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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

I have considered the proposal by Taylor Energy Company to ramove

the Well No. 1 caisson/casings in Vermilion Area, Block 54,
(0C8-G 7678), SEA No. ES/SR 92-077. Based on the environmental
analysis, there are no mitigative measures contained in the site-
specific environmental assessment. There is no evidence to
indicate that the proposed action will significantly

(40 CFR 1508.27) affect the quality of the human environment.

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 ic based on a Programmatic
Ervironmental Assessment (PEA) (USDOI, MMS, 1987) which evaluates
a broader spectrum of potential impacts resulting from the
removal of structures, e.g., platforms/caissons across the
Central and Western Planning Areas of the Gulf of Mexico Outer
Continental Shelf. The PEA/SEA process is designed to simplity
and reduce the size of environmental assessment documents by
eliminating repetitive discussions of the same issves. This SEA
conforms to the MMS and other appropriate guidelines for
preparing envircnmental assessments by utilizing data presented
in the PEA to complete the assessment. It presents site-specific
data 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.

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

Taylor Energy Company proposes to rewove the Well No. 1
caisson/casing in Vermilion Area, Block 54, (lLease OCS-G 7678).
The operator plans to use a mechanical devi’ 0 cut and remove
the 30-inch caisson and casing string 20 t- selow the mud line.
The caisson is located in a water depth of . f{feet, approximately
14 miles south of Vermilion Parish, Louisiana.

Since no explosives will be utilized during the proposed
removal activities, the MMS has determined that sea turtles and
marine mammals will not be affected. A Section 7 Consultation
under the Endangered Species Act will not be initiated.

Refer to the operator’s proposal (Appendix A) for structure
specifications and additional information on the removal
activities.

In the course of this evaluation process, no additional
protective measures (in addition to normal operating
requirements) were identified to further mitigate the
environmental impacts associated with the proposal.

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 referenced in the Introduction. The operator plans to
conduct removal activities because the well stopped economically
producing hydrocarbons.

IXI. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION
A. NON-REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURE

An alternative to the proposed caisson removal, as
originally submitted, is non-removal. Non-removal of the caisson
would represent a conflict with Federal, legal and regulatory
requirements, which mandate the timely removal of cobsolete 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-ramoval does not appear to be a
valid aiternative.

III. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNS, AND OTHER
CONSIDERATIONS

A. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
1. Environmental Geology and Geologic Hazards

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

2. Meteorological Conditions
No impacts are expected as a result of the p

roposed
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 referencsnd in
the Introduction.

b. Chemical Oceanography
Impacts are expected to be very low as a result of the

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




4. Water Quality

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

S. Air Quality

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

B. BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT

1. Coastal Habitats

No impacts are expected as a result of the prcposed
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

Freshwater City, Louisiana, as shore base to support the proposed
caisson-removal activities. The PEA referenced in the
Introduction delineates sensitive areas along the Texas
coastline where whooping cranes and brown pelicans could be
adversely impacted by structure-removal support activities. The
proposed work is not expected tec impact threatened or endangered
birds or their habitats.

b. Marine Mammals

A discussion of marine mammals 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 referenced in the Introduction. Fritts, et al. (1983)
conducted aerial surveys across a 9,514 square mile area of water
in the GOM. Results of these surveys indicate that the
bottlenose dolphin is by far the most likely marine mammal to be
encountered at the proposed structure removal. Since the
proposed st.ucture removal will not utilize explosives, no
impacts are expected on marine mammals.

c. Sea Turtles
A discussion of sea turtles occurring across the central and
western GOM and an assessment of the potential impacts of
structure-removal activities on sea turtles can be found in the
PEA referenced in the Intrcduction. Studies by Fritts, et al.
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(1983) and Fuller and Tappan (1986) as well as stranding data
from the Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network (Teas, 1992)
indicate that sea turtles occur in the vicinity of the proposed
activities. Definitive informat:ion on the probability of
encountering sea turtles at the removal site during removal
operations is scarce. Since the proposed structure removal will
not utilize explosives, no impacts ar. expected on sea turtles.

3. Birds

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

4. Sensitive Marine Habitats

A Jiscussion of sensitive marine habitats occurring in the
central and western GOM and an assessment of the potential
impacts of structure-removal activities on these areas can be
found in the PEA referenced in the Introduction. The proposed
activities are not near any sensitive marine habitats.
Therefore, the subject caisson removal will not impact any
sensitive marine habitats or their resident biota.

5. Offshore Habitats and Biota

Impacts are expected to be low as a result of the proposed
activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction.
C. SOCIOECO!N _MI - CONCERNS

1. Employment

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

2. Economics

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

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

The operator has indicated that they propcse to use
Freshvater City, Louisiana, as the shore base to suppnrt the
proposed structure-removal activities. No impacts are expected
as a result of the proposed activities.




D. OTHER CCNSIDERATIONS
1. Commercial and Recreaticnal Fisheries
a. Commercial Fisheries
Impacts are expected to be low as a result of the proposed
activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the introduction.
b. Recreational Pisheries
Inmpacts arve expected to be low as a result of the proposed
activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referanced in
the Introduction.
2. Archaeclogical Resources
Impacts are expected to be low as a result of the proposed
activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction.
3. Military Use/Warning Areas and Explosive Dumping Arexs

Thu proposed caisson-removal activities will not take place
in a military use/warning area or in an explosive dumping araa.

A description of these areas, their locations and potential
impacts of structure-removal activities on these areas can be
found in the PEA referenced in the Introduction. No impact is

expected.

4. Navigation and shipping

The proposed caisson removal activities in Vermilion Area,
Block 54 are not located in a vessel fairway or anchoragae area.
Structures located nearshore may serve as "landmarks"” to vessels
or helicopters operating in the area on a regular basis. The
overall impacts of the propcsed work on navigation and shipping
is expected to ba very low. More i ~rmation on the impacts of
structure removal on navigation am ipping can be found in the
PEA referenced in the Introductio

5. Pipelines and Cables

The PEA referenced in the Introduction contains a
description of the impacts of structure removals on pipelines and
cables. There are no axisting pipelines within 150 meters
(490 feet) of the proprsed structure-removal activities.
Therefore, the proposed work will not pose a hazard to pipelines
or cables in the area.




6. Other Mineral Resources

No impac‘as are expected as a result of the prorosed
activities. ©®or analysis information, see the PEA raferenced in
tha Introduction.

" Human Health and Safety

The PEA referenced in the Introduction describes the
hazardous conditions for workers during structure-removal
activities. The operator has proposed the use of ncon-es.losive
methods to remove the subject c=isson and well casinos. *:isting
legal and requlatory safety requirements will keep tiwe . .cts of
the proposed work on human health anc safety at a very iow lev=l,.

E. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

A discussion of unavoidable adverse imjacts can be four.? 1n
the PEA referenced l.. the Intvod:u~tion. One area of primary
concern s the potertial loss of habitet to the marine
environment. Tris topic is discussed in the PEA referenced in
the Introduction and a low level of impar*  a expected. Other
unavoidable adverse izpacts are consideired :« ke a minor.

IV. PUBLIC OPINION

A discussion of public concerns --zarcing structure removals
ca.' be found in the PEA referenced i~ !'na (ntroduction. The
prcposed caissc': removal has generate.. no comments from the
public.

v. CONSW,LTATION AND COORDINATION

In accordance with th2 provisions of Sertion 7 of 1 e
Endangered Species Ac*. i\t piopr=ed caisson removal does not
require coordinatior .i.. .he National Marire Fishc:-izs Se.r‘.e
(NMFS) .
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
MEMORANDUM

5[ 14)92

L

To: Environmental Operations Section (LE-5)

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

Subject: Platform Removal : Ltmed 11
] ~/

LAY 141982

opermRr: lavy lor
r

SHIZFALS MANASEMENT SERVICE
Coszer va ssism_I2 = 7 [ LEAskte & ENVRCNMENT
A

Platform Area/Block Lease \

Caissen _No. | VR 54 ocs - 67618

Shore Buez\’ Efﬁih!llﬂﬂr C&I LA

The attached application is forwarded to your office so that the Finding of No
Significant Impact can be prepared. Since explosives will not te used in this
removal operatio, an Endmgel‘Spceies Act Section T Comsultation Documentation

i3 not required. There ase/are no existing pipeline(s) within 500 feet of the
B 3

proposed removal location.

Glot st

Arvind Shah (OSTS)
Extension 2894

Attachment

cec:

AShah: :LEXITYPE:Disk 5
Fiee: 12"?7
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PATRICK F TAYLOR
Cnasman and CEQ

ENERGY 5PANY
e i,
~nZCEIVED
Minerals Management Service
Office of Field Operations MAY 13 1902
1201 Elmwood Park Bivd.
New Orleans, LA 70123-2394

1+ Struchurel
4 Tectnical Support

Attn: Mr. D. J. Bourgeois

OCS Structure Removal

Vermilion Block 54

OCS-G 7678, Well #1
Gentlemen:

In accordance with 30 CFR 250.143 please find enclosed, in triplicate, our Proposed
OCS Platform/Structure Removal form for the above referenced facility. If approved, we

will plug and abandon the facility as outlined in our Sundry Notice submitted to the
Lafayette District for approval.

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact me at (504)
593-8501.

Sincerely, )
7 -~
/Zﬁ # e -~ _(/ ™

Tracyﬁlben
Regulatory Assistant

/ta

Enclosures

012

The 2-3-4 Loyola Buiding + 504/581-5491 » New Crleans, Lowsiana 70112




PROPOSE- OCS PLATFORM/STROCTURE REMOVAL

Responsible Party

\

A. Lease operator name Taylor Energy Company

B. Address 234 Loyola Bl.d!.. Siite 500

New Orleans, LA 70112

Contact person and telephone pumber_ Tracy Albert

(504) 593-8501

D. Shore base AEA Freshwater Cn'*q ,LA

Identification of Structure to be Removed

A"
A. Platform pame Vermilion Block 54, Well No. 1

B. Location (lease, area, block, and block coordinstes)

Vermilion Blk. 54, OCS-G 7678, x = 1694447.09', y = 251155.71"

C. Date installed (year) 1990

D. Proposed date of removal (Month/Year) August 1992

AV
E. Water depth 25'

III. Description of Structure to be Removed

A. Configuration (attach a photograph or a@

B. Size_ 30" casing, 1" wall with Nav-Aid light & horn

C. Number of legs/casings/pilings L 1 - 30" casing

013




Diameter and wall bq‘iclmn{ of hlq{cuunlm
30 x 1" 310#/fc., 16™ 65#/fc., 10-3/4"™ 4O0.5#/fv., 7" 29#/fc.

casing

Are pikes grouted?_ Yes Inside er-owteide? Cemented to surface

Brief description of soil composition and conditionm

Very soft to firm clay was encountered to 44' penetration and was

underlain by 17' ssratum of stiff clay. Below 61' pene., stiff clay

wae encountered to 122'.

Burpose .

Lease expiration date and reascn for removing the structure

Lease expired September 1991, lost lease due to lack of productionm.

Removal Method

A. Brief description of the mvthod to be used

Mechanically cut casing strings, (@ 20 ML
N

B. If explosives are to be used, provide the following:

1. Kind of explosives N/A

2. MNumber and sizes of charges_ N/A

a. Single shot or multiple shots? N/A

b. If multiple shots, sequence and timing of detomations N/A




3. Bulk or shaped charge? N/A

a. Depth of detonation below mud line

b. Inside or outside piling?

C. Pre-removal monitoring tochniques

1. Is the use of scare charges or rcoustic devices proposed? No
If yes, provide the following:

a. MNumber and kind N/A

b. Size of charges N/A

¢. Brief description of how, where, and when scare charges or
acoustic devices will be used N/A

Will divers or acoustic devices be used to condust a pre-removal
survey to detect presence of turtles and marine sammals?_No
If yes, briefly describe the proposed detection method  N/A

D. Post-removal monitoring techniques

l. Will transducers be used to measure the pressure and impulse of the
detonations? No

015




2. Will divers be used to survey the area after removal to determine

and effects on marine life? No (side-scan sonar)

Biological Information

If available, provide .he results of any receat biological surveys

conducted in the vicinity of the structure. If available, describe

any mnb.omrnum o turtles or marine mammals at the structure

site.

PLEASE SEND THREE COPIES OF THE APPLICATION TO:
Regional Supervisor, Pield Operations (OSTS)




oy TAYLOR ENERGY COMPANY
m wx PRESENT CONDITION mx

DEPTH REFERENCE RKE TO VATER 104°

VATER BCPTH 28

BAKER “FVLE’ SCSSV @ S00° E

MoOnfL N PKR. @ 7630

MODEL "D’ PXR. @ 10899

CH S/3/92

PRODUCTICN CASDNG
7° 5-94 & H-iﬂ 294, 254 @ V66’

CEMENTZ] V.

FIELD VERMLION 8LOCK S4
LEASE: 0CS-G 7
VELL NUMBER: 107

N\

CONDUCTGR CASING
16° 659 M-40 & 1029"
CEMENTED

W/ B718 CU FT.

SURFACT CASING
10 274* K-S3 4088 @ 2029
CEMENTED

v/ 2738 CU FT.

/ 27R 0L FT.

BRIVE PIPE
30 X I’ @ 348’ (219 PENCTRATIONY




pr—g. TAYLOR ENERGY COMPANY ) s
== PROPOSED CONDITION am Forgrid ‘&Eg'fg"'“r‘:‘f N e
WELL MUMBER' .

DEPTH REFERENCE; RXE TO VATER 104
VATER DEPTHM &S

‘30° % 16°
CUT @ 149 (20" BmL)
gnnss'm-m.s

PP
curtm- (40 ML) 5:?.‘3&!‘ 219 PENETRATIOND

mfﬂ:l CASING
8 H-40 § 1020°
TED V7 3716 CU FT.

52 Sxg . .S)CWTIMIIINTO
7 m 10 3/4° ANNULUS (200° PLUG).
TOC @ 178 46’ DALY

SURFACE CASING
1 /4 K-Illl.!l m .
CEMENTED W/ 2726 CU .

PRODUCTI
7° $-94 & N-80 ”.éu.'“ ¢ uess’

CH 9/7/92




