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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
I have cons -red the notification by CNG Producing Company, to
remove Well No. 1 in South Marsh Island Area, Block 65 (0CS-G
7702), SEA No. ES/SR 90-014/S. Based on the environmental analysis
end mitigative measure 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 if the permit/application is approved subject
to 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 .vities. The SEA is based on a Programmatic
Environmental Asse¢ -ant (PEA) (USDI, MMS, 1987) which evaluates
a broader spectrum ..f 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 simplify
and reduce the size of environmental assessment documents by
eliminating repetitive discussions of the same issues. This SEA
conforms to MMS and other appropriate guidelines for preparing
environmental assessments by utilizing data presented in the PEA
to complete the assessment. It presents site-specific data
regarding the proposed structure removal(s) and evaluatr~s the
potential impacts. Mitigation measures are contained i.. this
document to lessen 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(s) is necessary.

) i DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL(S) AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSAL(S)
A. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION(S) WITH MITIGATION

CNG Producing lompany, proposes to remove Well No. 1 in
South Marsh Island Area, Block 65 (0CS5-G 7702). Well No. 1 is
located in a water depth of about 130 feet. South Marsh Island
Block 65 lies about 52 miles south of Shell Keys NWR in Iberia
Parish, Louisiana. The operator plans to use explosives to sever
the well conductor, 15 feet below the mudline. See Table 1 for
specific data regarding the explosive removal operations.

Refer to Appendix A for structure specifications for the
removal(s), additional data on removal techniques, and sequence
of events.

MITIGATION

Refer to the operator': prcposal (Appendix A) for mitigative
measure(s) proposed to reduce the likelihood of death or injury
to sea turtles and marine mammals.

B. NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION(S)

A discussion of the legal and regulatory mandates to remove
abandoned oil and gas structures from Federal waters can be found
in the PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987). The operator's lease has expired,
$0 the well must be remcved.




Table 1

Explosives Proposed by the Operator for the Removal of
Well No. 1 in South Marsh Island Area, Block 65 (0CS-G 7702)

IType of Explosives:

Composition B or C-4.

Number and Size of Charges:

One, S50-pound charge for the well conductor.
Employment of Charges:

Inside, 15 feet below the mud line.

sequencing of Detonation:
Single shot.




II. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION(S)

Alternatives to the proposed structure removal(s) with
mitigation originally submitted are:

A. NON-REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURE(S)

The operator would not proceed with the proposed removal(s).
This alterpative would eliminate the possibility that sea
turtles, marine mammals, or other marine life would be harmed by
removal of the structure(s) as proposed. However, non-removal of
the structure(s) would represent a conflict with Federal legal
and regulatory requirements, which mandate the timely removal 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 STRUCTUKE(S) BY ALTERNATIVE NON-EXPLOSIVE
METHODS

The MMS has discussed various structure-removal technigques
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for Proposed
0il and Gas Lease Sales 118 and 122 (USDI, MMS, 1988) and the PEA
(USDI, MMS, 1987). Updated information is alsoc found in the FEIS
for Sales "2) and 125 (USDI, MMS, 1989). 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,
they do not appear to be feasible alternatives for the removal of
the subject structure(s).

Refer to the FEIS (USDI, MMS, 1988) and PEA (USDI, 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 operaticas 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
GulrY of Mexico (GOM).

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.




III. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, SOCIOECONCMIC CONCERNS, AND OTHER
CONSIDERATIONS

A. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

1. Environmental Geology and Geologic Hazards

A discussion of environmental geology and geolugic hazards
can be found in the PEA (USDI, 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 cConditions

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 Oceanograph"

a. Physical Oceanography

No impacts are expected as a resv proposed
activities. Fcr analysis information, PEA referenced in
the Introduction.

b. Chemical Oceancgraphy

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

4. Water Qual‘ty

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 ke 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 proposed




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

2. Protected, Endangered, and/or [ -eatened Species
Birds
The (USRI, MMS, 1987) delineates sensitive areas along
the Texa stline where whooping cranes and brown peliicans

could be a ver-ely impacted by stiucture-removal support
activities. 7The operator has indicated that helicopter flights
and boat traffic would utilize a shorebase in Cameron, Touisiana.
No impacts on threatened or endangered birds and their ' . itats
are expacted.

b. Marine Mammals

A discussion of marine mammals occurring across the G2 and
an assessment of the potential impacts of structure-removal
activities on marine mammals can be found in the PEA (USDI, MMS,
1987). Fritts, et al. (1983) conducted aerial surveys across GOM
waters. Results of these surveys indicate that the bottlenose
dolphin is probably the most likely marine mammal to be
encountered at the proposed structure removal(s). MMS observers
may be utilized to look for marine mammals prior to detonation of
the primary charge(s) at the removal site(s). If marine mammals
are detected at the structure-removal site(s), detonation of the
Frimary charge(s) would be delayed until the animals ars removed
from the area(s). In spite of these precautions, a low
probability exists that marine mammals could enter the blast
area(s) undetected and cou'i be injured or killed by the
underwater, subsurface detonation(s). Such an occurrence is
considered highly unlikely and with the indicated protective
mitigation measure(s), the proposed structure-removal activities
are expected to have only a low impact on marine mammals.

s 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
PEL (USDI, MMS, 1987). Studies by Fritts, et al. (1983) and
Fuller and Tappar. (1986) as well as stranding data from the Sea
Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network (Teas and Martinez, 1990)
indicate that sea turtles occur in the vicinity of the proposed
activities and therefore could be impacted by the structure-
removal operations. Definitive information on the probability of
encountering sea turtles at the removal site(s) dvring explosive
operations is scarce. NMFS and/or MMS observers may be utilized
to look for sea turtles prior to detonation of the primary
charge(s). If sea turtles are detected at the structure-removal
site(s), detonation of the primary charge(s) will be delayed
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until the anima : are removed from the area(s). Ar in the case
of marine mammals, the possibility exists that sea * -tles could
enter the blact area(s) uncetected and could L. ir d or killed
by the underwater, subsurface detonation(s). This vccuciance is
considered unlikely, and with the indicated protective mitigation
measure(s), the proposed structure-removal activities :-rr
expected to have only a low impact on sea turtles. A =t littive
incidental take has been authorized by NMFS for actions 'n :his
category, but with all the precautions to be taken =s mit.'gating
measure(s), it .3 unlikely that any sea turtles will be atlected
by these proposea operations.

3. Birds

Impacts are expected to be very lm as a result uf the
propused activities. For analysis information, see the PLA
referenced in the Introduction.

4. S$s. "itive Marine Habita“.

A discussion of sensitive ma-i.n habitats occurring in tle
central :nd western GOM and an assessment of the potent’:]
impacts of structure-removal activities on these are.s car kL«
found in the PEA (USDi MMS, 1987). The proposed cct. vit:. ' u
not near any sensitive marine hatitats. Therefers, the #uw'e:x
structure-removal a2 ‘t.v.:les will not ‘nyact any sensiiLive ~i. -iae
habitats or *hejr =1 jent biota.

L Ofrabh re rabitats and Biota

Impacts o ‘¥pected to be low as a result of the piru.posed
activities. Fo. analysis information, see the PEA refarenced in
the Introductic

c. SOCIOECOM: MIC CONCERNS
1. Erployment

Impe .ts are expected to be very low as a vlt of the
propos:d activities. For analysis information asce the PEA
referenced i~ the Introduction.

2. Ecunomics

Impacts are expected to be very ..w as a result of the
prcposed activities. For analysis iiformation, sey the PEA
ref'erenced in the iIntroducticn.

3 Orshcre Support Facilitie« , iLand Use, and Coastal
Comrunities and Services

The operator has indicated that Cameron, Lcuisiana, would be
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the shore base for the proposed s :(uctur~-removal activities. Wo
impacts are expected as a result of the p oposed activitius. For
analysis information, see the PEA refererced in the Introduction.
D. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
1. Commercial and Recreational Fisher'.es
a. Commercial Fisheries
Impacts are expected t. be low as a result c. the p.oposd’
t.%ivities. For analysis information, see the PEA rr“erenced in
‘ne Introduction.
b. Recreational Fisheries
Impacts are expected to be low & + result of .. proposed

activitier. For analysis informatior, see the PEA . fevanced in
the Intreiuction.

P A.-cha¢nlngical Resources

Impacts ar. “xpected to be low as a result of t.' propused
activities. .- unalysis information, see the PEA e.cren-ed _n
the Introduct.cu.

e Mi.itary Use/Warring Area: and Explosive Dumping Areas

A de.cription of military use/+/2rniny areas and e:plosive
dumping areas, their locations, and potential impacts of
structure-removal activities on these aress can be found in the
FEA " SD1, MMS, 1987). The pro.vsed structure-removal activities

-+t wt take place in any of these arcas. No impact is
ey, led.

4. Navigation ard Shipping

The proposed structure-removal activities are not located
adjacent to a vessel safety fairway or in an anchorage area.
Structures located nearshore may serve as "landmarks"™ to v~ s3sels
or helicopters operating in the area on a regular basis. .le
overall impacts of the proposed work on navigation and shipping
are expected to be very low. V e informatior on the impacts of
structure remcvals on navigati. and shipping car be found in the
PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987).

5. Pipelines and Cables
‘ The PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987) contains a description of *he
impacts of structure-removal activities on pipelines and ccbles.
There are no existing pipelines within 150 meters (490 feet) of
the proposed structure-removal activities. 1In addition,
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precaution: in accordance with NTL No. 83-3, Sectior _V.B., will
be taker pisr t2 conducting .o removal activities; therefore,
the prop .. 4 'nrk wil! not pose a haza.d t> pipelins.(s) and
cablels) .. 'Ie area.

6. (ther Hineral Resources

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

Vs Hum: .. Health and Safety

The PEA (U5DI, MMS, 1387) describes *'~ hazardous conditions
for workers uur.ag structure-removal act..itics. The operator
has prcposed the use of explosives in cc. !unction with the
sil.ovctuie~- removi' activities. Existing iegal and reguiatory
safety requirev. nts will keep the impacts -{ ‘he proposex Jork on
human health ~nd safety at a very low level.

i UNAVOITALLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

A discussion of un:z .oida»le adverse impacts can be found in
the PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987). Two areas of primary concern are the
potential impact to protected, threatenec, and/or endangered
species and potential loss of habitat to the marine environment.
Both topics are discussed in the PEA and previously in this
document. Other unavoidable adverse impacts are considered to be

minor.
Tv. PUBLIC OPINION

A discussior of public ~nr.;erns regarding structure-rem-vil
¢ovivitias can be found in the t"A (USDI, MMS, 1987). The
prer e o . etructure-removal act.ivities ha're ~enerated no comme:nts
ren Ay vaitic.

COwSULTATION AN COORD1Y ' ION

in accordance with tae proviuious of Section 7 of the
Endanc 2red Spe.lies Act, the propo:z a structure-renoval operations
are ccvered by the biologiccl opinion issued by NMFS on July 25,
19568, which established a categorv of "s’.andard” explosive
structur-e-removal operations. Tre - comments are included in
Appendix B, Tne NMFS concluded :hat " his categoery of . Uruciure-
removal activities will not lik:ly vscpardize the conti- ed
existence of any threatened or endan;srec species under- their
purview. H' rever, they concluded that *nis tvpe of "st. .dard"
structurec -re wwval activ cy may result in injury or mortality ot
loggerhead, .-mp's ri. ey, green, hawksbill, and leatherback
turtles. Therefore, t. vv established a cumulative level of
incidental take and j:.scussed variocus measures .1ece: ‘ary to
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monitor and minimize this impact (see Appendix B). The NMFS
noted that no incidental taking of marine mammals was authorized
under Section 101(a)(5) .'f the ha ine Mammal Protection Act of
1972 in connection with tiis category of structure-removal
activities. Therefore, taking of marine mammals Ly :he operator
would be prohibited un.ess they successfully tpply fci and obtain
a permit or waiver to do so from NMFS.
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APPENDIX A

CNG PROD'ICING COMPANY CORRES PONDENCE




October 8, 1990

Minerals Management Service
1201 Elmwocd Park Boulevard
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123

Attention: Mr. Arvind Shah
Platform Removal Section

Reference: Plug and Abandonment Operations - Temporary Abandoned Well Location
0OCS-G-7702 Well No. 1, South Marsh Island Block 65, Offshore, Louisiana

Dear Mr. Shah:

Enclosed is CNG Producing Company’s application to permanently plug and abandon the
subject well location by the use of explosives to remove the existing 30" conductor.

An application is also being submitted to the Minerals Management Service, La avette
District for approval.

Should you have any questions concerning this application, please contact me at (504) 593-
7453,

Very truly yours,

CNG PRODUCING COMPANY

%fuz.a,af Lecke

Nelda T. Decker,
Sr. Regulatory Assistant

Caclosure

oe MMS - Lafavette District
SMI 65 #1 - Well File
S. Richardson
Y. Abadie
B. Ventura




PROPOSED OCS PLATFORM/STRUCTURE REMOVAL

RESPONSIBLE PARTY
Lease Operator Name _CNG PRODUCING COMPANY
Address CNG TOWER - 1450 POYDRAS STREET
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 70112-6000

Contact Person and Telepbone Number _AP, (Butch) Ventura (304) 593-
7460 or Steve R. Richardson (504) 593-7468

IRDENTIFICATION OF STRUCTURE TO BE REMOVED
Platform Name _Well Stub 12" AML

Location (Lease, Area, Block and Block Co -dinates) QCS-G-7702 Lease
Date Installed (Year) __1986

Proposed Date of Removal (Month/Year) _June, 1991

Water Depth 130°

DESCRIPTION OF STRUCTURE TO BE REMOVED
Configuration (Attach a Photograph or a Diagram)
Size __One, 30" conductor 12' AML (Above Mud Line)
Number of Legs/Casings/Pilings __N/A

Diameter and Wall Thickness of Legs/Casings, Pilings

See Diagram

Are Piles Grouted? N/A Inside or Quiside? N/A




Page Two

F.  Brief Description of Soil Composition and Conditions
N/A

Iv. PURPOSE
Brief Discussion of the Reason For Removing the Structure

This - i Il drilled by Mark Producing C in s ber. 1985

REMQVAL METHOD
A.  Brief Description of the Method to be Used
°NG Producing C il living ¢ |
conductor, and clear location,

If explosives are 'o be used, provide the following:

1. Kind of Explosives __C-4 or Composition B

2 Number and Size of Charges _1 - S0# Charge

8, Single Shot or Multiple Shots? __Single

b. If multiple shots, sequence and timing of detonation __N‘A

Bulk or Shaped Charge? __ Bylk

a. Depth of Detonation Beiow Mud Line __15°

Inside or Outside Piling? __Insige Conductor




Page Three

C. Pre-Removal Monitoring Techniques
L Is the use of scare charges or acoustic devices proposed? If necessary
If yes, provide the following;
a Number and Kind One
Size of Charges 5 of 50 grain/ft. primer cord

c. Brief description of how, where, and when scare charg:s or
acoustic devises will be used

Per guidelines

p Will divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-removal survey
to detect presence of turtles and marine mammals? __Yes _ If yes,
briefly describe the proposed detection method.

Divers will parform a visual suivey

-Removal Monitoring Techniques

Vil transducers be used to measure the pressure and impulse of
tonation? __ No

il divers be used to survey the area after removal to determine any
effects on marine life? _Yes

VL. BIOLOGICAL INFORMATION
If available, provide the results of any recent biological surveys conducted in the
vicinity of the structurs. If available. describe anv rezent observation of turtles or
marine mammals ai the structure site.

No_records of turtle sightings at this logation
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APPENDIX B

NMFS CORRESPONDENCE




UNITED STATES DEPARATMENT OF cOMMEAnE
Nuioul Ocsanic and Acmospharic Administration

OMNAL MARING FiSHEMES SERVICE

/ mum.u- oc 20238
Nu.

JUL 25 1988

Mr. William D. Beltenhera
Director

Minerals Management Serv.ce
U.S. Department of tha Intaerior
wWashingten, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Bettanberg:

Enclosed is the Biclogical Opinion prepared by the National
Marine Pisheries Service (NMPS) pursuant to Section 7 -7 *he
Endangered Species Act (ESA) concerning potential i» v
endangered and thieatened species associated with re {
ceartain oil and gas platforms and related styucture - .. . 7
of Mexico (GOM) using explosives.

This "standard” consultation covers only thoss remova.
operations that meat specified criteria pertaining te : -

of explosive charge used, detonation depth, and number of uun
per structural grouping. Consultation must be initiated on a
case-by-case basis for all dismantling operations requiring the
use of explosives that do not meet the established criteria.

NMFS concludes that structure removale in the GOM that fall
.within the sstablished criteria are not likely to jecpardize the
continued existence of listed species under the jurisdiction of
NMFS. MHowever, it is our opinion that the proposed activities
may result in the injury or sértality of endangered and
threatansd sea turtles. Therefore, pursuant to Section 7(b) (4)
of the ESA, we have established a lov level of incidental take,
which is cumulative fer all removals covered by this
consultation, and terms and conditions necessary to minimize and
monitor any impacts, should they occur. The terms and
conditions are contained in the enclosed incidental take
statement. Alse enclosed is a list of pending consultations
that meet, with noted exceptions, the criteria established in
the "standard" consultation. This biological epinion and the
ritigating measures and terms and conditions contained in the
related incidental take statament apply to thess proposed
removal operations. Therefore, formal consultation is concluded
for these proposed actions.
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Consultation pust be reinititated 1f: (1) the amount or extent
of taking specified in the incidental take statement is
exceeded: (I) nevw information reveals impacts of tha proposed
activities that may affect listed specles in a manner or to an
extent not considered thus far i{n our opinions; (3) the
identified activities are modified in a manner that causes an
adverse effect to listed species not pieviously considered; or
(4) a nev species is listed or critical habitat is designated
that may be aifected by the project.

I look forvard to your continued cooperation in future
consultations.

Sincerely,

T ¢

nes W. Brennan
sistant Administrator
for Tisharies

r-closures




Biological Opinien

Agency: HMinerals Management Service, U.S. Departaent
of the Interior

Activity: Consultation for Removal of Certain Outer Continental
Shelf 0il and Gas Structures in the Gulf of Mexico

Consultation Conducted By: National Marine Fisheries Service
(WNPS)

Date Issued:

¥
L]

Auckground Information:

In a letter dated November 19, 19586, the Minerals Manageaent
Service (MMS) made an initial request for formal consultation
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for the
rem>val of an offshore 0il and gas platforam located in the
Federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico (GOM). MMS and NMPS
determined that removal of oil and gas platforms and related
structures in the GOM may affect endangered and threatened marines
species. This "may affect" deteraination was based on a possible
relationship betveen endangered and threatened sea turtle
mortalities and the dismantling of platforms using explosives.

On Novembar 25, 1986, NMPS issued the first of a series of
biological opinions addressing, in detail, the potential impacts
to listed marine spec. :s that may occur as a result of oCS$
abandonment activities.

MMS and NMFS established procedures tor expediting Section 7
consultations on platform abandonment uctivities in the GOM
referred to as "expedited consultaticr s.” Pollowing those
procedures, approximately 44 consultu”jons have been cospleted
for removal operations in the GOM region. All of the
consultations have concluded that the proposed abandonsent
activities wvere not likely to jecpardize the continued existence
of any listed species, but that the proposed activities may
result in the incidental taking of endangered and thresatened sea
turtles.
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The dismantling of platforms and related structures using
explosives has evolved to a point where a "standard" protocol can
te established for rermoval operations meeting certaln criter:a.
Based upon removal techniquee developed and reviewed in
conjunction vith the previously conducted “expedited
consultations,” MMS har requested, by letter of May 24, 1988, a
“generic consultation" that would be applicable to all future
removal operations that fall within a distinct category, defined
by specific parametaers. A category has been designed to include
those structure types and removal techniques most commonly
sncountered during the expedited consultations and dismantling
>perations already completaed. Since approximately 1000

** "uctures that may be scheduled for future removal fall within
the parameters of the established category, NMFS agrees that a
"generic® consultation is appropriate at this time. The
cbjective of the consultation is to reduce the administrative
burden on both MMS and NMFS for conducting repetitive
consultations on activities that may result in similar impacts
to listad specles and that require identical mitigating measure:
to maintain adequate protection for such species. Thia
bioclogical opinion responds to MMS’ May 24, 13:8, conmsultation
reguest. The opinion is based . the best scientific and
commercial deta pressntly availabdle and !ncorporstes infcrmatior
from: 1) previous MMS Summary Evaluations, 2) previous NMF$
biclog.cal opinionu on platform removal, 3} the scientific
literature, and 4) other pertinent and available information.
Consultation must be reinitiated if nev information decomes
available concerning impacts to listed species that would alter
the conclusions reuched in this opinion or require modification
of the measures iduntified in the attached incidental take
statement. Consultation will continue on a case-by-case basis
for those structure removels that do not meet the criteria
.established for "standard” removais.

Description of Proposed Action:

The proposed action involves the removal, by explosive means, of
offshors oil and gas structures located in Pederal waters in the
Gulf of Mexico. Removal of the structures will be accomplished
by severing the support pilings, caissons, well conductors, etc.,
using varying amounts of explcseives to permit salvage of the
structures. This invelves the placement of explosives inside or
ocutside of supporting structures and detonating charges primarily
using slectronically controlled signals.

This "generic" cansultation considers only those removal
operations that meet certain criteria 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 removals are as follovs:
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1) Use of high velocity explosives. (detopation rate greater
than 7,600 metars/second) .

2) A maximun of eight individual blasts per group of

detonations with charges staggerei at an interval of 0.9 seconds
(900 milliseconds).

3) Charges pust be set at a minimum depth of 15 feet belowv the
sediment surface. Severing of structures above the sedimant
surface "open water" sust be accomplished by mechanical (non-
explosive) methods.

4) The maxisua amount of explosives per detonation is not to
exceed 350 pounds.

Species Occurring in the Project Area:

Listed species under the juriediction of NMPS that may occur in
the project area:

COMMON NAME BCIENTIFIC NAME ATATUS LISTED
right whale Rubalaana glacialis 4 6/2/70
finback vhale Balasnoptara phyaalus T 6/2/70
huapback whale Macaptera navasangliae 4 6/2/70
sei wvhale Balaenoptara horealis 4 6/2/70

.sperm vhale Ehysatar catodaon E 6/2/70
grean turtle Chelonia mydas ™ E* 7/28/78
Kemp’s ridley lapidochalys kampi r 12/3/70
turtle

leatherback Dexmechalys coriacaa 4 6/2/70
turtle

loggerhead CAatta caratta ™ 7/28/78
turtle

havksbill Erstmochalys imbricata E 6/2/70
turtle

*All of the U.§5. green turtle populations are listed as

threatened except the Florida breeding population, which is
listed as endingered.




No critical habitat has been designatea in the proisct area for
the above species.

Assessment of Impacts:

Based upon their known distribution and abundance in the G_M,
endangered wvhales are believed unlikely to occur in the vicinity
of the proposed structure removal ectivities, and, therefore,
unlikely to be adversely affected by the proposed action.

Previous NMFS biological opinions (November 23, 1986 and February
26, 1987) have addressed, in detail, removal of structures in the
GOM. Accounts of endangered and threatened species which occur
in the project area, and the "Assessment of Impacts” contained in
these prior opinions also apply to this consultation and are
incorporated by reference.

In summary, the opinions referenced above acknowledge the
existence of a possible relationship between the use of
undervater explosives in resoving platforms and related
atructures and the occurrence of stranded saa turtles, marine
mamnales (Turasiops ftruncatus) ard fish. Limited experiments
conducted by NMFE, Galveston .aboratory confiram that sea turtles
(and other sarine vertabrates) found in proximily <o petroleua
piatforms can be injured or “illed by removal cperations
exploying undervates expliosives (Klima, 1906).

Technology most comnonly used in the dismantling of platforms

includes: bulk explosives, shaped explosive charges, mechanical
and abrasive cutters and undervatar arc cutters. The use of bulk
explosives has becone the industry’s standard procedure for
severing pilings, well conductors and related supporting

- structures (approx. 908 use). When using bulk charges, the
inside of the structurs can ba jettad out to at lsast 15 feet
balow the sediment floor to allow placeswunt of explosives inside
of the structurs, resulting in a decrease in the impulse and
pressure forcae released into the wvater column upon detonation.
The use of Lijh velocity shaped charges is reported to have some
sdvantages ovsr bulk explosives and has bean used in combination
with smaller bulk charges. The cutting action obtained by a
shaped charge is accomplished by focusing the explosive energy
with a conical metallic liner. A major adva..tage asssociated with
use of high velocity shaped charges is that a smaller amount of
axplosive charge is required te sever the structure, wvhich alse
results in reductions in the impulse and pressurs forces relsased
into the vater column. Use of mechanical cuttars and undervater
arc cuttirs is successful in some circumstances and deo not
produce the impulse and pressure forces associated wvith
detonation of explosives, hovever, these methods are, in most
instances, mcore time consuming, costly and more hazardous to
divers. As a result, these methods are not used on a routine
basis (MMS Report on Platform Ramoval Techniques).
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Based upon data obtained during previously conducted "expedited"
consultations on platfors removals, the following is a comparison
of the types of explosives most likely to be used in the propcsed
removal operations: ~ ’

Exploaive DRetonating Velocity @ Brisancee
RDX approx. 8,199 m/sec. 1:28
c-4 approx. 8,001 m/sec. 1.15%
Comp.=-B approx. 7,801 a/sec. 1.32

* Brisance is the measure of shattering pover as compared to TNT
which has brisance of 1.00. (MMS Report on Platform Removal
Techniques, 19086.)

The proposed removal operations will be ncconguuhod using high
velocity explosives. Use of this type of exploaive charge should
minimize the duration of the impulse and pressure forces produced
by detonation of the charges, while providing the amount of force
required to sever the structures. According to MMS, restricting
the grouping of detonations to eight individual blasts per group
and staggering blasts by 0.9 saconds (900 milliseconds) will
minimize the area affected by the blasts and suppress phasing of
shock waves, thereby decreasing the cumulative effects of the
blasts. In addition, since all detonations will occur at least
15 feet below the sediment surface and no more than 50 pounds of
explosives per blast will be permitted, the amount of residual
ene releassd into the marine snvironment should be reduced
significantly. As a result, NNPFS believes that minimal shock and
impulse forces vill be released in the vicinity of resoval
operations at any given time.

To date, of approximately ¢4 prsviously conducted consultations
covering abandonment activities, about 3] structure removals have
bean coampleted. BRach removal operation was monitored by NMFS
observers and vas conducted using appropriate mitigating
Reasures. At the present time, eight turtles have been sighted
in areas near structures being dissantled, at least twe of vhich
were green turtles. Of the eight documented sightings, one turtle
was reported to be floating on it’s back near & platfors after
detonation of charges, apparently stunned or injured. No othar
incidents of sea turtle injury or mortality have been reported.
Therefore, NMPS beliesves that the proposad actions are not likely
to result in significant adverse impacts to endangered and
threatened sea turtle populations.
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Conclusions:

Based on the above, it is our opinion that remcval of platforms
and related structures in tha 30M is not likely to jecpardize the
continued existanca of threataned and encangered species under
the jurisdiction of NMPS. MNowever, NNFS concludes that the
proposed activitiea may result in the 1n2ury or mortality of
loggerhead, Xemp's ridley, green, havksbill and leatherback
turtles. Therefore, pursuant to Section 7(b) (4) of the ESA, we
have established a low level of incidental take and terms and
conditions necessary to minimize and monitor this impact.
Compliance vith these terms and conditions is the responsibility
of MMS and the permit applicant.

Reinitiation of Consultation:

Consultation must be reinitiated if: 1) the ameunt or extent of
taking specified in the incidental take statement is met or
axceeded; 1) nev information reveals impacts of the project that
may affect 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 4) & nev species is listed
or critical habitat is designated that Bay be affected by the
proposed activities.
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INCI TAKE STATEMENT

Section 7(bj(4) of the Endu.ygered 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, NMPS vill issue a statement that
specifies the impact (amount or extent) of such incidental
taking. 1Incidental taking by the Pederal agency or applicant
that complies vith the specified terms and conditions of this
statement i{s authorized and exeapt from the caking prohibitions
of tae ESA.

Based on stranding records, incidental captures aboard commercial
shrimp vessels and historical data, five otooxu of sea turtles
are knowr to occur in northern Gulf of Mexico waters. Current
availakble information on the relationship between sea turtle
mortality and the use of high-velocity explosives to remove eil
pPlatforms indicates that injury and/or death of sea turtles nay
‘esults fr the proposed actions. Therefore, pursuant to Section
"(B) (4) of the BSA, an incidental take (by injury or mortality)
svel of one documented Xemp’s ridley, green, hawksbill or

'‘atherback turtle or ten loggerhead turtles is set for all
-emoval operations conducted under the terms and conditions of
this incidental take statement. The level of taking specified
here is cumsulative for all removals covered by this consultation.
If the incidental take meets or exceeds this specified level, MMS
mUSt reinitiate consultation. The Southeast Region, NMrFs, will
cocperate vith MMS in the reviev of the incident to determine the
need for developing further mitigation measures.

. The reasonable and prudent measures that NMPS believes are

necessary to sinimize the impact of incidental takings have been
discussed vith MMS and will be incorporated in the removal design
for "standard" structure removals. e following terms and
conditions are established for these removals to implement the
identified mitigation measures and to document the incidental
take should such take occur:

1) Qualified cbserver(s), as approved by NMMPS, must be used to
monitor the area around the site prior to, during and after
detonation of charges. Observer coverage vill begin 48 hours
prior to detonation of charges. If sea turtles are observed in
the vicinity of the platform and thought to be resident at the
site, pre- and post-detonation diver surveys must be conducted.




2) On days that blasting operations occur, a J0-minute aerial
survey must be conducted within one hour before and cne hour
after szca blasting episocde. The NMFS-approved cbserver and/or
NMFS on-site personnel (NMFS epployee only) must be used to check
for the presence of turtles and, if possible, to identify
species. If veather conditions (fog, excessive winds, etc.) make
it impossible to conduct aerial surveys, blasting activities may
be allowed to proceed if approved by the NMFS and/or MMS
- ~rsonnel on-sitas.

J) 1If sea turtles are oreerved in the vicinity of the platfoin
(within 1000 yards of the site) prior te detonating charges,
blasting will be delayed until attempts are successful in
removing them at least 1000 yards from the olast sits. Trs
aerial survey must be repeated prior to resuming detonac.ion of
charges.

4) Datonation of explosives will occur no sooner than 1 hour
following sunrise and no later than 1 hour prior to sunset.
I'owever, Lf it is determined by NMPS and/or MMS on-site perscnnel
ithat special circumstances justify s modification of these tinme
restrictions and that such modification is not likely to
adversely impact listed species, blasting may be allowed to
proceed outside of this time frama.

S) ODuring all Aiving cperations (working dives as required in
the course of the remova.s), diver will be instructed to scan
the 3ubsuzface Areas surrounding the platform (blasting) sites
for turtles and marine mammals. Any sightings must be reported
tc the NMNFS or MMS on-site personnel. Upon completion of
blasting, divers aust report and attempt to recover any sighted
injured or dead sea turtles or marine mamamals.

6) Charges must oe staggersed C.9 seconds (900 milliseconds)
for each group of :“ructures, to minimize the cumulative effects
of the blasts. If : removal operation involves multiple
groupings of structures, the intarval between detonation of
charges for each group should be minimized to avcid the
"chumaing® effect. Whenavaer such intervals exceed %0-minutes,
the asriii survey must be repeated.

7) The usa of scars charges should be avoided to minimize the
"chuming effect.” Use of scare charges may be allowed only if
appcsoved by the NNFS and/or MMS on-site personnel.

8) A report summarizing the risults of the removal and
mitigation measures must be submitted to the MMS Gulf of Mexiceo
Region within 15 working days of the removal. A copy of the
report must be forwarded to NMPS, Southeast Region.
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This incidental take statement applies only to endangered and
threatened ses turtles. 1In order t2 sllow an incidental take of
a marine mammal species, the taking must be authorized under
Section 101(a)(S) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972.
Althomtn interest has been expressed in obtaini an exception
suthorizing & limitec take of dolphine incidental to abandonment

activities, no marine mammal take is authorized until appropriate
small take regulations are in place and related "Letters of
Authorization® are issued.
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Operator ilaass Arsa Block Structuxe
40 Mobll Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Eugene Island 154 A
- Vermilion 182 A
4i Kerr-McGee Corporation Ship Shoal 296 A
42 Conoco Inc. Ship Shoal 206 A
. Vermil lon 242 A
4) Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. West Camarom 132 1
- - 161 c
a4 Tenneco 0i] Exploration and Production East Camerun 255 r
45 Mobll Exploration and Producing Company U.8. Inc. Bugens Island 119 c
- Veranilion 76 B
. (heliport) D . .
Except capped and plugged wells "A® & "B" in Vermiliom-76-0

46 Mobil Explcration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Vermilion 76 1
47 Samaden 0il Corporation Galveston 241 )
48 Conoco Inc. Grand Isle 6) A
- - “ 3
o . 47 6
49 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Main Pass 91 2
50 Mobil Exploration and Producirg Company U.S. Inc. South Pelto 12 D
51 Exxon Company ¥est Delta Jo S
™ = i - v
" . 31 1
L] - - '

52 Conoco Inc. West Delta 45 R-1

32




53 Mooil Exploration and Producing Company U.S5. Inc. West Cameron 71 A
- South Marsh 238 s
54 Tenneco 0Oil Exploration and Production Ship Shoal 199 e )
56" Conoco Inc. West Cameron 133 A
- East Cameron L)) ]
- 8. Marsh, N. Ad 261 A
Except West Camarcon—-261-A
57¢ Exxon Company U.S.A. Nigh Is., B. Ad A-342 B
Except Righ Island Rast Additiom—A342-A
58 BHP Petroleus High Island A-307 »
59 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. East Cameron 14 S
60 FMP Operating Company West Camaron 464 A
61 Amoco Production Company 8. Narsh Island 33 A

# Consultations vhose nusbers include an asterisk (®) did mot totally fall under the
parameters of this "standard ® consultation, therefore, only those removals mesting the
parameters are spproved and further consultation will be necessary for the exceptions.
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