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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
MEMORANDUM 

January 7, 1994 

To: Chief, Office of Structural and Technical Support, 
Field Operations, GOM OCS Region (MS 5210) 

From: Acting Regional Supervisor, Leasing and Environment, 
GOM OCS Region (MS 5400) 

Subject: Site-Specific Environmental Assessment (SEA) Prepared 
f o r Ivory Production Co.'s Structure Removal 
Operations, Lease OCS 0709, Galveston Area, Block 288, 
and Lease OCS 0714, Galveston Area, Block 296, SEA 
Nos. ES/SR 94-004, and 94-005 

Ivory Production Co.'s proposals to remove Platforms 
Nos. 4, 5, 8, and 10, Galveston Area, Block 288, Lease 
OCS-G 0709, and Platforms Nos. 1 and 6, Galveston Area, 
Block 296, Lease OCS 0714 has been reviewed. Our SEA f o r the 
subject action i s complete and results i n a Finding of No 
Significant Impact. This Finding i s conditioned on the 
imposition of the following m i t i g a t i v e measure to ensure 
environmental protection, consistent environmental poli c y , and 
safety as required by the National Environmental Policy Act. 
This Finding i s v a l i d only insofar as t h i s condition i s imposed: 

Our analysis indicates that there are e x i s t i n g pipeline(s) 
located w i t h i n 150 meters (490 feet) of the proposed a c t i v i t i e s . 
The e x i s t i n g pipeline(s) may pose a hazard to the proposed 
operations. Precautions i n accordance with NTL 83-3, 
Section IV.B, w i l l be taken p r i o r to performing the proposed 
operations. 

The MMS has not been n o t i f i e d of any hang si t e s through the 
Fisherman's Contingency Fund that are i n Blocks 288 and 296. 

rig. Sgd.) Richard E. Defenbaug! 

Richard E. 

cc: 102-Ola ENV-5-4b (MS 5440) 
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

I have considered the n o t i f i c a t i o n by I v o r y Production Co., t o 

remove Platforms Nos. 4, 5, 8, and 10, Galveston Area, 

Block 288, Lease OCS 0709, SEA No. ES/SR 94-004, and Platforms 

Nos. 1, and 6, Galveston Area, Block 29 6, Lease OCS 0714, SEA 

No. ES/SR 94-005. Based on the environmental a n a l y s i s contained 

i n the s i t e - s p e c i f i c environmental assessment, there i s no 

evidence t o i n d i c a t e t h a t the proposed a c t i o n s w i l l s i g n i f i c a n t l y 

(40 CFR 1508.27) a f f e c t the q u a l i t y of the human environment i f 

the p e r m i t / a p p l i c a t i o n i s approved subject t o the m i t i g a t i v e 

measure. Preparation of an environmental impact statement i s not 

requlVed. 

Ciiie.f- ) > 3 TT 
^''Environmental Operations , Section 

A c t i n g Regional S u p e r v i s o r 
Leasing and Environment 
Gulf of Mexico OCS Region 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The purpose of t h i s S i t e - S p e c i f i c Environmental Assessment 
(SEA) i s t o assess the s p e c i f i c impacts associated w i t h proposed 
structure-remo va l a c t i v i t i e s . The SEA i s based on a Programmatic 
Environmental Assessment (PEA) (USDOI, MMS, 19 87) which evaluates 
a broader spectrum of p o t e n t i a l impacts r e s u l t i n g from the 
removal of s t r u c t u r e s ; e.g., platforms/caissons across the 
c e n t r a l and western planning areas of the Gulf of Mexico (GOM) 
Outer C o n t i n e n t a l Shelf. The PEA/SEA process i s designed t o 
s i m p l i f y and reduce the si z e of environmental assessment 
documents by e l i m i n a t i n g r e p e t i t i v e discussions of the same 
issues. This SEA conforms t o the Minerals Management 
Service (MMS) and other a p p r o p r i a t e g u i d e l i n e s f o r preparing 
environmental assessments by u t i l i z i n g data presented i n the PEA 
t o complete the assessment. I t presents s i t e - s p e c i f i c data 
regarding the proposed s t r u c t u r e removal(s) and evaluates the 
p o t e n t i a l impacts. M i t i g a t i o n measures are contained i n t h i s 
document t o lessen p o t e n t i a l impacts. Preparation of t h i s SEA 
has allowed the d e t e r m i n a t i o n of whether a Finding of No 
S i g n i f i c a n t Impact (FONSI) i s a p p r o p r i a t e or whether f u r t h e r 
assessment of the proposal(s) i s necessary. 

I . DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL(S) AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSAL(S) 

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

I v o r y Production Company proposes t o remove Platforms 
Nos. 4, 5, 8, and 10, Galveston Area, Block 288, Lease OCS 0709, 
and Platforms Nos. 1, and 6, Galveston Area, Block 29 6, Lease 
OCS 0714. The s t r u c t u r e s are lo c a t e d i n water depths of 65 and 
70 f e e t and they l i e approximately 27 miles southeast of 
Galveston, Texas. According t o I v o r y Production Co., the w e l l s 
on the s a t e l l i t e s t r u c t u r e s are being plugged and abandoned. The 
•operator plans t o e x p l o s i v e l y sever the p i l i n g s , conductors and 
w e l l casings 16 f e e t below the mudline. See Tables 1 and 2 f o r 
s p e c i f i c data regarding the explosive removal operations. 

Refer t o Appendix A and Tables 1 and 2 f o r s t r u c t u r e 
s p e c i f i c a t i o n s , a d d i t i o n a l data on removal techniques, types and 
q u a n t i t i e s of explosives t o be used, and sequence of events. 

MITIGATION 

Refer t o the operator's proposal(s) (Appendix A) f o r 
m i t i g a t i v e measure(s) proposed t o reduce the l i k e l i h o o d of death 
or i n j u r y t o sea t u r t l e s and marine mammals. 

B. NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION(S) 

A d i s c u s s i o n of the l e g a l and r e g u l a t o r y mandates t o remove 
abandoned o i l and gas s t r u c t u r e s from Federal waters can be found 



i n the PEA referenced i n the I n t r o d u c t i o n . According t o Ivory-
Production Co., the w e l l s on the s a t e l l i t e s t r u c t u r e s are being 
plugged and abandoned. 

I I . ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION(S) 

A l t e r n a t i v e s t o the proposed s t r u c t u r e removal(s) w i t h 
m i t i g a t i o n o r i g i n a l l y submitted are: 

A. NON-REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURE(S) 

The operator would not proceed w i t h the proposed removal(s). 
This a l t e r n a t i v e would e l i m i n a t e the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t sea 
t u r t l e s , marine mammals, or other marine l i f e would be harmed by 
removal of the s t r u c t u r e ( s ) as proposed. However, non-removal of 
the s t r u c t u r e ( s ) would represent a c o n f l i c t w i t h Federal l e g a l 
and r e g u l a t o r y requirements, which mandate the t i m e l y removal of 
obsolete or abandoned s t r u c t u r e s w i t h i n a p e r i o d of one year 
a f t e r t e r m i n a t i o n of the lease, or upon t e r m i n a t i o n of a r i g h t of 
use of easement. Therefore, non-removal does not appear t o be a 
v a l i d a l t e r n a t i v e . 

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

The MMS has discussed various structure-removal techniques 
i n the F i n a l Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) f o r Proposed 
O i l and Gas Lease Sales 118 and 122 (USDOI, MMS, 1988) and the 
PEA referenced i n the I n t r o d u c t i o n . Updated i n f o r m a t i o n is- also 
found i n the FEIS f o r Sales 139 and 141 (USDOI, MMS, 1991) . I t 
was concluded t h a t the most e f f e c t i v e methods of s t r u c t u r e 
removal are the use of explosives, e i t h e r b u l k or shaped charges, 
and underwater arc c u t t i n g . Other methods appear promising but 
req u i r e a d d i t i o n a l development t o solve the o p e r a t i o n a l and 
l o g i s t i c a l problems associated w i t h these techniques. P r i m a r i l y 
f o r t h i s reason, these methods do not appear t o be f e a s i b l e 
a l t e r n a t i v e s f o r the removal of the subject s t r u c t u r e ( s ) . 

Refer t o the FEIS (USDOI, MMS, 1988 and 1991) and PEA 
referenced i n the I n t r o d u c t i o n f o r d e t a i l e d i n f o r m a t i o n 
concerning a l t e r n a t i v e methods of s t r u c t u r e removal. 

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

I t has been determined t h a t the proposed operations f a l l 
w i t h i n the category of a c t i v i t i e s covered by the Na t i o n a l Marine 
F i s h e r i e s Service (NMFS) B i o l o g i c a l Opinion of J u l y 25, 1988, 
which addresses "standard" explosive s t r u c t u r e removals i n the 
GOM. 



Refer t o the terms and c o n d i t i o n s of the "generic" 
I n c i d e n t a l Take Statement (Appendix B), and any m i t i g a t i o n 
i d e n t i f i e d by t h i s SEA necessary t o reduce the l i k e l i h o o d of 
death or i n j u r y t o sea t u r t l e s and marine mammals. 

I n the course of t h i s e v a l u a t i o n , a d d i t i o n a l p r o t e c t i v e 
measures were i d e n t i f i e d t o f u r t h e r m i t i g a t e the environmental 
impacts associated w i t h the proposal. Appropriate r e g u l a t i o n s 
and procedures are b e l i e v e d s u f f i c i e n t t o prevent s i g n i f i c a n t 
adverse impacts. 

Our a n a l y s i s i n d i c a t e s t h a t there are e x i s t i n g p i p e l i n e ( s ) 
l o c a t e d w i t h i n 150 meters (490 f e e t ) of the proposed a c t i v i t i e s . 
The e x i s t i n g p i p e l i n e ( s ) may pose a hazard t o the proposed • 
oper a t i o n s . Precautions i n accordance w i t h NTL 83-3, 
Section IV.B, w i l l be taken p r i o r t o performing the proposed 
op e r a t i o n s . 

I I I . ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNS, AND OTHER 
CONSIDERATIONS 

A. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

1. Environmental Geology and Geologic Hazards 

A d i s c u s s i o n of environmental geology and geologic hazards 
can be found i n the PEA referenced i n the I n t r o d u c t i o n . The 
proposed structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s are not i n an area of 
sediment i n s t a b i l i t y (mud flows, slumps, or s l i d e s ) . Therefore, 
geologic c o n d i t i o n s are not expected t o have an impact on the 
proposed structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s . 

2. M e t e o r o l o g i c a l Conditions 

No impacts are expected as a r e s u l t of the proposed 
a c t i v i t i e s . For an a l y s i s i n f o r m a t i o n , see the PEA referenced i n 
the I n t r o d u c t i o n . 

3. Physical and Chemical Oceanography 

a. Physical Oceanography 

No impacts are expected as a r e s u l t of the proposed 
a c t i v i t i e s . For a n a l y s i s i n f o r m a t i o n , see the PEA referenced i n 
the I n t r o d u c t i o n . 

b. Chemical Oceanography 

Impacts are expected t o be very low as a r e s u l t of the 
proposed a c t i v i t i e s . For a n a l y s i s i n f o r m a t i o n , see the PEA 
referenced i n the I n t r o d u c t i o n . 



4. Water Quality 

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

5. A i r Quality 

2. Protected, Endangered, and/or Threatened Species 

a. Birds 

The operator has indicated that helicopter f l i g h t s and boat 
t r a f f i c would u t i l i z e a shorebase i n Freeport, Texas. The PEA 
referenced i n the Introduction delineates sensitive areas along 
the Texas coastline where whooping cranes and brown pelicans 
could be adversely impacted by structure-removal support 
a c t i v i t i e s . The proposed work i s not expected to impact 
threatened or endangered birds or t h e i r habitats. 

b. Marine Mammals 

A discussion of marine mammals occurring across the GOM and 
an assessment of the p o t e n t i a l impacts of structure-removal 
a c t i v i t i e s on marine mammals can be found i n the PEA referenced 
i n the Introduction. F r i t t s et a l . (1983) conducted a e r i a l 
surveys across a 9,514 square mile area of GOM waters. Results 
of these surveys indicate that the bottlenose dolphin i s probably 
the most l i k e l y marine mammal to be encountered at the proposed 
structure removal(s). The MMS observers may be u t i l i z e d to look 
for marine mammals p r i o r to detonation of the primary charge(s) 
at the removal s i t e ( s ) . I f marine mammals are detected at the 
structure-removal s i t e ( s ) , detonation of the primary charge(s) 
would be delayed u n t i l the animals are removed from the area(s). 
In spite of these precautions, a low p r o b a b i l i t y exists that 
marine mammals could enter the blast area(s) undetected and could 
be inj u r e d or k i l l e d by the underwater, subsurface detonation(s). 
Such an occurrence i s considered highly u n l i k e l y and with the 
indicated protective m i t i g a t i o n measure(s), the proposed 
structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s are expected to have only a low 
impact on marine mammals. 

Impacts are expected to be very low as a r e s u l t of the 
proposed a c t i v i t i e s . For analysis information, see the PEA 
referenced i n the Introduction. ^ 

B. BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT \ 

1. Coastal Habitats , 
i 

No impacts are expected as a r e s u l t of the proposed 
a c t i v i t i e s . For analysis information, see the PEA referenced i n ^ 
the Introduction. 

\ 

c 



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

b. Recreational Fisheries 

Impacts are expected to be low as a r e s u l t of the proposed 
a c t i v i t i e s . For analysis information, see the PEA referenced i n 
the Introduction. See the preceding section f o r a discussion of • 
f i s h k i l l s i n association with explosive structure removals. 

2. Archaeological Resources 

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

3. M i l i t a r y Use/Warning Areas and Explosive Dumping Areas 

The proposed structure-removal a c t i v i t y w i l l not take place 
i n a m i l i t a r y use/warning area or i n an explosive dumping area. 
In a d dition, the shore base loca t i o n chosen by the operator 
and/or his contractor(s) w i l l not require support vessels or 
a i r c r a f t to traverse any of these areas. A description of these 
areas, t h e i r locations and p o t e n t i a l impacts of structure-removal 
a c t i v i t i e s on these areas can be found i n the PEA referenced i n 
the Introduction. The proposed a c t i v i t i e s w i l l not impact or be 
impacted by any m i l i t a r y use/warning areas or explosives dumping 
areas. 

4. Navigation and Shipping 

The proposed structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s are not located 
adjacent to a vessel safety fairway or i n an anchorage area. 
Structures located nearshore may serve as "landmarks" to vessels 
cr helicopter operating i n the area on a regular basis. The 
o v e r a l l impacts of the proposed work on navigation and shipping 
are expected to be very low. More information on the impacts of 
structure removals on navigation and shipping can be found i n the 
PEA referenced i n the Introduction. 

5. Pipelines and Cables 

The PEA referenced i n the Introduction contains a 
description of the impacts of structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s on 
pipelines and cables. There are e x i s t i n g p i p e l i n e ( s } w i t h i n 
15 0 meters (49 0 feet) of the proposed structure-removal 
a c t i v i t i e s . Since the operator must adhere to e x i s t i n g laws and 
regulations f o r abandonment of structures (including procedures 



regulations f o r abandonment of structures (including procedures 
required by Notice to Lessees and Operators No. 83-3), the 
proposed work w i l l not pose a hazard to pipeline(s) and cable(s) 
i n the area(s). 

6. Other Mineral Resources 

No impacts are expected as a re s u l t of the proposed 
a c t i v i t i e s . For analysis information, see the PEA referenced i n 
the Introduction. 

7. Human Health and Safety 

The PEA referenced i n the Introduction describes the 
hazardous conditions f o r workers during structure-removal 
a c t i v i t i e s . The operator has proposed the use of explosives i n 
conjunction with the structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s . Existing 
legal and regulatory safety requirements w i l l keep the impacts of 
the proposed work on human health and safety at a very low l e v e l . 

E. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

A discussion of unavoidable adverse impacts can be found i n 
the PEA referenced i n the Introduction. Two areas of ongoing 
concern have been the p o t e n t i a l impact to protected, threatened, 
and/or endangered species and p o t e n t i a l loss of habitat to the 
marine environment. Both topics are discussed i n the PEA and 
previously i n t h i s document. A more recent issue of concern has 
surfaced regarding the impacts of explosive structure removals on 
reef f i s h stocks. This issue has been previously discussed i n 
t h i s document. Although the impacts to commercial and 
recreational f i s h e r i e s i s considered to be low, f u r t h e r studies 
information about t h i s issue should be available i n 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 i n the PEA referenced i n 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. Non-removal of 
these structures would c o n f l i c t with current Federal legal and 
regulatory requirements which mandate the timely removal of 
abandoned or obsolete structures w i t h i n a period of one year 
a f t e r termination of the lease, or upon termination of a r i g h t -
of-use or easement. 

The MMS believes that current data on the ef f e c t s of 
explosive removals on f i s h m o r t a l i t y i s i n s u f f i c i e n t to draw any 
conclusions, and a moratorium on a l l but single p i l e caissons at 



c. Sea T u r t l e s 

A d i s c u s s i o n of sea t u r t l e s o c c u r r i n g across the c e n t r a l and 
western GOM and an assessment of the p o t e n t i a l impacts of 
structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s on sea t u r t l e s can be found i n the 
PEA referenced i n the I n t r o d u c t i o n . Studies by F r i t t s et a l . 
(1983) and F u l l e r and Tappan (1986) as w e l l as s t r a n d i n g data 
from the Sea T u r t l e Stranding and Salvage Network (Teas, 1993) 
i n d i c a t e t h a t sea t u r t l e s occur i n the v i c i n i t y of the proposed 
a c t i v i t i e s and t h e r e f o r e could be impacted by the s t r u c t u r e -
removal op e r a t i o n s . D e f i n i t i v e i n f o r m a t i o n on the p r o b a b i l i t y of 
encountering sea t u r t l e s a t the removal s i t e ( s ) d u r i n g explosive 
operations i s scarce. The NMFS and/or MMS observers w i l l be 
u t i l i z e d t o look f o r sea t u r t l e s p r i o r t o d e t o n a t i o n of the 
primary charge(s). I f sea t u r t l e s are detected a t the s t r u c t u r e -
removal s i t e ( s ) , d e t o n a t i o n of the primary charge(s) w i l l be 
delayed u n t i l the animals are removed from the a r e a ( s ) . As i n 
the case of marine mammals, the p o s s i b i l i t y e x i s t s t h a t sea 
t u r t l e s could enter the b l a s t area(s) undetected and could be 
i n j u r e d or k i l l e d by the underwater, subsurface d e t o n a t i o n ( s ) . 
At t h i s s t r u c t u r e the occurrence i s considered l i k e l y , but w i t h 
the i n d i c a t e d p r o t e c t i v e m i t i g a t i o n measure(s), the proposed 
str u c t u r e - r e m o v a l a c t i v i t i e s are expected t o have only a low 
impact on sea t u r t l e s . A cumulative i n c i d e n t a l take has been 
a u t h o r i z e d by the NMFS f o r t h i s category a c t i o n s , but w i t h a l l 
the precautions t o be taken as m i t i g a t i n g measure(s), i t i s 
u n l i k e l y t h a t any sea t u r t l e s w i l l be a f f e c t e d by these proposed 
ope r a t i o n s . 

3. B i r d s 

Impacts are expected t o be very low as a r e s u l t of the 
proposed a c t i v i t i e s . For a n a l y s i s i n f o r m a t i o n , see the PEA 
referenced i n the I n t r o d u c t i o n . 

4. S e n s i t i v e Marine Habitats 

A d i s c u s s i o n of s e n s i t i v e marine h a b i t a t s o c c u r r i n g i n the 
c e n t r a l and western GOM and an assessment of the p o t e n t i a l 
impacts of structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s on these areas can be 
found i n the PEA referenced i n the I n t r o d u c t i o n . The proposed 
a c t i v i t i e s are not near any s e n s i t i v e marine h a b i t a t s . 
Therefore, the s u b j e c t structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s w i l l not 
impact any s e n s i t i v e marine h a b i t a t s or t h e i r r e s i d e n t b i o t a . 

5. Offshore Habitats and B i o t a 

Impacts are expected t o be. low as a r e s u l t of the proposed 
a c t i v i t i e s . For a n a l y s i s i n f o r m a t i o n , see the PEA referenced i n 
the I n t r o d u c t i o n . 



C. SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNS 

1. Employment 

Impacts are expected to be very low as a r e s u l t of the 
proposed a c t i v i t i e s . For analysis information, see the PEA 
referenced i n the Introduction. 

2. Economics 

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

3. Onshore Support F a c i l i t i e s , Land Use, and Coastal 
Communities and Services 

The operator has indicated that Freeport, Texas, would be 
the shore base f o r the proposed structure-removal a c t i v i t i e s . No 
impacts are expected as a re s u l t of the proposed a c t i v i t i e s . For 
analysis information, see the PEA referenced i n the Introduction. 

D. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

1. Commercial and Recreational Fisheries 

a. Commercial Fisheries 

For analysis information, see the PEA referenced i n the 
Introduction. Since the PEA was o r i g i n a l l y w r i t t e n , new concerns 
have emerged concerning the impacts of explosive structure 
removals on reef f i s h populations. On May 9, 1991, the GOM 
Fishery Management Council expressed concern over the declining 
stocks of reef f i s h , especially red snapper. They referred to 
the a n t i d o t a l accounts of f i n f i s h k i l l s associated with explosive 
removals of offshore structures i n order to l i n k these a c t i v i t i e s 
with t h e i r concerns about declining populations of reef f i s h . 
They f u r t h e r suggested that the MMS should hold a l l explosive 
structure removals i n abeyance u n t i l more information becomes 
available on the effects of these a c t i v i t i e s on f i s h stocks. See 
the PEA (Section on Offshore Habitats and Biota) f o r a discussion 
of f i s h k i l l s i n association with explosive structure removals. 

The MMS has declined to hold a l l explosive structure 
removals i n obeyance c i t i n g the regulatory mandates f o r 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 o i l and gas structure removals 
on Gulf f i s h e r i e s resources and the results of these studies w i l l 
be used to determine future p o l i c i e s with respect to these 
a c t i v i t i e s . 



t h i s time i s u n j u s t i f i e d . I n order t o q u a n t i f y explosive 
e f f e c t s , the MMS i n i t i a t e d an interagency study w i t h the NMFS t o 
determine f i s h m o r t a l i t i e s from platform-removal operations. I n 
a d d i t i o n t o the above study, the MMS supports an a c t i v e r i g s - t o -
reef program and encourages i n d u s t r y t o search f o r method t h a t 
w i l l minimize e f f e c t s on f i s h from platform-removal operations. 

V. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

I n accordance w i t h the p r o v i s i o n s of Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act, the proposed structure-removal operations 
are covered by the B i o l o g i c a l Opinion issued by the NMFS on 
J u l y 25, 1988, which e s t a b l i s h e d a category of "standard" 
explosive s t r u c t u r e-remova l operations. T h e i r comments are 
incl u d e d i n Appendix B. The NMFS concluded t h a t t h i s category of 
struc t u r e - r e m o v a l a c t i v i t i e s w i l l not l i k e l y j e o pardize the 
continued existence of any threatened or endangered species under 
t h e i r purview. A d d i t i o n a l l y , they concluded t h a t t h i s type of 
"standard" structure-removal a c t i v i t y may r e s u l t i n i n j u r y or 
m o r t a l i t y of loggerhead, Kemp's r i d l e y , green, h a w k s b i l l , and 
leatherback t u r t l e s . Therefore, they e s t a b l i s h e d a cumulative 
l e v e l of i n c i d e n t a l take and discussed v a r i o u s measures necessary 
t o monitor and minimize t h i s impact (see Appendix B). The NMFS 
noted t h a t no i n c i d e n t a l t a k i n g of marine mammals was authorized 
under Section 101(a)(5) of the Marine Mammal P r o t e c t i o n Act of 
1972 i n connection w i t h t h i s category of structure-removal 
a c t i v i t i e s . Therefore, t a k i n g of marine mammals by the operator 
would be p r o h i b i t e d unless they s u c c e s s f u l l y apply f o r and o b t a i n 
a permit or waiver t o do so from the NMFS. 
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TABLE 1 

EXPLOSIVES PROPOSED BY THE OPERATOR 
FOR THE STRUCTURE REMOVAL IN 
GALVESTON AREA, BLOCK 288, 

LEASE OCS 0709 

Type of Explosives: 

Composition B and C-4 

Number and Size of Charges: 

PLATFORM 4 - 4-PILE WELL PROTECTOR 

4 30" l e g s / p i l i n g s 50 l b . 

WELL # 4 

1 48" w e l l conductor 50 l b . 
1 16" casing 
1 10-3/4" casing s t r i n g 

1 7-5/8" casing s t r i n g 4 l b . 

WELL # 14 

1 24" w e l l conductor 50 l b . 
1 16" casing 
1 10-3/4" casing s t r i n g 
1 7-5/8" casing s t r i n g 4 l b . 

PLATFORM 5 - 4-PILE WELL PROTECTOR 

4 30" l e g s / p i l i n g s 50 l b . 

WELL # 5 

1 48" w e l l conductor 50 l b . 
1 16" casing 
1 10-3/4" casing s t r i n g 

1 7-5/8" casing s t r i n g 4 l b . 

WELL # 19 

1 24" w e l l conductor 50 l b . 
1 16" casing 
1 10-3/4" casing s t r i n g 
1 7-5/8" casing s t r i n g 4 l b . 
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PLATFORM 8 - 4-PILE WELL PROTECTOR 

4 30" l e g s / p i l i n g s 50 l b . 

WELL # 8 

1 48" w e l l conductor 50 l b . 
1 1.6" casing 
1 10-3/4" casing s t r i n g 
1 7-5/8" casing s t r i n g 4 l b . 

PLATFORM 10 - 4-PILE WELL PROTECTOR 

4 30" l e g s / p i l i n g s 50 l b . 

WELL # 10 

1 48" w e l l conductor 50 l b . 
1 20" casing 
1 13-3/4" casing s t r i n g 

1 9-5/8" casing s t r i n g 4 l b . 

WELL # 1 1 

1 24" w e l l conductor 50 l b . 
1 16" casing 
1 10-3/4" casing s t r i n g 

1 7-5/8" casing s t r i n g 4 l b . 

WELL # 15 

1 24" w e l l conductor 5 0 l b . 
1 16" casing 
1 10-3/4" casing s t r i n g 
1 5-1/2" casing s t r i n g 4 l b . 

12 
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TABLE 2 

EXPLOSIVES PROPOSED BY THE OPERATOR 
FOR THE STRUCTURE REMOVAL IN 
GALVESTON AREA, BLOCK 29 6, 

LEASE OCS 0714 

PLATFORM 1 - 4-PILE WELL PROTECTOR 

4 30" l e g s / p i l i n g s 50 l b . 

WELL # 1 
1 48" w e l l conductor 50 l b . 
1 16" casing 
1 10-3/4" casing s t r i n g 
1 7-5/8" casing s t r i n g 4 l b . 

PLATFORM 6 - 4-PILE WELL PROTECTOR 

4 30" l e g s / p i l i n g s 50 l b . 

WELL # 3 
1 24" w e l l conductor 50 l b . 
1 16" casing 
1 10-3/4" casing s t r i n g 
1 5-1/2" casing s t r i n g 4 l b . 

WELL # 6 
1 48" w e l l conductor 50 l b . 
1 16" casing 
1 10-3/4" casing s t r i n g 
1 7-5/8" casing s t r i n g 4 l b . 

WELL # 1 0 
1 24" w e l l conductor 50 l b . 
1 16" casing 
1 10-3/4" casing s t r i n g 

1 5-1/2" casing s t r i n g 4 l b . 

Employment of Charges: 

The operator plans t o e x p l o s i v e l y sever the p i l i n g s , conductors 
and w e l l casings 16 f e e t below the mudline. 
I f the charge f a i l s t o sever on the f i r s t attempt, new charges 
w i l l be detonated 16 f e e t below the mudline. 

Note: A minimum of 16 f e e t below the mud l i n e i s r e q u i r e d . 
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Sequencing of Detonation: 

Mult i p l e shots w i l l be f i r e d i n sequence with a 0.9 second 
delay between i n d i v i d u a l shots with a maximum of 8 
shots/sequence. 
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V I I . PREPARERS 

Author: 

Richard Bennett - B i o l o g i s t 

Typist: 

Michael B. Wallace - Environmental Protection Assistant 
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VIII.APPENDICES 

A. IVORY PRODUCTION CO., CORRESPONDENCE 

B. NMFS CORRESPONDENCE 
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APPENDIX A 

IVORY PRODUCTION CO., CORRESPONDENCE 
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•NITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
MEMORANDDM 

To: Environmental Operations Section (LE-5) 

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

Subject: Platform Removal 

OPERATOR: 

C o n t r o l No: ES/SR q4 -004^ ̂ 4 " 0 0 ^ 

P l a t f o r m j " 

^C5. 4,5,6 ami lc 
— ^ — ? — ^ 

Area/Block 

N0V.1.0.1993j ^ 

Minerals Management Service 
Leasing & Environment 

Lease 

GCS OlOc\ 

O^S 07/4-

Shore Base: Free ipc> r J Tyc 
The attached application i s forwarded to your o f f i c e so that the Finding of No 

Significant Impact can be prepared. We believe t h i s proposed a c t i v i t y meets 

the requirements^of the generic Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation 

Document. There are/-gee==&o existing pipeline(s) w i t h i n 500 feet of the proposed 

removal location. 

Enclosure 

cc: 

AShah: :LEXITYPE:Disk 5 

— v 

7 

Arvind Shah (OSTS) 
Extension 289^ 
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IVORY PRODUCTION CO. 

November 1, 1993 

Mr. Daniel Bourgeois, Regional Supervisor 
Office of Field Operations 
Minerals Management Service 
1201 Elmwood Park Boulevard 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123 

Attention: Mr. Arvin Shah 

R E C E I V E D 

NOV u o 1993 

Office of Structural 
and Technical Support 

Re: Proposed OCS Platform/Structure Removal 
Galveston Blocks 288/296 
Offshore. Texas 

Gentlemen: 

Per 30 CFR 250.143, we are submitting for your review and approval, three (3) copies each of 
the application for removal of six (6) satellite well protector structures in Galveston Blocks 288 
and 296. 

We are also enclosing in triplicate, three construction drawings of the structures. Since each of 
the six (6) satellite well protectors are basically identical, the three drawings are typical of all 
six (6) structures. 

Our plans are to begin removing these structures during 1994, as soon as the wells are 
permanently plugged and abandoned. We have recently received written approval from the 
Minerals Management Service's Lake Jackson District Office for the abandonment of these 
wells. 

Should you have any questions or require further information, please let me know. 

Very truly yours, 

Vernon R. Luning 
Operations Manaser 

VRL:skh 

. 1 9 
Eleven Greenway Plaza • Suite 1606 • Houston, Texas 77046 

(713) 621-3993 • FAX (713) 621-4687 



PHOPOSED OCS PLATFORM/STRUCTURE REMO.nL 

I . Responsible Party 

A. Lease operator name Ivory Production Co. 

B. Address 11 Greenway Plaza, Suite 1606 

Houston, Texas 77046 

C. Contact person and telephone number 

Vernon Luninq - (713) 621-3993 

R E C E I V E D 

MOV (U4993 

Office of Structural 
and Tp.-iinir.a! S'.spaurt 

D. Shore base Freeport, Texas - Alvin Childs - (409) 233-8547 

I I . I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of Structure to be Removed 

A. Platform name r ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 7aa_4 

B. Location (lease, area, block, and block coordinates) PCS 0709 

Galveston 288, Lat 28° 53' 28.82", Long 94° 41' 54.66" 

C. Date In s t a l l e d (year) 1964 

D. Proposed date of removal (Month/Year) Summer 1994 

E. Water depth 

I I I . Description of Structure to be Removed 

A. Configuration (attach a photograph or a diagram) 

B. Size 20' x 20' at elevation +20', Heliport 25' x 24' 

C. Number of legs/casings/pllings 4 p i l e well protector 

Well #4 - 48", 16", 10-3/4", 7-5/8"; Well #14 - 24", 16", 10-3/4", 7-5/8" 

"•-•r—-



2 

D. Diameter and wall thickness of legs/casinKs/pilings Legs: 33" OD 

P i l i n g description: 30" OD 0.50-0-75 wall 

E. Are piles grouted? Yes Inside or outside? Outside 

F. B r i e f description of s o i l composition and condition 

Semi-soft mud 

IV. Purpose 

Lease expiration date and reason f o r removing the structure Well (s) 

on.the s a t e l l i t e structure i s being plugged and abandoned. No further 

u t i l i t y f o r structure. Lease i s HBP. 

V. Removal Method 

A. B r i e f description of the method to be used Explosive charges w i l l be 

used to sever p i l i n g , conductors and wel l casing. A derrick barge 

w i l l l i f t the jacket/deck to a material barge f o r transportation 

to shore. 

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

1. Kind of explosives Composition B and C-4 

9̂  
2. Number and sizes of charges 4# charges f o r 7", A&& charges f o r 

24" conductors, 50# charges f o r 30" pi l e s and 48" conductors. Total of 
G> 15-shots (2 wells x A casing nfrringG/weHr- = ,ij^shots; 4 p i l i n g = 4 shots) 

a. Single shot or mult i p l e shots? Multiple shots 

b. I f multiple shots, sequence and timing of detonations Shots 

w i l l be f i r e d i n sequence with a 0.9 second delay between 

individual shots with a maximum of 8 shots/sequence. 



3. Bulk or shaped charge?__Both_ 

a. Depth of detonation below mud li n e 16' 

b. Inside or outside p i l i n g ? I n s : i- d e 

C. Pre-removal monitoring techniques 

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

I f yes, provide the following: 

a. Number and kind N/A 

b. Size of charges /̂A 

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

acoustic devices w i l l be used 

2. W i l l divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-removal ^ 

survey to detect presence of t u r t l e s and marine mammals? Yes 

I f yes, b r i e f l y describe the proposed detection method Divers w i l l 

conduct a survey f o r t u r t l e s and marine mammals at the time they are 

mobilized to sever the platform p i l e s and conductors, p r i o r to the 

bla s t i n g operation. 

D. Post-removal monitoring techniques 

1. W i l l transducers be used to measure the pressure and Impulse of the ' 

detonations? No 



2. H i l l divers be used to aurvey the area a f t e r removal to determine 

and effects on marine l i f e ? No 

VI. Biological Information 

I f available, provide the results of any recent b i o l o g i c a l surveys 

conducted i n the v i c i n i t y of the structure. I f available, describe 

any recent observations of t u r t l e s or marine mammals at the structure 

s i t e . N/A 

PLEASE SEHD THREE COPIES OF THE APPLICATIOH TO: 

Regional Supervisor, Field Operations (OSTS) 
Minerals Management Service 
1201 Elmwood Park Blvd. 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123 



I . 

PRC £D OCS PLATFORM/STRUCTURE REMl 

Responsible Party 

A. Lease operator name Ivory Production Co. 

R E C E | V £ : o i 

my OH tqqj __ 

B. Address 
, Oifice o.' Structural 

11 Greenway Plaza, Suite 16Q6_ and'^clinical Support 

Houston, Texas 77046 

C. Contact person and telephone number 

Vernon Luninq - (713) 621-3993 

D. Shore base Freeport, Texas - Alvin Childs - (409) 233-8547 

I I . I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of Structure to be Removed 

A. Piatfonn name Galveston 288-5 

B. Location (lease, area, block, and block coordinates) QCS 0709 

Galveston 288, Lat 28 054 , 00.20", Long 94° 41' 16.19" 

C. Date in s t a l l e d (year) 1964 

D. Proposed date of removal (Month/Year) Summer 1994 

E. Water depth 65' 

I I I . Description of Structure to be Removed 

A. Configuration (attach a photograph or a diagram) 

B. Size 20' x 20' at elevation +20', Heliport 25' x 24' 

C. Number of legs/casings/pllings 4 p i l e well protector 

Well #5 - 48", 16", 10-3/4", 7-5/8"; Well #19 - 24", 16". 10-3/4". 7' 
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D. Diameter and wall thickness of legs/casings/pilings Legs: 33" OD 

P i l i n g description: 30" OD 0.50-0.75 wall 

E. Are piles grouted? Yes Inside or outside? ' Outside 

F. B r i e f description of s o i l composition and condition 

Semi-soft mud 

IV. Purpose 

Lease expiration date and reason for removing the structure Well (s) 

on the s a t e l l i t e structure i s being plugged and abandoned. No further 

u t i l i t y f o r structure. Lease i s HBP. 

V. Removal Method 

A. B r i e f description of the method to be used Explosive charges w i l l be 

used to sever p i l i n g , conductors and well casing. A derrick barge 

w i l l l i f t the jacket/deck to a material barge f o r transportation 

to shore. 

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

1. Kind of explosives Composition B and C-4 

2. Number and sizes of charges 4# charges f o r 7", 4Q# charges f o r 
24" conductors^SO* charges f o r 30" p i l e s an^ 48'̂  conductors. Total of 

k yy^'h'-'tq -'(? vfo] i <=->-.'4 "M-̂ i nĝ r̂̂ -̂ng;::'.•/w'̂ '̂ ' i '= Ŝ j shots; (4 pil^n£_=4 shots)' 
a. SinglV-shot-or mulTrpIe "shots? " M u l t i p f e "shofrs-^— ^—=•.,.. 

b. I f multiple shots, sequence and timing of detonations Shots 

w i l l be f i r e d i n sequence with a 0.9 second delay between 

in d i v i d u a l shots with a maximum of 8 shots/sequence. 



3. Bulk or shaped charge? Both 

a. Depth of detonation below mud li n e 16_; 

b. Inside or outside p i l i n g ? I n s i- de 

C. Pre-removal monitoring techniques 

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

I f yes, provide the following: 

a. Number and kind N/A 

b. Size of charges ^ 

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

acoustic devices w i l l be used N/a 

2. W i l l divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-removal 

survey to detect presence of t u r t l e s and marine mammals? Yes 

I f yes, b r i e f l y describe the proposed detection method Divers w i l l 

conduct a survey f o r t u r t l e s and marine mammals at the time they are 

mobilized to sever the platform p i l e s and conductors, p r i o r to the 

blasting operation. 

D. Post-removal monitoring techniques 

1. W i l l transducers be used to measure the pressure and impulse of the 

detonations? No 

c u 



2. W i l l divers be used to survey the area a f t e r removal to determine 

and effects on marine l i f e ? No 

VI. Biological Information 

I f available, provide the results of any recent b i o l o g i c a l surveys 

conducted i n the v i c i n i t y of the structure. I f available, describe 

any recent observations of t u r t l e s or marine mammals at the structure 

s i t e . N/A 

PLEASE SEHD THREE COPIES OF THE APPLICATIOH TO: 

Regional Supervisor, F i e l d Operations (OSTS) 
Minerals Management Service 
1201 Elmwood Park Blvd. 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123 
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PRL JED OCS PLATFORM/STRUCTURE REM L 

Responsible Party 
R E C E I V E D 

A. Lease operator name 

B. Address 

Ivory Production Co. 
NOV 0 3 1993 

A. Lease operator name 

B. Address 11 Greenway Plaza, Suite 1606 

Office of Structural 
and Technical Support 

A. Lease operator name 

B. Address 11 Greenway Plaza, Suite 1606 

Houston, Texas 77046 

C. Contact person and telephone number 

Vernon Luning - (713) 621-3993 

D. Shore base Freeport, Texas - Alvin Childs - (409) 233-8547 

I I . I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of Structure to be Removed 

A. Platform namê  n^i^g-t-nn ?RR-8 

B. Location (lease, area, block, and block coordinates) PCS 0709 

Galveston 288, Lat 28° 53' 55.00", Long 94° 41' 53.40" 

C. Date i n s t a l l e d (year) 1964 

D. Proposed date of removal (Month/Year) Summer 1994 

E. Water depth 65' 

I I I . Descript ion of Structure to be Removed 

A. Configurat ion (attach a photograph or a diagram) 

B. Size 20' x 20' at e levat ion +20' , He l ipor t 25' x 24* 

C. Number of legs/casings/pll ings 4 p i l e w e l l protector 

Well #8 - 48", 16", 10-3/4", 7-5/8" 
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D. Diameter and wall thickness of legs/caainRs/pilinfta Legs: 33" OD 

Piling description: 30" OD 0.50-0.75 wall 

E. Are piles grouted? Yes Inside or outside? Outside 

F. Brief description of so i l composition and condition 

Semi-soft mud 

IV. Purpose 

Lease expiration date and reason for removing the structure Well (s) 

on the s a t e l l i t e structure is being plugged and abandoned. No further 

u t i l i t y for structure. Lease is HBP. • 

V. Removal Method 

A. Brief description of the method to be used Explosive charges w i l l be 

used to sever p i l i n g , conductors and well casing. A derrick barge 

w i l l l i f t the jacket/deck to a material barge for transportation 

to shore. 

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

1. Kind of explosives Composition B and C-4 

5° 
2. Number and sizes of charges .4# charges for 7", charges for 

24" conductors, 50# charges f 0 r 30" piles and 48" conductors. Total of 
£~ fi shots (1 well x 4 casing strings/well ^ ^ s h o t s , 4 p i l i n g = 4 shots) 

a. Single shot or multiple shots? Multiple shots 

b. I f multiple shots, sequence and timing of detonations Shots 

w i l l be fired in sequence with a 0.9 second delay between 

individual shots with a maximum of 8 shots/sequence. 
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3. Bulk or shaped charge? Both 

a. Depth of detonation below mud li n e 16^ 

b. Inside or outside pi l i n g ? I n s i d e 

C. Pre-removal monitoring techniques 

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

I f yes, provide the following: 

a. Number and kind N/A 

b. Size of charges ^ 

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

acoustic devices w i l l be used N/a 

2. W i l l divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-removal 

survey to detect presence of t u r t l e s and marine mammals? Yes 

I f yes, b r i e f l y describe the proposed detection method Divers w i l l 

conduct a survey f o r t u r t l e s and marine mammals at the time they are 

mobilized to sever the platform p i l e s and conductors, p r i o r to the 

blas t i n g operation. 

D. Post-removal monitoring techniques 

1. W i l l transducers be used to measure the pressure and impulse of the 

detonations? No 
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2. W i l l divers be used to survey the area a f t e r removal to determine 

and effects on marine l i f e ? No 

VI. Biological Information 

I f available, provide the results of any recent b i o l o g i c a l surveys 

conducted i n the v i c i n i t y of the structure. I f available, describe 

any recent observations of t u r t l e s or marine mammals at the structure 

site. N/A 

PLEASE SEHD THREE COPIES QF THE APPLICATIOH TO: 

Regional Supervisor, Field Operations (OSTS) 
Minerals Management Service 
1201 Elmwood Park Blvd. 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123 



PRC..oED OCS PLATFORM/STRUCTURE REM ^ 

I . Responsible Party R E C E I V E D 

A. Lease operator name Ivory Production Co. NOV Qli..i993 

Office of Structural 
B. Address 11 Greenway Plaza, Suite 1606 and Technical Support 

Houston, Texas 77046 

C. Contact person and telephone number 

Vernon Luninq - (713) 621-3993 

D. Shore base Freeport, Texas - Alvin Childs - (409) 233-8547 

I I . I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of Structure to be Removed 

A. Platform name Galveston 288-10 

B. Location (lease, area, block, and block coordinates) OCS 0709 

Galveston 288, Lat 28° 53' 30.00". T,nng 94° 4T 30.40" 

C. Date inst a l l e d (year) 1967 

D. Proposed date of removal (Month/Year) Summer 1994 

E. Water depth 70J 

I I I . Description of Structure to be Removed 

A. Configuration (attach a photograph or a diagram) 

B. Size 20' x 20' at elevation +20', Heliport 25' x 24' 

C. Number of legs/casings/pllings 4 p i l e well protector 

Well #10 - 48", 20", 13-3/8", 9-5/8" 

Well #11 - 24", 16", 10-3/4", 7-5/8" 
, Well #15 - 24", 16", 10-3/4", 5-1/2" 
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D. Diameter and wall thickness of leffs/caslngs/pilings Legs: 33" OD 

P i l i n g description: 30" OD 0.50-0.75 wall 

E. Are piles grouted? Yes Inside or outside? Outside 

F. B r i e f description of s o i l composition and condition 

' Semi-soft mud 

IV. Purpose 

Lease expiration date and reason f o r removing the structure Well (s) 

on the s a t e l l i t e structure i s being plugged and abandoned. No further 

u t i l i t y f o r structure. Lease i s HBP. 

V. Removal Method 

A. B r i e f description of the method to be used Explosive charges w i l l be 

used to sever p i l i n g , conductors and well casing. A derri c k barge 

w i l l l i f t the jacket/deck to a material barge f o r transportation 

to shore. 

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

1. Kind of explosives Composition B and C-4 

2. Number and sizes of charges 4# charges f o r 7", ^AQ^ charges f o r 
24" conductors, 50# charges f o r 30" p i l e s and 48" conductors. Total of 

n Jr6r-shots (3 wells x 4_casing ctrings/well, shots; 4 p i l i n g = 4 shots) 
' a. Single shot or multiple shots? Multiple shots 

b. I f multiple shots, sequence and timing of detonations Shots 

w i l l be f i r e d i n sequence with a 0.9 second delay between 

ind i v i d u a l shots with a maximum of 8 shots/seguence. 
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3. Bulk or shaped charge? Both 

a. Depth of detonation below mud l i n e 15J 

b. Inside or outside p i l i n g ? I n s j - d e 

C. Pre-removal monitoring techniques 

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

I f yes, provide the following: 

a. Number and kind N/A 

b. Size of charges N / / A 

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

acoustic devices w i l l be used N/a 

2. W i l l divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-removal 

survey to detect presence of t u r t l e s and marine mammals? Yes 

I f yes, b r i e f l y describe the proposed detection method Divers w i l l 

conduct a survey f o r t u r t l e s and marine mammals at the time they are 

mobilized to sever the piatfonn p i l e s and conductors, p r i o r to the 

blasting operation. 

D. Post-removal monitoring techniques 

1. W i l l transducers be used to measure the pressure and impulse of the 

detonations? No 



2. W i l l divers be used to survey the area a f t e r removal to determine 

and effects on marine l i f e ? No 

VI. Biological Information 

I f available, provide the res u l t s of any recent b i o l o g i c a l surveys 

conducted i n the v i c i n i t y of the structure. I f available, describe • 

any recent observations of t u r t l e s or marine mammals at the structure 

s i t e . N/A 

PLEASE SEHD THREE COPIES OF THE APPLICATIOH TO: 

Regional Supervisor, F i e l d Operations (OSTS) 
Minerals Management Service 
1201 Elmwood Park Blvd. 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123 
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IVORY PRODUCTION CO. 

November 1, 1993 

R E C E I V E D 

WOV u o 1993 

Office of Structural 
and Technical Support 

Mr. Daniel Bourgeois, Regional Supervisor 
Office of Field Operations 
Minerals Management Service 
1201 Elmwood Park Boulevard 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123 

Attention: Mr. Arvin Shah 

Re: Proposed OCS Platform/Structure Removal 
Galveston Blocks 288/296 
Offshore, Texas 

Gentlemen: 

Per 30 CFR 250.143, we are submitting for your review and approval, three (3) copies each of 
the application for removal of six (6) satellite well protector structures in Galveston Blocks 288 
and 296. 

We are also enclosing in triplicate, three construction drawings of the structures. Since each of 
the six (6) satellite well protectors are basically identical, the three drawings are typical of all 
six (6) structures. 

Our plans are to begin removing these structures during 1994, as soon as the wells are 
permanently plugged and abandoned. We have recently received written approval from the 
Minerals Management Service's Lake Jackson District Office for the abandonment of these 
wells. 

Should you have any questions or require further information, please let me know. 

Very truly yours, 

Vernon R. Luning 
Operations Manager 

VRL:skh 

<? ( 

Eleven Greenway Plaza • Suite 1606 • Houston, Texas 77046 

(713) 621-3993 • FAX (713) 621-4687 



I . 

PR, JED OCS PLATFORM/STRUCTURE REN, 

Reaponalble Party 

A. Leaae operator name Ivory Production Co. 

B. Addreas 11 Greenway Plaza, Suite 1606 

Houston, Texas 77046 

C. Contact person and telephone number_ 

Vernon Luninq - (713) 621-3993 

RECEIVED 

NOV 0 8 m 

Office of Structural 
and TGc'inico! Support 

D. Shore base Freeport, Texas - Alvin Childs - (409) 233-8547 

I I . I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of Structure to be Removed 

A. Piatfonn name Galveston 296-1 

B. Location (lease, area, block, and block coordinates) OCS 0714 

Galveston 296, Lat 28° 52' 16.35", Long 94 0.41 , 49.48" 

C. Date Installed (year) 1963 

D. Proposed date of removal (Month/Tear) Summer 1994 

E. Water depth 70' 

I I I . Description of Structure to be Removed 

A. Configuration (attach a photograph or a diagram) 

B. Size 20' x 20* at elevation +20', Heliport 25' x 24' 

C. Number of legs/casings/pllings 4 p i l e well protector 

Well #1 - 48", 16", 10-3/4", 7-5/8" 
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D. Diameter and wall thickness of leKs/caslngs/pllings Legs: 33" OD 

P i l i n g description: 30" OD 0.50-0.75 wall 

E. Are piles grouted? Yes Inside or outside? Outside 

F. B r i e f description of s o i l composition and condition 

Semi-soft mud 

IV. Purpose 

Lease expiration date and reason f o r removing the structure Well (s) 

on the s a t e l l i t e structure i s being plugged and abandoned. No further 

u t i l i t y f o r structure. Lease i s HBP. 

V. Removal Method 

A. B r i e f description of the method to be used Explosive charges w i l l be 

used to sever p i l i n g , conductors and wel l casing. A derrick barge 

w i l l l i f t the jacket/deck to a material barge f o r transportation 

to shore. 

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

1. Kind of explosives Composition B and C-4 

2. Number and sizes of charges 4# charges f o r 7", -40ff charges f o r 
24" conductors, 50# charges f o r 30" p i l e s and 48" conductors. Total of 

4- S<shots (1 well x 4 casing strings ^ / shotgf; 4 p i l i n g = 4 shots) 
^ ^a. Single shot or multiple shots? ^Multiple shots 

b. I f multiple shots, sequence and timing of detonations Shots 

w i l l be f i r e d i n sequence with a 0.9 second delay between 

individual shots with a maximum of 8 shots/sequence. 

O KJ 



3. Bulk or shaped charge? Both 

a. Depth of detonation below mud line 16' 

b. Inside or outside p i l i n g ? I n s i d e 

C. Pre-removal monitoring techniques 

1. I s the use of scare charges or acoustic devices proposed? No_ 

I f yes, provide the following: 

a. Number and kind N/A 

b. Size of charges N ^ A 

• c. Brief description of how, where, and when scare charges or 

acoustic devices w i l l be used N/a 

2. W i l l divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-removal 

survey to detect presence of t u r t l e s and marine mammals? Yes 

I f yes, b r i e f l y describe the proposed detection method Divers w i l l 

conduct a survey for t u r t l e s and marine mammals at the time they are 

mobilized to sever the platform p i l e s and conductors, p r i o r to the 

blasti n g operation. 

D. Post-removal monitoring techniques 

1. W i l l transducers be used to measure the pressure and impulse of the 

detonations? No 
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2. W i l l divers be used to survey the area a f t e r removal to determine 

and effects on marine l i f e ? No 

VI. Biological Information 

I f available, provide the results of any recent b i o l o g i c a l surveys 

conducted i n the v i c i n i t y of the structure. I f available, describe 

any recent observations of t u r t l e s or marine mammals at the structure 

s i t e . N/A 

PLEASE SEHD THREE COPIES OF THE APPLICATIOH TO: 

Regional Supervisor, F i e l d Operations (OSTS) 
Minerals Management Service 
1201 Elmwood Park Blvd. 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123 
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PRO. _.ED OCS PLATFORM/STRUCTURE REMt 

I . Responsible Party R E C E I V E D 

A. Lease operator name Ivory Production Co. NOV 

B. Address 11 Greenway Plaza, Suite 1606 
Office of Structural 

and Technical Support 

Houston, Texas 77046 

C. Contact person and telephone number 

Vernon Luninq - (713) 621-3993 

D. Shore base Freeport, Texas - Alvin Childs - (409) 233-8547 

I I . I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of Structure to be Removed 

A. Platform name Galveston 296-6 

B. Location (lease, area, block, and block coordinates) QCS 0714 

Galveston 296, Lat 28° 51' 27.78", Long 94° 4T na-

C. Date in s t a l l e d (year) 1964 

D. Proposed date of removal (Month/Year) Summer 1994 

E. Water depth 70' 

I I I . Description of Structure to be Removed 

A. Configuration (attach a photograph or a diagram) 

B. Size 20' x 20' at elevation +20', Heliport 25' x 24' 

C. Number of legs/casings/pllings 4 p i l e w e l l protector ^ 

Well #3 - 24", 16", 10-3/4", 5-1/2"; Well #6 - 48", 16",; 10-3/4", 7'-7-5/8, 

Well #10 - 24", 16", 10-3/4", 5-1/2" 
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D. Diameter and wall thickness of leKs/casings/pillnKS Legs: 33" OD 

Piling description: 30" OD 0.50-0.75 wall 

E. Are piles grouted? Yes Inside or outside? Outside 

F. Brief description of soil composition and condition 

Semi-soft mud . :. . 

IV. Purpose 

Lease expiration date and reason for removing the structure Well (s) 

on the s a t e l l i t e structure is being plugged and abandoned. No further 

u t i l i t y for structure. Lease is HBP. 

V. Removal Method 

A. Brief description of the method to be used Explosive charges w i l l be 

used to sever p i l i n g , conductors and well casing. A derrick barge 

w i l l l i f t the jacket/deck to a material barge for transportation 

to shore. 

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

1. Kind of explosives Composition B and C-4 

5° 
2. Number and sizes of charges 4# charges for 7", charges for 

24" conductors, 50# charges f o r 30" piles and 48" conductors. Total of 
^ shots (3 wells x- 4 cacing otriuy^/wun shots, 4 p i l i n g = 4 shots) 

'a. Single shot or multiple shots? Multiple shots 

b. I f multiple shots, sequence and timing of detonations Shots 

w i l l be fired in sequence with a 0.9 second delay between 

individual shots with a maximum of 8 shots/seguence. 
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3. Bulk or shaped charge? Both 

a- Depth of detonation below mud l i n e 16' 

b. Inside or outside pi l i n g ? I n s i d e 

C. Pre-removal monitoring techniques 

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

I f yes, provide the following: 

a. Number and kind N/A 

b. Size of charges ^ 

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

acoustic devices w i l l be used N/a 

2. W i l l divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct a pre-removal 

survey to detect presence of t u r t l e s and marine mammals? Yes 

I f yes, b r i e f l y describe the proposed detection method Divers w i l l 

conduct a survey for t u r t l e s and marine mammals at the time they are 

mobilized to sever the platform p i l e s and conductors, p r i o r to the 

bla s t i n g operation. 

D. Post-removal monitoring techniques 

1. W i l l transducers be used to measure the pressure and impulse of the 

detonations? No 
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2. W i l l divers be used to aurvey the area a f t e r removal to determine 

and effects on marine l i f e ? No 

VI. Biological Information 

I f available, provide the reaulta of any recent b i o l o g i c a l aurveya 

conducted i n the v i c i n i t y of the atructure. I f available, describe 

any recent observations of t u r t l e s or marine mammals at the structure 

s i t e . N/A 

PLEASE SEHD THREE COPIES OF THE APPLICATIOH TO: 

Regional Supervisor, Field Operations (OSTS) 
Minerals Management Service 
1201 Elmwood Park Blvd. 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70123 

A t:»' 
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APPENDIX B 

NMFS CORRESPONDENCE 
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UNITED S T A T ^ t p u B T M E W T OF COMMERCE 
N . V i ? " * ' O " * ' ' 1 * : • n d A tmosohsP ic A d m l n i a c r a t i o n 
NATlOMex MARINE PiSHERieS SEPviCS 
W«»ningion. O.C 202"»5 

JUL 2 5 1S38 

Mr. William D. Bettenbera 
Director 
Minerals Manageaent Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Bettenberg: 

Enclosed is the Biological Opinion prepared by the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) concerning potential impacts on 
endanaered and threatened species associated with removal of 
certain oil and gas platforms and related structures in the Gulf 
of Mexico (GOM) using explosives. 

This "standard1* consultation covers only those removal 
operations that meet specified criteria pertaining to the size 
of explosive charge used, detonation depth, and number of blasts 
per structural grouping. Consultation must be initiated on a 
case-by-case basis for a l l dismantling operations requiring the 
use of explosives that do not meet the established criteria. 

NMFS concludes that structure removals in tha GOM that fal l 
.within the established criteria are not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of listed species under the jurisdiction of 
NMFS. However, i t is our opinion thai} the proposed activities 
may result in the Injury or mbrtality of endangered and 
threatened sea turtles. Therefore, purauant to Section 7(b)(4) 
of the ESA, we hava established a low level of incidental take, 
which is cumulative for a l l removala covered by this 
consultation, and tans and conditiona necessary to minimize and 
monitor any impacta, should they occur. Tha teraa and 
conditiona ara contained in the ancloaad incidental take 
statement. Also encloaed is a l i s t of pending conaultations 
that meet, vith noted exceptions, the criteria established in 
the "standard" consultation. This biolooical opinion and the 
mitigating measures and terms and conditions contained in the 
related incidental take atatement apply to theaa proposed 
removal operations. Therefore, formal consultation is concluded 
for these proposed actions. 

Yeiro Stimulat ing Amer i c i ' s Prccrcss. • I9 l3 -19 t8 
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Consultation must be reinititated i f : (1) the amount or extent 
of taking specified in the incidental take statement i s 
exceeded; (2) new information reveals impacts of tha prcposed 
ac t i v i t i e s that may affect listed species in a manner or to an 
extent not considered thus far in our opinions; (3) the 
identified a c t i v i t i e s are modified in a manner that causes an 
adverse effect to listed species not previously considered; or 
(4) a new species i s listed or c r i t i c a l habitat is designated 
that may be affected by the project. 

I look forward to your continued cooperation in future 
consultations. 

Sincerely, 

/kmm* W. Brennan 
//ssistant Administrator 
^ for Fisheries 

Enclosures 
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Biological Opinion 

Agency: Minerals Managenent Service, U.S. Department 
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 Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) 

Date Issued: 

I 
Background Information: 

In a letter dated November 19, 1986, tha Minerala Management 
Service (MMS) mada an in i t i a l request for formal consultation 
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for the 
removal of an offshora oil and gaa platform located in tha 
Federal watera of the Gulf of Mexico (GOM). MMS and NMFS 
determined that removal of oil and gaa platforms and related 
structures in the GOM may affect endangered and threatened marine 
species. This "aay affect" determination vas based on a possible 
relationship betveen endangered and threatened aaa turtle 
'mortalities and tha dismantling of platforms using explosives. 
On November 25, 1986, NMFS issued the f i r s t of a seriea of 
biological opinions addressing, in detail, tha potential impacts 
to listed marine species that may occur aa a result of OCS 
abandonment activities. 

MMS and NMFS established procedures for expediting Section 7 
consultations on platfoni abandonment activities in the GOM 
referred to as "expedited consultationa." Folloving those 
procedurea, approximately 44 conaultationa hava baan completed 
for removal operations in tha GOM region. All of the 
consultations have concluded that the proposed abandonment 
activities were not likely to jeopardise the continued existence 
of any listed species, but that the propoaed activities may 
result in the incidental taking of endangered and threatened sea 
turtles. 
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The dismantling of platforms and related etructures using 
explosives has evolved to a point where a "standard" orotocol can 
be established for removal operations meeting certain criteria. 
Based upon removal techniques developed and reviewed in 
conjunction with the previously conducted "expedited 
consultations," MMS has requested, by letter of May 24, 1988, a 
"generic consultation" that would be applicable to a l l future 
removal operations that f a l l within a distinct category, defined 
by specific parameters. A category has been designed to include 
those structure types and removal techniques aost commonly 
encountered during the expedited consultations and dismantling 
operations already completed. Since approxiaately 1000 
structures that nay be scheduled for future removal f a l l within 
the parameters of the established category, NMFS agrees that a 
"generic" consultation is appropriate at thia tiae. The 
objective of the consultation ia to reduce tha administrative 
burden on both MMS and NMFS for conducting repetitive 
consultations on activitiea that may result in similar impacts 
to listed, species and that require identical mitigating aeasures 
to mainta'in adequate protection for such species. This 
biological opinion responds to MMS' May 24, 1988, consultation 
request. The opinion Is based on the best scientific and 
commercial data presently available and incorporates information 
from: 1) previous MMS Summary Evaluations, 2) previous NMFS 
biological opinions on platform removal, 3) tha scientific 
literature, and 4) other pertinent and availabla infonnation. 
Consultation auat be reinitiated i f nav information becomes 
availabla concerning impacta to listed species that would alter 
the conclusions reached in this opinion or require modification 
of the meaaurea identified in the attached incidental take 
statement. Conaultation v i l l continue on a case-by-case basis 
for those structure removals that do not meet the criteria 
established for "standard" removals. 

Description of Propossd Action: 

The proposed action involves ths removal, by explosive means, of 
offshora oil and gas structures located in Federal vaters in the 
Gulf of Mexico. Raaoval of ths structures v i l l be accomplished 
by severing tha support pilings, caissons, vail conductors, etc., 
using varying amounts ot exploaivea to perait salvage of tha 
structures. This involves ths placement of exploeives Inside or 
outside of supporting structures and detonating chargea priaarily 
using electronically controlled signals. 

This "generic" conaultation considers only those removal 
operations that meet certain criteria pertaining to the size of 
the exploeive charge used, detonation depths, and number of 
blasts per structural grouping. The specific criteria 
established to cover such reaovala ara as follows: 
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1) Us* of high velocity explosives (detonation rate greater 
than 7,600 neters/second). 

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

3) Charges must be set at a minimum depth of 15 feet below the 
sediment surface. Severing of structures above the sediment 
surface "open water" muat be accomplished by mechanical (non-
explosive) methods. 

4) The maximum amount of explosives per detonation i s not to 
exceed 50 pounds. 

Species Occurring in the Project Area: 

Listed species under the jurisdiction of NMFS that may occur in 
tha projebt area: 

COMMON SCIENTIFIC. HAME LISTTP 
right whale Eubalaena qlaciallB E 6/2/70 

finback whale Balaenootera phvsalus E 6/2/70 

humpback whale Meoaptera novaeanoliae E 6/2/70 

sei whale BalaanQpttra berttHi E 6/2/70 

sperm whale PbYsatfr citedfin E 6/2/70 

green turtle a*Ionia jpydfflf Th E* 7/28/78 

Kemp's ridley 
turtle 

LapltireMlvi Kaapi E 12/2/70 

leatherback 
turtle 

E 6/2/70 

loggerhead 
turtle 

£an££A caretta Th 7/28/78 

hawkabill 
turtle 

Bretaoehelva imbrieata E 6/2/70 

•All of the U.S. green turtle populations ara li s t e d as 
threatened except the Florida breeding population, which 
listed as endangered. 

is 

54 



No c r i t i c a l habitat has been designated in the project area for 
the above species. 

Assessment of Impacts: 

Based upon their known distribution and abundance in the COM, 
endangered whales are believed unlikely to occur in the vicinity 
of the proposed structure removal a c t i v i t i e s , and, therefore, 
unlikely to be adversely affected by the proposed action. 

Previous NMFS biological opinions (November 25, 1986 and February 
26, 1987) have addressed, in detail, removal of structures in the 
GOM. Accounts of endangered and threatened species which occur 
in the project area, and the "Assessment of Impacts" contained in 
these prior opinione also apply to this consultation and are 
incorporated by reference. 

In summary/ the opinione referenced abova acknowledge the 
existence of a poaaible relationship between tha use of 
undervate'r exploeives in removing platforms and related 
structuree and tha occurrence of atranded sea turtles, marina 
mammala fTursiops truncatus! and fish. Limited experiments 
conducted by NMFS, Galvaaton Laboratory confirm that aea turtles 
(and other aarine vertebrates) found in proximity to petroleua 
platforms can be injured or killed by removal operationa 
employing underwater exploaivas (Xlima, 1986). 

Technology most commonly used in tha dismantling of platforas 
includea: bulk explosives, shaped explosive charges, mechanical 
and abrasive cutters and underwater arc cutters. The use of bulk 
explosives has become the industry's standard procedure for 
severing pilings, v s l l conductors and related aupporting 
structures (approx. 90% uss). Whan using bulk chargea, the 
insIda of tha structure can be jetted out to at laaat 15 feet 
below the sediment floor to allow placement of exploeives ineide 
of the structure, resulting in a decrease in tha impulae and 
pressure forces releaaed into tha vater column upon detonation. 
The use of high velocity shaped charges i s reported to have aome 
advantages ovar bulk explosives and has baan usad in combination 
with saallar bulk chargea. The cutting action obtained by a 
shaped charge i s accoaplished by focusing ths explosive energy 
with a conical metallic liner. A major advantage aaaociated vith 
use of high velocity shaped charges i s that a saallar amount of 
explosive charge i s required to sever the structure, vhich also 
results in reductions in the impulse and praaaura forcea released 
into the vater column. Uaa of aechanical cutters and underwater 
arc cuttera ia successful in soms circuastances and do not 
produce the impulse and pressure forces associated vith 
detonation of explosives, hovsver, these methods are, in most 
instances, aore tiae consuming, costly and more hazardous to 
divers. As a result, these methods ara not usad on a routine 
basis (MMS Report on Platform Reaoval Techniques). 
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Based upon data obtained during previously conducted "expedited" 
consultations on platfora removals, the following is a comparison 
of the types of explosives aost likely to be used in the proposed 
removal operations: 

Explosive Detonating Velocity Brisance* 

RDX approx. 8,199 a/sec. 1.35 

C-4 approx. 8,001 a/sec. 1.15 

Comp.-B approx. 7,803 m/sec. 1.32 

* Brisance is the measure of shattering power ea compared to THT 
which has brisance of 1.00. (MMS Report on Platfora Removal 
Techniques, 1986.) 

The proposed reaoval operations v i l l be accomplished using high 
velocity exploeives. Use of thia type of explosive charge should 
minimize the duration of the impulae and praaaura forcee produced 
by detonation of the charges, vhile providing the amount of force 
required to aever tha structuree. According to MMS, restricting 
the grouping of detonatione to eight individual blasts per group 
and etaggering blaata by 0.9 seconda (900 milliseconds) v i l l 
minimize the area affected by the blasts and auppreas phasing of 
shock vaves, thereby decreasing the cumulative effecta of the 
blasts. In addition, since a l l detonatione v i l l occur at least 
15 feet belov the sediaent surface and no aore than 50 pounds of 
explosives per blast v i l l be peraitted, the aaount of residual 
energy releaaed into tha aarine environment ahould be reduced 
significantly. As a result, NMFS believes that ainiaal ahock and 
iapulse forcea v l l l ba ralaasad in tha vicinity of reaoval 
operationa at any given tiaa. 

To data, of approximately 44 previously conducted consultations 
covering abandonment activities, about 33 structure removals have 
been coapleted. lach raaoval operation vas aonitored by NMFS 
observers and vas conducted uaing appropriate aitigating 
measurea. At tha preaent tiaa, eight turtles hava been aighted 
in areaa naar etructures being disaantled, at laaat tvo of vhich 
were green turtlaa. Of the eight documented aightinga, one turtle 
waa reported to be floating on it's back naar a platforn after 
detonation of chargea, apparently stunned or injured. No other 
incidents of sea turtle injury or aortality hava been reported. 
Therefore, NMFS believes that tha propoaed actiona are not likely 
to reault in significant adverse iapacts to endangered and 
threatened aea turtle populations. 
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Conclusions: 

Based on the above, i t is our opinion that reaoval of platforms 
and related structures in the GOM is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of threatened and endangered species under 
the jurisdiction of NMFS. However, NMFS concludes that the 
proposed activitiee aay result in the injury or aortality of 
loggerhead, Kemp's ridley, green, hawksbill and leatherback 
turtles. Therefore, pursuant to Section 7(b)(4) of the ESA, we 
have established a low level of incidental take and terms and 
conditione necessary to minimize and monitor this impact. 
Compliance with these terms and conditiona is the responsibility 
of MMS and the perait applicant. 

Reinitiation of Consultation: 

Consultation must be reinitieted i f : 1) the aaount or extent of 
taking apecified in the incidental take stateaent ia met or 
exceeded; 2) new information reveala impacta of the project that 
may affect listed apeciea in a manner or to an extent not 
considered in thia opinion; 3) tha identified activities are 
modified in a manner that causae an adverse effect on listed 
speciee not previously considered; or 4) a nav speciee is listed 
or c r i t i c a l habitat ia designated that aay be affected by the 
proposed activitiea. 

57 



;:•-;<: -rri EEPO 

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT 

Section 7(b)(4) of the Endangered Species Act requires that when 
a proposed agency action is found to be consistent with Section 
7(a)(2) of the Act and the proposed actions nay incidentally take 
Individuals of listed epecies, NMFS will issue a stateaent that 
specifies the iapact (aaount or extent) of such incidental 
taking. Incidental taking by the Federal agency or applicant 
that complies with the specified terms and conditions of this 
stateaent is authorized and exempt from the taking prohibitions 
of the ESA. 

Based on stranding records,, incidental captures aboard commercial 
shrimp vessels and hiatorical data, five speciea of aea turtles 
are known to occur in northem Oulf of Mexico vsters. Current 
available information on the relationehip betveen aea turtle 
mortality and tha uaa of high-velocity explosives to remove oil 
platforms indicates that injury and/or death of aea turtles aay 
reeult frfea the proposed actiona. Therefore, purauant to Section 
7(b)(4) of the ISA, an incidental take (by injury or aortality) 
level of one documented Kemp'a ridley, green, havksbill or 
leatherback turtle or ten loggerhead turtlaa ia set for a l l 
reaoval operationa conducted under tha terns and conditions of 
thia incidental take stateaent. Tha level of taking specified 
here is cuaulative for a l l reaovala covered by thia consultation. 
If the incidental take meets or exceeds this specified level, MMS 
must reinitiate conaultation. Tha Southeast Region, NMFS, v l l l 
cooperate vith MMS in tha raviav of tha incident to determine the 
need for developing further aitigation aeasures. 

The reasonable and prudent aeasures that NMFS believes ara 
necessary to alniaize tha iapact of incidental takings have been 
discuaaed vith MMS and v i l l be incorporated in the reaoval design 
for "standard" structure reaovals. Tha folloving teraa and 
conditions ara established for these reaovala to iapleaent the 
identified aitigation measures and to document the incidental 
take ehould such take occur: 

1) Qualified observer(s), as approvad by NMFS, aust be used to 
aonitor tha araa around tha sita prior to, during and after 
detonation of charges. Observer coverage v i l l begin 48 hours 
prior to detonation of chargea. Xf sea turtlaa ara observed in 
the vicinity of tha platfora and thought to be reaident at the 
site, pre- and post-detonation diver survays aust ba conducted. 
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2) On day» that blaating operationa occur, a 30-minute aerial 
survey must be conducted within one hour before and one hour 
after each blasting episode. The NMFS-approved observer and/or 
NMfS on-site personnel (NMFS employee only) must be used to check 
for the presence of turtles and, if possible, to identify 
species. If weather conditions (fog, excessive winds; etc.) make 
it impossible to conduct aerial surveys, blasting activities may 
be allowed to proceed i f approved by the NMFS and/or MMS 
personnel on-site. 

3) I f sea turtles are observed in the vicinity of the.platform: 
(within 1000 yards of the site) prior to detonating charges, 
blasting will be delayed until attempts are successful in 
removing them at least 1000 yarda from the blast site. The 
aerial aurvey must be repeated prior to resuming detonation of 
chargee. 

4) Detonation of exploeives v i l l occur no sooner than 1 hour 
folloving Sunrise and no later than 1 hour prior to eunset. 
Hovever, If i t ia determined by NMFS and/or MMS on-site personnel 
that special circumstancss justify s modification of these time 
restrictions and that auch modification i s not likely to 
adversely impact listed species, blasting may be allowed to 
proceed outaide of thia time frame. 

5) During a l l diving operations (vorking divas aa required in 
the couree of the removals), divers v i l l ba instructed to scan 
the subsurface areas surrounding tha platform (blaating) aitee 
for turtlea and marine mammala. Any aightings muat be reported 
to the NMFS or MMS on-aite personnel. Upon completion of 
blaating, divers must rsport and attempt to recover any sighted 
injured or dead aaa turtles or marina mammals. 

6) Charges must ba ataggered 0.9 seconds (900 ailliseconds) 
for esch group of structures, to minimise tha cumulative effecta 
of ths blaata. Zf a raaoval operation involves multiple 
groupings of structures, tha intarval between detonation of 
chargee for each group should ba ainiaisad to avoid the 
•chumming" effect. Whenever such intervale exceed 90-ainutes, 
the aerial survay auat ba rapaatad. 

7) Tha uaa of scare chargea ahould ba avoided to alniaize the 
"chumming affect." Use of acare charges aay ba allowed only i f 
approved by tha NMFS and/or MMS on-site personnel. 

8) A report suaaarizing the raaults of tha raaoval and 
aitigation measures aust be submitted to tha MMS Gulf of Mexico 
Region vithin 15 vorking days of tha reaoval. A copy of the 
report auet be forwarded to NMFS, Southeast Region. 
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This incidental take statement applies only to endangered and 
threatened sea turtles. In order to allow an incidental take of 
a aarine mammal species, the taking aust be authorized under 
Section 101(a)(5) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972. 
Although interest has been expressed in obtaining an exception 
authorizing a Halted take of dolphins incidental to abandonment 
activities, no aarine mammal take is authorized until appropriate 
small take regulations are in place and related "Letters of 
Authorization" are issued. 
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