


frequency, reversibility, etc. with anywhere between zero and four points. The proponent then looks at
the sum of those scores and assigns a value of “significant” if the score is 16 or higher (see for example
Section 13, p. 500-501, or Section 10, p. 111-112). Such a scoring system is completely arbitrary and is
not calibrated to real-world, scientifically validated or ecologically relevant evidence. Our Kattawapiskak
people have a strong commitment to evidence-based decision-making, and what we see in this draft IS
is the opposite of that. In their current state, the significance determinations offered by the proponent
must not form the basis of decision-making by the Crown.

The draft IS offers no explanation of how the expansion of the road network, the mining of critical and
precious minerals, the growth of the outfitting industry, and other developments will change our
homeland. The proponent has hand-picked a few developments to include in a cumulative effects
analysis —an analysis that does not come anywhere close to considering the full scope of clearly
foreseeable impacts. The routine and unavoidable contamination produced by mines is never
mentioned in this draft IS, and the transmission lines and hydro developments that are already
announced to use the road corridor are not considered. The fact that climate change will multiply the
cumulative effects of the road, with impacts to peatlands, fish and wildlife, forms no part of the
proponent’s analysis. This is unacceptable.

In June 2025, when the WSR proponent chartered a plane to Attawapiskat to drop off bankers boxes
filled with 11,000 pages of draft IS documents, we were still in the midst of reviewing the more than
10,000 page-long Marten Falls Community Access Road draft IS. The splitting of the road project into
three segments, each subject to its own, individual, project-level impact assessment is the opposite of a
Treaty-based approach to development in the Ring of Fire. It has also resulted in a large consultation
burden on our community, generated confusion about overlapping processes, and impeded our ability
to substantially engage with the assessments for these projects.

Please note that submission of these comments does not signal the consent of Attawapiskat First Nation
for any developments within the area commonly known as the “Ring of Fire,” including developments
related to transport and resource exploitation within that area.

The below is a summary of our concerns.

1. Your regulatory process for approving the WSR project does not meet the Crown’s Treaty
obligations, nor the duty to consult and accommodate Attawapiskat First Nation. The process we are
engaged in here is a one-sided, Crown regulatory process that is at odds with the Treaty relationship.

Please refer to points 1, 2, and 3 of our June 11, 2025 letter on the Marten Falls Community Access Road
draft IS, attached here.

2. The cumulative effects analysis must include induced developments that are reasonably
foreseeable. A cumulative effects analysis of this frontier-opening road project cannot be deferred to
the Regional Assessment in the Ring of Fire.

In nearly every section of the draft IS, we are told by the proponent that we might be able to participate
in an Environment Committee to “facilitate communication and engagement during construction and



operations of the Project; facilitate use of Indigenous Knowledge in project activities; facilitate
evaluation of land use information; and facilitate development of appropriate monitoring programs,
protocols and management plans as it relates to [the] VC [Valued Component].”

Our concerns about cumulative effects will not be addressed through a post-construction “Environment
Committee.” As we have repeatedly told Ontario and Canada, Attawapiskat First Nation requires a
properly scoped cumulative effects analysis, so that we can determine the impacts to our rights.

The WSR is one segment of an industrial access road to the Ring of Fire. If built, it will connect to the
provincial highway network via the Northern Road Link (NRL), for which Webequie First Nation is also a
proponent. Contrary to what the proponent claims in various parts of the draft IS,! the WSR would not
work as a stand-alone road. Without a connection to the south the deposits in the Ring of Fire cannot be
developed, and Chief Wabasse’s stated purpose for this road — “an economic development road that
would connect Webequie First Nation to existing and future mineral development in the Ring of Fire
area”? — will not be possible to realize. If the mining frontier is pushed into our territory via an access
road to the south, we will inevitably experience multiple waves of development with severe impacts to
our rights. These impacts must be considered as part of the cumulative effects analysis of this frontier-
opening road.

Please refer to point 5 of our June 11, 2025 letter on the Marten Falls Community Access Road draft IS,
attached here.

3. The proponent’s cumulative effects methodology does not follow the guidance provided in the
Tailored Impact Statement Guidelines (TISG), nor does it meet the expectations of Attawapiskat First
Nations for a properly scoped cumulative effects analysis done in collaboration with affected First
Nations.

The proponent has chosen to include in the cumulative effects analysis only projects that overlap
spatially or temporally with the residual impacts of the road, seen in isolation. The proponent refers to
the included projects as “known past, present and RFDs [reasonably foreseeable developments] and
future activities that could overlap spatially and temporally with the net environmental, heaith, social or
economic effects of the Project” (Section 21, p. 11). The key phrase here is “net effects,” meaning that
the proponent considers only projects that overlap with the effects of the road if it were a stand-alone

project.

This is an impossible, illogical abstraction. It results in a narrow cumulative effects analysis that does not
match the approach laid out in the TISG for this impact assessment, nor our expectations for a rigorous
and meaningful cumulative effects analysis.

! See for example p. 13 of the draft IS Executive Summary. “From the perspective of the community, the

WSR could be constructed and operated to provide a connection between Webequie First Nation and the
McFaulds Lake area to serve mineral exploration and future mining development activities, with no connection to
the provincial highway system.”

2 Chief’s Message, draft IS.



The TISG issued by Canada advise that “the cumulative effects spatial boundaries will generally be larger
than the boundaries for the Project effects alone.”® We agree with this guidance because it builds on the
fact that “a cumulative effect on an environmental, health, social or economic component may be
important even if the Project’s effects to this component by themselves are minor.”* It is therefore not
defensible for the proponent to exclude projects from the cumulative effects analysis simply because
they judge the impacts of the WSR itself to be minor.

In general, the proponent’s cumulative effect analyses for the valued components has relied on
simplistic qualitative summations of individual cumulative effects, expressed as ratings, rather than
considering the ecological pathways by which effects to fish, wildlife, land and water, can be described
at various spatial scales. There is therefore a major gap between the conservation science that should
inform a cumulative effects analysis and the check-box approach the proponent chose to take.

The cumulative effects analysis in its current state does not allow us to understand the impacts of the
proposed WSR to our inherent and Treaty rights.

4. The effects and cumulative effects analyses for caribou greatly underestimate the impact of the
proposed WSR.

We refer the proponent to our letter of July 28, 2025 on the Marten Falls Community Access Road draft
IS, attached here. Please see point 3, in particular the following sections, which apply also to the WSR
draft IS:

a. The proponent underestimates the importance of the project area as winter habitat for
boreal caribou

b. The proponent underestimates caribou habitat loss from the project due to sensory
disturbance

C. The proponent minimizes the importance of the destruction of nursery habitat, winter
habitat, and eskers in the ecozone boundary

d. The proponent’s averaging of linear feature density across the vast area of the regional
study area is not legitimate and must be revised.

e. The proponent fails to integrate information about the interactive effect of mining
development and climate change into the cumulative effects analysis for caribou

f. The proponent fails to consider the effect to caribou of the north-south transmission line

that is planned along the road corridor

5. The endangered Eastern Migratory caribou and the full extent of its habitat must be included in the
effects and cumulative effects analyses. It is not acceptable to use the forest-dwelling boreal caribou
as a stand-in for all caribou.

In 2017, COSEWIC (the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) assessed Eastern
Migratory caribou as Endangered. Under Section 27 of the Species at Risk Act (SARA), Canada has 9

3 Webequie Supply Road, Tailored Impact Statement Guidelines, p. 138.
4 Webequie Supply Road, Tailored Impact Statement Guidelines, p. 137.



months from receiving the COSEWIC assessment to make a listing decision. Eight years later, we are still
waiting for the listing decision on this species that is at the core of our Kattawapiskak people’s cultural,
social, and spiritual life.

The proposed WSR would pass through habitat used by Eastern Migratory caribou: 27 of the 29 caribou
collared by the proponent for their caribou study calved on the coast and were therefore identified as
Eastern Migratory caribou (Section 13, p. 61).

The proponent makes no mention of Eastern Migratory caribou in Section 21, the cumulative effects
analysis. Attawapiskat First Nation requires that Eastern Migratory caribou be included as a separate
unit of analysis within the cumulative effects analyses for caribou. Eastern Migratory caribou have
unique population dynamics and life histories, and may be differently impacted by the cumulative
effects of the proposed road. The particular vulnerabilities of the migratory ecotype, including to climate
change, need to be carefully considered as part of a complete cumulative effects analysis. Without this
information, we will be unable to determine the impact of the WSR to our rights.

6. The draft IS contains misleading and contradictory information on the impact of anthropogenic
disturbance to caribou, in particular road avoidance and the resulting habitat loss to caribou. This
must be corrected and presented in a revised draft to Attawapiskat First Nation.

Throughout Sections 13 and 21, the proponent uses 500 metres as the relevant distance at which
anthropogenic disturbance impacts caribou, referencing on p. 98 various Environment Canada
publications in order to justify the choice of the 500m buffer. The 2011 Scientific Guidance referenced
by the proponent uses the 500 m buffer because “A sensitivity analysis indicated that the disturbance-
recruitment relationship applied with a 500 m disturbance buffer width produced stable estimates of
the effect of anthropogenic disturbance on caribou recruitment.”® This does not mean that the 500m
disturbance buffer is an appropriate metric to use when considering the zone of influence of
anthropogenic disturbance. In fact, the zone of influence of anthropogenic disturbance on caribou
described in the scientific literature is considerably greater, and can extend up to 15km.% It misleading
and a misrepresentation of caribou science to take the 500 m buffer zone used in the Environment
Canada scientific guidance, where it is used for coming up with a metric of total disturbance within a
range, and bring it into the context of habitat loss due to sensory disturbance.

On p. 100 of Section 13, and p. 133 of Section 21, the proponent briefly acknowledges that pregnant
cows avoid suitable nursery areas due to sensory disturbance at a distance of between 10 and 15 km.
On p. 324-325 of Section 13, the proponent again briefly mentions sensory disturbance and the 10 km
avoidance zone. Yet, throughout sections 13 and 21 of the draft IS, the proponent falls back on the

5 Environment Canada, 2011. Scientific Assessment to Inform the Identification of Critical Habitat for
Woodland Caribou (Rangifer tarandus caribou), Boreal Population, in Canada: 2011 update. Ottawa,

Ontario, Canada. 102 pp. plus appendices. P. 23

& See for example: Plante, Sabrina, et al. 2018. “Human disturbance effects and cumulative habitat loss in
endangered migratory caribou.” Biological Conservation 224: 129-143. And: Boulanger, John, et al. 2012.
“Estimating the zone of influence of industrial developments on wildlife: a migratory caribou Rangifer tarandus
groenlandicus and diamond mine case study.” Wildlife Biology 18: 164-179.









8. Climate change is not considered in the proponent’s cumulative effects assessment. This is
unacceptable and must be corrected.

In the summary table of Indigenous knowledge in Section 13 {p. 41), in response to concerns from
Weenusk First Nation about climate change impacts, the proponent claims that “Cumulative effects on
Caribou, including climate change, are discussed in Section 21.” Nowhere in the draft IS section on
Cumulative Effects, Section 21, is climate or climate change mentioned. The proponent’s failure to
integrate this important concern, shared by Attawapiskat First Nation, into the analysis of cumulative
effects is an example of how Indigenous knowledge, even when provided, is erased from the impact
assessment process.

Our territory is warming at between two and three times the rate of the planet as a whole.*? Our
Kattawapiskak people are already seeing dramatic changes in the timing of seasonalfreeze -up and thaw
events, drought conditions on our rivers, changes in animal behaviours, and new species in our territory.

Climate change does not simply “add” to the cumulative impact of the road; climate change has
synergistic effects that will multiply the impacts we experience from development. For example, the
combined effect of impacts from development (mining, road construction, ete.) and climate change has
the potential to irreversibly destabilize the hydrological functions of peatland ecosystems. This in turn
has implications for wildfire frequency and severity, the stability of subsistence fisheries, and the
efficacy of carbon sequestration of bogs and fens.** None of this is discussed in the cumulative effects
section of the draft IS.

Regarding our above-stated concerns, please respond to us, and those copied here, as soon as possible.
Sincerely, . )
<Original signed by>
<Original signed by>

Chief Sylvia Koostachin-Metatawabin Deputy Chief Kara Fireman
Attawapiskat First Nation Attawapiskat First Nation
cc.

Pauline Tookate, Attawapiskat Director of Operations, pauline.tookate @attawapiskat.org
Tricia Isaac, CEO Attawapiskat First Nation, tricia.isaac@attawapiskat.org

i Sutton 0. F Balhston N. E & Prlce JS. 2024. Mmmg and cllmate change alters water storage and streamflow
dynamics of northern peatland-dominated catchments. Water Resources Research 60 (12), e2024WR0373 10. P.
16.



Noel Tookate, Attawapiskat First Nation Lands & Resources, noel.tookate@attawapiskat.org
Stephen O’Neill, Legal Counsel, soneill@nncfirm.ca

Dorothee Schreiber, Environment Advisor, dorothee@tamarackresearch.com

Michael Fox, Webequie Supply Road Regional Consultation Lead, michael.fox@supplyroad.ca
Cornelius Wabasse, Chief Webequie First Nation, corneliusw@webequie.ca





