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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
I have considered the notification by Union Pacific Resources
Company to remove Platform A in East Cameron Area, Block 106
(Lease 0CS-G 8644 ), SEA No. ES/SR 92-130. Based on the

environmental analysis contained in the site-specific

environmental assessment, there is no evidence to indicate that
the proposed actions will significantly (40 CFR 1508.27) affect
the quality of the human environment if the perait/application is
approved subject to the mitigative measures. Preparation of an

environmental impaci 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 the MMS and other appropriate guidelines for
preparing environmental assessments by utilizing data presented
in the PEA to complete the assessment. It presents sitle-specific
data regarding the proposed structure removal(s) and evaluates
the potential impacts. Mitigation measures are cortained in this
document to lessen potential impacts. Preparation of this SEA
has allowed the determination of whaether a Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) is appropriate or whether f ‘'r+her
assessment of the proposal(s) is necessary.

) o4 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL(S) AND NEED FOR THE PKOPOSAL(S)

A. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION(S) WITH MITIGATION

Union Pzcific Resources Company proposes to remove
Platform A, a braced caisson, in Block 106 (OCS-G 8644). The
structure is located in a water depth of 70 feet and lies
approximately 32 miles south of Cameron Parish, Louisiana. The
operator plans to explosively sever and remove the well casing,
caisson, and supporting pilings. 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 techniques, 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 Union Pacific
Resources, the reservoir has been depleted.




II. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION(S)

Alternatives to the proposed structure removal(s) with
mitigation originally submitted are:

A. NON-REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURE(S)

The operator would not proceed with the proposed removal(s).
This alternative would eliminate the possibility that sea
turtles, marine mammals or other marine life would be harmed by
removal of the structure(s) as proposed. However, non-removal of
the structure(s) would represent a conflict with Federal legal
and regulatory requirements, which mandate the timely removal of
obsolete or abandoned structures within a period of one year
after termination of the lease, or upon termination of a right of
use of easement. Therefore, non-removal does not appear to be a
valid alternative.

B. REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURE(S) BY ALTERNATIVE NON-EXPLOSIVE
METHODS

The MMS has discussed various structure-removal techniques
in 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 139 and 141 (USDOI, MMS, 1991). 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 thease techniques. Primarily for this reason,
these methods do not appear to be fearible alternatives for the
removal of the subject structure(s).

Refer to the FEIS (USDOI, MMS, 1988 and 1991) 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 oOpinion 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, an additional protective
measure was identified to further mitigate the environmental
impacts associated with the proposal. Appropriate regulations
and procedures are believed sufficient to prevent significant
adverse irpacts.

Our analysis indicates that there is/are existing
pipeline(s) located within 150 meters (490 feet) of the proposed
activities. The existing pipeline(s) may pose a hazard to the
proposed operations. Precautions in accordance with NTL 83-3,
Section IV.B, will be taken prior to performing the proposed
operations.

III. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNS, AND OTHER
CONSIDERATIONS

A. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

p 8 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, geoclogic
conditions are not expected to have an impact on the proposed

structure-removal activities.
2. Meteorolegical 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 Ocearcography
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 informe’ on, 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.




% Air Quality

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

B. BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT
1. Coast 1l Habitats

No impacts are expected as a result of the proposed
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
coulé be adversely impacted by structure-removal support
activities. The operator has indicated that helicopter flights
and boat traffic would utilize a shorebase in Cameron, Louisiana.
No impacts on threatened or endangered birds and their habitats
are expected.

b. Marine Mammals

A 7'scussion 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 aerial surveys across a
9,514 square mile area of GOM waters. Results of these surveys
indicate that the bottlencse dolphin is probably the most likely
marine mammal to be encountered at the proposed structure
removal(s). The MMS observers may be utilized to look for marine
mammals prior to detonation of the primary charge(s) at the
removal site(s). If marine mammals are Zetected 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 detonation(s).
Such an occurrence is considered highly unlikely and with the
indicated protective mitigation measure(s), the proposed
structure-removal activities are expected to have only a low
impact on marine mammals.

c. Sea Turtles

A discussion of sea turtles occurring across the central and
western GOM and an assessment of the potential impacts of
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structure-removal activities on sea turtles can be found in the
PEA (USDOI, 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, 1992) indicate tha:
sea turtles occur in the vicinity of the proposed activities a
therefore, could be impacted by the structure-removal operatiuv~: .
Definitive information on the probability of encountering sea
turtles at the removal site(s) during explosive operations is
scarce. The NMFS and/or MMS observers may be utilized to look
for sea turtles prior to detonation of the primary charge(s). 1If
sea turtles are detectad 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 arine
mammals, the p nsibility 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 by NMFS for this catego
actions, but with all the pracautions to be taken as m'tigating
measura2(s), it is unlikely that any sea turtles will be affected
by these propocsed operations.

3. Birds

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

4. Sensitive Marine Habitats

A discussion of sensitive marine habitats occurring in the
central and western GOM and an assessment of the potential
impacts of structure-removal activities on these areas can be
found in the PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). The proposed activities are
not near any sensitive marine habitats. Therefore, the subject
structure-removal activities will not impact any sensitive marine
habitats or their resident biota.

5. Offshore Habitats and Biota

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




c. SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNS
1. Employment

Impacts are expected to he very low as & result of the
proposed activities. Tor znalvsis information, see the PEA
referenced in the Intcoduction.

2. Economics

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

3. Onshore Support Facilities, Land Use, and Coastal 4
Communities and Services

The operator has indicated that Cameron, Louisiana, would be
the shore base for the proposed structure-removal activities.
No impacts are expected as a result of the proposed activities.

For analysis information, see the PEA r:ferenced in the
Introduction.

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

For analysis inforuwation, see the PEA referenced L. ihe
Introduction. Since the PEA was o'.jinally written, nav concarns
have emerged concerning the impac’ts of explosive structurs
removals or reef fish populations. On May 9, 1991, the GL.f of
Mexico Fish- ry Management Cou.icil expressed concern over the
declining stocks of reef fish, especially r«d snapper. They
referred to the antidotal accounts of finfisi. kills associated
with explosive removals of offshore stru.tvre. in oraer to linl h
these activities with their concerns ak.u: Aeclining populat.ons i
of reef fish. They further cugger.ec ‘... ‘r& MMS should held
all explosive structure removals i: sreyance until more
information becomes available on the «fferis of these activities
on fish stocks. S»e the PEA (Sectin- i uffshore Habitats and
Biota) for a discussion of fish kill: ir association with
evplosive structure removals.

The MMS has declined to hold a’) e:xplosive structure
removals in abeyance citing the regu.atory mandates for structure
removals and problems with current non-explosive structure
removal methods. The MMS has stated a commitment to carry out
studies to assess the impacts of oil and gas structure removals
on Gulf fisheries resources ana the results of these studies will
be used to determine future policies with respect to these activitie-.
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The MMS continues to considex the cvers’l impacts of structure
removals on commercial fishing to he lcw. The MMS po.icy of
encouraging an active rigs-to-reafs nrogram will help to offset
cumulative structure-removal imgacie to fisheries resourcas

b. Recreational Fisheries

Impacts are e) acted to be low as a resul. of the proposed
activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction. See the preceding sectior for a discuse-on of
fish kills in association with explosive structure remc. 1.+,

2. Archaeological Resources

impacts are expected to be low as a result of the ;ropozed

activities. For analysis information, see the PEA relm;;ﬁcnd mn
the Introduction.

3. Military Use/Warning Areas and Explosive Dumping Areas

A description of military use/warning areas and explosive
dumping areas, their .ncations and potential impacts of
structure-removal activities on these areas can be found in the
PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1v#7). The proposed structure-rem.val
activities would nc« Lake place in any of these areas. No
impacts are expectei.

4. Navigarion and Shipping

The proposed struzture-.emoval activities are not louat: *
adjacent to a vessel sai~ty tcirway or in an anchorage arsa.
Structures located nearshore ma’ serve as "landmarks" tc vaosaels
or helicopter operating in the area nn a regqgular basis. ’he
overall impacts of the proposed ‘Jork ur navigation and shipping
are expected to be very low. Moce i.i'urmation on the impacts of
structure removals on navigatio: a °~ shipping can be %ound in the
PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987).

S. ripelines and Cables

The PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987) contains a description ¢f the
impa-ts of structure-removal activities on pipelines an. cablaes.
Thers is/are e.ist.ng pipeiine(s) within 150 meters /490 feet) of
the proposed siruct re-: - oval activitieas. Since the oparator
must adhere to uxisuing '-u's and regulations for abandonment of
8. ..uies (including ¢r-cedures required by Notice to Liasees
ar.2 Nparatore No. 83 ~ |, the proposed work will not pose a hazard
to pipelin~‘e} an.. cznle(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.

i i Huan Health and Safety

The PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987) des.ribes the ha:a.dous
conditions for wnrkars Jduring strv:ture-removal activitias. The
operator has prv_.2-d the use of explosivesz .- conjunction with
the structure-remov«l activities. Existing legal and regulatory
safety requirements will keep te impacts «f the proposed work on
human health and safety at a ve - low level.

E. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPAC™ 3

A discussion of unavoidable® adverse impacts can be found in
the PEA (USDOI, MMS, 1987). ‘Iwe areas of ongoing concern have
been the potential impact to prutaected, threatened, and/or
endangered species and potential loss of habitat to the marine
environment. Both topics are discrssed in the PEA and previously
in this documert. A more recent i-=ue of concern has rurfaced
regarding the impacts of explosive .tructure removals on reef
fish stocks. This issue has been praviously discussed in this
document. Although the impacts to commercia’ and recreational
fisheries is considered to “e low. ! . rther stud.es informatic :
about this issue should te available in the future. Other
unavoidable adverse irpacts are considered to be minor.

IV. PUBLIC OPINION

A di asgion of 3. wlic concaras regarding structure removals
can be fou.d ir the FE.. /USDO1, ™S, 1987). In May 1991, the
251f ot ‘ieaico Jishery Managemen: Council requested that the MMS
. ' vce2 a noratorium over the explciive removal of offshore
.tructures with three or more supports. Nonremoval of thes2
tructures would conflict with current Federal legal and
r2qulator’ requirements which mancdate the timely removal cf
ak~ndr~nsd or obsolete structures within a period of one year
altur tecrmination of the lease, or upon termination of a right
of-uss 71 easem.nt.

The: MMS belic'as that current aata on the f(fects of
explosive removals on fish mortality .s insufi’ .lent to draw any
conclusions, and a meratoriur on all but single pilc caissons at
this time is unjustifled. ~ ' order to quantify explcsive
effects, the MMS initis:.e3 n (nteragancy study w#ith the NM7s t-
determine fish mort:..L @8 :'roa platfo:m romovi. ojerations. In
addition to the ab-wve stady, the IMMS supports an active rigs-to-
reef proaram and eiccurages industry to uearch fo.o methsd that
will miniuize effects con rish frous platfoerm removal op:rations.




V. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

In accordance with the provi: -ons of Section 7 of tha
Endangered Species Act, the propo:« :d structure-removal operati:ns
are covered by the Bioclogical Opiniun issued by ¥“FS on July 25,
1988, which established a category of "standavd" vslosive
structure-renoval operations. Their comments a-> i‘ncluded in
Appendix B. The NMFS concluded that this categor\ c¢f structure-
removal activities will not likely jeopardize the -‘ontinuved
existence of any threatened or endariyered species under their
purview. Additionally, they -onc.ude: that this type of
“egtandard" structure-removal activity r .y result in injury or
mortality of loggerhead, Kemp’s ridley. gjreen, hawksbill, and
leatherback turtles. Therefore, tney established a cumulative
level of incidantal take and discussed various measures necessary
to monitor and minimize thls impact (see Appencix B}. The MNMFS
noted that no incidental taking of marine mammals was authori:z:d
under Section 101(a)’5) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of
1972, in connection with this catagory of structure-removal
activities. Therafore, taking of marine mammals by the operator
would be prohibited unless they successfully apply for and obtain
a perr‘t or waiver to do so from NMFS.
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TABLE 1

Expicsives Proposed by the Operator for the Structural Removal
in East Cameron Area, Block 106 (OCS-G 8644 )

Iype of Explosives:
Composition B

Number and Size o/ Tharges:

Four, bulk :. "ryes of 50-pound charge for each. One charge
for the cauing scring, one charge for the 48-inch by 2-inch
caisson, and one charge for each support ieg/pile (2 total).

Employment of Charges:
15 feet below mud line

Seguencang of Detonation:

Group I with two distinct shots (casing .tring and caisson)
and Group II of two shots (for the s.pport legs/piles) with
a 1.0 second delay between detonations.
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Environmental Operations Section (LE-5)

Prom: Office of Structural and Technical Support, Field Operations,
Gulf of Mexico OCS Region (0OSTS)

Subject: Platform Removal

OPERATOR: ' Ay

Control No: ES/SR qa-130

Platform Area/Block Lease

A EcC 10t OCs -G 8¢494¢

\

v
Shore Base: ggmeraﬂ, Lﬁ

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 requir-ontl\t:f the generic Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation

Document. There are/ase-w0 existing pipeline(s) within 500 feet of the proposed

removal 100. tiono
M %-L
A

Extension 289N

Enclosure

jcd 9-3-72 6€&R

:LEXITIPE:Disk 5

-




Union Pacuuc
Wn Hesour;es

August 26, 1992

Mr. Danel J. Bourgeois
Regional Supervisor e
Office of Fieid Operations 3 \
U. S. Deparument of the Interior cE'VEo
Minerals Management Service
1201 Elmwood Park Boulevard SEP ¢ 4
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123-2394 , 1962
ﬂ;”

Amention:  Mr. Arvind Shah \-'.".’.L""mc.f';':; "
RE: Proposed OCS Platform Removal Application

Lease OCS-G 8644, Platform A

East Cameron Block 106, Offshore, LA

Gentlemen:

In accordance with the regulations contained 1o Title 30 CFR 250.143, Union Pacific Resources
Company submits in tplicate, an applicanon with supporting documentation
covering the abandonment of Platform A, East Cameron Block 106, Offshore, Louisiana.

Platform A consists of a 48" braced caisson that accommodates one (1) well.

The proposed platform removal operations are tentanvely scheduled 1 commence on Septamber
'V 18, 1992 dependest upon obtaining all permits and clearance required and scheduling of contractor
personne!.

The proposed site clearance verification pian will be submitted under separate cover. UPRC is
currently waiting on bids for this work.

Should you bave any questions or requests for additional information, please contact the
undersigned or our regulatory agent, J. Counor Consulting, Inc., Attention: Susan Wilson at (713)
558-0607.

Sincerely

UNION PACTFIC RESOURCES COMPANY

MR N N

J. R. Cartex, Ir.
Manager, Oil & Gas Commission Affairs

JRCJR:SEW
Enclosures

5-_-0-'“:_'-: Resources Company
e H

ize tirt Teaps "5107-200°

LR e

RO R FR

“ear Mhea"




PROPOSED OCS PLATFORM REMOVAL

Responsible Party
Lease 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

Stze: um.mmuwhmmmmnzxw
spacing)

Number of Legs/Casings/Plings: \48' braced caisson with pile foundation;
One conductor internal  casing
strings.

ouuuwunu-dupmmv:

isson; \wx.rs-x 1.00° x 1.25" 50" ¢ 1.75°
Piles: 42° x .75" x 1.00" x 1.375"
Casing: Well A-%: 30°%1° WT: 20" ° T, 13-3/8"%.430" WT;
8-% /8% 545" T'%.382° WT

017
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VIR TR e ewibbwly il b kb A ke 11000509 Fow
a0
. Proposed Platiorm Removal
// Page 2
E Are Ples Groutad? N/A inside or Outside? —
F.  Briet Description of Soll Compasition and Cradition:
IV. Pumpose

Brief Description of tha reason for remaving the structury:

Reservoir depleted; Exiating weil to be plugged ard shandoned.
V. Removal Method

A Brief description of the method to be used:

Bulk charges - Piles; Casing strings t0 be out off &t @ minimum of 15;
be'~»w mudiine.

B. ¥ exisosives are to be used, provide the following:

% 1. Kind of Explosives: Composition B
2 Number and Stzes of Charges: m;&mmsmwwof
50 Ibs.

3. Buk or Shaped Charge: Buk intemal charge
a Depth of Detonation Below Mud Line 18

b inside or Outside Pling: inside piing cut.
C.  Pre-Removal Monlioring Techniques
1. 1 the use of scare charges or acoustic davices proposed:
Yes. (f ruquired)




Prcposed Platform Removal
Page 2

E.  ArePiesGrouted?  N/A Inside or Outside? -
F.  Brief Description of Soil Composition and Condition:
V. Purpose
Brief Description of the rea: 1o, 1emoving the structure:
Reservoir depleted; Existing well to be plugged and abandoned.
V.  Removal Method
A Brief description of the method 10 be used:

N
Bulk charges - Piles; Casing strings t~ be cut off at a minimum of 15;
below mudiine.

B. It explosives are 1o be used, provide the following:
Y
1. Kind of Explosives: Comiposition B
N,
2 Number anc! 5w of Charges: Four charges with a maximum weight of
50 Ibs.

a Singte Shot or Multipe Shots:  Multiple charges

D. It multiple shots, sequence and timing of detonations
Gm’"r ( Two groups of charges: Group | to sever surface casing und
T caisson consists of two charges with 1.0 seconds between

(.A 1#;~
")‘:’C‘ Rffvvi i detonations. Group |l to sever pilings consists of two charges
T-e-02 with 1.0 seconds botween detonations.

3 Bulk or Shaped Charge: Bulk internal charge
a Depth of Detonation Below Mud Line: 15’
b Inside or Outside Pling: Inside piling cut.

c Pre-Removal Monitoring Techniques
1. Is the use of scare charges or acoustic devices proposad'

Yes. (If required)
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rraposed Platforin Removal
Pale 3

If yes, provide the following

a Number and Kind: One charge - Primer cord
b Size of Charges: 1(!;grams

& Brief description of how, where, and when scare

charges or acoustic devices will be used:

130 inear feet from platform center, scare charges will be fired
five minutes before bulk charges are fired.

2 Will divers or acouti.c devic:= ' . yed o conduct a pre-
removal survey 1o detact prasency of turties and marine
mammais: Yes, 2s requirad.

If yes, briefly describe the propused detection method:

Divers will conduct a visual on surface and underwater surveys 48-
hours prior to detonation.

D. Post-Removal Monitoring Techniques

1 Wi transciucers be used 10 measwre the pressure and

impuise of the detonations: A necessary, there will be no shoci
wave.

2 will divers be used to survey the area after removal to
determine any effects on marine lle:  Yes, as required.
Vi Biological Information
If available, provide the resuits of any recent biclogical surveys
conducted In the vicinity of the structure. if avallable, describe

any recent observations of turties or marine mammais at the

structure site
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/ ﬁ\ UNITED STATYS DSPLATMENT OF cOMMCac

Natiena! Ocsenic and Atm
J NATIONAL MARIE § IS mES Sea Ly " 'e Adminiatrat.on
Wesragian O 20978

JUL 25 1983

Soge @

Mr. William D. Battenbera
Director

Minerals Manageaant Service
U.8. Departaent of the Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Battenberg:

Enclosed is the Bioclogical Opinion prepared by the National
Marine Pisheries Service (NMPS) pursuant to Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) concerning potential imspacts on
endangered and threatsened species associated vith remcval of
certain ofil and gas platforss and related styuctures in the Gulf
of Mexice (GOM) ueing explasives.

This "standard”™ consultation covers only these resoval
operestions that meet specilied criteria pertaining to the size
of explosive charge used, detonation depth, and nuaber of blasts
per structursl grouping. Consultation muet be initiated on a
case-by-case basis for all dismantling operations requiring the
use of explosives that do not meet the established criteria.

NMPS concludes that structure removals in the GOM that fall
.within the established criteris are not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of listed species under jurisdiction of
NMFS. MNovever, it is our opinion that the proposed activities
may result in the injury or sértality of cndangered and
threatened sea turtles. Therefuore, pursuant to Section 7(b) (¢)
of the BSA, ve have established a fow level of incidental take,
wvhich i{s cusulative for all reaovals covered by this
consultation, and terms and conditions necessary to minimise and
monitor any impects, should they ocour. The terse and
conditions are centained in the enclosed incidental take
statement. Also enclosed is a list of pending consultations
that aeet, vith noted exceptions, the criteria established in
the "standard® consultation. 'l'hic biological epinion and the
mitigating nsasures and terms and conditions contained in the
related incidental take statesent apply to these proposed
removal operations. Therefore, formal consultation is concluded
for these proposed actions.

“® Years Sumuanng Amenice s Pregress o 19121980
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Consultation must be reinititated ¢: (1) the amount or extent
©f taking specified in the incidental take Statement is
@xcoeded: (2) new information reveals impacts of the preposed
activities that may affect listed species in 4 BANner or to an
extent not considered thus far in our opinions; (3) the
identified activities are 30dified in a manner that causes an
adverse effect to listed spacies not Previously Considered: or
(4) & nev species is listed or critical habitat is designated
that may be affected by the projece.

I look forvard to your continued cooperation in future
consultations.

Sincerely,

Cansio }]@mu

s W. Bronnan
sistant Administrator
for Pisheries

Enclosures




Biological Opinion

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

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

Consultation Conducted By: n;:onll Marine FPisheries Service
(NHPS)

Date Issued:

[
Background Information:

In a letter dated Noveaber 19, 1938, the Ninerals Manageament
Service ()NS) made an initis” - -'es8t for formal consultation
pursuant to Section 7 of thy - gered Species Act (ESA) for the
removal of an offshore o0il . platfora located in the
Federal vaters of the Gulf of x.uico (GOM). MMS and NMPS
deternined that removal of oil and gas platforas and related
structures in tha GOM msay affect ngered and threatened marine
species. This "may affect® determination vas based on a possible
relationship betveen endangered and threatened saa turtle
‘mortalities and the dismantling of platforms using explosives.
on November 25, 1986, NMPS issued the first of a series of
biologicel opinions addressing, in detail, the potential impacts
to listed marine species that may occur as a result of OCS
abandonaent activities.

MMS and NMPF established procedures for expediting Section ?
¢ ansultaticas on platfors abandonaent activities in the GOM
ferred to as ° ited consultations.® TFeollowing those
scedures, approximately ¢4 consultations have been completed
rezoval operations in the GON regiocn. All of the
wltations have concluded that thoe propeosed abandonsent
vities vere not lmlz to jeopardisze the continued existence
'y listed species, but that the proposed activities may
t« .t in the incidental taking of endangered and threatensd ses
turtles.




Tre dismantling of platforms and related structures usiry
explosives has evolved to a point where e “standard” pretocsol care
Ee estadlished for removal cperations meeting _ertain criteria. '
Based upon reacval techniques developed and reviewed in
conjunction with the previcisly conducted "expedited
consultations,” MMS has requested, by letter of May 24, 1988, a
“generic consultation” that would bo applicable to all future
removal cperations that fall within a distinct category, defined
Ey specific parameters. A category has been designed to include
those structure types and resoval technigQues most commonly
encountered during the expedited consultations and dismantling
cnerations already completed. Bince approsimately 1000
structures t +* may be scheduled for future removal fall within
the piramste u «f the established category, MMFS agrees that a
"generic” consuitation is appropriate at this tise. The
objective of the consultation is to reduce the administrative
burden on both MMS and NMFS for conducti repetitive
consultations on activities that may r..ﬂf: in sim:'s. impacts
to listed species and that require identical miti. ting measures
to maintain adequate protection for suca speciss. This
biological opinion responds to MMS’ May 34, 1983, consultation
request. The opinion is based on the best scientific and
comme-cial dats presently available and incorporates information
from: 1) previous HMS Summary Evaluations, 2) previous Nurs
biological op.nions on platfors resoval, 1) the scientific
literature, and 4) other pertinent and available information.
Consultation must be reinitiated if nev information becomes
available concerning impacts to 1isted species that would alter
the conclusions reached in this opinicn or require modificaticn
of the measures identified in the attached incidental take
sta-s+went. Consultation will continue on a case-by-case basis
for close structure resovals that do not meet the criteria
.established for "standerd” remcvals.

Description of proposed Action:

The propesed action invelves the removal, b; explosive meanz, of
offshors oil and gas structures located in Federsl waters in the
Sulf of Mexice. al of the structures vill be accomplishad
by severing the suppert pilings, cajssons, vell conductors, etc.,
ueing varying amounts of explosives to perait sslvege of the
stru. tures. This invelves the placement of explosives inside or
outside of supporting structures and detonating charges primarily
using electronically contrelled signals.

This "generic” consultation considers only taose resoval
cperations that meet certain criteria pertaining to the size of
the explosive charge usad, datonation depths, and number of
tlasts per structural groupirg. The rjecific criteria
establiched co covar sucihi reasvals are as follows:
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1) Use of high velocity explesives (detonation rate greater
than 7,600 retera/ss nd).

2) A maximum of .ight individual blasts Per group of
detonations with charges stagcered at an interval of 0.9 seconds
(900 milliseconds’.

3) Charges must be set at a minimum depth of 15 feet below the

sediment surface. <Severing of structures above the sediment

aurface "open water" muat ha accomplished by mechanical (non=
explosive) methods.

4, The maxisum amount ~f explosives per detonation is not to
excesd 30 pounds.

Species Occurring in the Project Ares:

Listed speciss under the jurisdiction of NMPs that may occur {n
the project area:

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC KAMP BTATUS LISTED
right whale 6/3/70

finback vhale 6/2/70

humpback whale 6/2/70
sei wvhale 6/3/70
-spsra vhale 6/2/70
grean turtle 7/28/78

Kemp’s ridley 12/3/70
turtle

leatherback Rarmechelvs cogiacca 6/2/70

turtle

loggechead CARS”2A carstta ™ 7/28/78
turtle

havksbill yratuochalys irdricata L 6/3/70
turtle

*All of the U.8. grean t.rtle populations are listed as
threatened except the Fiorida breeding population, which is
listed as endangered.




No critical habitat has been designated in the proiect area for
the above species.

Assessment of Impacts:

Based upon their known distribution and abundance {n the GOM,
endangered vhales are believed unlikely to occur in the vicintty
of the proposed structure removal activities, and, therefors,
unlikely to be adversely affected by the proposed action.

Previous NMFS biological opinions (November 25, 1986 and February
26, 1987) have addressed, in detall, removal of structures in the
GOM. Accounts of sndangered and threatened species vhieh occur

in the project area, and the "Assessment of Iapacts" contained in

thess prior oginl.om also apply to this consultation and are
incorporated by reference.

In summary, the opinions refesrenced above acknowledge the
existence of a possible relationship betwsen the use of
undervatar explosives in resoving platforms and related
structures and the occurrence of stranded ses turtles, narine
mamsals (Turaiops truncatus) and fish. Limited experiaents
conducted by NMFS, GCalveston Laboratory confirm that sea turtles
(and other marine vertabrates) found in proximity te petroleus
platforass can be injured or killed by removal operaticns
employing undervater explosives (Klima, 1906).

Technology moat commenly used in the dismantling of platforms
includes: bulk explosives, shaped sxplosive charges, mechanical
and abrasive cutters and undervater arc cutters. The use of bulk
explosives has become the industry’s standard procedure for
saevering pilings, vell conductors and related supporting
- gtructuras (approx. 908 use). When using bulk charges, the
inside of the structura can be jetted ocut to at lesast 15 feet
belov the sediment floor to allov plecement of explosives inside
of the structurs, resulting in a decrease in the impulse and
pressure forces relessed into the water column upon detonatioen.
The use of high velocity shaped charges is reported to have some
advantages over bulk sxplesives and Bas been used in combination
with gseller bulk charges. The cutting actien obtained by a2
shaped charge is accomplished by focusing the explosive enhergy
with a conical metallic liner. A sajor ad.antage sssociated with
use of high veloeity asha charges is that a saaller amount of
explosive charge is » red to sever the structure, vhich alse
results in reductions i{n the impulse and pressure forces relsased
inte the water column. Use of mechanical cuttsrs and undervater
arc cutters is successful in some circumstances and do not
produce the impulse and pressure forces associated with
detonation of explesives, hovever, these methods are, in Bost
inatances, more time consuming, costly and mere hazardous to
divers. As a result, these methods are not used on a routine
basis (MMS Report on Platform Removal Techniquas).




3ased upon data obtained during previously conducted "expeditga"
consultations on platfors removals, the following is a corparison
of the types of explosives most likely to be used in the proposed
removal cperations:

Exploaive Retonating Velocity Brisancee
ROX approx. 8,199 m/sec. 1.3%
Comp.=B approx. 7,803 m/sec. 1.32

* Brisance is the measure of shattering pover as compared to TNT

which has brisance of 1.00. (MMS Report on Platform Removal
Techniques, 19086.)

The proposed resoval operations will be accomplished using high

velocity explosives. Use of this type of cgtutvo charge should

minisisze the duration ¢f the ispules and pressure forces produced

by detonation of the charges, whilc providing the asount of force

required to sever the structures. According to MMS, restricting

ths quupl.nt of detonations to eight individual blasts per !roup
r

and staggerine blasts by 0.9 seconds (900 milliseconds) wil
aininize the area affected the blasts and suppress phasing of
shock vaves, thereby decrsas the cusulative effects of the
blasts. In addition, since all detonations will occur at ieast
15 feet belov the sediment surface and no more than 50 pounds of
explosives per blast vill be permitted, the amount of residual
ene rsleased into the marine environment should be reducad
* significantly. As a result, NNPS believes that ainimal shock and
impulse forces will be released in the vicinity of removal
operations at any given tisme. .

To date, of approximatsly 44 previously conducted censultations
covering abandonment activities, about 3) structure resovals have
been completed. Bach remcval operation vas monitored by MNFS
observers and vas oconducte’ using appropriate mitigating
seasures. At the present tise, eight turtles have been sighted
in arsas near structures being dissantled, at least tvo of vhich
vers green turtles. Of the eight documented sightings, one turtle
vas reported to be floating on it’s back near a platfors after
detonation of charges, apparently stunned or injured. No other
incidents of sea turtle injury or mortality have been reported.
Therefore, NMPS believes t the proposed actions are not likely
to result in significant adverse impacts to andangered and
threatened sea turtle populations.




Conclusions:

Basad on the above, it is our opinion that resoval of platforas
and related structures in the GOM is not likely to jecpardize the
continued existence of threatened ar' endangered species under
the jurisdiction of MNFS. MNovever, . MFS concludes that the
proposed activities may result {n the lniury or mortality of
loggerhead, Xemp’s ridley, green, havksd 11 and leatherback
turtles. Thersfore, pursuant te Sect i
have established a low level of incidental take and terms and
conditions necessary to ainimize and monitor thig imspact.
Compliance vith these terms and conditions ig the responsibility
of MMS and the permit applicant.

Reinitiation of Consultation:

Consultation sust be reinitiated if: 1) the ameunt or sxtent of
taking specified in the incidental take statement is met or
sxceeded) 1) nev information reveals impacts of the preject that
may affeck listed species in a manner or to am extent not
considered in this opinion: 3) the identified activities are
modified in a manner that causes an adverse effect on listed
species not previcusly considered; or 4) a nev species is listed
or critical habitat is designated that B8y be affected by the
proposed activities.




INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Section 7(b)(4) of the Endangersd Species Act requires that
8 proposed agency action l.n:wnd to be oonnot.::: with ““:::n
7(aj(2) of the Act and tha propesed sctions say incidentally take
individuale of listed epecies. MNPS vill issue & statement that
specifies the impact (aBOURt or ewtent) of such incidental
caking. Incidental taking l‘ the Pederel age or applicant
that coaplies vith the specified terms and mulnm of this
-:u;u::lu authorised &~ - ., « ° = the taking prohiditions
of the .

Based con strandi FOCOBw.,  "Mast T ‘»SUEe8 aboard commercial
shrimp vesssls and historical este, five ies of sea turtles

are known teo ecour in northemm Sulfl of -3: vaters. Current
available information on the rsistienship between ses turtle
mortality &nd the use of high-velerity explesives to remove oil
platforms indicates that iajury un'‘ap desth of ses turtles may
result froa the propseed act.x:a ««tefore, pursuant te Section
7(b) (4) o2 Lhe BBA, en inre' - 13° ase (By injupy o nortality)
level of ons documentad e %Y, green, havks®ill or
leatherback turtis er tun . 4 -od turtles ie sot for all
removal operstions rangusr~wd ©. o the terms and conditlions of
this incidental t;: . R ha level of taking specified
here is cusu' 1 .ive su «apvale sovered by this consultation.
If the incidentil take . .¢ ar euceeds this specified level, j0ts
=ust reinitiate _cnesultazion. The Southeast Region, WMPFS, will
cooperate vith 7 L~ the review of the ineident to detera’.ne the
need for deveioping further sitigation measures.

. The reascnable ana pruaent Reasures that NNFE believes are

necessary to misiuize the et of incidental takinge have been
discucsed vith MNS and will incorporated in the resoval Adesign
for "standird® structure redavals. felloving terms and
conditions are established for these remevals te lement the
identified mitigation measures and te docussnt the incidental
take should such take eosur:

1) Qualified observer(s), as approved by MMFS, must be used to
monitor the area around the eite prier te, during and after
detonation of charges. GCbserver coverage vill begin 45 heurs
prior to detonation of charges. If sea turtles are eobserved in
the viecinity of the platforas and thought te be resident at the
site, pre- and post=detonation diver surveys must be cenducted.




2) On days that bl aeting cperst.ons occur, & l0-minute aerial
ILEVEY Bust ba sondu _sd wItR.ih one hour before and one hour
i fter sach blasting ' ~.ecde. The NMFS-approved observer and/or
NMFS one-site pervonnc’ (NMFS employee only) must be used to check
fer the prasznrce of turtles ard (f possible, to identity
epacies. [’ veather coniiticns (fog, excessive vinds, etc.) make
it ixpossll u to conduct aerial surveys, blasting activities cay
be al.o-md .o proceed if approved by the NMFS and/or MMS
personn: . on-site.

J) If ses tucilies ais obeerved in the vicinity of the platfora
(within 1000 yards ot the site) prior to detonating charges,
blasting will be delayed until atteapts are successful in
rapcoving thes at leadt 1000 yarde from the blast site. The
aer.al survey must be Tepeated prior to rssuming detonation of
charges.

¢) Datonation of explosives will ogccur ne sooner than 1 hour
following sunrise and nc later than 1 hour prior to sunset.
However, If it is determined by MNPS and/or )NS on-site personnel
that special circumatances justify s medification of these time
reetrictions and that such modification is not likely te
adversely ispact licted apecies, blasting may be allowed to
proceed outside of tnis time frase.

S) During all diving operstions (wvorking divee as required in
the course of the removals), divers vill be instructed to scan
the subsurface aresae surrounding the platform (blasting) sites
for turtles and aarine mammals. An! sightings sust be reported
to the NMF: or MM§ on-site personnel. Upon cospletion of
blasting, divers aust repert and attempt to recever any sighted
injured or deud sea turtles or sarine mammals.

é) Charges must be staggered 0.9 seconds (900 milliseconds)
for each group of structures, to minisise the cumulative effects
of the blasts. If a rescval operatien invelves sultiple
groupings of structures, the intaerval between detonation of
charges for sach ¢ should be minimised to aveid the
*"chuasing® effect. er such intervals exceed 90-ainutes,
the aerial survey sust be repeated.

7) The use of scare charges should be avoided to minimise the
"chunaing effect.® Use of scare charges say be alloved only if
spproved by the MNPS and/or WS on-site personnel.

8) A report summarizing the results of the removal and
mitigation msasures sust be subaitted to the MMS Gulf of Mexiceo
Region vithin 15 wvorking days of the remeval. A copy of the
report sust be forva to MNPS, Southeast Region.
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This incidental take statement 4pplies only to endangered and

threatened sea turtles. In order to 8llow an incident

& warine sammal species, the taking sust be suthorized

Section 101(a)(5) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1872
Although interest has been expressed in obtaining an oxcnptlnﬁ
authorizing s limited take of dolphing xnelmu’T to abandonaent
.ctﬂl:i:u. no ?a::m uuni. u:. is authorized unt{) appropriate
saa ke regulations are in place and relat "

Authorization® are issued. . o4 "latters of
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2 Operzator Laase Arsa Rleock Structure
40 Mobll Exploration and Producing Comapany U.S. Inc. Rugens Island %4 A
ol Vermilion 102 A
qal Kerr-McGee Corporation Ship Shoal 296 A
42 Conoco Inc. ship Shoal 206 A
. Verailion 242 A
4) Mobil Exploration and nnrchq Cospany U.8. Inc. West P— 132 1
101 C
44  Tennaco 0il Exploration and Production fast Cameron ass [ 4
45® mob!l Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Eugens Island a9 c
N Vernilion 76 ]
- (heliport) - - .
Except cspped and plugged wells "A® & "B° is Vermilice-76-8
46 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.E. Inc. Vermiliom 76 -
a7 Samaden 0il Corporation Galveaton 241 )
48 Conoco Inc. Grand Isle 63 A
" - 54 3
" L] 47 L]
49 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. HNain Pase £ )} 2
50 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Scuth Pelto 12 D
51 Exxon Cospany West Delta 3 S
" - - . v
- L] 31 1
Ld [ ] - »
52 Conoco Inc. West Delta 45 n-1
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53 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company J.5. Inc. West Camsron 71 A
. . South Marsh 238 ?
54 Tenneco O0il Exploration sand Production Ship Shoal 199 Z
56" Conoco Inc. %est Cameron 133 A
East Camsron 47 o
8. Rarsh, W. A4 261 A
Except West Cameros~261-A

S7e¢ Exxon Company U.S.A. Nigh Is., B. A A-343 3

Except Righ Island East Additiom—A343-A
58 BHP Petroleus Bigh Island A-307 )
59 Hobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. East Craarom 14 S
60 FMP Operating Company West Caneron 464 A
61l Amoco Production Company 8. Narsh Islamnd 33 A

Consultations whose numbers include an asterisk (*) did mot totally fall under the
parameters of this "standard ° consultation, therefore, only those removals mesting the
parameters are approved and further consultation will be necessary for the exceptions.
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