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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
I have considered the notification by Conoco Inc., to remove
Platiorm A in Eugene Island Area, Block 221 (Lease 2C8-G 77133),
SEA No. ES/BR 92-081. Based on the environmental analysis
contained in the site-specific environmencal assessment, there is
no evidence to indicate that the proposed actions will
significantly (40 CFR (508.27) affect the gquality of the human
environment if the permit/application is approved subject to the
mitigative measures. Preparation of an environmental impact

statement is not required.

pr—
Regional Supegvisor
Leasing and Environment
Gulf of Mexico OCS Region

a.—y : - 152
Date
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The purpose of this Site-Specific Environmental Assessment
(SEA) is to asaess the specific impacts associated with proposed
structure-removal activities. The SEA is based on a Programmatic
Environmental 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 vestern planning areas of the Gulf of Moxico Outer
Continental Shelf. The PEA/SEA process is designed to simplify
and reduce the size of environmental assessment documents
eliminating repetitive discussions of the same issues. This SEA
conforms to the MMS and other appropriate guidelines for

reparing environmental assessments by utilizing data presented

n the PEA to complete the assessment. It presents site-specific
data regarding the proposed structure removal(s) and evaluates
the poteantial impacts. Mitigation measures are contained in 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

Conoco Inc., proposes to remove Platform A in Block 221
(OC8~G 7733). The structure is located in a water depth of
126 feet and lies approximately o3 miles south of St. Mary
Parish, Louisiana. The operator plans to explosively sever and
remove the four piles and two conductors with their well casings.

See Table 1 for specific data regarding the explosive removal
operations.

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

MITIGATION

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

B. NEED 'R THE PROPOSED ACTION(S)

A diecussion of the legal and regulatory mandates to remove
abandoned cil and gas structures from Federal waters can be found
in the PEA referenced in the In*roduction. According to Conoco
Inc., the wells have been depleted and will ke plugged and
ar=ndoned prior to initiating removal operations.




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 alternative 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 of 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 tre Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for Proposed
0il and Gas Lease Sales 118 and 122 /USDOI, MMS, 1988) and the
FEA referenced in the Introduction. Updated information is also
found in the FEIS for Sales 139 and 141 (USDOI, MMS, 1991). It
was concluded that tune most affective methods of structure
removal are the use of explosives, either bulk or shaped charges,
and undervater 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, these methods do not appear to be feasible
alternatives for the removal of the subject structure(s).

Refer to the FEIS (USDOI, MMS, 1988 and 1991) and PEA
raferenced in the Introduction 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 (GOM).

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




In the course of this evaluation, an additional protective
measure vas identified to further mitigate the environmental
impacts associated with the proposal. Appropriats regulations
and procedures are believed sufficient to prevent significant
adverse impacts.

Our analysis indicates that there are existing pipeline(s)
located within 150 meters (490 feet) of the proposed activities.
The existing pipeline(s) may pose a hazard to the pronosed
operations. Precautions in accordance with NTL 83-3],

Section 1IV.B, will be taken prior to performing the proposed
operations.

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,
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. Por analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction.
3. Physical and Chemical Oceanography
a. Physical Oceanography
No impacts are expected as a result cf the proposed
activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced 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
Inpacts are expected to be low as a result of the proposed

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




5. 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 ENV~™RONMENT
1. Coastal Hahitats

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

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

The PEA referenced in the Introduction delineates sensitive
areas along the Texas coastline where whooping cranes and brown
pelicans could be adversely impacted by structures-removal support
activities. The operator has indicated that helicopter flights
and boat traffic would utilize a shorebase in Grand Isle,
Louisiana. No impacts on threatened or endangered bi-Js and
their habitats are expected.

b. Marine Mammals

A discussion of marine mammals occurring across the GOM and
an assessment of the potential impacts of structure-removal
activities on marine mammals can be found in the PEA referenced
ir. the Introduction Fritts et al. (1983) conducted aerial
surveys across a 9,514 square mile area of GOM watera. Results
of these surveys indicate that the bottlenose dolphin is probably
the most likely marine mammal to be encuuntered at the proposed
st.ructure removal(s). The 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 primary charge(s)
would be delayed until the animals are removed from the area(s).
In spite of these precautions, a low probability exists that
marine mammals cou.d enter the blast area(s) undetected and could
Le 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.

c. Sea Turtles

A discussion of sea turtles occurring across the central and
western GOM and an assessment of the potential impacts of
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structure-removal activities on sea turtles can be found in the
PEA referenced in the Introduction. Studies by Fritte et al.
(19683) and Fuller and Tappan (1986) as well as strand.ng data
from the S8ea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network (Teas, 1992)
indicate that sea turtles occur in the vicinit{ of the proposed
activities and therefore could be impacted by the structure-
removal oTorntloni. Definitive information on the probability of
encounter sea turtles at the removal ~ite(s) during .ugio- ve
operations is scarce. The NMFS and/or MMS observers may

L.ilized 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
delayad until the - ‘mals are removed from the area(s). As in
the case of marine ..mmals, the possibility exists “hat sea
turtles could enter the blast area(s) undetected and could he
1n1ur-d or killed by the underwater, subsurface detonation(s).
This occurrence is considered unlikely, and with the indicated
protective mitigation measure(s), the proposed structure-removal
activities are cxpected to have ~nly a low impact on sea turtles.
A cumulative incidental take has been authorized by WMFS for this
category actions, kut with all the precautions to be taken as
mitigating measure(s), it is unlikely that any sea turtles will
be atfected by these proposed operations.

3. Birds

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

4, Ber.sitive Marine Habitats

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

5. Offshore Habitats and Biota

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

C. SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNS
1. Employwent
Impacts are expected to be very low as a result of the

proposed activities. For analysis informatiocn, 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 Ccastal
Communities and Services

The operator has indicated that Grand Isle, Louisiana, would
be the shore base for the proposed structure-removal activities.
No impacts are expected as a result of the proposed activities.
For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in the
Introduction.

D. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
1. Commercial and Recreational Fisheries
a. Commercial Fisheries

For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in the
Introducticn. Since the PEA was originally written, new concerns
have emerged concerning the impacts of explosive structure
removals on reef fish populations. On May 9, 1991, the Gulf of
Mexico Fishury Management Council expressed concern over the
declining stocks of reef fish, especially red snapper. They
referred to the antidotal accounts of finfish kills associated
with explosive removals of offshore structures in order to link
these activities with their concerns about declining populations
of reef fish. They further suggested that the MMS should hold
all explosive structure removals in abeyance until more
intormation becomes available on the effects of these activities
on fish stocks. See the PEA (Secticn on Offshure Habitats and
Biota) for a discussion of fish kills in association with
explosive structure removals.

The MMS has declined to hold all explosive structure
remrvals in abeyance citing the regulatory mandates for st—icture
removals and problems with current non-explosive structure-
removal methods. The MMS has stated a commitment to carry out
studies to assess the impacts of 0il and gas structure removals
on Gulf fisheries resources and the results of these studies will
be used to determine future pclicies with respect to these
activities.

The MMS continues to consider the overall impacts of
structure removals on commercial fishing to be low. The MMS
policy of encouraging an active rigs-to-reefs program will help
to olfset cumulative structure-removal impacts to fisheries
resources.




b. Recreational Fisheries

Impacts are expected to be low as a result of the proposed
activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction. See the preceding section for a discussion of
fish kills in association with explosive structure removals

2. Archaeclogjical Resources

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

3 Military Use/Warning Areas and Explosive Dumping Area:

A description of military use/warning areas and explosive
dumping areas. their locations and potential impacts of
structure-removal activities on these areas can be found in the
PEA referenced in the Introduction. The proposed structure-
removal activities would not take place in any of these areas.
No impacts are expected.

4. Navigation and Shipping

The proposed structure-removal activities are not located
adjacent tc a vessel safety fairway nor in an anchorage area.
Structures located nearshore may serve as "landmarks" to vessels
or helicopter operating in the area on a regular basis. The
overall impacts of the proposed work on navigation and shipping
are expected to be very low. More information on the impacte of
structure removals on navigation and shipping can be found 1n the
PEA referenced in the Introduction.

5. Pipelines and Cables

The PEA reterenced in the Introduction contains a
description of the impacts of structure-removal activities on
Pipelines and cables. There are existing pipelines within 150
meters (490 feet) of the proposed structure-removal activities.
Since the operator must adhere to existing laws and regulations
for abandonment of structures (including procedures required by
Notice to Lessees and Oper:tors No. 83-3), the proposed work will
not pose a hazard to pipeline(s) and cable(s) in the area(s).

6. Other Mineral Reso.rces

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




v i 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 explosives in
conjunction with the structure-removal activities. Existing
legal and regulatory safety requirements will keep the impacts of
the proposed work on human health and safety at a very low level.

E. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

A discussion of unavoidable adverse impacts can be found
in the PEA referenced in the Introduction. Two areas of ongoing
concern have been the potential impact to protected, threatened,
and/or endangered sp.cies and potential loss of habitat to the
marine environment. Both topics are discussed in the PEA and
previrusly in this document. A more recent issue of concern has
surfaced regarding the impacts of explosive structure removals on
reef fish stocks. This issu. has been previously discussed in
this document. Although the impacts to commercial and
recreational fisheries is considered to be low, further studies
information about this issue should be available in the future.
Other unavoidable adverse impacts are considered to be minor.

IV. PUBLIC OPINION

A discussion of public concerns regarding structure removals
can be found in the PEA referenced in the Introduction.

In May 1991, the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
requested that the MMS place a moratorium over the explosive
removal of offshore structures with three or more supports.
Non: «moval of these structures would conflict with current
Federal legal and regulatory requirements which mandate the
timely removal of abandoned or obsolete structures within a
period of one year after termination of the lease, or upon
termination of a right-of-use or easement.

The MMS believes that current data on the effects of
explosive removals on fish mortality is insufficient to draw any
conclusions, and a moratorium on all but single pile caissons at
this time is unjustified. In order to quantify explosive
effects, the MMS initiated an interagency study with the NMFS to
determine fish mortali ies from platform removal operations. In
addition to the above study, the MMS supports an active rigs-to-
reef program and encourages industry to search fcr method that
will minimize effects on fish from platform removal operations.

V. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

In accordance with the provisions of Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act, the proposed structure-removal operations




are covered by the Biologica. Opinion issued by NMFS on July 25,
1988, which established a category of "standard"” explosive
structure-removal operations. Their comments are included in
Appendix B. The NMFS concluded that this category of strv ‘ture-
removal activities will not likely jeopardize the continued
existence of nn{ threatened or endangered species under their
purview. Additionally, they concluded that this type of
"standard” structure-removal activity may result in injury or
mortality of loggerhead, Kemp’s ridley, green, hawksbill, and
leatherback turtles. Therefore, they established a cumulative
level of incidental take and discussed various measures necessary
to 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) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of
1972 in connection with this category of structure-removal
activities. Therefore, taking of marine mammals by the operator
would be prohibited unless they successfully aspply for and obtain
a permit or wvaiver to do so from NMFS.
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TABLE 1

Explosives Proposed by the Operator for the Structural Removal
in Eugene Island Area, Block 221 (0CS8-G 7733)

Iype of Explosives:
Composition B explosives

Mumbe: and Size of Charges:

Five, bulk charges of 50-pounds, one for each leg/pile (4) and
one for Well A-1.

One, bulk charge of 45-pounds, for Well A-2.

Employment of Charges:
20 feet below the mud line

Sequencing of Detonation:

Multiple shots with a 0.9 second delay between detonations
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VII. PREPARERS
Authox

Richard T. Bennett - Biologist

Typist:

Michael B. Wallace - Environmental Protection Assistant
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CONOCO INC., CORRESPONDENCE
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Environmental Operations Section (LE-5)

From: Of’iev of Structural and Technical Support, Field Operatioams,
Gulf of Mexioco OCS Region (0STS)

S-bject: Platform Removal

OPERATOR: CenNoco

Control No: ES/SR 92-08!

Platfors Area/Block Lease
A ocs-0G 7733

Shore Base: ‘;mﬂd Isle ! ﬂ

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

Document. There are/asssme existing pivelineis) within 500 feet of the proposed

removal location.

Arvind Shah (0STS)
Extension 2894

Enclosure

cc:

AShah: :LEXITYPE:Disk S
Frie ;. 92- 0y, S&M




Conoce Inc

400 E. Kaliste Saloon Rd. (70808)
P. 0. Box 61206
Lafeyetis. LA 70608

(318) 2692000

June 15, 1992 RECEIVED

U. 8. Department of the Interior JUN 171982
Minerals Management Service
1201 Elmwood Par.. Blvd. Ottwes of Strotural
New Orleans, La. 70123-2394 ond Techmcal Support

Attention: Mr. J. Rogers Percy
Regional Director

RE: Platform Removal - Eugene Island 221A (OCS Kﬁﬂ)

Conoco Inc. request approval to remove the Eugene Island 221A
Platform (OCS G-7733) as per the attached application. Conoco
also request cfprovnl to submit the Site Clearance Plan at a

later date, which would allow us time to provide the name of

the travling company and the vessel to be used.

If you have any questions please call Norman LeBlanc at (318)
269-2080.

Environmental Supervisor
ncl

attachments

SA221A




E.

A

C

Plaform Name_____ Eugene lsland 221 A Stucture =~
Location (Lease, Area, Block, sud Block Coordinates) QCS-G-7733
Eugenc lsland Block 22) X = 1855302° Y = '8§.605°
Date Installed (Year) 1988

--=v Date of Removal (Month/Year) ___ 6/1993

Water Depth \Y 126"
Lsscriptiop of Structure W be Removed

Configuration (Attach a Photograph or a Diagram)
\
v

Size 4 pile lender 1yps; Dimensions @ +60' 70’572’
Number of Legs/Casings/Pilings 4 légs 0n jacke, 4 bearing piliog
ASee autached sheet for well casings)

Diameter and Wall Thickness of Legs/Casings/Pilings 47 x2.000"

‘.

Are Piles Grouted? No Inside or Outside?

Brief description of soil composition and condition_ Hard clay




Burpose
Brief description of the reason for removing the structure The wellshave
JDecn depleted and will be plugged and abandoned

Removal Method
Brief description of the method tobe used____ Bulkcharge
explosives will be placed inside piling 20 foet below mudlineand
Aetonated to cut steel,

If@mmbhw.wﬂmﬂm:
1. Kind of Explosives Compound B

2. m-nsu-ofan-_u.}ﬂ-mn .

a Single Shot or Multiple Shots?_Multiple
If mulriple shots, sequence and timing of detonations

\\I
Bulkor Shaped Charge? ™ Bulk Charges
a. Depth of Detonation Below Mud Lin}’_zn_&n___

b. Inside or Outside Piling? Inside

Pre-Removal Monitoring Techniques
1. Is the use of scare charges or acoustic devices proposed? No
If yes, provide the following:

a Number and Kind NA

b Size of Charges NA




Brief description of how, where, and when scare charges or

acoustic devices will be used NA

Will divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-removal
survey to detect presence of turtles and marine mammals? Yegs
If yes, briefly describe the proposed detection method________
1f required. divers will inspeciboth the interiorand
sxierior of the jacket for the presence of seaturties and =~
24 mammals prior 1o explosive detonation.

Post-Removal Monitoring Techniques

Will transducers be used 10 measure the pressure and impulse of the

detonations” ___NO

Will divers be used to survey the area after removal to determine any
effects on marine life? If required

Biologi

If available, provide the resuits of any recent biological surveys conducted in the

vicinity of the structure. If avrilable, describe any recent observations of turtles or

marine mammals at the structure site

Conoco Inc. requests pre-approvai for backup charges The backup charges will be

identical (weight and type) 1o those proposed as primary charges




WELL
Eugene Island 221 A-1
Eugene Island 221 A-2

w

WELL
Eugene Island 221 A-1

Eugene Island 221 A-2

v

CASING SIZE
30°,24",16°,10-3/4°, 7-5/8°

24°,10-3/4°,7-5/%°




June 30, 1992

Mr. Arvind Shah

U. 8. Department of the Interior
Minerals Management Service

1201 Elswood Park Blvd.

New Orleans, La. 70123-2394

Dear Mr. Shah:

RE: Platform Removal - Bugens Island 221A (OC8-G7733)

Enclosed sre three (3) =2cries of i otograph of the Eugene
Islans YU 't - ‘eorw as reguested in vou phone conversation
with Greq Feen on June 2%, 1292,

If you have 20v further questions plesse call Jackie Hebert at
(323) 269-20.~ or Mr. reen at (310) 269-2144.

Yours very zlg,
Ed G. schicktanz
Environsental Supervisor

J=-n

Attachesents










APPENDIX B

NMFS CORRESPONDENCE
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Mr. ¥Willism D. Pettenbera
Director

Minerals Management Servi.ce
U.S. Departaent of the Interior
Washingten, D.C. 20240

Near Nr. Bettenberyg:

Enclosed is the Biclogical Opinien prepared by the Natiocial
Marine Fisheries Service (NMPS) pursuant te Secticn 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) concerning potential impacts on
ond.ntnu and threatened species associated with removal of
cartain oil and ges platforss end related styuctures in thae Gulf
of Mexice (GOM) ueing explosives.

This "standard”™ consultation covers anly those resoval
operations that mset epecified coriteria pertiining to the size
of explosive charge used, detonation depth, and number of blasts
per structural grouping. Consultation sust ba initisted on a
case-by-case basis for all dissantling operestions reguiring the
use of axplosives that do not meet the established criteria.

NMFS ccencludes that structure removale in the GOM that fall
within the established criteris are not likely te jecpardiize the
continued sxistence of listed spec.es under juriediction of
NMFS. MNovever, it is our epinion that the proposed activities
say result in the injury or mértality of endangered and
threatensd sees turtles Thavefore, pursuant te Rection 7(b) (4)
¢f the ESA. ve have eatiblished a low level eof Llnecidartal take.
which is cusuietive for all removals cavsred by cnis
sonaultarion, and Lerme and conditiensd neceseary to RiniPive and
scnitor ary mpacts. shauld they ae~u/. The .ores and
conditions sre sentairsd in the enclesod incicental take
statesent. Aise encloesd is 4 list of pending corsultazic o
that ret, with noted szcuptions, th ritei.s established in
the "standard® consultatien. Thie bt ..o7ical epinion and the
pitigeting measures and terss and conditions contained in the
Telated incidental take ctatament apply to these propossd
feioval operstions. Therefore, forsal consultat.on is concluded
r thess proposed actions.
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(1) the amount or extent

ake statemert g

BPacts of the preoposed

t listed species in 4 BANner or to an

extent not considered thus far in our Opinions; (3) the
identified activities are sodified in a manner that causes an
adverse effect to listed species not Previously consi{dered: er
(4) & nev species is listed or critical habitat is desigrated
that say be affected by the project.

I look forvard to your continued cooperation in future
ccrsultations.

Sincerely,

wmmh

s W. Brennan
istant Administrstor
for Fisheries

Enclosures




Biclogical Opinion

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

Activity: Consultation for Removal of Certain Outer Continental
Shelf 041 and Gas Structures in the Gulf of Mexice

Consultation Conducted By: HNational Marine Fisheries Service
("Ps)

Date Issued:

1
Background Information:

In & letter dated Noveaber 19, 1986, the Minerals Manageament
Service (MMS) made an initial request for forsal ceonsultation
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for the
removal of an offshore oil and gas platfora located in the
Faderal vaters of the Gulf of Mexico (GOM). MMS and NMPS
deternined that removel of oil u::":o platforns and related
structures in the GOM may affect ered and threatened marine
species. This "may affect” determination wvas based on & possible
relationship between endangered and threstaned sea turtle
‘mortalities and the dismantling of platfores using explosives.
On November 25, 1986, WMPS issusd the first of a series of
biclogical opinions addressing, in detail, the potential impacts

to listed sarine species “hat say occur as a result of OCS
abandonzent activities.

MrS and WNFS establ ished procedures for expediting Section 7
consultations on platfors sbandonment activities in the GOM
referred to as * ited consultations.” Polloving those
procedurss, approximately 44 consultations have been completed
for resoval opsrations in the GON region. All of the
consultations have concluded that the proposed abandonssnt
activities vere not likely teo jecpardize the continued existence
of any listed species, but that the proposed activities may

result in the incidental taking of endangered and threatensd ses
turtles.




T e dismantling of platforss and related structures usirg
explosives has evolved to a point where a “standard” pretocc. car
Le established for rermoval operations Peeting certalin criteria
Eased upon remcoval tachniques developed and revieved :in
conjunction with the previously conducted “expeditec
consultations,® MMS has requested, by letter of May 24, 1988, a
“generic consultation” that would be applicable to all future
reroval operations that fall within a distinct category., defined
Ly specific parameters. A category has been designed to include
those structure types and resoval technigues most comacnly
sncountered during the expedited consultations and dissant) ing
cperations already completed. Since approximately 1000
structures that may be scheduled for future removal fall within
the parassters of the established category, NMFS agrees that a
“generic" consultation is appropriate at this tise. The
cbjective of the consultacion is teo reduce the adainistrative
burden on both MMS and NMF$ for conducti repetitive
consultations on activities that may result in similar ispacts
to uuoqtlpoelu and that require identical sitigating measures
te maintain @ te protection for such species. This
biclogical opinion responds to MMS’ May 34, 1988, consultation
request. The copinion is bssed on the t sclentific and
comasrcial data presently available and ince rates infermation
from: 1) previous MMS Summary Evaluations, 32 previous WNr§
bioclogical opinions on platform resoval, 3) the scientific
literature, and 4) other rrﬂmt and avallable information.
Consultation must be reinitisted if nev information becomes
available concerning impacts to listed species that would alter
the conclusions reached in this opinion or require modificatior
of the messures identified in the attached incidental taks
statessnt. Consultation vil. continue on & case-by-case basis
for those structure resovals “ ~ 4o not meet the criteria

. @stablished for "standard” res.ve...

Description of Proposed Action:

The proposed action invelves the removal, b; explosive means, of

offshore oil and structures loceted in Federsl waters in the
Gulf of Mexice. 8]l of the structures vill be sccempiished
by severing the suppert pilings, csissons, vell conductors, etc.,
using varying amounts of explosives to ~ermit salvage of the
structures. TRis invelves the plecement of explosives inside or
outside of supporting structures and detonating charges prisarily
Lsing electronically centrolled signals.

This "gensric” consultation considers only those resoval
operstions that meet certain criteris pertaining to the sirs of
the explosive charge used, detonation depths, and number of
blasts per structural grouping. The specific criteria

estab) ished to cover such resovals are as follows:




1) Use of high velocity explosives (detonation FALs greater
than 7,600 meters/gecond) .

3) A maximus of eight individual blasts per group of
detconations with charges staggered a* an inter ) of 0.2 seconds
(997 milliseconds) .

3; Charges must be set at s pinipus depth of 15 feet bel-y thg
snd'acat surface. Severir: of structures above the sedizent
wrface "open wacer® must be sccomplished by mechanical (nen-

plosive) sethods.

4) The paxisus ascunt of sxplos‘ves per de"onstion ip not to
sxcesd 80 pounds.
Species Occuising in the Project Ares:

Listed species under the jurisdiction of MMF§ that Bay occur in
the project area:

SQMMON NAME BCLENTIFIC MANME LISIER
right whale $/3/70
finback vhale 6/3/70
huspback whale 6/3/70
sei whale $/3/70

.spers vhale 6/2/79
gresn turtle T/38/78

Kenp's ridley L2/3/79
turtie

lestherbaci 8/3/70
turcle

loggernead T/38/78
turtle

navkabill 8/3/10
turtls

*All of -ne U.5. green turtle istions are iisted ws

threstensd sxcept the Florids bresding populstion, which is
iisted ar c.dengered.




No critical habitat has been designated i{n the preifct area for
the above species.

Assessaent of Impacts:

Based upon their known distribu~ion and abundance in the GOM,
endangered wvhales are believed unlikely to occur in the vicinity
of the proposed structure removal activities, and, therefore,
unlikely to be adversely affected by the proposed action.

Previous NMFS biological opinions (Novamber 25, 1986 and February
26, 1987) have addressed, in detail, removal of scructures in the
GOM. Accounts of endangered and threatened species which occur
in the project area, and the "Assesssent of Impacts® contained 'n
these pricr opinions alsoc apply to this consultation and are
incerporated by referance.

In summary, the opinions referenced above acknowledge the
existence of a possible rolntzon.htt betwveen the use of

. ndervater explosives in resoving platforms and related

v .ructures and the occurrence of stranded sea turtles, marine
mamsale (Iuralops fruncatus) and fish. Limited experiments
conducted by NMFS, Calveston Laboratory confirm that sea turtlaes
(and other marine vertebrates) found in proximity teo petroleus
platforms can be injured or killed by resoval operations
erploying undervater explosives (Xlima, 1906).

Technology wost commonly used in the dismantling of platforms
includes: bulk explosives, shaped explosive charges, mechanical
and abrasive cutters and undervater erc cutters. The use of bulk
explosives has become the industry’s standard procedure for
severing pilinges, well conductors and related supporting
- #tructures (approx. %08 use). When using bulk charges, the
inside of the structure can be jetted out to at least 135 fest
belov the sediment floar to allow placesent of explosives inside
of the structure, resulting in a decrease in the impulse and
pressure forces released into the water column upon detonation.
The use of high velocity shaped charges is reported to have some
advantages over bulk explosives and has been used in combination
with ssaller bulk charges. The cutting action obtained by a
shaped charge 1s accomplished by focusing the explosive enargy
w.th & conical metallic liner. A major advantage sssociated with
use of high velocity shaped charges is that a smaller amount of
explosive charge is required te sever the structure, which also
results in reductions in the impulse and pressure forces released
into the vater coluan. Use of mechanical cutters and underva.er
arc cutters is successful in some circumstances and do not
produce the impulse and pressure forces sssociated with
detonstion of explosives, howvevar, thess methods are, in acst
instances, more time consuming, costly and more hazardous to
divers. As a result, these methods sre not used on a routine
basis (MMS Report on Platform Removal Technigquas).
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Based upen data obtained during previously conducted “expeditgs"
consultations on platfors removals, the follewing 18 8 corparison

cf the types of explosives most likely to be used in the propcsea
remcval operations:

Dat £ Vel :
approx. 8,199 m/sec.
approx. 8,001 m/sec.
Comp. =B approx. 7,80) m/sec.
* Brisance is the measurs of shattering pover as compared to TNT
which hes brisance of 1.00. (MMS Report on Platform Removal
Techniques, 1906.)

The proposed removal operations vill be -ccocrlilhod using high
velocity explosives. Use of tl. & type of explosive charge should

Einimize the duration of the impules and pressure forces preduced

by detonation of the charges, wvhile providing the amount of force
requ.red to sever ths structures. Mcordln: to MMS, restricting
the grouptn? of detonations to eight individua. blieta per rroup
and staggering blaste by 0.9 seconds (900 milliseconds) will
minimize the area affected bx the blasts and suppress phasing of
shock vaves, thereby decreas the cusulative effects of the
blasts. In addition, since all detonations vill occur at lsast
15 feet balov the sediment surface and no more than %0 pounds of
explceives per blast will de permitted, the amount of residual
ene released into the mirine envirenment should be reduced
signiticantly. As a result, WNFS believes that minimal shock and
impulse forces will be released in the vicinity of removal
operations at any given time.

To date, of approximately 44 previouslv conducted consultations
covering abandonaent activities, about 1) structure resovals haves
besen completed. Each resoval oparation vas sonitored by NMMFS
observers and vas conducted using appropriate mitigating
Beasures. At ths present time, eight turtles have been sighted
in areas near structures being dismantled, at least two of which
were grean turtles. Of the eight documented sightings, one turtle
vas reported to be floating on it’'s back near a platfors after
detonation of charges, apparently stunned or injured. No ether
incidents of sea turtle injury or mortality have been reported.
Therefore, NMPS believes that the proposed actions are not likely
to result in significant adverse impacts to endangered and
threataned sea turtle populations.




Conclusione:

Based on the abive, it is our opinion that resoval of platfornms
«nd related structures in the GOM is not likely to jecpardize the
continued existence of threatened and endangered species under
the jurisdiction of NMFS. MNovever, NNF3 concludes that thas
proposed activities may result in the injury or mortality of
loggerhead, Xemp's ridley, greean, hawksbill and leatherback
turtles. Therefore, pursuant to Section 7(b)(4) of the ESA, ve
have established a low level of incidental take and terms and
conditions necessary to minimize and menitor this impact.
Compliance vith these terms and conditions is the responsibility
of MMS and the parmit applicant.

Reinitiation of Consvitation:

Consultation must be reinitisted if: 1) the amount or extent of
taking specified in the ircidental take statement is met or
exceaded) 1) nev information reveals impacts of the preoject that
may affeckt listed species in a Banner or to ar extent not
considered in this opinion; 3) the identified sctivities are
modified in a manner that causes an adverse uffect on listed
sépecies not previously considered; or &) a nev species is listed
or critical habitat is designated thatl say be affected by the
proposed activities.




INCIDENTAL TAKE STATENENT

Section 7(b)(4) of the Endangered Specles Act requires that whan
a proposad 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, WMPFS will issue & statement that
specifies the impact (amount or extent) of such incidental
taking. Incidental taking by the Federal agency or applicant
that cosplies with the specified terms and conditions of this

statesent {s authorized and ¢ apt from the taking prohibitions
of the ESA.

Based on strandi records, incidantal captures aboard comsercial
shrimp vessels a historical data, five rpecies of sea turtles
are known to occur in northern Qulf of Mexico vaters. Ourraent
avallable information on the relationship betwean sea turtle
mortality and the use of h;!h-uloclty explosives to resove ofl
platforee indicates that iniury and/er death of ses turtles may
result from the proposed acrvions. Therefeore, pursuan: te Sectien
7(b)(4) of the BSA, an incidental take (by injury or mertality)
level of ons documented Kemp’'s ridley, gresan, havksbill or
leatherback turtle or ten loggerhead turtles is set for all
removal cperaticns conducted under the terms and conditions of

this incidental take statement. The level of taking specified
here is cusulative for all resevals covered by this consultation.
If the incidental take Bests or sxceeds this specified level, Mus
must reinitiate consultation. The Southsast Region, WMFPS, will
cooperate vith MMS in the rsviev of the incident to detersine the
need for developing further mitigation measures.

The reasonable and prudent measures that NNFS believes are
necessary to minimize the impact of incidental takings have been
discussed vith MMS and will be ince rated in the resoval design
for "standard® structure reaovals. follovwing terms and
conditions are sstablished for these removals to implemsnt the
identifivd mitigation measures and to document ths incidental
take shou.d such take oocouri

1) Qualified cbeerver(s), as approved by NMNPS, mvst be used to
soniter the area around the eite prior te, during and after
detonation of charges. O.server coverage vill hegin 48 hours
prier to detonation of charges. If ses turtles are observed in
the vieinity of the platfors and thought to be resident at the
sice, pre- and post-detonation diver surveys sust be conducied.




3) On days that blasting operations occur, & J)C-m.rute seria.
s.rvey must ba conducted with.. one hour before and one hour
after each blasting episode. The NMFS-approved observer and/or
NMFS on-site personnel (NWMFS employee only) Bust be used to check
for the pressence of turtles and, if possible, to .dentify
species. If wveather conditions (fog, excessive vinds, etc.) make
it impossible to conduct aerial surveys, blasting activit.es cay
be aliowed to proceed if spproved by the NMFS and/or s
personnel on-site.

3) If ses turtles are obeserved in the vicinity of the platfors
(within 1000 yards of the site) prior to detonating charges,
blasting will be delayed until attempts are successful in
removing them at least 1C00 yards from the klast sits. The
aerial survey must be repeated prior to resuming detonation of
charges.

4) Detonation of explosives will ocour no soconer than 1 haur
folloving sunrise and no later than 1 hour prier to sunset.
However, If it is detersined by MNPS and /or MMS on-site personnel
that specisl circumsetances justify e modification of these time
restrictions and that such podification is not likely to
adversely urct listed specias, blasting may be allowved to
proceed outslide of this tine frames.

8) During ell diving ocperstions (vorking dives as required in
the course of the removals), divers will be instructed to scan
the subsurface areas surrounding the platform (dlasting) sites
for turtles and marine mamsale. sightings wuet be reported
to the NNFS or MML on-site personnel. Upon coapletion of
blasting, divers must repert and attempt to recover any sighted
injured or dead sea turtles or marine samsals.

) Charges zust be staggered 0.9 secon s (900 milliseconds)
for each group of etructures, to minimise the cusulctive effects
of the blasts. If a removel operation invelves sultiple
groupings of structures, the interval between detonation of
charges for sach ¢ should be mininised to aveid the
“chumaing® oum."xomn such intervals exceed 90-minutes,
the aerial survey must be repesated.

7) The use of scare charges should be avoided to minimise the
"chuaaing effect.” Use of scare charges may be alloved only if
approved by the NNFS and/~r M3 on-site personnel.

8) A report summarizing the results of the removal and
mitigation measures sust bs subaitted to the MMS Gulf of Mexics
Reglon vithin 18 working days of the remeval. A copy of the
report sust be forwarded to WHPS, Southeast Region.




This incidental take statement applies only to endangered and
threatersd sea turtles. In order to ellow an incidental take of
& marine sammal species, the taking must be authorized under
Section 101(a)(8) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1973,
Although interest has besn expressed in obtllnin! an exception
suthorizing & limited take of dolphine incidental to abandonment

activities, no sarine mammal take is authorized until appropriace
small take regulations are in place and related "Letters of
Authorization® are issued.
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Operator

Laase Arsa Bleock &Lk . uks
Inc. Bugene leland

%4

40 Mobll Exploration and Producing Company U.S. A
B B o - Varuilion 182 A
4l  Merr-McGee Corporstion Ship Sheal 1% b
42 Conoco Inc. Ship Fhoal 106 A
= Vermilire 242 A
4) Mobll Exploration and Producing Cowpany U.8. Inc. West ;ﬁ-l- 132 1
i 101 c
44 Tenneco D11 Ewplot..ion and Productiom Hamt Caneron 9% L4
43" mobll Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Bugens lsland 1) c
- Varnilliun 76 W
- (hel iport) . o =
Excapt capped and plugged wolla “A® & “§° (la Tarmilice-76-8

46 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Vermillem 74 1
47 Samaden 0il Corporation et TS 241 A
48 Conoco Inc. Grand Isle 6) A
- - “ ’
. ) . a7 .
49 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.3. Inc. Nain Pase 21 2
50 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. South Palte 12 D
51 Exxon Company Hast Delta b ] s
- - - v
- . b} | 1
- N . - - 1"}

52 Conoco Inc West Delta 15 R-1




Mobil Exploration and Producimg Company U.5. Inc. West Cameron 71 A
- - - South Marsh 238 *
54 Tenneco Oil Exploration and Production Ship Shoal 199 B
56" Comoco Inc. West Camaron 133 A
= East Caseron 47 o
] 8. Marsh, N. Ad 261 A
Exceapt Wast Camarom—361-A

57* Exxon Company U.S A, Bigh Is., B. Ad A-)42 [

Except Righ i<land Rast Additiem—A3e2-A
58 BHP Petroleums Bigh Island A-507 A
59 Moblil Exploration and Producing Company U.8. Inc. East Camarom 14 s
60 MP Operatin,; Company Weast Cacarcn 464 A
61 Asoco Production Company S. Narsh Island ) A

Consultations wvhose mumbers include an asterisk (*} did mot totally fall under the
parameters of this "standard * consultation, therofore, oanly those remcvale mesting the
paramsters are approved and further consultation will be mecessary fo~ the exceptions.




