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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

I havs consi lo ?d ths s tructure removal application by Union 

P a c i f i c Resource, to rsmove Platforms A and B in Eaat Cameron, 

Block 106 (OCS-G 8644), SEA Ncs. ES/SR 91-083 and 91-084. Based 

on the environmental analyaia and mitigative measures contained 

in the s i te -spec i f ic environmental assessment, there i s no 

svidence to indicate that the propossd action (a) w i l l 

a ign i f i cant ly (40 CFR 1508.27) affect the quality of the human 

environment. Preparation of an environmental iapact eteteaent i s 

not required. 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Th* purpose of t h i s S i t e - S p e c i f i c Env ironaenta l Aeeeeeaent 
(SEA) i s to assess the s p e c i f i c impacts a s s o c i a t e d with propoeed 
s tructure-removal a c t i v i t i e s . The SEA i s bssed on a Programmatic 
Environmental Assessment (PEA) (USDOI, MMS, 1987) which s v s l u s t e s 
a broader spectrum of p o t e n t i a l impacta r e e u l t i n g f r o a the 
removal of s t r u c t u r e s , e . g . , p l a t f o r m s / c a i s s o n s acroaa the 
C e n t r a l and Western Planning Areas of the Gul f of Mexico Outer 
C o n t i n e n t a l S h e l f . The PE.* " A process i s dssigned to s i m p l i f y 
and reduce the s i z e of env > .mental asssssment documents by 
e l i m i n a t i n g r e p e t i t i v e d i s c >sions of ths same i s s u e s . T h i s SEA 
conforms to MMS and other appropriate g u i d e l i n e s f o r preparing 
environmental asssssments by u t i l i z i n g data pressnted i n the PEA 
to complete the assessment. I t presents s i t e - s p e c i f i c data 
regard ing the propoaed s t r u c t u r e removal and eva luates the 
removal ' s potent ia l impacta. Preparat ion of t h i a SEA haa allowed 
the determination of whether a Finding of No S i g n i f i c a n t Iapact 
(FONSI) i s appropriate or whether f u r t h e r asssssment of the 
proposa l i s necessary. 

I . DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSAL 

A. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION WITH MITIGATION 

Union Pacific Resources, proposes to remove Platforms A and 
B in Eaat Cameron, Block 106 (Lease OCS-G 8644). Ths structurss 
are located at a water depth of 70 feet. Block 106 l i e s about 27 
miles southwest of the nearest landfall in Cameron Parish, 
Louisiana. The operator plans to use mechanical cutting to ssvsr 
the Platform A and B caissons as well as the support piles for 
Platforra A. Platforra B i s a jackup d r i l l i n g rig which was 
converted to a production platform by securing ths jackup aat to 
the sea floor with pin piles. The pin piles w i l l bs mechanically 
pulled prior to jackdown of the rig. A l l structurss w i l l be out 
at 16 feet below the mud line. 

Since no explosivss w i l l bs u t i l i z s d during ths propossd 
removal activities, MMS has determined that sea turtles and 
marine mammals wil l not bs affected. A Section 7 Consultation 
under the Endangered Species Act wil l not be initiated. 

Refer to Appendix A for structure specifications and 
additional information on the removal a c t i v i t i e s . 

In the course of this evaluation process, ths following 
protective measure (in addition to normal operating requirements) 
was identified to further mitigate the environmental impacta 
associated with the proposal: 

Our analyses indicate that there are existing pipslinss 
located within 150 meters (490 feet) of ths proposed a c t i v i t i e s . 
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These p ipe l ines may posa a hazard to the propoaed operat iona . 
P r e c a u t i o n s in accordance with NTL 83-3, Sec t ion I V . B , w i l l be 
t a k e n p r i o r to performing the proposed operat iona . 

B. NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

A discuss ion of the l e g a l and regulatory mandates to remove 
abandoned o i l and gaa s t r u c t u r s s from F s d s r a l waters can be found 
i n t h e PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). Platforms A and B are being 
removed becauss ths w e l l s have become depleted and no f u r t h e r 
need f o r the s t r u c t u r s s e x i s t s . 

I X . ALTERNATIVE TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The a l t e r n a t i v e to the proposed s t r u c t u r s removal aa 
o r i g i n a l l y submitted i a non-removal. Non-reaoval of the 
s t r u c t u r e would represent a c o n f l i c t with Federa l l ega l and 
r e g u l a t o r y requirements, which mandate the t imely removal of 
o b s o l e t e or abandoned s t r u c t u r s s within a period of one year 
a f t e r termination of the l ease , or upon terminat ion of a r i g h t of 
use or easement. T h e r e f o r e , nor.-removal does not appear to be a 
v a l i d a l t e r n a t i v e . 

I I I . ENVIRONMENTAL E F F E C T S , SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNS, AND OTHER 
CONSIDERATIONS 

A. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

1. Environmental Geology and Geologic Hazards 

A discuss ion of environmental geology and geologic hazards 
can be found in the PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). The propoaed 
s truc ture -remova l a c t i v i t i e s are not in an area of ssdimsnt 
i n s t a b i l i t y (mud f lows, slumps, or s l i d e s ) . Therefore , geologic 
c o n d i t i o n s are not sxpected to have an impact on the propossd 
s t ruc ture -remova l a c t i v i t i e s . 

2 . Meteorological Condit ions 

No impacts are expected as a re su l t of the proposed 
a c t i v i t i e s . For a n a l y a i s information, see the PEA referenced in 
the Introduct ion . 

3. Physical and Chemical Oceanography 

a. Phys i ca l Oceanography 

No impacts are expected as a r e s u l t of ths propossd 
a c t i v i t i e s . For a n a l y s i s information, see the PEA referenced in 
the Introduct ion . 
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b. Chemical Oceanography 

Impacts are expected to be very low ac a result of the 
proposed act i v i t i e s . For analysis information, sss the PEA 
referenced in the Introduction. 

4. Water Quality 

Impacts *re expected to be low as a result of the proposed 
a c t i v i t i e s . For analysis information, see ths PEA referenced in 
•".he Introduction. 

5. Air Quality 

Impacts are expected to be very low as a result of the 
proposed act i v i t i e s . 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 propossd 
a c t i v i t i e s . For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in 
the Introduction. 

2. Protected, Endangered, and/or Threatened Speclee 

a. Birds 

The opera tor has i n d i c a t e d t h a t they propose t o use Cameron, 
L o u i s i a n a as the shore base t o suppor t t he proposed s t r u c t u r e -
r e m o v a l a c t i v i t i e s . The PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987) d e l i n e a t e s 
s e n s i t i v e areas a l o n g t h e Texas c o a s t l i i > where whooping cranes 
and brown pe l i cans c o u l d be adverse ly impacted by s t r u c t u r e -
r e m o v a l support ac*- v i t i e s . 

The proposed work, i s no t expected t o impact t h r ea t ened o r 
endangered b i r d s o r t h e i r h a b i t a t s . 

b . Mar ine Mammals 

A d i s cus s ion o f mar ine mammals o c c u r r i n g across the G u l f o f 
M e x i c o (GOM) and an assessment o f the p o t e n t i a l impacts o f 
s t r u c t u r e - r e m o v a l a c t i v i t i e s on marine mammals can be found i n 
t h e PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1 9 8 7 ) . F r i t t s e t a l . (1983) conducted 
a e r i a l surveys across a 9,514 square m i l e area o f GOM w a t e r s . 
R e s u l t s o f thess s u r v e y s i n d i c a t e t h a t t h e b o t t l e n o s e d o l p h i n i s 
by f a r the most l i k e l y mar ine mammal t o be encountered a t t h e 
p r o p o s e d s t r u c t u r e r e m o v a l . Since t h e proposed s t r u c t u r e removal 
w i l l n o t u t i l i z e e x p l o s i v e s , no impacts a re expected on mar ine 
mammals. 
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c. Sea Turtles 

h discussion of sss t u r t l s s occurring across ths central and 
western COM and an assessment of the potential impacts of 
structure-reaoval acc iv i t ies on sea turtles can be found in ths 
PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). Studies by F r i t t s s t a l . (1983) and 
f u l l e r and Tappan (1986) as well as stranding data from ths Sea 
Turt l e Stranding and Salvage Network (Teas and Martinsz, 1990) 
indicate that sea t u r t l e s occur in ths v i c i n i t y of ths proposed 
a c t i v i t i e s . Definitive information on the probability of 
encountering ssa t u r t l e s at ths rsmoval s i t s during rsmovsl 
operations i s scarce. Since the propossd structurs rsmoval w i l l 
not u t i l i z e explosives no impacts are expected on sss turtles. 

3. Birds 

Impacts ars expected to be very low ss a rssult of ths 
proposed a c t i v i t i s s . For analysis information, sss ths PEA 
referenced in the Introduction. 

4. Sensitivs Marine Habitats 

A discussion of sensitivs marina habitats occurring in ths 
central ind western GOM and an asssssmsnt of ths potential 
impacts of structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s on thsss arsas can be 
found in the PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). The propossd a c t i v i t i e s sre 
not near any sensitive marine habitats. Therefore, the subjsct 
structurs rsmoval w i l l not impact any sensitive marina hsbitata 
or their resident biota. 

5. Of fshors Habitats and Biota 

Impacts are expected to be low as a result of the 
a c t i v i t i e s . For analysis information, see ths PEA r .n 
the Introduction. 

C. SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERi!«? 

1. Employment 

Impacts are expected to be very low as a rssiu c* the 
proposed a c t i v i t i s s . For analysis inforraation, see the PEA 
referenced in the Introduction. 

2. Economics 

Impacts ars sxpected to be very low as a rssul t of ths 
propossd a c t i v i t i e s . For analysis information, sss ths PEA 
referenced in the Introriuction. 
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3. Onshore Support F a c i l i t i e s , Land Use, and Coastal 
Communities and Services 

The operator hae indicated that Cameron, Louisiana would be 
the shore base f o r the proposed structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s . Mo 
impacts are expected as a result of the proposed a c t i v i t i e s . For 
analysis information, see the PEA referenced in the Introduction. 

D. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

1. Commercial and Recreational Fisheries 

a. Commercial Fisheries 

For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in the 
Introduction. Since the PEA was o r i g i n a l l y w r l t t s n , new concerns 
have emerged concerning the impacts o i explosive s t . cure 
removals on reef f i s h populations. On May 9, 1991 the Gulf of 
Mexico Fishery Manage - -nt Council expressed concern c or the 
declining stocks of f i s h , especially red snapper. They 
referred to the ant i l accounts of f i n f i s h k i l l s associated 
with explosive remc of offshore structurss in ordsr to l i n k 
these a c t i v i t i e s w i t i . uhtfir concerns about declining populations 
of reef f i s h . They fu r t n e r suggested that MMS should hold a l l 
explosive s t r u c t u r e removals in abeyance u n t i l more information 
becomes available on the effects of thess a c t i v i t i e s on f i s h 
stocks. See the PEA (Section on Offshors Habitats and Biota) for 
a discussion of f i s h k i l l s i n association with explosive 
structure removals. 

MMS has declined to hold a l l explosive structure removals in 
abeyance c i t i n g the regulatory mandates for structure removals 
and problems w i t h current non-explosive structure reaoval 
methods. MMS has stated a commitment t o carry out studiss to 
assess the impacts of o i l and gas str u c t u r e removals on Gulf 
fisheries resources and the results of thess studiss w i l l be ussd 
to determine f u t u r e p o l i c i e s with respect to these a c t i v i t i e s . 

MMS continues t o consider the o v e r a l l impacts of structure 
removals on commercial fi s h i n g to be low. The MMS policy of 
encouraging an a c t i v e rigs-to-reefs program w i l l help t o o f f s e t 
cumulative structure-removal impacts to fisheries resources. 

b. Recreational Fisheries 

Inpacts are expected to be low as a result of the proposed 
i c t i v i t i e s . For analysis information, sss the PEA referenced i n 
the Introduction. See the preceding section for a discussion of 
f i s h k i l l s i n association with explosive structure removals. 
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2. JkrehMCi 1 Resources 

Inpacta ara expocted tr >• low aa a result of the pre posed 
s c t i v i t i s s . Por anal ye'* i normatlon, sss ths PEA rsfsrsncsd in 
ths Introduction. 

3. Military U»o Areas ar Jxplosivs Dumping Areae 

proposed structure-tomoval a c t i v i t i s s w i l l not take 
piaje \n a military use/warning ares or in sn explosive dumping 
srss. A isscription o* these areas, t h s i r locations snd 
potsnt.al lapacts of structure-removal a c t i v i t i c cn thsss srsss 
csn os found in ths PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1997). Zn Idition, ths 
sho rs case Iocs tion chossn by tho operator and, c r his 
cant, ictor(s), w i l l not require support vssssls or aircraft to 
« cave ISS sny of thsss ».*ass. Therefore, ths proposed activities 
• i . i rot impact or be . nc«-ted by sny military use/warning areas 
J I sxplosivss dumping ares*. 

4. Navigation and J^i-^ing 

Ths structures vo ive . J'.-/*'1 sin .iot located in a veessl 
si f s t y fairway or in ui anjh3i«i*»s srss. Structurss loc ited 
nearshore may serve ss "iu.i.i.j/r*.s" to vessels or hslicoptsrs 
operating ln the sr s s on a r n v l i r basis. Ths overall impacts of 
ths propossd work on tiavig*'. j on snd shipping i s expected to r*m 
very low. More informstion on ths impacts of structurs removals 
on navigation and shipping csn bs found in ths PEA (USDOI, MMS, 
1987). 

5. Pipclir.es snd Csblss 

Ths PEA (USDOI, MMS. 1987) co it aim a description of the 
impacts of structurs-rsmoval a c t i v i t i s s on pipelines and ceMss. 
There are existing pipelines within ISO sst s r s (490 feat) of tha 
propossd st turs-remcval a c t i v i t i * :i . Precautions ln accordance 
with NTL No. - \ Saction IV.B. , w.'r be taken prior to 
conducting V r reaovel a c t i v i t i e s ; civ.refore, the propossd work 
wil l not po«*a a hszsrd co pipelinns(s N snd cabl'.(s) in ths eras. 

6. Othsr Minsrsl Resources 

No impacts s r s expects! * a »iult of the propossd 
s c c l v i t i s a . For analysis int i.matio.i, sss t is PEA rsfsrsncsd ir 
ths Introduction. 

7. Humsn Health snd Safety 

Ths PEA fJSDOI, r.lS, 1987) describes the iazatdous 
conditions for worksrs during structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s . Ths 
opsrator has propossd nonsxploslvs msthods to rsmovs ths subject 
structure . Existing lsgal and regulatory safety requirement 



w- .* icMp the impact* cf tha proposed work on human health 4 .id 
safety at a very lew l e v e l . 

/. UNAVOIDABLE ADVEPSE IMPA.TS 

A discussion of unavoidable adverss iapsctn csn b~ found Jn 
ths PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). Two areis of ongoing conce*r. havs 
been the potential iapact to protected, threatened, and/or 
endangered aoecies and ootsntisj loss of hsbitst to ths aarine 
environment. Both topi-s s r s Jiscussec, in ths PEA and previously 
in this desuaen'- A aore recent insue of concern hss surfscad 
regarding ths iapscts r f explc.i • structurs rsaovsls on rssf 
f i s h stocks. This i**ue hr* been . ravioualy discussed in this 
document. Although ths impacts to -jonmercia I snd recreational 
f i s h s r i s s i s considered to bs lev, further studiss inforaation 
about this issue should bs avail--Die in the future. Other 
unevr i >bls adverss 1 upsets ars considsrsd to be minor 

IV. tt'BLIC OPINION 

A aiscussic •. f pabiic concerns regarding scructur* rsaovals 
can be found in th(> PF.A (USDOI, NKS, 1987). 

In May 1991, t r • u l f of Mexico F i s h e r y Parage-W Council 
raeji.aatad that the KM* p l a c s a moratorium over tae • x ' . o s i v t 
»-e«no<* i l of of fshors s t r u c t u r s s wit* t h r s s or nore supports . 
Nor LC' r ..val of t h s s s s t r u c t u r s s would c o n f l i c t with cur.rsnt 
F e ^ - a l legal and r e g u l a t o r y requirements which msndste the 
til*iJi«' removal of abandoned or obso l s t s s t r i o r n r s s w i t h i n a 
p e r i o d ot ons ysar a f t * r terminat ion of ihe l e s s s , or upon 
t s r m i n a t i c n of a r i g h t - o f - u s s or sassmsnt. 

Tha MMS believes that c u r r e n t data on the e f f e c t s of explos ive 
removals on f i s h m o r t a l i t y i s i n s u f f i c i s n t to drsw sny 
conc lus ions , and a moratorium on a l l but s i n g l s p i l s c a i s s ns at 
t h i s time i s u n j u s t i f i e d . I n order to quant i fy s x p l o s i v s 
e f f e c t s , tha MMS i n i t i a t s d an intsragsncy atudy with the NMFS to 
determine f i s h m o r t a l i t i s s from platform rsmoval opsrat ions . I n 
a d d i t i o n to the above s tudy , MMS supports an a c t i v s r i g c - t o - r s s f 
program and encourages i n d u s t r y to s s a r c h f o r method that w i l l 
minimize e f f e c t s on f i s h f"om platform r a s c a l operat iona. 

V. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

In accordance wi th the p r o v i s i o n s of S s c t i o n 7 of the 
Endangered Species A c t , t h i s proposed s t r u c t u r s rsmoval doss not 
r s q u i r e c rdinat ion wi th the National Marine F i a h e r i e s Serv ice 
(NMFS). 
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OCS/EA 8 C002. G u l f of Msxico OCS Rsgion, Nsw O r l s s n s , LA. 



V I I . PREPARERS 

A Jthor i 

Ken Graham - Piologin ft 

T y p i s t : 

Sandra 7. Pavlea - C l a r k Typis t 
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APPENDIX A 

UNION P A C I F I C RESOURCES CORRESPONDENCE 
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He n c - c ^ ' o s i v t V'/ c V3 

DUITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Ope ra t l cns Sect ion (LE-5) 

Proa: Office of S t ruc tura l and Technical Support, Field O p e r a t e s , 
Gulf of Mexico OCS Region (OSTS) 

Subject: Pletfora Removal £^,x 

OPERATOR: £&SAC4i 3 

Control Ro: ES/SR €2*J"~ 9 / - 4 £ 3 

Platfora area/Block Laaaa 

Shore Base: fL>BA*L4 ^AmuWj Li. 

The attached applioation l s forwarded to your o f f i o e ao that the Finding of Ro 

S i g n i f i c a n t impact cen be prepared. Since explosives w i l l not be used ia thia 

reaoval operation, an Endangered Species Act Seotion 7 Consultation Docusestatlos 

l s not required. There are/ape ee existing p i p e l i n e ^ ' within 500 feet o f the 

propoaed reaoTBl location, ^ ^ / / . j t ,**/p-S'St. ^ £ ' ' J > A / V y ^ / / ^ 

vS> irvind Shah {OSttJ) / f 
r - / Extension 2BQ« Extension 2891 

Attaohaent 

cc: 

AShah: :LEXITTPE:Disk 5 



M Union Pacific 
Resources 

July 8, 1991 

Mr. Danisl Bourgsois 
Regional Supervisor 
Off ice of Pield Operationa 
u. s. Departaent of tha Interior 
Minerals Manageaent Sarvica 
1201 Eimwood Park Boulevard 
New Orleans, Louisisna 70123-2394 

R E C E I V E D 

OM.-t St- " *** 

ard fr*. • »i * r *•! 

JUL 0 0 1991 

Attsntion: Mr. Arvind Shah 
Mail Stop S210 

R I : Propossd OCS Platform Removal Application 
Leans OCS-G 8644, Platfora A 
East Caaeron Block 106, Offshors, LA 

Gsntlsasn: 

In accordancs with regulations containsd in Ti t l e 30 CPR 
250.U3, Union Pac i f i c Rssourcss Coapsny (Union Psci f ic) hsrsby 
subaits in t r i p l i c a t e , an application with supporting 
documentation covering the propossd abandonment of Platfora A, 
East Caasron Block 106, Offshors, Louisiana. 

Platfora A consists of a 48" bracsd csisson structurs thst 
accommodated ons wel l . A procedure to plug snd abandon this 
wal l hss been approvsd by ths Distr ict O f f i c s . 

Aa stated in ths sppl icst ion, Union P s c i f i c anticipatss 
commencing the propoaed ac t iv i t i e s on July 12, 1991. 

Ths propossd s i t s c l sarsncs v s r i f i c s t i o n plans w i l l be 
subaittsd undsr sspsrsts covsr. we srs currsntly waiting on 
bids for this work. 

Should you hsvs sny questions or reguests for additional 
inforaation, pleass contsct ths undsrsignsd or J . Connor 
Consulting, Inc . , Attsntion: Susan Wilson at (713) 558-0607. 

Vary truly yours, 

J . R. Carter, J r . 
Regulatory Manager 

JRC,JR:SEW 
Enclosurss 



PROPOSED OCS PLATFORM REMOVAL 

Leas* operator Name: Union Pacific Resources Company 

Address P. O. Box 7. MS 3407. Fort Worth. Texas 76101 

Contact Person and Telephone Number J. R. Carter, Jr. 
(817) 877-7950 

It. Identification of Structure to be Removed 

A. Platform Name: Platform A 

B Location (Lease. Area. Block and Coordinates) 

East Cameron Block 106. OCS-G 8644 

Latitude: 29* 09*53.1"; Longitude: 92*4503.1" 

C. Oate installed (Year): 1988 

0 Proposed Date of Removal (Month/Year): 7-91 

E Water Depth: 70' 

III. Description of Structure to be Removed 

A. Configuration: See attached 

B. Sue: Upper, intermediate and Production Decks (Each has ? 12' X 12' 

spacing) 

C Number of Laga/Caaings/Pilings: 48" braced caisson with pile foundation 

D Diameter and Wall Thickness of Lags/Caavxjs/Plings: 

48" x .75" x 1.00' x 1.25" x 1.50" x 1.75" Caisson 
with (2) 42" x .75" x 1.00" x 1.375" Piles 

E. Are Piles Grouted? N/A inside or Outside7 



Proposed Platform Removal 
Page 2 

F. Brief Oescnptton of Soil Composition end Condition: 

N/A 

IV. Purpose 

Brief Description of the reason for removing the stnicture: 

Well No. A-1 to be plugged and abandoned; reeervoir is depleted 

V Removal Methoq 

A. Brief description of the method to be ueed: 

1) Remove Deck 
2) Move in Jack-Up Drilling Rig 
3) Plug and Abandon Well No.1 
4) Jump Divers and Mechanically Cut 48" Caisson and 42" Piles to 16 

Below Mud Line — 

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

1. Kind of Explosives. N/A 

2. Number and Sizes of Charges N/A 

a Single Shot or Multiple Shots N/A 

b. If multiple shots, sequence and timing of detonations 

N/A 

3 Bulk or Shaped Charge: N/A 

a Depth of Detonation Below Mud Une N/A 

b v.side or Outside Piling. N/A 

C Pre-Remova! Monitoring Techniques 

1. is ihe use ot scare charges or acoustic devices proposed 

N/A 

13 



Proposed Platform Rernoval 
P a g e 3 

If yet. provide tho foiiowing: 

« Number and Kind: N/A 

b. S i n of Charges: N/A 

c. Brief description of how. where, and when scare 

charges or acoustic devices wil be usad: N/A 

2 wa divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-

ramovai survey to detect presence of turtles and manne 

mammals: N/A 

i« yes. bnefly descnbe the propoaed detection method: 

Visual on surface prior to detoriation as required 

0 Post-Removal Monitoring Techniques 

1 WW transducers ba usad to measure the pressure anj 

impulse of the detonations: N/A 

2 Wi divers be used to survey the area after removal to 

determine any effects on manna life: N/A 

vi Biological Information 

II available, provide the results of any recent biological surveys 

conducted in tna vicinity of the structure. If available, describe 

any recent observations of turtles or marine mammals at the 

structure sit* 







He O €< i?loSi *tl 

UUI TED STATES GOVERNMENT 
MEMORAMDUM 

7- V V/ 

To: EnTlrceaental Operations Secticn (LE-5) 

Proa: Office of S t r n r ' v a i and Technlcel Support, Pield Operetione, 
Oulf of Mexic v : keclon (OSTS) 

Subject: PUtfor* leaov* I 

OPERATOR: Lb/'O*** fficj r*<- c*m*S 

Control Bo: IS/SB jkTX> " 9 

I latfora Area/Blook Laaaa 

Shore Baae: /j^WiU • &j»cAt>i>Jj 

Tha attached applioation la re-rear Jed to jour office ao that tha Find inf of Bo 

Significant Iapact oaa be prepared. Slnoe explosives will aot ba uaed in thla 

reaaoval operation, aa Endangered Speclee Aot Saction 7 Conaultation Documentation 

is not required. There aiWsssaes) exiating plpeline(a) within 500 feet of the 

propoaed reeovel location. & f j t f /^t?tS/J& ^7?" <6*"J 

' Sl <JU MA 
Arrlnd Shah (OSTS^ 

' Extension 269M 

Attachaent 

cc: 

AShah: :LEXITTPE:Dlsk 5 



jnion Pacific 
Resources 

July 8, 1991 

Mr. Daniel Bourgeois 
Regional Supervisor 
e f t i c e of Field Operations 
... s. Departaent of ths Intsr ior 
Minerals Management Service 
12C1 Eimwood Park Boulevard 
Maw Orleans, ouis iana 70123-2394 

RECEIVED 

JUL 0 9 1991 

and rstsacs s ,-po't 

Attsntion: Mr. Arvind Shsh 
Mail Stop 5210 

RE: Propossd OCS P 1stfora Removal Application 
Laasa OCS-G 8844, Plat form B 

East Caaeron Block 106, Offshors, LA 

Gsntlsasn: 
In nccordance with regulatic : • .ed in Ti t l e 30 CFR 
2 50. 14 3, Union Pac i f i c Reeourc * 3r' HI Pacific) hereby 
subaits in t r i p l i c s t s , sn - vith supporting 

East Caaeron Block 106, Offshor I 

Platform B consists of a mobile production unit (MOPU) which 
i a a aat type jackup d r i l l i n g rig that was converted to a 
production platfora. The MOPU was sscursd on location with 10 
pin piles drivsn through openings in MOPU's sat and into the 
ocean floor. 

As statsd in ths application, Union Pac i f i c anticipates 
commencing the propoaed ac t iv i t i e s on July 12, 1991. 

Ths propossd s i t s c lssrancs v sr i f i c s t i on plsns w i l l be 
subaittsd undsr sspsrsts covsr. Ms srs currsntly waiting on 
bids for this work. 

Should you hsvs sny questions or requests for additional 
inforaation, pleass contsct ths undsrsignsd or J . Connor 
Consulting, Inc . , Attsntion: Susan Wilson at (713) 558-0607. 

Very truly /ours, 

documentation covering the proi * of Platfora B, 

J. R. Cartsr, Jr. 
Rsgulatory Managsr 

JRC,JR:SEW 
Enclosurss 



PROPOSED ocs PLATFORM REMOVAL 

I RiaPQPllwll PtftY 

A L H M Operator Name: Union Pacific Resources Company 

3 Addrtas P O Box 7. MS 3407. Fori Worth, Texas 76101 

C Contact Person and Telephone Number J . R. Carter. Jr. 
(817) 877-7950 

II. Identification Tf Structure to ba RerroveO 

A Platform 'ame: Platform B 

B Location (Laaw. Area. MOCK and Coordirwtca) 

East Cameron Block 106. OCS-G 6644 

Latitude 29'09*53 1"; Longitude: 92' 4503.1" 

C Oate instated (Year): 1990 

0 Propoaed Dau of Removel (Month/YearV 7-91 

E Water Oepth: 70' 

in Descnption of Sriictura tn be R e e v e d 

A Configuration See attached 

3 Sue N/A 

C Number of leg»/Caaarga/Piing*: N/A 

D Diameter and Wall Treckneas of Legs/Cesings/Pllngs 

N/A 

E Art Pilea Grouted? N/A inaide or Outside' 
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Proposed Platform Removal 
Page 2 

F Brief Description of Sol Composition and Condition 

N/A 

IV Purpose 

Brief Description of tht reason for removfng tht structure 

Well No. A-1 to be plugged and etoevvjoned; retjervor tt depleted 

v. RornoYii Motnod 
A Bnef descnption of .he method to bt used 

1) PuN 10 Pries 
2) Jack Down MOPU 
3) Remove with the Aia cr Tugs 

B if expiosrv*. •, are to be used, provide tht 'oeowing: 

1. Kind of Explosives N/A 

2. Number and Sizes of Charges . . /A 

a S.ngie Shot or Multiple Shots N/A 

b If multiple shots, sequence and Jming of detonations 

N/A 

3 Bulk or Shaped Charge N/A 

Oepth of Detonation Below Mud Lint: N/A 

Inside or Outside Piling N/A 

C Prt-P.bn.oval Morutonng Techniques 

t is tht U M of scart charges or acoustic devices proposed 

N/A 



Proposed Platform Removal 
P a g e 3 

it yes. provide tht following 

a. Number and Kind N/A 

a Size of Charge*: N/A 

c. Bnof description of how. where, and whan scare 

charges or acoustic devices wtA be used N/A 

2 wa divers or acoustic devices be ussd to conduct a pre-

removai survay to detect presence of turtles and marina 

mammals N/A 

if yea. brtesy describe tits oropeaeo detec^on rrc*»r* 

Visual on surface prior to detonation K» -cqu-c J 

Post-Removal Monitoring Techniques 

1. Wl transducers be used to measure tha pressure and 

impulse of the detonations: N/A 

2. Wl divers be used to survey tha area after removal 

determine any effects on marine lee: N/A 

v i Biological Information 

il available, provide the results of any recent biological surveys 

conducted in the vxarety of the structure. If available, describe 

any recent observations of turtles or manne mammals at the 

structure site 

2; 
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