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GENERAL COMMENTS 
  

Department of National Defence (DND) 
DND is likely to be operating in the vicinity of the Study Area in a non-interference 

manner during the project timeframe. 

 

A search of unexploded ordinates (UXOs) records was conducted to determine the 

possible presence of UXO within the proponent’s project area. Given their understanding 

of the survey activities to be conducted, the associated UXO risk is negligible. 

Nonetheless, due to the inherent dangers associated with UXO and the fact that the 

Atlantic Ocean was exposed to many naval engagements during WWII, should any 

Suspected UXO be encountered during the course of the proponent’s operations it should 

not be disturbed/manipulated. The proponent should mark the location and immediately 

inform the Coast Guard. Additional information is available in the 2012 Annual Edition – 

Notices to Mariners, Section F, No. 37.  

 

In the event of activities which may have contact with the seabed (such as drilling or 

mooring), it is strongly advised that operational aids, such as remote operated vehicles, be 

used to conduct seabed surveys in order to prevent unintentional contact with harmful 

UXO items that may have gone unreported or undetected. General information regarding 

UXO is available at www.uxocanada.forces.gc.ca  

 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Please be advised that the “Statement of Canadian Practice with respect to the Mitigation 

of Seismic Sound in the Marine Environment” (SOCP) specifies the mitigation 

requirements that must be met during the planning and conduct of marine seismic 

surveys, in order to minimize impacts on life in the oceans. These requirements are set 

out as minimum standards to be implemented during the planning and conduct of seismic 

programs. As such it is advised that the proponent adhere to all relevant minimum 

mitigations outlined in the SOCP including the  Planning Seismic Surveys, Safety Zone 

and Start-up, Shut-down of Air Source Array(s), Line Changes and Maintenance Shut-

downs, Operations in Low Visibility and Additional Mitigative Measures and 

Modifications sections of the SOCP.   

 

This geophysical program covers a long timeframe (2012-2021) and the document does 

indicate that there will be EA validation with respect to species at risk updates and 

validity of mitigation measures.  This is important since requirements for species at risk 

may change (e.g. new species could be listed, critical habitats could be identified, new 

recovery strategies/management plans/action plans could be available, etc.).   The 

proponent should to refer to the Species at Risk Public Registry (www.sararegistry.gc.ca) 

to get the most up to date information/requirements for future EA validations. 

 

Fish, Food and Allied Workers 
Fish harvesters indicated to the proponent that the species of immediate concern would 

be herring and mackerel, if the program is pursued between September and December. 

http://www.uxocanada.forces.gc.ca/
http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/
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This is not adequately captured in the EA Report. Pelagic fish would be most directly 

impacted by seismic activity, due to their location in the water column. 

 

Further to this, it was indicated to harvesters at July meetings indicated the program area 

had been downsized to 1,014 m
2
, yet the EA Report indicates that the area is 1,104 km

2
. 

This discrepancy requires clarification. 

 

It is important that the area provides significant economic return for many fishing 

enterprises that primarily harvesting on the Qwest coast of Newfoundland. Fishing 

activity can change from year to year and during the season as well. It is very important 

that Ptarmigan Energy maintain a regular communication with the FFAW to keep 

apprised of ongoing developments with fisheries in the project area throughout the 

duration of this Environmental Assessment (2012-2021). 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
 

Environment Canada – Canadian Wildlife Service 

 

Section 6.2.5 Marine Bird Species at Risk - Piping Plover - Figure 6-47 Identified 

Piping Plover Habitat in Western Newfoundland - The area referenced as “Grand 

Codroy Provincial Park” should correctly be labelled “Codroy Valley Provincial Park”. 

 

Section 6.2.5 Marine Bird Species at Risk - Piping Plover 

“A 2006 census in Newfoundland identified 48 nesting adult Piping Plovers, an increase 

from 39 birds in 2001.” - This information should be updated, due to new information 

being available. A census was coordinated by EC-CWS in 2011, which found 51 adult 

Piping Plovers on 16 beaches in Newfoundland. 

 

Section 6.2.5 Marine Bird Species at Risk - Piping Plover 

“Piping Plover have not been found on the northeast coast since 1987.” -  EC-CWS 

recommends rewording this sentence to “Nesting Piping Plover have not been found on 

the northeast coast since 1987.” 

 

Section 7.3.6 Marine Bird Species at Risk Effects 

It should be stated in this section as to what mitigation measures the observer will 

undertake. 

 

Section 7.6.2 Mitigation 

EC-CWS has developed a pelagic seabird monitoring protocol (attached) that is 

recommended for use by experienced observers on all offshore projects. A guide for 

pelagic seabirds of Atlantic Canada has also been attached for assistance in identifying 

pelagic seabirds in the area. 

 

A report of the seabird monitoring program, together with any recommended changes, is 

to be submitted to EC-CWS on a yearly basis. In an effort to expedite the process of data 

exchange, EC-CWS would appreciate that the data (as it relate to migratory birds or 

Species at Risk) collected from the monitoring program be forwarded in digital format to 

its office following completion of the study. These data will be centralized for EC-CWS’s 

internal use to help ensure that the best possible natural resource management decisions 

are made for these species in Newfoundland and Labrador. Metadata will be retained to 

identify source of data and will not be used for the purpose of publication. EC-CWS will 

not copy, distribute, loan, lease, sell, or use of this data as part of a value added product 

or otherwise make the data available to any other party without the prior express written 

consent. 

 

Section 7.6.3 Effects Assessment - Accidental Events 

This section should make reference to the oil spill response plan for the project. The oil 

spill response plan for the project should furthermore be provided to EC-CWS for review. 

Strategies to minimize or prevent accidental or chronic releases should be emphasized in 

a mitigation program. Proponents are required to demonstrate response preparedness and 
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to identify provisions for ensuring measures are implemented to eliminate or minimize 

resulting sheens or slicks in the event of accidents and malfunctions involving the release 

of oil. The following considerations are requested to be factored into the development of 

a response plan that would help reduce impacts on seabirds: 

 measures for containing and cleaning up spills (of various sizes); 

 equipment that would be available to contain spills; 

 specific measures for the management of large and small spills (e.g., breaking up 

sheens); 

 mitigation measures to deter migratory birds from coming into contact with the 

oil; 

 mitigation measures to be undertaken if migratory birds and/or sensitive habitat 

becomes contaminated with the oil; and 

 the type and extent of monitoring that would be conducted in relation to various 

spill events. 
 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
 

Section 2.2.6, Seismic Vessel, p. 13, Table 2.1 – Please clarify/confirm “Total Area 

km
2
”. Also clarify total area on p. 210.  

 

Section 2.3 Mitigation, p. 19 – This section states that “mitigation measures may include 

ramp-ups, implementation of ramp-up delays and shut downs for marine mammals and 

sea turtle species, dedicated MMOs and FLO”.  As previously stated in the general 

comment section, the SOCP requirements are set out as minimum standards to be 

implemented during the planning and conduct of seismic programs. 

 

Section 5.10, Noise/Acoustic Environment, p. 51, Table 5.4 - The line referring to 

Baleen whale sound, is incorrect as baleen whale sounds cover a much larger bandwidth 

and range of source levels than the values presented. Sources levels presented here refer 

20 year old documents.  More recent figures would be more accurate and relevant. Also 

some values are given for measurements at 1 km and not at 1 m. (See Hildebrand 2009, 

NRC 2003) 

 

Section 6.2, Table 6.4 COSEWIC assessed species: 

 Smooth Skate (Laurentian–Scotian population) should be included with the table.  

It was assessed by COSEWIC in May 2012 as special concern. 

 For Killer Whale, the Northwest Atlantic/Eastern Arctic population should be 

specified. 

 Thorny skate are widely distributed on the shelf off western Newfoundland and 

thus have a high potential for occurrence in the area. Also please revise statement 

in last paragraph on page 207 (i.e. high potential). 

 For Northern Bottlenose Whale, the Davis Strait/Baffin Bay/Labrador Sea 

population should also be included in the table.  Within the report it states that it 

is uncertain to which population individuals sighted in the Gulf of St. Lawrence 

belong (could be either Scotian Shelf or DS/BB/LS population). 
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Section 6.2.2, Wolffish, p. 70 – The document indicates that a national recovery plan 

was established in 2003 for northern and spotted wolffish and a management plan was 

developed for Atlantic wolffish.  This should be corrected, as the final Recovery Strategy 

and Management Plan were posted on the public registry in 2008. 

 

Section 6.2.2, Wolffish, p. 70, last paragraph - The surveys were not directed at 

Wolffish but rather to multiple fish and invertebrates species. Also, signs of stock 

recovery apply to NAFO 2J3KLNOPs and not to the study area in 4R. The same 

statement applies to comments on distribution and temperature as indicated in this 

paragraph. 

 

Section 6.2.2, Northern Wolffish, p. 71, last paragraph - Statements in this section 

apply to NAFO 2J3KLMNOPs and not to the Study Area in 4R. 

 

Section 6.2.2, Spotted Wolffish, p. 72, last paragraph – It should be clarified that 

data/information on Wolffish species biology, distribution, abundance trends, etc., as 

presented in Simpson et al. and Dutil et al. are from surveys covering different regions 

(south and eastern NL + Labrador shelves, Gulf of St. Lawrence + west coast  NL, 

respectively). As such Wolffish from these regions may not represent single populations, 

and abundance and distribution trends are not necessarily the same in these regions. 

These considerations are important and should be emphasized when assessing 

anthropogenic impacts on Wolffish and other fish species under this section. 

 

Section 6.2.2, Atlantic Cod, p. 76 – The Southern DU of Atlantic Cod does not occur in 

the area. 

 

Section 6.2.2, Atlantic Cod, p. 79 - The distribution of Atlantic cod from the southern 

Gulf survey is for September only, not all year. 

 

Section 6.2.2, Winter Skate, p. 81, Figure 6-14 – Clarification is needed for Figure 6-

14. What do the “dots” represent? How are tows with no catch represented? 

 

Section 6.2.2, American Plaice, p. 95, paragraph 2 – Reference to  “Currently, this 

northern Gulf stock is exploited at a low level, with a small directed fishery as well as 

some bycatch in other fisheries” should be DFO SAR 2011/043 

 

Section 6.2.2, Cusk, p. 98-99, Figure 6-25 – This shows the distribution of Cusk catch 

rates (and not the distribution of Cusk in the NW Atlantic), which may or may not be 

used as a proxy for Cusk distribution. If data presented are from random RV surveys (not 

clear from text), then the proxy hypothesis is likely accurate. Further clarifications about 

the data should be provided. 

 

Section 6.2.2, American Eel, p. 113 – The text should be updated to say that COSEWIC 

re-assessed American Eel in 2012, as threatened (changed from 2006, special concern).  

This was updated in the table, but not in the text. 
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Section 6.2.2, American Eel, p. 113 - Considering that historically eels occurred in all 

accessible freshwater, estuaries and coastal marine waters, it is reasonable that eels are 

highly likely to occur in the vicinity of the Study Area. 

 

Section 6.2.3, Marine Mammals Species at Risk, Fig. 6-36, p. 118 – This figure does 

not represent the “general distribution of blue whales in the Gulf” since it is a map based 

only on the data from a research group operating mainly from a single area in Mingan. 

DFO has additional sightings data throughout the Gulf, including western Newfoundland, 

in the proposed Study Area. Please contact DFO for additional data. 

 

Section 6.2.3, Marine Mammals Species at Risk, p. 123, 124 - While it is likely that 

“there is a low probability that beluga whales could occur in the Study Area” some large 

groups, including one with more beluga than the estimated Gulf of St. Lawrence 

population, have been reported swimming along the west coast of Newfoundland 

recently.   

 

Section 6.2.3, Marine Mammals Species at Risk, p. 125 - The description of the DFO 

aerial survey results of 2007 as presented needs clarification. This 2007 aerial survey is 

currently cited in Lawson and Gosselin 2009 and 2011. 

 

Section 6.2.3, Marine Mammals Species at Risk, p.127 - Citing Gosselin and Lawson 

(2004) in a discussion of Gulf harbour porpoise is incorrect – this study was of the Gully 

area on the offshore Scotian Shelf. 

 

Section 6.2.3, Marine Mammals Species at Risk, Figure 6-42, p. 128 - Lesage et al. 

(2007) did not conduct surveys – a summary review and data analysis was conducted. 

 

Section 6.2.3, Killer Whale, p. 129 – The document states that “the Northwest 

Atlantic/Eastern Arctic population of the Killer Whale…has not gained protection under 

SARA (considered data deficient)”. The data deficient part should be removed since 

Killer Whale (Northwest Atlantic/Eastern Arctic) was assessed as special concern, not 

data deficient.  

 

Section 6.6.3, Other Identified Sensitive Areas, Eelgrass Beds, p. 166 -   This section 

states "...Other than those noted in the special marine areas (CPAWS 2009), there are no 

identified eelgrass beds as part of a Sensitive Area within or near the Study Area. 

Eelgrass beds have been identified along the southern extent of the Study Area (Figure 6-

2)” and “Eelgrass meets DFO’s criteria of an Ecologically Significant Species (DFO 

2009a) and is protected under the Fisheries Act."  In addition to the presence of eelgrass 

"along the southern extent of the Study Area" Figure 6-2 also identifies eelgrass within 

the Bay of Islands outside of the CPAWS identified Blow me Down Sensitive Area. The 

map of Sensitive Areas Fig 6-50 on p. 163 should be amended to include a depiction of 

all eelgrass beds within the Study Area as Sensitive Areas and included in the Section 7.7 

Sensitive Areas effects assessment, as an accidental event resulting in the release of 

hydro carbons could potentially affect eelgrass beds. 
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Section 6.7, Fisheries and Other Oceans Users p. 168 – DFO recommends that the 

average landed volume and landed value for each of the commercial species caught in the 

Project/Study Area over the 2006-2011 period be quantified. Also, since several fleets 

(i.e. inshore, nearshore, midshore and offshore) operate in the area, harvest different 

species and have different dependencies, DFO recommends that either a separate 

overview for these fleets be provided or at least they be differentiated in terms of 

dependence on the area and possible impacts on their respective fishery and fishing 

patterns. Additionally, the profile should specify the number of vessels, harvesters and 

relative species dependency.  

 

Section 6.7, Fisheries and Other Oceans Users p. 169, last paragraph – Please note 

that the DFO Science advisory schedule referenced, lists meetings not DFO research 

vessel survey schedules. It is recommended that the proponent contact DFO directly 

during the planning of yearly programs to obtain up to date DFO research survey 

schedules. 

 

Section 6.7.2, Atlantic Cod, p. 173 – Please note that there was a directed fishery for 

3Pn4RS cod in 2011, with a Total Allowable Catch and season.   

 

Section 7.3.2, Mitigation, p. 209 - This section states that the seismic operations will 

cease if the observer sights a species at risk within ramping-up period.  Section 8 of the 

SOCP states that “The air source array(s) must be shut down immediately if any of the 

following is observed by the Marine Mammal Observer in the safety zone (a) a marine 

mammal or sea turtle listed as endangered or threatened on Schedule 1 of the Species at 

Risk Act.” (i.e. not just during the ramping up period). 

 

Section 7.3.2, Mitigation, p. 209 - The proponent should describe in more detail what is 

meant by the statement “The use of strategies to detect and avoid marine mammals 

during night time (i.e., when Marine Mammal Observers are unable to use visual 

surveys) will be encouraged during seismic surveys.” Please be advised that section 11 

and 12 of the SOCP outlines the minimum mitigation measures that should be 

implemented for operations in low visibility.  Specifically the SOCP states: 

Operations in Low Visibility 

Mitigation Measures 

11. Under the conditions set out in this section, cetacean detection technology, 

such as Passive Acoustic Monitoring, must be used prior to ramp-up for 

the same time period as for visual monitoring set out in section 6. Those 

conditions are as follows:  

a. the full extent of the safety zone is not visible; and  

b. the seismic survey is in an area that  
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i. has been identified as critical habitat for a vocalizing cetacean 

listed as endangered or threatened on Schedule 1 of the Species at 

Risk Act, or  

ii. in keeping with the considerations set out in sub-section 4(b), has 

been identified through an environmental assessment process as an 

area where a vocalising cetacean is expected to be encountered if 

that vocalizing cetacean has been identified through the 

environmental assessment process as a species for which there 

could be significant adverse effects. 

12. If Passive Acoustic Monitoring or similar cetacean detection technology is 

used in accordance with the provision of section 11, unless the species can 

be identified by vocal signature or other recognition criteria:  

a. all non-identified cetacean vocalizations must be assumed to be 

those of whales named in sections 8(a) or (b); and  

b. unless it can be determined that the cetacean(s) is outside the 

safety zone, the ramp-up must not commence until non-identified 

cetacean vocalizations have not been detected for a period of at 

least 30 minutes.  

Section 7.3.4, Marine Mammals Species at Risk Effects Assessment, Effects of 

Sound from 2D and 3D Seismic Survey, p. 221, paragraph 2 - “TTS refers to exposure 

to sound resulting in a nonpermanent elevation in hearing sensitivity” is incorrect; TTS is 

a non-permanent decrease in hearing sensitivity. 

 

Section 7.3.4, Marine Mammals Species at Risk Effects Assessment, Effects of 

Sound from 2D and 3D Seismic Survey, p. 221 -  this section discusses the “high 

frequency” hearing group, with functional hearing from approximately 180 to 200 kHz 

(Southall et al. 2007).” This is incorrect as Southall et al say: 200 Hz to 180 kHz. 

 

Section 7.3.4, Marine Mammals Species at Risk Effects Assessment, Behavioural 

and Physiological Changes, p. 223, paragraph 3 - As per the previous comment, the 

SOCP indicates that if SARA-listed marine mammals or sea turtles are observed in the 

safety zone, air source arrays must be shut down immediately (not just during ramp-up as 

indicated in this section). 

 

Section 7.5.3, Environmental Effects Assessment, Follow-up, p. 249 - The operator is 

encouraged to submit any sightings data to Dr. Jack Lawson (DFO, Science Branch, NL 

Region) at jack.lawson@dfo-mpo.gc.ca for inclusion in the federal national sightings 

database. 
 

Canada-Newfoundland and Labrador Offshore Petroleum Board 

 

Section 2.0, Project Description, Figure 2-1, p. 5 – EL 1120 does not include a land 

component. 

mailto:jack.lawson@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
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Section 2.1 Spatial and Temporal Boundaries, p. 6 – The first sentence of this section 

does not reflect what is depicted in Figure 2-1. The “Project Area”, “Study Area”, and the 

proposed “2012 to 2014 Project Area” need to be clearly defined.  This should include 

the lat and long and total size in km
2
.  The Project Area should include an area to 

facilitate vessel line changes.  Figure 2-1 should be revised to clearly identify the “Project 

Area”, “Study Area”, and the “2012 to 2014 Project Area”.  

 

Need to clearly define the temporal boundary for seismic surveys and geohazard surveys.  

It is stated that “if there are access limitations due to fishery activities in the area, then 

seismic activities will be confined to the October to May period.” It is not clear if seismic 

surveys are proposed year-round or just the October to May period. 

 

Section 2.2.5 Site Plans, Figure 2-4 – please revise Figure 2-4 to include a legend and 

legible text.  The above comment on Section 2.1 should be reflected in this figure. 

 

Section 2.2.9 Environmental Management, p. 18, bullets 2 and 3 – Both references to 

the C-NLOPB’s GGEGPG are referenced as 2012 in this section but as 2011 in Section 

8.0 - References. Please properly reference the most recent GGEGPG and the draft 

scoping document. 

 

Section 2.3 Mitigation, p. 19 – The C-NLOPB concur with comments provided by DFO 

on this section.  The SOCP requirements are set out as minimum standards to be 

implemented during the planning and conduct of seismic programs. 

 

Section 3.0 Consultation with Stakeholders, pg 20-22 – It is noted throughout this 

section that meetings were scheduled after the EA report was submitted.  Please provide 

details of these consultation sessions. See specific comments below on this section 

regarding this matter. 

 

Section 3.2 Meetings with Government Departments and Agencies, p. 21 – Did any 

meetings get scheduled and/or occur? If so, please provide the details. 

 

Section 3.4 Qalipu Mi’kmaq First Nation Band, p. 21, paragraph 2, last sentence – 

Did these meetings occur? If so, provide details. 

 

Section 3.5 Fish, Food and Allied Workers, p. 21 –Has Ptarmigan held their follow up 

meeting? If so, provide details. 

 

Section 4.2.6 Mitigation, p.27, paragraph 2, last sentence – Please properly reference 

the GGEGPG with 2012a. 

 

Section 6.1.3 Benthic Invertebrates, Figure 6-5 Interpolated Sponge Densities – 

What does the pink colour represent? 
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Section 6.7 Fisheries and Other Ocean Users – Provide a “Key Fisheries” subsection 

that includes, but is not limited to, harvested species showing their significance with 

respect to quantity, value and percent of total harvest. 

 

Section 7.0 Environmental Effects Assessment, pg 205 – Both 2D and 3D seismic 

programs, as well as geohazard programs, are proposed.  It appears that only 2D and 3D 

seismic programs have been assessed and therefore the assessment of the project, as 

proposed, is incomplete. 

 

Section 7.8.2 Mitigation, pg 262 – It is noted in Section 2.2.6 that a pilot or “chase” 

vessel will be available to communicate with other vessels (i.e., commercial fishing 

vessels).  Is this the case? If so, it should be identified as mitigation for fisheries and 

other ocean users. 

 

Section 7.8.3 Environmental Effects Assessment, Table 7.17, pg 265 – Adherence to 

the GGEGP Guidelines should be included as a mitigation measure. 

 

St. Lawrence Coalition 

Section 7.2 Environmental Effects of Project on the Environment, p. 207 - The high 

intensity sound waves produced during seismic surveys do not leave visible traces on the 

surface of the water. However, among the scientific community, opinion is far from 

unanimous that they are harmless (http://www.nrdc.org/oceans/files/seismic.pdf ). 

Results are constantly accumulating on the potential impacts that seismic surveys can 

have on numerous species such as marine mammals and commercial fish species. The 

public, including the commercial fishermen, are very wary of these surveys which, in 

addition, are often a source of conflict with fishermen’s associations. 

 

The high intensity submarine sound waves can directly affect the physical integrity of 

certain species by causing internal lesions and even death 

(http://www.cnlopb.nl.ca/pdfs/husky/h3dea01.pdf . Behavioural changes are frequently 

observed with possible consequences on the species’ survival rate. In addition, the sound 

waves generated in the water greatly increase the surrounding sound level hundreds, if 

not thousands, of kilometres away, interfering with marine mammals that depend on 

sound for numerous activities such as communication, feeding and travel. 

http://www.nrdc.org/oceans/files/seismic.pdf
http://www.cnlopb.nl.ca/pdfs/husky/h3dea01.pdf

