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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
I heve considered the proposal by Marathon 0il Company to remove Well No. 1
casing stub, West Delta Area, Block 89(G), (0CS-G 7791), SEA No. ES/SR
91-05/S. Based on the environmental analysis and mitigative measures
contained in the site-specific environmental assessment, there is no evidence
to indicate that the proposed action 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 activities. The SEA is based on a Programmatic
Environmental Assessment (PEA) (USDI, 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 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 and evaluates the
removal's potential impacts. Preparation of this SEA has allowed
the determination of whether a Finding of No Significant Irpact
(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

Marathon 0il Company has submitted a proposal to remove

Casing Stub No 1. in West Delta Area, Block 89(G), (Lease OCS-G
7791). The structure is located in a water depth of 207 feet,
approximately 12 miles west of Plagquemines Parish, Louisiana.
The operitor plans to utilize bulk explosives to sever the casing
stub of Well No. 1, 20 feet BML. The operator anticipates that a
single charge of 50 lbs. or less will be sufficient to sever the
casing stub.

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

MITIGATION

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

B. NEED FOR THC 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 (USDI, MMS, 1987). The operator has stated that the
removal is needed because the casing stub has no future utility.




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

An tlternative to the proposed structure removal as
originally submitted is non-removal. Non-removal of the
structure would represent a conflict with Federal “egal 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 STRUCTURE BY ALTERNATIVE NON-EXPLOSIVE
METHODS

The MMS has discussed various structure-removal techniques
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for proposed
0il and Gas lease Sales 123 and 125 (USDI, MMS, 1989) and the PEA
(USDI, MMS, .987). It was concluded that the most effective
methods of structure removal are the use of explosives, either
bulk or shaped charges, and underwater arc cutting. Other
methods appear promising, but require additional development to
solve the operational and logistical problems associated with
these techniques. Primarily for this reason it does not appear
to be a feasible alternative for the subject structure.

Refer to the FEIS (USDI, MMS, 1989) and PEA (USDI, MMS,
1987) for detailed information concerning alternative methods of
structure removal.

c. REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURE AS PROPOSED WITH ADDED MITIGATION

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

Refer to the terus 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.

Jur analysis of the proposal identified no additional
mitigation.

III. ENVIRONMENTA'. EFFECTS, SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNS, AND
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

A. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
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1. Environmental Geology and Geolcgic Hazards

A discussion of environmental geology and geoclogic hazards
can be found in the PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987). The proposed
structure-removal activity is 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 activity.

2. Meteorological Conditions

No impacts are expected as a result of the proposed
activity. For analysis information, see the PEA refersnced in
the Intrecduction.
3. Physical and Chemical Oceanography
a. Physical Oceanography

No impacts are expected as a result of the proposed
activity. For analysis information, see the PEA referunced in
the Introduction.
b. Chemical Oceancgraphy

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

Impacts are expected to be low as a result of the proposed
activity. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introducti-n.
S. Air Quality

Impacts are expected ¢+ low as a result of the
proposed activity. For ¢ nformation, see the PEA
referenced in the Introd
B. BIOLCGICAL ENVIRONME,
1. Coastal Habitats

No impacts are expected as a result of the proposed

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

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

The operator has indicated that they propose to use Venice,
Louisiana as shorebase to support the proposed structure-removal
activity. The PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987) 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 to impact
tnreatened 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 (UsSDI, MMS, 1987). Fritts et al. (1983) conducted aerial
surveys across a 9,514 squar+ "‘le area of waters lying in the
central GOM. Results of these surveys indicate that the
hottlenocse dolphin is by far the must likely marine mammal to be

ncountered at the proposed structure removal. MME observers may
we@ utilized to look for marine mammals prior to detonation of the

~imary charge at the removal site. If marine mammals are
Jetacted at the structure-removal site, detonation of the primary
charge would be delayed until the animals are removed from “he
area. In spite of these precautions, a low probability exists
that marine mammals could enter the blast area undetected and
could be injured or killed by the underwater subsurface
detonation. Such an occurrence is consider:: nighly unlikely and
with the indicated protective mitigation measures, the proposed
structure-removal activity is expected to have cily 2 low impact
on marine mammals.

c. Sea Turtles

A discussion of sea turtles occurring across the central and
western GOM and an assessnent of the potential impacts of
structure-removal activities on sea turtles can be found in the
PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987). Studies by Fritts et al. (1982) and
Fuller and Tappan (1986) as well as stranding data from the Sea
Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network (Teas, 1990) indicate that
sea turtles occur in the vicinity of the proposed activity.
Definitive information on the probability of encountering sea
turtles at the removal site during removal operations is scarce.
The NMFS and/or MMS observers may be utilized to look for sea
turtles prior to detonation cf the primary charge. If sea
turtles are detected at the structure-removal site, detonation of
the primary charge will be delayed until the animals are removed
from the area. As in the case of marine mammals, the possibility
exists that sea turtles could enter the blast area undetected,
and could be injured or killed by the underwater, subsurface
detonation. This occurrence is considered highly unlikely, and
with the indicated protective mitigation measures, the proposed

4

Wl /L AR A e € e et )

| g |

e

i

B s B

1
1




AP G il S e T i W

e w3l

W s

M F1 r

1

¥y Y ¢

4

= )

£3 6D

structure-removal activity is erpected to have only a low impact
on sea turtles. A cumulative incidental take has been authorized
bv "MFS for actions in this category, but with all the
pcocautions to be taken as mitigating measures, it is unlikely
‘nat any sea turtles will be affected by this proposed operation.

3. Birds

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

4. Sensitive Marine abitats

A discussion 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 (USDI, MMS, 1987). Iii'e proposed activity is not
nesr any sei “it've marine habitats. Therefore, the subject
&t o icture removal will not impact any sensitive marine habitats
cr “urr Jas ' dent bicta.

%e Offshore Habitats and Binta

Impacts are expected to be low as a result of tr~ proposed
sevivity. For analysis inf.rmation, see the PEA refe.-.ced in
the Introduction.

C. SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNY,
» &8 Employment

Imp.cca 2re expectod to be very low as. a result of the
proposed activity. or analysis {nformat _on, see the PEA
referenced in the Introduction.

a. Econutics

Impacts are expectied to be very low a2s a result cf tre
oroposed activity. For anal;sis information, e the PEA
refererced in the Introduction.

3. Jnsrore Support Facilities, Land " e, and Coastal
Commu: iLies ad Services

“he operator has incicated that t.ey propose to use Venice,
Louisiana as the shorebase to support tha: proposed structure-
removal activity. No impacts are expe:ied as a rasult of the
proposer activity. Fo.’ analysis informatiou, s:s .he PEA
refarenced in the Introduction.
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O OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
1. ~ommercial and Recreationa'®  _.sheries
. Commercial Fisheries

Impacts are expected to k= low ar a rssult of the pr.posed
activity. For analysis information, see the MEA refeienced in
the I ntroduction.

b. e~reational Fisheries

Impa‘ s are expected to be low as a result of the proposed
acuivity. "s: analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction.

3 Archaeological Resources

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

3. Military Use/Warning Areas and Explosive Dumping Are .

- h@ proposed struc-.ure- . smoval activity will not take ; o
in a military use/war.ing area or in an explori/z dumping are .
In additien, the shorebase location chosen by il.e operator anu/c':
his contractor(s) will not require support vessels or aircraft to
traverse any of thase areas. A description of these areas, their
locations »nd pot: .tial impacts of structure-removal activitics
on these areas ca.. pe found in the PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987). The
proposed activity v’ not impact or be impacted by any mil. :ary
use/warning areas losives d'mping areas.

4. Navigation ar . . ing

The proposed :t.::: ure-remc:al ac*.-.ty in Block 89(G) is
not located in a versa. fairway or anchorage area. Structures
located nearshore may serve as "landmarks" to vessels or
helicopters operating in the area on a reyul'r basis. The
overall impacts of the proposed work or navi ration and shipping
i+ expected to be .2~y low. More informaticn on the impacts of
structure removal on i.avigation and shipping can be found in the
PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987).

S. Pipelines and Cables

The PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987) contains a descriptiocn of the
impacts of structure removal on pipelines and cables The
proposed work will not take place within 150 meters (420 feec) of
any .xisting pipeline. The proposed work should not pose a
hozard to pipelines or cables in the area.
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8. Other Minera. Resources

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

7. Human Heaith and Safety

The PEA (USDI, #¥S, 1987) de:cribes the hazardous con.’*‘ons
for workers dur o :tructure- removal activities. The ~psi.coer
has proposed the use of expliacive methods to remove the subject
structure. Existing legal . d regulatory safety requirements
will keep the impacts of the prcposed work on human health and
safety at a very lov level.

E. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

A discussion »f unav(_.dable 7 lverse impacts can be found in
thv PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987). ~=. 3 wa of primary conc - rn is the
pocential loss of habita* te the 'arine environment. This topic
is discussed in the PEA and a low level of impact s expected.
Other unavoidable adverse impacts are cons.Jdeved %> be minor.

IV. PUBLIC OPINICLN

A discussion of pubiic concerus regarding structure remcrals
can be found in “ne FEA (USDI, MMS, 1%87). The proposed
structure remova’ has genwrated no comments from the public.

v. CONSULTATIOW AND COORDTYATION

In ac.ordance with thu provisions of Section 7 ot the
Endangere “pecies Act, the proposed structure-removil operaticn
is cov: .ed by the Biological Opiunion issued Ly NMFS cr July 28,
1988, 1 1ich est blished a category of "standu-d" explosive
structi re-removul operaticns. Their commrnts are included in
Appendix B. Tha2 NMFS concluded that this category of structurs-
removal activity will not likely jecpsrdize the continued
existence of any threatened or endangered species undsr cthair
purview. Additionally, they concluded that tis ty;e2 of
"standard" structure-removal activity may result in injury -:
mortality of loggerhead, Kemp's ridley, green, hawksbill, ~~-
leatherback turtles. Therefore, they established a cumulit e
level ~? incidental take and discussed various measures necvssavty
to monitor and minimize this impact (see /ppendix B). The N.[¥8
noted that no incidental taking of marine mammals was authorized
under Section 101(a) (5) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of
-272 in connection with this category of structure-removal
sctivities. Therefore taking of marire zammals by the uparator
soald pe prohibited unless they succaessfully apply fur and cbtain
a waiver or permit “o do 2o from NMFi.
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APPENDIX A
MARATHON OIL COMPANY CORRESPONDENCE
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DLATF R

[. Responsitble Party

A. Lease Operator Name: “aratnon 011 Company

B. Address: P. 0. Box 53266, OCS, Lafayette, LA 70505-3266

‘ C. Contact Person and Telephone Number:_ _Llarry M. Tolleson
(318) 233-8240, Extension 2486

©

Shorebase: _Venice, louisiana

I1. Identification of Structure to be Removed
A. Platform Name: Exploratory Well #1 (casing stub)

B. Location (Lease, Area, Block, and Block Coordinates):
0CS-G-7791, West Delta Area, Block 87(G), 9281.70' FSL & 8455.21" FWL

C. Date Installed (Year):__ 6/88

D. Proposed Date of Removal (Month/Year):_ 12/90

E. Water Depth: 207

1. Qescription of Structure to be Removed
A. Configuration (Attach a Photograpn or a Diagram)

8. Stze:_30" stub, 15' shove mud line with a 20" stub inside 30", 5' above mud lin'

C. Number of 0@gs/Casings/RITDE§s: One (1) casing stub I
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. Proposed 0CS Platform/Structure Removal

Page 2

F

[
™ D. Diameter and Wall Thickness of Legs/Casings/Pilings:
: & 30" x 1" wall and 20" x 0.438" wall
| Casings .
& €. Are PhbesiGrouted? N Inside or Outside?
! 1] F. Brief description of soil composition and condition:

-
|
1 B
|-

IV. Purposs

fl casing stub

= Brief discussion of the reason for removing the S220BD0DEC
: No future utility
‘Xl
1
3 5 V. Removal Method

A. Brief description of the method to be used:_A i-point anchor dive boat
f , -
- will be used . >r casing recoverv and site-clearance operations.

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

- Class "A" Hi losives, Composition "'B",
1. Kind of Enluiwu:_‘H‘;_g],_k__ﬂn'h;;:p -

2. Mumber and Sizes of Charges:_1-2 Chl:';?'": 50¢ or less
rge to utilized only
t

4. Singie Shot or Multiple Shots?_if first attempt is unsuccessful.

b. [f multiple shots, sequence and timing of detonations:_2nd

charge, if needed, would follow - i r
Ist cﬁfrgc. L A

13




LA - TESR. 1

Proposed OCS Platform/Structure Removal

Pagé 3

Y

r, 3. Bulk or Shaped Charge? _ Bulk

; a. Depth of Detonation Below Mud Line.
b. Inside or Outside Piling?__Inside

i} C. Pre-Removal Monitoring Techniques

1. Is the use of scare charges or acoustic devices proposed?_No
If yes, provide the following:
3 a. Number and Kind:__N/A
¢ b. Size of Charges: N/A
c. Brief description of how, where, and when scare charges or
acoustic devices will be used: N/A

2. Will divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-removal
survey to detect prasence of turtles and marine mammals?_Yes

If yes, briefly describe the proposed detection method:
If sea turtles are observed in the vicinity and thought to be resident

at the site, pu-m surveys will be conducted.

S @

D. Post-Removal Monitoring Technigues
1. Wil transducers be used to measure the pressure and impulse of
the detonations? No

2. Will divers be used to survey the area after removal to determine
any effects on marine 1ife?_ Yes

14

R BR A e e M M




EES

=y

£

3

EEN =

”a

=3 En M

Praoposed 0CS Piatform/Struct:re Removal
Page ¢

VI. Biglogical [nformation

If available, provide the results of any recent biolcgical surveys
conducted in the vicinity of the structure. [f available, describe any
recent observations of turtles or marine mammals at the structure site.

No_known biological surveys/observation

15
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Mr. William D. Bettenbarg
Director

Minerals Management Sarvice
U.S. Department of the Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Nr. Bettanberg:

Encloced is the Biological Opinion prepared by tha National

Marine Ficheries Service (NMFS) pursuant to Section 7 of the

Endangered Species Act (ESA) concerning potential Lmpacts on

ondumiond and threatened aper wwsaciated with removal of
a

certain oil and gas platforms £sl. ed styuctures in the Gulft
cf Maxico (GOM) using explos! «

This “standard® consultation - = "ni: =t .sa removal
oparations that meet spacirie .+ "a* .. sining to the size
of explosive charge used, detor '~ » . «% numbar of blasts

per structural grouping. Consul ue.un ...« ba initiated on a
case-by-case basis for all dismantling operations requiring the
use of explosives that do not mest the established criceria.

NMFS concludes that structure removals in the GOM that fall :
within the established criteria are not likely to jeopardize tha
continued existence of listed species under the juriasdiction of
NMFS. MHowever, it is our opinion thaty the proposed activities
may result in the injury or mértality of endangered and

threatened sea turtles. Therefore, pursuant to Saction 7(b) (4)

of the ESA, ve have established a iou level of incidental take,
wvhich is cumulative for all removals covered by this

consultation, and terms and conditions necessary to minimize and
monitor any inpocts. should they occur. The ter:: and

conditiona are contained in the enclosed incidental take |
statement. Also enclosed is a list of pending consultations i
that meet, vith noted exceptions, the criteria established in .
tha “standard" consultation. hh biological epinion and tha
mitigating measurss and terms and conditions contained in the
related incidental take statement apply to theca proposed
removal operations. Therefore, formal consultation is concluded
for these proposed actiens.
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Consultation must be reinititated if: (1) the amount or extent
of taking specified in the incidental take statament is
exceeded; (2) new information reveals impacts of the proposed
activities that may affect listed species in a mannar or to an
extent not considared thus far in our opinions; (1) the
fdentified activities are wodified in a manner that causes an
adverse effect to listed species not previously considered; or

(4) a new species is listed or critical habjtat is designated
that may ke affected by the project.

1 look forward to your continued cooperation in future
consultationas.

Sincerely,

N ¢

s W. Brennan
! ssistant Administrator
for Figheries

Enclosures
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Biological opinion

- Agency: HMinerals Management Service, U.S. Department
of tha Interior

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

g "
| i
| Consultation Conducted By: National Marine Pisheries Service
P (NMFS)
g - Date Issued:
| m |
iU Background Information:
,'J f In a letter datad Noveaber 19, 158§, the illln.rall nuugount'.
| - Service (MiS) made an initial reaquest for formal consultation
! pursuant to Section 7 of the Endengered Species Act (ESA) for the
1 removal of an offshore oll and gas platform lccated in the
| D Fedaral waters of the Gulf of Mexico (COM). HMS and NMFS
: datermined that removal of oil and mas nlatforms and related
‘ structures in the GOM may affect omngurod ar” threatened marine
1 0 species. This “may affect" determination was based on a possible
1 - relationship between endange~ed and thrsatened sea turtle
‘ mortalities and the dismantling of platforms using explosives.
- On Novembaer 25, 1986, NMPS issued the firat of a series of
d’ biological opinions addressing, in detail, the potentia) impacts
to listed marine species that may occur as a result of OCS
o abandonment activities.
& MMS and NMPS established procedurss for expediting Section 7
corsultations on platform abandonment activities in the GOM _
- referred to as 'ax?odl.tcd consultations.® Following those
ﬂ procadures, apniiximately 44 consultations have been completed L

for re:ovel opuracions in the GOM region. All of tha
consultations he/ec coneluded that the propesed abandonment
activities were not likely to 3 rdize the continued existence

of any listed species, but that proposed activities may
ro-u{t in.the iicidental taking of endangered and thraatened se"

i
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The dismantling of platforme and related structures using
explosives has evolved to a point where a "standard" protocol can
be established for removal operations meeting certain criteria.
Based upon removal techniques developed and reviawed in
conjunction with tha previously conducted “expedited )
consultations,”" MMS has raquested, 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 paramaters. A category has been designed to include
thosa structure types and removal techniqucs most commonly
sncountered during the expedited consultationas and dismantling
operations alrsady completed. ESince approximately 1000
structuras that may ba scheduled for future removal fall within
the paramaters of tha established category, NMFS agrces that a
nganaric" consultation is 2ppropriate at this time. Tie
objective of the consultation is to reduce the adminisctrative
burden on both MMS and NMFS for conducting repetitive
consultations on activities that may result in similar impacts
to listed species and that require identical mitigating measures
to maintain adequate protection for such species. This
biological opinion responds to MMS’ May 24, 1988, consultation
request. The opinion is based on the st sciertiric and
commercial data presantly availasble and inceorpcrates informaticn
trom: 1) previous MMS Summary Evaluations, 2) previous NMFS
biological opinions on platiorm removal, J) :2e sclentirfic
literature, rot 4) other rtinant and available information.
Coensultation must be reinitiatad if ne inforsr-ion bacomas
available concerning impacts to listed species that would alter
the conclusions reached in this opinion or raquirs wmodification
of the mpeasures identified in the attached incidental taoka
statemant. Consultation will continue on a case-by-case basis
for those structurs removals that do not meet the crireria
established for "standard™ removals.

Description of Proposed Action:

;A b | ot

[ 2

The proposed action involvas the removal, by explosiva means, of
offshores oll and gas structures located 1n Federal watars in the
Gulf of Mexico. Removal of the structures will be accoamplished
by sevaring the support pilings, calssons, well conductors, etc.,
usirg varying amcuncs of explosives to permit salvags of the
structures. .This involves the placement of axplosives inside or
outside of supporting structures and detonating charges primarily
using electronically ceontrolled signals.

T

This "generic" consultation considers only those removal
operations that meet certain criteria partaining to the size of
the explosive charge used, detonation depths, and number of
blasta per structural grouping. The specific criteria
established to cover such removals are as follows:

R WA B @ MM P
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1) _Usa of high velocity explosives (detonation rato greatar
- than 7,600 metars/second) .

| 2) A maxisum of aight individual blasts per group of

detonations vith chargea staggered at an interval of 0.9 seconds
(900 milliseconds).

3) Charges must ba set at a minimum depth of 15 feet below the
= sadiment surface. Severing of structures above the sediment
: surface "open water" must be accomplished by mechanical (non=-
| = explasive) methods.

| P 4) The naximum amount of explosives par detonation is not te
u axceed 50 pounds.

Species Occurring in the Project Areat

Listed species under the jurisdiction of NMFS that may occur !n
tha projebt area:

]

.

- COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS LISTED
- right whale Eubalaena glacialis E 6/2/70
im finback whale Balsunoptera physalus ] 6/2/70 i
. huapback whala: Megaptera novasang)ize B 6/2/70 4
h sel vhale Balaenontara borealia E 6/2/70 :
sperm whale Physeter catodon E 6/2/70 y
;E green turtle Chalonis mydas ™ Ee 7728778 ;
Kemp’s ridley Lepidochelys kampi E 12/2/70
turtle P
leatharback Rermochelvs ccriacea E €/2/70
turtle
loggerhead garatta caretty T™h 1/28/78
turtle -
hawkabill Erstmochalys (mbricata E 6/2/70
turtles
*All of the U.S, green turtle lations are liasted as

threatened axcept the Florida breeding population, which is
listed as endangered.
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No critical habitat has been designated in the project area for
the above species.

Assessnent of Impactst

Baased upon their known distributicn and abundance in the GOM,
endangered whalas are believed unlikely to occur in tha vicinicy
of cthe proposed structure removal activities, and, therefore,
unlikely to be advarsely affectad by the proposed action.

Pravicua NMFS blological oginiam (November 25, 1986 and Fabruary
26, 1987) have addressed, in detall, 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 rafersnced ahove acknowledge the
existance of a poasible relationship betwesn tha use or
undervater explosives in removing platforms and related
structures and the occurrence of stranded sea turtles, marine
mammals (Tursiops truncatus) and fish. Limited experimants
conducted by NMPS, Calveston Laboratory confirm that sea turtles
(and other marine vertabratas) found in proximity to petroleum Y
platforms can be injured or killad by removal operations g 3
employing undervater explosives (Xlima, 1986). i

e |

Technology most commonly used in tha dismantling of platforms
includas: bulk explosives, shaped explosive charges, mechanical
and abrasive cutters and undervater arc cutters. The use of bulk 3
explosives has become the industry’s standard procadura for :
cever.ing pilings, well conducters and related supporting
structuras (approx. 90% use). Whan using bulk charges, the
inside of the structura can be jetted cut to at leaac 15 feet |
balow the sediment floor to allow placement of expivsives inaside
of the atructure, resulting in a decresase in the impulse and
pressure forces reloased into the water column upen datonation.
The use of high velocity shaped charges is reported to have soma
advantages over bulk explosivea and has bean used in combination
with smaller bulk charges. The cutt action obtained by a
chaped charge is accomplished by focus the explosive enargy
with a conical metallic liner. A major advantage sasociated with
use of high velocity shaped charges is that a smaller amount of
explosive charge is r rad to sevar the structurs, which also
results in reductions in the impulse and pressurs forces relsaced
into the vater column. Use of mechanical cutters and underwvacer
arc cutters is successful in some circumstances and do not
produce the impulse and pressure forces asaociated with
detonation of explosives, however, thess methods are, in most
instances, more time consuming, costly and mora hazardous to -
divers. As a result, these methods are not used on a routine

basis (MMS Report on Platform Ramoval Techniquas).
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\

Based upon data obtained during previously conducted “expedited"
consultations on platform removals, the following is a comparison
of the types of explosives most likely to be used in the propoced
removal operations:

Explosive Datonating Velocity Brisances
RDX approx. 8,199 m/gec. 1.28
c=4 approx. 8,001 m/sac. 1.15
Comp.=~B approx. 7,801 m/sec. 1.32

* Brisance {s the measure of shattaring powver as compared tco TNT
which has brisance of 1.00. (MMS Report on Platform Removal
Techniques, 1986.)

The prepa'nd removal operations will be noao-glhhod uaing high
valocity explosives. Use of this typa of exploaive charge ihould
minimize the duration of the impulse and praessure 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 seconds (900 millisaconds) will
minimiza the area affected by tha blasta 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 releasad into the marine environment should be reduced
significantly. As a result, NMPS balieves that minimal shock and
impulse forces will be releasaed in the vicinity of removal
operations at any given tinma.

To date, of approximately ¢4 previcusly conducted consultations
covering abandonment activities, about 33 structure removals have
baen completed. Each remcvil coparation was monitored by NMFS
observers and vas conducted using appropriate mitigating
measures. At the present time, eight turtles have bean asighted
in areas near structures being dismantled, at leaat two of which
warae green turtles. Of the eight documented mightings, one turtle
was reportad to be floating on it’s back near a platform after
detonation of chargea, apparently stunned or injured. No other
incidents of sea turtle Lmq or mortality have been reportad.
Therefora, NMFS believaa t the p oposed actions ars not likely
to raesult in significant adversa impacts to endangered and
threatenaed sea turtle populations.
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Conclusions:

Pas>d on the above, it is our opinion that removal of platforms
and related structures in the GON is not likely to jeopardize the
sontinrued existence of threatened and endangered species under
the jurisdiction of WMPS. MNowever, NMPS concludes that the
rropoud activities may result in the injury or mortality of
oggerhaad, Xemp’s ridley, green, hawksbill and leatherback
turtles. Thorefore, pursuant to Section 7(b) (4) of the ESA, we
have established a 1w level of incidental taka and terme and
conditions necessary to minimize and monitor this impact.
Complianca with thess terms and conditions is the reaponsibility
of MMS and the permit applicant.

Reinitiation of Consultation:

[

R

Consultation must be reinitiated if: 1) the amount or extent of
taking specified in the incidental take statement is mat or
exceeded; 2) nev information reveals impacta of the project that
may affect listed species in a mannar or to An extent not
considered in this opinion; 3) the identified activities are
modified in a manner that causes an adversc effect on liasted
species not previously considered; or 4) a new species is listed
or criticel habitat is designated that may be affacted by the
proposed activitlies.
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INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Section 7(b)(4) of the Endangered Species Act requires that when
a proposed agency action is found to be consistent with Section
7(a) (2) of the Act and the proposed actions may incidentally take
individuals of listpd species, NMFS will issue a statement that
specifies the impa (amount or axtent) of such incidental
taking. Incidental taking by the Federal agancy or applicant
tnat complies with the specifiud terms and conditions or this

statems ‘ authorized and exeapt from the taking prohibitiors
of the

Based on s:randing records, incidental captures aboard commercial
shrimp vessels and historical data, five spe :ies of sea turtles
are known to occur in northern Gulf of Maxico waters. Currant
available information on the relationship between sea turtle
mortality and the usa of high-velocity explosives to remove oil
platforma indicates that injury and/or death of sea turtles may
resulc £ the proposed actions. Tharaefors, pursuant to Section
7(b) (4) of the ESA, an incidental take (by injury or mortality)
level of cna documented Xamp’s ridley, grean, hawksbill or
leatherback turtle or tan loggerhead turtlas is sat for all
removal operations conducted under the terms and conditions of
thia incidental take statement. The lsvel of taking specified
haere is cumulative for all removals covered by this consultation.
If tha incidental take meets or exceeds this specified level, MMS
must reinitiate conaultation. The Goutheant Reglion, NMFS, will
caoperats with MMS in the reviaw of the incident to datormine the
need for developing further mitigation measuraes.

Tha reasonabls and prudent measures that NMFS balieves are
necessary to minimize the impact of incidental takings have baan
discuased with MM3S and will bs incorporated in the removal design
for "standard® structure removals. The following terms and
conditions are established for these removals to implement the
identified mitigation measuras and to document the incidental
take should such taka occur:

1) Qualified observer(s), as approvaed by NMFS, must be usaed to
monitor the area around the site "rior to, during and aftaer
detonation of charges. Observer coverage wWill bagin 48 hours
prior to detonation of charges. If sea turtlas are observed in
the vicinity of the platform snd thought to be resident at the
site, pre- and post-detonation diver surveys must ba conducted.
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2) ©On days that blasting ogorntion- occur, a 30-m' ‘te aerial
survey must be conducted within one hour before #nd hour
afcer sach blasting episode. The Hnri--gpravod “=ws 3. and/or
NMFS on-cite parsonnel (NWFS employee only) must . uced to check
for the presence of turtles and, if possible, to idenctify
species. If weather conditions (fog, excessive winds, etc.) make
it impossible to counduct aerial surveys, blasting activi® .es may
be allowed to proceed if approved by the NMFS and/or MM<
personnel on-site,

J) If saa turtles are obeserved in tha vlcln.ltI of tha platform
(within 1000 yarda of the site) prior to detenating charges,
blasting will be delayed until attempts are successful in
removing them at least 1000 yards from The blast site. The

aerial survey must be repeatad prior to resuming detonation of
charges.

4) Detonation of exploasives will cccur no sooner than 1 hour
following sunrise and no later than 1 hour prior to sunaset.
However, Lf it is determined by NMPS and/or MMS on-site personnal
that special circumstancas justify s modification of these time
restrictions and that such modification is not likely to
adversely hfact. listed apacies, blasting may be allowed to
proceesd ocutside of this time frama.

5) During all diving operations (working dives as required in
the course of the removals), divers will be instructed te scan
the subsurface areas surrounding the platform (blasting) sitea
for turtles and marine mamaals. Any sightings must be reported
to the NMFS or MMS on-sita personnel. Upon complaetion of
blasting, divers must report and attampt to recovey any sighted
injured or dead saesa turtles or marine mammals.

) Charges must be staggerad 0.9 seconds (900 milliseconds)
for eack group of structures, to minimize the cumulative efracta
of tha klasts. If a removal oparation involves multipla
croupings of structures, the interval between detonation of
charges for each group should be minimized to avoid the
*chumaing® effect. Whenaver such intervals exceed $0-minutas,
the aerial survey must be repeated.

7) The use of scare charges should be avoided to minimize the
"chumzing effect.® Use of scars charges may be allowwed only if
approved by the NMFS and/or MMS on-site parsonnael.

#) A report summarizing the results of the removal and
mitigation measures must be submitted to the MMS Gulf of Mexice
Region within 15 working days of the removal. A copy of the
report must ba forwarded to NMFS, Southeast Regicn.
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This incidental take statement applies only to endangered and
threatensd sca turtles., In order to allow an incidental take of
& marine mammal species, the taking must be authorized under
Section 101(a) (5) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972,
Al interest has been expressed in obulnl.ng an exception
authorizing a limited take of dolphinas incidental te abandonment
activities, nc marine mammal take is authorized until appropriate
small take regulations are in place and related “Letters of
Authoerization" are issued.
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