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Summary
Elsipogtog First Nation (EFN) retained Dr. Christopher Wren, LRG Environmental, to conduct a
technical review of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by ExxonMobil to support
the Eastern Newfoundland offshore drilling program for Exploration Licenses (EL) 1135 and
1137. This submission represents comments on the EIS to the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Agency (CEAA). Elsipogtog FN is recognized throughout the EIS as an Aboriginal
Group with legitimate concerns regarding the proposed undertaking, but to date Elsipogtog FN has
not been directly consulted by the Operator.
The EIS represents a comprehensive document covering many subject areas. Regarding the
Maritime Provinces and Québec groups, a significant portion of the assessment “was based on the
potential effects that the Project may have on possible Atlantic salmon migrating through the
Project Area and the resulting potential impact this could have on the Aboriginal or Treaty rights
of the additional communities” (EIS Chapter 12). This issue was the primary focus of this technical
review.
The EIS acknowledges that the migration of adult Atlantic salmon within and near the Project Area
is possible, but maintains that interaction between these populations and the Project Area is of low
likelihood. As such, the EIS concludes that “The Project will not result in significant adverse
environmental effects on Marine Fish and Fish Habitat” (Section 8.5.2). And by extension, “there
will be no residual Project effects on Indigenous communities and their activities, and therefore,
no significant adverse effects” (Section 12.4.2).
These conclusions are based on outdated and incomplete data and, therefore, are not supportable.
Furthermore, no follow up monitoring is proposed by the Operator since no impacts are predicted.
If no monitoring is conducted, the predictions of effect cannot be tested or verified, and the
predictions are rendered a fallacy of the EIS.
The Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) and Elsipogtog FN recognize that Atlantic salmon
populations in the Maritime provinces have undergone significant declines in the past few decades.
The reason for this decline is linked to poor survival of salmon at sea, but the actual causative
factors are not known.
In addition to ExxonMobil, there are many other Operators with oil exploration and production
activities in the Eastern Newfoundland offshore area where Atlantic salmon are known to migrate
and overwinter.
The DFO should undertake the necessary scientific studies to examine the potential interactions of
these offshore activities with Atlantic salmon movement and determine the reasons for poor
salmon survival at sea. It is not unreasonable to expect that Operators who are active in this area
should contribute to a Fund to support the necessary research, monitoring and studies.
Given the commitment of the DFO to Aboriginal Groups and Aboriginal Fisheries particularly
with recent amendments to the Fisheries Act, Elsipogtog FN should be consulted on and involved
in review of all future projects, monitoring and activities related to Atlantic salmon and offshore
activities that could impact this valuable resource.
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Introduction and Scope of the EIS
The purpose of this submission is to provide comments on the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) submitted by ExxonMobil Canada Ltd. (ExxonMobil) and referenced as follows:
ExxonMobil Canada Ltd. (2017). Eastern Newfoundland Offshore Exploration Drilling Project –
Environmental Impact Statement. Prepared by Amec Foster Wheeler and Stantec Consulting. St.
John’s, NL Canada. November 2017.
The Project requires review and approval pursuant to the requirements of the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA 2012) as it has been determined that the drilling of a well
on Exploration Licenses (Els) 1135 and 1137 constitutes a “designated project” under Section 10
of the Regulations Designating Physical Activities. The EIS addresses the Project Area for, and
components and activities associated with, both the ExxonMobil Eastern Newfoundland Offshore
Exploration Drilling Project (2018-2029) (CEAR 80132), as well as Statoil Canada Ltd. Flemish
Pass Exploration Drilling Program (2018-2027) (CEAR 80129), which is undergoing separate but
concurrent EA review under CEAA 2012. When reference is made to “the Operator” it refers to
ExxonMobil Canada Ltd. and/or Statoil.
At present, ExxonMobil companies in Canada holds an interest in eight Exploration Licences
(EL’s, for which it is the Representative for three), 24 significant Discovery Licenses (SDL’s,
Representative for 16) and six Production Licences (PLs, for which it is the Representative for
three of these within the defined Project Area). The Project Area is shown in Figure 1 (see
Attachments) which also shows the various ELs described in the EIS. The Project Area is located
off eastern Newfoundland, primarily outside Canada’s 200 nm Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ)
on the outer continental shelf.
The EIS Guidelines for this project were issued by CEAA on December 23, 2016 (Appendix A of
the EIS). The Scope of the EIS includes consultation with and assessment of Indigenous Groups.
Section 3.3.1 of the EIS states “When engaging Indigenous communities on the proposed Projects,
the Operators acknowledge the Obligation of the Crown to consult with Indigenous communities
where a potential Crown decision may impact potential or established Aboriginal and Treaty
rights. Those obligations are reflected in the associated guidance provided to the Proponents
within the EIS Guidelines”. Furthermore, “Regarding the Maritime Provinces and Québec groups,
this assessment was based on the potential effects that the Project may have on possible salmon
migrating through the Project Area and the resulting potential impact this could have on the
Aboriginal or Treaty rights of the additional communities.”
The Scope of the EIS is described in greater detail in Chapter 4.0. While all aspects of the natural
and human environment are of concern, three of the Valued Components (VCs) that are assessed
in the EIS are of particular importance to Elsipogtog FN (from EIS Section 4.2) including:
1) Marine Fish and Fish Habitat (including Atlantic salmon and Species at Risk),
2) Indigenous Communities and Activities, and
3) Commercial Fisheries and Other Ocean Users.
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Elsipogtog First Nation in the EIS
Although Elsipogtog FN has to date not been directly consulted by the Operator, Elsipogtog FN is
explicitly mentioned in the EIS report in several locations in Chapters 3, 7 and 12.
For example, Section 3.3.3 of the EIS lists Elsipogtog FN as one of the Indigenous Groups
identified by CEAA that is to be “notified about key steps in the EIS development process and of
opportunities to provide comments on key EA documents and/or information to be provided
regarding their community”. Elsipogtog FN is included in Table 3.2 which lists Indigenous
Groups and their Identified Interest in the Projects and their EAs. The Identified Interest for
Elsipogtog FN is “FSC fishing activity that could be affected by Project-related effects to Atlantic
salmon population(s)”.
Section 7.3.2.3 of the EIS includes a discussion of the Mi’kmaq of New Brunswick with a more
detailed review of Elsipogtog FN provided in Section 7.3.2.3.1. Elsipogtog FN is also cited in
Chapter12.0 which assesses and evaluates the potential effects of the Project’s planned
components and activities on Indigenous communities and their activities (ie. Table 12.3).
Clearly, Elsipogtog FN has been identified by both CEAA and the Operator as an Indigenous
Group with an interest in, and may be affected by, the proposed undertaking.

Project Activities
Activities related to the Project are described in Chapter 1.0 and 2.0 of the EIS and will not be
repeated here in any detail. In brief, the Project includes the mobilization and operation of drilling
installations, drilling activities, supporting / ancillary activities to a drilling program, and well
decommissioning or suspension (extract from Section 2.5). Over the course of the anticipated
duration of the Project, it is estimated that up to 35 wells could be drilled, with specific wellsite
locations being selected as planning and design activities progress. The Project also includes
various supporting activities or techniques that are often associated with offshore exploration
drilling,
Each of the Project activities are described in more detail in Chapter 2. The possible interactions
of the Project activities on Marine Fish are described in Chapter 8, while the possible interactions
and impacts to Indigenous Communities is discussed in Chapter 12.
The primary waste streams from the Project are categorized as follows:
• Air emissions
• Drilling waste
• Liquid discharges
• Hazardous waste
• Non-hazardous waste
• Heat, light and sound
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It is accepted that the Project does not require or propose the use of new or different equipment,
methods or other technologies during its operation and activities. The EIS states that the Project
uses standard and proven exploration components and methods, for which potential environmental
issues are well understood and fully manageable through existing and effective mitigation
measures. It is difficult to substantiate this last claim.

Status and Biology of Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) in Maritime provinces
The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) has identified 16
different geographic areas or Designated Units (DU) in the Maritimes for the management of
discrete Atlantic salmon populations (COSEWIC 2010). Elsipogtog FN and the Richibucto River
Watershed lie within DU 12 (Gaspe-southern Gulf of St. Lawrence). This population is currently
considered Special Concern by COSEWIC (COSEWIC 2010) but has No Status under SARA
(Species at Risk Public Registry 2017).
The total adult Atlantic salmon population in DU 12 was estimated to be about 102,000 individuals
in 2007, and COSEWIC (2010) reports that the majority spawn in the Miramichi River. The
salmon move, as juvenile smolts or post-spawning ‘kelts’, from fresh water to brackish estuaries
and then to the open ocean. The available information indicates that salmon produced in the rivers
along the shore of New Brunswick within DU 12 would migrate out to sea and overwinter to the
area east of Newfoundland (see Figure 2, Attachment).
Atlantic salmon populations in most of the DUs have demonstrated significant declines in the past
three decades (COSEWIC 2010; ICES 2011; MAC 2015). The reasons for the decline are not
clearly understood but it is generally concluded that the main cause is poor salmon survival during
the ocean phase of the salmon’s life (Reddin and Friedland 1993, Friedland et al. 1993; COSEWIC
2010, Amec 2017). The unprecedented population declines have also drawn attention to the lack
of knowledge of salmon ecology during the marine phase. As Reddin (2006) also reports
“population specific information is lacking concerning the cause of these mortalities and this is
partly because detailed information on migration routes and distribution is unavailable for
specific populations, although it is thought that their distributions generally overlap in the North
Atlantic”.
It should also be noted, that the EIS relied almost exclusively on published and available
information from existing sources. No original studies or baseline data were collected by the
Operator with regard to Marine Fish. While this may be the norm for offshore projects in the
marine environment, it is certainly contrary to EIS preparation for a land-based undertaking
whether it is for oil production, power generation, mining, development, etc. For any land based
EIS the Operator, or Proponent, is expected to undertake considerable baseline studies of the
natural environment. While the logistical and physical resources to undertake marine studies may
be beyond the capabilities of most private organizations, this should not deter Canada and the
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) from collecting the necessary baseline information on
which to assess the potential environmental impacts of these offshore projects.
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The Operator, ExxonMobil Corporation, states that it is one of the largest publicly traded
international oil and gas companies (EIS page 1). This should provide an opportunity for the
Operator to partner with DFO, or fund, the necessary studies to allow a full and comprehensive
understanding of the marine environment in which these projects are undertaken, and to better
evaluate the potential impacts on the environment.
In summary, the available information on Maritime Atlantic salmon populations clearly indicate:
• The salmon populations have been in severe decline for decades,
• The available population data are now more than 10 years old,
• The reasons for significant population declines are related to poor survival while at sea, but
the specific causative factors are not known,
• Migration routes of Atlantic salmon overlap with the Project Area but are poorly
understood,
• Data presented in the EIS on migration patterns of Atlantic salmon in the Project Area are
over 30 years old (see below), and
• No new monitoring or studies are proposed by the Operator to help address these glaring
data deficiencies,

Environmental Effects Assessment
The potential impacts of the Project on Marine Fish including Atlantic salmon and Indigenous
Communities that utilize this fish is evaluated in Chapters 8 and 12, respectively. The EIS
considers both routine operations and possible impacts from Accidental Events, i.e. oil spills
(Chapter 15). The considerations from Accidental Events will not be given separate attention in
this review as the conclusions reached by the EIS are the same as for routine operations.
Section 8.5 summarizes the Significance of Residual Environmental Effects in one statement that
“the Project is not likely to result in significant adverse environmental effects on Marine Fish and
Fish Habitat. The implementation of mitigation measures, combined with the short-term nature of
activities, a deep-water dynamic environment that rapidly disperses marine discharges, and
avoidance behaviours of fish species, results in adverse effects that are negligible to low
magnitude, short-term, localized and reversible.”
Chapter 12.0 includes a discussion of Indigenous Communities and Activities: Environmental
Effects Assessment. Section 12.3.2.2.3 in the EIS notes that “in April 2017, the CEA Agency
indicated to the Operator that there were “additional potential impacts of the Project on potential
or established rights of Aboriginal peoples ….related to: the migration of Atlantic salmon between
the Project area and areas where Indigenous groups have potential or established section 35
rights …”.
Similar to the conclusion pertaining to impacts on Atlantic salmon, Section 12.4.2 of the EIS
concludes that “As there are no Indigenous communities or other aspects of the physical / cultural
heritage and other socioeconomic components and activities of these groups located within or
near the Project Area / LSA, and because the environmental changes and effects of the Project
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will not otherwise extend to and affect lands and resources that are currently used by these groups
for traditional purposes, the Project will not likely have adverse residual effects on this VC.”
The EIS conclusion of no significant effect on Atlantic salmon is based largely on the premise that
salmon do not commonly occur in the Project Area. Section 8.4 of the EIS states “ .. because
migration routes for Atlantic salmon and American eel do not reside wholy within the Project Area
and can be variable based on environmental conditions such as sea-surface temperatures,
interactions may be limited and overall risk is considered low to these species.” (EIS, page 841).
This conclusion is reiterated in several locations “Given the available data, spring migration of
adults within and near the Project Area is possible and therefore interaction between these
populations and the Project Area is considered possible but of low likelihood.” (EIS Section
12.3.2.2.3).
The premise that Atlantic salmon are not abundant in the Project Area is based on available data
concerning migratory patterns in the North West Atlantic Ocean, and the association of salmon
presence with preferred Sea Surface Temperatures (SSTs).
The interpretation of migration patterns and routes of Atlantic salmon in the EIS appear to rely
heavily on Figure 6-39 that shows low abundance of Atlantic salmon captured in the Project Area
by research vessels (see Figure 3, Attachment 1). However, the data shown in that figure (19651985) are now 30-50 years old. That is not to say the data are not valid, but updated information
is warranted. The EIS makes reference to more recent Atlantic salmon distribution data for the
NW Atlantic in Sheehan et a. (2012). However, evaluation of the original publication show that
the studies were undertaken only in the months of August (2008) and September (2009) and
primarily in the Labrador Sea and the surveys did not overlap with this Project Area.
The information in the EIS on Atlantic salmon migration routes is largely similar to, and essentially
the same as, information presented in AMEC (2017). However the AMEC (2017) report includes
the caveat pertaining to the discussion of salmon migration “However, it should be noted that
surveys of the area are limited and regional variations in abundance have been reported” (DFO,
pers comm). It would appear that a reviewer or contact at DFO had similar concerns about the
dearth of data on salmon migration in the Project Area.
The AMEC (2017) report and the EIS reference several papers by a Canadian research scientist
D.A. Reddin (see literature cited section below) on salmon migration patterns and distribution.
However, both reports fail to acknowledge that Reddin clearly admits the data gaps on this subject.
Reddin (2006) states: There is no experimental fishing during the winter in the Northwest Atlantic.
Migration routes, distribution and abundance for specific stocks are completely unknown. Also,
the reason(s) behind the current high mortality rates for Atlantic salmon which, although known
to occur at sea, has no specific known cause(s). It is recommended that research vessel surveys
should continue and be expanded to other areas of the Northwest Atlantic; that experiments with
data storage tags especially with geo-location be initiated; and that inshore tracking experiments
to determine mortality and sources also be initiated.``. One of the eminent Canadian scientists in
this field recognizes the data gaps and states that much study remains to be undertaken.
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Both the EIS and Amec (2017) suggest that SST within the Project Area are not generally in the
temperature range preferred by Atlantic salmon. AMEC (2017) states “While spring migration
through and near the Project Area is possible, salmon from the Gulf of St. Lawrence would be
influenced by SST similar to other Atlantic salmon populations previously noted. Monthly SST
values around the Project Area are a general indication that Atlantic salmon would not utilize the
area outside the months July through to November and based on the SST temperatures recorded,
if Gulf of St. Lawrence salmon utilize the area, it would likely be limited.” The Project Area
referred to in the Amec report corresponds to the North Project Area in this EIS.
The statement above, however, clearly indicates that salmon could utilize the Project Area for a 5
month period from July to November. Reddin (2006) states that survey results show variable catch
rates depending on sea temperature with SSTs ranging between 3 and 13°C and a peak in
abundance occurring at 7.5°C.
Close examination of the mean and maximum SST data in the EIS for both the Northern Project
Area (Table 5.25 in EIS and same data in Table 3-1, Amec 2017) and Southern Project Area (Table
5.27 in EIS) show that SSTs may be suitable for Atlantic salmon for many months of the year,
particularly in the Southern Project Area.
The SST data presented in the EIS were obtained from a secondary source (Bedford Institute of
Oceanography) and not collected by the Operator for the specific Project Area. The EIS actually
states data were queried for the period 1900-2017 (Section 5.5.4) but this may be a typographical
error since it is unlikely accurate ocean temperature data have been collected since 1900. Also, the
actual data source referenced (DFO 2017b) gives the database period as 1960-present.
Notwithstanding these inconsistencies, the effect of climate change on SST and possible relation
to salmon migration patterns and affinity for the Project Area was not addressed in the EIS. The
EIS does in fact state that surface water temperatures have increased 0.32°C from 1945-2010 in
the NW Atlantic (EIS Section 5.8.2.1). Given this information, it may be more realistic to
characterize SST in the general study area for a more recent time frame (i.e. 2000 to 2017) instead
of extending back to 1960. Or at least a comparison of the two data sets would be useful.
This Project is proposed to extend until the year 2029 (given a 2018 start up date). If drilling
proceeds and wells should go into the production phase, facilities for oil production could be in
place in the Project Area for several more decades. Given this time frame, it would seem prudent
to examine the possible effect of climate change and warming sea surface temperatures on salmon
migration in relation to the Project Area.
As mentioned above, EIS Section 8.5 concludes by stating that “the Project is not likely to result
in significant adverse environmental effects on Marine Fish and Fish Habitat”.
However, closer examination of the issues and supporting data suggests that the environmental
effects assessment conclusions for Atlantic salmon are weakened by:
• Reliance on salmon migration data that are 30-50 years old,
• Reliance on incomplete salmon survey data,
• Biased interpretation of Sea Surface Temperature,
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•
•

Averaging SST results over a long time period that may not represent existing
temperatures in the Project Area, and
Not taking Climate Change into account for SST in the Project Area over the proposed life
of the Project.

Cumulative Effects Assessment
Potential Cumulative Effects of the Project are addressed in Chapter 14 of the EIS. The EIS
Guidelines (Section 6.6.3) define cumulative effects “as changes to the environment due to the
project combined with the existence of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable physical
activities”.
There is considerable amount of oil exploration and production activity in the Eastern
Newfoundland offshore region. At present, ExxonMobil companies in Canada holds an interest in
eight Exploration Licences (EL’s, for which it is the Representative for three), 24 significant
Discovery Licenses (SDL’s, Representative for 16) and six Production Licences (PLs, for which
it is the Representative for three of these within the defined Project Area).
The EIS (Section 1.4.1) states that “In recognition that other operators (Husky Energy, Nexen) are
also preparing EISs for exploration drilling programs in the same or overlapping areas of the
Canada-NL Offshore Area, ExxonMobil and Statoil are working with these operators to identify
further efficiencies to reduce Indigenous and stakeholder burden.”
Project Activities and Their Effects are discussed in EIS Section 14.2.3 which includes a listing of
other Projects and Activities considered in the Cumulative Effects Assessment (Table 14.2). Other
activities in the general Project Area include four oil producing facilities, numerous offshore
drilling exploration activities, commercial fishing, hunting, and other marine vessel traffic.
Of these, the EIS considers hunting and other marine vessel traffic as relatively minor activities.
However, the EIS states that commercial fisheries within and around the Project Area are extensive
and diverse and commercial fishing industry will continue to be a key influence, resulting in fish
catches (mortality) and habitat disturbance. It is considered likely that there will be some degree
of overlap between fishing activities and the environmental zone of influence of this Project over
its duration (EIS Section 14.2.3, page 1138).
The Eastern Newfoundland offshore area is also subject to on-going and planned offshore
exploration drilling programs which are currently in progress or subject to EA review. For example
(from EIS Table 14.2):
•
•

As of May 31, 2017, a total of 440 wells had been drilled in the Canada-NL Offshore Area,
including 168 exploration wells, 56 delineation wells, and 216 development wells.
Over the period January 1, 2014 to May 31, 2017, nearly 80 wells were drilled (or reentered) in the Eastern Newfoundland and Jeanne d’Arc Basin areas, including
approximately 15 exploration wells (C-NLOPB 2017b),
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There are four operational oil producing facilities (Hibernia, Hebron, Terra Nova, White Rose) in
the Eastern Newfoundland offshore region. Each of these production projects represents a
relatively large scale and long-term operations in this offshore area, and have associated
environmental emissions and interactions. In addition, each of the existing production projects are
within this Project Area Southern Section, but outside the Northern Section.
The EIS states that Environmental Effects Monitoring (EEM) programs for three of the operational
production facilities (Hibernia, Terra Nova, White Rose) identified project-induced environmental
changes to sediment or benthic organisms but the effects were limited to the area immediately
surrounding the developments and there was no indication of significant adverse environmental
effects (EIS page 1141).
It is beyond the scope of this review to examine the individual environmental monitoring results
for these other projects, but it would seem that changes to sediments or benthic organisms would
be considered loss of fish habitat and, therefore, subject to the Fisheries Act. Secondly, the
inference from this statement is that monitoring is limited to the benthic environment (as proposed
for this undertaking) and no monitoring is being undertaken for Marine Fish including Atlantic
salmon.
Section 14.2.6 provides the summary statements for the Cumulative Effects and Evaluation. The
EIS postulates that “the Project activities will operate for a short period of time in any one location,
resulting in a short-term disturbance within a relatively limited zone of influence. This will reduce
the potential for individuals and populations to be affected through multiple interactions with this
Project and other activities in the marine environment, and for species to be affected
simultaneously and repeatedly by multiple projects and activities”.
The EIS maintains that project activities will operate for a short period of time in any one location.
However, “a short period of time” is not well defined anywhere. It should be noted that the
proposed duration of this drilling exploration is at least 10 years which covers more than 2
generations of Atlantic salmon.
The EIS (Section 14.2.6) concludes by indicating that implementing Project-related mitigation
measures and communicating with other marine users operating in the area for maintaining
reasonable spatial and temporal separation that this “will reduce the potential for and degree of
associated cumulative effects on fish and fish habitat”.
The EIS does not conclude there will be no Cumulative Effects. No quantifiable measures are
provided on any aspect of the other drilling operations or production facilities (i.e. quantities of
drilling fluids discharged to the environment, amount of benthic habitat disrupted). The
Cumulative Effects assessment is very subjective and qualitative. Again, it is beyond the scope of
this review to examine the EIS reports or monitoring results of the existing offshore oil production
facilities that are operating over a long period of time but it would seem reasonable to expect
CEAA and DFO to undertake a more thorough evaluation of these other activities in the context
of this proposed undertaking.
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Lack of Proposed Environmental Monitoring
Section 2.1.2.3 of the EIS states that monitoring can be split into two broad categories: compliance
monitoring; and potential environmental effects monitoring (our emphasis).
•

Compliance monitoring involves the monitoring of emissions, discharges, and waste
generations against performance standards or regulatory requirements as set out the Project
EPP (Environmental Protection Plant). Details of compliance monitoring and reporting is
described in Section 17.4.

•

Environmental Effects Monitoring, if required, will be used to validate EIS predictions. If
required, an EEM plan will be submitted to C-NLOPB (Canada-Newfoundland and
Labrador Offshore Petroleum Board) for review and acceptance prior to the start of the
first drilling campaign.

Section 17.4.1 of the EIS states that “Under CEAA 2012, a follow-up program is defined as a
program for “verifying the accuracy of the environmental assessment of a designated project” and
“determining the effectiveness of mitigation measures”. In determining whether a follow-up
monitoring program is required the EIS states the following factors should be considered:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Whether the project will impact environmentally sensitive areas / VCs or protected areas
or areas under consideration for protection,
The nature of Indigenous and public concerns raised about the project,
The accuracy of predictions,
Whether there is a question about the effectiveness of mitigation measures or the proponent
proposes to use new or unproven techniques and technology,
The nature of cumulative environmental effect,
The nature, scale, and complexity of the program, and
Whether there was limited scientific knowledge about the effects in the EA.

Based on the information presented in the EIS and the conclusion of the effects assessment, the
EIS states that follow-up monitoring will only be undertaken in consideration of sensitive benthic
habitat under certain specific circumstances. In other words, no follow monitoring is proposed for
Marine Fish or Commercial Fisheries.
In contrast, it would seem that follow up monitoring regarding the potential presence of Atlantic
salmon in the Project Area is in fact justified given;
a) the potential for the Project to impact environmentally sensitive VCs,
b) the need to verify the accuracy of the environmental assessment predictions,
b) the concerns expressed by Indigenous communities,
c) the potential for cumulative effects, and
d) the limited scientific knowledge available on which the predictions of effect were based.
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Elsipogtog FN commitment to protection of Atlantic salmon
The community of Elsipogtog has a long history of using Atlantic salmon and recognizing the
importance of resource conservation. In recent years Elsipogtog FN has partnered with the federal
government and DFO on a number of initiatives aimed at the preservation and restoration of
Atlantic salmon habitat. Some of these initiatives were covered in Press Releases issued by DFO:
November 15, 2004 MONCTON – The Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Gulf Region,
today announced that the Elsipogtog First Nation, Parks Canada, the Miramichi Salmon
Conservation Centre (MSCC) and DFO are working together in a salmon conservation and
enhancement initiative on the Richibucto River Watershed. The Department issued a license for
scientific purposes to the Elsipogtog First Nation under Part VII, Section 52, of the Fishery
(General) Regulations authorizing them to capture 500 Atlantic salmon from the Richibucto River
for the purpose of collecting scientific data on salmon and other species of fish and gather brood
stocks for salmon enhancement.
BROWN’S YARD, NEW BRUNSWICK, October 24, 2009 –On behalf of the Honourable Jim
Prentice, Canada’s Environment Minister and Minister responsible for Parks Canada, Mrs. Tilly
O’Neill-Gordon, Member of Parliament for Miramichi, today announced a $1.6 million investment
to improve the estuaries of Kouchibouguac National Park. “Atlantic Salmon are part of Canada’s
natural and cultural heritage,” said MP Tilly O’Neil-Gordon. “I believe that by working with the
Elsipogtog First Nation and investing in the restoration of the salmon population on the Richibucto
River, we will help all Canadians understand the importance of preserving the Atlantic salmon.”
In 2016, Elsipogtog FN undertook a comprehensive review of the 2012/13 revisions to the federal
Fisheries Act and submitted their comments to DFO and the Standing Committee on Fisheries and
Oceans.
In 2018, Elsipogtog FN renewed their OCEANS MANAGEMENT CONTRIBUTION
PROGRAM agreement with DFO that provides enhanced capacity for coordinated engagement
and consultation respecting Marine Conservation Targets initiatives and Marine Protected Area
Network design development – Gulf of St. Lawrence.
Elsipogtog FN is committed to protection and restoration of Atlantic salmon stocks in the Maritime
provinces. In particular these partnerships and initiatives are aimed at restoring Atlantic salmon
populations in the Richibucto River. To help achieve this they will partner with DFO and other
stakeholders to help build capacity within the community. Some of this capacity building can be
achieved through existing programs such as the DFO Aboriginal Aquatic Resource and Oceans
Management (AAROM) program. In addition, recent amendments to the Fisheries Act strengthen
the role of Indigenous people in project reviews, monitoring and policy development.
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Technical Review Summary and Conclusions
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Atlantic salmon remain important for Elsipogtog FN,
The community of Elsipogtog has not been consulted directly by the Operator
(ExxonMobil) for the Project but is clearly identified as a stakeholder in the EIS,
The EIS conclusions regarding low potential for Atlantic salmon to occur in the Project
Area are based on outdated and scant data regarding salmon migration patterns,
It is widely acknowledged that the Maritime populations of Atlantic salmon have
significantly declined in past decades, and low survival at sea is considered the primary
reason but the factors causing low survival are unknown,
The Operator (ExxonMobil) did not actually conducted any baseline biological studies in
the Project Area; the EIS is based on existing information from other sources,
No follow up environmental monitoring regarding Marine Fish is proposed by the
Operator,
If no monitoring is undertaken, the predictions of (no) effect from the EIS cannot be tested
or verified,
The Cumulative Effects assessment is subjective and does not take into consideration
factors such as climate change or the long operating period of producing oil activities,
Further studies are required to better understand the migration, movements and survival of
Atlantic salmon from the Maritime provinces in the NW Atlantic and Project Area,
Research studies should be lead by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans with
involvement from Indigenous communities, and
Research and monitoring can be funded, in part, from Operators involved in offshore
drilling exploration and oil production.
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Figure 1 (Figure 1-1 in EIS) Project Area and Associated Licenses
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Figure 2. Routes of marine migration of postsmolt (upper panel) and returning adults (lower
panel). Figure 11 from Reddin (2006; Original Figure appeared in Reddin 1988).
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Figure 3. (Figure 6-39 from EIS) Research Vessel Catches of Atlantic Salmon in the Northwest
Atlantic Ocean, 1965-1985 Source: Reproduced from Reddin and Shearer (1987) in the EIS.
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