (Appendix B, Hazards
Review). Although Well A in Block 57 1s located on the north wall of a sea
trough, no problems are anticipated by the Metairie District Supervisor during
the drilling of this well. A1l of the proposed well locations avoid the areas of
irregular and/or hard bottom - including reef-1ike structures or areas of high
reflectivity (Marine Technical Services Inc., 1985). Compliance with NTL 83-3
would be maintained throughout the drilling operations by Conoco Inc. (Racal-
Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c).

2. Impacts Concerning Meteorology
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Mitigation to be taken by Conoco Inc.during hurricanes, is discussed in
Section IV.B.3 of this SEA. In conditions of high winds and reduced visibility
due to fog or rain, helicopter traffic and/or buvat traffic between the rig and
shorebase would be temporarily suspended (CSA, 1984).

Interferences due to weather conditions are expected to be short-term and
infrequent, producing only an insignificant effect on the movement of supplies
and personnel to and from the facilities. The effect on offshore operations
Aﬁuld be minimal. Additional information 1s iIncluded in this section of the
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3. Impacts Concerning Physical Oceanography

[ S

Oceanographic conditions which could adversely affect the operation have
been taken into consideration during the planning and designing of the proposed
action. However, although drilling rigs are designed to operate in rough sea
conditions, precautions would be taken by Conoco Inc. 1f a hurricane approached
Blocks 56, 57, and 99, Activities would be halted, protective measures taken,
and facilities secured. No significant 1impacts from normal physical
oceanographic conditions would be expected during the implementation of this
exploration plan.
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4. Impacts on the Biological Environment

Due to Blocks 56, 57, and 99's distance from shore, 4lkm (25.5 mi), and the
use of an established onshore support base requiring no new construction,
dredging, or filling, fimpacts other than those from ofl spills on the area's
biological environment would be insignificant. Further site-specific discussion
of potential fimpacts to the benthos and sensitive underwater features are
included under their respective headings. Refer to Section IV.A of this SEA and
the corresponding section of the AEA for a discussion of ofl spill impacts to the
biological environment.

a. Impacts on Coastal Habitats

Additional information 1s included in this se:tion of the AEA.
b. Impacts on Offshore Habitats
(1) Impacts on the Pelagic Environment

Additional information 1s included in this section of the AEA.
(2) Impacts on the Benthic Environment

The impacts to the benthic environment are generally discussed in Section
IV.B.4.b.2 and 3 of the AEA. No further impacts resulting from the proposed
activity are expected except those which may result to the l1ive bottom patches.
Impacts to the 1ive bottom of Blocks 56, 57, and 99 are discussed in the Impacts
to Sensitive Underwvater Features, Sectfon IV.B.4.b.3 of this SEA.

(3) Impacts on Sensitive Underwater Features

Live bottom areas have been determined by the MMS to be worthy of
protection by lease stipulation. Conoco Inc. has complied with the stipulation
which requires identification of possible 1ive bottom areas from geophysical data
and further requires photodocumentation of the substrate around the proposed
drill sites out to 1,820m (5,970 ft). The resuits of the survey are in Sections
I1I11.B.2.b and c,

The National Research Council (1983) concluded that effects on the benthos
are limited to toxicity and smothering. Toxicity effects from the proposed
operations in Blocks 56, 57, and 99 are not expected to be significant since
toxic muds are regulated and since the muds are greatly diluted at the release of
the effluent. Therefore, the primary concern is in regard to smothering. The
severity of impacts from smothering resulting from the deposition of effluent on
benthic organisms 1is determined by the extent the organisms are exposed to
natural sediment flux. The National Research Council concluded that drilling
discharge deposition 1s limited to within 1,000m (3,281 ft) of the drill site
(Natfonal Research Council, 1983). Two of the proposed well locations fall
within 1,000m (3,281 ft) of a 1ive bottom patch. Although Well A in Block 57 f1s
located within 800m (2,500 ft) southeast from a 1ive bottom area, 1t is felt that
this distance s sufficient to preclude impacts due to smothering. The original
well location for Well A in Block 57 was moved at U.S. Fish and Wildlife's
request to the present locatfon (U.S. Fish and Wildlife comments, Appendix C).
The proposed location of Well A in Block 99 11es 610-701lm (2,000-2,300 ft) west-
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nortiwest of hard/live bottom areas; however, these areas are considered patchy
with Tow=relfef.

Since the proposcd well sites are located a sufficient distance from the
hard bottom/1ive bottom areas discussed in Section 1I1.B.2.(b and c) of the SEA
and the proposed exploration activity v short-term (154 days/well), fimpacts to
any 1ive bottoms which may occur in the block are not expected to be significant.
Should lTonger term production activities be planned in the future. these impacts
would be reassessed. Due to these factors, additional mitigative mesasures for
the protection of the 1ive bottom in Blocks 56, 57, and 99 from the proposed
activity are not warranted. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Natiomal
Marine Fisheries Service have reviewed the proposal and do not recommend further
protection measures (Appendix C).

C. Impacts on Endange=ed or Threatsned Species

Additional information 1r o in this section of the AEA.
d. Impacts on Breeding Habitac- .0 Migration Routes

Additional informaticn 1s included in this section of the AEA.
.. Impacts on Protected Areas of Biological Concern

Additional information 1s included in this section of the AEA.
c. IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC COMDITIONS AND CONCERNS
1. Impacts to Economic and Demographic Conditions

a. Impact-. on Local Employment

Most of the employees required for this exploration activity would be
snsported by Conoco Inc. from another area of the Guif. In addition to the
ar contract dispatchers which would min the onshore supply base, Conoco Inc,
1d contract a local crane service and unskilled labor as necessary. The

or of locally=hired laborers would probably not exceed four or five at any

time. Some deck hands may also be hired from the local labor pool (Racal-
Decca Survey, Inc. 1986c). Due to the Tow number of persons utilized in the
drilling and related support activities that would be hired locally, impacts on
Tocal employment would be insignificant. Additional information 1s included fin
this section of the AEA.

b. Impacts on Local Population and Industry Centers

At the end of their respective tours of duty, the four contract dispatchers
would return to their place of residence. While on location, these employees
would be 1in temporary quarters efither at the onshore base or in a local motel.
Vessel crews, including any transient personnel, would not requ're local housing,
as they would 1ive on the vessels and would return to their residences upon
completion of each tour of duty. The pilots, dispatchers., and mechanics would be
housed in a local motel by the contract operator while on duty and would return
to their residences during their days off. Normally, most of the employees would
return to their homes in Loufsiara, Texas, or other states when their tour of
assignment s completed. Some, however, may remafn in the local area during
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their off-duty pericds. No new families are expected to move into the vicinity
of the shere base area located 1. Panama City, Florida (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc.
1986¢c).

Because most of the personnel are expected to return to their homes during
off=duty shifts, no significant effects to population centers and industry are
expected to result from the exploration activities. Expenditures for port
requ irements, ¢. plfes, fuel, and uwtility needs could contribute funds to the
economy of thc Fanama City, Florida, area (Ibid). Expansion of exfisting
facilities to support the offshore and onshore activities is not expected because
thers would be little incentive on the part of industry to establish extensive
facilities prior to the proven existence of commercial quartitfes of hydrocarbons
(Herbert and Lampl, 1983).

2, Impacts on Land Use
a. Impacts of Increased Demands on Community Services

Increased demands on community service would be finsignificant. No new
families are moving finto the area and the occasional demands of transient
employees per drilling operation on local services would be insignificant (Racal-
Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c).

b. Impacts of Increased Boat and Air Traffic

Employees would be transported from the afirport directly to the drill site
by helicopter. Helicopters would also be nsed to transport specialty personnel
such as casing crews, engineers, etc., and small supplies. The approximately two
round-trip flights per day as a result of the proposed operations in Blocks 56,
57, and 99 would be insignificant compared to the total number of flights
normally serving the area. The workboat and crew boat servicing these
activities would follow the most direct route to the drill site. When in port
these vessels would berth at reserved space. The additional vessel traffic (one
round=-trip/day) supporting the proposed activities would not significantly affect
::h‘!ng vessel traffic or avatlable dock space (Racal-Decca Survey., Inc.,
986<) .

c. Impacts of Competition for Scarce Coastal Rescurces and Demands for Goods
and Services

Conoco Inc. would use an onshore support base located at Panama City,
Florida, for activities in Destin Dome Area Blocks 56, 57, anrd 99. These
facilitius wouid consist of commercially available public or private dockage. No
new land areas are expected to be occupfed and no increased demands on existing
dock space would be anticipated. Competition for coastal resources would be
insignificant in northwest Florida (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986¢c).

(1) Supplies and Equipment

Significant amounts -f commodities to be purchased would include materials
specifalized for well driliing, electricity, and groceries. Major supplies and
equipment needed for the proposed drilling activities per well in Destin Dome
Area Blocks 56, 57, and 99 include pipes for lining the hole (35,000 feet),
cement for seruring the pipes (12,000 sacks) and sacked drilling mud components
(Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c).
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The vendors and contractors who would provide these materials have not all
been determined, but it 1s expected that the majority would be located away from
the general vicinity of the shorebase. Specialized services and materials would
only be used during exploraiory operations. Many would be impoited especially
for the operations or exist in the area only for serviciug exploratory

ations. Their use would not affect community demands for goods and services
(Ibid). Demands on typical local services and materials would be perifodic and
relatively small. These demands would not be expected to affect supplies in the
area of th~ onshore base significantly.

(2) Water

Approximately 15,000 gal/day of freshwater would be required during the
activities in Blocks 56, 57, and 99. A1 freshwater ired for the
drilling rig would be supplied by the water-maker on the rig. freshwater
demand onshore would be very small during the proposed activities. Therefore,
the percent increase in onshore use would not have a significant effect on the
water supply in the Panama City, Floride, area (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c).

(3) Aggregate Energy

Approximately 176,000 gallons of diesel and 6,000 gallions of jet fuel would
be purchased each month from local distributors. Present supplies in the area
are adequate to handle the demand. The only use of electricity anticipated is
that for office space. The rate of consumpt.un should not exceed 6,000kw per
month. The impact on local supplfes from this use would be negligible (Racal-
Decca Survey, Inc., 1986c).

(4) Other Resources

Other services and materials that may be needed to support offshore
exploratory drilling are 1isted in Table 11I-12 of the AEA. Additfonal detatls
of the types of vendors/contractors and specific demands for goods and servi s
which could be required to conduct the planned activities are discussed in the
AER (CSA, 1984). Short-term demands for such specialized services and materfals
should not affect local supplies significantly.

3. Impacts from Construction of Onshore Support Facilities

Helicopter operatrions woul- originate from the Panama City-Bay County
Airport. The onshore uupport facility for marine operations wouid be at an
existing site in Panama Lity, [ orida. Refer t» Section I11.C.3 of this SEA for
a description of these faciiities. The -.pply ~erminal and helicopter base, both
in the Panama City locale, wcild ucilize exist! facilities. No new
:ﬂlﬂ"uﬁﬂﬂa dredging, or f111ing Jould be involved (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc.,

4. Impacts of Public Opinfon

No significant public opposition to the planned operation has surfaced to
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5. Impacts on Navigation

Exploratory activities 1In Blocks 56, 57, and 99 should have an
insignificant effect on lhipping although a portion of a major shipping lane
(Pensacola Fatrwvay) 1ies within Block 99 (USDI, MMS, 1984b, Visual Ne. 11). The
proposed well location in Block 99 1ies outside of the shipping fairway as ‘
required per MNS, Marine traffic in support of the proposed activities is not a
significantly affect shipping activities in the Pamame City, Florida, area, in
part, because of the established port facilities already in existence and the
temporary nature of the proposed activities. The impacts of the drilling rig on
marine transportation (fishing and pleasure boating) could be both adverse and
beneficial, because stationary structures could represent obstacles ¢o
navigation, but they also could serve as navigational aids. The operator fis
required to comply with U.S. Coast Guard regulations related to ths safety of
personnel and the display of prescribed navigational lights and signals for the
safety of navigation. Conoco Inc. 1s also required to obtain permits from the
U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers to prevent cbstructions to mavigation, Additional
information 1s included in this section of the AEA.

6. Impacts Concerning Military Use

:

In compliance with the 1lease stipulation regarding control of
electromagnetic emissions and operations of boat and/or atrcraft traffic into the
designated military warning area W=155, the operator must eater into an 1::-“
with Naval Afr Training Command, Training Wing Six, Naval Afr fon,
Attention: Lt. Commander J. J. Guardino, Pensacola, Florida 32508, Telephone:
(904) 452-2505 or (904) 452-2735 (Scheduling). Although the operator's lease s
not within eilitary warning area W=151 the plan indicates that boat and/or
afrcraft traffic would traverse this area. The operator has indicated that their
onshore support base would be in Panama City, Florida; therefore, in order to
provide control of electromagnetic emissions and the operations of boat and/or
afrcraft traffic, the operator should enter into an agresment with Commander,
Armament Divisfon, Attention: Howard Dimmig/CCN, Eglin AFB, Florida 32542,
Telephone (904) 882-5558. In addition, although the operator's lease 1s not
within the NCSC, the plan findicates that boat and/or afrcraft traffic would
traverse this area. Thereforse, in order to provide control of electromagnetic
emissions and the operations of boat and/or aircraft traffic entering into the
NCSC ares, the operator should consult with the NCSC Center, Code 30, Attention:
Commander Buckley or Mr, C. M. Callhan, Panama City, Florida 32407, Telephone:
(904) 294-4462. Conducting the exploratory operations fin accordance with
existing Stipulation No. 4 and the mitigation rding activity in the NCSC area
is expected to reduce potential impacts to a minimal lTevel.

7 Impacts on Commercial Fishing

Direct effects of exploratory operations on commercial fishing in Blocks
56, 57, 'nd 99 would be the removal of a 1imited area of seafloor from use and
the temporary degradation of water quality at the fmmediate area of sach drill
site. Although some commercial fishing would be Vikely to occur within the
vicinity of Blocks 56, 57, and 99, no significant conflict of use 1s expected o
develop in the area of the p action due to the distance from shore, 4lkm
(25.5 mi). Refer to Section IV.A of this SEA and the corresponding aection of :
the AEA for a discussion of o1l spill impacts to commercial fishing. Additional i
information is included in this section of the AEA. i
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8. Impacts on Recreation/Tourism

Due to the distance offshore [4lkm (25.5 mi)] and the temporary nature of
the proposed activities, impacts to the sesthetics and recreational rescurces of
the coastal area would be insignificant. Refer to Section IV.A of this SEA and
the corresponding section of the AEA for a discussion of ofl spil]l fimpacts to
racreation/tourism, Additional information 1s included in this section of the
AEA,

9. Impacts on Cultural Resocurces

No evidences of known or potential cultural rescurces exist in Blocks 56,
57, and 99 (USDI, MM, 1984b, Visual No. 11). Therefore, no fmpacts to uffshore
cultural resources are expected. The operator states that existing onshore
support facilities would be utilized; therefore, no fmpacts to orshore cultural
resources are anticipated. Stipulation ko, 1 of Lease Sale 79 provides further
safeguards for the protection of presently known cultural rescurces. The
operator 1s required to report, upon discovery of any site, structure or ocbject
o7 historical or archasological significant, to the Regional Director, MMS and
make every reasonable effort to preserve and protect that cultura! resource.
Additional informetion is included in the AEA,

10. Impacts on Water Quality

According to Conoco Inc.'s SER, the total omount of drilling cuttings that
would be ﬁnln per well during the exploration activity is estimeted ot
6,098 bbls. ? mud discharges ‘1ould total 204,379 bblis for each well
(Racal=Decca lurvq. nc.» 1986c).

Implementation of the proposed activity would alter the water quality by
resuspension of bottom sediments during placement of the drilling rig and the
discharge of drill cuttings and muds and other 1iquid wastes. Rig installation
has the potential to disperse pollutants entrapped in the bottom sediments into
the water colusn and create a trubidity plume. These activities would be of
short duration and any pollutants would be rapidly dispersed over the blocks
under consideration. At most depths ‘ypical of the continental shelf the
sajority of dische fluids and cuttings are initially deposited on the seabed
within 1,000m (3, ft) of the point of discharge. This material may persist as
initially deposited or may underge rapid or prolonged dispersion, depending on
the energy of the bottom boundary layer (National Research Council, 1988).

Because water quality s expected to quickly return to normal in the area
after drilling operations have been completed, no significant impacts to the
water quality of the area are expected as a resvlit of the proposed activities.
As discussed in Section 1.J, all discharges would adhere to the standards imposed
by the NPDES Permit. Refer to Section IV.A of this SEA and the corresponding
ssction of the AEA for a discussion of ofl spill impacts to water quality.
git&nlm:mﬂu is included in this section of the AEA and the operator's

11. Ispacts on Air Quality

Onshore = The effects of the air emissions onshore would be nq‘ltg!b'lo due
to the distence of the drill sites to the nortimest Florica coast. The percent
increases 1in ambient concentrations contributed by the onshore secondary
emissions from the proposed activities have not been calculated because of the
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insignificance of these emissions. Additional information 1s included in this
section of the AEA and in the operator's SER.

QOffshore - Data presented in Table I-1 of this SEA and in ths operator's
SER indicate that the total emissions expected from the proposed activities 1in
Blocks 56, 57, and 99 would he well below the calculated ex~mption levels,
qualifying these ectivities for exemption from further air quality review. The
site-specific air quality review conducted by MMS as a part of this envirommental
analysis conc) .ded that there could be no significant effect on air quality from
the proposed action. The emissions exemption calculations used in this analysis
are given in the Afr Quality Review (Appendix B), Additional information is
included in this section of the AEA and in the operator's SER.

12. Impacts on Other Commercial Uses

There are no other commercial uses 1n Blocks 56, 57, and 99 to be affected
by the exploration activity.

13. Impacts on Other Mineral Uses

There are no plans or proposals for mining other mineral resources other
than ofl and gas in Blocks 56, 57, and 99; therefore, no conflict of use fis

expected.
14. Impacts Concerning Pipelines and Cable:
No conflict of use 1{s expected because there are no known existing

pipelines in the eastern Gulf and becisuse pipelines cannot be proposed as a part
of this exploration activity (Appendix B).

15. Impacts of Ocean Dumping

No conflict of use is expected because there are no existing ocean dumping
areas designated in the eastern Gulf. The operator has stated that complfiance
with the USEPA NPOES permit would be maintained (Racal-Decca Survey, Inc.,

1986c). Additfonally, OCS Order No. 8 requires that the operator locate and
retrieve any large debris iost overboard as a result of the proposed activities.

D. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
Information in this section 1s inrcluded in the AEA,
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v. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

In accordance with provisifons of 30 CFR 250.34 and DM 655, and the
Memorandum of Agreement (1983) between the Department of Defense and the
Department of the Interior, copies of the plan were forwarded to the U.S. Fish
and Wild11ife Service, the State of Florida, and the Commander, Naval Air Training
Command, Training Wing Six, Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida. A copy of the
plan, etc.. vas also forwarded to the Natfonal Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA)
for their review and comments. fes of the comments of these agencies are
included in Appendix C. Florida's and the State of Florida's comments were
not available prior to plan approval; therefore, 1f necessary, this SEA may
subsequently be amended to reflect Florida's responses. No controvursial 1ssues
”um fdentified relative to Conocc Inc.'s proposed activity in Blocks 56, 57, and
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APPENDIX A - LEASE STIPULATIONS

APPENDIX B - REVIEWS FROM MMS
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTHENT OF THE INTERIOR
MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE

Outer Continental Shelf, Eastern Gulf of Mexico
0il and Cas Lease Offering (January 1984)

76 G4B

STIPULATION NO. | - CULTURAl RESOURCL

(a) "Cultursl Resource” mesns any site, structure, or object of historic or
prehistoric asrchasological significance. "Operations” means any drilling,
wmining, or comstruction cr placement of any structure for exploration, devel-
opment, or production of the lease,

(b) If the Regional Manager (RM) believes a cultural resource may exist in
the lesse sres, the RM will notify the lessee in writing. The lessee shall
chen comply with subparagraphs (1) through (3).

(1) Prior to commencing any operations, the lessee shall pre-
pare a report, as specified by the F¥, te determine the
potential existencéd of eny cultural resource that may be
sffected by operations. The report, prepared by an arch-
seologist and geophyeicist, shall be based on an assess-
ment of data from remote sensing surveys and oth'r perti-
ment cultural and environmental information. The lessee
shall subnit this report to the RM fer review,

(2) 1f the evidence suggests that & cultural resource may be
present, the lessee shall either:

(1) Locate the site of any operation so as not to
sdversely affect the ares wvhere the cultursl
resource may be; or

(11) Establish to the satisfaction of the RM that a
cultural resource does not exist or will mot be
adversely affected by operations. This shall be
done by further archaeclogical investigation,
conducted by an archaeologist and a geophysi-
clat, uln‘ survey equipment and techniques
deemed necessary by the ™, A report on the
investigation shall be submitted to the RM for
reviev,

(3) If the RN determines that a cultural resource is likely to
be present on the lesse and may be sdversely affected by
operations, he will notify the lessee immediately. The
lesses shall take no action that may adversely a fect the
cultural resource wuntil the RM has told the lessee how to
protect it.

(e) 1If the lessee discovers any cultural resource while conducting operations
on the lease area, the lessee shall report the ¢iscovery immediately to the
RM, The lesses shall mske every reasonable effort to preserve the cultural
resourcé until the FN has told the lessee how to protect it.

STIPULATION KO, 2 - LIVE BOTTOMS

Prior to aeny drilling activity or the construction or placement of any
structure for explorstion or developsent on this lesse, imcluding, but not
limited to, well drilling and pipeline and platform pl + tha 1 will
submit to the MM » bathymetry map prepared utilizing remots sensing and/or
other wsurvey techniques. This wap will include interpretations for the
presence of live bottom asreas within & wminisus of 1,820 meters radius of &
proposed exploration or production activity site.
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Por the purpesa of this stipulation, “live bottom sreas” are defined s those
aress which comtein biological asssesblages consisting of such sessile inverte-
brates os osa fans, sea whips, hydroids, smemones, ascidisns, sponges, brye-
soans, seagrassas, or cevals living upon end attached te netwrslly eccurring
hard or vocky formatioms with rough, broken, or smooth tepography; or whose
1ithotope favors the secusulation of turtles, fishes, ond other founa.

If it is determined that the remote sensing dats indicats the presence of hard
or iive bettom areas, the lesses will slec subait te the RM photo-documenta-
tion of the ses bottom near proposed emplorstory drilling sites or pr.posed

plecforn lecatisss. Por sctivitiss in wvater depths grester than 70 meters, .
this

tetion will be required regardless eof the resote sensing
data iaterpretation.

If it is detersined that the live bottom areas might be adversely impacted by
the propesed sctivitiss, thenm the RN will require the lessee to underctaks any
messure doemed scomemically, emvirommentally, snd techmically feasible te pro-
tect live bottem aress. These measvres may include, but sre mot limited te,
the following:

(s) the relocetion of oparations to sveid live bottam sress;

(b) the shunting of all drilling fluids snd cuttings in such s
sanner as to aveid live bottom aress|

(¢) the transpertstion of drilling fluids and cuttings to
spproved disposal sites; and .

(d) the monitoring of live bottom areas to sssess the sdequacy
of any mitigsting weasures tsken snd the impact of lessss-
initiated asctivities.

Monitering requirements in (d) above will be requivred for all blocks or por-
tions of blocks located south of 26°N. latitude.

STIPULATION WO, & - WILITARY WARNING AREA

WARNING AREA W-1355

(s) Nold Wermless

VWhather compensation for such damage or injury might be due under a theory of
striet or sbsolute lisbility or othervise, the lessee sssumes all risks of
dsmage or injury to persons or property, which occur im, on, or above the
Outer Continentsl Shelf, to any perscns or te any property of sny persem or
persons vhe are agents, employees, or invitees of the lesses, its agents,
independent comntrsctors or subcontractors doing business with the lessee in
connection with say asctivities being performed by the lssses in, on, or sbove
the Outer Contimental Shelf, if such injury or dsmage te such parsom or pro-
perty occurs by resson of the sctivities of any agency of the U.5. Covernmment,
ite comt s or bcontractors, or eny of their officers, agents, or em-
ployess, being conducted as & part of, or in comnection with, che progrems and
activities of the Maval Air Training Command, Training Wing Six, Naval Alr
Station, Pensacols, Florida.

Wotwithetending any limitations of the lesses's lisbility in section 14 of the
lease, the lesses sssumes this risk vhether swch injury or damage 1s coused in
wvhole or is part by amy sct or omission, regsrdless of megligence or foult of
the United States, ite contractors or subcomtractors, or any of its officers,
agents, or employees. The lessee further agrees to indemmify and seve harm-
l1sse the United States against oll claims for loss, demsge, or injury sue-
tained by th. lessec, and to indemnify ond save harmless the United States
against sll cleime for loss, damsge, eor iamjury sustained by the agerte.
employess, or iavi of the 1 + its agents, or asny independent contrec-
tors or subcontractors doing business with the lesses ia commection with the
programe ond activities of the asforemencioned military imstallations, wvhether
the sama be caused im whole or in part by the negligence or fault of the
fnited States, its contracters or subcomtractors, or any of ite officers,

4, or saployees and whether such claime might be sustained under s theory
of strict or absolute lisbility er othervise.
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(b) Electromsgnetic Emissions

The lesses agrees to control his own electromagnetic emissions and those of
ite sgents, employees, invitees, independent contrasctors eor subcontractors
emensting from individual designated defense warning sress in sccordance with
requirements specified by the cosmander of the comm.~? ucsdquarters mentioned
sbove to the degree necessary to pr.‘ent damage to, or unac-eptable interfer-
ence with, Department of Defense flight, testing, or oper::ijmal activities,
conducted within individual designated warning aress. Necrssary moniter -~
contrel asnd coordination with the lessee, its agents, emrloyess, invit
independent contractors or subcontractors, vill be effectrd by the coew

of the appropriste onshore military installation conductiig operation
particular wvamning area; provided, however, that control of such o

- netic emission shall in mo instance prehibis sll manmer of ol<cti.

td commuynication during eny period of time between a lesice, Il @ age

i ployees, invitess, indupendent contrictors ot swubcontructe s nd o unore
facilities.

| (e) rational

- The lessee, vhen operating >r < L:‘mg t3 oe Iperste: ¢ " be:alt, boat or
sircraft ctraffic {ate th. ‘rdisidurs Aevigns - v U~ ®1.. ahall enter
inte an agreement v : the ‘ommander o tor in. /- -~ % ' esdquarters
mentioned above prirr ta rowms:ncing ouc: catife, »..% A ‘vaoent will pro-
vide for positive contizl © woa”n ond : scraf perat..  + te the warning

areas at all times.

i S S

S1JZ7ULATION MO, & - C'L ¥ €3 .« ELEETS 8

!

(a) Pipelines wi.l be required: ii) if pipi i rights-of-.ay can be
determined and obtuined; (I) 3/ “e;ing o such piprline ie tec'nologically
feasible and environmentally preferable, end (3) if, in the op.nion of the
lessor, pipelines can be laid without i1et socisl l>ss, taking into account
eny incremental costs of pipelines over alternative methode of transportation
and any incremental benefite in the form of increzsed environrental protection
or reduced multiple-use conflictas. The lessor specifically "eserves thes right
to require that any pipeline used for transporting pioduction te shore be
placed in certain designated management areas. In selrcting the mesns of
transportation, consideration will be given te sny re:csmendation of the
Regional Technical Vorking Croup with the participation of Vederal, State, and
local governments end the industry. All pipelines, including flov lines and
gathering lines for oil end gas, shall be designed and cons'ructed to provide
fo: sdequate protection ftom water currents, storm scouring, end other hatards
as determined on a case-by-case basis.

=N

(b) Folloving the development of sulficient pipeline capacity, mo crude oil
will be transported by surface vessel from offshore production sites except in
the case of emergency. Determination of emergency conditions and aeppropri..e
responses to these conditions will be made by the Regional Manager.

&m 3 3

(e) \Where the three criteris set forth in parsgraph (a) of this stipulstion
are not met and surface transportation must be employed, all vessels used for
carrying hydrocarbons to shore from the leased area will conform with all
standardes established for such vessels, pursusat te the Ports and Vaterveys
Safety Act, )) U.8.C. 1221, et. seq., (1980).
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTHENT OF THE INTERIOR
NINERALS MANAGENENT SERVICE

Outer Continentsl Shelf, Bastern Culf of Mexico
011 snd Gas Lease Offering (January 1984)

ocs-c 6407
STIFULATION RO, | - CULTURAL RESOURCE

(a) "Cultural Resource”™ means smy site, structure, or object of histeric or
prehistoric archasclogical eignificence. "Operations™ mesans eny drilling,
uining, or comstruction or placement of any structure for emploration, devel-
opuent, or production of the leass.

(b) If the Regional Manager (RM) believes a cultural resource may exist ia
the lease area, the RN will motify the lesses ia writinmg. The lesses shall
then comply vith subparagraphe (1) through (3).

(1) Prior to commencing sny operstions, the lesses shall pre-
pare & veport, as epecilied ; the RN, to determine the
potential existence of ony cultural resource that may be
sffected by operations. The report, prepared by an arch-
seologist and geophysicist, shall be bamed on an
sent of data from vemote sensing surveys and other perti-
nent cultural and environmental iaformation. The lessee
shall submit this veport to the RM for review.

(2) If the evidence suggests that a cultural resource may be
present, the lessee shall either:

(1) Locate the site of any operation so as not to
sdversely affect the ares where the cultural
resource may be; or

(11) Retablish to the satisfaction of the RN that »
cultural resource does motL exist or will mot be
advarsely affected by operaticns. This shall be
done by further archasolegical investigation,
conducted by an archasologist :nd a geophysi-
cist, using eurvey equipment and techniques
deemed necessary by the RM. A report om the
investigation shall be subaitted te the RN for
review.

(3) If the RN determines that & cultursl resource fs likely te
be present on the lease and msy be adversely affected by
operations, he will notify the lesses immediately. The
lessee shall take mo action that may adversely affect the
cultural resource wntil the BN has told the lessee how to
protect it.

(e) If the lessee discovers any cultural ce while ducting operaetions
on the lesse ares, the ler : shall report the discovery immedistely to the
RM. The lessse shall mak .very reasonsble effort to preserve the cultural
resourcé until the RM has toid the lessee hew to prutect it.

STIFULATION NO. 2 - LIVE BOTTOMS

Prior to any drilling sctivity or the econstruction or placenvat of any
structure for explorstion or development on this lease, including, but not
limited to, well drilling end pipeline snd platform placement, the lesses will
subnit to the AN & bathymetry map prepared wtilizing remote sensiny aend/or
other survey techaiques. This mep will fnclude interpretations 'or the
presence of live bottom aress within a sinimws of 1,020 seters redius of o
proposed explerstion or production sctivity site.
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For the pv © e of this stipulation, "live bottom sreas” are defined ss those
areas which contain biclogical ssseemblages consisting of such sessile inverte-
brates as sea fens, sea whips, hydroids, snemones, asscidians, sponges, bryo-
soans, seagrasses, ¢r corsls living won ond nuM to naturally occurring
hard or rocky formatiome wiih rough, K pography; or whose

1lithotope favors the accusulation of turtles, !uiu and other fauna.

If it is determined that the remote sensing dats indicate the presence of hard
or live bottos sreas, the lessee will aleoc submit teo the RN photo-documentas-
tion of the sea bottom near provosed exploratory driliing sites or proposed
platfors locations. For sctivities in vater depths gre.ster than 70 meters, -
this photo-documentation will be required regardless of the remote senmsing
data interpretstion.

If 4t is determined that the live bottom aresa might be adversely impacted by
the proposed activities, them cthe RN wil! require the lesses to undertake any
measure deemed ecomemically, emvirommentally, and techmically feasible to pro-
tect live botrtom sress. These messures may include, but are mot limite! to,
the following:

(s) the relccation of operstions to avoid live bottom areas;

(b) the shunting of all drilling fluide snd cuttings in such a
manner a8 to aveid live bottom aress;

(c) the tramnsportation of drillirg fluids and cuttings to
approved disposal sites; and

(d) the monitoring of live bottom aress to assass the m
of any mitigating measures teken and the impact of lessee-
initiated activities.

Monitoring requirements in (d) above will be required for all blocks or por-
tions of blocks located south of 26°N. latitude.

STIPULATION NO. 4 - MILITARY WARNING AREA

WARNING AREA W-1535

(s) Hold Warmless

Whether compensstion for such damage or injury t be due under s theory of
strict or absolute liability or otherviss, r*+ ‘ssses sssumes all rvisks of
damage or imjury to persons or property, wh wcur in, on, or sbove the
Outer Continental Shelf, to any persons or . . property of any persem .:
persons wvho are agents, employees, or invitue: of the lesses, its agents,
independent contractors or asubcontractors doing business with the lessoce in
connection with any sctivities being performed by the lessee in, on, or above
the Outer Comtimental Shelf, if such injury or damage te such parson or pro=-
perty occurs by reason of the activities of any apency of the U.5. Gevernmant,
ite coemtractors or subcontractors, or smy of their officers, agents, or am-
ployses, being conducted as & pert of, or ian commection with, the programs snd
sctivities of the Navel Air Training Commsnd, Training Wing Six, Neval Alr
Station, Pensscols, Florida.

Notwithstanding any limitations of the lessee's liability in section 14 of the
laase, the lasses sssumes this risk vhether such ujmul-.nhc-uln
whole or ia pert by any act or omission, regardless of megligence or fault of
the United States, its contractors or subcontractors, or any of ite officers,
agents, or smploy The 1 further agrees to indemnify snd save hare~
less the United States against sll cleims for loss, damage, or injury sus-
tained by the lesses, and to indemnify ar! save harmless the United States
against all claims for loss, damage, or injurv sustained by the agents,
employess, or invitees o! th lesses, its agents, or any independent comtrac~
tors or subconmt busi with the lesses in connection with the
programe and nuvluu of the af ioned militery imstalletions, whether
the srve be coused in whole or in part by the negligemce or fault of the
United States, ite contractors or subcontractors, or amy of ite officers,

ts, or employess and whether such claime might be sustained under s theory

striet or sbsolute lishility or otherwise.
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() Electremsgnetic Buissions

The lessee agress to contrel his own clectremagnetic emissions sad these of
ite agewnts, empleyses, invitees, independent centrscters or subcontracters
ensmeting frem individual designated defense warning sress in sceovdance with
requirsnsate specified by the commender of the commend hosdquartere wmemtlioned
humm-un:gnm‘-u.uw*hm.nw
ence with, Department of ense flight, testing, ov epevational sctivities,
conducted withia individesl designeted warning svess. Necessary menitoring
contrel and coordinstion with the lesses, ite agents, empleyees, favitess,
independent contractors or ovbeontrecteors, will be effected by the commender
of the sppropriste onshere militery imstallation conducting operations in the
perticular varning aves; provided, however, that ecsotve! of such slectromag-
setic enission shall in we instemce probibit 111 memmer of electremagnetic
communication during ony peried of time botwen & lesses, ite agents, en-
:ch-. fovitess, independent contracters 'r osubcontractors and ocaushere
seilitios.

(e) Spasetionsl

The lesees, vhea l-ruhmu-lnt‘nl.hnu
edreraft treffic vidual designated werning sress, shall emter
fate om agreemunt with the commander of the individual commend hesdquarters
ssationed shbeve prior te commemcing sweh traffic. Such sn agresment will pre-
vide for positive contrel of bosts and sireraflt opersting inte the warming
aress at all times.

STIPULATION NO. § - OIL AND GAS TRANSPORTATION

{a) Pipelines will be required: (1) if pipeline righte-of-way ecom be
dotormined ond obtained; (I) 1f leying of such pipeline is technologically
feasible ond enviremmentally eveble; and (3) 4f, in the epinien of the
leseor, pipelines cam be without net esecial loss, taking into asccount
sny incremental coots of pipelines over sltermative methods of tramspertatio
ond any incremental benefits in the form of incressed enviremmentsl protection
or reduced multiple-vse conflicts. "Se lessor specifically reserves the right
te require that eny pipeline wee * ° tromsperting preduction te shers be
pleced ia cortein designated meneger.nt aress. In selecting the mesns of
trenspertation, censiderstion will be given te eny recommendetion of the
Regional Techaical Working Cr)up with the participetion of Pedersl, Stete, an
local govermments end the findustry. All pipelines, including flow lines ord

thering lines for oll end gae, shall be decigned and constructed to provide
or adequate protection from water curreats, storm scouring, and other hasards
a8 deternined on 2 case-by-case basis.

(b) Polleving the dovelopment of sufficient pipelinc cepseity, mo ecrwde oil
will be tremsperted by surfoce vessel frem offshere priduction sites emsept ia
the coase of emergency. Determination of energency con'itions and apprepriste
responses to these conditieons will be made by the Regiensl Menager.

(e) Weere the thrse criteris set forth in paragraph (a) of this etipulsticn
ore not met ond surfoce tramepertation wuet be supleyed, all vessels weed for
umm te shore from the lessed sree will comform with all
ot sstsbliched for sweh vessels, pursuant te the Ports end Vetervaye
Safety Act, 33 U.5.C, 1221, ot. seq., (198M),
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URITED CTATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
NIFERALS MARACENENT SERVICE

Outer Continental Shelf, Eastern Oulf of Memico
011 and Cse Loase Offering (Jemwery 1984)

ecs-s 6410
STIPULATION O, | - CULTURAL RESOURCE ‘

(a) “Cultursl Resosree” mesme eny site, structure, or object of historic or
prehistaric erchssclegical eignificence. msens eny drilliag,
sining, or comstruction or placement of smy structurs lor explovatisn, devel-
epaant, or production of che leass.

(b) 1f the Renfomnal M.nager (RM) believes a cultural resewrce msay exist ia
the lease aves, the Wt wil) motify the lessee in writing. The lesses shall
then comply with subparagraphe (1) threugh (3).

(1) Prier teo cormencing any operstiomns, the lessee shall pre-
pere o report, ae specified by the BN, to determime the
potential ewistence of onv cultersl rescurce thet may be
sffected by operations. T e verort, prepared by sn arvch-
asclogiet and geophysiciat, shall be based cu an sseess-
went of dots frem rvewote semsins surveye and other perti-
nent cultwral and rovirommental informstion. The lessee
shall subait this report te the RN for review.

(2) 1If the evidence suggeste .hat a cultura' resource mey be
present, the lessse shail either:

(1 Lecate the site of any operstion re as met teo
sdveri. .y affect the arss whers the culswral
resource may bej or

(11) Bstsbiish te the sa:isfeztion of the "N thac o
cultur:l resource does mot exist or will met be
sdversely affected by operstioms. This shall be
done by further aerchaeclogical investigation,
conducted by on archesclegist and a geophysi-
elot, wumi survey equipsent and techniques
deenad ry by the RM. A report om the
iavestigation shall he submitted te the BN for
review,

(3) 1If the MM determines that a cultural resouwrce is likely to
be present on the lesse snd may be adversely affected by
operations, he will notify the lesses immediately. The
lessee shall coke mo action that may adversely sffect the
cultursl ressurce watil the RN has told the lesses how te
preotect it.

(e) If the lessee discovers any cultural rescurc~ while conducting operstions
on the lesse sres, the lessee shall report the discovery immedistely te the
RN, The lesses shall mske every reav.nable effert to preserve the cultwral
resource wntil the B¥ has told the 1 how to p e,

STIPULAYION NO. 2 - LIVE BOTTOMS

Prior te amy drilling setivity or the comstruction eor placemsat of amy
strueture for exploration or development on this lease, imcluding, but mot
limited te, well drill ond pipeline and platfore placement, the lessee will
subuit te the MM a vy map prepered wiilising rvemste semsing and/er
other survey techaiques. This mep will isclude interpretactions for the
presence of live bettem sreas within : intewm of 1,020 meters rodive of o
proposed exsloration or production sctivity eite.
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Por the purpose of this stipulation, "live bottom aress” sre defined as chose
aress vhich contain biologiceal sssesblages consisting of such sessile inverte-
bratas as sea fans, ses vhips, hydroids, enemones, esecidisns, sponges, bryo-
soans, seagrasses, or corals living upon end attached to naturally occurring
hard or rocky formations with rough, broken, or smooth topography; or whose
1ithotope favers the accusulation of turtles, fishes, and other fauna.

If it is determined that the remote sensing data indicate the pressnce of hard
or live bottom areas, rthe lessee will also submit to the RN photo-dncuments-
tion of the ses bottem near proposed exploratory drilling sites or proposed
platform locations. FPor sctivities in water depths grester than 70 meters,
this photo-documentation will be required rvegardless of the remote sensing
data interpretation.

If it is determined that the live bottom areas might be sdversely impacted by
the ’nnud u!lvl'lu. then the RX will require the lessee to wndertake any

fcally, envir ally, and technically fess.ble to pro-
tect llu bottom aress. These measures may include, but are not limited to,
the following:

(a) the relocation of operations to avoid live bottom aress;

(b) the shunting of sll drilling fluids snd cuttings im such a
manner a¢ to avoid live bottem aress;

(c) the transportation of drilling fluide and cuttings to
approved disposal sites; end

(d) the monitoring of live bottom sress to assess the afequacy
of any mitigating messures taken and the impact of lessee-
initiated activities.

Monitoring requiremente im (d) above will be required for all blocks or por-
tions of blocks located south of 26°N. latitude.

STIPULATION NO. & = MILITARY WARNING AREA
WARNING AREA W-155
(a) Hold H+ .

Whether compensation for such damage or injury might be due under a theory of
strict or absolute liability eor othervise, the lessee assoumes all risks of
damage or injury teo persons or property, which occar im, on, or sbove the
Outer Continental Shelf, to amny persons or to amy proparty of any person or
persons who are agents, employees, or invitees of the lassee, its agents,
independent contractors or subcontractors doing Lusiness with the lessee in
connection with sny sctivities being performed by the iesses in, on, or sbove
the Outer Continental Shelf, if such injury or damage to such persem or pro-
perty occurs by reason of the activities of eny agency of the U.5. Government,
its comtractors or subcomtravtors, or amy of their officers, agents, or em-
ployees, being conducted as a part of, or in conmectic) with, the programs and
sctivit.es of the Naval Air “raining Cosmsnd, Training Wing Six, Neval Alr
Station, Pensacols, Florida.

Nocwith tending sny limitations of the lessee's liability in section 14 of the
‘ease 'ae lesses sssumes this risk whether such injury or demage is caused in
whole ur in part by any sct or omission, vegardlesa of mnegligence or feult of
the United Statev, ite contractors or subeontractors, or any of its officers,
agents, or esployess. The lesses fuither to indemnify and save hare-
less the United States against all claims for loss, damage, or injury sus-
teined by the lessee, and to indemnify and save hsrmless the United States
agaiast all claims for loss, damage, or injury sustained by the agents,
employees, or invitees of the lvssee, 1ts agents, or any independent contrac-
tors or subcontractors doing business with the lessee in connection with the
programs and activities of the sforementioned silitery inetallations, whether
the same be caused in whole or in part by the negligence or fault of che
United States, its contractors or subcontractors, or any of ite officers,
ts, or employess and vhether such claims might be sustained under a theory
strict or sbsolute liability or otherwise.
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() Electromsgnetic Emissions

The lessee agrees to contrel his own electromsgnetic emissions and those of
ite agents, employees, invitees, independent contracters eor swbcontractors
emansting from individusl designated defense warning sress in sccordance with
requirements epecified by the commander of the command headquarters mentioned
above to the degree necessary to prevent damage to, or ptable interfer-
ence with, Department of Defevse flight, testing, or operatiomal sctivities.
conducted within individuel designated warning asreas. HNecessary monitoring
control and coordination with the 1 s ite ag +» employ » invitees,
independent contractors or subcentractors, will be effected by the cosmander
of the sppropriste onshore military installation conducting operstions in the
particular wvarning area; provided, however, that control of such electromag-
netic emiseion shall i{n no instance prohibit sll manner of electromagnetic
rosmunication during any period of time between a lessee, its agents, en-
ployees, 1inv.tees, independent contrsctors or subcontractors end onshore
. ellicdes.

(e) Operational

The lessee. vhen operating or csusing to be operated om ite behalf, boat or
airveraf® traffic into the individual designated warning areas, shall enter
into an agreement with the cowmander of the individual command hesdquarters
mantioned sbove prior to commencing such traffic. Such an sgreement will pro-
vide for positive control of boats and aircraft opersting inte the warning
aress at all rtimes,

STIPULATION NO. 6 - OIL AND GAS TRAASPORTATLION

(a) Pipelines wil) be required: (1) 1if pipeline righte-of-way can be
determined and ohrifond; (2) 4f laying of such pipeline {8 rechnologically
feasible and envir.rssntally preferable; emd (3) 1f, in the opinien of the
lesesor, pipelines .sa be laid without net social less, taking into asccount
any .acremental covi: of pipelines over alternative methods of tramsportation
and any !ncremental :(enefits in the form of increased environmental protection
or redvced multiple-vee conflicta., The lessor specifically reserves the right
to require that any pipeline used for transporting production to shore be
slaced in certain designated management asress., In selecting the mesns of
transportation, consideration will be given te any rvecommendation of the
Regional Technic~1 Werkimg Crcvp with the participation of Federal, State, and
local povernsents and :he indusntry. All pipelines, including flow lines and
pathering lines for oil end gas, shall be designed and constructed to provide
for adequate protection frem water currents, sto™m scouring, and other hasards
s deterwined on & case~by-case basis.

(b) Following .he development of sufficient pipeline capacity, mo crude oil
will be transported H»y surface vessel from of fehore production sites except in
the case of emerpencr. Determination of emergency conditions and appropriate
responses to these couditions will be made by the Regional Menager.

{c) Where th: three ciiteriz zat forth in paragraph (a) . « is stipuletion
are not met and surface .rvanspo: tatiom must be employe’, ..1 -susels weed for
earrying hydrocz-homns ce shore from che leased srea will confore with all
standar's eotat ‘.l o for such -2esels, pur ment to the Porte and Watervays
Sefety Act, 33 " * 1221, et. req , (1287
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Live Bottom Review February 25, 1986

Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57. and 99

Leases 0CS-G 6406, 6407, and 6410

Radial Survey

Geophysics: Marine Technical Services Inc. (1385)
Photodocumentation: John E. Chance and Associates, Inc., (1985)

Conoco proposes drilling three exploratory wells, each designated Well A in
Blocks 56, 57, and 99. Marine Technical Services Inc. (1985) conducted the
Phyﬂca‘l work for Blocks 55, 56, 57, and 99. John E. Chance and Associates,
nc., conducted the phutodocumentation survey of the sea bottom at and in the
areas contiguous to the three proposed exploratory drilling sites located in
Destin Dome Area, Blocks 56 (OCS-G 6406), 57 (OCS-G 6407), and 99 (0CS-G 6410).
John E, Chances and Associates, Inc., decided to conduct a site-specific well
survey consisting of eight radials at 45 degree argles extended to a minimum of
1,820 meters from the proposed drill sites,

The survey conducted consisted of each radial extending a minimum of 2,275 meters
from each proposed dril11 site. The ratfonale for extending the radfals to

2,275 meters was formulated from a combination of the two MMS options for photo-
documentation surveys., Extending the radials to 2,275 meters provides the 1,820
meter coverage required by option one and combined with the 100 meter regulatory
coverage on either side of the radials provided by option two, permits the loca-
tion of drilling operations anywhere within the shaded area (Figure 2, photo-
documentation survey), while st11]1 meeting the stipulated requirements. A
potential shallow geologic hazards survey of the area conducted by Marine
Technical Services Inc. (1985), revealed the presence of several potential
hard/11ve bottoms in the survey area and three additional 1ines were added to the
photodocumentation survey design in order to provide photographic coverage of the
potential hard/1ive bottom areas indicated by the geophysical data from the
shallow hazard survey.

Good correlation was obtained when the location of the suspected 1ive bottom
areas inferred by geophysical data wers overlain t; the location of the live
bottoms ground truthed during the photodocumentation survey. The most extensive
hard/11ve bottom area begins in the northwest quadrant of Block 57, runs
dfagonally through Block 56 and terminates in the northeast quadrant of Block 99,
covering an area of approximately 27,000 feet in length and 300 to 500 feet in
width, with a relfef ranging from 3 to 10 feet. Although ?oophyllen'l data
indicates that the bank extends well into the north central part of Block 57,
video ground truthing with photos reveals that this extensive hard/1ive bottom
area 1s exposed beginning at a point 900 feet east of the (original) well site In
the northwest quadrant of Block 57. The remaining hard/11ve bottom areas are
located in the southern and eastern portions of Block 99, and in the center of
Block 57. These areas are small (30 to 50 feet in diamster), low=relief (1 to

2 feet), and display patchy distribution (50 ‘o 200 foot spacing).

The original proposed location of Well A, Block 57 was 3,800 feet FWL and

3,700 feet FNL. Ph-todocumentation survey conducted around the original proposed
location indicated the presence of 1ive bottom areas in the vicinity. As a
result, the present propused well location was movid to 6,400 feet FNL and
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4,900 feet FWL, which is situated on one of the photodocumentation survey
transects (radials 4 and 8, Line 4), and is free of l1ive bottom habitats. The
other two proposed locations in Block 56 (2,500 feet FNL and 2,500 feet FEL) and
Bluck 99 (4,400 feet FNL and 4,200 feet FEL) are also free of 11ve bc'tom areas
associated with reef-11ke structures as shown by the data collected and indicated
in the photodocumentation survey. The present prcposed location of Well A (Block
57) Vies 2,500 feet southeast of a 1ive bottom area associated with reef-11ke
structures containing 10.9 percent coverage (density of 7.6) of Alcyonarians
(Ep? *auna) and 3,500 feet northwest of the patchy low-relief hard/1ive bottom
area. The proposed location of Well A (Block 56) lies 3,700 feet northwest of a
Tive bottom area associated with reef-1ike structures containing 11.0 percent
coverage (density of 5.4) of Alcyonarfans & = - .8 percent cover of sponges
(Epifauna). The proposed location of Well / _iock 99) lles 2, 2,300 feeot
west-northwest of three separate patchy low-relief hard/11ve bottom areas, one of
which (location G) contains 11.3 percent coverage (density of 9.2) of
Alcyonarians (Epifauna). Visual No. 6 for Sale 104 and 105 EIS indicates a
general current pattern and direction near Blocks 56, 57, and 99 from a northerly
to southernly direction. However, periodic wind changes would effect surface
current pattern and direction. The proposed well locations 11e a sufficient
distance away from the hard/1ive bottom areas associated with reef-1ike
structures as indicated by photos and the photodocumentation survey did not
fndicate the presence of other areas associated with reef-1ike structures.
Therefore, further biol: ‘cal mitigative measures are not required for the
proposed well locations.

Richard Ben' .
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AIR_QUALITY REVIFW

-~ = i
CER/EA Mo, \-23FF  Due Date 3-S—EC  Lease(s) 0c5-G 4ok WoZ6uso
Block(s) {Q, $272 92 Area MH_L

Onshore Emissions

Onshore Base: & na ma ‘Z"é; New or Revised: Yes _ No X

Onshore Emissions Calculations (If onshore base is new or rwiud):%

No_ tons/yr; CO tons/yr; VOC tons/yr;
8P tons/yr; 802 tons/yr
Offshore Emissions

Major Sources - Offshore Emissions Calculations:
w‘&ﬂtonllyr; €0 //4/ tons/yr; VOC ‘XJ} tons/yr;
TSP 3.7F tons/vr; 302 i@tonslﬂ

Minor Sources - Offshore Emissions Calculacions:
lotﬂzjtonllyr; €0 532/ tons/yr; VOC /[ §y toms/vr;
5P (4. SF tors/yr; so, /tons/yr

Total Offshore Emissions:

Io‘wtondyt; co (ftons/yr; VOC /§.07tons/yr;
TSP ﬂ tons/yr; 80,27 /3 tons/yr

Em’ ‘ns _Exemption Calculations
stance to Kearest Land in Statute Miles: o2.5.<5

ixemption: For CO; E = 3&001)2“ = é 2 g',; L tons /yr
For NO_, VOC, TSP, 50,; E = 33.30 = _Fof 2 tone/yr

There will be significant effect on air quality from the proposed action:

Yes ____ W0 _X
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
MEMORANDUM

:l-M 3!,113‘:

To: Supervisor, Exploration/Development Plans Unit, Plans, Platform and
Pipeline Section, Rules and Production, Gulf of Mexico Region (RP-2-1)

From: Supervisor, Platform/Pipeline Unit, Plans, Platform and Pipeline
Section, Rules and Production, Gulf of Mexico Region (RP-2-2)

Subject: Plan of Exploration for QOMQ_cs

oio
m_w- Block §,67,44 _, Le-2 065-6 biin1

30 CFR 250.34 Control No. N — 228 @

Proposed Well/Platform:

Identification and Location Existing Pipelines Within 500 Feot
D : ‘Fet Nere
oy ¢ ' Fe Ntrm:_. _

+ ' FEL _Nﬂ-\.
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E
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i
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E
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Remarks: PEPE SR W
»
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Robert F. Kelly
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_.:[Eﬂﬂﬂ wells, and

UNITED STATES GOVERNME.
MEMORANDU®

A Date: s-256

To: Supervisor, Exploration/Development Plans Unit (RP=2-1)

From:  District Supervisor,Merrn:; e @ _ District, (09-55 )
Jubject: Hazards Review/Recommendations for Approval

Plan of Exploration (X ) - Develop=ent /Production ( )
fea(s) Dsrid Dose
Block(s) 5_{- x @, # 992

The subject proposal includes — platforms,

ptpel 1noi .

Seafloor Mazards: Ab 57 ﬂ ’ Wz £ oagred _ow A/m#
Whe  OF Seh  THbued . ST exfereh o
LE 4 HEEA

Subsurface Mazards: bbf_fa A° 7o LYo » R @ES_.
() -8§78% pup -373%,  DNTYC L _Akr gu-
_CoynTUR Caccon v T Q - 225 5 ¢
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Otner Mezords (Pipeline, Sunten Ships, Cobles, etc.) pE

Other Enown Mineral Resources {Send, % <vel, She'i, etc.) y

Recommendation for approval: %.’.’. ‘S

Propacer(s): _ /.- Ll ncrn
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Division of Ecological Services
1612 June Avenue
Panama City, Fiorida 32405-3721

February 21, 1986 t

Memorandum

To: Acting Regional Director, Guif of Mexico OCS Region, Minerals
Management Service, Metairie, LA attn: RP-2-1

From: Fleld Supervisor, Ecological Services, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Panama City, Florida

Subject: Initial Plan of Exploration, Comoco Ianc., Leases OCS-G 6406, 6407,
and 6410, Blocks 56, 57, and 99, respectively, Destin Dome Area,
DM 655-1769

The Fish and Wildiife Service has reviewed the subject document in accordance
with 655 DM |. The document covers the exploratory driiling of ome well (A)
in biocks 56, 57 99, Destin Dome Area.

On November 26, 1985 a Service biologist attended a pre-permit application
meeting with Conoco Inc. and the State of Florida. Both welis in blocks
"6 and 99 are & minimum of 600 meters (2000 ft) away from any live/hard
bottom areas. The original well location in block 57 was within 76 meters
(250 ft) of a rocky outcrop reefal trend area. Per our recommendations

at the meeting Conoco has relocated the well to a sand/shell hash area
800 meters (2500 ft) away from the outcrop area.

We are pleased to see see that Conoco addressed our concerns and modified
their plans accordingiy. Therefore, we have no objection to the proposed
operations.
We appreciate the opportunitr to provide commerts.

Sincerely,

Lot Jres i

‘k James IIM
< Fieid Supervisor

ces

NMFS, Panama City, FL

LAS/cb
7/K
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N-23 56
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMSRCE

Neational Ocsanic and Atmosnher': Adminiscration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHLAIES SER "CE

Southeast Regional /[f'ce
8450 Koger Boulevar.
St. Petersturg. Florid. 3702

February 20, 1986 F/SER113:EK

Regional Supervisor
Minerals Management Service
P. O. Box 7944

Metairie, Louisiana 70010

Dear Sir:

This is in response to your letter of February 4, 1886, in
which you enclosed copies .. Exploraiion Plans for Shell Offshore,
Inc. (U-433) to drill wells .n Charlotte Harbor blocks 622, 623,
667, and 711, and a plan for Con ¢. to drill wells in Destin

blocks !g. 66, 57, ”E and 100. e Nationa rine s
rvice has reviewe ) ing documents for the proposals and

offer t! following for your consideration.

=l @ B @ Eem M

The Shell Offshore Drilling locations are in areas of algae-
covered bottoms. Little is known about the effect of the discharge
of cuttings and fluids on this community. Since the area of algae
bottom is extensive, it appears that moving the surface location of
the well would do littl: to reduce possible adverse impacts to this
community. Therefcre, ve recommend that a study of the fate and
effects of the dischr-z: of cuttings and fluids on this community be
initiated.

b

The Conoco, Inc. sites appear far enough removed from the live
bottom areas to preclude adverse impacts. Therefore, we have no
comment .

]
et ]

b

We appreciate the opportunity to review the plans. “hould you
have any questions, please contact Dr. Ed Keppner of our Fanasm C .4y
Arca Office at 904-234-5061.

B

|

Sincerely yours,

A _Richard J. Hoogland

Assistant Regional Director
Habitat Conservation Division

(o=
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STATL OF FLO aDA

®ffice of the Governor

THE CAPITOL

Y B

RECEIVED
AR Lo 1986

TALLAMASSEr Y2300

Bok GRAHAM
sovEmnOn ) Mir. =t 1 Meremet T wvice
] ok Leasing & Environment
' -H,Kh
] el T P
- March 11, 198¢ o
NAP | 3 1986
Nr. A. Donald Giroir RULES £ visL Cmion

Minerals Management Service
Gulf of Mexico Region

3301 North Causeway Boulevard
Netairie, Louisisna 70002

Dear Mr. Giroir:

In response to your letter of February 10, *,8¢, this office has reviewed
and coordinated a review of the proposed Exploration Plan/Environmental
Report and its asccompanying Live Bottom Surveys for Leases OCS-G 6406,
6407, and 6410 in Blocks 56, 56 and 99, respectively (Control No. B-2388).

Conoco proposes drilling one to three wells with one well site in each
block. Drilling will begin in Block 56. BSubsequent drilling will depend
on results obtained from drilling the first well. 1In genersl, we find
these document= well written and adequately supply information necessary
to address the stipulations for Comoco to drill in these blocks.

[ - | [ ] [ . | [ | | | k'f"]

Photodocumentation of each well site showed the preserce of extensive
reefal live bottom sreas and patchy low relief live bottom. With the
movement of thra drill site in Block 57, as described in the site-specific
report, live bottom areas are of sufficlent distance from proposed
drilling to afford sdequate protection. We sppreciate Conoco taking the
initiative to move the site and therefors help in protecting this
important resource.

Although not eritical to your action regarding approval/disspproval of
this plan, we have several comments concerning thess documents. These
are attached for your information.

| S

Additional written comments from the Departments of Environmental
Regulation, Natural Resources, State, and the Governor's Energy Office
are attached for your information.

e ks b b

This letter does not constitute a concurrsnce or objection to the
consistency certification which accompenied the EBxploration Plan. The
proposed location of oll spill equipment and response times (as outlined
in the State required response plan) sre considered inadequcte for
response to s potentisl spill which could enter State waters. We will

L3 L3 L

An Affirmative Action Equal Opportunity Employer
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Letter to Nr. A. Donald Giroir
Page Two

therefore request discussions of this problem with Concco before our
objection or concurrance is made.

We appraciste the opportunity to review these documents and hope that our
comments will be addressed in future documents.

Sincerely,

Qos Nhas

Psul G. Johnson
Governmental Analyst

PGI/ dwe

Enclosures
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STATE OF FLORIDA

Gffice of the Governor

THE CAMTOL
TALLAMASSEE 3230

BoB GRAHAM
GOvVERNOR

!
3 pinTis S
CONOCO - DESTIN DOME

MAR 1 4 198€

puits £.5 0T O

Under Section D. - Onshore Support Base. pege 2, Conoco indicates that
Penams City, Florids will be used ss the base of operations for the
proposed asctivities. Distance from Panama City to the Conoco lease
blocks is approximstely 90 miles; versus 25.5 miles from Pensacola,
Florida snd 42 miles from Mobile, Alsbama. The State questions the
sslection of the more distant site for a support base, especially in
regards to oil spill response capabilities and at sea safety in the
transport of materials and persomnel. Additional comments and
suggestions on this question follow under the Site-specific Environmental
Report and the 0il Spill Anslysis and Response Plan review.

Under section F. - Mud Program. psge 3, Conoco states that, "If and
when s oil based mud system is used, the cuttings and oil based mud will
be collected for onshore disposal and will not be discharged into the
ocean”. Later in the Proposed Mud Program for a 23,3500 - Foot
Exploratory Well (Attachment IV, p.30) the operator states that the oil
based mud system to be used at 21,000 - 23,500 feet will conmsist of
nineral oil. This is the first Plan of llplmtlon where mineral oil has
been specifically indicated in the mud program. As with other oil based
drilling wuds we encourage Comoco's plan for onshore removal versus
offshore discharge of this materis..

e bty LI -

Ld e

Under section G. Geologicel and Geophvsical Information. pese 3, Conoco

LA T B el

4 includes the shallow hazards report with the seismic structure msp dats

J as propristary and have deleted this from our copies of the Plan of
Bxploration. It is our understending, sccording to MMS' rules and

o regulstions, that this shallow hazard seismic data is not proprietary and

_«j should be included in the report.

Under section I. 0Qil Spill Prevention and Response. page 4, Conoco
states that response time from Pename City, Florida, where the Clean Gulf
Associates fast response unit is stockpiled, is expected to be sbout
12-14 hours if the boat is at the dock or spproximately 16-20 hours if
the boat is on location in the Destin Dome area. Becsuse of the short

k3
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Page Two

distance and time-framc it would take oil, if spilled, to reach shore (as
detailed in the 0il Spill Trajectory Analysis) the state feels these
response times are insdequate. Additional comments and suggestions on
this issue will follow under the 0il Spill Analysis and Response Plan
Teview.

Under section C. - QObjectives of the Proposed Activities, page 3, Conoco
identifies three well locations, one each in Blocks 56, 57 and 99. Since
the radial design photodocumentation covers only these three well sites,
and no well locations have been identified in Blocks 55 and 100, the
State's comments regarding this Plan of Exploration covers only these
three well sites. Federal Consistency Certification consideration also
will address only these three well sites.

The Photo-documentation survey submitted by Conoco and their consultants
was well prepared and received by the State. The use of the Remote-
Controlled Vehicle (ROV) proved very effective in documenting the
habitats and species assemblages surrounding the well sites and provided
sdditional quantified data for comparison of density and coverage of live
bottoms species and species groups. We encourage the use of this survey
tool in future photo-documentation surveys in the eastern Gulf.

Enclosures 1, 2, snd 3 show the proposed loations of the wells in Blocks
56, 57 and 99. Block 57 well location was identified as being within 200
feet of an important live bottom area. Based on discussions with the
State, and as described in the Exploration Plan and the Site-Specific
Environmental Report, the location of the well was moved along an
existing photo-survey transect line 2,000 feet from the live bottom. It
would be helpful in future documents if Conoco or their consultant would
indicate the new location on the enclosures before sending to MMS for
review.

QIL SPILL TRAJECTORY AMNALYSIS AND RESPONSE PLAM

We applaud Conozo and their consultants in providing a well prepared
document. The summation of the trajectories under various wind
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Page Three

conditions snd density currents, as presented in Pigures 2, 3, 4 and 3,
has made the interpretation of ihe dats easier for our reviewers, as many
are not fumiliar with the physical ocesnography of the ares. Also of
nots is the presentation of wind conditions in Figures 7 and 8. We would

encourage this spproach in future plans.

This exploration plan is the first of meny which we will receive, in
which the blocks are very near to shore. In the past, the distance to
shore has allowed adequate oil spill responsce times during onshore Loop
Current intrusions and tropical depressions; that is, at least two days.

Blocks 56 and 57 are only 15.3 miles from Florida's territorial waters.
According to the trajectory snalysis an oil spill could enter these
waters in less than a day and a half under a strong wind conditiom,
pessage of a storm front or onshore Loop Current (see Table 2). Response
times for Panams City, where the Support Base and Fast Response Unit sre
located under this plan, would be 12 to 14 hours if the vessel is in port
and 16 to 20 hours if the vessel is at the platform. Response times from
Pensacola, a distance of only 25.5 miles, is estimated at six snd s half
hours. These times do not reflect mobilization and deployment of clean-
up personnel and equipment, and in the state's opinion are not adequate
to deal with sn oil spill.

Since the 0il Spill Trajectory Analysis and Response Plan is »
requirement of the State of Florida under our Cosstal Zone Management
Pederal Consistency Program, we will contact Conoco to discuss means of
correcting this situation prior to our concurrence or objection to the
consistency certification.

PGI/tle
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STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

G
B8O8 CRAHAM
TWIN T“ﬁ&’:l&ugumﬂd GOVE RANOR
T-:I..Atﬂ‘ﬂ':.=l. FLOP DA 323018241 VICTORIA .I.&c;;l#::#
Ly cu WA
March 10, 1986
Ms. Debby Tucker [ B eyl v

g:}u of Planning and Budgeting

ce of the Governor ;

404 Carlton Building MAR 13 1986
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

g
2
B
i
4
i
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RULES A'0 FLoZUCTITH
Dear Debby:

Ford

Re: Plan of Exploration and Federal Consistency Certification,
Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57 and 99, Conoco Inc.

Conoco proposes to d~i11 up to three wells, one on each of the referenced
blocks. The bottoms of these blocks are sand/shell hash interrupted by
soft and hard 1ive bottom communities. A prominent reef bank feature
crosses Blocks 57 and 56.

The revised Area and Site-Specific Environmental Reports are well done
and offer a more complete picture of area recources than was possible
with the DeSoto Canyon AER and SERs. This is because a number of stations
from previous scientific studies are in the Destin Dome AER area and
because photodocumentation surveys were conducted.

= I |

This imo-oved level of documentation has allowed Conoco to develop
exploration plans with consideration for habitat protection. The

decision to relocate the Block 57 wellsite to avoid hard bottom habitat

is a superior example of genuine compliance with the biological stipulation, 2
With this change, all three wellsites have been shown to be located in L
sand bottoms., The distance of the wells from live bottom areas is Bk

Fasd

expected to afford sufficient protection such that monitoring or utilization B
of the EPA discharge rate limitation curve is not necessary. Consequently,

we believe exploration wells can be drilled at the proposed locations -
with minimal disturbance to the marine resources of these blocks. 3
The ol spill response program is adequate overall, The projections of

landfall times for the onshore loop scenarios would be the most problematic. T
Although this is a low probability occurrence, we believe it should be &
considered in response planning. An accidental spill under these conditions

would require a swift shoreline response strategy. We recommend that —
the footnote on Table 4 (Response Plan, p. 26) be expanded specifying B

where shoreline protection equipment is located and the response times
necessary to deploy it to the impacted shoreline. The referenced Racal

64
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Ms. Debby Tucker
Page Two
March 10, 1986

Survey, Inc. (1985, Appendix I) provides strat:gies for cleanup but does
not evaluate the feasibility of the recommendations, 1.e. is the necessary
eguipment available? is there access to the various shorelines? are the
response times adequate? We recommend an FRU be based on board the
drilling rig to maximize onsite response capabilities.

We believe these concerns should be discussed with Conoco prior to
completion of the federal consistency review. We have no objections to
exploration of these blocks under the OCS Lands Act.

’ Cordially,

CHgrnn

Lynn F. Griffin

Environmental Specialist

Intergovernmental Programs
Review Section

LFG/jb

cc: Dave Worley
Steve Fox
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State of Florida
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES .

DR. ELTON J. GISSENDANNER
Director

Manory Stoneman Douglas Building
200 Commonwealkth Boulevard. Tallahassee, Flonda 1203

BOE GRAHAM
Secretary of State

JIM SMITH
A.torney Genersl

GERALD A. LEWIS

Treasurer
DOYLE CONNER

Gavernar
GEORGE FIRESTONE

Commissioner of Agriculiure
RALPH D. TURLINGTON
po of Edu

Pleass Reply to:  BUREAU OF GECLOGY
903 WEST TENNESSEE STREET
(Corwer of Teancaser and Woodwasd Streets)
TALLANASSEE, FLORIDA 32304-7795

February 21, mq
YT Y .
T T "“;"rq
FEB 21 126
“abby Tucker and LAY BEES B a iy
aul Johnson i TNt it

ffice of the Governor

Wal: Schmidt, Chief woj‘é‘

Buresu of Geology

Review of the "Description of Proposed Action"
regarding Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57, and 99

I have reviewed the section of this plan as requested and have no
comment on Conoco's proposed drilling.

BINE® 1S LnLAGLNTAT sTaacE

MAR 13 1986

RULES 71.0 PRILUCTIDN
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George Firestone
Secretary of £ .+» Wit msowrs: ofiey Gal
D'VISION OF A" .VES, ujifisk 4 2auing 3 Juipling
HISTORY AND RECO# > . . . \NAGEMENT o vl
The Capitol, Tallshassee, Florida 32J01-8020
(904) 488- 1480
February 28, 1986 In Reply Refer to:

Mike Wisenbaker
4istoric Sites Specialist

Ms. Deborah Tucker {¥04) 487-2333

Intergovernmental Cles~.ug'ouse
Office of the Governcr - Tne Capitol
Tallahassee, Elorida 3237

RE: Your Memorandum and attachments of February 17, 1986
Cultural Res . .ce Assessment Request
Exploration "'2n; 'nvironment Report Destin Dome Blocks
55, 56, 57, 3 and 100 (SAI No. FL#902140808C) in the
Gulf of Mexi:o

Dear Mr. Tucker:

1.. accordance with the procedure. cva.~ . d in 3 '.F.R., Part
800 ("Pr cedures for the Protecticn of '".s*uri. nu Cultural
Pr.p«r*icrs"), we have reviewed the abo.c reie ar1cad project for
?:--'“‘( impact to archaeological and histori.a. sites or properties
sstad, or eligible for listing, 1» the Natinn., Register Historic
i av»s. The authorities for these procedures are the Nationa
T(storic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-665) as amended by
V.1, 91-243, P.L, 93-54, P.L.94-422, P.L. 14-458 and P.L. 96-515,
nd Presidential Executive Order 11393 ("Protection and Enhancement
2. the Cultural Environment"),

We have reviewed the Site-Specific Environment.' Reports

prepared by Racal-Decca Survey, Inc. for Conoco; Inc , regarding
the above referenced projects. based on the lecations of the subject
tracts, it is the oginion of - ‘s office trat the prciosed exploration
activities are highly unlikel, - affect any archaeol.,ical or historical
sites or pronort*»s listed, or riiglble for listing, iv the Natiomnal
Register of Histrric Places, or otherwisc of national, state or lscal

® vird, therefinre, these activities to b~ consistent

' - .
with cultural resour:e management issues.
vﬁ«-t--‘-. R S I
hob |4 1986
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Ms. Deborah Tucker
February 28, 1986
Page Two

I1f you have any questions concerning cur comments, please do
not hesitate o coi tact us.

Your interest and cooperatio. in helping to protect Florida's
archaeological and historical resources ar. appreciated.

Sincerely,

\-.-—/ -~
"""‘-h n%-
&~ Gec~ge W' Percy
Sca . of Historic Preservation
\ 0;:1:‘?

GWP/efk
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OFFICE OF THAX GOVERNOR

i S tens o R =
MEMORANDUW .

I'e: Tucker, 0TS Committee, Planning and Budgeting, Oftice

of @ Govarn~r
fn=: W. W. Gooue, Goverinr'r Energy Office

lﬁnzlz:ouuon Plan/Environmental Report Destin Dome Bl:tks 55, 56,
Date: P vary 27, 1986 57, 99 and 100 (SAI# 7L8B602140808C)

Th- “Description of the Proposed Action" taken from the Envirc.mental
Rer ct/Exploration Plan for Destin Dome Blocks 56, 57, and 99 has
been reviewed. The plan subwmitted by Conoco Inc., appears adequate
and ro other comments are made.

WWG, mm

WINETUIS 0t iAGn o
MAK 2 .Ap

RULES 7° (25,0

69

GNE  (Rev. 7-70)

KL 3 2 whar o e



