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General Comments

When preparing the general comments, stakeholders are invited to consider the following:

1) The structure and layout of the draft REMP.

2) The level of detail of the draft REMP, while avoiding being too prescriptive.

3) The goals and objectives in the draft REMP in providing for long-term, effective protection of
the marine environment in the Area of the northern Mid-Atlantic Ridge.

4) The management measures and their ability to achieve the goals and objectives in the draft
REMP.

The notion of “inactive site” should be explicitly defined in the document. Sites can be inactive in term of
fluid emission, but not necessarily in term of biological (micro) activities. Furthermore, at what threshold is a
site considered inactive in terms of hydrothermal emissions?

Regarding the effective protection of the marine environment, much emphasis is placed on active
hydrothermal vents, coral gardens and sponge grounds but not on inactive hydrothermal vents, which are the
primary target for PMS mining. The possibility of protecting inactive sites should be explicitly identified as
inactive sites provide habitat for species potentially sensitive to the impacts of mining.

The vast majority of management measures foreseen in the action plan underpin fundamental research
questions (development of thresholds, assessment of cumulative impacts, definition of connectivity models,
trophic interactions, ecosystem functions, sensitivity, etc.) and will require very ambitious knowledge
acquisition and research programs to be implemented.

Specific Comments

Page Line Comment

8 186 Such as active AND INACTIVE hydrothermal vent systems

8 187 Several active AND INACTIVE vent systems

14 445 The term “significant biological events” should be defined here.

16 492 The notion of “habitats” should be explicitly defined here. Are we talking
about physical habitat or biological habitat? The notion of “quality”
should also be clarified: is it the biological quality of the habitat (i.e. good
ecological status) or its quality in the sense of habitat typology? If we
understand the term “quality” in the sense of good ecological status, we




would point out the difficulty of defining this quality in a comprehensive
manner at the scale of an entire region.

29

611

In annex I, the SINPs are located with a single coordinate (for example,
for TAG the given coordinate is 88m SW of the Black smoker complex).
Does it mean that MIR and Shimmering are not considered as potential
SINPs? We are the contractor so we will add MIR and Shimmering in the
SINPs list but what about other contractors. Will they do the same if only
one point is identified as SINP in a district where several active deposit are
known? We suggest that SINPs are defined as a polygon where the
contractor is obliged to identify all active sites and define the boundaries
of each one.




