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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

I have considered the notification by Forest 0il Corporation to
remove Well No. 2 Casing Stub in Eugene Island Area, Block 346
(Leage OCS-G 8696), SEA No. ES/SR 93-01/5. Based on the
environmental analys.s contained in the site-specific
environmental assessment, there is no evidence to indicate that
the proposed action will significantly (40 CFR 1508.27) affect
the quality of the human environment if the permit/application is
approved subject to the mitigative measures. Preparation of an

environmental impact statement is not required.
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INTRCDUCTINN AND BACKGROUND

The purpose of this Site-Specific Environmental Assessment
(SEA) is to assess the specific impacte associat:d with proposed
structure-removal activities. The SEA is based on a Programmatic
Environmental Assessment (PEA) (USDOI, MMS, 1987) which evalua:es
a broader spectrum of potential impacts resulting from the
removal of structures; e.qg., platforms/caissons across the
central and western planning areas of the Gulf of Mexico (GOM)
Cuter Continental Shelf. The PEA/SEA process 1s 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 prepairing environmental assessments by ucilizing
data presented in the PEA to complete the assessment. T!
presents site-specific data regarding the proposed stru-' r¢
removal (s) and evaluates the pctential impacts. Mitiga!
measures are contained in this document to lessen potent .a.
impacts. Preparation of this SEA has allowed the determination
of whether a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is
appropriate or whether further assessment of the proposal(s) is
necessary.

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

Forest Oil Corporation propoaes tc remove Well No. 2 Casing
Stub in Block 346 (0OCS-G 8696). The structure is located in a
water depth of 333 feet and lies approximately 120 miles south-
southeast of Intracoastal City, Louisiana. The operator plans to
explosively sever and remove Well No. 2 casing stub/casing
strings. See Table 1 for specific data regarding the explosive
removal operations.

Refer to Appendix A for structure specificatiors tor the
removal (8), additional data on removal techniques, and sequence
of events.

MITIGATION

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

B. NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACT'ON(S)

A discussion of the legal and regulatory mandates to remove
abandoned o0il and gas structures from Federal waters can be found
in the PEA referenced in the Introduction. According to Forest
0il Corporation, the lease has axpired.




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 propnsed. 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 aban.!oned 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 alternativ:

BE. REMOVAL OF Tii. STRUCTURE (L) BY ALTERNATIVE NON-EXPLOSIVE
METHODS

The MMS has discussed various structure-removal techniques
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for Proposed
0il and Cas Lease Sales 118 and 122 (USDOI, MMS, 1988) and the
PEA referenced in the Introduction. 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 methode 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 1991) and PEA
referenced in the Introduction for detailed information
concerning alternative methods of structure removal.

e REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURI(S) AS PROPOSED WITH ADDED
MITIGATION

It has been determined that the proposed operations f¢il
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
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 maviie mammals.




In the course of this evaluation, additional protective
measure war identified .o further mitigate the environmental
impacts associated with the proposal. Apprcopriate regulations
and procedures are believed sufficient to prevent significant
adverse impacts.

Our analysis indicates that _here 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.

I1T. 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 referenced in the Introduction. The
proposed structure-removal activities are not in an area of
sediment instability (rud flows, slumps, or slides). Therefore,
geclogic conditions are not expected to have an impact on che
proposed 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 Oceanography

a. Physical Oceanography

No impacts are expected as a result of the proposed
activities. For analysir 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 analysie information, s2e the PEA
referenced in the Introduction.

4. Water Quality

Impacts are expected to be low as a result of che proposei
activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced 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. BIOLOGICsa. ENVIRONMENT

1. Coastal Habitats

No impacts are expected as a resgult of the proposed

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

2. Protected, Endangered, and/or Threatened Species

a. Birds

The operator has indicated that helicopter flights and boat
traffic would utilize a shorebase in Intracoastal City,
Louisiana. The PEA referenced in the Introduction delineates
sensitive areas along the Texas coastline where whooping cranes
and brown pelicans could be adversely impacted by structure-
removal support activ.ties. The proposed work is not expected to
impact threatened or endangered birds or their habitats.

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 referenced
in the Introduction. Fritts et al. (1983) conducted aerial
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). 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 detected at the
gtructure-removal site(s), detonarion cf 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) undetecied and could
be injured or killed by the underwater, subsurface detonation(s).
Such an occurrence is considervd 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.

Ca Sea Turtles

A discussion of sea turtles occurring across the central and
western GCM and an assessment of the potential impacts of
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structure-removal activities on sea tuctles can be founc¢ in the
PEA referenced in the Introduction. Studies by Pritts et al.
(1983) and Fuller and Tappan (1986) a~ well as stranding data
from the Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network (Teas, 1992)
indicate that sea tur ‘les occur in the vicirity of the proposed
activities and theretore could be impacted by the structure-
removal operations. Definitive information on the probabili’ - of
encountering sea curtles at the removal site(s) during explosive
operations is scarce. The NMFS aad/or MMS coservers may be
utilized to look for sea "urtles prior tc detonatiuon of the
pr.mary charge(s). If sea turtles are¢ detected :. the structura-
removal site(s), detonation of the primary charge (s) will be
delayed until the animals are removed frum the area(s). As in
the case of marine mammals, the possibility exista thar sea
turtles could enter the blast area(s) undetected and c.uld be
injured or killed by the underwater, subaurface detonation(s).
This occurrence is considered unlikely, and with the indicated
protective m‘tigation measure(s), the proposed structure-remaval
activities are expected to have oriy a low impact on sea turtlen,
A cumulative incidental take has been authorized by the NMFS for
this category actions, but with all the precautions to be taken
as mitigating measure(s), it is unlikely that any sea turtleas
will be affected by these propoosed operations.

3. Birde

Impacts .re expected to be vely low as a result of the

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

4. Sensitive Marine Habitats

A discussion of sensitive marine habitats a>ccurring in the
central and western GOM and an assessment of the potential
impacts of structure-removal activitries on these areas ca- be
found in the PEA referenced in the Introduction. The propo-rad
activities are not ne r any sensitive mariue habitats.
Therefore, the subject structure-recoval activities will not
impact any sensitive marine habitats or their resident biota.

5. Offshore Habi.tats and Biota

Impacts are expected to be low as a reasult of the proposed
activities. For analysis information, sie the PEA ceferenced in
the Introduction.
C. SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNS

1. Empl oyment

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

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




2. Economics

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

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

The operator has indicated that Intracoastal City,
Louisiana, would be the shore base for the proposed structure-
removal activities. No impacts are expected as a result of the
proposed activities. (or analysis information, see the PEA
referenced in the Introduction.

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

For analysis informatiun, see the PEA refevenced in the
Introduction. Since the PEA was orig:i.aally written, new concerns
have emerged concerning the impacts of explosive structure
removals on reef fish populations. On May 9, 1991, the GOM
Fishery Management Council expressed concern over the declining
stocks of reef fish, especially red snapper. They referred to
the antidotal accounts of finfish kills associated with explosive
removals of offshore structures in orcer to link these activities
with their concerns abour declining populations of reef fish.
They further suggested that the MMS should hold all explosive
structure removals in abeyance until more information becomes
available on the effects of these activities on fish stocks. See
the PEA (Section on Offshore Habitats and Biota) for a discussion
of fish kills in association with explosive structure removals.

The MMS has declined to hold all explosive structure
removals in abeyance citing the regulatory mandates for structure
removals and ,roblems with current non-explosive structure
removal methods. The MMS has stated a commitient to carry out
studies to assess the impacts of oil and gas structure removals
on Gulf fisheries rescurces and the results of these studies will
be used to determine future policies with respect to these
activities.

The MMS continues to consider the overall impacts of
structure removals on commercial fishing to be low. The MMS
policy of encouraging an active rigs-to-reefs program will help
to offset cumulactive structure-removal impacts to fisheries
resources.




b. Recreational Fisheries

Impacts are expected to be low as a result of the proposed
activities. For analysie information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction. See the preceding section for a discussion of
fish kills in association with explosive structure removals.

2. Archaeolcgical Resources

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

3. Military Use/Warning Areas and Explosive Dumping Areas

A description of military use/warning areas and explosive
dumping areas, their locations and potential impacts of
structure-removal activities on these areas —-an be found in the
PEA referenced in the Introduction. The proposed activities will

not impact or be impacted by any military use/warning area or
explosives dumping areas.

4, Navigation and Shipping

The proposed structure-removal activities are not located
adjacent to a vessel safety fairway or in an anchorage area.
Structures located nearsh re may serve as "landmarks" to vessels
or helicopter operating in the area on a regular basis. The
overall impacts of the proposed work on navigation and shipping

are expected to be very low. More informa-ion on the impacts of
structure removals on navigation and shipping can be found in the
PEA referenced in the Introduction.

S. Pipelines and Cables

The PEA referenced in the Introduction contains a
description of the impacts of structure-removal activities on
pipelines and cables. There are existing pipelines within
150 meters (490 feet) of the proposed structure-removal
activities. Since the operator must adhere to existing laws and
regulations tor abandonment of structures (including procedures
required by Notice to Lessees and Operators No. 83-3), the
proposed work will not pose a hazard to pipeline(s) and cable(s)
in the area(s).

6. Other Mineral Resources
No impacts are expected as a result of the proposed

activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
t'ie Introduction.




7. Human Health and Safety

The PEA referenced in the Introduction describes the
hazardous conditions for workers during structure-removal
activities. The operator has proposed the use of explosives in
conjunction with the structure-removal activities. Existing
legal and regulatory safety requirements will keep the impacts of
the proposed work on human health and safety at a very low level.

E. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

A discussion of unavoidable adverse impacts can be found in
the PEA r>ferenced in *he Introduction. Two areas of ongoing
concern have been the potential impact to protected, threatened,
and/or endangered species and potential loss of habitat to the
marine environment. Both topics are discussed in the PEA and
previously in this ~ocument. A more recent iesue of concern has
surfaced regarding the impacts of explosive structure removals on
reef fish stocks. This issue has been previously discussed in
this document. 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 unavoidable adverse impacts are considered to be minor.

IV. PUBLIC OPINION

A discussion of public concerns regarding structure removals
can be found in the PEA rnferenced in the Introduction.

In May 1991, the GOM Fishery Management Council requested
that the MMS place a moratorium over the explosive removal of
offshore structures with three or more supports. Nonremoval of
these structures would conflict with current Federal legal and
regulatory requirements which mandate the timely removal of
abandoned or obsolete structures within a period of one year
after termination of the lease, or upon termination of a right-
of -use or easement.

The MMS believes that current data on the effects of
explosive removals on fish mortality is insufficient to draw any
conclusions, and a moratorium on all but single pile caissons at
this time is unjustified. In order to quantify explosive
effects, the MMS initiated an interagency study with the NMFS to
determine fish mortalities from platform removal operations. In
addition to the above study, the MMS supports an active rigs-to-
reef program and encouragee industry to search for method that
will minimize effects on fish from platform removal operations.




v. CONSULTATION AND CO RDINATION

In accordance with the provisions of Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act, the proposed structure-removal operations
are covered by the Biological Opinion issued by the NMFS on
July 25, 1988, which established a category of "standard“
explosive structure-removal operations. Their comments are
included in Appendix B. The NMFS concluded that this category of
structure-removal activities will not likely jeopardize the
continued existence of any threatraned or endangered species under
their purview. Additionally, they concluded that this type of
"standard" structure-removal activity may result in injury or
mortality of loggerhead, Kemp’'s ridley, green, hawksbill, and
leatherback turtles. Therefore, thcy established a cumulative
level of incidental take and discusse’ various measures necessary
to monitor and minimize this impact (see Appendix B). The NMFS
noted that no incidental taking of marine mammals was authorized
under Section 101 (a) (5) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of
1972 in connection with this cucegory of structure-removal
activities. Therefore, taking of marine mammals by the operator
would be prohibited unless they successfully apply for and obtain
a permit or waiver to do so from the NMFE.
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TABRTE 1

Explosives Proposed by the Operator for the Well No. 2 Casing
Stub located in Eugene Island Area, Block 346 (OCS-G 8696) .

Composition B, C-4, Cyclotol or Octol.
One (1), 50-pound charge for the 50'caeinq/casing strings.

Employment of Charges:

16 to 20 feet below the mud line.

Sequencing of Detonation:

Single shot

NOTE: An extra shot may be required for the above casing stub.
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MEMORANDUM
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To: Environmental Operations Section (MS 5440)

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

Subject: C(asing Stub Removal
OPERATOR : = cr ec o
Control No.: ES/SR & = - el /S

CASING STUB

AREA/BLOCK
’ﬂ/g// A R EL -24¢

(ray

Shore Base ; 22 ?‘“C't ~

The attached application is forwarded to your office so that the Finding

of Vo Significant Impact can be prepared. We balieve this proposed
activity meets the requirements of the generic Endangered Species Act
Section 7 Consultation Document. The@/u’e no existing pipeline(s)
within 500 feet of the Proposed -emoval locatiun Please advise {f this

location is biologically sensitive

RUSH / s/%3
T T— S+q- 7

BURT AULLIN (OSTS) - -EXTENSION 2904

Env]osure

Qfd

Y T cacte S Al o v/ 26/73 /4
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7?3 -0/ /s

CORPORATIO N

\__/

RECEIVED

April 21, 1993 APR 2 2 1993

Otfice of Structural
ond Technical Support

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

Minerals Management Service

1201 Elmwood Park 31lvd.

New Orleans, Louisiana 70121-394

244

ATTN: Mr. Arvind Shah - Ms 5210

RE: Section 7 consultation
Lease OCS~-G 8696
Eugene Island Block 146

Dear Mr. Shah:

In accordance with the Letters to Lessees and Operators dated
August 19 and December 9, 1986, Forest Cil Corporation (FocC)
submits herewith for your approval, the information required for a
Section 7 Consultation to pProvide for removal of the 30" Drive Pipe
in Well No, 2, Eugene island Block 346.

Lease 0C5-G 8696 expired on May 31, 1992. Subject to your approval
and that of the MMS District Office, FOC will be Prepared to

commence work on this well and site Cclearance requirements by May
1, 1993,

Your consideration of this matter is appreciated. Should you have
any questions or require any additional informution, please contact
my office at (303) 592-2629.

Sinccrely,

C itz

Johrf P. Rosata - Administrator
Requlatory & Environmental Affairs

JPR/jpr

Enclosure

cc: Cecil Colwell




II.

III.

PROPOSED OCS PLATFORM/STRUCT™URE REMOVAL

Responaible Party

A.  Lease operator name Forest 0il Corporation -

B. Address 250 17th Street
— . Renver, Colorado 60202

c. Contact person and telephone number Jobhn P, Rosata
(203) 592-2629

(ra) T
D. Shore base Sarvice Truck Line at Intercoastal City. LA
ldentification of Structure to be Removed
.-"’-”_— - _.._——"'“-—-
A. Casing stufF
. __..—-’/

B. Location (lwase,ares, DIG0EK, and block coordinates)
Eugene Island Block 346 Well No. 2. Lease Line Calls
119).0882.46

&, Date installed (year)

— =" '
D. Proposed date of remo (Month/Year) ° / 83
”
E. Water depth 3"
T
A. Configuration (attach a photograph or a diagram)
s

B. ize » L 1

. Nugber of legs/casings/pilings N/A

D. Diameter and wall thickness of legs/casings/pilings
11 2/8% = ,480; 20" = ,438%"; 10" = 1,Q0"

E. Is casing grouted? Yas Inside or Outside? [najde

F. Brief description of soil composition and condition __

Soft sandy Dottom




Burpose

Lease expiration date and reason for removing the structure

Lease axpires 5/31/9)., Removing stub due to lease sxpiration.

Ramcval Method
Brief description of the method to be used Use Divers to
remove corxosion cap and assist in lower explosive, 15°'
balow mudline

If explosives are to be used, provide the following:

1. Kind of explosives Composition B, C-4. Cyclotol or
Octol
Number and sizes of charges ) - 50 lb,

a. Single shot or multiple shots: S§ingle
b. If multiple shots, sequence and ~iming of

detonations

Bulk or shaped charge? Bulk

a. Depth of detonation below mud line 16' below

b. Inside or outside puirﬁ/_}

Cs Pre-removal monitoring tecani-vues /

1. Is the use of scare charges or acoustic devices proposed?

Ho . If yes, provide the following:
a. Number and kind

B. Size of charges

C. Brief description of how, where, and vhen scare

charges >r acoustic devices will be used None




Will divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-

removal survey to detect Presence of turtles and marine

Bammals? Mo If yes, briefly describe the

Proposed detectionmethod

Post-removal monitoring techniques

1. Will transducers be used to measure the impulse of the
detonations? Ho
Will divers be used to Survey the area after removal to
determine the effects on marine life? o

Blological Information

If available, provide the results of any recent biological

surveys conducted in the vicinity of the structure. Ir
available, describe any recent observations of turtles or

marine mammals at the structure site.

PLEASE SEND TERER COPIRS OF THE APPLICATION TO:

Regional Supervisor, Field Operations (S8TS)
Minerals Management Service

1201 Elmwood Park Blvd.

Nev Orleans, Louisiana 70123

JPR/ jba /STCTRML
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103" Air gap with 333° of water aeg
RKB tu Mud Line would be 436

————

20* & 13 3/8° could not be backed ou!
Gt MLH both strings were cut @ 4732°

ana pullea

Top of stubs 4' above mud line or B

below the top of the 30°

9 5/8° Backed out at MLH, top at 4647
or 28° below the Mud Line

30° X 1° Wall Driven to 637° w/ 220 BPF
w/201" of penetration w/ D-46 Hammer
MLS @ 467" Drill Quip 30° Quick-Jay
Conn w/ Anti Rotation Key at 424

or E_‘_nbovc the mud line

Set 75 Sx surface plug F/SS0° to 750’

20° 944 K-55 Btc @ 1201". MLH @ 466’

Note: (On 3/23/88 tested 20° X 13 3/8°
and 13 3/78° X 9 5/8° annulus to S0N psi

13 3/8" 6B K-S5 Btc @ 2651 MLH @ 466’

TOL @ %724'MD/ 5490 TvD Testea
1500 PSI and 153 PPG Mud or 20.5 PPCE

Spot 120 Sx plug across Liner tn:, ‘rom

9 S5/8° 478 P10 LTC @ 6025 MLH @ 47

Set EZSV ® 9100, Sq 75 Sx below and spot
1S Sx on top. Est TOC @ 9022° Test 1000w

7' 264 S-95 FL4S Lnr @ 9170" w/ 153 PPG

6 /8 Heole, TD. @ 10,407 MD/ B700 TVD
Maximum Mud Weight 13.8 PPG
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RECEIVED

April 21, 1993 APR 2 £ 1933

Ottce of Structursl
nd Technical Support

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
Minerals Management Service

1201 Elmwood Park Blvd.

New Orleans, Louisiana 70123-394

AWTN: Mr. Arvind Shah - M8 5210

RE: Section 7 Consultation
lease OCL-G [ % T
“«jone Is.and Biock 146

Dear Mr. Shah:

In accordance with the lLetters to Lessees and Operaturs dated
August 19 and Decemver 9, 1986, Forest 0f) Corporation (FocC)
submits herewith for your approval, the information required for a
Section 7 Consultation to provide for removal of the 30" Drive Pipe
in Well No. 2, Eugene Island .

Lease 0C8-G 8696 expired o ubject to your approval
and that of the MMs Distriet Qrf will be prepared to

commance work on thtwm well and site clearance requirements by May
1, 1993,

Your consideration of this matter ig appreciated. Should Yyou have

any questions or require any additional information, pPlease contact
my office at (303) %92-2629.

Sincerely,
/--\‘

JOhI/P. Rosata - Administrator
Regulatory § Environmenta] Affairs

JPR/ jpr

Enclogure

€c: Ce | Colwell




PROPOSED OCS PLATFORM/STRUCTURE REMOVAL

Responsikle Party

Lease opeorator name Forest Qi) Corporation
Address 250 17th Street
Renver. Colorado 80202

Contact person and telephone number John P. Rosata

£303) 592-2629

Shore base Service Truck Line .unna':ém;u_cm._u_
Identification of Structure to be Rewoved

Casing stub Eugens Island 346 #2_ ., —

Locaticr (Yeape, arsa, block, and block cc :rdinates)
Evasne lsland Plock 3146 Well No, 2. lease Line Calls

aA79. 52KSL. 15,061 Fwl or X = 1,986, 589.,435; X -
JA)AR2. 46 000

Date installed (year)

Proposed date of removal (Month/Year) &5 / ¢ 3
Water depth 3I¥®

- Rescription of Structure to be Removed
Configuration (a:“ach a photograph or a diagram)
Size Casing Stub 1) 3/8, 684 x 20", 944 X 30", 1" wall
Numsber of legs /casings/pllings N, 4

Diameter and wall thickness of legs, canings/pilings
11 3/8" = ,480; 20" = ,438"; 30" = 1,.00%

Is casing grouted? Yas ___ Inside or Outside? Inside__
Brief description of soil composition and condition

Soft sandy bottom ===




y
4

v ,
IV. Purpose — /ﬂ(,b( /ﬁ‘ '

Lease expiration {t. a Tsason for removing the structure

qV 4]

1 pr

{ o
-
Ramoval Method
Brief description of the method to be used Use Divers to
balov mualing
If explosives are to be used, provide the following:

1. Kind of explosives muﬂn-la_f-':.h_m:m_u

Octol

lunber and sizec of charges L:M..______m_

a. Single shot or Bultiple shots? m____
b. If multiple ahots, Ssequence and tiaing of

detonations

Bulk or shaped charge? Bulk
a. Depth of detonation below mud line d6' balow
b. Inside or outside Piling? N/A

C. Pre-removal monitoring techniques
1. Is the use of scare charges or acoustic devices proposed?

Mo + If yes, provide the following:
a. Number and kind

B. Size of charges

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

charges or acoustic devices will be used Nons




VI.

2. Will divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-
removal survey to detsct Presence of tirtles and marine

Bammals? No If yes, briefly describe the

2roposed detectionmethod

Post-resoval monitoring techniques

1. Will transducers Le used to Beasure the impulse of the
detonations? Ng

2. Will divers be used to survey tie area after removal to
determine t!e effects on marine life? No

Biclegical Information

if available, provide the results of any recent biological

surveys cecnducted in the vicinity of the structure. 1t
avoilable descrite any recen* cbservatiors of turtlex or

marine mamvals at the siructure site.

PLEASE SEND TERER COPIES OF THS APPLICATION TO:

Regional Supervisor, Field Operations (STS)
Minerals Management Service

1201 Elmwood Park Blvd.

New Orleans, Louisiana 70123

JPR/jba/STCTRML,
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20® & 13 3/8* could "ot be backeda out
ot MLH, both strings were cut @ 432’

and pulled

Top of stubs 4’ above mud Line or B’

below the top of the 30°.

9 S5/8° Backed out at MLH, top at 464"
or 28° pelow the Mud Line.

30° X 1° Wall Driven to 637 w/ 220 BPF
w/201' ¢+ penetration w/ D-46 Hammer
MLS @ 467°. Drill Quip 30° Quick-Jay
Conn w/ Anti Rotaticn Key at 424’
or (2’ above the mud line.

il
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Set 75 Sx surfoce plug F/S50° to 750

20° 948 K-55 Rtc @ 1201° ML @ 466

Note O~ 3/27/BR testea 20° ¥ i1 3/8°
ard 17 3:8° X 9 S5/8° urnuivs o U0 s

13 3/8° 588 K-55 Btc € 2851" M_H @ 4€6

TOL @ S724'M0/ "490° TV, Tested
1500 PSI and 153 PPG Mua or 20.5 PPGE

Spot 120 Sx plug ecross Liner top, frum

9 5/8" 478 PLID LTC @ 6025 MLH @ 46/°

Set EZSV @ 9100, Sq 79 Sx below ana spot
15 Sx on top. Est TOC @ 9022. Test 1000w

7 264 S-95 FL4S Lnr @ 9170 w/ 153 PPG

6 1/8 Hole, TD. @ 10,407 MD/ 8700 TVD
Maximum Mud Weight 138 PPG
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APPENDIX B

NMFS CORRESPONDENCE
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/',y N\ Mo oo SYATAE DFPLRTMENT 05 coMMEACE
; . ansl Oceanic and At har; | ;
& NATIONAL MARINE  SmERES Sy et ¢ Administration
\.ﬁ / Wasnagian OF 20278
‘wrge @

JUL 25 1538

Mr. William D. Bettenbera
Cirector

Minerals Management Service
U.S. Department of the Interiecr
Washingten, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Bettenberg:

Enclosed is the Biclogical Opinion prepared by the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NWPS$) Pursuant to Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) concarning poten ial impacts on
endangered and threatsned species associated v ** removal of
certain oil and gas platforms and related StHUL iu.. . in thae Gulf
of Mexice (GOM) using explosives.

This "standard” consultation covers only those removal
operations that meast specified criteria pertaining to the size
of explosive chargs used, detonation depth, and number of blasts
per structursal grouping. Consultation must be initiated on a
case-by-case basis for all dissantling operations requiring the
use of explosives that do not meet the established criteria.

NMPS concludes that structure removale in the GOM that fall
.within the eatablished criteris are not xucg.u jeopardize the
continued e. Jtence of listed species under jurisdiction of
NMFS. MHowever, it is our opinioen that the proposed activitiss
Ray result in the injury or Bértality of endangered and
threatened sea turtles. Therefore, pursuant to Section 7(p)(4)
of the ESA, we have established a low level of incidental take,
which is cumulative for all removals covered by this
consult-tion, end ters and conditions necessary to minimize and
monitor any impacts, siould they occur. The terms and
conditions are contained in the enclosed incidental take
statement. Also enclosed is a list of panding consultations
that mest, with noted eaxceptions, the criteris established in
the “standard®™ consultation. This Biel ical opinion and the
mitigeting measures and terms and conditlions contained in the
related incidental take statement apply to thess proposed
rezoval operations. Therefore, forsal consultation is cencluded
for these proposed actions.

" Years Sumulaning Americs » Progress o 19101988
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“onsultati~n pus: be reinititated if: (1) the arount or extent

of talina #- - filed in the incidental take statement {s
¢xcaesaet ™ information raveals impacts of the Frzposed
activiti may affect listed Spacles in a m: ner or to an
eatent r.o nsidered thus far in our Opinicne; ( the
identifie. a.tivities are #odified in a manner th uses an

adverse effect to listed spacies not Previously cu.sidered: or
(4) & new spacles {s listed or critical habitat is designated
that may be affected by the Project.

I look forward to your continued cooperation in future
consultatione.

Sincerely,

Caud")+ztisf“”'~'.~h

dAmes ¥W. Brennan
ﬁ,a-latant Adainistrator
for Pisheries

Enclosures




Biclogical Opinion

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

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

Consultation Conducted By: National Marine Pisheries Servics
(NMFS)

Date Issued:

[
BackgTvound Information:

In a letter dated November 19, 1986, the Minerals Management
Service (MMS) made an initial request for formal consultation
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for the
removal ¢f an offshore oil and gas platform located in the
Federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico (GOM). MMS and WMFS
determined that removel of oil and gad platforms and related
structures in the GON may affect e ngered and threatened marine
species. This "may affect®” determination vas based on a posaible
relationship betwveean endangered and threataned sea turtle
‘mortalities and the dismantling of platforms using sxplosives.

On November 25, 1986, NMPS issued the first of a series of
biclogical opinions addressing, in detail, the potential impacts
to listed marine species that may occur as a rasuit of oCS
abandonment activities.

MMS and NMFS established procedures for expediting Section 7
consultations on platform sbandonment activities in the ¢'¥
referred to as * ited consultations.® Pollowing those
procedures, approximately 44 consultations have been cospleted
for removal oparations in the GON region. All of the
consultations have concluded that =he proposed abandonsent
activities vere nct 11:.1{ to jecpardize the continued existance
of any listed species, but that the propossed activities may
result in the incidental taking of endangered and threatensd sea
turtles.

g30



T e dismantling of platforms a'd related structures Jalrs;
explosives has evolved to a point where a "standard” protocsl car
Le established for rercval cperations meeting certain c-iteria
Yased upon removal techniques aceveloped and reviewed in
conjunctior. with tha pre.icusly conducted “"expadited
consultations,”™ MMS has requested, by letter of May 24, 1988, a
“jeneric consultation” that would be applicable to all futurse
removal cperations that fall within a distince category, defined
Ly spacific parameters. A category has been designed to (nclude
those structure types and removal techniques most comnonly
sncountered during the expedited consultations and dismantling
cperations already coopleted. 6ince approximately 1000
structures that may be scheduled for  uture removal fall within
the parameters of the established category, NMFS agrees that a
"generic®™ consultation i{s appropriate at this time. The
objective of the consultation is %o reduce the administrative
burden on both MMS and NMFS for conducting repetitive
consultations on activities that may result in similar ispacts
to lxatuﬁ species and that require identical mitigating measures
to maintain adeguate protecticn for such species. This
biological opinion responds to MMS’ May 24, 1988, consultation
request. The opinion ‘s based on the st sclentific and
commerclal data presenily available and incorporates information
from: 1) previous MMS Summary Evaluations, 1) previous NMrs
biological opinions on ylatform removal, 3) the sclentific
literature, and 4) other pertinant and available information.
Consultation must be reinitiated if nev information becomes
available concerning ispacts to listed species that would alter
the conclusions reached in this opinion or require modification
of the measures identified in the attached incidental take
statemerit. Consultation will continue on a casa-by-case basis
for those structure resovals that do not meet the criteria
established for "standard” reacvals.

Description wf Proposed Action:

The proposed action invelves the removal, by explosive maans, of
offehore oil and gas structures located in Pedersl waters in the
Gulf of Mexico. Resoval of the structures vill be accoaplished
by severi the suppert pilings, caissons, vnll conductors, etc.,
ueing varying amounts of explosives to persit salvage of the
structures. This invelves the placemernt of explosives inside or
outside of supporting structures and detonating charges primarily
using electronically centrolled signals.

This "generic™ censultation cons.ders only thoss resoval
operations that meet certain criteria pertaining to the size of
the axplosive charge used, detonation depths, and number of
blasts per structural grouping. The specific criteria
established to cover such removals are as follows:




1) Use of high velocity exy'csivaes (detonation rate greater
than 7,600 meters/second).

2) A maximum of eight individual blasts per group of

detcnations with charges staggered at an interval of 0.9 saconds
(900 milliseconds).

J) Charges must be set at a minizum depth of 15 feet below the
sJidiment surface. Severing of structures above the sedircent
surface "open water" must be accosplished by mechanical (nen=-
explosive) wmethods.

4) The maxisus amount of explosives per detonation is not to
sxcesd 30 pounds.

Species Occurring in the Project Area:

Listed species under the jurisdiction of NWNFS that may oceur in
the preject area:

COMMON NAME STATUS LISTER
right vhale 6/3/70

finback whale 6/2/70

huspback whale 6/2/70

sel vhale 6s/a/70
.apara whale 6/2/70
grean turtle T/38778

Kemp's ridley 12/3/70
turtle

leatherback 6/3/70
turtle

loggerhesd 7/28/78
turtle

hawksbill 6/2/70
turtle

*All of the U.S. gresn turtle populations are listed as

thresatened except the Florida breeding populstion, which
listed as endangered.




No critical habitat has been designates {n the pProiect area for
the above species.

Assessment of Impacts:

Based upon their known distribution and abundence in the GOM,
endangered whales are beli~ved unlikelv to occur in the vicinity
of the proposed structure removal activities, and, therefore,
unlikely to be adversely affected by the proposed action.

Previous NMFS biological opiniens (Novembar 23, 1986 and February
16, 19807, have addressed, in detall, removal of structures in the
GOM. Accounts of endangered and threatened species which occur
in the project area, and the "Assesssent of Impacts” contaired in
these prior opinions aleo apply to this consultation ard are
incorporated by referance.

In suamary, tre opinions refersnced above acknowledge the
existence of a possible relacionship between the use of
undervater explosives in resoving platforms and related
structures and the occurrencs of stranded saa turtles, marine
manmale (Tursiops Ltruncatus) and fish. Liwited experiments
conducted by NMFS, Galveston Laboratory confirm that sea turtles
(and other marine vertabratss) found in proximity te petroleus
platforss can be injured or killed by removal operations
epploying underwvater explosives (Klima, 1946).

Technology mast communly used in the dissantling of platforms
includes: bulk explosives, shaped explosive charges, mechanical
and abrasive cutters and undervatar arc cutters. 7. » use of bulk
explosives has become the industry’s standard procedure for
severing pilings, well conductors and related supporting
structures (approx. 908 use). When using pulk charges, the
inside of the structure can be jetted out to At lsast 15 “eet
below the sediment floor to allovw placesent of explosives inside
of ths structure, resulting in a decrease in the impulse and
pressure forces Celeased in%o the water column upeor detonation.
Tre use of high velocity shaped charges is reaported to havs some
advantages over bvlk explosives and has been used in combination
with ssaller bulk charges. The cutting sction obtained by »
shaped charge is accomplished by focus the explosive snergy
vith a conical metallic liner. A major advantage sssociated with
use ot high veleecity ﬂur‘ charges is that & ssaller amcunt of
explosive charge is IOT-I red to sever the structure, which also
results in reductions in the impulse and pressure forces relsased
into the vater column. Use of mechanical cutters and undervatar
arc cutters is successful in some circusstances and do not
produce the impulse and pressure forces associated with
detonstion of explosives, hovever, these sethods are, in most
inatances, more time consuming, costly and more hasardous to
divers. As a result, these methods sre not used on a routine
basis (MMS Report on Platform Removal Techniquas).

4




Based upon data obtained during previcusly conducted "exped.tes"
consultations on platfors removals, the following is a corparison

%f the types of explosives most likely to be used in the proposed
remcval cperations:

Retonating /elocity
approx. 6,199 m/sec.
approx. 8,001 m/sec.

Comp.=B approrv. 7,803 m/sec.

* Brisance is the measure of shattering pover as compared to TNT
which has brisance of 1.00. (MMS Report on Platform Removal
Techniques, 1986.)

The proposed removel operations will be ace lished using high
velocity explosives. Use of this type of omulvo charge should
mininize the duration of the impulse and pressure forces produced
by detonation of the charges, while providing the amount of force
required to sever the structures. According to MMS, restricting
the grwplnt of detonations to eight individual blasts per gruup
and staggering blasts by 0.9 seconds (900 milliseconds) will

mininize the area affected b{ the blasts and supprces phasing of
[

shock vaves. thersby decrea the cumulative effects of the
blasta. In additicn, since all detonations will occur at least
15 feet beaiow the sedimant surface and ne sore than 350 pounds of
explosives per blast will be permitted, the amount of residual
ene released into the sarine envirenmsent should be reduced
sigrificantly. As & result, MNPS believes that minimal shock and
impulse forces will be releasec in the vicinity of resoval
operttions at any given tise.

To date, of approximstely (4 previously conducted consultations
covering abandonment activities, about 3) structure removals have
been completed. Each removal operation vas sonitored by MNP
observers and wvas oconducted using appropriate mitigating
Bsasures. At the pressnt tise, ol‘g turtle” have been sighted
in arsas near structures being dissan:led, at least twe of which
vere grean turtlas. Of the eight documented sightings, cne turtle
wvas reported to be fleoating on i2's back near 2 pletforms aftar
detonation of charges, orormly stunnad or injured. MNo ether
incidents of sea turtle injury or sortality have been reported.
Therafore, NMFS believes that the proposed actions are not likely
to result in significant adverse impacts to endangered and
threatenod sea turtle populations.




Conclusions:

Based on the above, it ls our o

4nd related ot _tuces in the G

continued existunce of threaten

the jurisdiction of NMPs. Hovavay, NMFS co

Fropesed activities n{ result inm the in uUry or mortality of
loggerhaad, Keap‘s ria Y, grveen, hawksbill and leatherback

turtles. Therefore, pursuant to Section 7(b) (4) of the ESA, we
Neve established a lov leve® of incidental take and terms and
cendiiions Recesssary to sinimize and Bonitor this impsct.
Ccapliance with these terss and conditions is the responsibilicvy
of MMS and the perait applicant.

Reinitiation of Consultation:

Consultation must be reinitisted if: 1) the ARount or extent of
taking specified in the incidental take statement is met or
exceeded; 2) new information reveals impacts of the project that
Bay affeck listed Species in a mannur or te an extant not
considered in this opinion;: 3) the identified activities are
nodified in a manner that Causes an adversse effect on listed
species not previously considerad; or 4) & nev species is listed
or critical habitat is designated that BAy be affected by the
proposed activities.




INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Section 7(b) (4) of the Endangered Species Act requires that whan
& proposed agency action is found to be consistent with Sect.on
7(a)(2) ef the Act and the Proposed actions may lncld-nuny take
individuale of listed rpecies, NMPS will lesue & statement that
specifies the impact (amount or axtent) of such incidental
taking. Incidental taking by the Peders! &gency or applicant
that complies with the specified terms and cond tions of this
statement is authorized and Sxempt from the taking prohibitions
of the ESA.

Based on stranding records, incidental captures aboard commercial
shrimp vessels and historical data, five oruu of sea turtles
Are known to occur in northern Gulf nf Mexico vaters. Current
available information on the relationship between sea turtle
sortality and the use of hi =velocity explosives to resove oil
platforms indicates that injury and/or death of sea turtles msay
result from the proposed actions. Therefore, pursuant te Section
7(b) (4) of the ESA, an incidental take (by injury or mortality)
level of ona documented Kemp's ridley, green, hawvksbill or
leatherback turtle or ten loggerhead turtles is set for all
removal cperations conductsd under the terms and conditiona of
this incidental taks statesant. The level of taking specified
here is cumulative for all removals covered by this consultatien.
If the incidental take meets or exceeds this specified lavel, s
BuSt reinitiate consultation. The Southeast Region, wmrs, will
cocperate with MMS in the reviev >f the incident to deteraine the
need for developing further mitigation measures.

The reasconable and prudeat measures that NNFS bel ieves are
necessary to minimize the impact of incidantal takings have besen
discussed with MMS and will be u»oorg:nud in the resoval design
for "standard® structure resovals. following terms and
conditions are established for these resevals to implement the
identified mitigation measures and to document the incidantal
take should such take ocour:

1) Qualified cbeerver(s), as approved by MNFJ, must be used to
monitor the area around the site prior te, during and after
detonation of charges. Observer coverage vill begin 48 hours
prier to detonation of charges. If sea turtles are observed in
the vicinity of the plaiform and thought to be resident at the
site, pre- and post-detonation diver surveys sust be conducted.




i) On days that blasting cperations occur, & JC-m.rute aer.a.
survey must be corducted within one hour before and cre hour
after each blasting episcde. NMFS-approved otserver and/or
NMFS on-site personnel (NMFS a. 2y2@ on.y) Bust be used to check
for the presence of turtles and, .f possible, to .dentify
sweacies. If weather ccnditions ,%og, excessive winds, etc.) maka
it impossible to conduct aerial e ~veys, blascing activities ray
be alloved to proceed if approved .y the NMFS and/or MMS
personnel on-site.

J) If sea turtles are obeervad in the vicinity of the platform
(within 1000 yards of the site) prior to detonating charges,
blasting wil' be delayed until attempts are succasaful in
removing them at least 1000 yards from the blast sits. The
serial survey must be repeated prior to resuming detconation of
charges.

4) Detonation of explosives will occur no sooner than 1 hovr
following sunrise and no later than 1 hour prior to sunset.
Hovever, If it is determsined by NMNPS and/or MMS on-site personnel
that special circumetances justify s modification of these time
restrictions and that such modification is not likely to
adversely impact listed species, blasting may be allowed to
proceed outside of tnis time frama.

8) During all diving operations (wvorking 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 mamaals. sigheings must be reported
to the NNFS or MMS on-site personnel. Upon cospletion eof
9lasting, divere must report and atteapt to recovey any sightad
injured or dead sea tuirtles or marine samsals.

¢) Charges must be staggered 0.9 seconds (900 mil) isecends)
for each group of structures, to minisise the cusulative effects
of the blasts. If a resoval operation involves sultiple
groupings of structures, the interval betwesn detonation of
charges for esach ¢ should be miniaiszed to avoid the
"chuaaing® effect. er such intervals axceed %0-minutes,
the aerial survey wust be repeated.

7) The use of scare charges should be avoided to minimize the
*chuaaing effect.” Use of scare charges may be allowved only if
approved by the NNFS and/or MiS on-sits persuvnnel.

#) A repor: summarizing the results of the reaoval and
mitigation mecsures sust be submitted to the MMS Gulf of Mexice
Region within 135 working days of the removal. A copy eof tha
report sust be forwarded to NNPS, Southeast Region.




This incidertal take statement applies only to endangered and
threatened | s4¢ turtles. In order to allow &n incidental take of
& marine ma.mal speciss, the taking must be authorized under
Section 101(a)(S) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1973.
Although interest has been expressed in obtaining an exception
authorizing a limited take of dolphins incidental te abandonment
activities, noc sarine manmal take (s authorized unti{l Appropriate
saall take reguluetions are in place and related "Letters of
Authorization® are issued.
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| Opezator laase Arsa Rleck Structurs
40 #obl] Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Bugens lsland 154 A
o . B Vermilion 182 A
41 Kerr-McGee Corporation Ship Shoal 2% L
42 Conoco Inc. Ship Shoa! 106 A
. Vormilion 242 A
43 Mobil Exrloration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. West Caserom 132 1
- . 101 c
a4 Tenneco 0i]1 Exploration and Production Rast Camaron 159 r
«5* mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Bugens Island 119 c
- Varnillon 76 ]
. (heliport) . . .
o Except cappsd and plugged wells "A® & “B im Vermilion-76-8

4 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. Vermilion 76 1
a7 Samaden 0i1 Corporation L& lveston sl A
48 Conoco Inc. Grand Isle [ 3 A
- - “ b |
_ - ot 47 [
49 Mobil Explorztion and Producing Company U.S. _.c. Nain Pase 1 2
50 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.S. Inc. South Pelte 12 0
51 Exxon Company ¥est Delta Jjo s
L - - v
e - 3 1
- - - w

52 Ccmnoco Inc. West Delta LL ] R-1

G40




51 Mobil Exploration and Prc’ ‘mg Company U.5. Inc. West Cameron 71 A
o South Narsh 238 °
54 Tenneco 0ll Exploration and Production Ship Shoal 199 ®
56" Comoco Inc. West Camaron 138 A
= Rast Cameron L} o
- 8. Marsh, ¥. M 261 A
Excapt West Cammrom—261-A
57* Exxon Cospany U.S.A. Nigh Is., k. AMd A-)42 ]
Except Righ Island East Additiom—Ad42-A
58  BHP Petroleus Higk Island A %07 A
59 Mobil Exploration and Producing Company U.5. nc. East Cersaron 14 ]
60 FMP Oparating Coupanv Wast Casercd 464 A
61 Asceo Prodvctiun Company §. Raroh Island » A

¢ Consultations vhose numbers include n asterisk (*) did mot totally fall under the
parametars of this "standard ° consultation, tharefore, omly thoes removale meeting the
paramet~rs ave spproved and further consultation will be mecessary for the except ions.
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