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General Comment 
 
Canada-Newfoundland and Labrador Offshore Petroleum Board 
Section I of Appendix 2 of the Geophysical, Geological, Environmental and Geotechnical 
Programs Guidelines (C-NLOPB 2012) contains verbatim the Statement of Canadian 
Practice with respect to the Mitigation of Seismic Sound in the Marine Environment. 
Appendix 2 contains all recommended environmental planning, mitigation and reporting 
measures for marine seismic surveys in the NL offshore area, including recommended 
practices for interaction with other ocean users, particularly fisheries interests, during 
the conduct of surveys and recommended reporting formats. 
 
Specific Comments 
 
Canada-Newfoundland and Labrador Offshore Petroleum Board 
Section 1 Introduction, pg 2 – The Amendment includes the assessment of two new 
options: two (2) 2D vessels working simultaneously in the original Project Area; and 3D 
seismic surveys. Both of which will not be implemented at the same time. 
 
Although it is stated in various locations throughout the Amendment Report that the 
option of one (1) 2D and one (1) 3D may be undertaken simultaneously in the Project 
Area, this 3rd option has not been included in the assessment of new activities. Also, if 
the option of one (1) 2D and one (1) 3D undertaken simultaneously in the new “3D 
Acquisition Area” is considered then this activity should also be included in the 
assessment of activities within this area. 
 
Section 2.2.2 Option 2: 3D Seismic Survey in a Portion of the GrandSPAN Area, page 7 
– Please provide the coordinates and the area in square kilometers for the “3D 
Acquisition Area”. 
 
Section 2.2.2 Option 2: 3D Seismic Survey in a Portion of the GrandSPAN Area, page 7 
– As with the 2D Project Area, does the “3D Acquisition Area” include vessel turning for 
line changes? 
 
Section 2.2.2 Option 2: 3D Seismic Survey in a Portion of the GrandSPAN Area, page 7 
– What is the maximum acquisition per year for 3D seismic? 
 
Section 2.2.2 Option 2: 3D Seismic Survey in a Portion of the GrandSPAN Area, page 7 
– The original EA for 2D activity included the assessment of gravity and magnetic data 
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collection. Are these activities proposed as part of the 3D seismic surveys? If so, they 
should be included in the assessment. 
 
Section 2.2.2 Option 2: 3D Seismic Survey in a Portion of the GrandSPAN Area, page 8 
– “One or two support boats will also be used, as needed, for line scouting, guard duties 
and resupply”. Please explain how one support vessel can accomplish all of these duties 
with up to five seismic survey vessels and two support vessels operating at the same 
time for the 3D seismic survey. 
 
Section 5 Environmental Effects Analysis and Mitigation, pg 73 – Please include a 
description of the “3D Acquisition Area”. 
 
Section 5.1.3 Implications of Amendment Option 2: 3D Data Acquisition, page 83, 
second paragraph – One recording ship, up to four source vessels and 2 or more 
support vessels is not within the nature and scope of 2D surveys, particularly with 
respect to ensonification and ecological footprint. Please discuss. 
 
Section 5.3.1, d) Environmental Monitoring and Follow-up, pg 91 – The Geophysical, 
Geological, Environmental and Geotechnical Programs Guidelines (C-NLOPB 2012) 
provide the reporting requirements for seabird monitoring. 
 
Section 5.3.3 Implications of Amendment Option 2: 3D Data Acquisition, page 92, 
second paragraph –Please justify the statement “There are no new or increased 
potential environmental emissions associated with the use of multiple survey vessels”. 
We recommend explaining how you arrived at this conclusion. 
 
Section 5.7.1 “Within Project” Effects, page 107, Option 2 – The cumulative effect will 
be greater than the original EA of one seismic ship and support vessel as it will include at 
least five additional vessels. 
 
Section 6 Summary and Conclusion, pg 110 – “The proposed Project requires a number 
of authorizations from the C-NLOPB, including a previous requirement to complete an 
EA, which was submitted by GXT in March 2014 and for which EA (as amended) approval 
was received on October 15, 2014”. What is meant by “a number of authorizations” and 
it is not clear what “(as amended) means. 
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Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 
Section 2.2.2 Option 2: 3D Seismic Survey in a Portion of the GrandSPAN Area, page 7 - 
given the inability to complete the planned 2D seismic program in 2014 and 2015 due to 
unavailability of a seismic vessel it is possible that there will be similar uncertainty for 
2015 and 2016 given that the services of up to 5 vessels may be needed to carry out the 
potential 3D survey.  Given this uncertainty it is assumed that confirmation and/or 
notification of the exact nature of the seismic survey – either 2 vessel 2D or multi-vessel 
3D survey - will be received prior to initiation of the survey.  
  
Table 3.15 EBSA Characteristics, page 66 - the description provided for the Northeast 
Shelf and Slope EBSA should also note (as per the cited reference) the area is an 
important feeding area for marine mammals. 
 
Section 5.1.3 Implications of Amendment Option 2: 3D Data Acquisition, pages 81-83 
and Section 5.6.3 Implications of Amendment Option 2: 3D Data Acquisition, pages 
103-106 - given the overlap with the potential 3D survey area and a portion of the 
Northeast Shelf and Slope area there is a likelihood of wolfish (e.g. spotted wolfish) 
being present in the Northeast Shelf and Slope portion of the survey area during the 
spring season. Although the EA and EA Amendment predict no significant adverse 
effects on marine fish and marine fish species at risk it should be indicated whether 
efforts will be made to survey this area during the summer/fall to further reduce 
possible interaction with (and risk to) marine fish – wolfish species in particular. This 
type of mitigation is consistent with provisions of the Statement of Canadian Practice to 
which the proponent has committed to implement and follow. 
 
Section 5.4.1 (d) Environmental monitoring and Follow up, page 96 (and possibly other 
similar parts of Chapter 5 that reference Environmental Monitoring and Follow up) – 
Could / should  the noted monitoring plan and related reporting on same also include 
monitoring to confirm compliance / implementation of the various measures outlined 
within the Statement of Canadian Practice with respect to the Mitigation of Seismic 
Sound in the Marine Environment and other mitigations committed to within the EA and 
EA Amendment. 
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Department of National Defence (DND) 

 Please identify a specific individual or office to serve as a Point of Contact (POC) 
for MARLANT queries and concerns; 

 Please ensure the appropriate Notice to Mariners will be issued for all 
underwater activities and any significant surface ventures, such as use of flares, 
buoys, and unconventional lighting; 

 Please ensure the appropriate Notice to Airmen will be issued for all activities 
that could affect air safety, such as use of balloons, Unmanned Aerial Vehicles 
(UAVs) or tethered airborne devices; and 

 Please ensure engagement of CTF 84, through Director General Naval Strategic 
Readiness (DGNSR), to ensure de-confliction with possible Allied submarine 
activities. 

 
Fish, Food and Allied Workers (FFAW) – Unifor 
Section 2.2.2 Option 2: 3D Survey in a portion of the GrandSPAN Area, pages. 7/8 – 
Two 2D vessels operating in different parts of the survey area at the same time, rather 
than one, or one 2D and one 3D, increases concern that fish species and harvesting 
could be impacted on an even greater basis than proposed in the original EA. More area 
will be affected (20,000 km as opposed to the original 14,000 km). 
 
Table 3.6 Fish Harvest by Month by Weight and Value (2013, 3D Acquisition Area, 
NAFO Unit Areas), page 44 – Column Total (2013)/row Value $ (Feb), comma should be 
placed between 4 and 7, not a decimal 
 
Section 5.1.1 Summary of Original EA Information and Findings, b) Existing Knowledge, 
page 77 - FFAW-Unifor reiterates the point that effects of seismic on key commercials 
species in the areas (i.e. groundfish, snow crab, northern shrimp) are unknown and that 
research has not provided a consistent evidentiary base on which to say effects will be 
“localized and/or temporary.” Similarly, to say fish might move toward harvesting 
activity when avoiding seismic noise and that this is the “logical” conclusion is very 
assumptive and some evidence to this regard should be referenced. 
 
Section 5.1.1 Summary of Original EA Information and Findings, c) Environmental 
Effects Assessment (with identified mitigations in place), page 79 - While the 
statement that little evidence exists that negative effects on fish occur at distances 
greater than several meters, the opposite is also correct, as there is a lack of sound 
evidence on the effects of seismic noise on the most common marine fish species in the 
area. As we do not have a sound basis on which to make the statement, it is also 
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unknown whether or not the effects are temporary or localized. The last paragraph on 
the page, therefore, makes a broad, general statement that cannot be proven or 
disproven as evidence of either argument has not been accepted as finite. To say this is 
“very unlikely” is, at the opinion of the reviewer, incorrect and misleading. 
 
Section 5.1.3 implications of Amendment Option 2: 3D Data Acquisition, page 83 - The 
increased temporal separation that comes with the proposed 3D Amendment is a 
concern to FFAW-Unifor, as is the increase in marine vessel traffic in the proposed area. 
 
Section 5.2.1 Summary of Original EA Information and Findings, c) Environmental 
Effects Assessment (with identified mitigations in place), page 85 - As stated in 
previous responses to GXT, the 7 day temporal separation is NOT an acceptable 
mitigation for fisheries or fisheries science in the view of the FFAW-Unifor. In relation to 
the Industry-DFO Collaborative Post-Season Trap Survey for Snow Crab, the 7 day 
temporal separation is not an acceptable protocol. Furthermore, this perspective is 
shared by our scientific partners at Fisheries and Oceans Canada. There should be no 
seismic activity in the vicinity of these survey stations. 
 
Section 5.2.3 Implications of Amendment Option 2: 3D Data Acquisition, page 88 - 
While it is stated that only a small amount of overlap will occur with 3D seismic and the 
FFAW-DFO Post-Season Industry Snow Crab Survey, it is implied that the proposed 3D 
option will increase vessel traffic and activity in the area. It is imperative to note that NO 
seismic activity should begin in survey station areas until the stations have been 
completed. There is a strong opinion that overlap is NOT an acceptable mitigation when 
it comes to the Industry-DFO Collaborative Post-Season Trap Survey for Snow Crab. That 
the perspective is shared by our scientific partners at Fisheries and Oceans Canada, but 
not reflected in the Environmental Assessment Amendment. Other Environmental 
Assessments and/or addendums/amendments have provided material towards this 
stance and accepted that the only acceptable mitigative approach is one where no 
seismic activity occur on or around a Snow Crab Survey Station until it has been 
completed in a given year. 
 


