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15.0 TRADITIONAL LAND USE 

15.1 Introduction 

Development of the Suncor Energy Inc. (Suncor) Lewis Project (the Lewis Project) will include 
activities that may affect traditional land use (TLU) by the Aboriginal communities in the region. 
This section provides: 

 a discussion of valued component (VC) and indicator development 

 a description of historic and current baseline TLU in the study areas, including TLU and 
traditional knowledge (TK) information integrated into the environmental impact 
assessment (EIA) 

 a summary of TLU-related concerns identified by Aboriginal communities 

 measures for mitigating potential Lewis Project-related effects on TLU 

 an assessment of potential effects on TLU as a result of Lewis Project-specific and 
regionally-planned activities 

 a description of residual effects remaining post-mitigation. 

The information provided in the TLU section reveals the importance that Aboriginal communities 
place on their traditional lands, activities and way of life. TLU has changed dramatically over 
time and will continue to change. As additional information becomes available, Suncor will work 
with each community to consider Lewis Project-specific information. 

The Lewis Project design, conservation and reclamation planning, and mitigation measures 
consider the TK and TLU information available at the time of writing (Volume 3, Appendices K1 
and K2). In addition, the effects assessment considers Aboriginal community concerns and 
suggested avoidance, mitigation and enhancement measures available at the time of writing. 

15.1.1 Traditional Knowledge Protection 

Aboriginal peoples are entitled to the recognition of the full ownership, control and protection of 
their cultural and intellectual property. 

Publicly available secondary data informed this report. In cases where existing information 
explicitly states the exclusion of TLU and TK for other purposes, those documents were not 
used. 

15.1.2 Aboriginal Communities 

Based on direction from the Alberta Aboriginal Consultation Office and Suncor’s previous Lewis 
Project experience, this TLU assessment focuses on the following four First Nations: 

 Athabasca Chipewyan First Nation (ACFN) 

 Fort McKay First Nation (FMKFN) 
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 Fort McMurray #468 First Nation (FMFN #468) 

 Mikisew Cree First Nation (MCFN). 

All of the above First Nations were asked to participate in the TLU assessment process by 
providing TLU information and reviewing baseline information.  

15.2 Study Area 

15.2.1 Spatial Boundaries 

The TLU assessment has three study areas: a Terrestrial Local Study Area (TLSA), a Terrestrial 
Regional Study Area (TRSA) and a Traditional Use Regional Study Area (TURSA). 

Relevant disciplines (e.g., vegetation, wildlife) use the TLSA and TRSA (Volume 2, 
Figure 10.2-1) when discussing Lewis Project-specific effects. Identification of potential effects 
to TLU in the Application Case use the TLSA. 

The TURSA is the traditional territory for each community (Figure 15.2-1). Each community’s 
traditional territory is a representation of the areas used historically and currently by the 
community for traditional purposes. Traditional territory boundaries may change over time. In 
the TURSA, there is potential for cumulative effects between the Lewis Project and other 
regional developments. In the Planned Development Case, the TURSA refers to the combined 
maximum perimeter of all community traditional territories (TURSAs). 

15.2.1.1 Athabasca Chipewyan First Nation 

Figure 15.2-1 shows ACFN’s traditional territory. ACFN community members reside in the 
hamlet of Fort Chipewyan, located approximately 190 km north of the Lewis Project, in the 
Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo (RMWB) on the western tip of Lake Athabasca. ACFN 
traditional lands extend south to the Clearwater River, west past Lake Claire, north to the 
boundary of the Northwest Territories, extending east into Saskatchewan. The Lewis Project 
falls within the traditional lands associated with ACFN. As of May 2017, ACFN has a registered 
population of 1,227 (INAC 2017). 

ACFN has eight reserves on the south shore of Lake Athabasca, on the Athabasca Delta and 
on the Athabasca River: 

 Chipewyan 201 
 Chipewyan 201A 
 Chipewyan 201B 
 Chipewyan 201C 
 Chipewyan 201D 
 Chipewyan 201E 
 Chipewyan 201F 
 Chipewyan 201G.  
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Of the eight reserves associated with ACFN, Chipewyan 201G is the closest reserve in 
proximity to the Lewis Project, located approximately 100 km north. 

15.2.1.2 Fort McKay First Nation 

FMKFN community members reside in Fort McKay, located approximately 18 km northwest of 
the Lewis Project, in the RMWB at the junction of the MacKay and Athabasca rivers, 
approximately 65 km north of Fort McMurray, off of Highway 63. FMKFN traditional lands extend 
east to the Saskatchewan border, north to Lake Claire, south to Gordon Lake, and west past 
Namur Lake (Figure 15.2-1). The Lewis Project falls within the traditional lands associated with 
FMKFN. As of May 2017, FMKFN has a registered population of 863, of which 420 persons live 
on reserves (INAC 2017). 

FMKFN has five reserves:  

 Fort McKay 174 

 Fort McKay 174C 

 Fort McKay 174D 

 Namur Lake 174B  

 Namur River 174A. 

Of the five reserves associated with FMKFN, Fort McKay 174 is the closest reserve in proximity 
to the Lewis Project, located 18 km northwest. 

15.2.1.3 Fort McMurray First Nation #468 

FMFN #468 is near Fort McMurray, approximately 18 km south of the Lewis Project. 
FMFN #468 traditional territory covers areas in Alberta and Saskatchewan. The FMFN #468 
traditional territory has an elliptical shape from approximately Clearwater Lake in northern 
Alberta to Lloydminster. Its greatest western point is near Peerless Lake and its greatest 
eastern point is Lac La Loche in Saskatchewan (Cenovus 2010) (Figure 15.2-1). The Lewis 
Project falls within the traditional lands associated with FMFN #468. As of May 2017, the total 
registered population for FMFN #468 was 782 (INAC 2017).  

FMFN #468 has four reserves: 

 Clearwater 175 

 Gregoire Lake 176 

 Gregoire Lake 176A 

 Gregoire Lake 176B. 

Clearwater 175 is the closest of the four reserves to the Lewis Project, located approximately 
40 km south.  
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15.2.1.4 Mikisew Cree First Nation 

MCFN is located in the hamlet of Fort Chipewyan, approximately 190 km north of the Lewis 
Project, in the RMWB on the western tip of Lake Athabasca. MCFN traditional lands extend 
south to Gregoire Lake, east across the Saskatchewan border, north to the Northwest 
Territories and west past Namur Lake (Figure 15.2-1). The Lewis Project falls within the 
traditional lands associated with MCFN. As of May 2017, MCFN had a registered population of 
3,121 (IANC 2017). 

MCFN has nine reserves on or near Lake Athabasca: 

 Allison Bay 219 

 Charles Lake 225 

 Collin Lake 223 

 Cornwall Lake 224 

 Devil’s Gate 220 

 Dog Head 218 

 Old Fort 217 

 Peace Point 222 

 Sand Point 221. 

Of the nine reserves associated with MCFN, the nearest reserve in proximity to the Lewis 
Project, Old Fort 217, is located approximately 160 km north. 

15.2.2 Temporal Boundaries 

The temporal boundaries include a consideration of the construction, operation and completion 
of reclamation. Lewis Project effects are examined using a maximum disturbance approach that 
assumes all development will occur at the same time, over the entire footprint, representing a 
full development assessment (Volume 2, Section 3.4). 

15.3 Assessment Approach 

15.3.1 Regulatory Framework 

This section fulfills the requirements set out in the Terms of Reference (TOR) (Volume 3, 
Appendix A). The Lewis Project design, conservation and reclamation planning (including 
Aboriginal views on reclamation), mitigation and effects assessment considers historic and 
current TLU information available at the time of writing (Volume 3, Appendices K1 and K2). 
Information regarding the use of traditional resources (wildlife, fish and vegetation) and sites, as 
well as community concerns and suggested mitigation measures, are available through existing 
statements of concern (SOC). Additionally, there is consideration for TK (both historic and 
current), given the importance of TLU and TLU resources to knowledge regarding the 
environment. 
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Additional relevant regulatory requirements identified within the TOR that are considered include 
the following: 

 a description of TLU areas including areas for fishing, hunting, trapping and nutritional, 
medicinal or cultural plant harvesting by affected Aboriginal peoples 

 a discussion of the availability of vegetation, fish and wildlife species for food, traditional, 
medicinal and cultural purposes in the identified TLU areas 

 the availability of access to traditional lands in the Lewis Project Area during all stages of 
the Lewis Project 

 a map of cabin sites, spiritual sites, cultural sites, graves and other traditional use sites 
considered historic resources under the Historical Resources Act as well as traditional 
trails and resource activity patterns 

 Aboriginal views on land reclamation 
 a determination of the impacts of the Lewis Project on traditional, medicinal and cultural 

purposes 
 the identification of possible mitigations. 

In addition to the TOR, this report also adheres to guidance set out by the Canadian 
Environmental Enhancement Act (CEAA) on TLU regulatory best practices, including an 
examination of any effect caused to the environment on the following: 

 the current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes 
 any structure, site or thing of historical or archaeological significance (Government of 

Canada Minister of Justice 2012).  

The definition of ‘current use’ of lands and resources for traditional purposes includes uses by 
Aboriginal people that are actively being carried out, as well as those that may have ceased due 
to external factors if they can reasonably be expected to resume once conditions change 
(CEAA 2015). Of particular relevance are potential TLU activities that occurred prior to the 
Horse River Fire, which qualify as current use under CEAA’s guidance. In line with CEAA’s 
guidance, this assessment takes a conservative approach and considers Lewis Project effects 
based on a pre-fire Baseline Case.  

For the purposes of this report, current TLU will include those land uses that fall within existing 
disturbed lands, including disturbances associated with existing and approved projects. 

The TURSAs and TLSA fall within the Lower Athabasca Regional Plan (LARP). LARP 
establishes a long-term vision for the region, providing monitoring, evaluation and reporting 
commitments to manage land use in the region. LARP contains input from First Nations, the 
Métis Settlements General Council, Métis organizations and others (Government of 
Alberta 2012). Aboriginal groups have indicated the need for a TLU management framework 
within LARP to adequately inform land use planning and facilitate an analysis of cumulative 
effects on TLU. Recommendations include the consideration of TLU requirements, thresholds, 
and the exercise of Treaty and Aboriginal rights (Government of Alberta 2015). 
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15.3.2 Issues 

TLU activities include hunting, trapping, fishing, and plant gathering (Robinson et al. 1994), as 
well as cultural and spiritual uses of the land. TLU is an expression of Aboriginal culture and an 
essential element in maintaining an Aboriginal community’s well-being. The Canadian 
Constitution protects Aboriginal and treaty rights and potential effects to TLU may affect these 
rights. Aboriginal rights are rights to engage in traditional practices, customs, or activities in 
areas of TLU integral to the distinctive culture of the Aboriginal community. This includes 
practices such as hunting and fishing. Treaty rights are rights directly identified by treaties and 
may include a right to use land and resources based on traditional livelihood and culture. 

Potential effects on TLU may affect the preservation and exchange of TK. TK is knowledge 
derived from the experiences and traditions of Aboriginal peoples about historic and current use 
of the environment for subsistence, cultural or commercial purposes (Usher 2000). While this 
section identifies the integration of TK and TLU information within the EIA, its primary purpose is 
to address potential effects on TLU. 

TK enhances scientific knowledge (Riedlinger 2001) by providing: 

 a local context or regional ground-truthing of scientific findings 

 a perspective that shows deviations from normal environmental variations 

 hypotheses from an Aboriginal perspective that expand the scope of inquiry beyond  
non-Aboriginal perspectives 

 environmental monitoring through TLU in the region. 

15.3.2.1 Selection of Valued Components 

VC selection considers Aboriginal community concerns, Lewis Project potential effects and 
regulatory requirements. 

Aboriginal community concerns are included in Volume 3, Appendix K1. The identification of 
concerns comes primarily through literature review. To date, Suncor has collected minimal data 
through direct engagement for the Lewis Project. 

To understand potential effects on the VCs, indicators are used. Indicators measure and report 
on conditions and trends and allow for the analysis of interactions between the Lewis Project 
and the VCs (Figure 15.3-1). Table 15.3-1 presents the VCs, their importance to Aboriginal 
groups, regulatory importance and selection rationale. Table 15.3-2 identifies the indicators and 
their associated VC, the rationale for their selection, the measures used for assessment and 
data sources. 
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Table 15.3-1: Traditional Land Use Valued Components 

Valued Component Aboriginal Importance Regulatory Importance Rationale for Selection  
Harvesting (hunting, 
trapping, fishing, and plant 
gathering) and harvesting 
areas 

Related concerns expressed by Aboriginal communities 
include (Volume 3, Appendix K1): 
 fragmentation and disturbance to traditional use areas 

and effects on the ability to harvest traditionally used 
species (Imperial 2005; Parsons Creek 2010; 
MCFN 2012, 2014; FMKFN 2014) 

 changes to surface and subsurface water quantity and 
its effects on harvesting (ACFN 2008, 2012a; 
Imperial 2005; Parsons Creek 2010; MCFN 2012) 

 an increase in the number of access corridors for 
non-Aboriginal resource users, resulting in increased 
competition and exploitation of resources (wildlife and 
fisheries) (ACFN 2012b; Total 2006; Parsons 
Creek 2010; FMKFN 2014; Shell 2002; CNRL 2002; 
Imperial 2005; MCFN 2012, 2014; Petro- 
Canada 2002, Suncor 2005) 

 impacts on the ability to access traditional use areas 
due to Lewis Project-related access restrictions 
(Petro-Canada 2002, Shell 2002; CNRL 2002; 
Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005; Total 2006; Parsons 
Creek 2010; ACFN 2012b; MCFN 2012, 2014; 
FMKFN 2014) 

 decreases in air quality and increases in foul smelling 
odours, noise pollution and dust (ACFN 2008, 2012a; 
Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005; Fort McKay IRC 2005; 
Total 2006; FMKFN 2014) 

 habitat loss and fragmentation of key traditional use 
species (wildlife, fish, vegetation) (CNRL 2002; 
Shell 2002; Husky 2004; Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005; 
Total 2006; Parsons Creek 2010; ACFN 2012b, 2014; 
FMKFN 2012, 2014; MCFN 2012, 2014) 

 changes in animal movement due to Lewis Project-
related noise, which could subsequently affect the 
success of traditional land users in area (CNRL 2002; 
Shell 2002; Husky 2004; Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005; 
Total 2006; ACFN 2012b, 2014; MCFN 2012, 2014; 
FMKFN 2014) 

The TOR specifies the relevant 
regulatory requirements related to the 
harvesting VC, including:  
 a description of TLU areas including 

fishing, hunting, trapping and 
nutritional, medicinal or cultural plant 
harvesting by affected Aboriginal 
peoples 

 a discussion of the availability of 
vegetation, fish and wildlife species for 
food, traditional, medicinal and cultural 
purposes in the identified TLU areas 

 the availability of access to traditional 
lands in the Lewis Project Area during 
all stages of the Lewis Project 

 Aboriginal views on land reclamation 
 a determination of the impacts of the 

Lewis Project on traditional, medicinal 
and cultural purposes 

 the identification of possible mitigation 
strategies 

 
In addition, CEAA provides guidance on 
TLU regulatory best practices, including 
an examination of any effect caused to 
the environment on the following: 
 current use of lands and resources for 

traditional purposes 

Harvesting was selected as a VC in 
recognition of asserted Aboriginal rights to 
hunt, trap, fish and gather resources for 
traditional purposes, also affirmed in 
section 35(1) of the Constitution. 
 
A review of existing TK and TLU 
information, SOC and suggested mitigation 
measures highlighted the importance of the 
harvesting VC.  
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Valued Component Aboriginal Importance Regulatory Importance Rationale for Selection  
 decreasing quality of traditional use species, including 

reduced taste, and physical deformities (Total 2006; 
Imperial 2005; Parsons Creek 2010; ACFN 2012a; 
MCFN 2012) 

 ability of reclaimed land to support TLU opportunities 
for future generations (Imperial 2005; Total 2006; 
ACFN 2012a; FMKFN 2014) 

Habitation, Cultural, 
Spiritual Site or Landscape  

Related concerns expressed by Aboriginal communities 
include (Volume 3, Appendix K1): 
 damage to culturally significant areas, such as cabins 

(Imperial 2005) 
 frequent noise and dust in close proximity to TLU sites 

(Imperial 2005; Total 2006; ACFN 2012a; 
MCFN 2012) 

The TOR specifies the relevant 
regulatory requirements related to the 
TLU Sites VC, including:  
 a map of cabin sites, spiritual sites, 

cultural sites, graves and other 
traditional use sites considered historic 
resources under the Historical 
Resources Act as well as traditional 
trails and resource activity patterns 

 
Additionally, CEAA provides guidance on 
TLU regulatory best practices related to 
TLU Sites, including an examination of 
any effect caused to the environment on 
the any structure, site or thing of 
historical or archaeological significance. 

A review of existing TK and TLU 
information, SOC and suggested mitigation 
measures highlighted the importance of the 
TLU sites VC.  
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Table 15.3-2: Traditional Land Use Indicators 

Indicator Valued Component Measure Data Source 
Temporary or permanent loss of 
harvesting areas and TLU sites 

 Harvesting and 
harvesting areas 

 TLU sites and use 

 Potential changes to disturbance, alienation, and loss of land in 
preferred harvesting areas and TLU sites 

 Potential changes to fragmentation of land in preferred harvesting 
areas and TLU sites 

 Potential changes to traplines held by Aboriginal community 
members 

 Literature review 
 Baseline field studies and assessments: 
o land and resource use 
o hydrogeology 
o hydrology 
o surface water quality 
o soils 

 Aboriginal engagement 
Temporary or permanent loss of 
access to harvesting areas and 
TLU sites 

 Harvesting and 
harvesting areas 

 TLU sites and use 

 Potential changes (including increases, decreases, restrictions, 
and obstructions) in access to preferred harvesting areas and TLU 
sites  

 Literature review 
 Baseline field studies and assessments: 
o land and resource use 

 Aboriginal engagement 
Temporary or permanent effects 
to aesthetic experience of using 
harvesting areas and TLU sites 

 Harvesting and 
harvesting areas 

 TLU sites and use 

 Potential changes to visual experience of using harvesting areas 
and TLU sites 

 Potential changes to noise disturbance experienced using 
harvesting areas and TLU sites 

 Potential changes to air quality and odours experienced using 
harvesting areas and TLU sites 

 Literature review 
 Baseline field studies and assessments: 
o land and resource use 
o noise 
o air 

 Aboriginal engagement 
Temporary or permanent loss of 
species availability and quality 

 Harvesting and 
harvesting areas 

 Potential changes to quantity of species 
 Potential changes to quality of species 
 Potential changes to species health 
 Potential changes in wildlife mortality 
 Potential changes to wildlife habitat 
 Potential changes to fish habitat 
 Potential changes to vegetation habitat potential 

 Literature review 
 Baseline field studies and assessments: 
o wildlife 
o aquatic ecology 
o vegetation 
o biodiversity 

 Aboriginal engagement 
Temporary or permanent loss of 
or change in ability to harvest 
and use TLU sites 

 Harvesting and 
harvesting areas 

 TLU sites and use 

 Potential employment opportunities for Aboriginal people 
 Potential increased income for Aboriginal people 

 Literature review 
 Baseline field studies and assessments: 
o socioeconomics 

 Aboriginal engagement 
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15.3.3 Assessment Criteria 

The basis of the analysis of potential effects on the TLU VCs focuses on TLU and the baseline 
and assessment of other disciplines such as wildlife, aquatic ecology and vegetation. The 
assessment relies on quantitative and qualitative analysis. The basis of conclusions includes 
professional judgment.  

In the Application Case, there is a summary of mitigations, followed by potential effects of the 
Lewis Project on each indicator and the residual impact ratings for the VC are discussed using 
the same assessment criteria as outlined in Volume 2, Section 3.7.  

In the Planned Development Case, the assessment of cumulative effects for the VC is 
undertaken.  

15.3.4 Constraints Planning 

Constraints mapping and planning involves identifying environmental sensitivities early in the 
design process, mapping and evaluating these, and then locating Lewis Project facilities away 
from areas of higher sensitivity and preferentially in areas of lower sensitivity, where possible 
(Volume 2, Section 3.5). 

Constraints planning currently includes the use of publicly available TLU information. The Lewis 
Project is committed to continued engagement and collaboration as relevant TLU becomes 
available. 

Constraints planning related to TLU (Figure 15.3-2) included a consideration of: 

 13 traditional harvesting sites that intersect the TLSA (Petro-Canada 2002; 
Imperial 2015) 

 four sites containing traditional habitat, including beaver lodges, alder and jackpine 
(FMES 1996) 

 two traditional sites, including a trail/trapline and a visiting site (Petro-Canada 2002; 
Imperial 2015).  

15.4 Methods 

15.4.1 Data Collection 

TLU baseline data collection includes review of publicly-available TLU information. To analyze 
potential effects with greater understanding and certainty, TLU information regarding specific 
locations, frequency, timing, participation levels, and relative importance of locations and 
practices is valuable. The publicly-available TLU information used does not always provide 
these types of specific details. 

Initial engagement with the four First Nations has not yet commenced. As additional information 
becomes available, Suncor will work with each community to consider Lewis Project-specific 
TLU information.  
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15.4.2 Literature Review 

Existing TLU information comes from completed EIAs, submitted SOC for nearby or similar 
projects, consultant reports, academic reports, regulatory documents, and other relevant 
literature. In the absence of primary data from the communities, the considerable breadth of 
secondary TLU information forms a valuable component of the baseline information presented 
below. Information from previous EIAs and SOC provide general community concerns relevant 
to TLU. While not specific to the Lewis Project, these concerns are often general concerns 
relevant to all development in the region. 

15.4.3 Baseline Field Studies and Assessments 

Baseline field studies and assessments completed for other disciplines (i.e., wildlife, aquatic 
ecology, etc.) provide information including the potential for TLU in the TLSA and TURSA. 
Reference to this information is included throughout this section. 

15.4.4 Aboriginal Engagement 

During Lewis Project development, Suncor will work with communities to identify appropriate 
engagement opportunities to collect TLU information, concerns and suggested mitigation. 

15.5 Historic Traditional Land Use 

15.5.1 Historical Resources 

Archaeological sites in Alberta are generally divided into three chronological categories: 
precontact, protohistoric and historic (or post contact) (Volume 2, Section 16.1.1). Precontact 
sites, dating from about 12,000 years ago to AD 1500, represent the period when only 
Aboriginal people were present in the region. Protohistoric sites in Alberta date to the short 
period between AD 1500 and 1750, when Aboriginal trade networks brought European goods to 
the region, but European explorers and colonizers had yet to reach it. Historic sites date to after 
AD 1750, when Europeans began to explore and settle in the region. A broad range of 
domestic, subsistence, industrial and other site types reflecting the diverse populations and 
rapid changes are characteristic of this period. 

Based on the historical resources impact assessment conducted for Suncor, eight sites were 
identified within the Historical Resources Local Study Area that are considered precontact 
(Volume 2, Table 16.5-4). No protohistoric or historic sites were identified. Precontact sites 
include three small lithic workshops and five sites with various single artifacts. Seven previous 
historical resources impact assessments within the historical resources local study area 
identified an additional five precontact sites (Volume 2, Table 16.5-3). 

15.5.2 Woodland Cree 

Historical and ethnographic literature provides accounts of the Woodland Cree (ancestors of 
MCFN, FMFN #468, FMKFN) in Alberta harvesting animals in the boreal forest. Animals hunted 
historically include woodland caribou, moose, elk, bison, bear, and white-tailed deer. 
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Furbearing animals of historic importance to the Woodland Cree included rabbit, beaver, 
muskrat, marten, otter, lynx, fox, squirrel, woodchuck, gray wolf, and wolverine (Smith 1981; 
KNOC 2009). 

Hunting for moose, elk and woodland caribou occurred during September to October and 
trapping from November to December. In the spring, woodland caribou were again harvested 
during their migration back to summer grounds (Smith 1981). 

Waterfowl and game birds were used by the Woodland Cree to supplement meat gathered from 
large mammals (KNOC 2009). 

The Woodland Cree fished in the early spring and late fall. Fish species of importance included 
whitefish, lake trout, pickerel, and pike. Fish was an important source of nutrition during the 
winter (KNOC 2009). 

15.5.3 Plains Cree 

For the Plains Cree (ancestors of FMFN #468), the animal of greatest importance historically 
was the bison. The migration of the bison regulated tribal movements, moving the Plains Cree 
from the open plains in the summer months to wooded areas in autumn and winter months. The 
abundance and relative ease with which bison could be secured decreased the importance of 
other large game animals, including moose, elk and deer (Mandelbaum 1979). 

Furbearing animals hunted included badgers, lynx, coyote, rabbits, gophers, ground hogs, 
prairie dogs, marten, mink, muskrat, fox, fisher, otter, porcupine, skunk, squirrel, chipmunk, and 
wolf (KCNP 2012). 

Waterfowl were harvested in great numbers during the molting season when they could not fly 
quickly from the water. Waterfowl eggs were collected and eaten (Mandelbaum 1979). 

Fish were eaten as a change from a steady diet of meat and fishing was done in the winter and 
early spring. The principal fish consumed included goldeye, northern pike (jackfish), sturgeon, 
perch and suckers (Mandelbaum 1979). 

Plant foods were extensively utilized by the Plains Cree and included roots and berries, such as 
Saskatoon berries, chokecherries, raspberries, strawberries, black currants, red willow cherries, 
goose berries, pin cherries, high and low-bush cranberries, moose berries, bear berries, 
blueberries, and buffalo willow berries (Mandelbaum 1979). 

15.5.4 Athapaskan Dene (Chipewyan) 

The seasonal cycle of the Chipewyan (ancestors of ACFN, FMFN #468 and FMKFN) was based 
on the movements of the caribou herds and winters were spent in the forest, from November to 
April or May. When the herds moved to the tundra in the spring, the Chipewyan placed 
themselves along the migration routes. Some bands kept entirely to the timber and other bands 
spent a greater part of the summer on the barren grounds. Life under these conditions was 
tough and food was not as plentiful as it was in the south; starvation and death were constant 
threats (Smith 1981). 
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Hunting for furbearers was of marginal importance to overall subsistence, with caribou providing 
enough food for most of the winter, spring and summer. Important furbearers on the tundra 
included wolf, arctic fox, and rabbit. Within the boreal forest, black bear, coloured fox, beaver, 
ermine, fisher, lynx, marten, mink, muskrat, otter, and wolverine were important. All species 
were more plentiful in the boreal forest than in the tundra (Smith 1981). 

For the Chipewyan, important fish included whitefish, walleye (pickerel), pike, lake trout, and 
char. Fish were caught with spears, bone hooks, and nets of babiche (caribou rawhide cord) 
(Smith 1981). 

Waterfowl contributed to the overall diet of the Chipewyan. Waterfowl (ducks, geese and swans) 
were shot with arrows or caught in snares (Smith 1981). 

Berries harvested by the Chipewyan included blueberries, chokecherries, otter-berries, dwarf 
and swamp cranberries, and Saskatoon berries. Most berries were dried and stored, with the 
exception of blueberries. Other plant foods included cattail roots, tule roots, bast (scraped from 
bark of aspens and jack pines), and lichen (Smith 1981). 

15.5.5 Athabasca Chipewyan First Nation 

For centuries, the ancestors of ACFN lived in what is now northeast Alberta and the forest-
tundra near Great Slave Lake and Lake Athabasca to Hudson Bay and the Seal River in the 
east. From fall until spring, these Chipewyan people lived primarily in the boreal forest following 
caribou herds. In the spring, the herd would travel north to the arctic tundra and the people 
would follow, spending spring and summer there (Smith 1981; SPRC 2011). 

ACFN are part of the Chipewyan (or Dené sułine) cultural group (Smith 1981). Up until the late 
18th century, historians believe that the Chipewyan peoples relied heavily on the barren ground 
caribou. At this time, the Chipewyan annual travel and residence patterns, social organization, 
religious beliefs and oral traditions were based around the annual caribou migration. 

Fort Chipewyan was established by the North West Company in 1789. With the Fort as a 
trading post, some Chipewyan people began to reside more permanently in the boreal forest 
and around the western edge of Lake Athabasca. By the late 18th century, the European 
demand for furs and availability of trade goods through the fur trade became important factors in 
the Chipewyan peoples’ movement from the forest-tundra into the boreal forest, specifically the 
Athabasca Delta. This area was chosen because of the abundance of furbearers, particularly 
muskrat. With this shift in location, the Chipewyan began relying increasingly on boreal forest 
resources, including woodland caribou, moose and various other kinds of fish and game 
(Smith 1981; SPRC 2011). 

The construction of the W.A.C. Bennett Dam in the late 1960s resulted in a dramatic drop in the 
water levels of the Peace Athabasca Delta, which caused a decline in aquatic furbearers in the 
region. This decline in local furbearer population, combined with industrial development, lower 
fur prices and Canadian education and governance policies, influenced the ACFNs transition to 
a permanent settlement. Trappers had to abandon their way of life and take up wage   
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employment to support their families. As a result, many families moved into Fort Chipewyan and 
Fort McMurray. The newly settled ACFN members would hunt, trap and fish for subsistence 
during specific seasons (Suncor 2005). 

The settlement and use of Kearl Lake was an important historical area in the seasonal cycle of 
the ACFN (Imperial 2005). During winter, men would travel by dog sled or by foot to traplines 
and set up camp, trap and hunt caribou and moose. Women generally stayed in established 
camps and harvested local resources, including small furbearing animals and plants 
(Husky 2004). 

During early spring, families moved to the Peace-Athabasca Delta to trap and shoot muskrats. 
“This season was important to the Chipewyan people for social gathering and economic 
prosperity through fur harvest. 

During late spring, families returned to their villages to hunt migrating birds, such as ducks and 
geese. Towards the end of spring, families began planting vegetable gardens” (Husky 2004). 

During summer, families hunted moose and bear and fished (Husky 2004). 

During fall, families prepared for the winter hunting and trapping season; fishing and hunting for 
geese, duck, moose and bear continued; and plant gathering for berries and other traditional 
medicinal plants continued along rivers and lakes (Husky 2004). 

Many people continue to hunt, trap and fish for subsistence during specific seasons, in addition 
to participation in wage employment (Suncor 2005). 

15.5.6 Fort McKay First Nation 

For years, the community of Fort McKay has relied on the land and its resources for survival. 
Named by the Hudson Bay Company in 1821 after Dr. W.M. McKay, Fort McKay functioned as 
a hub connecting the many families who lived off the land in the surrounding region 
(FMES 1995).  

Historically, the Fort McKay community lived a mobile hunting and gathering lifestyle 
(FMES 1995). Until the early 20th century, the community was spread out along the Athabasca 
River and occupied various seasonal camping sites, including a main site on the western shore 
of the Athabasca River (now Fort McKay). Camps provided access to sustenance resources, 
such as moose, deer, bear, caribou, upland birds, such as grouse and ptarmigan, and a variety 
of plant resources. Families moved to and from different camps during the year as they 
harvested resources (Cenovus 2011). 

During fall, a majority of time was spent hunting, fishing, gathering plants and preparing for the 
winter hunting and trapping season. Preparation was needed to ensure that sufficient supplies, 
such as clothing, tools and food were available for the harsh winter months (Cenovus 2011). Tar 
Island and Mildred Lake, located approximately 20 km and 30 km north of Fort McMurray, 
respectively, west of the Athabasca River, were historically used as traditional gathering sites 
for summer/fall fishing, and hunting and gathering. During the fall, winter food supplies were 
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prepared, including the drying and smoking of meat, the preservation of berries as tea or jams, 
and the drying of herbs (FMES 1996; Suncor 1998; TrueNorth 2001). Hunting was carried on 
across the river from the Tar Island traditional gathering site, and moose were hunted on the 
island and on the east bank of the Athabasca River (FMES 1996). Historically hunted game 
species include black bear, moose and deer (Shell 2002; Suncor 1998). Wild meat constituted 
100% of FMKFN members diets prior to 1960 (Shell 2002). 

During winter, families returned to their camps and cabins on the traplines. Trapping for fur-
bearing animals occurred from January to March and trapping for beaver and muskrat lasted 
until May (FMES 1996). Coyote, lynx, snowshoe hare, wolf, fox, beaver, muskrat and fisher 
were historically trapped east of the Athabasca River, just south of the confluence with the 
Steepbank River (FMES 1996). Beaver, rabbit and muskrat, in particular, were regarded as a 
staple in the diet of trappers and families (FMES 1996). Dog teams were used to access 
traplines and the cabins that were located at various distances along the traplines (Shell 2002). 

Spring was the preferred time to hunt birds, attributed to the good physical conditions of birds 
during this time (FMKFN 1994 cited in Suncor 1998; FMES 1996). FMKFN historically hunted 
sandhill cranes, swans, herons, geese and ducks, great horned and great grey owls for food 
(FMES 1996). Duck eggs were also harvested in the spring (FMES 1996). Riparian areas along 
creeks, rivers and lakes provided staging areas for waterfowl during both spring and fall 
migrations, and served as areas for breeding and rearing in the summer (FMES 1996). 

During the summer, families would gather along the Athabasca River, where fishing, hunting 
and plant and berry harvesting occurred (TrueNorth 2001). Upland birds including ptarmigan 
and grouse were hunted on an opportunistic basis, and provided important and easily 
accessible food travelling from summer to winter camps (FMES 1996). 

Historically, a number of berries, plants and trees were harvested by FMKFN east of the 
Athabasca River and just south of the confluence with Steepbank River. Coniferous and 
deciduous trees were harvested for multiple purposes, including domestic purposes such as the 
construction and furnishing of cabins and for firewood, as well as medicinal purposes, including 
the use of sap to treat colds (FMES 1996). Willow and alder were used extensively in the drying 
and smoking of fish (FMES 1996). 

Berries historically harvested for nutritional and medicinal purposes by FMKFN included the 
following: huckleberry, blueberry, raspberry, chokeberry, currant (black and red), rosehips, 
pincherry, bearberry, juniper berry, gooseberry and strawberry (FMES 1996). 

Other plants and shrubs historically harvested included bunchberry, red osier dogwood, juniper, 
hazelnuts, cattails, bulrush, rat root, Labrador tea, horsetail, common yarrow, common tansy, 
common plantain, mint, common stinging nettle and muskeg moss (FMES 1996). Uses typically 
varied from nutritional, medicinal to domestic. A common medicinal practice was to mix spruce 
gum with beaver grease to treat sores, bruises and cuts (FMKFN in Shell 2002). The area 
around Poplar Creek spillway was historically used for blueberry picking (Suncor 2005). 
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Historically, fish formed a large part of the diet of FMKFN (Suncor 2005). Harvested fish species 
included northern pike (jackfish), grayling, walleye (pickerel), goldeye, suckers, graylings and 
whitefish (FMES 1996; Shell 2002). In addition to the Athabasca River, the Muskeg River was 
also a sought out location. Fish were dried and eaten throughout the year, as well as fed to 
dogs and used as trap bait (Suncor 1998; Shell 2002). 

The traditional lifestyles of Aboriginal families in the Fort McKay community changed 
dramatically with the introduction of the fur trading economy by the Hudson Bay and Northwest 
Companies. Given the opportunities to trade, many families transitioned from a subsistence-
based lifestyle to one more closely linked with the fur trade (FMES 1995). 

Despite restrictions to mobility, the traditional livelihood of the people of Fort McKay continued 
throughout the 20th century. Beginning in the late 1960s, the development of commercial oil 
sands projects has been accompanied by effects, both negative and positive, that have 
changed the community and the lives of its members. The exploration, mining and processing of 
oil sands deposits provided new economic opportunities for the people of Fort McKay, but also 
removed substantial amounts of the traditional resources used by the people. The result has 
been an economic transition from a largely traditional economy to a dual economy that 
concentrates heavily on the wage opportunities provided by oil sands activities supplemented by 
TLU/harvesting. One outcome is a significant reduction in the number of people still living a 
traditional lifestyle (FMES 1995). 

15.5.7 Fort McMurray First Nation #468 

Cree and Dené ancestors of FMFN #468 first moved into the boreal forested regions 
surrounding the Clearwater River Valley during the period after northern glaciers had melted 
and access to the fertile forest environment became available (approximately eight to 
10,000 years ago) (FMFN #468 2006). Named areas that were frequented by FMFN #468 
ancestors during the early 19th century included Willow Flats, Gordon Lake, Steepbank, the 
Clearwater and Gregoire lakes Reserve areas, Cheecham, Janvier, and Anzac (FMFN 
#468 2006). 

A seasonal industry-resource economy began to develop in the early 20th century in the 
Fort McMurray area. At this time, hunting and trapping continued to be the primary source of 
income and support for Aboriginal people and high fur prices allowed for the continuance of a 
traditional lifestyle. Members would trap and hunt mainly in the winter seasons in the areas 
surrounding what is now Fort McMurray. During the warmer months, FMFN #468 members 
would temporarily settle on lakes or other waterbodies and rely more on fishing activities, in 
addition to concentrating on berry picking and collecting medicinal and nutritional plants and 
herbs (FMFN #468 2006). During fall months, plant harvesting reached its peak activity in 
preparation for winter, as did hunting for moose, bear and woodland caribou (FMFN 
#468 2006). 

FMFN #468 ancestors have a history of harvesting mammals such as moose (Steepbank River, 
McClelland Lake, Athabasca River), bison, bear (Steepbank River, McClelland Lake, Athabasca 
River, and Firebag River), woodland caribou, barren-land caribou, and deer (Steepbank River, 
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Athabasca River) for meat. Many species, including moose and bear were used for multiple 
purposes, including food, medicinal, spiritual and domestic purposes (FMFN #468 2006). Bear 
meat, for example, was used for ceremonial feasts, and rendered fat for food preparation. Gall 
bladders were used for both medicinal and ceremonial purposes. Smaller mammals, such as 
beavers and muskrat, were harvested for clothing and food (FMFN #468 2006). 

Birds historically provided nutrition through meat and eggs. Domestically, feathers were used for 
blankets, pillow and crafts. Birds harvested included ducks, geese, ptarmigan, grouse, spruce 
grouse, swans and sharp-tails (FMFN #468 2006). 

Targeted furbearing species included beaver, muskrat, lynx, marten, fisher, ermine, squirrel, 
wolf, fox, wolverine, rabbit, mink and otter (FMFN #468 2006). Snares, spring pulls, log falls, 
victor traps, leg holds, and steel traps were used by FMFN #468 ancestors. In addition to 
supplementing their income, pelts were also used for food (smoked, boiled and roasted) and 
clothing (jackets, mitts, mukluks and moccasins). Cabins constructed for use during the trapping 
season were not typically inhabited during spring and summer months, when families would 
move to temporary settlements near waterbodies (FMFN #468 2006). 

Fish historically harvested included whitefish, grayling, goldeye, suckers, pickerel (walleye) and 
norther pike (jackfish). Fish comprised an important portion of the daily diet, particularly when 
other food sources were scare. Preparation typically included smoking in the winter and drying 
in summer. Intensive fishing began when river broke in spring and continued until it froze in the 
fall (FMFN #468 2006). 

Medicinal plant harvesting typically occurred mid-August to fall. Herbs were found around 
shores and harvesting would typically occur for approximately three to four hours per day, one 
to two days per week (FMFN #468 2006). Tree sap and tree balsam was collected once a year 
in spring and willow fungus in the spring and fall. Rat root and Labrador tea were harvested in 
the summer and mint in the fall (FMFN #468 2006). Other important medicines included seneca 
plant, valerian root, twist plant, frog pants, snakeroot, sweetgrass, cedar, lady's slipper, yarrow, 
sage, kinnikinnick, liquorice root, dandelion root, spruce gum, pine, honey suckle, rosehips, tiger 
lily root, beaver root, and birch bark (FMFN #468 2006). 

The most commonly picked berries included blueberries and bog cranberries (low bush 
cranberries), strawberries, raspberries, Saskatoon berries, chokecherries, high bush 
cranberries, moose berries, gooseberries, blackcurrants and blackberries. Berries were eaten 
fresh, dried, frozen, made into syrup, or canned (FMFN #468 2006). 

15.5.8 Mikisew Cree First Nation 

MCFN and their ancestors have lived in northeast Alberta for thousands of years. Historically, 
they lived a nomadic traditional seasonal round lifestyle, which involved a close relationship with 
the land (MCFN 2011). 

MCFN is associated with Western Woods Cree cultural group. This group spans from subarctic 
Hudson Bay through to Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Alberta. 



Suncor Energy Inc. 
Lewis In Situ Project 
Volume 2 – Environmental Impact Assessment 
February 2018 
 
 

 Page 15-21 

For much of the 19th and 20th centuries, the MCFN were deeply involved in a dual economy 
incorporating subsistence activities with participation in the fur trade. During this time, the MCFN 
relied heavily on the boreal forest, particularly on the unique resource opportunities of the Peace 
Athabasca River Delta, in what is now Wood Buffalo National Park. Towards the end of the 
19th century, most of the MCFNs ancestors lived in one of many key villages along the 
Athabasca and Peace rivers or in other locales in what is today Wood Buffalo National Park 
(MCFN 2011). 

In the late 1960s, the resource economy of what is now the RMWB began to intensify 
(particularly with development of the oil sands). MCFN members began to take part in a 
contemporary wage economy, while still participating in traditional activities. 

The construction of the W.A.C. Bennett Dam in the late 1960s resulted in a dramatic drop in the 
water levels of the Peace Athabasca Delta, which caused a decline in aquatic furbearers in the 
region. This decline in local furbearer population combined with industrial development, lower 
fur prices and Canadian education policies influenced the MCFN’s transition to a permanent 
settlement in the community of Fort Chipewyan. Though the MCFN established a permanent 
settlement, reliance on the traditional economy continued (MCFN 2011). 

Several historical transportation routes were located throughout MCFN traditional territory, 
including but not limited to roads, water transportation routes, trails, old wagon trails, and 
footpaths (Kwusen 2014 cited in Imperial 2015). 

15.6 Baseline Case 

Various components of the environment have spiritual, domestic, medicinal, nutritional, and 
economic importance for Aboriginal peoples. Aboriginal peoples hold a unique spiritual 
attachment to the environment and their culture and economy is important to the land and its 
resources. Volume 3, Appendix K2 identifies some of the species of wildlife, fish, and vegetation 
and harvesting sites used by the communities in the TURSA currently. 

This section summarizes available TLU and TK information for the TURSA and the TLSA. 
Information is organized by TLU component (hunting, trapping, fishing, plant gathering), TLU 
sites (habitation, spiritual or cultural) and important species and uses for TLU in general and 
then by First Nation and TLU component. 

15.6.1 Traditional Use Regional Study Areas 

Aboriginal community members continue to practice traditional activities in their traditional 
territories (TURSAs) (Figure 15.2-1). Aboriginal resource use generally follows an annual cycle 
based on the seasonal availability of resources and supports many uses, including nutritional, 
spiritual, cultural and domestic. Within the TURSAs, waterbodies and watercourses serve as 
important components contributing to TLU.  
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The following sections describe current TLU within the TURSAs generally, and then in greater 
detail at the level of each community’s TURSA. There include: hunting, trapping, fishing, plant 
harvesting (nutritional, medicinal and cultural), TLU sites (Habitation, spiritual or cultural) as well 
as important species and uses. Details on each TLU activity within each community TURSA 
differ depending on availability of source data. 

15.6.1.1 Hunting 

Hunting is a traditional activity that provides a source of food and materials for the construction 
of tools, clothing and cultural objects for Aboriginal community members. The extent of hunting 
activities within the TURSA is multifaceted. Big game species harvested in the TURSA include 
moose, deer (mule and white-tailed), bear, bison and caribou (woodland and barren ground) 
(Petro-Canada 2002; Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005, 2007; FMFN #468 2006; Teck 2011; 
Imperial 2015). Birds harvested include waterfowl and upland bird species, including ducks, 
geese and grouse (sharp-tail, ruffed and spruce) and partridge (Petro-Canada 2002; 
Imperial 2005, 2015; Suncor 2005; Teck 2011). 

Targeted moose hunting areas include Kearl Lake, McClelland Lake, Firebag River, Clearwater 
River, Steepbank River, west of the Athabasca River and the Birch mountains (approximately 
100 km northwest of the Lewis Project) (Petro-Canada 2002; Husky 2004; Teck 2011; 
Imperial 2005). A moose hunting area is located east of the Athabasca River, and south of the 
Muskeg River (Imperial 2015) (Figure 15.6-1). 

Deer harvesting locations include the former Canterra Road (extending north from the East 
Athabasca Highway (EAH) just west of the North Steepbank River), Athabasca River, 
Steepbank River, Clearwater River and Kearl Lake (FMES 1996; Shell 2002; Imperial 2005; 
FMFN #468 2006). 

Terrestrial mammals harvested in the TURSAs by Aboriginal communities include those species 
listed in Volume 3, Table K2-1, which includes location and use information. 

Birds harvested in the TURSAs by Aboriginal communities include those species listed in 
Volume 3, Table K2-2, which includes location and use information. 

15.6.1.2 Trapping 

Trapping typically occurs from October to February along old trails and seismic lines and in 
proximity to cabins, creeks and streams (Husky 2004). Trapping areas include the Athabasca 
River, Namur Lake, Gardiner Lake, Steepbank River, North Steepbank River, East Jackpine 
Creek, McClelland Lake and Firebag River (Petro-Canada 2002; Shell 2007; Teck 2011). 
Trapping areas are also along sections of the North Steepbank River, Kearl Lake and Muskeg 
River (Husky 2004) (Figure 15.6-1). 

Targeted species include lynx, marten, fisher, fox, mink, muskrat, squirrel, skunk, wolverine, 
beaver, coyote, wolf, otter, weasel and rabbit (FMES 1996; Shell 2002; CNRL 2002; 
Petro-Canada 2002; Suncor 2005; ACFN 2003 in Birch Mountain 2006; Shell 2007; 
FMML #1935 2012). 
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Trapping typically occurs in conjunction with wage employment and does not contribute 
significantly to overall income (Shell 2002; Suncor 2005). There is an observed link between 
decreasing rates of trapping and industrial development and low fur prices (Shell 2002). 

Furbearers harvested in the TURSAs by Aboriginal communities include those species listed in 
Volume 3, Table K2-3, which includes location and use information. 

15.6.1.3 Fishing 

Fishing continues to be an important cultural and subsistence activity for Aboriginal 
communities. Important fishing locations include the Clearwater River, Athabasca River, Ells 
River, MacKay River, Muskeg River, Gardiner Lake, Namur Lake, Lake Claire, Mamawi Lake, 
Richardson Lake, Steepbank River, North Steepbank River, Firebag River, Kearl Lake, and 
southern tributaries of the Muskeg River (Muskeg Creek and Shelley Creek) (Petro-Canada 
2002; Shell 2002; Husky 2004; ACFN 2003 in Birch Mountain 2006; FMML #1935 2012). 

Fish harvested in the TURSAs by Aboriginal communities include those species listed in 
Volume 3, Table K2-4, which includes location and use information.  

15.6.1.4 Plant Harvesting (Nutritional, Medicinal, Cultural) 

Plant harvesting locations include McClelland Lake, Firebag River, Athabasca River, Steepbank 
River, Muskeg River and the Birch Mountains (TrueNorth 2001; Husky 2004; Suncor 2005; 
Teck 2011; FMML #1935 2012).  

A plant harvesting location is located east of the Athabasca River, south of the Muskeg River 
(Husky 2004) (Figure 15.6-1). 

The nutritional value, variety, availability and abundance of berries makes them an important 
food source and commodity for Aboriginal communities (TrueNorth 2001; Shell 2002, 2007; 
Husky 2004; Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005; Teck 2011; FMML #1935 2012).  

Berry harvesting locations include Kearl Lake, McLelland Lake, Athabasca River, Steepbank 
River, North Steepbank River, Clearwater River, Firebag River, Muskeg River, Jackpine Creek, 
Shelley Creek, Clarke Creek and Canterra road (FMES 1996; Shell 2002; Petro-Canada 2002; 
Husky 2004; Imperial 2005; FMML #1935 2012). 

Plants and berries harvested in the TURSAs by Aboriginal communities includes those species 
listed in Volume 3, Table K2-5, which includes location and use information. 

15.6.1.5 Traditional Land Use Sites (Habitation, Cultural or Spiritual) 

Cabins within the relevant TURSAs are located adjacent to or in close proximity to waterbodies 
(lakes, rivers and tributaries) and trail and trapline systems (Figure 15.6-2). Information, 
including current use, extent of use and affiliation is unknown. 
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Large and interconnected trail systems located east of the Athabasca River extend south to the 
Steepbank River, and north to the Firebag River (Petro-Canada 2002; Husky 2004) 
(Figure 15.6-2). Historically, these trails provided access to hunters and trappers on foot or 
dogsleds and connected settlement areas with cabins, camping locations, trapping, and hunting 
territories. Where some trails have grown over, others are still in use today (Husky 2004). There 
is evidence that these trails continue to be an important feature of the landscape for traditional 
hunters and trappers (Husky 2004). 

Several campsites are located throughout the TURSA, including west of the North Steepbank 
River, Kearl Lake, south of the Muskeg River and the Firebag River (Husky 2004; Imperial 2015) 
(Figure 15.6-2). Information, including current use, extent of use and affiliation of identified 
campsites is unknown. 

15.6.1.6 Athabasca Chipewyan First Nation 

Hunting 
Information in the literature indicates that ACFN community members hunt a range of animals in 
the TURSA. Volume 3, Tables K2-1 and K2-2 include a list of traditionally used species and 
locations. 

Big game species harvested by ACFN include barren ground and woodland caribou, moose, 
bison, and deer (ACFN 2003 in Birch Mountains 2006; Husky 2004; Suncor 2005; Teck 2011). 
Bison are a culturally important species to ACFN, and harvesting occurs in hunting grounds in 
the Birch Mountains and west of the Athabasca River in winter (Teck 2011). 

In terms of sustenance, moose is the preferred game sought by most ACFN hunters 
(Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005). Kearl Lake is one of the most productive areas for hunting 
moose, particularly just prior to the rut, which occurs in early September, as the muskeg 
environment supports good moose habitat (Imperial 2005). Other important moose hunting 
locations include Wapasu Creek (a southern tributary of the Muskeg River), the Birch Mountains 
and west of Athabasca River (Husky 2004; Teck 2011). The quality of moose meat is reportedly 
high (Shell 2007). 

Harvested birds include sandhill and whooping crane, ducks, geese, sharp-tailed and spruce 
grouse, eagles, owls, willow ptarmigans and tundra swans (ACFN in Birch Mountains 2006). 

Trapping 
Information in the literature indicates that ACFN community members harvest a range of 
furbearers in the TURSA. Volume 3, Table K2-3 includes a list of traditionally used species and 
locations. 

Traditional species trapped by ACFN include fisher, marten, mink, muskrat, northern river otter, 
lynx, beaver, fox, skunk, weasel, wolf, wolverine, rabbit and squirrel (Husky 2004; ACFN in 
Birch Mountain 2006; Shell 2007; Teck 2011). Trapping of marten and fisher occurs on the 
Athabasca River (Shell 2007), whereas beaver, fox, rabbit and squirrel are often trapped in the 
Namur and Gardiner lakes area (Teck 2011). 
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Fishing 
Information in the literature indicates that ACFN community members harvest a range of fish 
species in the TURSA. Volume 3, Table K2-4 includes a list of traditionally used species and 
locations. 

Industrial presence in the lower Athabasca region has resulted in ACFN members travelling 
further away to fish for traditionally used species (ACFN 2012b). Traditional fisheries in the 
TURSA include Athabasca River, Ells River, MacKay River, Firebag River, Muskeg River, 
Gardiner Lake, Namur Lake, Lake Athabasca, Lake Claire, Mamawi Lake, Richardson Lake 
McClelland Lake and Kearl Lake (ACFN 2003 in Birch Mountain 2006). Targeted species 
include arctic grayling, goldeye, burbot (lingcod), northern pike (jackfish), suckers, brook trout, 
lake trout, rainbow trout, walleye (pickerel), lake whitefish and mountain whitefish (ACFN 2003 
in Birch Mountain 2006). 

Plant Harvesting (Nutritional, Medicinal, Cultural) 
Information in the literature indicates that ACFN community members harvest a range of plant 
species in the TURSA. Volume 3, Table K2-5 includes a list of traditionally used species and 
locations. Industrial presence in the lower Athabasca region has resulted in ACFN members 
travelling further away to harvest traditional plant species (ACFN 2012b). 

Currently, good habitat for blueberry gathering exists near Kearl Lake, notable for its dry sandy 
muskeg ridges, that is seen as good habitat (Imperial 2005). Other targeted berry areas include 
the Muskeg River (east side) and its tributaries and jackpine ridge on Canterra Road 
(Imperial 2005; Shell 2007). Berries harvested include blueberries, choke cherries, pin cherries, 
raspberries, low and high bush cranberries, Saskatoon berries, black and red currants, 
gooseberry, and strawberries. There are no reported changes in berry health (Imperial 2005; 
Shell 2007).  

Plants, including rat root, mint, pitcher plant, sagewort, sweetgrass, prickly rose, bunchberry and 
Labrador tea are harvested (Husky 2004; Imperial 2005; ACFN 2003 cited in Birch 
Mountains 2006). Harvested tree species include jackpine, lodgepole pine, trembling aspen, 
spruce, birch, willow, poplar, tamarack. Two species of fungi, including puff balls and willow 
fungus are harvested by ACFN (ACFN 2003 in Birch Mountains 2006).  

Other important plant gathering areas are located west of the Athabasca River to the Birch 
Mountains. Targeted species include sweetgrass, rat root, diamond willow fungus, cat tails and 
mint (Teck 2011).  

TLU Sites (Habitation, Cultural or Spiritual) 
Suncor is not aware of any publicly available information regarding TLU sites and continues to 
work with the community to obtain TLU data. 

Important Species and Uses 
Bison are a culturally important species to ACFN. Harvesting of bison occurs in the hunting 
grounds located in the Birch Mountains and west of the Athabasca River in winter (Teck 2011). 
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15.6.1.7 Fort McKay First Nation 

Information concerning Fort McKay Metis (including Fort Chipewyan and Fort McKay) and 
FMKFN has been integrated into a single discussion. 

Hunting 

Information in the literature indicates that Fort McKay community members hunt a range of 
animals in the TURSA. Volume 3, Tables K2-1 and K2-2 include a list of traditionally used 
species and locations. Figure 15.6-3 shows the location of traditional use game sites, habitat 
and harvesting areas associated with FMKFN (Petro-Canada 2002; Imperial 2005). 

Big game species harvested by FMKFN include moose, mule deer, whitetail deer, barren 
ground caribou, woodland caribou, and bear (Suncor 1998; Petro-Canada 2002; Shell 2002; 
Suncor 2005; Teck 2011). 

Hunting occurs throughout the year, but is concentrated in the fall (CNRL 2002). Moose is a 
cultural keystone and indicator species for the community of Fort McKay (Teck 2011). It is 
preferred among other foods and is the primary country food for FMKFN (CNRL 2002; 
Imperial 2015). 

Good moose hunting locations: Clearwater River, McClelland Lake, Firebag River, Muskeg 
Creek, Kearl Lake, Jackpine Creek, Firebag River, and Athabasca River. Other preferred 
locations include the Birch Mountains, west of the North Steepbank River, the mouth of the 
Steepbank River, and north of Green Stockings Creek (a tributary of the Muskeg River) 
(FMES 1996; Petro-Canada 2002; Husky 2004; Suncor 2005; Imperial 2005; Teck 2011). 

Access to moose hunting areas is typically via snowmobiles in the winter and all-terrain vehicles 
(ATVs) in the spring, summer and fall months (Shell 2002; Husky 2004). Community members 
tan moose hides, and use moose bones for scraping the hide. Moose brains are used for 
softening the hide (Imperial 2015). Moose, deer and bear meat are typically smoked, and 
FMKFN members report the taste and quality of wild meat as good (Shell 2002; Suncor 2005). 
FMKFN members have observed the moose population to be decreasing in proximity to and 
adjacent to existing industrial disturbed areas (Shell 2002; Suncor 2005). 

Harvested bird species include geese, loons, ducks, grouse (spruce, ruffed and sharp-tailed), 
and ptarmigan, (FMES 1996; CNRL 2002; Shell 2002; Suncor 2005). Spring geese and ducks 
are preferred food to early autumn birds, as the taste and quality is considered superior 
(FMES 1996). Harvesting locations include Kearl Lake (ducks, geese), Clearwater River, 
(goose, owl, grouse), Firebag River (eagle), west of Kearl Lake, east of Muskeg River 
tributaries, Muskeg and Khahago creeks (spruce, ruffed and sharp-tailed grouse), Steepbank 
River (grouse) and sloughs, creeks and rivers near Fort McKay. Other preferred locations 
include Namur and Gardiner lakes (duck and goose), Saline Lake (west of Athabasca River in 
La Saline Natural area) (coot and duck eggs) and west of the North Steepbank River (loon, 
geese, grouse) (FMES 1996; Petro-Canada 2002; Husky 2004; Imperial 2005, 2015). 
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Birds can be harvested using snares, traps or guns (Imperial 2015). Harvesting of duck eggs 
along the Athabasca River occurs during nesting periods (FMES 1996). FMKFN members have 
noted a general decline in the abundance of traditionally harvested bird species over the years 
(Suncor 2005). 

Between 25% and 80% of FMKFN members’ diets consist of wild meat sources (Shell 2002; 
Suncor 2005). Aside from moose, other preferred country foods include ducks, grouse and 
geese (Imperial 2015). Hunting occurs typically in conjunction with wage employment and 
scheduling permitting, and may occur several times a week or month, depending on the season 
(Shell 2002). 

Trapping 

Information in the literature indicates that Fort McKay community members trap a range of 
furbearers in the TURSA. Volume 3, Table K2-3 includes a list of traditionally used species and 
locations. 

Traditionally trapped species include coyote, fisher, fox, lynx, marten, mink, muskrat, otter, 
rabbit, snowshoe hare, beaver, squirrel, weasel, wolf and wolverine (FMKFN 1994 in Suncor 
1998; Petro-Canada 2002; CNRL 2002; Shell 2002; Husky 2004; Suncor 2005). Lynx, fisher and 
marten are furbearers vital to Fort McKay’s traditional economy (Cenovus 2011; Imperial 2015). 
Figure 15.6-3 identifies traditional furbearer harvesting sites (Petro-Canada 2002; Imperial 2015). 

Traps are typically set along old trails and seismic lines in proximity to creeks and streams 
(Husky 2004). Trapping locations are located around Clearwater River, Kearl Lake, McClelland 
Lake, and southern tributaries of the Muskeg River (Khahago Creek, Muskeg Creek, Shelley 
Creek, Jackpine Creek and East Jackpine Creek), Athabasca River, Firebag River, Steepbank 
River and west, east and along the escarpment of the North Steepbank River (FMES 1996; 
Petro-Canada 2002; Shell 2002; Imperial 2015). Trapping season generally occurs from 
October to February (Husky 2004). Trapping of beaver and muskrat occurs during the fall just 
before and during freeze-up and in the spring at break-up (FMES 1996). Beavers are highly 
valuable for their contribution to habitat modification and biodiversity maintenance, as they 
create and maintain waterbodies and provide critical irrigation (Suncor 2005). 

Currently, trapping occurs in conjunction with wage employment (FMKFN 1994 in Suncor 1998; 
Shell 2002; Husky 2004). Lower rates of trapping amongst FMKFN members is attributed to 
lower fur prices, varying abundance of furbearers and less dependence on wild meat 
(Shell 2002; Suncor 2005). Trapline access is via ATVs and snowmobiles (Shell 2002). There is 
a reported link between increases in predatory furbearers, including wolves, coyote, foxes, 
martens and lynx the decreasing prevalence of snowshoe hares and squirrels (Shell 2002). 
There is also a reported link between declining fisher populations and ongoing forestry activities 
(FMES 1996).  

Traplines are valuable places for numerous other traditional activities, including hunting, plant 
gathering, fishing, as well as cultural and spiritual activities and experiences (TrueNorth 2001). 
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Fishing 

Volume 3, Table K2-4 includes a list of traditionally used species and locations. Traditionally 
harvested fish species include northern pike (jackfish), walleye (pickerel) and whitefish, grayling 
and goldeye, chub, burbot (lingcod) and suckers (CNRL 2002; Petro-Canada 2002; Shell 2002; 
Husky 2004; Teck 2011). Of these, whitefish, walleye and northern pike are the most important 
traditionally used species (CNRL 2002). Prior to the 1960s, fish were harvested by nets from 
local rivers, used for food, dog food and as trap bait (Petro-Canada 2002).  

Figure 15.6-3 identifies traditional fishing locations associated with FMKFN (Petro-Canada 
2002). Targeted fish bearing streams include Clearwater River, Firebag River, Kearl Lake, 
Jackpine River, and southern tributaries of the Muskeg River (Jackpine Creek, Shelley Creek, 
Iyinimin Creek, Wesukemina Creek, Muskeg Creek, Pemmican Creek, Green Stocking Creek, 
Jackpine Creek and Blackfly Creek) (Husky 2004; Petro-Canada 2002; Shell 2002). Fish 
harvested from these waterbodies are consumed and the quality is considered good 
(Shell 2002). Traditional use of the Athabasca and Muskeg rivers varies from current to no use, 
the latter of which has been attributed to poor water quality (Shell 2002; Petro-Canada 2002; 
Husky 2004; Suncor 2005; Teck 2011). Fish are eaten either fresh or are frozen or dried and 
eaten throughout the year (Shell 2002). Trap bait and dog food are addition uses of fish 
(Shell 2002; Petro-Canada 2002). 

Plant Harvesting (Nutritional, Medicinal, Cultural) 

Volume 3, Table K2-5 includes a list of traditionally used species and locations. Harvesting of 
trees, including both deciduous and coniferous species, occurs for domestic, medicinal and 
spiritual uses in the TURSA (Petro-Canada 2002). Deciduous trees harvested include balsam 
poplar, aspen poplar, paper birch, willows, and alder (FMES 1996; 
TrueNorth 2001; Petro-Canada 2002). Willows and alder aid in the smoking and drying of fish 
and meat (FMES 1996; Petro-Canada 2002). Deciduous trees provide firewood for campsites 
and are extensively used for this purpose (FMES 1996). Figure 15.6-4 identifies traditional use 
berry sites and plant harvesting locations associated with FMKFN (Petro-Canada 2002; 
Imperial 2015). 

Coniferous species harvested include jack pine, lodge pole pine, white spruce, tamarack, 
balsam fir, and black spruce (TrueNorth 2001; Petro-Canada 2002). Coniferous trees are the 
primary material source for cabins, and birch willow and poplar are the primary source for 
furnishings (FMES 1996). 

Berries continue to be used for food, medicines, and ceremonial or spiritual purposes. The 
berries and shrubs traditionally used by FMKFN include: huckleberry, blueberry, cranberry 
(bog), cranberry (low and high bush) Saskatoon, pincherry, chokecherry, raspberry, currant, 
gooseberry, snowberry, strawberry, twisted stalk, rosehips, bearberry or kinnikinnick and 
hazelnut (TrueNorth 2001; Petro-Canada 2002; Shell 2002; Husky 2004; Imperial 2015). 
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Berry picking areas in the TURSA include the Clearwater River valley, Firebag River, Poplar 
Creek (west of the Athabasca River), Shelley Creek, Canterra and Tower Road (west of Fort 
McMurray) and areas around the Peter Lougheed Bridge and Highway 963. Other locations 
include Kearl Lake, Firebag River, Muskeg River and east of the Athabasca River, Steepbank 
and North Steepbank rivers, Clarke Creek, Jackpine Creek, and south of McClelland Lake 
(Petro-Canada 2002; Shell 2002; Husky 2004; Suncor 2005). Harvesting of berries occurs along 
trails, traplines, seismic lines and in upland areas (Husky 2004; Suncor 2005). Harvesting of 
berries by FMKFN members along traplines also yields several pounds annually (between 5 to 
10 pounds) (Suncor 2005). Community members eat berries raw and put them in preserves and 
in pastries or sauces (Petro-Canada 2002). Berries can also be frozen and eaten throughout the 
year. Some berries, including cranberries, have medicinally uses (Suncor 2005).  

Medicinal plants harvested throughout the TURSA are listed in Volume 3, Table K2-4 and 
include: juniper berry, dogwood or bunchberry, common yarrow, mint, chamomile, Labrador tea, 
rat root, dandelion, pink wintergreen, white wintergreen and spruce gum (TrueNorth 2001; 
Petro-Canada 2002; Shell 2002; Suncor 2005). Diamond willow fungus is an essential 
component of traditional smudging ceremonies (Husky 2004). 

Plants used for nutritional purposes include the common nettle, cattails, bulrushes, and common 
plantain (FMES 1996; Petro-Canada 2002). Common nettle is eaten young as a cooked “green” 
and is used to prepare a yellow dye (FMES 1996; Petro-Canada 2002). Tansy is used as a 
spice (FMES 1996; TrueNorth 2001). 

Domestic uses include the use of dried moss as diaper material. While still in use, cloth and 
disposable diapers are currently the primary use (TrueNorth 2001; Petro-Canada 2002). 

Plant harvesting sites are located west of the North Steepbank River to the Athabasca River 
(Husky 2004; Imperial 2015), Kearl Lake (Shell 2002), southeast of McClelland Lake 
(TrueNorth 2001), mouth of the Steepbank river (Suncor 2005) and south of the confluence of 
the Athabasca and Steepbank rivers (FMES 1996).  

Traditional Land Use Sites (Habitation, Spiritual or Cultural) 

Traditional use sites, including cabins, spiritual, cultural, historical and grave sites, are typically 
found in proximity to major waterbodies in the TURSA. Water provides an important means of 
access to TLU sites and is an important component of sustaining many TLU species, which is 
closely linked to where desirable sites may be situated in order to access resources. 

There are a number of cabins associated with FMKFN in the TURSA. Many lie in close 
proximity to the Athabasca River, North Steepbank River, Muskeg River, Firebag River, Kearl 
Lake, East Jackpine Creek and Green Stockings Creek (Petro-Canada 2002; Imperial 2015) 
(Figure 15.6-5). There is a current-use cabin associated with FMKFN located east of the North 
Steepbank River, in Township 92, Rge 7, Section 1. No further information including current 
extent of use is known.  
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Campsites associated with FMKFN are located south of Muskeg River, along an identified trail 
system and in proximity to Kearl Lake (Petro-Canada 2002; Imperial 2015). Grave sites and 
historical sites associated with FMKFN are located in proximity at Fort McKay (Petro-Canada 
2002). 

Trails are located throughout the TURSA, and generally parallel major waterbodies within the 
TURSA, including the North Steepbank River, Steepbank River, Muskeg River, Jackpine and 
East Jackpine creeks, and Firebag River (Petro-Canada 2002, Husky 2004).  

Important Species and Uses 

Preferred country foods in the Fort McKay community include moose, lynx, ducks, grouse, 
geese and fish (Imperial 2015). Volume 3, Tables K2-1 to K2-5 list important species and their 
uses. Meat constitutes the majority of traditional foods, followed by plant foods (Imperial 2015). 

The traditional method for tanning moose hides, still in practice, involves using the moose bones 
for scraping the hide and the moose brains for softening the hide (Imperial 2015). Other 
traditional uses of resources in the past included making necklaces, beadwork and shields 
(Imperial 2015). Currently, moccasins are sold or given as gifts (Imperial 2015). 

15.6.1.8 Fort McMurray First Nation #468 

Hunting 

Information in the literature confirms that FMFN #468 community members harvest a range of 
animal, fish and plant species in the TURSA. Volume 3, Tables K2-1 and K2-2 include a list of 
traditionally used species and locations. 

FMFN #468 members frequently harvest moose and deer. Bear harvesting, however, is less 
frequent. Access to hunting areas is via dog teams, snowshoes and snowmobiles (FMFN 
#468 2006).  

FMFN #468 members eat moose regularly. Sausages and other prepared foods often include a 
mixture of moose and domestic meat. FMFN #468 members use hides for tanning and clothing, 
including footwear, gloves and moccasins (FMFN #468 2006). Birds harvested by FMFN #468 
include geese, ducks, ptarmigan, cranes, and grouse (FMFN #468 2006). 

Trapping 

Traditionally trapped species include beaver, muskrats, lynx, marten, fisher, ermine, squirrel, 
wolf, fox, wolverine, rabbit, mink, and otter (FMFN #468 2006). Average annual harvest 
numbers for all furbearers have decreased significantly from 1970 to 2006 (FMFN #468 2006). 
Volume 3, Table K2-3 includes a list of traditionally used species and locations. 

Fishing 

Species fished include whitefish, northern pike (jackfish), walleye (pickerel), burbot (lingcod) 
grayling, goldeye, and sucker (FMFN #468 2006). Volume 3, Table K2-4 includes a list of 
traditionally used species and locations. 
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Plant Harvesting (Nutritional, Medicinal, Cultural) 

Medicinal plants harvested by FMFN #468 include rat root, mint, sweetgrass, and tea muskeg 
(FMFN #468 2006). Volume 3, Table K2-5 includes a list of traditionally used species and 
locations. 

TLU Sites (Habitation, Spiritual or Cultural) 

Traditional use sites associated with FMFN #468 include birthing places, cultural sites, grave 
sites, historical sites, and cabins. These sites are located south of Fort McMurray, in the general 
area surrounding Gregoire Lake and Gordon Lake, extending east to the Saskatchewan/Alberta 
border and west to the Athabasca River and south to Janvier (FMFN #468 2006). 

Trails that lead to Winefred River from Bohn Lake and Cowper Lake are still in use by 
FMFN #468. Prior to cutlines, trapline trails were commonly used in the Bohn Lake and Cowper 
Lake areas. There are several dog team trails in the same areas that have fallen out of use and 
are now overgrown (MEG 2009). 

FMFN #468 members have cabins on the banks of Gregoire Lake and in the general area 
southwest and southeast of the lake. Also, some cabins are held on Bohn Lake, Cowper Lake 
and Winefred Lake (Cenovus 2010). A large area used for camping during the harvesting 
season encircles Christina Lake and the north shores of Winefred Lake (Cenovus 2009). 

Important Species and Uses 

Two of the big game species that have historical and contemporary importance to FMFN #468 
include moose and black bear. Both animals are important for traditional food purposes. Moose 
provides members with a large quantity of meat. FMFN member use skins are used for tanning 
hide, clothing, footwear, gloves and moccasins. Sharing of bear meat occurs during feasts or 
ceremonies (FMFN #468 2006). 

15.6.1.9 Mikisew Cree First Nation 

Hunting 

MCFN use the Firebag River headwaters as a travel corridor to access hunting areas and 
traditional lands east of the Athabasca River. In particular, the area that extends east from 
Fort McKay to Marguerite River Wildland Provincial Park (west of the Alberta/Saskatchewan 
border) is an important harvesting corridor for MCFN (MCFN 2012). Current winter moose 
hunting and bird hunting areas are located in the general area around the North Steepbank 
River (Kwusen 2014 cited in Imperial 2015). 

Moose hunting and processing is a collaborative process and is a source of cultural identity 
(MCFN 2011; Kwusen 2014 in Imperial 2015). Community members use the entire moose, 
including the meat, bones, brains and hide. Meat is dried or frozen raw, bones are boiled to 
make lard, and the brain is used for curing the moose hide (Kwusen 2014 in Imperial 2015). 
MCFN members share up to 90% of wild game with community (Kwusen 2014 in Imperial 2015). 
Volume 3, Tables K2-1 and K2-2 include a list of traditionally used species and locations. 
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The southern portions of MCFN’s traditional territory are essential for the MCFN members who 
live in and near Fort McMurray and Fort McKay and for those members who practice TLU 
activities along the Athabasca and Firebag rivers. Many MCFN members have close family ties 
with members of the FMKFN and regularly visit family members in Fort McKay to participate in 
traditional activities (Cenovus 2011). In addition to sustenance, harvesting provides a valuable 
source of material for clothing, in addition to supplementing income.  

Trapping 

Suncor is not aware of any publicly-available information and is working with the community to 
obtain TLU data. 

Fishing 

Suncor is not aware of any publicly-available information and is working with the community to 
obtain TLU data. 

Plant Harvesting (Nutritional, Medicinal, Cultural) 

Berries harvested by MCFN include blueberries, Saskatoon berries, cranberries, and 
raspberries (Imperial 2005). Targeted berry picking areas include the Muskeg River and its 
tributaries, as well as Canterra Road (Imperial 2005). 

Plants harvested by MCFN include mint, Labrador tea and rat root. Volume 3, Table K2-5 
includes a list of traditionally used species and locations. Wild mint, in particular, is an important 
medicinal and food plant typically found adjacent to lakes and rivers. Harvesting of wild mint 
occurs throughout the summer and all parts of the plant (flowers, leaves, and stem) can be 
used. Hot water is poured over wild mint to make mint tea (MCFN in MCFN no date). Jackpine, 
spruce, willow, birch, poplar and tamarack provide valuable firewood. 

TLU Sites (Habitation, Spiritual or Cultural) 

Suncor is not aware of any publicly available information regarding TLU sites and is working 
with the community to obtain TLU data. 

Important Species and Uses 

Suncor is not aware of any publicly available information regarding important species and uses 
and is working with the community to obtain TLU data. 

15.6.2 Terrestrial Local Study Area 

Various disciplines use the TLSA to define their respective study area. The TLSA is smaller and 
more localized compared with the TURSA identified above. TLU activities specifically identified 
by ACFN, FMKFN, FMFN #468, and MCFN are discussed in greater detail in the sections below 
and illustrated on Figure 15.6-6. Details on each TLU activity within each community differ 
depending on availability of source data. The following sections also summarize TLU-related 
information within the TLSA as presented by other disciplines within the EIA. Where applicable, 
discipline specific data consider the effects of the Horse River Fire.  



Jac
kpin

e

East CreekJackpine

No
rth

 St
ee

pb
an

k

Steepbank River

Clarke
Creek

Creek

Riv
er

489000 498000 507000

62
96
00
0

63
05
00
0

63
14
00
0

63
23
00
0

R6R7R8R9

T89

T90

T91

T92

T93

Terrestria l LSA
Lewis Project Area
Opera ting a nd Approved
Oil Sa nds Developm ent
Ba seline Disturb a nce
Horse River W ildfire
W a terb ody
W a tercourse - Defined Cha nnel
W a tercourse - Undefined Cha nnel
Ditch

Traditional Habitat
Alder
Blueb erry
Cra nb erry
Ja ck Pine
Kinnickinnick
Ta m a ra ck
W illow
Bea ver Lodge

Traditional Big Game Sites
Moose

Ca rib ou
Traditional Bird Game Sites

Duck
Grouse

Traditional Fishing Sites
Ja ckfish
Pickerel
Sucker

Traditional Furbearing Game Sites
Genera l Furb ea rer
Fisher
Lynx
Muskra t
Ra b b it
Skunk
W ea sel
W olverine

Traditional Use Sites
Tra il / Tra pline
V isiting Site
Tra ditiona l Tra il

Traditional Cabin Sites
Ca b in
Old Ca b in

1 0 1 2

Kilom etres
1:150,000

S:\
Gi
s\P
roj
ec
ts\
CE
\Su
nc
or_
Le
wi
s\C
E0
45
36
_E
IA
\Ar
cG
IS
\_R
ep
ort
 Fi
gu
res
\Vo
l 2
 Se
c 1
5 -
 TK
\Fi
g 1
5.0
6-0
6 B
 TL
SA
 FM
KF
N 
Tra
dit
ion
al 
Us
e.m
xd
    
 AN
AL
YS
T: 
jac
kie
.ho
glu
nd
    
 18
-01
-22
    
 2:
38
:08
 P
M

Figure 15.6-6

Fina l Ma pping:  Com pleted b y Am ec Foster W heeler
Projection: UTM Zone 12 N AD83
QA/QC: KW  RH MJ
Sources: FMES (1996), Im peria l (2015), Petro-Cana da  (2002)
- Conta ins inform a tion licensed under the Open Governm ent licence – Alb erta ,
Ca na da .

January
2018

Fort McKay First Nation
Potential Current

Traditional Land Use

W 4

Lewis
Project



Suncor Energy Inc. 
Lewis In Situ Project 
Volume 2 – Environmental Impact Assessment 
February 2018

Page 15-39 

15.6.2.1 Land Disturbance 

Prior to the Horse River Fire, baseline disturbances cover 1,908 ha (6%) of the TLSA and 
include disturbances from 3D seismic, cutblocks, industrial/clearing road, rights-of-way (ROW), 
seismic/trail, and well sites (Volume 2, Table 14.5-8). Disturbance from 3D seismic accounts for 
the largest disturbance (2%) in the TLSA. 

The Horse River Fire affected 6,848 ha of disturbed lands within the TLSA. Existing 
disturbances that are assumed to be affected include areas cleared of vegetation only 
(e.g., cutblocks and seismic/trails in the southern portion of the TLSA). Areas of existing 
disturbance that are maintained (e.g., roads, ROW, wellsite, developed/cleared) are assumed to 
not be affected by the fire (Volume 2, Section 14.5.4). 

15.6.2.2 Access 

Access to the TLSA is via Highway 63 and the EAH. Highway 63 runs south to north adjacent to 
the Athabasca River. The EAH, a multi-stakeholder regional transportation corridor south of 
Canterra Road, will provide access to the Lewis Project. Other linear access includes a number 
of ROW and seismic/trails located throughout the TLSA and beyond. 

Baseline linear disturbance in the TLSA totals 2,986 km (Volume 2, Table 14.5-10). Within the 
TLSA, seismic-related developments accounted for most of the access. The Horse River Fire 
affected 144 km of seismic/trails. Due to the patchy nature of the fire towards the outer 
boundaries and the limitation of spatial interpretation to the Provincial forest fire boundaries, it is 
not possible to determine how many of the seismic/trails are no longer present on the 
landscape.  

15.6.2.3 Hunting 

Alberta Environment and Parks separates the province into wildlife management units (WMU) 
and governs non-Aboriginal hunting regulations. As geographical units, WMU are managed 
according to regulations established in Alberta’s Wildlife Act. The TLSA is located entirely within 
WMU 530 (Volume 2, Table 14.5-17). 

Big game animals with open seasons in the boreal region include whitetail deer, mule deer, 
moose, black bear, coyotes, and wolves. Upland game birds with open seasons in the boreal 
region include ruffed grouse, spruce grouse, sharp-tail grouse, and ptarmigan (Volume 2, 
Section 14.5.7.1). 

A habitat suitability model is available for one big game species, moose (Volume 2, 
Section 12.5.5). There are five categories of habitat suitability: high, good, moderate, marginal 
and poor. High habitat quality provides all life requisite requirements to maintain a species and 
is the preferred habitat above all other types. For moose, 21% of the habitat within the local 
study area is rated high to good, while more than half (61%) of the habitat within the local study 
area is of marginal and poor quality, indicating inadequate food and cover (Volume 2, 
Figure 12.5-11). 
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Due to the patchy nature of the Horse River Fire towards the outer boundaries and the limitation 
of spatial interpretation to the Provincial forest fire boundaries, it is not possible to determine 
with certainty the impact of the fire on wildlife in the TLSA (Volume 2, Section 12.6.3). However, 
it is possible that successional habitats will increase and, as a result, increase the presence of 
certain wildlife species, notably ungulates (moose and deer), while potentially decreasing the 
presence of other species that require interior habitats. 

15.6.2.4 Trapping 

Trapping of furbearing animals is an important tradition within Aboriginal communities in the 
region. Trapping provides an important source of food, medicine and income for trappers and 
their families. Typically, trapping occurs along streams, creeks and traditional trails. 

Trapping in Alberta is administered according to the registered fur management areas (RFMA). 
The TLSA is located in Fur Management Zone 1. Open seasons, defined as specific times of 
the year where trapping is permitted, exist for 13 furbearing species including beaver, fisher, 
fox, martin, mink, wolf, and wolverine (Volume 2, Section 14.5.7.2). 

Currently, there are three known Aboriginal-held RFMA, held by FMKFN members that intersect 
the TLSA, RFMA 2297, 2453 and 2925 (Hundseth pers. comm. 2017). It is assumed that the 
Horse River Fire did not change the overall RFMA areas. However, it is possible that the Horse 
River Fire will increase successional habitats in the TLSA and, as a result, decrease the 
presence of wildlife that require interior forest habitat and increase the presence of wildlife that 
prefer successional forest habitat. 

Habitat suitability models are available for three furbearer species: Canada lynx, fisher and 
beaver (Volume 2, Section 12.5.5). Approximately 33% of the TLSA contains high to good 
habitat for Canada lynx, and 66% of high to good habitat for fisher (Volume 2, Figures 12.5-12 
and 12.5-13). For the habitat suitability models, it is assumed for the purposes of this 
assessment that the Horse River Fire has removed quality habitat for large carnivores including 
Canada lynx and terrestrial furbearers including fisher; however, the regenerating forest will 
provide good habitat for most of their prey species in the first few years of regeneration and 
thus, increase habitat availability. 

There is minimal high quality habitat (1%) in the TLSA for beaver (Volume 2, Figure 12.5-14). It 
is assumed for the purposes of this assessment that riparian habitat preferred by beavers within 
the fire boundaries is affected. 

15.6.2.5 Fishing 

Alberta Environment and Parks regulates fishing within the province of Alberta. The province 
has three distinct management zones based on ecosystem. The division of these ecosystems 
into watershed units exists to allow fishing regulations to meet the specific waterbody and fish 
population needs. Some sections of Jackpine Creek and North Steepbank River are accessible 
from bridges along EAH. To access all other sections of Jackpine Creek, alternative means of 
transportation (ATVs/snowmobile) are required. The TLSA is within Zone 3 of the Northern 
Boreal fish management area. Sport fishbearing waterbodies within the TLSA include the Lower 
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and North Steepbank rivers. The Lower Steepbank River currently supports arctic grayling, 
burbot (ling-cod), goldeye, lake whitefish, northern pike (jackfish), walleye (pickerel) and 
longnose and white suckers. The North Steepbank River currently supports arctic grayling, 
mountain whitefish and walleye (pickerel) (Volume 2, Table 9.5-4). 

Fire can affect aquatic ecosystems in a variety of ways including decreased stream channel 
stability, increased or variable discharge, changes in woody debris delivery and storage, 
increased nutrient availability, increased sediment delivery and transport, increased solar 
radiation, and altered water temperature regimes (Volume 2, Section 9.5.5). This, in addition to 
the patchy nature of the Horse River Fire towards the outer boundaries and the limitation of 
spatial interpretation to the Provincial forest fire boundaries, means it is not possible to 
determine with certainty the impact of the fire on waterbodies in the ALSA. 

15.6.2.6 Plant Harvesting (Nutritional, Medicinal, Cultural) 

Detailed vegetation plot data collected from the TLSA and supplemental data from the 
Tamarack project (Ivanhoe 2010) were used to rank each ecological land class (ELC) for the 
potential to support traditional plant species identified in Volume 3, Appendix K2-5. Several ELC 
representing 53% of the TLSA have moderate to high traditional plant use potential (Volume 2, 
Table 11.5-12).  

Traditional plant potential may initially decline after a fire, but openings created by fire will favour 
some species in the long term (Volume 2, Section 11.5.3). Due to the patchy nature of the fire 
towards the outer boundaries and the limitation of spatial interpretation to the Provincial forest 
fire boundaries, it is not possible to determine with certainty the effect of the fire on plant 
harvesting in the TLSA. 

15.6.2.7 Traditional Land Use Sites (Habitation, Spiritual or Cultural) 

A trail/trapline and visiting site (Petro-Canada 2002) fall within the TLSA (Figure 15.6-6). Due to 
the patchy nature of the fire towards the outer boundaries and the limitation of spatial 
interpretation to the Provincial forest fire boundaries, it is not possible to determine the current 
use of the trail/trapline or visiting site. 

15.6.2.8 Important Species and Uses 

Suncor is not aware of any publicly-available information regarding important species and uses 
and is working with the communities to obtain TLU data.  

15.6.2.9 Athabasca Chipewyan First Nation  

Suncor is not aware of any publicly-available ACFN TLU information within the TLSA and is 
working with the community to obtain TLU data. 



Suncor Energy Inc. 
Lewis In Situ Project 
Volume 2 – Environmental Impact Assessment 
February 2018

Page 15-42 

15.6.2.10 Fort McKay First Nation 

Hunting 

Figure 15.6-6 identifies previous game sites associated with FMKFN within the TLSA 
(Petro-Canada 2002). One big game harvesting site for moose falls within the TLSA, on a 
tributary of the Steepbank River in the western extent of the TLSA. Additionally, one duck and 
two grouse harvesting sites fall within the TLSA (Figure 15.6-6) (Petro-Canada 2002). One bird 
game site (grouse) and the moose site fall within the disturbance associated with the Horse 
River Fire. 

There is no further information regarding the extent and frequency of current use, if any, of the 
identified game sites. 

Trapping 

Figure 15.6-6 identifies previous FMKFN furbearer game sites and furbearer habitat within the 
TLSA (Petro-Canada 2002; Imperial 2015). There are six furbearing game sites located within 
the TLSA, including rabbit, skunk, wolverine, Canada lynx, weasel, and general furbearers. A 
muskrat game site is located immediately outside the southwest corner of the TLSA 
(Petro-Canada 2002). With the exception of the Canada lynx, none of the furbearing game sites 
fall within the disturbance associated with the Horse River Fire. 

In terms of traditional habitat, two beaver lodges are located within the northwest corner of the 
TLSA (FMES 1996). A cluster of beaver lodges also lies immediately outside the TLSA, in 
proximity to the two identified lodges. Fisher have been observed immediately outside the TLSA 
along riparian areas that lie in close proximity to the Steepbank River (FMES 1996).  

There is no further information regarding the extent and frequency of current use, if any, of the 
identified furbearer game sites. 

FMKFN members hold rights to RFMA 2297, 2452 and 2925 (Hundseth pers. comm. 2017). 
RFMA 2453 has the largest portion of its land base intersecting the TLSA, at 9,348 ha (73%), 
followed by RFMA 2297 at 15,923 ha (56%) and RFMA 2925, at 4,418 ha (9%) (Volume 2, 
Table 14.5-19). Approximately 45% of the overall land base of RFMA 2453 is affected by the 
Horse River Fire, representing 17% of its land base within the TLSA. Approximately 248 ha of 
the RFMA 2297 land base was affected by the fire, and RFMA 2925 was unaffected by the fire. 

Fishing 

Figure 15.6-6 identifies traditional fish harvesting locations (Petro-Canada 2002). A walleye 
(pickerel) harvesting site is located within the portion of the Steepbank River that intersects the 
TLSA. Additionally, a northern pike harvesting sites lies immediately outside the eastern extent 
of the TLSA. 

There is no further information regarding the extent and frequency of current use, if any, of the 
identified fishing sites. 
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Plant Harvesting (Nutritional, Medicinal, Cultural) 

Harvesting sites for two tree species traditionally used by FMKFN (alder and Jack pine) are 
identified within the TLSA (FMES 1996) (Figure 15.6-6). Alder, used extensively in the smoking 
or drying of fish and meat, is identified on the westernmost edge of the TLSA (FMES 1996). A 
harvesting site for jackpine, known to have medicinal purposes, is identified in the northwest 
corner of the TLSA. 

Traditional berry harvesting sites, including blueberry and cranberry, are found within the TLSA, 
on the east and west sides of the North Steepbank River, respectively (Figure 15.6-6). 

No further information regarding the extent and frequency of current use, if any, of the traditional 
vegetation is currently available. 

Traditional Land Use Sites (Habitation, Spiritual or Cultural) 

A visiting site associated with FMKFN is located in the northeast corner of the TLSA 
(Figure 15.6-6) (Imperial 2015). Hunting and trapping is not associated with the visiting area, 
and the site is used when visiting a local trapper. No further information regarding the extent 
and frequency of current use of the visiting site is currently available. 

Important Species and Uses 

Suncor is not aware of any publicly-available information regarding important species and uses 
and is working with the community to obtain TLU data. 

15.6.2.11 Fort McMurray First Nation #468 

Suncor is not aware of any publicly-available FMKFN TLU information and is working with the 
community to obtain TLU data. 

15.6.2.12 Mikisew Cree First Nation 

Suncor is not aware of any publicly-available MCFN TLU information and is working with the 
community to obtain TLU data. 

15.7 Application Case 

This section includes an indicator analysis, followed by a subsequent VC analysis for the 
Application Case. The intent of the indicator analysis is to provide information on effect criteria 
ratings and facilitate the analysis of interactions between the Lewis Project and the VC. The 
indicator analysis includes a consideration of information from other disciplines, TLU baseline 
information, and community concerns, as appropriate. Measures that avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate negative effects and enhance positive effects are applied at the indicator level. 

15.7.1 Mitigation 

Table 15.7-1 presents the mitigations applicable to the TLU indicators. 
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Table 15.7-1: Summary of Proposed Mitigation 

Indicator Mitigations 

Temporary or permanent loss 
of harvesting areas and TLU 
sites 

 engage with local Aboriginal communities before altering any TLU sites and
areas associated with harvesting sites

 share Lewis Project-specific environmental information with interested
Aboriginal communities

 compensate affected trapline holders in accordance with the Fort McKay
Trappers Matrix

 communicate and cooperate with the registered trappers of all RFMA
intersecting the TLSA whose traplines will be directly affected by the Lewis
Project footprint

 re-use disturbed lands wherever possible rather than creating new
disturbance

 apply integrated land management practices to minimize surface land
disturbance including the use of common access corridors wherever
practicable

 reclaim lands no longer required for operation

Temporary or permanent loss 
of access to harvesting areas 
and TLU sites 

 engage with local traditional land users to address concerns and issues
related to access to TLU and harvesting sites

 maintain access by traditional land users and trappers to harvesting sites,
where practical, during construction, operations and reclamation

 the Lewis Project will use appropriate signage, roll back woody debris over
seismic lines, and minimize public access to the central processing facility
sites to maintain public safety

Temporary or permanent 
effects to aesthetic experience 
of using harvesting areas and 
TLU sites 

Visual: 
 reclaim lands no longer required for operation
Noise:
 buildings will act as barriers to exterior sound
 building walls and roof panels will attenuate sound from enclosed equipment.

Temporary or permanent loss 
of species availability and 
quality 

Wildlife: 
 use best management practices, including the protection of sensitive

information and intellectual property rights, adherence to TK protocols and
ongoing meaningful engagement with community support and involvement

 a comprehensive list of wildlife mitigations is presented in Volume 2,
Section 12.6.1

Traditional plants: 
 use best management practices, including the protection of sensitive

information and intellectual property rights, adherence to TK protocols and
ongoing meaningful engagement with community support and involvement

 plant species used for traditional purposes by Aboriginal people of the region
will be incorporated (depending on availability) into the reclamation planting
prescriptions where practical.

 feedback received from stakeholders and Aboriginal groups will be
considered for incorporation into Suncor’s conservation and reclamation
planning process and reclamation activities on an ongoing basis

 establish reclaimed plant communities that are characteristic of native plant
communities in the oil sands region and support colonization by wildlife
species of primary interest to indigenous and other local land users

 establish native vegetation species as soon as areas become “ready for
reclamation”, where practicable, to reduce the likelihood of erosion and the
establishment of noxious weed species
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Indicator Mitigations  

 maintain access for traditional land users and trappers to TLU trails and other 
access routes, where possible, during construction, operations, and 
reclamation 

 conduct ongoing engagement and notification about construction schedules 
and locations with traditional land users 

Fish: 
 a comprehensive list of fisheries mitigations is presented in Volume 2, 

Table 9.6-1 
 maintain access for traditional land users and trappers to TLU trails and other 

access routes, where possible, during construction, operations, and 
reclamation 

 conduct ongoing engagement and notification about construction schedules 
and locations with traditional land users 

Temporary or permanent loss 
of or change in the ability to 
harvest and use TLU sites 

 review opportunities to provide support of community-based cultural initiatives 
to transfer of knowledge 

 provide awareness to Aboriginal employees of workplace policies that, if 
desired, would enable time for harvesting and visiting TLU sites. 

 

15.7.2 Harvesting and Harvesting Areas (Valued Component) 

Harvesting areas are natural areas where conditions are favourable for the harvesting of wildlife, 
plants, and fish. Alteration of natural areas can affect the area available for harvesting. Traplines 
held by Aboriginal community members are an important aspect of TLU. Any land disturbance, 
alienation, fragmentation, or loss of land in a trapline can affect the area available for trapping. 

Indicators for the harvesting and harvesting areas VC include: 

 temporary or permanent loss of harvesting areas 

 temporary or permanent loss of access to harvesting areas 

 temporary or permanent effects to aesthetic experience of using harvesting areas 

 temporary or permanent loss of species availability or quality 

 temporary or permanent loss of or change in ability to harvest. 

15.7.2.1 Supporting Discipline Assessment Information  

Assessments from other disciplines that are relevant for the indicator analysis of harvesting and 
harvesting areas are summarized in Table 15.7-2. Discipline information supports existing TLU 
information and concerns from Aboriginal communities. 
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Table 15.7-2: Harvesting and Harvesting Areas Indicators 
and Supporting Discipline Assessment Information  

Discipline VC or Indicator Discipline Residual Impact 
Temporary or Permanent Loss of Harvesting Areas 
Land disturbance Land and resource use Moderate 
Trapping Land and resource use Moderate 
Peak and low flows Hydrology Low to Moderate 
Mean annual runoff Hydrology Low to Moderate 
Surface water withdrawals Hydrology Neutral 
Groundwater withdrawal Hydrogeology Neutral 
Loss or alteration of fish and riparian habitat Aquatic ecology Low 
Water quantity changes Aquatic ecology Low 
Ground heave or subsidence Aquatic ecology Neutral 
Groundwater-surface water interactions Aquatic ecology Low to Neutral 
Traditional plant potential Vegetation and wetlands Low 
Temporary or Permanent Loss of Access to Harvesting Areas 
Access Land and resource use Low 
Traffic Socio-economics Low 
Temporary or Permanent Effects to Aesthetic Experience of using Harvesting Areas 
Sulphur dioxide Air quality Low 
Nitrogen oxide Air quality Low 
Carbon monoxide Air quality Low 
Particulate matter Air quality Low 
Potential acid input Air quality Low 
Nitrogen deposition Air quality Low 
Particulate deposition Air quality Low 
Community and recreational area air quality Air Quality Low 
Ambient ozone Air Quality Low 
Noise Noise Low 
Valued social components Visual aesthetics Low 
Temporary or Permanent Loss of Species Availability or Quality 
Aboveground pipelines Wildlife Low 
Seismic and exploration activity Wildlife Low 
Noise Wildlife Low 
Project lighting Wildlife Low 
Hydrological changes Wildlife Low 
Moose Wildlife Low 
Canada lynx Wildlife Moderate 
Fisher Wildlife Moderate 
Beaver Wildlife Low 
Waterfowl and shorebirds Wildlife Low 
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Discipline VC or Indicator Discipline Residual Impact 
Upland game birds Wildlife Low 
Terrestrial furbearers Wildlife Low 
Fish abundance and health (change in sediment loading) Aquatic ecology Low 
Fish abundance and health (change in sediment quality) Aquatic ecology Low 
Fish abundance and health (change in fish health) Aquatic ecology Low 
Fish abundance and health (entrapment and entrainment of 
fish) Aquatic ecology Neutral 

Fish abundance and health (change of special status fish 
species) Aquatic ecology Low 

Fish abundance and health (invasive aquatic species) Aquatic ecology Neutral 
Water quality changes and acidification Aquatic ecology Low 
Benthic communities (changes in benthic communities) Aquatic ecology Low 
Groundwater-surface water interactions and thermal plumes Aquatic ecology Neutral to Low 
Ground heave or subsidence Aquatic ecology Neutral 
Traditional plant potential Vegetation and wetlands Low 
Temporary or Permanent Loss of or Change in Ability to Harvest 
Regional economy (including employment) Socio-economics Moderate 

15.7.2.2 Temporary or Permanent Loss of Harvesting Areas (Indicator) 

One big game harvesting location, a moose-harvesting site, is located within the TLSA, east of a 
tributary of the Steepbank River. Other game sites include two grouse harvesting sites, one 
duck-harvesting site and six furbearer-harvesting sites. 

One walleye harvesting location is in the Steepbank River, within the TLSA. Additionally, two 
berry picking sites, including cranberry and blueberry, are within the TLSA. Of these identified 
harvesting areas, only one, the weasel-harvesting site, falls within the Lewis Project footprint 
(Figure 15.7-1). No further information, including extent of current use, is known. 

Concerns expressed by Aboriginal communities regarding the loss of land-based harvesting 
areas include fragmentation and disturbance to traditional use areas, and effects on the ability 
to harvest traditionally used species (Imperial 2005; Parsons Creek 2010; MCFN 2012, 2014; 
FMKFN 2014). Concerns regarding surface and subsurface water quantity and its effects on 
harvesting include changes to surface and groundwater quantity (Imperial 2005; ACFN 2008, 
2012a; Parsons Creek 2010; MCFN 2012). These concerns are important considerations given 
the relevance of water and groundwater quantity on aquatic habitat for harvested species. 
Additionally, riparian zones bordering ponds, lakes and streams are important habitat for plants 
traditionally used by Aboriginal groups (Imperial 2005). 
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The measures used to identify potential effects to harvesting areas include: 

 disturbance, alienation or loss of land to preferred harvesting areas, including aquatic
areas

 fragmentation of land in preferred harvesting areas

 changes to traplines held by Aboriginal users.

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 6.6, 7.6, 9.6, 11.6, 12.6, and 14.6. 

The Lewis Project footprint overlaps three FMKFN-held RFMAs, 2297, 2453 and 2925. 
Approximately 7% of RFMA 2297 will be removed by Lewis Project facilities and unavailable to 
furbearers or trapping activities (Volume 2, Table 14.6-6). Additionally, 4% of RFMA 2453 and 
less than 1% of RFMA 2925 will also be removed by Lewis Project facilities and will be similarly 
unavailable. This represents a moderate effect on the land bases of the RFMAs (Volume 2, 
Section 14.6). 

Residual impacts to land disturbance and trapping are moderate (Volume 2, Section 14.6). 

Residual impacts to fish habitat and alteration and ground-surface water interactions are 
assessed as neutral to low (Volume 2, Section 9.9). 

The Lewis Project will import process water from Suncor’s Base Plant Operation for steam 
generation. Water for utility purposes including dust control and utility steam will be sourced 
from treated process-effected water, or if required, from surface water and possibly from future 
groundwater wells (Volume 1, Section 1.6). Water for domestic purposes will be trucked in. 
Water for construction, hydrostatic testing and drilling will be obtained under temporary 
diversion licences applied for separately, if required. When obtaining water for construction and 
drilling, Suncor will preferentially use water from borrow sources or ponds before applying on 
diversion licences from natural waterbodies. 

Residual impacts to low flows, peak flows and mean annual runoff (affecting water quantity) are 
assessed as low to moderate (Volume 2, Section 7.6). The residual impact of surface water 
withdrawals for steam generation, domestic and utility purposes is neutral since no withdrawals 
are required. 

Pumping of nonsaline groundwater for steam generation is not required for the Lewis Project; 
therefore, the residual impact is neutral (Volume 2, Section 6.6.2). 

A total of 2,175 ha (8%) of area ranked as high and moderate for traditional plant potential in 
the TLSA are effected in the Application Case (Volume 2, Table 11.6-12). This is a moderate 
effect, negative in direction, local in extent, long-term in duration, occurring once. Following 
reclamation, there is a remaining decrease of less than 1% in the area ranked as high and 
moderate for traditional use plant potential. This effect is negative in direction, local in extent 
and low in magnitude. Effect duration will be long-term. The residual impacts are low. 
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The Lewis Project is predicted to effect 30% of high and good quality moose habitat in the 
TLSA, and 2,126 ha (19%), 8,467 ha (38%), and 28 (6%) of available high and good quality 
habitat for lynx, fisher and beaver, respectively (Volume 2, Section 12.6). 

Overall, the potential effects to the indicator, harvesting areas, include: 

 loss of aquatic habitat for fish species in preferred harvesting areas 

 loss of high and moderate quality TLU plant species in preferred harvesting areas 

 loss of trapping land base available for RFMA 2297, 2453 and 2925 

 loss of the existing weasel furbearer harvesting site 

 loss of high and good quality habitat for furbearer species in potential harvesting areas  

 loss of high and good quality moose habitat in potential harvesting areas. 

15.7.2.3 Temporary or Permanent Loss of Access to Harvesting Areas (Indicator) 

As assessed in the Project traffic impact assessment, the access to the TLSA is via Highway 63 
and the EAH, in addition to ROW, seismic/trails and two large interconnected traditional trail 
systems (Volume 2, Section 14.5). Hunting in the TLSA and TRSA is almost entirely from 
off-highway vehicles or on foot, as highway vehicles generally cannot travel across the muskeg 
terrain outside of frozen conditions (generally December to April) (Volume 2, Section 14.5). 

The traditional trail systems that intersect the TLSA are located along rivers, streams and small 
lakes including, most notably, the North Steepbank River (Petro-Canada 2002; Husky 2004). 

Access-related concerns expressed by Aboriginal communities include resource competition 
with non-Aboriginal land users due to increases in access corridors. Increasing access impedes 
or destroys traditional trails, navigation landmarks and access routes (land and water based) to 
resource-gathering areas and sites (CNRL 2002; Shell 2002; Petro-Canada 2002; 
Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005; Total 2006; Parsons Creek 2010; ACFN 2012b; MCFN 2012, 
2014; FMKFN 2014). 

The measures used to identify potential effects on the ability to access harvesting areas include: 

 changes in access to preferred harvesting areas (including increases, decreases, 
restrictions and obstructions) 

 access changes to traplines held by Aboriginal people. 

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 14.6 and 18.6. The Lewis Project will result in additional linear development (ROW) 
between facilities and well pad sites. The net effect is a loss of existing access as a result of the 
Lewis Project. This will have a negative effect on those resource users reliant on these features 
to access their activity areas. Resource users may experience positive effects from new Lewis 
Project access in the long term. The residual impact to access is assessed as low (Volume 2, 
Section 14.6). Residual impacts to traffic are low (Volume 2, Section 18.6). 
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Overall, the potential effects to the indicator, loss of access to harvesting areas, include: 

 decrease in access to preferred harvesting areas and traplines 

 access restrictions or obstructions to preferred harvesting areas and traplines as a result 
of linear disturbance created by the Lewis Project. 

15.7.2.4 Temporary or Permanent Effects to Aesthetic Experience of Using Harvesting 
Areas (Indicator) 

Aesthetics include the sensory aspects of noise, air, and visual effects that may be associated 
with the Lewis Project. Aesthetics contribute to the experience of community members while 
harvesting. 

Concerns expressed by Aboriginal communities regarding the aesthetic experience of 
harvesting include decreases in air quality and increases in foul smelling odours, noise pollution 
and dust (Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005; Total 2006; ACFN 2008; ACFN 2012a; FMKFN 2014). 
Decreases in environmental aesthetics associated with harvesting subsequently results in 
avoidance of harvesting areas and a decrease in community members’ overall sense of place 
(Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005; ACFN 2012b; MCFN 2014). 

The measures used to identify potential effects to the aesthetic experience of harvesting areas 
include: 

 noise disturbance 

 visual experience 

 air quality and odours. 

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 4.10, 5.6 and 19.6. The results of the noise impact assessment indicate that residual 
impacts to noise will be low in magnitude (Volume 2, Section 5.6). Residual impacts to key air 
quality VCs are assessed as low in magnitude (Volume 2, Section 4.10). 

Visual elements contribute to the aesthetic experience of harvesting and harvesting areas. An 
increase in visual disturbance from Lewis Project facilities could affect the overall aesthetic 
experience of traditional land users using harvesting sites. There will be a low negative visual 
effect to stakeholders at one viewpoint. The residual impact is low (Volume 2, Section 19.6). 

Overall, the potential effects on the aesthetic experience associated with harvesting areas include: 

 increase in noise levels as a result of Lewis Project activities and subsequent decrease 
in aesthetic experience of harvesting 

 decrease in air quality as a result of Lewis Project activities and subsequent decrease in 
aesthetic experience of harvesting 

 decrease in visual quality as a result of Lewis Project activities and subsequent 
decrease in aesthetic experience of harvesting. 
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Ongoing air quality monitoring initiatives include: 

 specific source monitoring for the Lewis Project, as outlined within Volume 1,
Section 4.6.1, conducted in accordance to Environmental Protection and Enhancement 
Act approval conditions

 regional air quality monitoring as per the Oil Sands Environmental Monitoring Program 
Regulation (Volume 2, Section 4.9). 

15.7.2.5 Temporary or Permanent Loss of Species Availability or Quality (Indicator) 

Wildlife 

Information in the literature indicates that Aboriginal community members trap and hunt a range 
of wildlife species in the TLSA. Harvesting of animals continues to have cultural and social 
significance for Aboriginal communities. Moose hunting, in particular, is a traditional use activity 
with cultural importance and moose is the preferred and primary country food (Imperial 2015). A 
moose-harvesting site is located adjacent to an eastern tributary of the Steepbank River in the 
TLSA (Petro-Canada 2002). Lewis Project facilities do not intersect the moose-harvesting site 
(Figure 15.7-1). 

Concerns expressed by Aboriginal communities regarding wildlife species availability and 
quality include habitat loss and fragmentation affecting traditional use species and decreasing 
species health and abundance. Decreased wildlife presence and abundance is attributed to 
noise associated with increasing industrial development, resource competition with 
non-Aboriginal hunters and declining water levels (CNRL 2002; Shell 2002; Husky 2004; 
Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005; Total 2006; ACFN 2012, 2014; MCFN 2012, 2014; FMKFN 2014). 
Aboriginal groups note the decreasing quality of traditional use species, including reduced taste, 
and physical deformities (Imperial 2005; Total 2006; Parsons Creek 2010; ACFN 2012a; 
MCFN 2012). 

There is also concern regarding the ability of wildlife species to recolonize reclaimed land 
(ACFN 2012a). 

The measures used to identify potential effects to wildlife species availability or quality include: 

 quantity of species

 quality of species

 species health

 wildlife habitat.

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 12.9 and 17.0. Residual impacts are as follows: 

 aboveground pipelines (low)

 exploration and seismic activity (low)
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 noise (low) 

 hydrological changes (low) 

 Lewis Project lighting (low) 

 overall Lewis Project-specific species effects (low to moderate). 

In addition to the VC assessments described above, general information regarding habitat loss 
and effectiveness, mortality and disruption of movement patterns are discussed (Volume 2, 
Section 12.6). The Lewis Project is predicted to affect 2,162 ha (30%) of high and good quality 
moose habitat in the TLSA, and 2,126 ha (19%), 8,467 ha (38%), and 28 ha (6%) of available 
high and good quality habitat for lynx, fisher and beaver, respectively. 

Moose will avoid access corridors based on the associated level of human activity (Volume 2, 
Section 12.5). Heavy vehicle traffic may reduce moose habitat use adjacent to the main access 
road throughout the life of the Lewis Project. While lynx avoid suitable habitat with high levels of 
human activity and traffic, they will use habitat in areas with low levels of human recreational 
activity (Volume 2, Section 12.6). Fishers will avoid habitat adjacent to Lewis Project facilities 
where there are high levels of human activity, such as the main access roads, though 
disturbances such as well pads and secondary access roads with low levels of human activity 
may still be used. 

Game species mortality, both direct and indirect, may occur because of the Lewis Project 
(Volume 2, Section 12.6). For example, indirect moose mortality may potentially increase from 
additional hunting and poaching pressure as a result of improved access into the TLSA. For lynx 
and fisher, trapping is normally the source of direct mortality. For beaver, direct mortality may be 
experienced as a result of removal of lodges and dams during construction. 

It is anticipated that moose will avoid areas of increased traffic levels within the TLSA 
(Volume 2, Section 12.6). Lewis Project facilities that experience lower levels of human use 
(i.e., secondary access roads, pipeline ROWs) will likely be used by moose as travel corridors. 

The width of access roads and pipeline corridors developed for the Lewis Project are not wide 
enough to discourage lynx from crossing, particularly in areas where sufficient forest cover is 
present on either side (Volume 2, Section 12.6). However, large disturbances, such as the 
central processing facility, and large, active well pads, will alter lynx movement patterns. 
Pipelines and other linear disturbances are not expected to result in barriers to lynx movement. 
Additionally, although fisher movements may be altered, barriers to movement will not occur 
because of the Lewis Project. For beaver, disruption of movement patterns is expected to be 
low (Volume 2, Section 12.6). 

No incremental increase in the exposure ratios for species groups (i.e., large carnivores, 
ungulate, small herbivorous and insectivorous mammals, birds of prey and game birds) is 
expected, which indicates that the Lewis Project is not contributing to increased risks in these 
receptors and thus, wildlife health in general (Volume 2, Section 17.4). 
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Overall, the potential effects to the indicator, harvested wildlife species availability or quality, 
include: 

 loss of high and good quality habitat for moose, Canada lynx, fisher and beaver and 
subsequent decrease in the availability and quality of game species 

 increase in direct and indirect game species mortality and subsequent decrease in 
availability of game species 

 increased noise levels experienced by game species, resulting in a subsequent 
decrease in the availability of game species for harvesting 

 barriers to game species movement patterns as a result of Lewis Project linear access 
and associated effects to the availability of harvested game species. 

Aquatic Ecology 

The literature indicates that Aboriginal community members actively fish in the TLSA. 
Fishbearing waterbodies in the TLSA include the Steepbank and North Steepbank rivers 
(Petro-Canada 2002). These waterbodies have the capability to support sport fishing species, 
including arctic grayling, burbot (lingcod), goldeye, lake whitefish, mountain whitefish, walleye, 
northern pike, longnose and white sucker (Volume 2, Table 9.5-22) Both the Steepbank and 
North Steepbank rivers are important sites for FMKFN fishing activity (Petro-Canada 2002). 

Concerns expressed by Aboriginal communities regarding fish species availability and quality 
include declining fish stocks (ACFN 2012b). There is a link between increasing resource 
competition and fishing pressure by sport anglers and the declining abundance of traditional fish 
species (Imperial 2005). Frequently voiced concerns include a continual decline of fish health 
and quality, including the growing presence of physical deformities and the subsequent edibility 
of fish (CNRL 2002; Imperial 2005). 

The measures used to identify potential effects to fish species availability or quality include: 

 quantity of species 

 quality of species 

 species health 

 fish habitat. 

Supporting discipline assessment information related to the fish species availability and quality 
indicator is available from Volume 2, Section 9.6. Residual impacts are as follows: 

 loss or alteration of fish and riparian habitat (low) 

 fish abundance and health (neutral to low) 

 water quantity changes (low) 

 water quality changes and acidification (low) 

 benthic communities (low) 
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 groundwater-surface water interactions and thermal plumes (neutral to low) 

 ground heave or subsidence (neutral). 

Overall, the potential effects to the indicator, harvested fish species availability or quality, 
include: 

 loss of fish habitat and subsequent decrease in the availability of preferred fish species 

 health effects to fish species and subsequent decrease in quantity and quality of fish 
species. 

Vegetation 

Information in the literature confirms that Aboriginal community members gather a range of plant 
species. Current berry harvesting sites in the TLSA include both cranberry and blueberry 
harvesting sites. A blueberry-harvesting site is located east of the North Steepbank River, along 
an existing traditional trail system in the southern extent of the TLSA (Figure 15.7-1). The 
cranberry harvesting site is located approximately 1.6 km southwest of the blueberry harvesting 
site, on the west side of the North Steepbank River (Petro-Canada 2002). 

Concerns expressed by Aboriginal communities regarding plant and berry availability and 
quality include habitat change and loss, and changes to plant health, vigour and abundance 
(Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005; Total 2006; Parsons Creek 2010; FMKFN 2012, 2014). There is 
specific concern for plants associated with wetland and riparian areas, given the important 
habitat available for traditional used plants in these areas. Vegetation of concern includes 
muskeg, wild mint, rat root and a variety of medicinal plants (Imperial 2005). 

For many Aboriginal groups, the efficacy of reclamation is a frequently-cited concern, given its 
critical link to overall ecosystem health and vitality. Specifically, Aboriginal groups question the 
ability of reclaimed land to support TLU opportunities for future generations (Imperial 2005; 
ACFN 2012a). For example, reclaimed plants are often unable to thrive in new environments, 
and topsoil, subsoil and salvaged soil mixing may prevent revegetation by natural recover 
(FMKFN 2012). Vegetation of specific reclamation concern include muskeg and peatlands, as 
there are currently no known reclamation techniques available (Total 2006; FMKFN 2014). 

The measures used to identify potential effects to vegetation species availability or quality 
include potential changes to: 

 quantity of species 

 quality of species 

 species health 

 vegetation habitat potential. 
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The Lewis Project will affect 2,175 ha of high and moderate ranked traditional use plant 
potential areas, representing an 8% decrease in the Application Case (Volume 2, 
Table 11.6-12). This is a moderate magnitude effect. Following reclamation, there is less than a 
1% decrease in the area ranked high and moderate for traditional use plant potential. This is a 
low magnitude effect that is negative in direction. The residual impact is low. 

There is no land-based disturbance to the cranberry and blueberry harvesting sites resulting 
from the Lewis Project (Figure 15.7-1). 

Road dust is predicted to affect 1,408 ha of ELC sensitive to road dust (Volume 2, 
Section 11.6.3). Mitigations to reduce road dust will be used throughout the duration of the 
Lewis Project including watering roads and use of binding agents applied to the road surface to 
reduce dust generation. After reclamation, the effect is rated as low in magnitude, and assumes 
that all Lewis Project developments generating dust will be fully reclaimed. A low residual 
impact from vegetation sensitivity to dust is expected. 

Nitrogen deposition on sensitive regional habitat classes is predicted to increase by 2,739 ha 
(<1% of the TRSA) in the Application Case (Volume 2, Table 11.6-2). Potential effects are 
highest in lowland coniferous habitat, where 7% of the regional habitat class is at increased risk. 
Overall, the Lewis Project will result in a low magnitude increase in the area at risk for nitrogen 
deposition effects in the TRSA. Even though nitrogen deposition will cease following the 
cessation of Lewis Project activities, any changes in plant community composition and species 
diversity will remain. The final residual impact rating for nitrogen deposition is moderate. 

Overall, the potential effects on the indicator, harvested vegetation species availability or quality, 
include: 

 loss of high and moderate ranked traditional use plant classes and a subsequent
decrease in the availability of preferred traditional use plant species

 health effects of changes to air and water quality on vegetation health and subsequent
decrease in quality of preferred traditional use plant and berry species.

15.7.2.6 Temporary or Permanent Loss of or Change in Ability to Harvest (Indicator) 

The effect of Lewis Project employment has the potential to decrease time spent on the land 
and the ability to access valued harvesting sites. Subsequently, decreased time available to 
spend harvesting may also decrease the opportunity for TK and language transmission. 
Alternatively, disposable income could be used to improve the mode of access (e.g., ATVs, 
ARGOs) used to access harvesting areas. 

Aboriginal community members have expressed concern regarding employment opportunities 
and subsequent decreasing opportunities to engage in TLU and decreasing cultural 
transmission (Total 2006). Decreasing time spent on the land is attributed to decreasing 
opportunities for cultural and language transmission (Imperial 2005; ACFN 2012b, 2014; 
MCFN 2014). 
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The measures used to identify the effects on the ability of Aboriginal people to harvest include: 

 employment opportunities for Aboriginal people 

 increased income for Aboriginal people. 

Lewis Project effects on the regional economy (including employment) will be low in magnitude 
and positive in direction (Volume 2, Section 18.6). 

Overall, the potential effects to the indicator, loss of or change in the ability to harvest include: 

 decreased time available to spend harvesting (resulting in potential decreases in cultural 
and language transmission) 

 improvements in amenities at harvesting sites and modes of access used to access as a 
result of disposable income created by Lewis Project employment. 

15.7.2.7 Impact Assessment – Harvesting and Harvesting Areas 

As described in Section 15.7.2.5, there will be varying loss in high and good quality habitat for 
game species, including moose, Canada lynx, fisher, and beaver. 

The land bases associated with the three Aboriginal-held RFMAs will be removed by Lewis 
Project facilities and unavailable to furbearers or trapping activities. Additionally, the identified 
weasel-harvesting site will be removed by the Lewis Project. However, these land bases will be 
available for trapping with the gradual growth of vegetation cover and the return of furbearers 
throughout revegetation and following reclamation (Volume 2, Section 14.6). Additionally, there 
will be a loss of access created by the Lewis Project, the effects of which are both positive and 
negative (Volume 2, Section 14.6). 

Prior to the mitigations outlined in Table 15.7-1, the sum of these effects on harvesting and 
harvesting areas represents a moderate effect. Following mitigation, the residual impact on the 
harvesting and harvesting areas VC from the Lewis Project is low. The geographic extent of the 
effect is local. The direction of the effect is expected to be negative due to a combination of 
diminished access to harvesting areas caused by Lewis Project activities, land base disturbance 
to RFMAs and effects to species availability or quality. The duration of the effects is long-term, 
as they will occur during construction and operations. The frequency of the effects is continuous 
because they will continue through construction and operations. The confidence in these 
predictions is moderate. 

15.7.3 Traditional Land Use Sites and Use (Valued Component) 

TLU sites used for residence or cultural or spiritual purposes are an important aspect of TLU. 
TLU sites within the TLSA include a series of interconnected traditional trail systems that run 
adjacent or in close proximity to the North Steepbank River (Petro-Canada 2002; Husky 2004) 
(Figure 15.7-1). 
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Overall, the potential effects to TLU sites and use include: 

 temporary or permanent loss of TLU sites 

 temporary or permanent loss of access to TLU sites 

 temporary or permanent effects to aesthetic experience of using TLU sites 

 temporary or permanent loss of or change in ability to use TLU sites. 

15.7.3.1 Supporting Discipline Assessment Information  

A summary of assessments from other disciplines that are relevant for the indicator analysis of 
TLU sites and use are in Table 15.7-3. Discipline information supports existing TLU information 
and concerns from Aboriginal communities. 

Table 15.7-3: Traditional Land Use Sites and Use Indicators 
and Supporting Discipline Assessment Information 

Discipline VC Discipline Residual Impact  
Temporary or Permanent Loss of TLU Sites 
HfOt-10 Historical resources Neutral 
Undiscovered historical resources Historical resources Moderate 
Temporary or Permanent Loss of Access to TLU Sites 
Access  Land and resource use Low 
Traffic Socio-economics Low 
Temporary or Permanent Effect to Aesthetic Experience of Using TLU Sites 
Sulphur dioxide Air quality Low 
Nitrogen oxide Air quality Low 
Carbon monoxide Air quality Low 
Particulate matter Air quality Low 
Acid deposition Air quality Low 
Nitrogen deposition Air quality Moderate 
Particulate deposition Air quality Low 
Odourous emissions Air quality Low 
Community and recreational area air quality Air quality Low 
Ambient ozone concentration Air quality Low 
Noise Noise Low 
Valued social components Visual aesthetics Low 
Temporary or Permanent Loss of or Change in Ability to use TLU Sites 
Regional and local economy (including employment) Socio-economics Moderate 
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15.7.3.2 Temporary or Permanent Loss of Traditional Land Use Sites (Indicator) 

There are no recorded heritage standing structures within the TLSA (Volume 2 Section 16.5). 
Additionally, there are no cabins within the TLSA. The closest cabin is located 2.8 km southeast 
of the TLSA (Figure 15.6-6). 

Two large and interconnected traditional trail systems/traplines run throughout large sections of 
the TRSA, extend, and intersect at different locations throughout the TLSA (Figure 15.7-1). 
Historically, some of these trails provided access to hunters and trappers on foot or dogsleds, 
and connected settlement areas with cabins, camping locations, and trapping and hunting 
territories. These trails continue to be a significant feature of the landscape for traditional 
hunters and trappers (Husky 2004). Less than 1 ha of the traditional trail system will be removed 
by the Lewis Project facilities, and unavailable to traditional land users. There is a possibility of 
current use (Husky 2004); however, the extent is unknown. 

Additionally, there is a visiting site adjacent to the southern shore of an unnamed waterbody in 
the northeast portion of TLSA (Figure 15.6-6). Hunting and trapping is not associated with the 
visiting area, and the site is reportedly accessed when visiting a local trapper (Imperial 2015). 
No further information regarding the extent and frequency of current use of the visiting site is 
currently available. This site is not intersected by the Lewis Project footprint. 

Concerns regarding TLU sites include damage and vandalism of trapline cabins (Imperial 2005), 
as well as a reduced overall significance of cultural sites with land-based environmental 
degradation (Imperial 2005). 

The measures to identify potential effects to TLU sites include: 

 changes to disturbance, alienation and loss of land available for preferred TLU sites.

One precontact isolated find, HfOt-10, is located in the Lewis Project footprint (Volume 2, 
Figure 16.6-1). The Lewis Project will remove this site during construction. The residual impact 
is neutral, since the removal of this site will not significantly affect the archaeological record of 
the region. There is no evidence to suggest HfOt-10 is a TLU site. 

Undiscovered historical resources (archaeological, palaeontological or historic) may be 
negatively affected by the Lewis Project as it is conceivable that not all of these resources will 
be discovered or recovered during the construction and operations phases despite mitigative 
measures. If resources are not found, their loss may result in a low to moderate magnitude of 
effect, depending on their value to scientific interpretation. Because of the uncertainty of the 
value of these resources, confidence in these effects ratings is moderate with a final effect 
rating of low to moderate (Volume 2, Section 16.6.2). 

Overall, the potential effects on the indicator (loss of TLU sites) include: 

 land-based disturbance to the identified traditional trail/trapline

 potential loss of undiscovered historical resources.
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15.7.3.3 Temporary or Permanent Loss of Access to Traditional Land Use Sites 
(Indicator) 

There is evidence to suggest that the traditional trail systems intersecting the TLSA were used 
in the past and may be currently used (Petro-Canada 2002; Husky 2004). Trails often connect 
waterbodies, and given the trails’ close proximity to the North Steepbank River, tributaries and 
other waterbodies, they may be currently used to access TLU sites and/or resources in the 
TLSA (Figure 15.7-1). However, the current extent of use of these trail systems is unknown. 

Less than 1 ha of the traditional trail systems will be removed by the Lewis Project facilities, 
creating potential access fragmentation and obstructions, resulting in disruptions to trail 
systems’ continuity for traditional land users. Additionally, Lewis Project linear development 
(ROW) in the northern extent of the TLSA links directly with the traditional trail systems 
(Figure 15.7-1). Ease of access, coupled with newly created access corridors linking the Lewis 
Project to the traditional trail systems, may result in an increase in overall use of the trail 
systems by both traditional and non-Aboriginal land users. 

Frequently cited access-related concerns expressed by Aboriginal communities include 
increasing resource competition with non-Aboriginal land users due to increases in access 
corridors (Imperial 2005). Increased access creates pressure on, or provides opportunity for 
exploitation of TLU sites, including vandalism (Imperial 2005). Additionally, access restrictions 
created by industry create access fragmentation, which interferes with existing trails to 
traditional use areas (Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005). 

The measures used to identify potential effects on temporary or permanent loss of access to 
TLU sites, include: 

 access to preferred TLU sites (including increases, decreases, restrictions and 
obstructions). 

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 14.6 and 18.6. The residual impacts to access and traffic are low. 

Overall, the potential effects to the indicator, temporary or permanent loss of access to TLU 
sites, include: 

 decreases and increases in access to TLU trail systems 

 access fragmentation to TLU trail systems 

 restrictions or obstruction to TLU trail systems and critical access corridors linking TLU 
sites. 

15.7.3.4 Temporary or Permanent Effects to Aesthetic Experience of Using Traditional 
Land Use Sites (Indicator) 

Aesthetics include the sensory aspects of noise, air, and visual effects that may be associated 
with the Lewis Project. Aesthetics contribute to the experience of community members while 
using TLU sites. 
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Concerns expressed by Aboriginal communities regarding the aesthetic experience of TLU sites 
include frequent noise and dust generally and along main access roads in close proximity to 
cabins (Imperial 2005; Total 2006; ACFN 2012a; MCFN 2012). 

The measures used to identify potential effects to the aesthetic experience of using TLU sites 
include: 

 noise disturbance 

 visual experience 

 air quality and odours. 

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 4.10, 5.6 and 19.6. The results of the noise impact assessment indicate that residual 
impacts to noise will be low in magnitude (Volume 2, Section 5.6). Residual impacts to key air 
quality VCs are also low in magnitude (Volume 2, Section 4.10). 

Visual elements contribute to the aesthetic experience of harvesting and harvesting areas. An 
increase in visual disturbance from Lewis Project facilities could affect the overall aesthetic 
experience of traditional land users using harvesting sites. There will be a low negative visual 
effect to stakeholders at one viewpoint. The residual impact is low (Volume 2, Section 19.6). 

Overall, potential effects to the indicator, aesthetic experience of using TLU sites, include: 

 decrease in visual aesthetic experience 

 increase in noise disturbance and subsequent decrease in overall aesthetic experience 

 decrease in air quality and subsequent decrease in overall aesthetic experience. 

15.7.3.5 Temporary or Permanent Loss of or Change in Ability to Use Traditional Land 
Use Sites (Indicator) 

The effect of Lewis Project employment has the potential to decrease time spent using and 
accessing TLU sites. Alternatively, there could be an increase in the amount of income available 
to spend on TLU sites, whether it be improved vehicular access or improved amenities at TLU 
sites. Decreased time available to spend at TLU sites may decrease the opportunity for TK and 
language transmission. 

The measures used to identify the effects on the ability of Aboriginal people to use TLU sites 
include: 

 employment opportunities for Aboriginal people 

 increased income for Aboriginal people. 

Lewis Project effects on the regional and local economy (including employment) will be 
moderate in magnitude and positive in direction (Volume 2, Section 18.6). 
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Overall, the potential effects to the indicator, loss or change in the ability to use TLU sites, 
include: 

 decreased time available to spend at TLU sites (resulting in potential decreases in 
cultural and language transmission) 

 improvements in amenities at sites and modes of access as a result of disposable 
income created by Lewis Project employment. 

15.7.3.6 Impact Assessment – Traditional Land Use Sites and Use 

The Lewis Project footprint will disturb less than 1 ha associated with the trail/trapline system 
that falls within the TLSA, creating potential access fragmentation and obstructions, resulting in 
disruptions to trail system continuity. Additionally, newly created linear development associated 
with the Lewis Project, particularly in the northern section of the TLSA, may result in an increase 
in trail system usage by both traditional and non-Aboriginal users. The net effect of the Lewis 
Project on access, as assessed by Volume 2, Section 14.6, is a loss of existing access, which is 
low. 

Prior to mitigation, the sum of these effects on TLU sites and use represents a low effect. 
Following mitigation, the residual impact to the TLU sites and use VC from the Lewis Project is 
low. 

The geographic extent of the effects is local. The direction of the effects will be negative, due to 
a combination of land-based disturbance, loss of access, access restrictions and increased 
public access. The duration of the effects will be long-term as they will occur during construction 
and operations. The frequency of the effects will be continuous. The confidence in these 
predictions is moderate, given the lack of supporting evidence of current use. 

15.8 Planned Development Case 

The Planned Development Case uses the same VC and indicator analysis as the Application 
Case, but applies predicted effects towards a cumulative impact assessment rating. Volume 2, 
Table 3.6-1, lists those projects with footprints that occur in whole or in part within the 
boundaries of the TRSA. 

15.8.1 Harvesting and Harvesting Areas (Valued Component) 

15.8.1.1 Supporting Discipline Assessment Information 

Planned Development Case assessments from other disciplines that are relevant for the 
indicator analysis of harvesting and harvesting areas are summarized in Table 15.8-1. Discipline 
information supports existing TLU information and concerns from Aboriginal communities. 
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Table 15.8-1: Harvesting and Harvesting Areas Indicators and 
Supporting Planned Development Case Discipline Summaries 

Discipline VC Discipline Residual Impact  
Temporary or Permanent Loss of Harvesting Areas 
Land disturbance  Land and resource use Moderate 
Trapping  Land and resource use Low 
Peak and low flows Hydrology Low to High 
Mean annual runoff Hydrology Moderate 
Surface water withdrawals Hydrology Neutral 
Groundwater withdrawal Hydrogeology Neutral 
Loss or alteration of fish and riparian habitat Aquatic ecology Low 
Water quantity changes Aquatic ecology Neutral to Low 
Ground heave or subsidence  Aquatic ecology Neutral 
Groundwater-surface water interactions Aquatic ecology Neutral to Low 
Temporary or Permanent Loss of Access to Harvesting Areas 
Access Land and resource use Moderate 
Temporary or Permanent Effects to Aesthetic Experience of Using Harvesting Areas 
Sulphur dioxide Air quality Moderate 
Nitrogen oxide Air quality Moderate 
Carbon monoxide Air quality Low 
Particulate matter Air quality Moderate 
Potential acid input Air quality Moderate 
Nitrogen deposition Air quality Moderate 
Particulate deposition Air quality Low 
Noise Noise Low 
Valued social components Visual resources Low 
Temporary or Permanent Loss of Species Availability or Quality 
Habitat loss Wildlife Low 
Habitat fragmentation Wildlife Moderate 
Linear density Wildlife Moderate 
Fish abundance and health (change in sediment loading) Fisheries Low 
Fish abundance and health (change in sediment quality) Fisheries Low 
Water quantity changes Aquatic ecology Neutral to Low 
Water quality changes and acidification  Aquatic ecology Neutral to Low 
Ground heave or subsidence Aquatic ecology Neutral 
Groundwater-surface water interactions and thermal plumes Aquatic ecology Neutral to Low 
Fish abundance and health (entrapment and entrainment of fish) Aquatic ecology Neutral 
Fish abundance and health (change of special status fish species) Aquatic ecology Low 
Fish abundance and health (invasive aquatic species) Aquatic ecology Neutral 
Benthic communities (changes in benthic communities) Aquatic ecology Low 
Temporary or Permanent Loss of or Change in Ability to Harvest 
Economy  Socio-economics Low 
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15.8.1.2 Temporary or Permanent Loss of Harvesting Areas (Indicator) 

Aboriginal community members continue to practice TLU in harvesting areas in the TURSA. 
Waterbodies and watercourses as well as adjacent areas are important to many Aboriginal 
communities as sites of TLU, including the Athabasca, Firebag, Muskeg, Steepbank and North 
Steepbank rivers and Kearl Lake, McClelland Lake, Claire Lake, Namur Lake and Gardiner 
Lake (FMES 1996; CNRL 2002; Shell 2002; Imperial 2005, 2015; Teck 2011; TrueNorth 2001). 

Kearl Lake, McClelland Lake, Firebag River, Clearwater River and the Steepbank River are 
known harvesting areas for moose (Petro-Canada 2002; Husky 2004; Imperial 2005; 
Teck 2011). Important fishing locations include the Athabasca River, Ells River, MacKay River, 
Muskeg River, Firebag River, Steepbank and North Steepbank River, to name a few 
(Petro-Canada 2002; Shell 2002; Husky 2004; ACFN 2003 in Birch Mountain 2006; 
FMML #1935 2012). 

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 6.7, 7.7, 9.7, 11.0, 12.9 and 14.7 (Table 15.8-1). 

The total disturbance to the TRSA is expected to represent a moderate residual cumulative 
impact and the residual cumulative impact on consumptive recreational activities (trapping) is 
considered low (Volume 2, Section 14.7). With respect to cumulative effects on traditional plant 
use potential, the Lewis Project is not expected to contribute to the cumulative effect on 
traditional plants in the region (Volume 2, Section 11.7). The residual cumulative effect on 
habitat loss for wildlife is low in magnitude (Volume 2, Section 12.9). 

Cumulative effects on aquatic ecology from habitat loss and alteration and groundwater-surface 
water interactions are expected to be the same or less than the Application Case (Volume 2, 
Section 9.9). 

Cumulative regional effects in the Medley River, Jackfish Creek and Marie Creek watersheds for 
the Planned Development Case are the same as for the Application Case (low to moderate) 
(Volume 2, Section 7.9). 

There is not expected to be any overlap between any projects in the Regional Hydrogeological 
Study Area and the Lewis Project. No contributions to cumulative effects are anticipated 
(Volume 2, Section 6.7). 

15.8.1.3 Temporary or Permanent Loss of Access to Harvesting Areas (Indicator) 

In the TURSA, there are large and interconnected trail systems located east of the Athabasca 
River, extending south to the Steepbank River, and north to the Firebag River (Petro-Canada 
2002; Husky 2004) (Figure 15.6-2). There is evidence that these trails continue to be an 
important feature of the landscape for traditional hunters and trappers (Husky 2004). 

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 14.9 and 18.7. Final cumulative residual impacts to access are moderate in magnitude 
(Volume 2, Section 14.9). Cumulative effects on traffic are not expected (Volume 2, 
Section 18.7). 
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15.8.1.4 Temporary or Permanent Effects to Aesthetic Experience of Using Harvesting 
Areas (Indicator) 

In the TURSA, the aesthetic experience at harvesting sites includes air, noise and visual 
elements. 

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 4.7, 5.7 and 19.7. The residual impact on noise is expected to be low (Volume 2, 
Section 5.7). Final cumulative residual impacts to air quality VC range from low to high in 
magnitude (Volume 2, Section 4.10). The residual cumulative effect on visual resources is low 
(Volume 2, Section 19.2). 

15.8.1.5 Temporary or Permanent Loss of Species Availability or Quality (Indicator) 

Terrestrial mammals, game birds, furbearers, fish, and vegetation harvested in the TURSA by 
Aboriginal communities include those species listed in Volume 3, Appendix K2. Moose and 
bison are important TLU game species to Aboriginal groups (Teck 2001; CNRL 2002; 
Imperial 2015). Additionally, trapped animals provide a source of food, fur, and medicine. 
Fishing continues to be an important cultural and subsistence activity for Aboriginal communities 
(Petro-Canada 2002; Shell 2002; Husky 2004; ACFN 2003 in Birch Mountain 2006; 
FMML #1935 2012). Harvesting of resources is sometimes done in conjunction with wage 
employment (FMKFN 1994 in Suncor 1998; Shell 2002; Husky 2004). 

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 11.7, 12.9 and 19.7. Residual cumulative impacts to habitat loss for wildlife will be low 
(Volume 2, Section 12.9). Residual cumulative impacts from habitat fragmentation and linear 
density are predicted to be moderate (Volume 2, Section 12.9). 

Cumulative effects on aquatic ecology including habitat loss and alteration, ground heave or 
subsistence, groundwater-surface water interactions, benthic communities, fish abundance and 
health, water quantity and quality are expected to be the same or less than the Application Case 
(Volume 2, Section 9.9). 

The residual cumulative impact for land cover class distribution is assessed as low (Volume 2, 
Section 11.7). 

15.8.1.6 Temporary or Permanent Loss of or Change in Ability to Harvest (Indicator) 

The effect of Lewis Project employment from numerous projects in the TURSA could potentially 
decrease the time harvesters spend on the land and their ability to access valued harvesting 
sites. Subsequently, decreased time available to spend harvesting may decrease the 
opportunity for TK and language transmission that would otherwise occur. 

The Lewis Project contribution to cumulative effects on the economy will be low (Volume 2, 
Section 18.7). 
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15.8.1.7 Cumulative Impact Assessment – Harvesting and Harvesting Areas 

Based on available TLU information, supplemented by discipline-specific assessments, the 
cumulative effects to harvesting and harvesting areas will be low to moderate. The Lewis 
Project’s contribution to cumulative effects on harvesting and harvesting areas will be low. 

Effects will be negative, regional, long-term, and continuous. The confidence in this assessment 
is moderate. The Lewis Project will continue to participate in and collaborate with stakeholders 
and Aboriginal communities in the region to monitor and manage cumulative environmental 
effects. The residual cumulative impact on harvesting and harvesting areas is low. 

15.8.2 Traditional Land Use Sites and Use (Valued Component) 

15.8.2.1 Supporting Discipline Assessment Information 

Discipline specific assessments that are relevant for the indicator analysis of TLU sites and use 
are summarized in Table 15.8-2. Discipline information supports existing TLU information and 
concerns from Aboriginal communities.  

Table 15.8-2: Traditional Land Use Sites and Use Indicators and 
Supporting Planned Development Case Discipline Summaries 

Discipline VC Discipline Residual Impact  
Temporary or Permanent Loss of TLU Sites 
Peak and low flows Hydrology Low to High 
Mean annual runoff Hydrology Moderate 
Groundwater withdrawal Hydrogeology Neutral 
Temporary or Permanent Loss of Access to TLU Sites 
Access Land and resource use Moderate 
Traffic  Socio-economic Low 
Temporary or Permanent Effects to Aesthetic Experience of using TLU Sites 
Sulphur dioxide Air quality Moderate 
Nitrogen oxide Air quality Moderate 
Carbon monoxide Air quality Low 
Particulate matter Air quality Moderate 
Potential acid input Air quality Moderate 
Nitrogen deposition Air quality Moderate 
Particulate deposition Air quality Low 
Noise Noise Low 
Valued social components Visual resources Low 
Temporary or Permanent Loss of or Change in Ability to use TLU Sites 
Economy Socio-economics Low 
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15.8.2.2 Temporary or Permanent Loss of Traditional Land Use Sites (Indicator) 
Traditional use site, including cabins, spiritual, cultural, historical and gravesites are found 
throughout the TURSA. Many important TLU sites, including trails, cabins, spiritual sites, and 
campsites are located adjacent to traplines, trails, river corridors and lakes, including Kearl 
Lake, Athabasca River, North Steepbank River, Firebag River, Muskeg River (Petro-Canada 
2002; Imperial 2005, 2015). The use of TLU sites may or may not occur currently. 

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 6.7, 7.9 and 16.6. Cumulative regional effects for Jackpine Creek, North Steepbank 
and Steepbank rivers for the Planned Development Case range from low to high (Volume 2, 
Section 7.9). 

As stated in Volume 2, Section 6.7, there is not expected to be any overlap between any 
projects in the Regional Hydrogeological Study Area and the Lewis Project. No contributions to 
cumulative effects are anticipated. 

During the Planned Development Case, the effects on historical resources will be no different 
from the Application Case as there will be no overlap of project footprints (Volume 2, 
Section 16.6). 

15.8.2.3 Temporary or Permanent Loss of Access to Traditional Land Use Sites 
(Indicator) 

Large interconnected trail systems in the TURSA are located east of the Athabasca River, south 
to the Steepbank River, and north to the Firebag River (Petro-Canada 2002; Husky 2004) 
(Figure 15.6-2). There is evidence that some of these trails continue to be an important feature 
of the landscape for traditional hunters and trappers (Husky 2004). Many important TLU sites, 
including cabins, spiritual sites, and campsites are located adjacent to this and other trail 
systems throughout the TURSA. 

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 14.9 and 18.7. The residual impact on linear disturbance is moderate (Volume 2, 
Section 14.9). Cumulative effects on traffic are not expected (Volume 2, Section 18.7). 

15.8.2.4 Temporary or Permanent Effects to Aesthetic Experience of Using Traditional 
Land Use Sites (Indicator) 

The aesthetic experience of using TLU sites, such as cabins, spiritual sites and campsites in the 
TURSA, is associated with air, noise and visual elements. Increases in odours, emissions and a 
subsequent decrease in air quality affects the overall aesthetic experience associated with TLU 
sites (Imperial 2005; Suncor 2005; Total 2006; ACFN 2008; ACFN 2012a; Fort McKay 
IRC 2014). 

Supporting discipline assessment information for this indicator is available from Volume 2, 
Sections 4.10, 5.7 and 19.7. The cumulative residual impact to noise is low in magnitude 
(Volume 2, Section 5.7). Final cumulative residual impacts to air quality VC range from low to 
high in magnitude (Volume 2, Section 4.10). The residual impact to visual resources is low 
(Volume 2, Section 19.7). 
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15.8.2.5 Temporary or Permanent Loss of Change in Ability to Use Traditional Land 
Use Sites (Indicator) 

Employment opportunities associated with other projects in the TURSA could potentially decrease 
the time Aboriginal community members spend on the land and their collective ability to access 
valued TLU sites. Subsequently, decreased time available to spend harvesting may decrease the 
opportunity for TK and language transmission that would otherwise occur at these sites. 

The Lewis Project contribution to cumulative effects on the economy will be low (Volume 2, 
Section 18.7). 

15.8.2.6 Cumulative Impact Assessment – Traditional Land Use Sites and Use 

Based on available TLU information and discipline-specific assessments, the cumulative effects 
on TLU sites and use are low to moderate. The Lewis Project’s contribution to cumulative 
effects on TLU sites and use is low. 

Effects will be negative, regional, long-term, and continuous. The confidence in this assessment is 
moderate. The Lewis Project will continue to participate in and collaborate with stakeholders and 
Aboriginal communities in the region to monitor and manage cumulative environmental effects. 

The residual impact on TLU sites and use is low. 

15.9 Monitoring 

The Lewis Project will continue the engagement program with relevant stakeholders and 
individuals through the life of the Lewis Project. This process will enable the continued 
communication with individuals and communities (Volume 1, Section 5.3). In addition, the Lewis 
Project will monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of design and mitigation measures that are 
undertaken to limit any potential adverse effects of the Lewis Project to TLU sites and 
resources. If a particular measure is found to be inadequate at mitigating a target effect, other 
solutions will be assessed and implemented, as appropriate and applicable. 

Adaptive management will be used throughout the life of the Lewis Project to incorporate 
research and development findings, input from affected stakeholders including Aboriginal 
communities, outcomes of Lewis monitoring programs and recommendations from the operation 
of Suncor’s other facilities towards planning and operational decisions for the Lewis Project. 

15.10 Aboriginal Summary 

15.10.1 Application Case Effects Summary 

A summary table is provided below for the Lewis Project-specific effects (Table 15.10-1). 
Mitigation efforts regarding land based disturbance to harvesting and harvesting areas in the 
TLSA include revegetation and reclamation efforts. Mitigation efforts regarding disturbance to 
trail/trapline system in the TLSA include continued Aboriginal engagement and access 
maintenance. With the successful implementation of mitigation measures, the overall residual 
impact of the Lewis Project on TLU VCs in the TLSA will be low. 
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Table 15.10-1: Application Case Effects Summary 

Valued 
Component Direction Geographic 

Extent Magnitude Duration Frequency Confidence Residual 
Impact 

Harvesting and 
harvesting areas Negative Local Moderate Long-term Continuous Moderate Low 

TLU sites and use Negative Local Low Long-term Continuous Moderate Low 
 

15.10.2 Planned Development Case Summary 

A summary of the Planned Development Case effect ratings is provided in Table 15.10-2. With 
the successful implementation of mitigation measures, the overall cumulative residual impact of 
the Lewis Project on TLU VCs will be low. 

Table 15.10-2: Planned Development Case Effects Summary 

Valued 
Component Direction Geographic 

Extent Magnitude Duration Frequency Confidence Residual 
Impact 

Harvesting and 
harvesting areas Negative Regional Low to 

moderate Long-term Continuous Moderate Low 

TLU sites and use Negative Regional Low to 
moderate Long-term Continuous Moderate Low 
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