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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
I have considered the notification by Roberts & Bunch Offshore,
Inc. to remove the casing stub for Well No. 2 in High Island,
East Addition, Block A-246 (OCS-G 8176), SEA No. ES/SR 92-04S.
Based on the environmental analysis contained in the site-
specific environmental assessment, there is no evidence to
indica‘e that the proposed action will significantly (40 CFR
1508.27) affect the quality of the human environment if the
permit/application is aj proved subject to the mitigative measure.

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) (USDOI, MMS, 1987) which evaluates
a broader spectrum of potential impacts resulting from the
removal of structures; e.g., platforms/caissons across the
central and western planning areas of the Gulf of Mexico Outer
Continental Shelf. The PEA/SEA process is designed to simplify
and reduce the size of environmental assessment documents by
eliminating repetitive discussions of the same issues. This SEA
conforms to MMS and other appropriate guidelines for preparing
environmental assessments by utilizing data presented in the PEA
to complete the assessment. It presents site-specific data
regarding the proposed structure removal(s) and evaluates the
potential 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 Tmpact (FONSI) is appropriate or whether further
assessment the proposal(s) is necessary.

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

Roberts proposes to remove the casing stub for Well No. 2 in
High Island, East Addition, Block A-246 (OCS-G 8176). The
structure is located in a water depth of approximately 126 feet
and lies approximately 87 miles south of Cameron Parish,
Louisiana. The operator plans to explosively sever and remove
24-inch casing stub. See Table 1 for specific data regarding the
explosive removal operations.

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

MITIGATION

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

B. NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION(S)

A discussion of the legal and regulatory mandates to remove
abandoned oil and gas structures from Federal waters can be found
in the PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). According to Texaco, the has no
further utility.




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)

Roberts would not pruceed 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-remov ' 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 the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for Proposed
0il and Gas Lease Sales 118 and 122 (USDOI, MMS, 1988) and the
PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). Updated information is also found in the
FEIS for Sales 123 and 125 (USDOI, MMS, 1989). It was concluded
that the most effective methods of structure removal are the use
of explosives, either bulk or shaped charges, and underwater arc
cutting. Other methods appear promising but require additional
development to solve the operational and logistical problems
associated with these techniques. Primarily for this reason,
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 PEA (USDOI, MMS,
1987) for detailed information concerning alternative methods of
structure removal.

C. REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURE(S) AS PROPOSED WITH ADDED
MITIGATION

It has been determined that the proposed 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
identified by this SEA necessary to reduce the likelihood of
death or injury to sea turtles and marine mammals.




In the course of this evaluation, no additional protective
measures were identified to further mitigate the environmental
impacts associated with the proposal. Appropriate regulations
and procedures are believed sufficient to prevent significant
adverse impacts.

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 (USDOI, MMS, 1987). The proposed
structure-removal activities are not in an area of sediment
instability (mud flows, slumps, or slides). Therefore, geologic
conditions are not expected to have an impact on the propcsed
structure-removal activities.

2. Meteorological Conditions

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

3. Physical and Chemical Oceanograph
a. Physical Oceanography

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

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 ENVIRONMENT
1. Coastal Habitats

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

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

The PEA (USDOI, 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 would utilize a shorebase in Vermilion,
Louisiana. No irpacts on threatened or endangered birds 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 (USDOI, MMS,

1987). Fritts, et al. (1983) conducted acrial surveys across a
9,514 square mile area of GOM waters. Results of these surveys
indicate that the bottlenose dolphin is probably the most likely
marine mammal to be encountered at the proposed structure
removal(s). MMS observers may be utilized to look for marine
mammals prior to detonation of the primary charge(s) at the
removal site(s). If marine mammal: 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 pr2cautions, a low probability exists that
marine mammals could enter the blast area(s) undetected and could
be injured or killed by the underwater, subsurface detonation(s).
Such an occurrence is considered highly unlikely and with the
indicated protective mitigation measure(s), the proposed
structure-removal activities are expected to have only a low
impact on marine mammals.

C. Sea Turtles

A discussion of sea tur -ingy across the central and
western GOM and an assessme ocT ential impacts of
structure-removai activitie turtles can be found in the
PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). St sy Fritts, et al. (1983) and
Fuller and Tappan (1986) as . as stranding data from the Sea
Turtle Stranding and Salvage n.twcrk (Teas and Martinez, 1990)
indicate that sea turtles oc:ur in the vicinity of the proposed
activities and therefore could be .mpacted by the structure-
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removal operations. Definitive information on the probability
of encountering sea turtles at the removal site(s) during
explosive uperations is scarce. NMFS and/or MMS cbservers may be
utiiized to look for sea turtles prior to detcnation of the
primary charge(s) If £~3a turtles are detected at the structure-
removal site(s), *3...1 of the primary charge(s) will be
delayed until the 2..um’ . are removed from the area(s). As in
the case of marine mammais, the possibility exists that sca
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 irdicated
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 by NMFS for this
category actions, but with all the precautions to be taken as
mitigating measure(s), it is unlikely that any sea turtles will
be affected by these proposed operations.

¥ Birds

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

4. Sensitive Marine Habitats

A discussion of sensitiv: arine habitats occurring in the
central and western GOM and an assessment of the potential
impacts of structure-removal activities on these areas can be

o>und in the PEA (USDOI, MMS, 19°87). The proposed activities are
>t rear any sensitive marine hal'itats. Therefore, the subject
.ructure-removal activities will not impact any sensitive marine
sbitats or their resident biota.

5. Offshore Habitats and Biota

Impacts are expected to be low as a res. : of the pcoposed
activities. For analysis information, see the PEA refersnced in
the Introduction.
C. SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNS

1. Employment

Impacts are expected to be very low as a result of the

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




2 Economics

Impacts arc expected tc be very low as ¢ z=si.. o' *
proposed activities. For analysis information, se: .« kia
referenced in the Introduction.

3. Onshore Support Facilities, Land Use, and Coas<ta.
Comuunities and Services

The operator has indicated “hat ° milion, Louisiana, would
be the shore base for the propcusea <* cure-removal activities.
No impacts are exp:cted as a result of the roposed activities.
For analysis information, see the PEA refarenced in the
Introduction.

D. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
1. Commercial and Recreational Fisl.eri»«
a. Commerci~' I.sheries

For analysis inforraticn, see the PE. referenced in the
Introducticn. Since the [A was criginally written, new concerns
have emerjed concerning the impacts of explos’ ‘e st-ucture
removals on reef fi-" porulations. On May 9, 1991 tne Gulf of
Mexico Fishery Man:~:me¢: = Council expressed concern over the
declining stocks of reet fish, especially “ad snapper. They
referred to the ant.4ntal accounts of finfisn iills associ.ted
with explosive removi .s of offshore structures i order t» ) 'nk
these activities wit! their concerns about decli ing prpu.ations

of reef fish. They further suggested ‘hat Md:x * 1ld a.d all
explosive structure removals in abey=znc: unt re infori .tion
becomes *vailable on the effects of thess ic /. .28 on :ish

stor ‘s ‘ee the PEA ’‘Sect . on on _ftshore [al'' t t; and Biota) for

a .'s7ris.on of fish kills in association witn  vglosive
S'.4c _J® removals.

MMS has declined to hold all explosive structure removals in
.eyance citing the requlatory mandates for structure removasls
»7d problems with current non-explcsive stru.ture remocval
..*thods. MMS has stated a commitment to carry out studies to
tsess the impacts of oil and gas g*i1ucture removals on Gulf
¢ .sheries resources and the results of these studies w )] ba used
to determine future policies with respect tc these act.rities.

MMS continues to consider *he overall impacts ~f structure
removals on commercial fishing be low. The MMS pcli-y of
encouraging an active rigs-to-r.. s program will helf tc »ffset
cumulative structure-removal imL.icts to fisheries ."esources.




b. ~ecreaticnal Fisheries

Impa:ts a ‘e expected .. be low as a rrs'1L r L2 priposed
activitiec For analysis inf> mation, se * o P roaferenced in
the Intrcduction. See the preceding sect. on for a discuassion of
fish kilis in associ.*!on with explosive : ‘ructure remcvals.

- Archaeol-c .CalL .2S0Urces

Impacts are ex «cted 1o be low as a resu.t of Lhe proposed
activities. For aralysis i~formation see the PE. referenced in
the Introductiun.

3. M'litary Uses/warning Areas and “uplusive Dumping Areas

A description of military use/warning areas and explosive
dumping areas, their locations and potential impacts of
structure-removal activities on these ateis can be found in the
<ZA (USDOI, MM3, 1937). 17he proposed scricture-renoval
activities would not take piace il any of these ar2as. No
impacts are expccted.

4. Navigation and Shipping

The proposed struc ure-removal antivities are ot located
adjacent to a vessel safl 'y fairway or in an anchorage area.
Structures located nears' re may ser e :3 "landmarks"™ to vessels
or helicopter operatinj in the area ou a revular basis. The
overall impacts of ths» proposed work on rivigation and shipping
are expected to be ve.y low. More i “ormescion on tne impacts of
ol.r cture removals on navigation and <h.rping can ke found in the

L+ (USDOI, MMS, 1987).

5. Pipelines znd Cables

the PEA (USDOI, I'M%, 1987) contains a descripticn of the
impacts of structurr --emoval activities on pipelines ana cables.
There are no existir.j y.pelines within 150 meters (490 feet) »f
the proposed structi re-remaoval activities. Since the opera*
must adhere to erxisting laws and regulations for abandonmer. of
structures (includ_ng procndures required by Notice to Lessees
and Operators No. 83-3), *he proposed work will not pose a hazard
to pipeline(s) and cakle(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 65 Human Health and Safety

The VF/i. ("JSDOI, MMS, 1987) de=_-ibes the hazardous
cunditions for workers during structu: e-removal activities. The
operator h:s propused the use of explosives in conjuncticn with
the structure-remoal activities. Existing legal ard regulatory
safet; -~equirements will keep the impacts of the prcposed work on
human healtn and safety at a very low .evel.

E. UNAVOIDARLY ADVERSE IMPACTS

A discussion ot unavoidable ad.erse impacts can be found in
the PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1287). Twec areas of ongoing corcern have
been the potential impact tc protected, threatened, <nd/or
endangered species and potential loss of hapitat to tha marine
environment. Both topics are discussed in the PEA and proviously
in this Jdocument. A more recent issue of concern has ur ac:--
regarding the impacts of explosive structure removals eef
fish stocks. This issue has been previously discussed in this
documert. 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
unavoiaab'e adverse impc.. are considered to be minor.

IV. PUBLIC OPINION

A discussion of public c¢oncerns re’..ding structure removals
can ke found in the PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987).

In May 1991, the Gul? of Mexico Fishery Management Council
rejuested that the MMS placc a moratorium over the explciive
removal of cffshore structures with three or more supports.
Nonremoval of these structures would conflict with current
Federal legal and regulacory requirements which mandate ‘i.=
timely removal of abandoned or obsolete structures with:n a
period of one year after termination of the lease, or ' ;on
termination of a right-of-use or easement.

The MIS p-lieves that current data on the efrects of expiccive
removals cn fish mortality is insufficient tc dr = any
conclusic. », and a moratorium on all but singls p..e caissons at
this time ! s vnjustified. In order to quanici ' explosive
effects, the Mi‘S iuitiated an interagency st. |y with the NMFS to
determine ‘ish wmortalities from platform remco.al cperations. In
addition *~ the above stu.y, MMS supports an active rigs-to-reef
; rogram and ennourages industry to search for method that will
mirimize e./ficts on fish from platform removal operations.




V. CONSUTTATION AND COORI:INATION

In ac.nrdance with the provisions >f Section 7 of the
Endangered sSpacies Act, the proposed structure-removal operations
are covernd Ly the Biological Opinion issued by NMFS ona July 25,
1988, which established a category of "standard"” explosive

tructure-removal operations. Their comments are inc!uded .iu

ppendix B. The NMFS concluded that this category of .itrictura-
removal activities will not likely jeopardize the continued
existence of any threatened or endangered species under thair
purview. AJdditionally, they concluded that this type of
"standa: i" siructure removal activity may result in injuvy or
mortality of loggerhea., Kem,'.: ridley, green, hawksbili, and 4
leatherback turtles. Tharefore, they established a cumulative
level of incidental take and diuc-ussed various measures necaessary
to monitor and minimize this impact (see Appendix B). The MNKIS
noted that no incidental taking of marine mammals was authorized
under rection 101(a)(5) cf the Marine Mammal Protection Act of
1972 in connection with this category of structure-remov:l
activities. Theref.re, taking of marine mammals “v %l.e onerator
would be prohibited unless they successfully apply for z2.J obtain
a permit or waiver to do so from NMFS.
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Table 1

Explosives Proposed by the Operator for the Structural Removal
in High Island, Est Addition, Block A-246 (OCS-G 8176)

Ivpe of Explosives:
Class A, Composition B or HMX Bulk Charges
Number and Size of Charges:

One 50-pound or less bulk charge

Employment of Charges:
Inside the casing stub, 15 feet below the mud line

Sequencing of Detonation:

Single detonation
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ROBERTS & BUNCH OFFSHORE, INC. CORRESPONDENCE




o PERRS0S ﬂ
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT T4 l‘
MEMORANDUM »°
0CT 24 1991, ;. /
[

Minerals Management Service

Leasing & Environment
Environmental Operations Section (MS 5440)

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

Subject: Casing Stub Removal
OPERATOR: Lz b =rFy + Koy / SSL<gh e

Control No.: ES/SR__Z & =~ =% /S

CASING STUB
rwwes Ne. 2

Shore Base: “~_ o ”* z ¥ /.-_‘”)l/f w - AN

The attached application is forwarded to your office so that the Finding
of No Significant Impact can be prepared. We believe this proposed
activity meets the requirements of the generic Endamgered Species Act
Section 7 Consultation Document There ®meyare no existing pipeline(s)
within 500 feet of the proposed removal location. Please advise if this

location is biologically sensitive.

= / . J /"
Z W/ [

BURT MULLIN (OSTS)--EXTENSION 2904

15 BEST AVAILABLE COPY




Pr3iposes IC3 2 4tfarm, Siructiure Aemgva’

Page |

.Contact Person and Telephone Number: o~ n

Lease Operator Name: _Roberts & Bunch Offshore, Inc.

Address: 203 Carondelet, Suite 350, New Orleans, La. 70130

"Skin" Allard

(504) S561-8264

Shorebase: Port of Vermilion (318) 893-9824

. ldentification of Structyre to be Remaved

Platform Name: _Well #2

Location (Lease, Area, Block, and Block Coordinates):

OCS-G-8176 High Island BLK A-246 1322'FWL & 5199'p§!

Late Installed (Year): SPUD 10/29/90

Proposed Date of Removal (Month/Year): 10/27/91

Water Depth: _128°

. Description of Structure to be Removed

Configuration (Attach a Photograph or a Diagram)
Size: 24" STUB, 13' above Mudline

Number of Legs/Casings/Pilings: one (1) 24" Casing Stub

Diameter and Wall Thickness of Legs/Casings/Pilings: 24"x3/4"

Are Piles Grouted? __NO Inside or Outside?

Brief description of soil composition and condition: _

~

15




Proposes OCS Platforn/Structure Remava)
Page 2

1V. Purpese

Brief discussion of the reason for removing the structurs:
No future utility,

V. Removal Method

Brief description of the method to be used: Explosive charge
to be positioned inside the casing stub 15°'

minimum below

mudline and detonated.

If explosives are to be used. nrovide the following:

1. Kind of Explosives: _Class "A" high explosives, composition
"B" sor "HMX" bulk charge,

Number and Sizes of Charges: one charge 504 or less proposed;

additional charges to be utilizad only if first attempt

is unsuccessful,

Single Shot or Multiple Shots? —Single shat anticigated.

1 multiple shots, sequence and timing of detonations:

3. Bulk or Shaped Charge? _Bulk

a. Depth of Detonation Below Mud Line: 1s' pinigua

b. Inside or Outside Piling? _1inside.

Pre-Removal Monitoring Technigues
1. Is the use of scare charges or acoustic devices proposed? Ng
If yes, provide the following:

a. Number and Kind:




Frogised OCS 2lazfeorm . r,:
Pige 3

Size of Charges:

— ——

Brief description of %.w, where, aic when scare charges
or acoustic devicus will De used:

—— —— . — —

2. Will divers or acoustic devices be used .o conduct 2

pre-removal survey to detect presence of turtles and mar.ne

mammals? _yes

If yes, briefly descride the proposed detection methed: __
Divers shall report visual sightings during normal

diving routine.

Post-Removal Menitoring Techniques

1. \HH{ transducers be used to 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 1ife? No

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

site. N/A




ROBZATI 3 3UNCH IPTINcRs. oiC.
BIGE ISLAND BLOCX A-246 0CS-3-3.76 WELL #2
PRESENT WELLBORE SCHEMATIC

—

A

"
-3
o

-

126'

ML -
Bzt B

24"x 3/4" DP @ 334'

L 16",65" ,H-40,BUTT CSC @ 774

MUDLINE HANGERS AT 225' KDB (21' 24L)
CCRROSION CAPS ON 7-5/8" & 10-3/4" CSGS
24" STUB 13' AML

A h 10-3/4",40.5#,K-55,BUTT CSG @ 353

— TOC @ 6186'

v sxs — EZSV RET @ 6236’
7-5/8",26.44,N-80,LT4C CSG @ 611"
41 sxs
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Mr. William D. Bettenbera
Cirector

Minerals Management Servi.ce
L.§S. Departzent of the Interior
wWashingten, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Bettenberg:

Enclcsed is the Biclogical Opinion prepared by the Nazional /
Marine risheries Service (NMPS) pursuant to Secticn 7 of the '
Endanqered Species Act (ESA) concerning potential impacts on

endangered and threatened species associated vith removal of

certain oil and gas platforms and related etyuctures in tha Gulf

of Mexico (GOM) using explosives.

This "standard"™ consultation covers only those removal
cperations that meat epecirfied criteria perteining to the s e
of explosive charge used, detonation depth, and number of blasts
per structural grouping. Consultation must be initiated on a
casa-by-case basis for all dismantling operations requiring the
use of expiosives that 4o not meet the established criteria.

NMFS concludes that sirJdcture recovals in the GOM that fall

within the sstablished criteris are not likely to jecpard..e ths

continued existence of listad species under the jurisdiction of

NMFS. .owever, it is our opinion that the propcsed activities

may result in the injury or mértality of endingered and

threatened sea turtles. Therefore. jursuant to Section 7(b) (4)

of the IfA, ve have established a low level of incidental take,

which is cumulative for a)! rezovals ccovered by this .
consultation, and terms and conditio: s necessary to minimize ard

mcnitor any impacts, should they occur. The terms and

conditions are contained in the enclosed incidental take »
statesent. Also enclosed is a list o” pending consultations

trat peet, vwith noted exceptiors, the criteria established in

the "standard® consultation. This bilological cpirion ard the

mitigating measures and terms and conditions contained in the

related incidental take statament apply to thesa proposed

rezoval operations. Therefore, formal consultation is cencli.ded

for these proposed actions.

Crear SomL arap Amer Ja v Procieis @ 90 .Qzlﬂ
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rsultation rust be reinititated {f: (1) the amount or ex%en:
taking specified in the incidental take statermert is
sceded; (2) new information reveals (mpacts of the Frapased
act.vities that may affect listed specles in a marrer or to an
extent not considered thus far in our opinions; (3) the
1ientified activities are mocdified in a manner that causes an
aiverse effect to listed species not previously considered: cr
(4) a new species {s listed or critical habitat is des.gnated
that may be affected by the project.

I lock forward to your continued cooperation in future
ccnsultations.

Sincerely,

Ajmes W. Brennan
/Kssistant Administrator
for Fisheries

Enclosures
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Biological Opinien

Agency: Mirerals Managemant Servire, U.S. Cepartrent
of the Interior

Activity: Consultation f~r Removal of Certain Outer Continental
Shelf Oil and GCas Structures in the Gul? of Mexico

Consultaticn Conducted By: National Marine Pisheries Service
(NMPS)

Date Issued:

1
Background Information:

In a letter dated Noveaber 19, 1986, the Minerals Management
Service (MMS) made an initial Tequest for formal consultation
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for the
removal of an offshore o0il and gas platform located in the
Federal vaters of the Gulf of Mexice (GOM). MMS and NMPS
determined that removal of oil and gas platforms and related
structures in the GOM may affect endangered and threatened sarine
Species. This “"pay affect” determination vas based on a possible
relationship be wvuaen endangered and threatened sea turtle
mcrtalities and cne dismantling of platforms using explosives.

Orn November 25, 1986, NMPS issued the first of a series of
b:ological opiniens addressing, in detail, the potential impacts
to listed marine species that Bay OoCCur as a ressult of 0OCs
acandonment activities.

MMS and NNTS established procedures for expediting Section 7
Ssnsultartions on platfora adandonaent activities in the GOM
Teferred to as "expedited consvitations.® Following those
Frocedures, approximately 44 consuliations nave Lean completed
{5r removal operations in the GONM reg‘on. All of the
consultations have concluded that the proposed abandonsent
AaZtivities vere not likely to jecpardize the continued exi: ence
of any listed species, but that the proposed activities may
result {n the incidental taking of endangered and threatensd sea
turtles.




T-e dismantling of platfor™s and related structures
eaplLosives has evolved To a point where a "standara®
e estaplished for rezcval cperations reeting cerzain

:sed Jpon reaoval technig.es aceveloped and reviewed
zrnjwnction with the previcusly conducted “expedited
ssnsultations,” MMS has requested, by letter of May 24, 1%83, a
“jeneric cons.itation” that would be applicable to all f.it.re
rercval cperat.cns that fall within a distinct categcry. defired
cy specific parameters. A category has been designed tc irzl.ie
=nosae structure types and removal techniques most comrnmorly
encountered during the expedited consultations and dismantling
cperations already corpleted. Since approximately 1000
sTructures that may be scheduled for future removal fall within
the parameters of the established category, NMFS agreas that a
"geaneric” consultation is appropriate at this time. The
cbjective of the consultation i{s to reduce the administrative
burden on both MMS and NMFS for conducting repetitive
consultations on activities that may result in similar impacts
to ;t.t-q species and that require identical mitigating measures
to maintain adequate protection for such species. This
biclogical opinion responds to MMS’ May 24, 1988, consultation
request. The opinion is based on the best scientific and
commercial data presently available and incorporates (nformation
from: 1) previous MMS Summary Evaluations, 1) previous NMFS
piological opinions on platform resoval, 1) the scilentific
literature, and 4) other pertinent and available information.
Consultation must be reinitiated {f nev information becones
available concerning impacts to listed species that would alter
the conclusions reached in this opinion or require modificaticr
cf the measures identified in the attached incidental take
statement. Consultation will continue on a case-by-case bas.s
for those structure remsovals that do not meet the criteria
established for "standard” removals.

Cescription of Proposed Action:

The propesed action invelvas the removal, by explosive means, ~f
cffahore oil and gas structures located in Federal wvaters in the
Gulf of ¥exico. Ramcval of the structures vwill be accoaplished
ty severing the support pilings, caissons, well conductors, etc.,
using varying awocunts of ewplosives to permit salvage of the
structures. This involvas the placement of axplosives inside or
c.tside of supporting st.Juctures and detonating charges prisarily
-s1ng electronically coutrolled signals.

This "generic" consultation considers only those reaoval
cperations that meet certain criteria pertaining to the size of
tne explosive charge used, detonation depths, and numder of
blasts per structural grouping. The specific criteria
established ts cover such reacvals are as follows:




1) Use of high velocity explosivaes (detonation rate greater
than 7,600 metars/second).

2) A maximum of eight individual blasts pPer group of

detonations with charges staggered at an interval of 0.9 seconds
(900 millisecords).

J) Charjes must be set at a minimuns depth of 15 fee: below the
sadiment surface. Severing of structurass above the sed.zanc:
surface "open vater" must be accomplished by mechanical (non-
explosive) methods.

4) The maxizum amount of explosives psr detonation {s not to
exceed 50 pounds.

Species Occurring in the Project Area:

Listed species under the jurisdiction of NMPS that Bay occur (n
the project area:

COMMON NAME = SCIENTIFIC NAMP LISTED
right whale 6/2/70

finback whale 6/2/70
huapback whale 6/2/70
ssi wvhale ' 6/3/70
sperm vhale 6/2/70
green turtle 7/28/78

Kemp’s ridley 12/2/70
turtle

leatherback 6/2/70
turtle

loggerhead 7,/28/78
turtle

hawksbill 6/2/70
turtle

*All of the U.S. green turtle populations are listed as
threatened except the Florida breeding populatien, which
listed as endangered.




No critical habitat has beern cesigrated {n the pro:ect area fsr
trhe above species.

Assesszent of Impacts:

Based upon thelr known distribution and abundance in the GONM,
endangered vhalaes are belleved unlikely to occur in the vicinity
of the propcsed structure reaoval activities, and, therefcre.
<nlikely to be adversely affected by the proposed action.

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

In summary, the opinions referenced above acknowvledge the
existence of a possible relationship betwveen the use of
undervater explosives in resoving platforms and related
structures and the occurrence of stranded sea turtles, marine
mammale (Iuraiops truncatus) and fish. Limited experiments
conducted by NMFS, Galveston laboratory confira that sea turtlas
(and othar marine vertebrates) found in proximity te petroleunm

platforss can be injured or killed by removal operations
erploying undervater explosives (Klima, 1906).

Technology most commonly used in the dismantling of platforms
includes: bulk explosives, shaped explosive charges, mechanical
and abrasive cutters and undervater arc cutters. The use of bulk
explosives has become the industry’s standard procedure for
severing pilings, well conductors and related supporting
tructures (approx. 908 use). When using bulk charges, the
ineside of the structure can be jetted out to at least 15 feet
pelov the sediment floor to allow placement of explosives inside
cf 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 combinaticn
with ssaller bulk charges. The cutting action obtained by a
shaped charge is accomplished by focueing the explosive energy
w.th a conical metallic liner. A major advantage sesociated vith
use of high velocity shaped charges is that a ssaller amount of
axplosive charge is required to sever the structure, vhich also
results in reductions in the i{mpulse and pressure forces released
1nto the water column. Use of mechanical cutters and undervater
arc cutters is successful in some circuastances and do not
produce the impulse and pressure Jorces associated vith
detonation of explosives, howvever, these methods are, in most
irnstances, more time consuming, costly and more hazardous to
divers. As a result, these methods are not used on a routine
casis (MMS Report on Platform Ramoval Techniques).
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Zased upor data obtained during previcusly canducted “expedites"
c:rsuitations on platfors rezcvals, the following is a c=zparisor

! tne types of explosives most likely to be ueed in tne proposed
remgval operations:

ROX approx. 8,199 m/sec. 1.1%
C=4 approx. 8,001 m/sec. 1.18
Comp.=~B approx. 7,80) m/sec. 1.32
* Brisance (s the measure of shattering powver as compared to TNT

which has brisance of 1.00. (MMS Report on Platform Removal
Techniques, 1986.)

The propowed resoval operations vill be aczomplished using high
velocity explosives. Use of this type of explosive charge should
=inisize the duration of the impulse and pressure forces produced
by detonatior of the charges, vhile providing the amount of fores
required to sever t.ae structures. According to MMS, restrictin,
the grouping of detonations to eight individual blasts per group

and staggering blasts by 0.9 seconds (900 milliseconds) will
sinimize the area affected by the blasts and suppress phasing ot
shock waves, thereby decreasing the cumulative effects of the
blasts. In addition, since all detonations will occur at leaast
15 feet below the sediment surface and no more than 50 pounds of
explosives per blast will be permitted, the amount of residual
energy released inte the marine environment should be reduced
significantly. As a result, NNPS believes that minimal shock and
i{mpulse forces will be released in the vicinity of remsocval
operations at any given time.

To date, of approximataly 44 previously conducted consultations
covering abandonmsent activities, about J) structure removals havas
been coapleted. BRach reanval operation vas sonitored by NMFS
observers and vas conducted using appropriate mitigating
zeasures. At the present time, eight turtles have been sighted
in areas near structurss being dismantled, at least two of wvhich
were green turtles. Of the eight documented sightings, one turtle
was reportesd to be floating on it's back near a platfors after
detonation of charges, apparently stunned or injured. No other
incidents of sea turtle injury rr sortality have been reported.
Therafore, NMPS believes thai tlLe proposed actions are not likely
to result in significant adverre impacts to endangered and
threatanesd sea turtle populations.




Conclusions:

Based on the above, it s our opinion that resoval of Platforns
and related structures ln the GCM is not likely to jecpardize the
continued existance of threatened and endangered species under
the jurisdiction of NMFS. MHowevar, NMFS concludes that the
proposed activities may result in the injury or mortali:y of
loggerhead, Xemp'’s ridley, green, hawksbill and leathercack
turtles. Therefore, pursuant to section 7(b)(4) of the ESA, we
have established a lowv level of i{ncidental take and terms ard
conditions necessary to sinim.‘e and monitor this impact.
Compliance vith these terms ¢ conditions is the responsibilic,
of MMS and the permit app’ic

Reinitiation of Consultati._a:

Cons..zation must be reinitiated if: 1) the ameunt or extent cf
taking spacified in the incidenta take statement is met or
exceeded; 2) nev information rev .s imspacts of the project that
may affeck listed species in a L aner or to an extent no".
considered in this opinion; J) the identified activities are
modified in a manner that causes an adverse effect on liates
Species not previously considered; or 4) a nev species is listed
or critical habitat i{s designated that may be affected by the
proposed activities.




INCI_ENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Section 7(b)(4) of the Endangered Specliles ACt requires that whan
a proposed agency action is found to be consistent with Section
7(a)(2) of the Act and the proposed actions may incidentally take
individuals of listed species, NMFS will issue a statement that
specifies the impact (amount or axtent) of such incidantal
taking. Incidental taking by the Federal agency or applicant
that corplies with the specified terms and conditions of this
statement is authorized and exeapt from the taking prohibitions
of the ESA.

Bassd on stranding records, incidental captures aboard comamercial
shrizsp vessels and historical data, five s ies of sea turtles
are known to occur in northern Gulf of Mexico wvaters. Currant
avalilable information on the relationship betwean sea turtle
mortality and the use of high-velocity explosives to remove oil
platforms indicates that injury and/or death of ses turtles may
result from the proposed actions. Thersfore, pursuant to Section
7(b) (4) of the ESA, an incidental take (by injury or mortality)
level of one documented Xemp‘’s ridley, green, havksbill or
leatherback turtle or ten loggerhead turtles is set for all
remcval operations conducted under the terss and conditions of

this incidental take statement. The level of taking specified
here is cumulative for all removals covered by this consultaticn.
1f the incidental take meets or exceeds this specified level, MMS
pust reinitiate consultation. The Southeast Region, NMFS, will
cocperats with MMS in the reviev of the incident to determine the
reed for developing fuither mitigation measures.

<he reascnable and prudent measures that NNFS believes are
recessary to minimize the impact of incidental takings have been
discussed with MMS and vill be inco rated in the resoval design
for "standard® structure rescvals. e following terms and
conditions are established for these remcvals to implement the
identified mitigation measures a~d to docusent the incidental
take should such take occur:

1) Qualified obsurver(s). as approved by NMFS, must be used to
sonitor the area around the sita prior te, during and after
detonation of charges. Obssrve:  coverage vill begin 48 hours
prier to detonatiun of cha. jes. If sea turtles are observed in
the vicinity of t%: plav?sru and thought to be resident at the
site, pre= and post-deto.ation diver s.irveys suat be conducted.




2) On days that blasting cperaticns occur, a JC-mirute aer.a.
s.rvey must be conducted within one hour before and ore hour
after each blasting episode. The NMFS-approved cbserver and/ecr
WMFS one-site personnel (NMFS employee only) must be used to creck
Ior the presence of turtles and, {f possible, to identify
species. If veather conditions (fog, excessive winde etc.) make
it impossible to conduct aerial surveys, blasting ac" .vit:.es Tay
be allcwed to proceed if approved by the NMFS and/or MMS
personnel on-sitae,.

) If sea turtles are observed in the vicinity of the platfors
(within 1000 yards of the site) prior to detonating charges,
blasting vill be delayed until attempts are successful in
removing thea at least 1000 yards from the blast sits. The
aerial survey must be repeated prior to resuming deton *“ion of
charges.

4) Detonation of explosives will occur no sooner than 1 hour
folloving sunrise and no later than 1 hour prior tu sunset.
However, Lf it is determined by NMPS and/or MMS on-site perecrnal
that special circumstances justify a modification of these time
restrictions and that such modification is not likely to
adversely impact listed species, blasting may be allowed to
proceed ocutside of this time framae.

3) During all diving operations (vorking 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 marine mammals. An{ sightings must be reported
to the NNFS or MMS on-site perscnnel. Upon completion of
blasting, divers must report and attespt to receover any sighted
injured or dead sea turtles or marine mamasals.

6) Charges must be staggered 0.9 seconds (900 millisecends)
for each group of structures, to minimise the cumulative effacts
of the blasts. If a removal operation involves multiple
groupings of structures, the interval between detonation of
charges for sach group should be minimized te aveid the
“chuasing® effect. Whenaver such intervals exceed 90-minutes,
the aerial survey msust be repeated.

7) The use of scars charges should be avoided to minimize the
“chumming effect.® Use of scare charges may be alloved only if
approved by the NMFS and/or MMS on-site personnal.

8) A report summarizing the results of the removal and
mitigation measures must be submitted to the MMS Gulf of Mexice
Region within 15 working 4days of the removal. A copy of the
report must be forwarded to NNPS, Southeast Region.




This incidental take statement applies only to endangered and
threatened sea turtles. In order to allow an incidental take of
& marine mammal species, the taking must be authorized under
Section 101(a)(S) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972,
Although interest has been expressed in obtaining an exception
suthorizing a limited take of dolphins incidental to abandonzent
activities, no marine mammal take is authorized unti) appropriate
small take requlations are in place and related "Letters of
Authorization® are issued.
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‘perator iLeaase Arsa Rlock  Structure
40 Mobl] Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Rugens Island 1%4 A
- e Vermilion 182 A
a1 Kerr-McGee Corporation . Saip Shoal 296 A
42 Conoco Inc. Ship Shoal 106 A
_ - e [ Vermilion 142 A
4) Mobil Exploration amd Pro. any v.8. Inc. West Camearom 132 1
et - 101 Cc
a4 Tenneco 0i1 Exploration and Productica Rast Cameron 249 r
45" mobl]l Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Eugens Island 119 c
Vermilion 76 B
- ‘”11”n, - ] L]
i Except capped and p.sgged wells "A" & *“B® in Vermilion-76-8

46 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Vermiliom 76 1
47 Samaden 0il Corporation Galveston 241 A
4n Conoco Inc. Grand Isle 6) A
» - 54 3
) i . - . 47 6
49 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. HRain Pass 1 2
50 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. South Pelto 12 0
51 Exxon Company test Delta Jo 5
- - - v
- L 31 1
o - o . _ o - - B - ]

52 Conoco Inc. Went Delta 5 R-1




5) Mob:ii 'sploration and Producing Company U.5. Inc. West Cameron 71 A
) o . _ South Marsh 2338 9
54 Tenneco Oll Exploration and Production Ship Shoal 199 L]
56" Conoco Inc. West Camaron 133 A
. East Cameron 44 4]
. 8. Rarsh, N. M 261 A
Except Wast Camaron—181-A
57* Exxon Company U.3.A. High Is., E. M A-342 B
~ Except High Island Rast Additiom—Al42-A
58  BHP Petroles High Island A-507 A
59 Mobll Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. East Caseron 14 L]
60 FMP Operating Cowpany West Camaron 144 A .
=
61 Amoco Production Company S. Narsh Island » A o

¢ Consultations vhose numbers include an asterisk (*) did mot totally fall under the
parameters of this “"standard * consultation, therefore, only those removals meeting the
parameters are approved and further consultation will be mecessary for the exceptlions.




