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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
I have considered the proposal by Nerco 0il & Gas, Inc., to
remove Well No. 1, East Cameron Area, Block 246 (OCS8-G 7653),
SEA No. ES/SR 92-146. Based on the environmental analysis and
mitigative measures contained in the site-specific environmental
assessment, there is no evidence to indicate that the proposed
action(s) will significantly (40 CFR 1508.27) affect the quality
of the human environment if the permit/application is approved
subject tc all of the mitigative measures. Preparation of an

environmental impact statement is not required.
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The purpose of this Site-Specific Environmental Assessment
(SEA) is to assess the specific impacts associated with proposed
structure-removal activities. The SEA is basad on a Programmatic
Environmental Assessment (PEA) (USDOI, MMS, 1987) which evaluates
a broader spectrum of potential impacts resulting from the
remova. of structures, e.9., platforms/caissons across the
Central and Western Planning Areas of the Gulf of Mexico Outer
Continental shelf. The PEA/SEA process is designed to simplify
and reduce the size of environmental acsessment documents by
eliminating repetitive discussions of the same issues. This SEA
conforms to the MMS and other appropriate guidelines for
preparing environmental assessments by utilizing data presented
in the PEA to complete the assessment. It presents site-specific
da®a regarding the proposed structure removal and evaluates the
removal’s potential impacts. Preparation of this SEA has allowed
the determination of whether a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) is appropriate or whether further assessment of the
proposal is necessary.

H DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSAL
A. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION WITH MITIGATION

Nerco Oil & Gas, Inc., has submitted a proposal to remove
Well No. 1 in East Cameron Area, Block 246, (Lease OCS-G 7653).
The structure is located in a watar depth of 147 feet,
approximately 84 miles south of Cameron Parish, Louisiana. The
operator plans to utilize Composition B explosive bulk charges to
sever the well conductor of Well No. 1 and the three piles of the
structure. All of the members wil! be severed a minimum of
16 feoet below the mud line (BML). ‘he operator anticipates using
a single charge of 45 lbs. each for the two 36" piles, and
50 lbs. each for the remaini 48" pile and single well
conductor. The three piles :Tu be shot in a group with a
0.9 second delay between detonations. The well conductor will be
severed vith a single detonation.

Refer to Appendix A for structure specifications, additional
data on removal technigues, types and quantities of explosives to
be used, and sequence of events.

MITIGATION

Refer to the operator’s proposal (Appendix A) for mitigative
measures proposed to reduce the likelihood of death or injury to
sea turtles and marine mammals.




B. NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

A discussion of the legal and regulatory mandates to remove
abandoned oil and gas structures from Federal waters can be found
in the PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). The operator has stated that the
field reserves are depleted, and are no longer in use.

ITI. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION
A. NON-REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURE(S)

An alternative to the proposed structure removal as
originally submitted is non-removal. Non-removal of the
structure would represent a conflict with Federal legal and
regulatory requirements, which mandate the timely rewmoval of
obsolete or abandoned structures within a period of one year
after termination of the lease, or upon termination of a right of
use or easement. Therefore, non-removal does not appear to be a
valid alternative.

B. REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURE(S) BY ALTERNATIVE NON-EXPLOSIVE
METHODS

The MMS has discussed various structure-removal techniques
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for proposed
0il and Gas Lease Sales 139 and 141, (USDOI, MMS, 1991) and the
PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). It was concluded that the most effective
methods of structure removal are the use of explosives, either
bulk or shaped charges, and underwater arc cutting. Other
methods appear promising, but require additional development to
solve the operational and logistical problems associated with
these techniques. Primarily for this reason, it does not appear
to be a feasible alternative for the subject structure(s).

Refer to the FEIS (USDOI, MMS, 1991) and PEA (USDOI, MMS,
1987) for detailed information concerning alternative methods of
structure removal.

c. REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURE(S) AS PROPOSED WITH ADDED
MITIGATION

It has been determined that the proposed operations fall
within the category of activities covered by the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) Biological Opinion of July 25, 1988,
which addresses "standard" explosive structure removals in the
Gulf of Mexico.

Refer to the terms and conditions of the “generic"
Incidental Take Statement (Appendix B), and any mitigation
identified by this SEA necessary to reduce the likelihood of
death or injury to sea turtles and marine mammals.




Our analysis of the proposal indicated that there are
existing pipelines within 500 meters (490 feet) of the proposed
activities. The existing pipelines may pose a hazard to the
proposed operations. Precautions in accordance with NTL 83-3,
Section IV.b., will be taken prior to performing the proposed
operation.

III. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNS, AND OTHER
CONSIDERATIONS

A. PHYSICAL ENVIROWMENT
1. Environmental Geology and Geologic Hazards

A discussion of environmental geclogy and geologic hazards
can be found in the PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). The proposed
structure-removal activities are not in an area of sediment
instability (mud flows, slumps, or slides). Therefore, geologic
conditions are not expected to have an impact on the proposed
structure-removal activities.

2. Meteorological Conditions

No impacts are expected as a result of the proposed
activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction.

3. Physical and Chemical Oceanography
a. Physical Oceanography
No impacts are expected as a result of the proposed

activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referencec ‘r
the Introduction.

b. Chemical Oceanography
Impacts are expected to be voq low as a result of the
proposed activities. For analysis information, see the PEA
referenced in the Introduction.

4. Water Quality

Impacts are expected to be low as a result of the proposed
activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction.




5. Alr Quality

Impacts are expected to be v-r¥ low as a result of the
proposed activities. For analysis information, see the PEa
referenced in the Introduction.
B. BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT

1. Coastal Habitats

The operator has indicated that they propose to use Berwick,
Louisiana, as shorebase to support the proposed activities. No
impacts are expected as a result of the proposed activities. For
analysis information, see the PEA referenced in the Introduction.

2. Protected, Endangered, and/or Threatened Species
a. Birds

The operator has indicated that they propose to use Berwick,
Louisiana, as the shorebase to support e proposed structure-
removal activities. The PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987) delineates
sensitive areas along the Texas coastline where whooping cranes
and brown pelicans could be adver:zely impacted by structure-
removal support activities. The proposed work is rot expected to
impact threatened or endangered birds or their habitats.

b. Marine Mammals

A discussion of marine mezmmals occurring across the Gulf of
Mexico (GOM) and an assessment of the potential impacts of
structure-removal activities on marine mammals can be found in
the PEA (USDOI, MMS, .387). Fritts et al. (1983) conducted
aerial surveys across a 9,514 square mile area of waters lying in
the central GOM. Results of these surveys indicate that
bottlencse dolphin is by far the most likely marine mammal to be
encountered at the proposed structure removal. Trke MMS observers
may be utilized to look for marine mammals prior to detonation of
the primary charge at the removal site. If marine mammals are
detected at the structure-removal site, detoration of the primary
charge would be delayed until the animals are removed from the
area. In spite of thes~ tions, a low probability exists
that marine mammals - ¢ the blast area undetected and
could be injured ¢ , the underwater, subsurface
detonations. S8u cence 1§ considered highly unlikely
and with the in “ective nitigation measures, the
proposed struct activities are expected to have only a
low impact on 1 Al L8 .




Q. Sea Turtles

A discussion of sea turtles occurring across the central and
western GON and an assessment of the potential impacts of
structu; -remc '1] activities on sea turtles can ound in the
PEA (Us. oo 1987, . Studies by Fritts et al. (1983) and
Fuller s- I i a (19.5‘ as well as utrcnﬂing data from the Sea
Turtle Strandlug and Salvage Network (Teas, 19°2) indicate that
sea turtles occur in the vicinity of the proposed activities.
Definitive information on the propability o onc0untot{nq sea
turtles at the removal site during remova) operations is scarce.
The NNFS and/cor MMS cobservers may be utilized to icok for sea
turtles prior to detonation of the primary charios. i1f sea
turtles are detected at the structure-resoval site, detonatjon of
the primary charx:n will be delayed until the animals are .emoved
from the area. in the case of marine mammals, the possibility
exists that sea turtles could enter the blas* area undetected,
and cruld be injured or killed by the underwater, subsurface
detonations. This occurrence is considered highly unlilely, and
with the indicated protective mitigation measures., *the Erog:uod
structure-removal activities are expected to have only 1
impact on sea turtles. A cumulative incidental take has been
authorized by NNFS for actions in this category, but wit; al] the
precautions to be taken as litxgatin )easure(s), it is unlikely
that any sea turties will be affected by these proposed
operatjons.

3. Birds

impacts are expacted to pe verx low as a result of the
proposed activities. For analysis informstion, ser the PEA
referenced in the Introductiocn.

4. Sensitive Marine Habitats

A discussion of sensitive m» . ‘@ hablta.3 occurring in the

central and western GON and an . «ssment of “he potential
impacts of structure-removal activitics on these areas can be

found in the PEA (USDOI, MM5, 1987). ThlrgrOPOICd activities are

not near any sensitive marine habitats. erefore, the supzcct
structure removal will not impact ary sensitive marine habjitats

or their resident biota.
5. Offshore Habitats and Bicta
Impacts are expected to be Jow as a result of the proposed

activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction.




C. SOCIOECONOMIC CONCEFN‘
1. Employment

Impacts are expacied % .e mr¥ lov as a result of the
proposed activities. Por analy<«i: information, see the PEA
referenced in the Iatroduction.

2. Econor ;.-

Impactd arw silpcotad to be vor{ low as a resul®: of the
proposed activities. For analysis information, see the PEA
referenced in the ntradu Zion.

3. Onshore Supnort Facilities, Land Use, and Coastal
Communities and Services

The operator has indicated that they propose to use Berwick,
Lov -3/ ana, as the shorebais to support the proposed structure-
rex:vali activities. No impacts are expected as a result of the
progonnd activities. For anaslysis informatio., see the PEA
refe.anced in the Introduction.

L. OTHER CONSIDERATICNS
1. Commercial and Recreational Fisheriex
a. Commercis’. “isherirs

For analysi: infor» -+ ' “mn, ase "1 PEA referencad ir the
Introduction. S5i.cg *! 4 was or!'inally written, nsw concerns
have emerged —cacersr=in 4! ' inpacts of explosive structure
renc.als on ceef fi:0 pox l:tions. On May 9, 1991, the Gulf of
Mexico Fishery Managemert ~ouncil ressed ~oncern over the
declining stccks of reef 7..h, especially red snapper. They
referred to the antidotai accounts of finfish kills assor’a*ad
with explosive removals of offshora structures in order to !ink
these activities with their concerns about declining pecmulaiions
of reef fish. They Z.rther suggested that the MM; should hrl¢
all explosive structure removals in absyance unt!l more
information bacomes rvailable on the effects uf these activ tiex
on fish stocks. See tie PEA (S ction on Offshore iHabitats and
Biota) for a discussion of fish 'ills in arsoclation with
explosive structure rsmovals.

The ' " has declined to hol! all explosive structure
removals 1. nteyance citing th: ro rulatory mandates foir stiucture
removals 2ni probler: with current aon-explosive structure
removal metiiods. The MMS has utatad a commitment *o carry out
studies tu assess the impacts of oi. and gas structure romovals
on Gulf fishsries rescurces and the results of thase studies will




be vsed to determine future policries with respect to these
activities.

Tha /M8 contiri:e .= nrider ¢che overall mpacts of
struct:ce removal: n comasrcial Jithing to e low. The MMS
Fo'icy of encoursg.ny sn active cigs-to-reefs prograam will help
* offset cumula%:ve su.ircture-iimoval impaces to fisheries
Tullk s JrCes.

The MMS has rict hren notified through the Fisherman’'s
Conti.gency Funl of any harg sites within Block 246.

b. Fecreational Fisheries

Impucts are expected to be low as a repult ori the pruposed
activities. For analysis information, see the PFA refere:ced in
the Introduction. See the jreceding section for a discussion of
fish kills in assoc letion with explosive structure ramovals.

3. Archaeological Resoivces

Impacts are¢ uxpect =2 to b: low as a result of the proposed
activities. Fou analysis .nforsation, sse the PEA referenced in
the Introduction.

3. Milit. Use/Warning Areas and Explos’ve Dumping Areas

The proposed sf.ucture-removal activities wil. not take
-iace in a »:)’':ary use/warning area or in au explosive dumping
area. In ardi.. on, the shorebase location chosen Ly the operator
and/or his contiv>tor(s) will not require support vessels or
aircraft to trav vie any of these areas. A description of these
areas, their lo.. . ons and¢ potential impazt:. a. r':._cture-removal
sctivities on these areas can be found in %tue PE) (USDOI, MMS,
1377). The proposed activities will not impact or be impacted by
Moy military use/warning areas or expliosives dumping areas.

4. Navigati n and Shipping

fhe proposed structure-removal activities in Block 246 are
not located in a vessel fairway or anchorage area. Structures
lccated nearshore may serve as "landmarks” to vesse'n or
helicopters operating in the area on a regular basin. The
nverall impacts oi the proposed work on navigation and shipping
is expected to be very low. More information on tiia impaccs of
structure removal on navigation and shipping can be found in the
PEM (USDOI, MMS, 1987).

5. Pipelines and Cables

The PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1937) contains . description of the
impacts of structure remov::l on pipelines and cables. The
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proposed work will take place in the vicinity of exrir.ra
pipelines. Since the operator must adhere *c ¢ ' «*'nj '»we and
regulations for ab ndonment of structures (inc :.!..g p.cecidurss
reguired by Notire to Lessees and Operators 8:-.), the proposed
work should not j,ose a hazard to pipelines or cables in the area.

6. Other Mineral Resources

No impacts are rxpected as i resi'it of the pro-ose!
activities. For ansiysis intormation, see the PEL 1 :farenced ...
the Introduction.

p Human Health and Safety

Tha PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987) describes the hazardous
conditions for workers during structure-removal activities. The
operator has proposed the use of explusive methods to remove the
subject structure. Existing legal - 4 <3 atory saf:ty
requirements will keep the impacts c e p.oposel work on human
health and safety at a very low level.

E. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

P ~.scussion of unavoidable adverse impacts can be found in
the f/* (USDOI, MMS, 1987). Two areas of ongoing cunc rn have
been t... potential impact to protected. threat! .ed, ar l/or
endangeres species an? p~tential loss 217 habi"s* tn ti 2 marine
environment. Both top:cs are discussed in the PeA 2 . previously
in this document. A more .ecant issue of con=e.n has 3 irfaced
regarding the impacts of explosive structure removais on reef
fish stocks. This issue has been previously din~ussed in this
document. Aith the impacts to coansercial arn+ recvrational
fisheries is corsidered to be low, tirtner s .dies int rmation
about *his issue should be available in the Zuture. OIusrT
unavoidable adverse impacts are cons.iuurai to be minor.

IV. PUBLIC OPINION

A discussion of publi: concerns r.varding tructure removals
can be found in the PEA (UMDOI MMS, .987).

In May 1991, the Gulf .. Mcxico Fishery Managemant Council
requested that the MMS plac: a moratorium over the explosive
remnoval of offshore struct: res with three or more supports.
Nonramov il of these structures would conflict w/th current
Federvral legal and regulatory requirements which mandate the
timely removal of abandoned or obsolete structures with.n a
period of one year after termination of the lease, or upon
tarmination of a right-of-use or easement.

The MM3 believes that current data on the effects of
explosive remcvals on fish mortality is insufficient to draw any




crnciusions, and a moratorium cn all but single pile caissons at
this t.ao is unjustified. In order to quantify explosive
effacts, ~he MNS initiated an interacency study with the NNPFS to
deternine ilsh moria:ities from platfor= crumoval nperations. In
addition tu tie above study, the MMS supports an sctive rigs-to-
reef <8 and encourages industry to search for method that
will minimize effects on fish from platform rewoval perations.

v. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATICM

In accordance with the provisions of ssction 7 o2 the
Endangered Species Act, the proposed str.cture-re=oval ~perations
are covered by the Biological Opinion isrued by NNFS on July 28,
1988, wvhich established a category of “standard” explosive
struc.ure-zendval operations. Their cusuents are in-luded in
Appendix B. ‘he NMFS concluded that this category :? structure-
removal activiiies will not likely jeopardize the contf!nued
existence of threatened or endangered species under their
purview. Additionally, unt concluded thut this typn of
“standard® structure-removal activity muy result in injury or
movreality of 1 , Kemp’~ ridley, green, hawksbill, or
leatr.erback turtles. Therefore, they - “tablished . cumulative
leve . of incidental take and discussed .arious measures necessary
to moriitor and minimize this impact (see Apyendix B). The NNFS
noted that no incidental taking of marine maszils wvas authorized
under Section 101(a) (5) of the Marine Mammal Frotection Act of
1972, in co-rection with this category of stiucture-removal
activities. Therefore taking of marine mammals by the operator
would be prohibited unless they successfully apply for and obtain
a waiver or permit to do so from NMFS.
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To: Environmental Operations Section (LE-5)

From: Office of Structural and Technical Support, Field Operations,
Gulf of Mexico OCS Region (OSTS)

——— gy

OPERATOR: Nerce CCT 11992

’.:l”tm .‘H‘ \a ~
. 2-146 AGEMENT STRVICT
Control No: ES/SR Q LEASING & EXVIRONME T

Piatforam Area/Block Lease

MNe | EC 146 OCs - 6 T653

Shore Base: RBerwick , L A

The attached application is forwarded to your office so that the Finding of No
Significant Impact can be prepared. We believe this proposed activity meets
the requirements of the generic Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation

Document. There are/emesme- existing pipeline(s) within 500 feet of the proposed

removal location.
Arvind Shah (o#sf

Extension 2894

Enclosure

ce:

AShah: :LEXITIPE:Disk 5




MERCO O & GAR. INC

10375 MCHaaOND AvE  SUITE 800
HMOUSTON TX 77042

PO 80X 770809

HOUSTON TN 7980008
TELEPHONE (713) 268 4040
TELECOMER (713; 260 5808

e

September 28, 1992 RECEIVED W
SEP 2 9 1082

United States Department of the Interior

Minerals Management Service (MS 5210) Otfies of Structural

Gulf of Mexico OCS Region ond Techucal Support

1201 Elmwood Park Boulevard
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123-2394

Attention: Mr. D.J. Bourgeois
Regional Supervisor
Field Operations

RE: Proposed Platform Removal, OCS-G 7653,
East Cameron 246 Well No. 1
Tripod Well Protector Platform

Gentlemen:

NERCO Oil & Gas, Inc. (NOG) herein applies to remove the East
Cameron 246 Well No. 1 Tripod Well Protector using explosives. The

information required by Section 7 of the E ered Species Act for
a proposed OCS platform removal is attached. Please note the
proposed explosives program complies with the "generic" Section 7
guidelines.

NOG tentatively plans to remove the jacket and place it on a cargo
barge to be off-loaded onshore. The deck will be transported to
NOG location Ship Shoal 128 where it will be placed on a new jacket
and pile foundation. Appropriate permits will be submitted for the
installation of the Ship Shoal 128 platform and facilities. The
current schedule is to start platform removal in early to mid
November 1992.

Please contact Carter Crawford at (713) 260-5536 or Jim Snyder at
(713) 896-4902 if you have any questions or require additional
information regarding this applicati.n,

Sincerely,

. . V2 Oé’}'

Bekki Long
Permit Coordinator

Enclosures

C15




( TWACHTMAN SNYDER & THORNTON, INC.

EROPOSED QCS PLATFORM/STRUCTURE REMOYAL

L. Responsible Party

A.  Lease Operator Name Nerco Oil & Gas, Inc.
B. Address: 10375 Richmond Avenue, Suite #600
Houston, TX 77082

C. Contact and Telephone Number: Carter Crawford (713) 260-5536
Jim Snyder (7!3) 896-4900

I Idenufication of Structure 1o be Removed

A. Platform Name: East Cameron 246 Well No. |
B. Location Coordinates: X = |,486,794
Y = (-) 46,471

Lat: 28° - 31" - 45.578" N
Lon: 92° - §5' - 51.346" W

C. Date Installed: 1991
D. Proposed Date of Removal: Novenber 1992
E. Water Depth: 147 feet
F. Location of Shorebase: Spint Enterprises

1046 R'ver Road

Berwick, LA 70342

11I. Description of Structure to be Removed

A.  Configuration: Please see attached drawings for
the platform configuration

B. Size:
l. Deck 42 fr. x 39 fi.
2 Top of Jacket 30" x 30" x 0
16
EC 246 Well No | Page | Scplember 28, 1992

N _J
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V.

TWACHTMAN SNYDER & THORNTON, INC. —

3. Bottom of Jacket 7"-3"x38 -8"x5§ -8"

Number of iegs/Casings/Piles: 1 Pie 48" Q.D. x } 75" w.1. muglne
2 Piles 36" Q.D. x 1.375" w.1. gw

Well #1 - 36" Q.D. x .750" w.. ;

30" O.P. x 1.00" w.t. surface m
Are Piles Grouted: No
Description of Soil Composition:

See attached "Log of Boring and Test Results”.

Pupess

A

Reason for Platforin Removal: Field reserves are depleted.

Removal Maihod

A.

Method 10 be Used The platform will be removed by a dernck bay,
after severing the conductor and piles wﬁ
explosive charges.

If Explosives are 'o be Used Provide the Following:
l. Kind of explosive
2. Number and size of charges:
Conguctor: Well #) - 50 Ib charge
A charge will be placed 1n the well conductor and detonated.
Biles.
36" Q.D. piles - 45 Ib charges
48" O.D. pue - 50 Ib charges

The three (3) piles will be shot in a group with a 0.9 second delay between
detonations.

LY

EC 246 Wel No | Page 2




— TWACHTMAN SNYDER & THURNTON, INC. ﬂ

Bulk configured charges will be usc.’ n the conductor and in the piles. All
+harges will be detonated twenty fee! o .low the mudline. If the vharges fail
to sever on the first attempt, new charges will be detonated si...cen fee. velow
the mudline.

C. Pre-Detonation Techniques
1. A 48 hour pre-d:tonation survey for marine mammals and sea turtles will be
conducted by NMr'S observers. Immediately prior to the detonation of the
charges, a 30 minute aerial survey will be performed.
The use of scare charges or acoustic devices is not proposed.

Divers wili not be used to conduct a pre-detonation survey to detect the
presence of turtles or marine mammals.

D.  Post-Detonation Monitoring Techniques
L. Immediately after the detor:ation of the charges, a 30 minute aerial survey will
be performed. The NMFS observers will collect samples of any marine 1i#-
killed by the explosives.

Transducers will not be *.ed to measure the pressure and impulse of the
detonations.

1 Divers will not be used to perform a post-detonation survey of the area

it o

No biological surveys have been done in this area. There have been no sightings of sea
turtles in this area.

EC 246 Well No. |
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UNITED STATSS DFPuRIMENT O comMmmcace
lonsl Dcesnic ang Atmesohar:
- - X “2%'»-. Administration

Mr. William D. Bettenbera
Director

Minerals Managesent Serv.ice
U.S. Department of the Interior
Waehingten, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Bettenbery:

Enclosed is the Biclogical Opinion prepared by the Natiocnal
Marine ?::Mru: So:‘c:u(ﬂ’n) putwc to Section 7 of the
Endangered Species A) concern potential impacts on
ond.nrn‘ 4nd threatsned species associated with removal of
certain oil and gas platformss and related styuctures in the Gulf
of Mexico (GOM) using explosives.

This “"ctandard®” consultation covers only those resc sal
Sperations that seet specified criteris rtaining to the size
7f explosive charge used, detonstion . And number of blasts
Per structural grouping. Consultation sust be initisted on a
case-by-case basis for all dismantling operations requiring the
use of explosives that do not meet the established crireria.

NMFS concludes that structure resovals in the GON that fel)
.within the estshl'shed criteris are nut .ilaa.u Jeocpardize the
contiruved existence of 1isted species under jurisdiction of
NMFS. Mowever, it is eur apinion that the pioposed acti:icins
Ray resu’t in the injury or Bortality of sndangernsd and
threatened ses tuities. Therefors pursuxal to Bection 7(b)(4)
of the ESA, ve have estadlished & iow level of incidental take,
vhich is cusulative for all remevals coversd by this
consultation, and terms and conditions NOUSSSAryY to ninimize snd
moniter any + Gbould they ocour. The terms and

ng consultatiors
ions, the criteris established in
the “"standard® consultation. This biclogical opinion and the
Bitigating messurss and terms and conditions contained in the
related incidental take statament apply to these proposed
removal operations. Therefore, formal consultation is concluded
for these proposed actions.

"t Years Sumulanng Americs Pregress » 19111988




Consultation sust be reinititated if: (1) the amount or extent
of taking specified in the incidental take sStatement is
exceeded; (2) nev information reveals impacts of the preposed
activities that may affect listed Species in & marner or to an
extent not considered thus far in our opinions; (3) the
identified activities are modified in a Ranner that causes an
adverse effect to listed species not previously considered: or
(4) & nev species is listed or criticsl habitat is designated
thet say be affected by the pProject.

I look forvard to your continued cooperation in future
consultations.

Sincerely,

Enclosures




Bieclogical Cpinien

Agency: Minerals Management Service, U.S5. Departaent
of the Interior

Activity: Consultation for Removal of Certain Outer Continental
Shelf 01l and Gas Structures in the Gulf of Mexice

Consultation Conducted By: MNational Marine Pisheries Service
(XuPrs)

Date Issued:

|
Background Information:

In a letter dated Noveamber 19, 1984, the Minersls sBent
Service (MMS) made an initial request for formal consultatieon
m.mtuluthn?olmmmt“mlmlum

removal of an offshore oil and gas platform located

Federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico (GOM). NS and NNPFS
detarsined that removal of oil and platforms and related
structurss in the GOM may affect and threatened marine
species. This "may affect® determinet ves based on & possible
relationship betvesn endangered and threstensd sea turtls
‘sortalities and the dismantling of platforms using explosives.

On November 15, 1984, NMPS issued first of a series of
biclogical opinions addreseing, in detall, tha potential Lapacts
to listed marine species that say ocour as a result of 0CS
abandonment activities.

MMS and VNMPS cetabl ished procedurss for sxpedit Section 7
consultations on platforn sbsndonnent sotivities the GOM
reforrad to as * ited consultatiens.® Fellowing those
proasdures tely 44 consultations have Deen completed
for removal operations in the 90N reaien. All of tha
consultations have cencluded that Lhd proposed abandorsent
activities vere not I.Mz to jecpardize the continued ¢:lestence
of any listed species, but that the propeced activities sy
result in the incidental taking of endangcred and threstensd ses
turtles.




Tre dismantling of platforms and related structures using
explosives has evolved to a point where « “"standard” protocol can
Ee established for removal operations meeting certain criteria.
Based upon resoval techniques aeveloped and reviewed in
conjunction with the previously conducted "expedited
consultations,® MMS has requested, by letter of May 24, 19848, a
“generic consultation” that would be applicable to all future
removal operations that fall within a distinct category, defined
by specific parameters. A category has been designed to include
those structure types and resoval technigques most commonly
encountered during the expedited consultations and dissantling
cperations already completed. Since approxisately 1000
structures that may be scheduled for future removal fall within
the parameters of the established category, NMPS agrees that a
"generic® consultation is appropriate at this tise.

objective of the consultation is to 2sduce the administrative
burden on both MMS and NMFS for conducting repestitive
consultations on activities that msay result in similar impacts
to 1lis species and that require identical mitigating measures
to maintain te protection for such species. This
bioclogical opinion responds to MMS’ May 24, 1988, consultation
reguest. The opinion is based on the t scientific and
commercial data presently available and incorporates information
from: 1) previous MMS Summary Evalustions, 2) previous wurs
biological opinions on platfors resoval, 3) the scientilic
literature, and 4) other pertinent and available information.
Consultation must be reinitiated Lif nev information becomes
available concerning impacts to listed species that .ould alter
the conclusions reached in this opinion or require sodification
of the seasures identified in the attached incidental take
statasent. Consultation will continue on a case-by-case basis
for those structurs remsovals that do not meet the criteria
.established for "standard” removals.

Description of Proposed Action:

The proposed action invelves the resoval, explosive means, of
offshore oil and structures located in Pedersl waters in the
Gulf of Mexice. 1 of the structures vill be accoaplished
by severing the suppert pilings, caissons, well conductors, etec.,
ueing very asounts of ewplosives to it salvage of the
structures. This invelves the pl of axplosives inside or
outside mm structures and detonating charges primarily

using el 1ly centrelled signals.

This * ric” consultation considers only those removal
operetions that meet certain criterisa pertaining to the size of
the explosive charge used, detonation depths, and number of
blasts per structural grouping. The specific criteria
established to cover such resovals are as follows:




1) Use of high velocity explosives (detonatien rate greater
than 7,600 meters/second) .

2) A maximum of eight individual blasts per group of
detonations with charges staggered st an interval of 0.9 seconds
(900 milliseconds).

3) Charges must be set at & pinisus depth of 15 feet below the
sedinment surface. Severing of structures above the sediment
surface "open vater® must be accomplished by mechanical (nen-
explesive) methods.

4) The maxisus ascunt of sxplosives per detonstion is not to
axcesd 50 pounds.

Species Gocurring in the Project Area:
mm lmlu under the jurisdiction of NKPS that may ocecur in
pre) area:

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC MAME LISTED
right vhale 6/3/70
finback vhale 6/2/70
huspback vhale 6/3/70
sel vhale é/3/70
-.spers vhale 6/2/70
grean turtle 7/38/78

Kemp’s ridley 12/3/70
turtle

leatherback é/2/70
turtle

ioggerhesad /38/78
turtle

havksbill é/3/70
turtle

*All of the U.S. grean turtle lations are listed as

threatened sxcept the Florida breeding population, which is
listed as endangered.




No criticel habitat has been designated in the Project area for
the above species.

Assessment of Impacts:

Based upon their known distribution and sbundance in the GOM,
endangered vhales are belleved uniikely to occur in the vicinity
of the proposed structurs removal activities, snd, therefors,
unlikely to be adversely affected by the propesed action.

Presious WNF§ biclogical otuuou (November 35, 1986 and February
36, 1907) have addressed, in detall, removal of structures in the
GOM. Accounts of nnu::oru and threatened species which occur
in the project ares, and the "Assesssent of I ts” contained in
these prior opinions also apply teo this consultation and are
inceorporated reference.

In sumsary, the opinions referenced sbove acknowledge the
exis of a possible relationship betveen the use of
underva explosives in resoving .!‘unm and related
structures and the occurrence of anded <es turtles, marine

iamele ( ) and fish. Limited sxyeriments
andumw. veston Laboratory confirs that ses turtles

end other sarine vertebrates) found in proxisity te petroleus
platforss cen be injured or killed by resoval operations

employing undervater explosives (Klims, 19086).

Technology sost commonly used in the dissantling of platforms
includes: Dbulk explosives, shaped sxplosive charges, sechanics)
and abrasive cutters and undervater arc¢ cutters. The use of bulk
explosives has becoms the industry’s standard procedure for
severing pilings, wvell conducteors and related oz::ung
- structures (approx. 908 use). When us bulk 89, the
inside of the structure can be jetted to At least 15 fest
belov the sediment floor to allov placesent of losives inside
of the structure, resulting in a decresse in the impulse and
pressure forces released into the wvater column detonation.
The use of high velocity shaped charges is I to have sone
advantages over bulk sxplosives and been Used in combination
wvith sssller bulk charzges. The cutt action obtained by »
sha charge is eccomplished by focus the explosive shergy
wilh a conicsl metallie liner. A major advantage sssocisted vith
use of high veleecity ..r‘ charges that & sssller amount of
explosive charge is nz Ted to sever the structure, vhich alse
results in reductions the ispulse and pressure forces relessed
into the vater column. Use of mechanical cutters and undervater
arc cutters is successful in some circusetances and do not
produce the impulse and pressure forces sssociated vith
detonation of explosives, hovever, these nethods are, in aost
instances, msore tise consusing, costly and more hasardous to
divers. As & result, these asthods sre not used on a routine
basis ()8 Report on Platfosrs Removal Techniques).




Based upen deta obtained during previcugly - u..ud up.qu_.,
congultations on plagfors resmovals, tbo tbl ow 8 coRparison

cf the types of explosives Bost likely to be use m the propesed
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Conclusions:

Based on the above, it is cur opinion that removal of platfornms
and related structures in the GOM is neot likely to jecpardize the
continued existenca of threatensd and endangered species under
the jurisdiction of NMPS. MNovever, WNFS concludes that the
proposed activities may result {n the lniury or mortality of
loggernead, Xemp’'s ridley, g een, hawksbill and leathertsck

turtles. Therefore, pursuant to Section 7(b)(4) of the ESA, wve
have cstablished a lov level of incidental take and terms and
conditions necessary to sinimize and monitor this impact.
Compliance with these terms and conditions ie the responsibility
of FMS and the permit applicant.

Re/J .itiation of Consultation:

Consultation must be reinitisted if: 1) the ameunt or extent of
taking specified in the incidental take statement is met or
exceeded) 2) nev information reveals impacts >f the project that
may affeck listed species in a manner or to an extent not
considered in this opinion; 3) the identified activities are
modified in a manner that causes an adverse effect on listed
species not previously considered; or ¢) a nev species is listed
or criticel habitat is designated that may be affected by the
proposed activities.




. The reascnable and prudent measures that NNFS believes are

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Section 7(b)(¢) of the Endangered Species Act requires that when
a proposed agency action is found to be consistent with Section
7(a) (2) of the Act and the proposed actions may incidentally take
individuals of listed species, NMFS vill issue a statement that
specifies the impact (amount or axtent) of such incidental
taking. 1Incidental taking by the Pederal age or applicant
that cosplies vith the specified terms and cmuono of this
.tnf.ou::.u authorized and exempt from the taking prohibitions
of the '

Based on strandi records, incidental captures aboard commarcial
shrimp vessels and historical data, five species of sea turtles
are known to occcur in nortrern Gulf of Mexico waters. Current
available information on the relationship betwveen sea turtle
mortality and the use of high-velocity explosives to remo'- ofl
platfores indicates that injury and/or death of sea turtle may
result from the proposed actions. Therefors, pursuant to Section
7(b) (4) of the BSA, an incidentel take (by injury eor mortality)
level of one documented Kemp’s ridley, green, havksbill or
leatharback turtle or ten loggerhead turtles ie set for all
removal cperations conducted under the terms and conditions of
this incidental taks statement. The level of "aking specified
here is cusulative for all removals covered by this consultation.
If the incidental take meets or excesds this specified level, s
must reinitiate consultation. The Southeast Region, NMFS, will
cooperats with MMS in the reviev of the incident to detersine the
need for developing further mitigation measures.

necessary to sinimize the tﬁﬂ of incidental takings have bsen
discussed vith MMS and will inoceo ated in the resoval de.ign
for “"standard" structure removals. following terms and
conditions are established for thess remsovals teo lement the
idenctified mitigation measures and to document the incidental
take should ¢ take ocour!

1) Qualified ocbserver(s), as approved by NMFS, must be used to
sonitor the area around the eite prior te, during and after
detonation of charges. Observer coverage will begin 48 hours
prier to detonation of charges. If sea turtles are observed in
the vicinity ¢f the platfors and thought to be resident at the
site, pre- and post-detonation diver surveys sust be conducted.




2) On days that blasting operations occur, & J0-minute serial
survey must be conducted within one hour before and one heour
aftear esach blasting episode. The mn-ctprovod observer and/or
NMFS on-site personnel (NMFS employee only) must be used to check
for the presence of turties and, if possible, to i1dentify
species. If veathar conditions (fog, excessive winds, etc.) make
it impossible to conduct aerial surveys, blasting activities cay
be allowed to proceed if approved by the NMFS and/or MMS
personnel on-site.

3) If ses turtles are cbeserved in the vicinity of the platforas
(within 1000 yards of the site) prior to detonating charges,
blasting wvill be delayed until attempts are successful in
removing thea at least 1000 yards from the blast site. The
aerial survey must be repeated prior to resuming detonation of
charges

4) Daetonation of explosives will ocour no sooner than 1 hour
following sunrise and no later than 1 hour prior to sunset.
However, Lf it is determin~d by NNPS and/or MMS on-site personnel
that special circumstances justify s modification of these time
restrictions and that such modification is not likely te
adversely impact listed species, blasting may be allowed to
proceed outeide of this time frame.

8) During sll diving operations (verking dives as required in
the course of the removals), divers will be instructed to scan
the subsurface areas surrounding the platform (blasting) sites
for turtles and marine mammale. sightings sust be reported
to the NMFS or M8 on-site personnsl. coapletion of
blasting, divers sust report and attempt to recover any sighted
injured or dead sea turtles or marine samsals.

6) Charges sust be staggered 0.9 seconds (900 milliseconds)
for each group of structures, to minisise the cumulative effects
of the blasts. If a removal operation invelves multiple
groupings of structures, the intsrval between detonatien of
charges for sach ¢ should be minimized to aveid the
"chuaning® effect. ar such intervals exceed 9%0-minutes,
the aerial survey must be repeated.

7) The use of scare charges should be aveided to minimize the
"chumming effect.” Use of scare charges may be alloved only if
approved by the MNFS and/or MiS on-site personnel.

#) A report summarizing the results of the remcval and
mitigation measures must be submitted to the MMS Gulf of Mexice
Region within 18 vor:m days of the removal. A copy of the

report sust bs forva to NMPS, Southeast Region.




This incidental take statement applies only to end

threatened ses turtles. In order to ouou,.n tncl::::::‘t::: ot
& maArine mamsal species, the taking sust be authorized under
Section 101(a)(5) of the Marine Mammsl Protection Act of 1973,
Alll.ur interest has been expressed in obtaini an exception
authorising & lisited take of dolphine incidental te t
octi:luu. ne r::u u-n} u:. is outbo:lu‘ until appropriate
saall take regulations are in place and related *

Authorization® are issued. ” o Tettert o
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40 Mobi) Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Bugene leland %4 A
- - Veruilion 102 A
41  Kerr-NcGee Corporstion Saip shosl 3% [
a2 Conoco Inc. ship Sheal 106 A
) e Vermilion 242 L
4 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. West ;h- :a |
s [
44 Yernece 0l Exploration and Production Last Cemecca s L4
¢3* mcbil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Bugene Jsland 119 c
® Vernilion 7% ]
- m‘-" - - -
Except capped and plugged wells "A® & *B" is Vermilice-76-8

46 Mobil Exploratiom and Produc U.8. Inc. Vermiliem 76 1
47 Samaden 0il Corporation Galveatom 341 A
49 Conoco Inc. Grand Isle [ 3 ) A
- - “ ,
. b 47 &
49 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Main Pase 1 2
50 Mobil Exploration and Producing Cospany U.S. Inc. South Pelte 12 [+]
s51 Exxon Coapany Wast Delta 30 s
- L d - - v
- L b ) | 1
- - - .

52 Conoco Inc. West Delta 4 R-1
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53 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. West Cameron 71 A
- South Narsh 238 L]
54 Tenneco Oll Exploration and Production Ship Swoal 199 | ]
56* Comoco Inc. West Camearcn 133 A
. Esst Camerom [ 1) ]
. 8. Barsh, ¥. M 241 A
Except West Camsrom-261-4
57¢ Exxon Company U.S.A. Nigh Is., B. AMd A-342 | ]
Except Righ Island East Additiem-A343-A
58 8NP Petivleus High Island A-307 A
59 Mobll Explorstion and Producing Company U.S. Inc. East Cameros 14 S
60 __ FHP Operating Company Yot Canaran an4 A
61 Amoco Product ion Company 8. Narsh Island 33 A
* Consultations wvhose musbers include an asterisk (#) did mot totally fsll under the '
parameters of thir, “standard * consultation, therefore, only those remcvale meeting the
paramsters are spproved and further corsultation will be mecsssary for the exceptions.
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