UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
MEMORANDUM

April 7, 1994

To: Chief, 0Office 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
for Structure-Removal Activities by Murphy Exploration
& Production Company, West Cameron Area, Block 188,
Lease OCS-G 6573, SEA No. ES/SR 94-045

Murphy Exploration & Production Company is proposing to remove
Caisson No. 2 in West Cameron Area, Block 188. Our SEA for the
subject action is complete and results in a Finding of No
Significant Impact. This Finding is conditioned on the
imposition of the following mitigative measure(s) to ensure
environmental protection, consistent environmental policy, and
safety as required by the National Environmental Policy Act.
This Finding is valid only insofar as this condition is imposed:

Qur analysis indicates that there is/are existing
pipeline(s) located within 150 meters (490 feet) of the proposed
activities. The pipeline(s) may pose a hazard to the proposed
operations. Precautions in accordance with NTL No. 83-3,
Section IV.B, must be taken prior to conducting operations,

The MMS has not been notified of any hang sites through the
Fishermen’'s Contingency Fund located in Block 188.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOQOR
MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE
Gulf of Mexico OCS Region

New Orleans, Louisiana

FINAL
SITE-SPECIFIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
ENDANGERED SPECIES/STRUCTURE REMOVAL
No. ES/SR 94-045
Structure~Removal Activities
West Cameron Area, Block 188§
(Lease OCS-G 6573)
by Murphy Exploration & Production Company
Date Submitted: March 8, 1994

Commencement Date: April 1994
Prepared by Susan B. Gaudry



FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

I have considered the notification by Murphy Exploration &

Production Company to remove Caisson No. 2 in West Cameron Area,

Block 188 (Lease OCS-G 6573), SEA No. ES/SR 94-045. Based on the

environmental analysis, there is no evidence to indicate that the

proposed action will significantly (40 CFR 1508.27) affect the

gquality of the human environment. Preparation of an

environmental impact statement is not required.

f, Environmental Operations Section
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The purpose of this Site-Specific Environmental Assessment
(SEA) is to assess the specific impacts associated with proposed
structure-removal activities. The SEA is based on a Programmatic
Environmental Assessment (PEA) (USDOI,MMS,1987) which evaluates a
broader spectrum of potential impacts resulting from the removal
of structures, e.g., platforms/caissons across the Central and
Western Planning Areas of the Gulf of Mexico (GOM) Outer
Continental Shelf. The PEA/SEA process is designed to simplify
and reduce the size of environmental assessment documents by
eliminating repetitive discussions of the same issues. This SEA
conforms to the Minerals Management Service (MMS) and other
appropriate guidelines for preparing environmental assessments by
utilizing data presented in the PEA to complete the assessment.
It presents site-specific data regarding the proposed structure
removal and evaluates the removal’s potential 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 is necessary.

I. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSAL
A. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

Murphy Exploraticn & Production Company proposes to remove
Caisson No. 2 1n West Cameron Area, Block 188 (Lease OCS5-G 6573}).
The structure is located in a water depth of 53 feet (ft) and
lies approximately 22 miles south of Cameron Parish, Louisiana.
The operator plans to use mechanical cutting devices to remove
the well conductors/casing strings approximately 16 ft below the
mud line.

Since no explosives will be utilized during the proposed
removal activities, the MMS has determined that sea turtles and
marine mammals will not be affected. A Section 7 Consultation
under the Endangered Species Act will not be initiated.

Refer to Appendix A for structure specifications and
additional information on the removal activities.

B. NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

A discussion of the legal and regqulatory mandates to remove
abandoned o0il and gas structures from Federal waters can be found
in the PEA referenced in the Introduction. The wells are
depleted, the lease expired, and the structure has no further use
at this location.



II. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

A, NON-REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURE

The alternative to the proposed structure removal as
originally submitted is non-removal. Non-removal of the
structure would represent a conflict with Federal legal and
regulatory requirements, which mandate the timely removal of
obsolete or abandoned structures within a period of one year
after termination of the lease, or upon termination of a right-
of-use and easement. Therefore, non-removal does not appear to
be a valid alternative.

B. REMOVAL OF THE STRUCTURE AS PROPOSED WITH ADDED MITIGATION

In the course of this evaluation process, the following
additional protective measure was identified to further mitigate
the environmental impacts associated with the proposal:

There is/are existing pipeline(s) located within 150 meters
(490 ft) of the proposed activities. Therefore, precautions in
accordance with NTL No. 83-3, Section IV.B, will be taken prior
to conducting operations.

ITI. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, SOCIOECONOMIC CONCERNS, AND OTHER
CONSIDERATIONS

A, PHYSICAL, ENVIRONMENT
1. Environmental Geology and Geologic Hazards

A discussion of environmental geclogy 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 (mud flows, slumps, or slides). Therefore,
geologic conditions are not expected to have an impact on the
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 analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction.



b. Chemical Oceanography

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

4. Water Quality

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

5. Alr Quality

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

B. BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT
1. Coastal Habitats

No impacts are expected as a result of the 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 they propose to use Cameron,
Louisiana, as the shore base to support the proposed structure-
removal activities. 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 activities. The shore base for the
proposed activities lies outside of this sensitive area.
Therefore, 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 waters lying in the
GOM. Results of these surveys indicate that the bottlenose
dolphin is by far the most likely marine mammal to be encountered
at the proposed structure removal. Since the proposed structure

removal will utilize no explosives, no impacts are expected on
marine mammals.



c. Sea Turtles

A discussion of sea turtles occurring across the central and
western GOM and an assessment of the potential impacts of
structure-removal activities on sea turtles can be found in the
PEA referenced in the Introduction, Studies by Fritts et al.
(1983) and Fuller and Tappan (1986) as well as stranding data
from the Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network (Teas, 1993)
indicate that sea turtles occur in the vicinity of the proposed
activities. Definitive information on the probability of
encountering sea turtles at the removal site during removal
operations is scarce. Since the proposed structure removal will
utilize no explosives, no impacts are expected on sea turtles.

3. Birds

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

4, Sensitive Marine Habitats

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

5. Offshore Habitats and Biota

Impacts are expected to be low as a result of the proposed
activities. PFor analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction. :
cC. SOCICECONOMIC CONCERNS

1. Employment

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

2. Economics

Impacts are expected to be very low as a result 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 they propose to use Cameron,
Louisiana, as the shore base to support the proposed structure
removal activities. No impacts are expected as a result of the
proposed activities. For analysis information, see the PEA
referenced in the Introduction.

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

Impacts are expected to be low as a result of the proposed
activities. For analysis information, see the PEA referenced in
the Introduction, The MMS has not been notified through the
Fishermen’s Contingency Fund of any hang sites within Block 188.

b. Recreational Fisheries

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

2. Archaeological Resources

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

3. Military Use/Warning Areas and Explosive Dumping Areas

The proposed structure-removal activities will not take
place in a military use/warning area or in an explosive dumping
area. In addition, the shore base location chosen by the
operator and/or his contractor(s) will not require support
vessels or aircraft to traverse any of these areas. A
description of these areas, their locations and potential impacts
of structure-removal activities on these areas can be found in
the PEA referenced in the Introduction. The proposed activities
will not impact or be impacted by any military use/warning areas
or explosives dumping areas.

4. Navigation and Shipping

The proposed structure-removal activities in Block 188 are
not located near a vessel fairway or anchorage. Structures
located nearshore may serve as "landmarks" to vessels or
helicopters operating in the area on a regular basis. The
overall impacts of the proposed work on navigation and shipping

5



is expected to be very low. More information on the impacts of
structure removals on navigation and shipping can be found in the
PEA referenced in the Introduction.

5. Pipelines and Cables

The PEA referenced in the Introduction contains a
description of the impacts of structure removals on pipelines and
cables. The proposed work will take place within 150 meters
(490 feet) of existing pipeline(s). Since the operator must
adhere to existing laws and regulations for abandonment of
structures {(including procedures required by Notice to Lessees
and Operators 83-3), the proposed work will not pose a hazard to
pipeline(s) or cable(s) in the area.

6. Other Mineral Resources

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

7. Human Health and Safety

The PEA referenced in the Introduction describes the
hazardous conditions for workers during structure-removal
activities. The operator has proposed a non-explosive method to
remove the subject structure. 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 referenced in the Introduction. One area of primary
concern is the potential loss of habitat to the marine
environment. This topic is discussed in the PEA referenced in
the Introduction and a low level of impact is expected. 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 referenced in the Introduction. The
proposed structure removal has generated no comments from the
public.

V. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

In accordance with the provisions of Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act, this proposed structure removal does not
require coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) .
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT -”

MEMORANDUM N
'3/////

To: Environmental Operations Section (LE-5)

From: Office of Structural and Technical Support, Field Operations,

Gulf of Mexico OCS Region (OSTS)

Subject: Platform Removal

8&97 m "
OPERATOR: M Uuip hj BZE COP}/

A
Control No: ES/SR Q %"0(’15
Platform Area/Block Lease
Caision No #F 2 o ST xXS-G (523

Chomt BYZpA)
\/ BLE. 188
Shore Base: (:JLAAAjl A q’

/

The attached application is forwarded to your office so that the Finding of No
Significant Impact can be prepared. Since explosives will not be used in this
removal operation, am Endangered Species Act Section T Consultation Documentation

is not required. There arefare-me existing pipeline(s) within 500 feet of the

proposed removal location.

Arvind Shah (0STS)
Extension 2894

Attachment

ce:

AShah: :LEXITYPE:Disk 5

L HRALS MANAGTMENT SERVICE
" LEAsnva & ENVIRONMENY
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M U R PHY 131 SOUTH ROBERTSON STREET

EXPLORATION & PO BOX 61780
PRODUCTION NEW ORLEANS. LA 70161-1780
COMPANY 1504] 561-2811

T —

RECE vy .
March 8, 1994 M"“W;U

MAR 11 1994

) Othce of Structyray
ang TechnmaISuppon

U.S. Department of the Interior
Minerals Management Service

1201 Elmwood Park Boulevard

New Orleans, Louisiana 70123-2394

Attention: Mr. Dan Bourgeois
Regional Supervisor
Field Operations
MS 5210

Re: Proposed OCS Structure Removal and Well Site Clearance
Verification

West Cameron Block 188
0C5-G-6573 #2 Well Jacket
CPXID 23727

Gentlemen:

Murphy Exploration and Production Company in accordance with NTL
No. 92-02 and CFR 250.143 is submitting this application to perform
removal and well site clearance verification operations for the
above referenced structure in West Cameron Block 188. Mechanical

F\Jbutting devices will be used to sever the well conductor below the
mud line., The enclosed "Proposed OCS Platform/Structural Removal"
form provides the details of the proposed removal operation.

We are submitting the proposed trawling area at this time for your
approval. Once the area is approved, we will solicit bids to the
trawling contractors to complete this work. Once we have selected
a Trawling Contractor, we will submit specific information fer the
Trawling Contractor and his equipment to you for approval.

Murphy’s shore base for these operations will be cameron,
Louisiana. - R

We shall comply with the NMFS Incidental Take Statement dated July
25, 1988.

As concerns NTL 92-02 Well Site Clearance Verification, Murphy
plans to follow the procedure indicated below:

(MMS\GHS01.94)
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MEPCO

U.S. Department of the Interior
Minerals Management Service

Attn: Mr. Dan Bourgeois - MS 5210
March 8, 1994

Page 2

1. Clear the structure, conductors and major debris with a
liftboat during salvage operations.

2. Perform Side Scan Sonar and Mesotech Surveys as considered
appropriate and remove debris as necessary.

3. Trawl the areas in two directions by a Trawling Contractor
with no ties to our Salvage Contractor. The limits to be
trawled are attached.

The following will apply to the trawling operation:

a. The trawling vessel will be equipped with a navigational
system providing position accuracy of #30 ft. and be
capable of producing data to comply with NTL $2-02,
2(a) (2). The navigational system will be Starfix,
Styledis, UHF Trisponder Positioning System or a
Differential GPS System.

b. The Trawling Contractor shall possess a valid commercial

trawling license from the State of Louisiana for the

. Vessel and its Captain and the Captain shall have prior
: trawling experience,

c. The trawling nets and procedures used will comply with
NTL 92-02, 2(a) (3) and trawling patterns will comply with
2(a) (4).

d. Any oil and gas related objects encountered by the trawl
cshall be removed and necessary coverage maintained in
accordance with NTL 92-02, 2(a)(b).

4. Site verification is intended to be completed within 60 days
after the structure has been salvaged. Hazard to navigation
markings are not considered necessary for this location.

5. Upon completion of the site clearance, documentation will be
submitted in compliance with NTL 92-02 (3) including the

following:
a. Verification letter from the Trawling Contractor.
(MMS\GHS01.94)
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MEPC(

U.S. Department of the Interior
Minerals Management Service

Attn: Mr. Dan Bourgeois - MS 5210
March 8, 1994

Page 3
b. A statement from the Trawling Contractor regarding
objects recovered.
c. Details of results of the trawling operation from the
Trawling Contractor.
d. Verification letter signed by a Murphy Representative.
e. A report of the structural removal.

Enclosed are copies of the following:

1. Proposed Platform/Structural Removal Form including drawings
and sketches indicating configurations of the well conductor.

2. A Drawing showing proposed trawl areas.

Please contact George Smith at (504)561-2306 for any further
information.

Yours very truly,

gm“—(—& dwilﬁ/

Janes A. Hunter
Chief Engineer, Petroleun

JAH-CGHS /dca
Enclosures

(AMMS\GHS01.94)



PROPOSED OCS PLATFORM/STRUCTURE REMOVAL

L Responsible Party

A.

B.

C.

Lease Operator Name Murphy Exploration & Production Co,

Address 131 South Robertson St., P,O, Box 61780

New Orleans, LA 70161-1780

Contact Person and Telephone Number _George Smith (504) 561-2306

I1. Identification of Structure to be Removed

A,

B.

N
e

Platform Name CPXID 237217

Location (Lease, Area, Block, and Block Coordinates;

West Cameron Block 188, QCS-G-6573 #2 Well Jacket

X =1,303,44364 Y = 245,675.26

Date Installed (Year) 1989

Proposed Date of Removal (Month/Year) April/1994

Water Depth 53 Feet

ML  Description of Structure to be Removed

A.

(MMS\GHSO01.94)

Configuration (Attach a Photograph or a Diagram)

Single Well Conductor/Catsson

Size

Number of Legs/Casings/Pilings 1 Well Conductor

.....



D.  Diameter and Wall Thickness of Legs/Casings/Pilings

48" Q.D, Caisson x (3/4" - 1-3/4" wall): 30" O.D. Drivepipe: 16" O.D.

Casing: 10-3/4" Q.D, Casing: 7-5/8 O.D. Casing

E. Are Piles Grouted? _N/A  Inside or Qutside?
E. Brief description of soil composition and condition

Clay/Silt/Sand

IV.  Purpose

Brief discussion of the reason for removing the structure

Well is depleted. Lease has expired. Structure has no further use at this

location,

\"A Removal Method

- A, Brief description of the method to be used

Mechanical cutters will be used to cut the well conductor, The cuts will be

16 BML. The structure and well conductors will be removed using a lifthoat,

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

1. Kind of Explosives N/A

2. Number and Sizes of Charges N/A

(MMS\GHS01,54) 2



a. Single Shot or Multiple Shots? N/A

b. If multiple shots, sequence and timing of

detonations N/A

3. Bulk or Shaped Charge? N/A

a. Depth of Detonation Below Mud Line _ N/A

b. Inside or Outside Piling? N/A

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

proposed? No

If yes, provide the following:

a. Number and Kind

b. Size of Charges

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

charges or acoustic devices will be used

2. Will divers or acoustic devices be used to conduct
a pre-removal survey to detect presence of turtles

and marine mammals? No

(MMS\OHS01.94) 3




If yes, briefly describe the proposed detection

method

D.  Post-Removal Monitoring Techniques
1. Will transducers be used to measure the pressure and

impulse of the detonations? No

2. Will divers be used to survey the area after removal

to determine any effects on marine life? No

VI.  Biological Information
If available, provide the results of any recent biological
surveys conducted in the vicinity of the structure. If
available, describe any recent observations of turtles or
marine mammals at the structure site.

None Available,

(MMS\GHSO01.94) 4

18



X = 1,302,903.42

187

WELL 187 ¢ 2

X = 1,305,000

G- 1HCA LD THE AY-Hulo§ DATA

X = 1,307,500

WELL 187 # 3

Y = 250,000

6 - INCH FLOWLINE\

ODECQ 187 “a™

Y =

188

Xoe 1,304, 781,38

CENTIFID COABECT 48 TO woOAIEGNTay
LOCETION  OF  al.bgILT FarfLing

8- INCH FLOWLINEN_

286,209.76

S—IHCH FLOWLINE AS-BUILT DATA

POINT H ¥ H HiMAARS

1 1,101,940 247,700 wELL WD, 2

2 t,304,081 ey 679

3 1308219 252,628

. 1,304,919 747,540

s 1,305.07% 45,407

& 1.305,18D 247 .00}

7 Yoi0s e 24,218

[ 1,306 242 741182

k] Y306 £ 10 287,104 -

10 1,106 L84 741,09)

1n 1,306,755 247,019

12 1,306,793 246,565

13 1,306,742 246,897

1 1,108,817 rat 516

IE3 1,106,548 246,719 ODHCO VAP "a BN (R[SLF

WAL LENGIN - 1,325.00°
.
6~ TMCH FLOWLINE RS-SUILT QATa

POLNY q X T REMARRY

i 1,307,560 247,516 witi =0, )

2 1,307,296 47362 [
] V.30, 792 1e6.901 b
4 1,306,653 226,804 ] h
H 1,306,559 146,718 QDECD 187 TA= PLYF, (RIS

TQTRAL LENGTH - 1, 284,18°

MOTES:

B, ¥V COORDIRATES, IN JEET. ARE BASLD ON Trf [dgi8fzn:
STATE PLANE COORDIMATE STYSTEM (LAMBLAT), S3.Ta Z3%i.

FLOWLINE BURED 3' OUT 10 3007 rads RISERS, ApMAINC{:
ON KATURAL BOTIGOM

RISERS CALCLAATED FROM PLATFQAM CINTER .

ANODLS APPROZIMATELY 300" APARY.

TOTAL LENGTH « 3,630,17°

3 6-INCH ODECD
FLOWLINES

PO NT K ¥ AEmanics
1 1,30).42) 245,690 wilL %0, 7
H 1,302,045 245,783 SCLAE 1:6,000
3 1,304,030 245,897
* 1,304,390 246,053
b 1,305,154 246,159
& 1,309,655 246,553
? 1,405,938 246,662
[ 1,306,226 246,782
] 1,306,613 246,900
1o 1,306,644 246,867
n . 306,557 [l M2 2] OOECD Y81 ~A PLIF.{RISCA)

WEST CAMERON AREA

AS-BUILT SURVEY .

5U8 SEA

INTERNATIONAL INC.

R e ook 4 assoeures,

SrPEACAE OUTRONN e reug
OFFSHORE LOWIS)ANA Ve SRR Lie o BATES Rat o f Sanns o ra
ban. MCJ _!an‘. 140 lcar. rao Mbv' Jia __\_..n ~0 28 -%-G¥s . oun
Cotr O | cwn, L) Temn Feid?d Toare 1.15. a0 I3 wo T




ICACANE — CENERAL MOTES —
© =N\ 4 L DESIEN YWAVE 100 YEAR STCAM
. A 6-5/5 % 120 \\,M.”mv..mmw.mmﬂ ) W GLEr waTEne _
2 Do et S2TO0 P2 x B0 SLEEVE o w.mmw.rnwﬁ T_STRYLTHRAL STRL DESIGN IS I%
= T e l_ 5z 216(TYF) _Whm." - = = ACLARDAVEE RITHE ATSE SFEC
zayy % caef B FICATIONS (FiB 72, 7953) 4 532
& f@%_g.. E 9 WEREASE I ALIESAELE SSTAESS
Z-58 g1 . MM&[\ R HAS BEEN PETMITIED /N O~
- “yp— ) e W SICGN OF AAS/EERS SUSILTES
& LN S e TO WIND § WAVE FORCES WEEV
s ) _ == & | | THESE FORCES SHERN THE DEEIEN
e SWUNG ROFES ez W AP . 3. DESIGN 104D GV PRIDUCTIEN
i 13 ] o .\W . GECK 2 A, DD 204D 30 755
— o | i=—= {11 k% o B LI LEAD 700 FIF
NS 5 () 20" m " ol G ALL GRATING  HINDRAN.S TO
S 7 555 P 321 7N . vhdmH . BE HOT DIP GUAMIED AFTER
; Ll s B 280 el b : DSEA & FRER /LATICN TV CONFORM T
m } J,\\ g. b2l b : VY Lss8 g o0 = Nydm S THE LATEST REVISICN OF ASTas
EE . . ALt Sl .
- _m_ v _ R T ) /mxm || = Al173, )
ST LLOMG S | PIE CUT-OFF  ====li! . i — DESIGA LOADINE —
FL e §-107 ELIF) 5 -&" | 7N t . =
_ : e P N StEEvE < | % . L VERTICAL (INEFCLERD LOAD
_I\M MIL_4)0°-0 ) | R AZ 1| o /3O kIPS s
A e P == 3| - =
N N5t g 280 () o5 d. 2807 ] D EAIVIROMERITAL LOADS
L o . /03 K1PS
' L Y .
- LIA —p —
of S MAXIUI MMUD LINE MMM ENT
P_ﬂwy . 48°F FIP u&w\\\m LUE 2593 FTAIPS
1! cevire - —_—
_ HE . FMAXIUM MOLAENT EELORN MU2
(- o . o i / / A
o N L G || eepemyme ., ST GA) CRITERIA LIKE 6906 FIiRS & _Zh FT.
L S DT RO <. 72 COEFFICIEAT0RAE
s e, . =/ e oy T3 -
=3 L T ..%3 L 4S5 (MERTIA LOEFFICIERT G DL F OAT Comany
E Y
HER S : DECK FOR PLATFORM
_n\;u_ B DRI EHE T T2 | SOLo) JI5 5 LEAT WEST CAMERON Bk, 188
R AR =y 1% . o.z] V& :
ELEVATION ROW A FLEVATION ROV 2 e N “CpgltiowE 44 |DCS-G-65T3 WECL JALKETAIZ

gEST AV ALABLE COPY



RK8= 8&1'
WATER DEPTH= 53’
AKB- MUDLINE= 153’

48'% {3/4~1 8/4) CAISSON DRIVEN
TO 255' (102’ BML)

30k {3/4 )DRIVEN TQ 351'(198' BML}

16" 65#_H-40, BUTT, TO 715’
(WASHED OUT 16x30 ANN TO 30" BMLY

OTIS 2,813 X~NIPPLE @ 2987"

10 3/4"40.5 & 45 K~55,STC 04400
(WASH'D OUT 10 3/4x16 ANN TO 30'BML)

3 1/2"0.3# N—80, ABC MOD, 11,300’

WEST CAM BLK. 188

OC5-6573 #2
PROPOSED P & A

MARCH, 1994

NOTE:ALL CSG STRINGS CUT TO +16' BML

PROPOSED BRIDGE PLUG @ 45' BML |

EST TOC OF SURFACE PLUG@ 100 'BML _|

OTIS 2.613 X~NIPPLE @ 11233'

BAKER FB-1 PKR @ 11300’

BIG HUM PERFORATIONS
11388'-11414' 12 SPF 5"TSG GUNS

758" 20.7#, S-95tT+C 0-11510"

21

PROPOSED CSG BRIDGE PLUG@ 3BO'BML_]

[PROPOSED TBG CUT @ 395 'BML ‘
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[BALANCED PLUG TQC= 7000" |
[PROPOSED T8G PERFS= 7560 |

[PROPOSED TOP OF CEMENT= 10750' |




