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GENERAL COMMENTS 
 

• In general, literature establishing the potential for sub-lethal effects, of 
unknown consequence, to occur over broad scale geographical areas, as 
well as statements by experts noting that little is known about the effects of 
sound on marine organisms, have not been adequately covered in the 
environmental assessment (EA).  Reference to these uncertainties was 
recently acknowledged in a European Workshop report “given the absence 
of existing standards and the many gaps in the knowledge on underwater 
noise and particularly on its effects on marine life, more steps will be 
needed to complete the effort and to fill in the issues that are still open.” 
 
Greater context should have been provided for some of the statements 
made in the EA document.  For example, it was stated that the 
opportunistic study by LGL on a homogeneous pool of snowcrab eggs 
resulted in only ~1.0% mortality, yet the EA failed to mention a major effect 
on egg development.  The EA also references an Australian study that 
found no effects on lobster populations in areas that seismic surveys had 
been carried out, yet it does not mention that seismic activities would have 
required a population reduction of up to 50% before being resolved from 
natural and fisheries mortality. 

 
• The unknown long-term effects of seismic activities continue to concern 

harvesters.  There have been reports from harvesters that fish behaviour 
has been affected following seismic blasts and shellfish have disappeared 
from areas following seismic work being undertaken.  While the research 
has not determined any direct mortality of fish or shellfish attributable to 
seismic activity, it needs to be recognized that there may be behavioural 
changes that could affect migration and/or reproductive and spawning 
activities as well as movement of the exploitable biomass in an area.  The 
possibility that the fishery could be impacted in the future from seismic 
programs validates the concerns of harvesters. 

 
Spatial boundaries of proposed seismic  

• As defined in the environmental assessment, the assessment itself 
considers several levels of spatial boundaries, including the Project Area 
and the Affected Area.  The Project Area is defined as the physical space 
that the surveys are undertaken, including a 10 km buffer to accommodate 
vessel turning with cables and streamers deployed.  Effects of the Project 
are generally expected to be greatest within the Project Area.  The Affected 
Areas are those areas that could potentially be affected by project activities 
beyond the Project Area.  It appears that, according to the preceding 
definitions, Figure 3-1 and subsequent similar figures are incorrect.  The 
seismic survey lines in the southwest corner of Gudrid indicated in Figure 
3-1 extend beyond the Project Area.  This would technically be impossible, 
according to the definitions above.  Furthermore, it is clear that the Turning 

March 25, 2010  Page 1 of 13 



Investcan Energy Corporation - Offshore Labrador Seismic Program, 2010-2017 
Environmental Assessment Report Review Comments 

Area at the southwest corner of Gudrid as indicated in Figure 3-1 is also 
inaccurate.  In this area, the 10 km Turning Area is not mapped with a 10 
km buffer from the seismic survey lines as elsewhere on the Figure.  It 
appears that the Project Area and Turning Area have been artificially 
reduced in this area so as not to enter ‘The Zone’, as defined in the 
Labrador Inuit Land Claims Agreement.  Figure 3-1 and all subsequently 
similar figures should be corrected to ensure the accurate representation of 
the Project Area and Turning Area, which, according to the definitions as 
laid out in the environmental assessment, would extend into ‘The Zone’ as 
defined in the Labrador Inuit Land Claims Agreement.  Given that the 
effects of the proposed seismic program are most prevalent in the Project 
Area and the Project Area actually extends into ‘The Zone’ (according to 
the EA definition of Project Area in relation to the seismic survey lines 
indicated on Figure 3-1), this should be acknowledged accordingly by the 
Proponent in terms of environmental and economic 
mitigation/compensation for Labrador Inuit. 

 
Effects on Aboriginal Fishery  

• It is extremely important to the Nunatsiavut Government that the aboriginal 
fishery (offshore and nearshore) is not disturbed or negatively affected by 
the proposed seismic program.  In the EA, ‘good communications’ is 
referenced as a mitigating measure for space-use conflicts.  While it is 
agreed that good communication is important, good communication should 
be better laid out in the EA (exchange of emails and fax is mentioned, but it 
is not clear how these exchanges will occur and when).  As communication 
is going to be one of the key mitigative measures, the EA should 
incorporate a communications plan for the aboriginal fishery as well as 
other commercial or marine traffic.  A mitigation plan for potential conflicts 
should also be more clearly laid out.  
 
Also, given the Project Area overlaps with The Zone (see review comment 
on spatial boundaries) there may be more extensive effects on the fishery 
in The Zone than predicted in the EA.  This should be taken into account 
by the Proponent and environmental/economic mitigation should be 
considered for Labrador Inuit. 

 
Commercial Fisheries 

• The commercial fishery is very important to many communities on the 
south coast of Labrador.  While the membership of the Fish, Food and 
Allied Workers’ Union (FFAW) live in communities as far north as Fish 
Cove Point (just north of Cartwright), Labrador members fish in NAFO 
divisions 2J, 2H and 2G for crab, shrimp, turbot, cod, etc.  As well, 
harvesters in 4R (northern Newfoundland) have rights to fish in 2J, and 
northeast coast fishers still have fishing rights off of the coast of Labrador 
as well.  There are members of the FFAW that fish quotas for the 
Natuashish Government in 2H. 
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One of the fishing industry’s concerns with a multi-year seismic program 
being proposed is the subsequent need for frequent communication 
between the industry and Investcan.  Harvesters are spread out over a 
wide geographic area and communication is vital to the safety of all 
involved.  There is a need for good planning and further consultation with 
the fishing industry several months prior to the start of various components 
of the seismic program to avoid potential conflict at sea. 

 
• While historical fishing patterns have been detailed in the Investcan EA, 

fishing activity can change from year to year and during the season.  As an 
example, turbot is becoming more of an important commercial species and 
many harvesters have geared up to fish turbot in 2010.  This fishery uses 
fixed gear, which may introduce more potential interactions between the 
fishing and oil sectors in the coming years.  The fishery is also being 
actively prosecuted at the time that Investcan is proposing to conduct its 
program as a result of weather and ice conditions.  It is therefore important 
that Investcan maintain regular communication with the FFAW to keep 
apprised of ongoing developments in the fishing industry. 

 
• The EA appears to cover most of the commercial fishing activity in the area 

by species.  It is important to note that the proposed project area occurs in 
one of the most significant harvesting of groundfish and shellfish within this 
area and local communities depend heavily on the commercial fishing 
activities in this area.  While the commercial fishery data covers a period of 
2005-2008, groups such as the Nunatsiavut Government are only recently 
developing their commercial capabilities for harvesting in this area.  There 
is an expectation that the project will be significantly more important to 
these stakeholders in the coming years.  It is recommended that the 
Nunatsiavut Government and the Torngat Joint Fisheries Board have input 
into this EA process. 

 
Economic benefits for Inuit  

• As stated in the Environmental Assessment, observers will play a key role 
in ensuring mitigation measures should the proposed seismic program 
proceed.  It is strongly suggested that the Proponent incorporate Inuit 
observers onboard the seismic vessels.  Inuit are keen observers of the 
ocean and many have previously been employed as observers onboard 
marine-going vessels. 

 
Cumulative Effects Analysis  

• The cumulative effects analysis for each valued ecosystem component 
within the EA is incomplete.  A more exhaustive literature review of 
cumulative effects should be completed and more rigorous cumulative 
effects analysis should be incorporated into the EA.  As they are currently 
laid out, the cumulative effects analyses are not based on science, but 
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seem to be based on opinion.  The cumulative effects analyses for most of 
the VECs have few, if any citations.  In some cases (i.e. Section 5.4.5) the 
references present in the section cannot be found in the literature cited 
section.  The cumulative effects analysis section should be re-done much 
more rigorously and exhaustively. 

 
• Several other companies have, or are in the process of indicating their 

interest in conducting seismic programs in the same timeframe as 
Investcan.  The potential for seismic surveys to be conducted concurrently 
increases the risk for potential conflicts with fishing vessels and gear. This 
also increases the potential impact of seismic activity on important fish and 
shellfish resources.  In this regard, the comment in the Investcan EA (page 
160) that, “follow-up and monitoring are not recommended for fish and 
shellfish for routine seismic activities” is extremely debatable within the 
fishing industry, given the amount of interest by oil and gas companies to 
do seismic work in the area. 

 
Integration of Inuit Knowledge  

• It has been demonstrated within the scientific literature that Inuit 
Knowledge (or Traditional Ecological Knowledge, more broadly) is a 
valuable source of knowledge that can complement and augment 
knowledge and information from a western scientific standpoint.  In most 
studies of Arctic ecosystems, such as those that are completed within 
Environmental Assessments, it is recognized that the absence of 
Traditional Ecological Knowledge is a gap.  After reviewing the EA, 
nowhere is Inuit Knowledge integrated into the environmental assessment 
in a meaningful way in terms of potential issues associated with the 
physical environment or marine resources.  The incorporation of Inuit 
Knowledge should be required within the environmental assessment.  In 
this way, Inuit Knowledge and western science can come together to form 
a combined, and much more holistic and accurate understanding of the 
potential effects of the proposed seismic program on the project and 
affected areas, through collaborative inquiry and analysis. 

 
SARA Species 

• Given this document is intended to deal with the seismic program from 
2010-2017, it raises questions in terms of considering species at risk. 
During that timeframe it is possible that more species could be added to 
Schedule 1 of SARA; COSEWIC will assess new species (examples of 
upcoming assessments include: Atlantic Cod; Deepwater and Acadian 
Redfish; and Loggerhead Sea Turtle); new Recovery Strategies, 
Management Plans or Action Plans could be posted for listed species; and 
critical habitat could be identified; etc.  There could be many changes over 
this time period that may affect a species’ status and requirements under 
SARA.  It is important to know how the proponent will address this. 
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Mitigation Measures 
• In terms of timing of the seismic program identified by Investcan, the 

project area may be actively fished by harvesters.  To mitigate potential 
conflicts with fishing vessels and fishing gear the FFAW recommend the 
company consider utilizing a fishing industry guide vessel as well as a 
Fisheries Liaison Officer during the program.  The FFAW has a guide 
vessel program in place to mitigate safety concerns between the fishing 
and oil and gas industries.  A fishing guide vessel would be better suited 
than a chase or picket vessel as they have experience with vessel traffic 
and gear deployment on the fishing grounds where the seismic activities 
are taking place.  The fishing guide vessel could also serve to provide a 
communication “platform” for the fishing industry during the seismic 
program. 

 
Statement of Canadian Practice with Respect to the Mitigation of Seismic 
Sound in the Marine Environment 

• Section I, Appendix 2 of the Geophysical, Geological, Environmental and 
Geotechnical Program Guidelines (May 2008) contains verbatim the 
“Statement of Canadian Practice with Respect to the Mitigation of Seismic 
Sound in the Marine Environment”.  This Appendix contains recommended 
environmental planning, mitigation and reporting measures for marine 
seismic surveys in the NL offshore area. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
 
Cover – The “Canada-Newfoundland Offshore Petroleum Board” is now the 
“Canada-Newfoundland and Labrador Offshore Petroleum Board”. 
 
§2.2.1 2-D and 3-D Seismic Surveys, last para., pg 16 – The Scoping 
Document does not refer specifically to the Statement of Canadian Practice for 
Mitigation of Seismic Noise in the Marine Environment. 

§2.3.5 Light Emissions, pg 31 – The Moulton et. al. reference should be 2003 
as in the Reference Section. 

§3.0 Environmental Assessment Scope and Methodology, para 1, line 6, pg 
34 – The date on the Scoping Document is 2009 and not 2006 as stated here.  
Also relevant to Section 3.2, pg 36. 

§3.2.2 Stakeholder Consultation, pg 38 – Consultation meeting notes are 
contained in Appendix “C”, not “B”. 

§3.2.2 Stakeholder Consultation, pg 37 – Were government agencies 
contacted regarding this project. 

§3.6.2 Spatial Boundaries, Figure 3-1, pg 43 – The red line does not accurately 
depict the Labrador Shelf SEA area. 

§3.6.2 Spatial Boundaries, Figure 3-1 – The latitude and longitude are wrong, 
as are all of theses figures using this map. 

§3.11 Cumulative Environmental Effects Assessment, Pg 48 – Please 
provide the NEB and CEA Agency 1996 reference. 

§4.2.2 Marine and Migratory Birds, pg 64 – Please provide the CWS 2007 
reference. 

§4.2.3 Marine Fish and Shellfish, pg 69 – It would have been easier to review if 
the description of all the SARA species were included in Section 5.5 Species at 
Risk. 

§4.2.3.1 Finfish, 1st para, pg 69 – The species for Atlantic Cod is incorrect. 

§4.2.3.1 Finfish, 2nd para, pg 69 – The Pacific species, boreal squid is listed 
incorrectly as groundfish in this area. 

§4.2.3.1 Finfish, 3rd para, pg 69 – It states that there are seven (7) species 
listed under species at risk and/or COSEWIC and yet eight (8) species are listed; 
and several of the species are listed incorrectly.  Species status should be 
referenced as either ‘extinct, extirpated, endangered, threatened, or species of 
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special concern as per Schedule 1 of SARA’ or ‘recommended by COSEWIC for 
listing under SARA.’ 

§4.2.3.1 Finfish, Atlantic Cod subsection, pg 71 – Is this the correct 
COSEWIC reference?  Should it be 2003a? 

§4.2.3.2 Marine Shellfish, Icelandic Scallop subsection, pg 74 - Is this the 
correct DFO reference?  Should it be 2007b? 

§4.2.5 Sea Turtles, pg 84 – The Plotkin et. al reference should be 1993. 

§4.2.6 Species at Risk, Marine Fish subsection, 1st para., pg 84 – It mentions 
that eight fish species having designations under SARA and/or COSEWIC which 
could potentially be present within the Affected Area.  Since “COSEWIC 
assessed’ species are included others that have also been recently assessed by 
COSEWIC should also be listed.  For example, Roughhead Grenadier (assessed 
as special concern), Roundnose Grenadier (assessed as endangered) and 
American Plaice (assessed as threatened).  These species are listed in Tables 
4.13 and 4.14 on Commercial Harvests in the Project Area, however, they are 
not shown in the SARA section.  For further information on species status, please 
refer to the SARA Registry. 
 
Since ‘SARA listed’ and ‘COSEWIC assessed’ species are combined in this 
section, their individual status is not clear.  The only SARA listed species in this 
section are the wolffishes, the rest are COSEWIC designations.  Further, Atlantic 
Cod being listed as endangered is a COSEWIC designation, not a SARA listing. 
This needs to be clarified.  It should also be made clear that under federal 
jurisdiction, the official list of Species at Risk is Schedule 1 of SARA (not to be 
confused with COSEWIC designations or species listed on Schedule 2 and 3 of 
SARA, which are species that still need assessment by COSEWIC). 

§4.2.6 Species at Risk, Marine Fish subsection, Table 4.10, pg 85 – Specific 
references should be given for the information in the table under the column 
entitled “Reason for Designation.” COSEWIC is mentioned, but the source of 
information should also be specified.  Also, for Atlantic Cod, the population 
(Newfoundland and Labrador population) should be specified as other cod 
populations have been given different designations by COSEWIC. 

§4.2.6 Species at Risk, Marine Mammals, pg 90 – Humpback whales are 
mentioned in this section.  It should be noted that the Humpback Whale – 
western north Atlantic population was designated as being not at risk by 
COSEWIC in 2003. 

§4.2.6 Species at Risk, Marine Mammals, Table 4.12, pg 91 – Similar to 
comments provided on Table 4.10, specific references should be given under the 
column entitled “Reason for Designation.”  Also, Sowerby’s Beaked Whale and 
Harbour Porpoise are listed with risk categories under schedule 2 and Schedule 
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3 of SARA, respectively. 
 
Please not that the official list (federally) of species at risk is Schedule 1 of 
SARA; Schedules 2 and 3 contain species that were designated at risk by 
CSOEWIC prior to October 1999 and which have to be reassessed by 
COSEWIC using revised criteria before they can be considered for listing on 
Schedule 1 of SARA. 
 
Furthermore, earlier in the document it mentions that some populations of Beluga 
Whales occur in the area.  These should also be referenced in this table (and 
section) since Beluga Whale populations were assessed by COSEWIC in 2004 
and other COSEWIC assessed species have been included in this table. 

§4.2.7 Sensitive Areas, pg 92 – There is very little discussion in this report on 
marine habitat.  This is surprising given the intent to discuss valued ecosystem 
components, such as sensitive areas.  A discussion on the presence of cold-
water corals in the study area should be included using the following: 

Gilkinson, K., and Edinger, E. (Eds.).  2009.  The ecology of deep-sea corals of 
Newfoundland and Labrador waters: biogeography, life history, biogeochemistry, 
and relation to fishes. Can. Tech. Rep. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 2830: vi + 136p. 

It has been documented that human activities, including oil and gas 
exploration/production may affect corals.  Cold-water corals are recognized 
internationally and domestically as vulnerable ecosystems. 

§4.2.7 Sensitive Areas, 1st para, pg 92 – The last sentence states: “In the case 
that one of these areas are considered NMCAs in the future, no third-party 
activity will be permitted within the defined boundaries, including oil and gas 
exploration and/or development”, is incorrect.  Fore additional information on 
National Marine Conservation Areas (NMCAs), please refer to Parks Canada. 

§4.2.7 Sensitive Areas, last para, pg 93 – The 10 IBAs outside the Project Area 
should be identified on a figure. 

§4.2.7 Sensitive Areas, Figure 4-10, pg 94 – What are the names of the “Area 
of Interest for a National Marine Conservation Area”? 

§4.3.2 Commercial Fisheries Surveys, pg 129 – Who is “R. Anthony”? 

§4.3.4 Marine Traffic, pg 129  - What about freighter and Voisey’s Bay traffic. 

§5.1.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, pg 136 – A reference or references 
should be provided for the sentence, “The effects of underwater sound on 
Alcidae are not well known, but sound is probably not important to Alcidae in 
securing food.” 
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§5.1.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, Vessel Discharge and Accidental 
Events, pg 138 –Should the MMS reference be 2004? 

§5.2.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, Shellfish Sound Sensory, pg 146 
– The text at the end of page 146, “Responses were analogous to fish lateral line 
which…” is cut-off and it is questionable if there is text missing. 

§5.2.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, Behavioural Effects, pg 148 – 
The reference should read Schwartz and Greer 1984. 

§5.2.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, Behavioural Effects, pg 149 – Is 
the McCauley et. al 200 reference supposed to be 2000a or 2000b? 

§5.2.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, Behavioural Effects, pg 151 – 
Please provide the complete reference for Nedwell et. al. 2003. 

§5.2.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, Physical and Anatomical Effects, 
pg 152 – Figure 5.1 should have a decibel label on the x-axis. 

§5.2.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, Physical and Anatomical Effects, 
pg 152 – Please provide the complete reference for Hastings 1990. 

§5.2.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, Physical and Anatomical Effects, 
2nd para, pg 153 – With respect to zoo- and ichthyo-plankton, there is concern 
regarding the statement  that the “total mortality” caused by airguns in this case 
has just one aspect of uncertainty.  It is also important to establish the range 
(lateral and depth, as well as the confidence intervals) over which loss occurs 
and estimate the total effective volume impacted by the seismic surveys.  While a 
first approximation could suggest that such a loss is not particularly significant, 
related calculations should also be presented within the EA as these underlying 
assumptions become important in establishing the magnitude of the impact. 
Despite the high natural mortality experienced in various animal plankton, the 
issue at hand is whether the additional rate of loss caused by seismic surveys 
would result in notable differences in production. 

§5.2.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, Physical and Anatomical Effects, 
pg 156 – Should the Christian et. al. reference be 2004 as is in the Reference 
Section? 

§5.2.6 Table 5.5, Impact Analysis – The McCauley et. al. reference should be 
2000a or 2000b. 

§5.3.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, Physical Effects subsection, pg 
168, 169 – The Statement of Canadian Practice is included in Appendix 2 of the 
“Geophysical, Geological, Environmental and Geotechnical Program Guidelines” 
(May 2008).  Reference should be made to the Guidelines in the report.  Also, 
Section III of the Guidelines contain recommended reporting formats for marine 
mammal and seabird observations during surveys.  
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§5.3.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, Behavioural Effects subsection, 
pg 172 – The Harris 2001 reference should be Harris et. al. 

§5.5.1 Boundaries, pg 184 – Based on the previous comment referring to 
populations of Beluga Whales occurring in the area (under Table 4.12), the 
number of species of cetaceans referred to in the third bullet on this page should 
be revised. 

§5.5.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, pg 186 – The following statement 
“Recovery plans for blue whales and cod are pending…” is not accurate.  A 
Recovery Strategy for Blue Whales is in fact posted on the SARA Registry. 

5.5.4 Effects Assessment and Mitigation, pg 186 – What about Seabird 
Species at Risk? 

§5.5.4.1 Fish Species at Risk, pg 187 - What is the purpose of the listing of 
species at risk? 

§5.5.4.1 Fish Species at Risk, pg 188 – Please provide references to the 
sentences in the first paragraph. 

§5.5.4.1 Fish Species at Risk, pg 189 – Regarding the sentence “If a 
concentration of marine mammals is observed in a particular area, the survey 
can shift to another part of the survey area until the concentration has moved 
away.”.  How would this activity be implemented? 
§5.5.7 Summary, Table 5.8, pg 192 - It lists as a mitigation “Adherence to the 
Statement of Canadian Practice on the Mitigation of Seismic Noise in the Marine 
Environment to the extent (that is) reasonably practical.”  Please clarify what is 
meant by “to the extent (that is) reasonably practical”.  As per the Statement of 
Canadian Practice, with respect to the Mitigation of Seismic Sound in the Marine 
Environment, it explicitly states that these requirements are set out as minimum 
standards that should be adhered to by an operator. 

§5.6 Sensitive Areas, pg 192 – The “Gannet Islands” ecological bird reserve 
has not been identified on a figure. 

§5.6.6 Cumulative Effects, pg 195 – It should read “… along with natural 
processes…” 

§5.6.6 Cumulative Effects, last line, pg 195 – Do you mean “Sensitive Species” 
and not “Sensitive Areas”. 

§5.7.2 Potential Issues, line 3, pg 197 – Please provide a reference for the 
statement “Seismic streamers and vessels…season in Atlantic Canada”. 

§5.7.4.1 Space-Use Conflicts, 1st para, last line, pg 199 – Please provide the 
reference for “other vessels must give way”. 
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§5.7.4.2 Catchability Effects, pg 200 – The Thompson et. al reference should 
be 1998 or 2000, not 2000b. 

§8.1 Applicable Legislation, pg 212 – The “Newfoundland Offshore Area 
Petroleum Geophysical Operations Regulations” do not have “Labrador” in the 
title.  The “Geophysical, Geological, Environmental and Geotechnical Program 
Guidelines” are May 2008 and not April 2004.  The “Offshore Waste Treatment 
Guidelines, August 2002” are not applicable for a seismic program.  

§8.2 Valued Environmental Components and Mitigation Measures, pg 212 – 
Please ensure that mitigation measures identified in this section and throughout 
the report reflect the measures included in Appendix 2 of the “Geophysical, 
Geological, Environmental and Geotechnical Program Guidelines”. 

§8.2 Valued Environmental Components and Mitigation Measures, last 
para, pg 213 – A report on the monitoring program and its results should include 
seabird monitoring. 

§9.0 References – This section should be reviewed.  See examples of 
inconsistencies below. 

• Pg 216 - Atlantic Leatherback Turtle Recovery Team. 2006. Recovery 
Strategy for Leatherback Turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) in Atlantic Canada 
[Proposed]. In: Species at Risk Act Recovery StrategySeries. Fisheries and 
Ocean Canada, Ottawa, ON.  Is not in the text of the Report. 

• Pg 221 - COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in 
Canada). 2003a. COSEWIC Assessment and Update Status Report on the 
Atlantic Cod Gadus morhua in Canada. Committee on the Status of 
Endangered Wildlife in Canada. Ottawa, ON. xi + 76 pp. Is not in the text 
of the Report, but it may be incorrectly referenced, check page 71 in 
report. 

• Pg 222 - COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in 
Canada). 2006a. COSEWIC Assessment and Update Status Report on the 
Atlantic Walrus Odobenus rosmarus rosmarus in Canada. 74 pp. Is not in 
the text of the Report. 

• Pg 223 - Dalen, J. and G.M. Knudsen. "Scaring effects in fish and harmful 
effects on eggs, larvae and fry by offshore seismic explorations," in H.M. 
Merklinger (ed.), Progress in Underwater Acoustics, pp 93-102. Plenum 
Press, NY, 1996. Is not in the text of the Report. 

• Pg 224 - DFO (Fisheries and Oceans Canada). 2004a. Allowable harm 
assessment for spotted and northern wolffish. DFO Canadian Scientific 
Advisory Secretariat Stock Status Report 2004/031. Is not in the text of 
the Report. 
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• Pg 229 - Report TA2424-3. Report from LGL Ltd., King City, ON., and 
Greeneridge Sciences Inc., Santa Barbara, CA, for Western Geophysical, 
Anchorage, AK, and National Marine Fisheries Service, Anchorage, AK, 
and Silver Spring, MD. 121 pp.  Is not in the Report. 

• Pg 231 - Holst, M., I. Stirling and K.A. Hobson. 2001. Diet of ringed seals 
(Phoca hispida) on the east and west sides of the North Water Polynya, 
northern Baffin Bay. Marine Mammal Science, 17(4): 888-908. Is not in 
the Report. 

• Pg 239 - Møhl, B., M. Wahlberg, P.T. Masden, A. Heerfordt and A. Lundt. 
2003. The monopulsed nature for sperm whale clicks. Journal of the 
Acoustical Society of America 114:143-155. Is not in the Report. 

• Pg 247 - Urick, R.J. 1983. Principles of Underwater Sound, McGraw-Hill 
Publishing Company.  Is not in the Report. 

• Pg 248 - Worm, B. And R. A. Myers. 2003. Meta-analysis of cod–shrimp 
interactions reveals topdown control in oceanic food webs. Ecology: 
84(1):162–173 Is not in the Report. 

• Pg 248 - Williams, U. and J. Chardine. nd. The Leach’s Storm Petrel: 
General Information and Handling Instructions. Is this supposed to be 
1999 as referenced on page 137? 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT REPORT REVIEW COMMENTS FOR 
PROJECT PLANNING 

 
Seabird Data Collection 
 
The EA document indicates that a seabird observation program will be carried 
out and the CWS provides the following comments regarding data collection for 
the seabird observations. 
 
The CWS has developed a pelagic seabird monitoring protocol that is 
recommended for all offshore projects. The protocol is available from the 
Canada-Newfoundland and Labrador Offshore Petroleum Board (C-NLOPB) or 
CWS. This protocol is a work in progress and feedback would be appreciated 
from observers using it in the field. A guide sheet to the pelagic seabirds of 
Atlantic Canada is available through CWS in Mount Pearl, NL. 
 
In an effort to expedite the process of data exchange, the CWS would appreciate 
that the data (as it relates to migratory birds or species at risk) collected from 
these surveys be forwarded in digital format to the CWS office following the 
completion of the study. These data will be centralized for internal use by the 
CWS to help ensure that the best possible natural resource management 
decisions are made for these species in NL. Metadata will be retained to identify 
source of data and will not be used for the purpose of publication. The CWS does 
not copy, distribute, loan, lease, sell, or use 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. 
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