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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

I have considered the notification by Walter 0i1 and Gas Corporation to remove
Caisson No. 2, Galveston Area, Block 385 (UCS-G 8132), SEA No. ES/SR 90-009, and

based on the environmental analysis contained in the site-specific environmental
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assessment and any mitigation measure(s) contained therein, find that there is no
evidence to indicate that the proposed action(s) will significantly (40 CFR
1508.27) affect the quality of the human environment, and the 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-remova
activities. The SEA is based on a Programmatic Environmenta’ Assessment (PEA)
(USDI, MMS, 1987) which evaluates a broader spectrum of potential impacts
resulting from the removal of structures; e.'.. 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 rogardin? the proposed structure
removal(s) and evaluates the potential impacts. Mitigation measures are
contained in this document to lessen Eotcntul 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. DESCRIPT'ON OF THE PROPOSAL(S) AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSAL(S)
A. Description of the Proposed Action(s) with Mitigation

Walter 0i1 and Gas Corporation proposes to remove Caisson No. 2 in
Galveston Area, Block 385 (Lease 0CS-G 8132). The structure is located in a
water depth of 95 feet and lies l?pruxiutnl y 32 miles south of Brazoria County,
Texas. The operator plans to exp osivel{ sever and remove the single piling
c:n:is:in ;ftthm casings and the single conductor of Well No. 2 at a depth
of 16 fee .

Refer to Appendix A for structure snecifications for the removal(s),
additional data on removal techniques, types and quantities of explosives to be
used, and sequence of events. It has been determined that the proposed
operations fall within the cltorr{ of activities covered by the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) Biologica Oglnion of July 25,1988 which addresses
“standard® explosive structure removals in the Gulf of Mexico.

MITIGATION

Refer to the onutor's proposal ( dix A) for mitigative measure(s)
propo:u to reduce the 1ikelihood 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 structures from Federal waters can be found in the PEA (USDI, MMS,
1987) Malter 011 and Gas Corporation states in their application (Waiter,i989;
Appendix A) that the well ceased production in March, .



IT. 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)

Walter 0i]1 and Gas Corporation 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 ?roposed. However, non-removal of the structure(s) would
represent a conflict with Federal legal and ulatory requirements, which
mandate the timely removal of obsolete or aba structures within a period of
one year after termination of the lease, or upon termination of a right of use or
easement.

B. Removal of the Structure(s) by Alternative Non-Explosive
Methods

The MMS nas 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, 1987). It was concluded that
the most effective methods of structure removal are the use of explosives, either
bulk or shaped charges, and underwater arc cutting. Other methods I?pear
?mising but require additional development to solve the operational and

ogistical problems associated with these techniques. Primarily for this reason,
it does not appear to be a feasible alternative for the removal of the subject
structure(s).

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(s) as Proposed with Added Mitigation

Refer to the terms and conditions of the * ric* Incidental Take
Statement ( ix B), and any mitigation identified by this SEA necessary to
reduce the 1ikelihood of death or injury to sea turtles and marine mammals.

Our analysis of the proposal identified the following additional mitigative
measures:

Our analysis indicates that there are existing pipelines located within 150
meters (490 feet) of the Lropond activities. Precautions in accordance with NTL
83-3, Section IV.B. will taken prior to performing the proposed activities.

ITI. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, SOCIOECONMOMIC CONCERNS, AND OTHER
CONSIDERATIONS

A. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
) Environmental Geology and Geologic Hazards

A discussion of environmental geology and geologic hazards can be found in
the PEA (USDI, WMS, 198/). The proposed structure- removal activities are not in
an area of sediment instability (mud flows, s , or slides). Therefore,
geologic conditions aie not expected to have an impact on the proposed structure-
removal activities.
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2. Meteorological Cenditions

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

3. Physical and Chemical Oceanography
a. Physical Oceanography

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

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

s. Air Quality

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

B. FIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT
Coastal Habitats

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

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

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 operator has indicated that helicopter
flights and boat traffic wouid utilize a shorebase in Galveston, Texas. The
Kab e work is not expected to impact threatened or endangered birds or their

b. Marine Mammals

A discussion of marine mammals occurring across the Gulf of Mexico (GOM)
and an assessment of the potential i s of structure-removal activities on
marine mammals can be found in the (USDI, MMS, 1987). Fritts, et al,. (1983)
conducted aerial surveys across a 9,514 square mile area of GOM waters. Results
of these indicate that the bottlenose dolphin is probably the most 1ikely
marine mammal to be encountered at the proposed structure removal(s). MMS
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observers may be utilized to look for marine mammals prior to detonation of the
primary charge(s} at the remova® site(s). If marine mamsals 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 could enter the blast area(s)
undetected and could be injured or killed by the underwater, subsurface
Jetonation(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.

& Sea Turtles

A discussion of sea turtles occurring across the central and western GOM
and an assessment of the potential impacts of structure-removal activities on sea
turtles can be found in the PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987). Studies by Fritts, et al.
(1983) and Fuller and Tappan (1986) as well as stranding data from the Sea Turtle
Stranding and Salvage Network (Teas, 1989) indicate that sea turtles occur in the
vicinity of the ?nposed 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) during explosive operations is
scarce. and/. ~ MMS observers may be utilized to look for sea turtles prior
to detonation of the primary chlm(s{. If sea turtles are detected at the
structure-removal site(s), detonation of the primary charge(s) will be delayed
until the animals are removed from the area(s). As in the case of marine
mammals, the possibility exists that sea turtles could enter the blast area(s)
undetected and could be injured 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
expected to have only a low impact on sea turtles. A cumulative incidental take
has been authorized ;y NMFS for this category actions, but with all the
precautions to be taken as mitigating measure(s), it is unlikely t%at any sea
turtles will be affected by these proposed operations.

3. Birds

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

4, Sensitive Marine Habitats

A discussion of scnsitive marine habitats occurring in the central and
western GOM and an assessment of the potential impacts of structure-iemoval
activities on these areas can be found in the PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987). The
proposed activities are not near aany sensit{ve marine habitats. Therefore, the
subject structure- removal activities wii! not impact any sensitive marine
habitats or their =-sident biota.

5. Offshore Habitats and Biota

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

Employment

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

& Economics

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

3. Onshore Suppor. Facilities, Land Use, and Coastal Communities
and Servicas

The operator has indicated that Galveston, Texas wuuld be the shore base
for the p sed structure-removal activities. No impacts are expected as a
result of the proposed acti/ities. For analysis information, see the PEA
referenced in the Introduction.

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

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

b. Recreationa! Fisheries

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

2 Archaeological Resouvces

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

3. Military Use/Warning Areas and Explosive Dumping Aieas

A description of military use/warning areas and eplosive dumping areas,
their locations and poiential s of structure-removal activities on these
areas can be found in the PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987). The proposed structure-removal
activities will not take place in any of these areas. No impact is expected.

4. Navigation and Shipping

The proposed structure-removal activities are located adjacent to a
shipping fairway. Structures located nearshore may serve as “landmarks® to
vessels or helicopiers operating in the area on a lar basis. The overall
impacts of the work on navigation and shipping are expected to be very
Tow. More i ion on the impacts of structure removals on navigation and
shipping can be found in the PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987).




Pipelines and Cables

The PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987) contains a description of the impacts of
structure-removal activities on pipelines and cables. There are existing
pipelines within 500 feet of the proposed structure-removal activities. Since
the operator must adhere to existing laws and ulations for abandonment of
structures (including procedures required by Notice to Lessees and Operators 83-
3), Eh; proposed work will not pose a hazard to pipeline(s) and cable(s) in the
area(s).

6. Other Mineral Resources

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

7 Human Health and Safety

The PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987) 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 nmatory safety requirements will keep the impacts of the proposed work on
human 1th and safety at a very low level.

E. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPALTS

A discussion of unavoidable adverse impacts can be found in the PEA (USDI,
MMS, 1987). Two areas of primary concern are the potential m«:t to protected,
threatened, 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.

IV.  PUBLIC OPI™TON

A discussion of lic concerns u#:ding structure-removal activities can
be found in the PEA (USDI, MMS, 1987). proposed structure-removal activities
have generated no comments from the public.

V.  CONSULTATICN AND COORDINATION

In accordance with the provisions of Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act, the proprsed structure-removal :ﬂtim are covered by the biological
opinion issued ™y NMFS on July 25, 1988, which established a category o
"standard® explosive structure-removal operations. Their comments are included
in x B. The NMFS concluded that this category of structure- removal
activities will not likely jeopardize the continued existence of threatened
or endangered ies under their purview. Additionally, they concluded that

this of s structure-removal activity result in injury or
mortality of | o 's ridley, green, hawksbill, and leatherback
turtles. , they established a cumnlative level of incidental take and
di varfous measures necessary to monitor and winimize this impact (see

8). The NMFS noted that no incidental taking of marine mammals was
2e1 under Section lﬂ(aul) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 in
connection with this category of structure-rimoval activities. Therefore, taking
of marine mammals by the operator would : zﬁﬂuﬂ ;j;u they successfully
ver so from .
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VIII. APPENDICES

A. WALTER OIL AND GAS CORPORATION CORRESPOMDENCE
B. NMFS CORRESPONDENCE




APPENDIX A
WALTER OIL AND GAS CORPORATION CORRESPONDENCE
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’ ) WALTER OIL & GAS CORPORATION
R
October 31, 1989 ECElVED
NOV - 3 1989 Rep .

Mr. Daniel J. Bourgeois j £ Ve
h?“m" Supervisor Offiza of Stryetyral ‘ H 0
Office of Field Operations nd Technical Support " av . LT
U. S. Department of the Int T 1359
Minerals Management Service /
1201 Elmwood Park Boulevard g 2 ;
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123-2394 S~ /

\ .
Attention: Mr. Arvid Shaw ke

0s-TS

RE: Proposed 0CS Platform/Structure Removal Procedure Application for
0CS-G 8132, Caisson No. 2, Galveston Block 385, Offshore, Texas

Gentlemen:

Reference 1s made to that certain letier dated October 24, 1989; whereb
Walter 011 & Gas Corporation had submitted for your review and approva
the "Proposed Platform/Structure Removal® procedure for 0CS-G 8132,
Caisson No. 2, Galveston Block 385, Offshore, Texas.

Caisson No. 2 was designed and 1installed as a tapered caisson type
structure utilizing three (3) size caissons ( 1 -52* X 2.0 Wall
Thickness; 1 - 60" X 1.75" Wall Thickness and 1 - 60" X 1.0" Wall
Thickness) with a 5' swedge between the 52" and 60" at approximately 33'
above the mudline. Tha tapered caisson was driven to the designed
penetration over the existing 30" X 1" well surface caisson.

The proposed explosive charge will be ata'm inside the structure_at
16' below the mudline where the dimension is X 1.75" Wall Thickness.

If you should ire additional information, please contact the
undersigned at (7:3) 669-1222.

Very truly yours,
WALTER OIL & GAS CORPORATION

SRR\ \ Ve

Susan Wilson
Regulatory/Environmental Coordinator

240 The Main Building, 1272 Main Street, Mouston, Texas 77002  (T12)889-1221
11
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
MEMORANDUM
19/26/79 3

To: Environmental Operations Secticm (LE-5) RECE IVED

From: Oflice of Structural and Technical Support, Field Opcnuona.
Gulf of Mexico OCS Region (0STS) ot

o

Subject: Platform Removal Winerals *13nazpms-s

L“ﬁﬂl‘ Caviro,; -‘- .t
opemaron: _Nalter O/l Z Gas C._raP

'

Control No: ES/SR 90 -004
Platform Area/Block Lease
‘QI-SSG"‘ No- 1 GA |3ss 0Ccs-G 8/31

The .ttached application is forwarded to your office so that the Finding of No
Sign.ficant Ispact can be prepared. Ve believe this proposed sctivity meets
the requiremen ummmw Species Act Section T Conaultation
Document. There are/asesmo existing pipeline(s) within 500 feet of the proposed
resoval locaticn.
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" WALTER OIL & GAS CORPORATION

Minerals Management Service
1201 Eimwood Park Boulevard -
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123-2394

L \
| = October 24, 1989 RECecIViv |
) r _ ) 'I
Mr. Danfel Bourgeois 0CT 2= i#ad
- Regional Supervisor
i 0 Office of Field Operations Othieg =t Strecroedl
B U. S. Department of the Interior and Technicai dopuart

i |

Attention: Mr. Arvid Shaw

S-

RE: Proposed OCS Platform/Structure Removal Procedure for
0CsS-G 8132, Caisson No. 2, Galveston Block 385, Offshore, Texas

Gentlemen:

In accordance with the regulations and idelines contained 1in that
certain Letter to Lessees dated December 9, 1986, and Notice to Lessees
85-8; Walter 011 & Gas Corporation respectfully submits for your review
and approval the attached "Proposed OCS Platform/Structure Removal®
procedure for Caisson No. 2, 0CS-G 8132, Galveston Block 385.

Caisson No. 2 is a single pile well protector structure installed in
1988. 0CS-G 8132, Well No. 2 ceased production from this structure on
March 6, 1989, A separate application was submitted to the appropriate
MMS District Office to permanently plug and abandon the subject well.
Additionally, an applicatic. was submitted to the Regional Supervisor to
abandon "in-place” t No. OCS-G 8444, a 4,.500" Natural Gas and
Condensate Lease Pipeline that originates from Caisson No. 2 and ties in
to a subsea valve in Walter's B.625" Natural Gas and Condensate
Right-of-Hay Pipeline that crosses Galveston Block 38S.

Walter has completed the pluggl and abandoning of the well, partial
2 and :L nn :

2552 R 0 ]

removal of Caisson Neo. abandonment "in-place” of the lease
pipeline on t 26, 1989. The partial removal of Caisson No. 2
coisisted of helideck, tion deck with all tion equipment

being removed from the wellhead deck at + 45' level and installing the
navigational aids equipment to the wellhead deck.

Walter will utilize an onshore base located in Galveston, Texas for the
proposed explosive operation.

240 The Main Buiiding, 1212 Main Strest, Houston, Texas 77002  (712)650-1221
13




Minerals Management Service
Proposed Structure Removal Procedure
0CS-G 8132, Caisson No. 2

Galveston Block 385

Page Two

Please direct any questions concerning this procedure to the attention of
the undersigned at (713) 659-1222,

Very truly yours,
WALTER OIL & GAS CORPORATION

o \agre

Susan Wilson
Regulatory/Environmental Coordinator
:SEW

Attachments
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Iv.

WALTER OIL & GAS CORPORATION

P E PLATFORM/STRUCTURE R
RESPONSIBLE PARTY

A. Lease Operator Name: Walter 011 & Gas Corporation
B. Address: 1212 Main Street, Suite 240
Houston, Texas 77002
C. Contact Person & Telephone No.: Susan Wilson /(713) 659-1222

IDENTIFICATION OF STRUCTURE TO BE REMOVED

A. Platform Name: Caisson No. 2

B. Location (Lease, Area, Block, and Block Coordinates):
0CS-G 8132, Galveston 'sllnd Block 385, Latituce: 28 37' 56.788"
- Longitude: 94 57' ll 58!" (4116.37' FSL & 4087.34' FEL)

C. Date iastalled (Year):

0. Proposed Date of l-nvﬂ (lhnthlvnr): November, 1989

E. Water Depth: + 95°

SCRIPT F REMOV!
:. ls:fnﬂguntion: Structural Drawings are attached
. Size:

C. Number of Legs/Casings/Pilings: One (1) Pile

D. Diameter and Wall Thickness of L.?llﬂlingl/’ﬂi s: 52° X 2";
60" X 1.75"; 60" X 1.0" with 30" X 1" Conductor Inside

E. Are Piles Grouted: Yes Inside or Outside: Inside

F. Brief Description of Soil Composition and Condition: Soft to
stiff; olive gray clay from 0' to 120'

Brief description of the reason for removing structure: Reservoir
depleted, Well No. 2 was plugged and abandoned on August 26, 1989

 REMOVAL METHOD

A. Brief description of the method t. be used:
The conductor and caisson shall .e cut using explosives. Once
this 1s accomplished, a derrick barge will remove the caisson
and load on a material barge.

15




Minerals Managenent Service
Proposed Structure Removal Application
0CS-G 8132, Caisson No. 2

Galveston Block 385

October 24, 1989

Page Two TN -

'!.

REMOVAL METHOD (Continued)

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

Kind of Explosives: Octol or sition 4 & 50 Grain per fcot
Primer Cord

2. Number and Size of Chargq ) 50# Charge
a. Single or Multiple Shots: Single
b. Ifuﬂu‘ltiple Shots, Sequence and Timing of Detonations:
N/
3. Bulk or Shaped Charge: \r:o.t.c.u.s. Device
a. Depth of Detonation Below Mudiine: 16' below mudline
h. Inside or Qutside Piling: Inside Piling

C. Pre-Removal Monitoring Techniques:
| l: the use of scare charges or acoustic devices proposed?
es
If yes, provide the following:
a. Number a.d Kind: 1 Charge - Primer Cord
b. Size of Charge: 50 Grain
c. Brief description of how, where, and when scare charges
or acoustic devices will be used: 130' Linear Feet from
Caisson, Scare Charge will be fired 5 minutes before
Shape Charge fired
2. Will divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-
removal survey to detect presence of turtles and marine
mamnals? Yes
If yes, briefly describe the proposed detection method:
Oivers will conduct survey before firing scare charge

D. Post-Removal Monitoring Techniques:
1. Will transducers be used to measure the pressure and
impulse of the detonations? Not needed. There will be
no shock wave

2. Will divers be used to survey the area after removal to
determine any effects on marine life: Yes - divers will
be used to verify the bottom of seafloor s clear of
obstructions for 150' radius.

BIOLOGICAL INFORMATION

If available, provide the results of any recent binlogical surveys
conducted 1in the vicinity of the structure. [f available, describe
any recent observations of turtles or marine mammals at the
structure site.

16
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National Ocesric and Atmespheric Adminigsration
MNATIOMAL MARINE FISHEMES SERVICE .
Wasnngian OC 20238

fé.:\ UNITED STATES DEPAATMENT OF COMMERCHE
\'\-uvj

JUL 25 1988

Mr. William D. Bettenbera
Director

Minerals Management Service
U.S. Departaent of the Interior
washington, D.C. 20240

Decr Mr. Bettenberyg:

Enclosed is the Bioclogical Opinion prepared by the National
Marine Pisherles Service (NMPS) pursuant to Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) concerning potehtial impacts on
ondantoud and threstened species associated vwith removal of
certain oil and gas platforms and related styuctures in the Gulf
of Mexico (GOM) using explosives.

This "standard®” consultation covers on’y those removal
operations that meet cpecified criteria pertaining to tne size
of explosive charge used, detonation depth, and nuaber of blasts
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 mest the established criteria.

NMFS concludes that structure removals in the GOM that fall

.within the establishad criteria are not uu&u jecpardize the

continued existence of !isted species under jurisdiction of
NMPFS. MNowvever, it is our opinion that the activities
msay result in the injury or sértality eof red and
threatened sea turtles. Therefors, pursuant to Section 7(b) (4)
of the ESA, ve have established & low level of incidental take,
which is cusulative for all reamcvals covered by this
consultation, and terms and conditions necessary te minimize and
-onuumi-uu. should they occur. - The terss and
conditions are centained in the enclosed incidental take
statement. Also enclosed is a list of pending consultations
that meet, vith noted sxceptions, the criteria established in
the "standard® consultation. This biological opinion and the
mitigating messures and terms and conditions contained in the
relatsd incidental take statament apply te these

removal operations. Therefore, formal consultation is concluded
for these proposed actions.

|
T Years Sumulaung Amenica's Progress » 1913-1988

19
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Consultation must be reinititated 1f: (1) the amount or sxtent
of taking specified in the incidental take sctatement is
excaeded; (2) nev information reveals impacts of the proposed
activities that may affect listed species in a manner or to an
extent not considered thus far in our opinions; (3) the
identified activities are modified in a manner that causes an
adverse effect to listed species not previously considered: or
(4) a nev species is listed or critical habitat is designrated
that may be affected by the project.

I look forvard to your continued cooperation in future
consultations.

Sincerely,

tsistant Admiriatrator
for Fisheriec

Enclosures
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Biological Opinion

Agency: Hinerals Management Service, U.S. Departame
of the Interior ve ne

Activity: Consultation for Removal of Csrtain Outer Continental
shelf Oil and Gas Structures in the Gulf of Mexico

Consultation Conducted By: (uu;mx Marine Pisheries Servica

Data Issued:

|
Bscrground Informat.ca:

In a letter dated Noveamber 19, 1986, the Hirerals Managens.t
Service (MMS) sade an initlal raguest for formal consultation
pursuant to Ssction 7 of the Endangered 3Specise Act (ESA) for the
removal of an oifshore o0il and gas platfora leocated in the
Federal vaterc of the Gulf of Mexico (GOK). MMS and NNFS
deternined that removal of oil and gas piatforms and related
structures in the GOM may affect red and threatened marine
species. This "may affect® determinetion vas based on & possible
relationship between endangered and threatened sea turtle
‘mortalities and the dismantling of ‘nauon- using explosives.
On November 15, 1986, NMPS issusd tirst of a series of
biological cpinions addreseing, in detall, the potential impacts
to listad sarine -rﬂum-rmuanuu of oCs
sbandonmsent activities.

WS and WNPS established procedurss for expedit Section 7
consultations en ssandonaent activities the GOM
referzed to as ® ted consultations.® Pellowing those
procedures ¥y 44 consultations havs besn completed
urr-ndm in the GON region. All of the
consultations have concluded that the proposed abandonment
activities vere not likaly to 30:::“:. the continued existence
of listed species, that proposed activities may
nui in the incidertal taking of endangered and threatensd sea
‘m “I
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The dismantling of platforms and related structures using
explosives has evolved to a point where a "standard” protocel can
be established for removal cnerations reeating certain criteria.
Based upon removal techniques developed and reviewved in
conjunction with the previously conascted "expedited
consultations,” MNMf has requested, by letter of May 24, 1980, a
“generic consultation” that would be applicable to all future
removal operations that fall within a distinet category, delined
by t‘pecific parameters. A category has been designed to include
thosa structures types and removal technigues most commonly
sncountered during the expedited consultations and dismantling
operations already cc™oleted. Since approximately 1000
structures that may be . “eduled for future removal fall within
the parameters of the esta. 'shed category, NMFS agrees that a
"generic®” consultation is app. -riate at this time. The
objective of the consultation is =~ reduce the administrative
burden on both MMS and NXFS fur con ~ting repetitive
consultations on activities that may .esult in similar impacts
to lis species and that require identical miticating measures
to maintain nu?uu protsction for such species. This
bioclogical epinion responds to MMS’ May 34, 1988, consultation
regquest. The opinion is based on the t scientific and
commercial data presently available and incorporates information
Zrerm: 1) previous MMS Sumsary Evaluations, 2, previous wrs
biological cpinions on pistform removal, 3) cre scientific
literature, and 4) other pertinent and available information.
Consultation must be reinitiated if nev inforsaticn becones
avallable concerning impacts to listed species that would alter
=he conclusions reached in this opinion or regquire medification
of the messures identified in the attached incidantal take
statement. Consultation wil. continue on a case-by-case basis
for thoase structure resovals that do not meet the criteria
.established for "etandard" removals.

Description of Proposed Action:

g
3
i
4
g
z
¢
i
g
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The action invelves the removal w.un means, of
off oil and structures located h ral wvaters in the
Gulf of Mexice. 1 of the strustures wvill bu accoaplished

b ing the lings issons, well conductors, ete.,
..!;:'-‘{-ﬂ.. muo-:::dv: te t salvags of the
structures. This invelves pl of sxplosives inside or
outside mu‘ structures and detonating charges primarily

using el ly centrelled signals.

This * ie® consultation considers only inose removal
operst that seet certain oriteris ining to the size of
the sxplosive charge used, detonatior , and number of

blasts per structural grouping. The specific criteria
established to cover such remsovals are ss follows:
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1) Use of high velocity explosives (detonation rate greater
than 7,600 meters/second).

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

3) Charges sust be set at a »inisum depth of 15 feet belov the
sediment surface. Severing of structures alove the sediment
surface "open vater" must be accomplished by mechanical (non-
explosive) methods.

g

4) The maxisum amount of explosives per detonation is net to
sxceed 350 pounds.

I
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Species Occurring in the Project Area:

E Listed species under the jurisdiction of NMPE that way oceur in
the project area:
g right vhale Bubalasns glacialis E 6/3/7¢
finbagk vhule Balasnaptera phyaslus E 6/3/70
l humpback vhale Msgaphars navassnglias L 4/1/70
sei whale Baisanoptara barealis L 8/3/70
l . spert whale Ehyaatar catedon [ 3 6/2/170
l grean turtle Chalonia nydas ™ B 7738,/
' l:zu'c.rmq leapidoghalys kampi ] 12/2/70
lesatherback Raxmachalys seriacas 4 6,'2/7
turtle
l loggerhead CAXatta carstta ™ 7/38/78
turtle
l hawksbill Rretacchalys imbricata 3 6/2/70
' turtle
*All of the U.5. green turtle ations are listed as
' mm*mmmmm.utuu
i
i




Noe critical habitat has been designated in the project area for
the above species.

Assessment of Impacts:

Based upon their known distribution and abundance in the GOM,
endangered vhales are believed unlikely to occur in the vicinity
of the proposed structure resoval activities, and, therefores,
unlikely to be adversely affected by the proposed action.

Pravious NMFS biological otl.ntom (November 25, 1986 and February
26, 1987) have addressed, in detail, removal of structures in the
GOM. Accounts of encangered and threatened speciss which occur

in the project area, and the "Assessment of Impacts® contained in

these prior opinions alsoc apply to this consultation and are
1n¢orpontu1y referance.
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In summary, the opinions refersnced above acknowvledge the
ounune:‘ot & possible relationship betwveen the use of
undsrvateY explosives in removing platforms and related
structures and the occurrence of stranded sea turtles, marine
mammal (mngg touncatus) and fish. Limited experiments
conducted by » Galveston Laboratory confirm that sea turtlaes
(and other marine vertebrates) found in proximicy te petroleus
platforns can ba injured or killed by removal operations
saploying undervater explosives (Klisa, 1986).

Tachrology wost coancnly used In the dissantling of platforams
includes: bulk explosives, shapod axplosive charges, mechanical
and abrasive cutters and undervater arc cuttass. The uss of bulk
exploiives has becomc the industry’s standard procedurs for
severing pilings, woll cenduciore and related Tting

- structures (approx. 908 use). When i\eiry bulk rgea, the
inside of the structure can bs jettew out %o &t lsast 15 feet
belov the sediment floor to allow placessut of losives inside
of the structure, rosulting in a decreasa in the impulse and
pressure forces released into c¢he water colusn upen detonation.
The use of high velocity shaped mln: is raported to have some
advantages over belk explosives and been used in combination
v Eh smaller bulk charges. The cutting actieon obtained by a
sha charge is accomplished by focus the expleosive shergy
vith a conical metallie liner. A major advantage asssocicted wit'
use of high velecity .nr‘ charges that a ssaller amount of
explosive charge is nu red to sever the structure, vhich alse
results in reductions

TN e Ry

e

the ispulse and pressure Zorces relsased

into the vater column. Uss of wmechanical cutters and undervater
arc cutters is successful in soae cirsusstances and do net

» Foduce the impulse and pressure forces associasted vith
datonation of explosives, howvever, these sotheds are, in most
instances, more time consuming, costly end more hasardous to
divera. As a result, these sethods are not used on = routine
basis (MMS Report on Platform Removal Techniques).
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Based upon data obtained during frovieuﬂy conducted "expedited®
consultations on platfors removals, the followi is a comparison
of the types of explosives most likaly to be un

in the proposed
removal operations: Rape

Exploalvs Ratonating Velocity Brisancee
RDX approx. §,199 m/sec. 1.38
c-4 approx. 8,001 m/sec. 1.18
Comp.=-B approx. 7,803 a/sec. 1.32

* Brisance is the measure of shattering pover as ccapared to TNT
which has brisance of 1.00. (MMS Report on Platform Removal
Techniques, 1906.)

The propohed resoval vations vill be 1ished nsing hi
velocity explosives. 1:. of this type omutn cur:: oh: 1
minisize the duration of the impulee and prassure forces produc 4
by detonstion of the charges, vhile providing the amount of force
regquired to sever the structures. unonu\,“:o KNS, restricting
the group of detonations to sight individual blasts per group
staggering blasts by 0.9 seconds (900 milliseconds) wu!
minimize the area affected i! the blasts and supprees phasing of
shock wvaves, thereby decreas the cumulacive effects of the
blasts. In addition, since all detonations will cccur at least
i5 feat balov the asediment surface and no more than 50 pounds of
explaeivas par pla~t «ill ke parnitted, the amcunt of residual
“ne reidined inte tha mavine snvironasnt should be reduced
significantiy. As a vesult, MNFS beliasvoc that minimal sheck and
‘apulse forcen vill be sleascd in the vizinity of remeval
operations at any given tise .

i

To date, of approxisataly 44 previocusly os."ducted conpultations
" abandonment uJ

covaring vities, about 33 siiucture resovals have
baen completed. ENach operation wvas onitored by NXFi
observers conducted fae mitigating

and vas us
Eeasures. Mﬁm:l—tn turtle.: have bean sighted
mm being dissantled, .: lu:t tve .:: nut.
mmmo wm m‘ ' turt
wvas to be floating on l'oumsplmmomr

i
detona of charges 1y stunned or injured. MNo other
q o:-u-muyuvzuanmu.
the proposed actions are not likely

erdangered and

i
h
:
-
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Conclusions:

pased on the above, it is our opinion that removal of platforma
and related structures in the GOM is not likely to jeocpardize ths
continued existenca of threatensd and endangered species undex
the jurisdiction of NMFS. MNowvever, WNFS concludes that the
Tropom activities u( result in the injury or mortality of
oggerhead, Xenp's ridley, green, hawvksbill and leatherback
turtles. Therefore, pursuant to Section 7(b) (4) of the ESA, wve
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 rerponsibility
of MMS and the permit applicant.

Reinitiation of Consultation:

consultation sust be reinitisted if: 1) the amount or extent of
taking specified in the incidental take statement is met or
exceeded) 1{ nev information reveals impacts of the project that
nay affeck listed species in a manner er to an extent not
considered in this opinion; 3) the identified activities are
podified in a manner that causes an adverse effect on listed
species not previous'y considered; or 4) & nev fes {2 listed
or critical habitat .s designated that may be affected by the
proposed activities.

26
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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 listed spacies, NMPS will issue & stratement that
specifies the impact (amount or extent) of such incidental
taking. Incidental taking by the Federal ag or applicant
that cosplies with tha specified terms and conditions of this
““mlh“ authorized and exempt from the taking prohibitions
of the .

Based on unndl: records, incidental captures aboard commercial
shrimp vessels and historical data, five species of sea turtles
are known to ocour in northern Gulf of Mexice waters. Current
available information on the relationship between sea turtle
mortality and the use of high-velocity explosives to remove oil
platforss indicates that injury and/or death of sea turtles ma
result from the proposed actions. Therciore, pursuant to Section
7(b)(4) of the BSA, an incidental taks (by injury or meortality)
level of one documented X.mp’s ridley green, havksbill or
leatherback turtle or ten loggerhead turtles is set for all
removal ocperations conducted under the terms and conditions of
this incidental taks statesant. The level of taking specified
here is cusulative for all removals cove:»d by this consultation.
If the incidental take meets or exceeds (i:is specified level, Wus
must reinitiate consultation. The Southesast ion, Wrs, will
coopersts vith MMS in the reviev of the incident to detarmine the
need for developing further mitigation mneasures.

The reascnable and prudent measures that NNFS believes are i
n te sininize the of incidental takings have been i
dai vith MNS and will ted in the removal design

for "standard® structure resovals. fellowing terms and

conditions are established for these remevals to lement the

identified mitigation measures and to document the incidental

take should taks ococour:

1) Qualified cbeerver(s), as approved by INFS, must be used to
sonitor the area arcund the site prior te, during and after
detonation of charges. Observer coverage vill begin 48 heurs
prior to detonation of charges. If sea turtles are observed in
the vieinity of the fora and thought to be resident at the
site, pre- and post tion divar surveys must be conducted.

27




2) On days that blasting operations occur, a J0-minute aserial
survey must be conducted within one hour bafore and cne hour
after each blasting episode. The NMFS-approved observer and/or
NMFS on-site personnel (NMFS saployee only) must be used to check
for the presence of turtles and, if possible, to identify
species. If weather conditions (fog, excessive winds, etc.) makes
it impossible to conduct aerial surveys, blasting activities may
be allowed to proceed if approved by the NMFS and/or WMS
personnel on-site.

3) 1If sea turtles are observed in the vicinity of the platform
(within 1000 yards of the site) prior te “mt{u charges,
blasting will be delayed until attempts are success:i.l in
removing thea at least 1000 yards from the blast site. The
aerial survey must be repeatsed prior to resuming detonation of
chargesa.

4) Detonation of explosives will occur no soconer than 1 hour
follovwing sunrise and no later than 1 hour prior to sunaet.
However, Lf it is determ.ned by NMPS and/or MMS on-site personnel
that special circumatances justify & modification of these time
restrictions and that such modification is net likely to
adversely I.lt.“ 1isted species, blasting may be allowed to
proceed ocutside of this time framae.

8) During all diving operations (working dives as required in
the course of the removals), divers will be instructed to scan
the subsurface areas surrounding the platform (blasting) sites
for turtles and sarine mammals. Ant sightings must be resported
to the NMFS or MMS on-site « Upon complation of
blasting, divers must and attempt to recover any sighted
injured or dead sea turtles or marine mammals.

6) Charges must be staggered 0.9 seconds (900 milliseconds)
for sach group of structures, to minimise the cumulative effects
of the blasts. If a removal operatien invelves sultiple
groupings of structures, the interval between detonation of
charges for sach should be minimised to avoid the
“chussing® effect. such intarvals asxceed 90-minutes,
the aerial survey sust be repeated.

7) ‘The use of scare charges should be aveided to minimize the
"chusaing effect.” Use of scare charges say be allowved only if
approved by the NNFS and/or MiS on-site personnel.

#) A report summarizing the results of the removal and
mitigation measures msust be submitted to the MMS Gulf of Mexico
Region within 15 uru: days of the removal. A copy of the
report must be fo to NNPS, Ooutheast Region.
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This incident:.l Take statement ipplies only to endangered and
threatensd sea turtles. In oraer to sllow an incidental taks o¢
a marine mammal species, the taking must be authorized under
Section 101(a) (S) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972.
Altho'qh intarest has been expressed in obtaining an exception
autho. :ing a lieited take of dolphine incidental te abandonment
activ. es, no marine manmal take is authorized until appropriate
small _he regulations are in place and related "Letters of
Authorization® are issued.
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1 Opagator laass Arss Block Structure
Company U.S. Inc. Island %4 A
40 Nobll Ixploration and m- ing U.s. Inc '-'Illmlﬂ oo .
41  Kerr-NcGee Corporation Ship Shoal 296 A
Conoco Inc. ship Shoal 206 A
4 . Vermilion 242 A
43 Nobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Imc. West a--. ::: :
-
44  Tenneco 0il Exploration ind Production East Cameron %% r
45® mobll Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Bugens Island 119 <
- Vernilion 76 [ ]
- Mw’ - - L ]
Except capped and plugged wells "A® & “B" im Vermilice-7¢-8
46 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Vermililea 76 1
a7 Samaden 0il Corporatiomn Galveston 341 LY
48 Conoco Inc. Grand Isle 63 A
- - “ ’
§ - . a7 6
E 49 HMobil Exploration and Producing Company U.8. Inc. Nain Pase 1 2
3 50 _ Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc _ South Pelto 12 D
- S1  Exxon Company Sast Delta 30 s
- o - - v
; a . 3N |
!" L] - - v
3 $2  Comoco Inc. West Delta as R-1
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Mobil Exploratior and Pn.helu' Company 7.8. Inc. West Camearon

71

»
South Harsh 238 L
54 Tenneco 0il Exploration and Production Ship dhoal 199 .
56" cConoco Inc. ¥Wcet Camaron 133 A
. Easst Cameron L1 ]
= 8. Narsh, ¥. M 261 ”

Except. West Cameron-361-A
S7¢ Exxon Company U.S.A. Nigh Is., B. M A-342 »

) Except Migh Island Bast A8t iem-A3e2-A ’

S8 NP Petroleus Nigh Island A-r07 »
S9 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. East Caseron 14 s
60 PP Operating Company Wast Czmarcs 464 L
61 Amoco Production Company S. Neruh Island 32 A

¢ Consultations whose nusbers include an asterisk (®) did mot

paramsters of this "standard * cemsultation, therefore, only those remcsals seeting the
paramsters are approved and further consultation will be necsssary for the exceptions.

fall wader the




