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Lac Seul’s Preliminary Assessment of Ri
Springpole Proj

year.

1. Introduction

Early last year, First Mi ‘ or the PgBponent) prepared an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) j

oject’and is comprised of three separate settlements.! In fact, Lac
unities, one of which — Trout Lake — is located approximately 50
kilometers wes j@et.” The EIS also claimed that “there were no specific values reported
within the [PDA] O@IRS LSFN in their TKLU Study.”3 This assertion was not only inaccurate—
it was deeply misleadifig. It erased the lived reality and voices of Lac Seul members and presented
an incomplete pictu#e of the Project Area.

This report is aimed at outlining the Project’s impacts and correcting the various inaccuracies,
gaps and concerns relating to the EIS and FMG’s supplemental studies. It provides a glimpse into
how LSFN views the Project, applying our teachings of Anishinaabe law. Lastly, it makes several

LEIS, ats. 6.26.2.6.
2 Letter from Chief Bull to IAAC, dated June 27, 2025, at p. 135.
3EIS, at s. 6.26.2.6.



recommendations to IAAC on ways to ensure that the Project can proceed in a manner which is
more consistent with our laws and our constitutionally protected rights, and mitigate foreseeable
adverse impacts.

To be clear, LSFN currently assesses that the Project will violate our s. 35 rights and does not
respect our responsibilities under Anishinaabe law. The recommendations presented
throughout the report address some of our concerns. But, as discussed we anticipate the Project
will have irreversible impacts on our rights.

2. The Project Development Area

(a) Overview
The Project Development Area (PDA) and Local Study Are
relatively pristine areas in LSFN’s traditional territory. It i
place where fish, plants, and medicines have provided
years.

jitute one of the last
many families—a
r thousands of

PDA for generations. The
stained over generations through
Post manager in 1920:

Lac Seul members have hunted, trapped and other
relationships between our people and these lands run de
ceremony, stewardship, and daily life. Agjpoted by the Huds

Lac Seul memb@& eld registered traplines in the PDA and LSA since the provincial
government introd® at system in the 1950s. Included in Appendix “B” is a sketch of LSFN

Springpole and Birch Lake represent one of the few places in LSFN’s territory where
concerns about contamination are low, and which is located away from roads, industrial
activities, and settlements. This offers LSFN members a serene place where they can undertake
their traditional practices without the interruptions experienced elsewhere. Lac Seul relies on

4 Romanet’s Report on Lac Seul Section, 1 March 1920, p.9-10 (HBCA A92/19/11



Springpole and Birch Lake to harvest fish such as walleye (pickerel, okaans), whitefish, lake trout,
muskies, bass, and sturgeon.

Waabizheshi Agaasademon Onigam epitomizes our connection to this area. Waabizheshi
Agaasademon Onigam is a site of deep cultural, spiritual, and legal significance to Lac Seul First
Nation. Archaeological evidence and oral history confirm that this portage has been used by Lac
Seul ancestors for over 7,000 years.

The PDA has become increasingly important to our tradition, culturegand rights, given that
extensive impacts elsewhere in our territory have effectively extingui r ability to exercise
those rights in other regions. For example, caribou used to be abund@Rt throughout our territory,
but now the PDA is the last remaining habitat for them in o al territory. Similarly,
moose (mooz) used to be abundant near LSFN’s reserve, but now travel north to

Cat Lake Post, where they trade foRi g he coughry is very good, and
far from being exhausted.

Lake and lived there until she was 20 years old
rapline. Rose-Mary used to go Sturgeon fishing near Birch

t ch Sturgeon in September. While her health no longer allows her
to travel to the ews do so on a regular basis.

The archaeological ord reflects the deep connection of Rose-Mary Prince’s family to the
Springpole and BirchLake area. Polly Kozeur, the credited author of the archaeological findings,
documented arrowheads within the Project Area after Rose-Mary uncovered them while tending
her family’s garden.

Additionally, the Quedent family, including Ray and Lloyd Quedent, have spent generations on
Springpole and Birch Lake. Lloyd has often spoken about the importance of knowing the history
of this area and the fact that his ancestors lived on Dole Lake, a couple kilometers east of the
Project. The Quedent family holds traplines in the Project area and are active hunters, trappers
and fishers there. They had also replanted Manoomin fields in Birch Lake after the flooding of Lac



Seul in the 1920s. Although the Quedant family was later displaced from the field after Ontario
began regulating wild rice, they still maintain a cabin on Birch Lake.”

These stories highlight the enduring relationship between Lac Seul families and the land within
the PDA and LSA. The archaeological record is a living testament to the knowledge, care, and
presence of Lac Seul families whose hands have shaped and protected these lands for
generations. These are not only historical ties — they are living relationships, rooted in memory,
practice, and responsibility. Looking closely at the testimony of our knowledge keepers and the
evidence of our continued use and care for these lands clearly demonstrates that LSFN most
certainly holds “specific values” in the Project area.

c Seul First Nation also
Is First Nations. Lac

In short, the PDA and LSA are places of profound importance t
acknowledges the importance of the PDA and LSA to Cat Lak
Seul welcomes their collaboration on all project conditio

3. About Lac Seul

es. Four communities are located
out Lake — Namekosipiink — is

Lac Seul is an Anishinaabe Nation comprised of five com
along the shores of Lac Seul and the remaining communi
located approximately 50 kilometers we he Project.

Lac Seul’s history is marked by a hundred y&a e develdpment, which began when it
entered Treaty 3 with the Crown. The intense on displaced LSFN members from
their homes and ancestral gsi and i with their #vay of life. As summarized by Chief
Clifford Bull, a century g i a8 made it “virtually impossible to make a living

e promises. In 1929, the Crown flooded over 11,000 acres of Lac
as tens of thousands of acres of their traditional territory, after

their wild rice fields] homes, and gardens. The flooding obliterated hunting grounds, traplines
and fishing sites, and forced members to leave their home or risk starvation. Kejick Bay turned
into an island, and members had to paddle into their homes to retrieve what they could. In 1936,
the Superintendent General of Indian Affairs remarked that: “the flood conditions have not only

5 Pizaaniziwin at p. 14.
6 Southwind v. Canada, 2017 FC 906 at para. 140.


https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/fct/doc/2017/2017fc906/2017fc906.html?autocompleteStr=Southwind%20v%20Canada%2C%202017%20FC%20906%20&autocompletePos=1&resultId=69d13a1b3a144074ae46eaa3dd6f6bd4&searchId=2024-03-31T11:53:34:103/b90724a7bec34a7c84f4c6931b72de32
https://canlii.ca/t/h6qh6#par140

submerged the Indian hay lands, gardens and cultivated land, but have also seriously impaired
the efforts of these Indians to earn their livelihood.”’

The gold rush also led to further displacement of communities and increased pressures on the
ecosystem. In the 1920s and 30s, approximately 3,000 settlers flooded into Lac Seul’s territory.
Elder Kaaren Dannenmann recounts how her mother watched endless streams of boats bring
prospectors to their homeland. On Trout Lake (Namekosipiink), non-indigenous settlers began
living and commercial fishing year-round. Ontario destroyed Anishinaabe burial sites and homes
to build more a firebase and homes for the settlers. The increase in popui@tion decimated animal
life, which the Anishinaabe had relied on for generations, and forc any families out of their
homelands.

Logging activities in the Sioux Lookout region around ihi ed the profound
ecological changes and devastated livelihood activitie ecalls how his
father returned to his trapline one year only to fin destroyed
without warning. The destruction and fragment abitats, housifig old-growth

forests rendered species like Adik, which depend on | disturbed tracts of boreal forest
particularly vulnerable. As logging roads and clearcuts exp , other wildlife populations too,
including birds, small mammals, and tradii | plants, dwindled. In short, it

led to the loss of Lac Seul’s way of life.

reality: main i 3 d face starvation, or leave your homes, your
i unities like Sioux Lookout and make your way in the wage-

The Canadian Enviroi@éntal Assessment Act, 2012 (“CEAA 2012”) empowers and requires the
Impact Assessment Agency of Canada (IAAC) to assess the effects of a project on aboriginal
peoples.’ However, IAAC has a broader constitutional duty to assess the impact of the project on
Aboriginal rights as distinct from environmental impacts.

"Southwind v. Canada, 2021 SCC 28 (CanLlIl), at para 27.
8 Socio-economic study at p. 30.
9 Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, at s. 5(1)(c)



IAAC’s Guidance on the Assessment of Potential Impacts on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
(IAAC’s Guidance on Rights Impacts) makes clear that impact assessments must go beyond
impacts to colonially-defined rights and incorporate impacts to indigenous legal systems:

Consideration of potential impacts on the rights of indigenous peoples in the
impact assessment process should include consideration of how the project
could affect the exercise of rights that are related to governance, including
Indigenous laws and governance systems.*°

ether “the decisions
travention of Indigenous

IAAC’s Guidance on Rights Impacts states that it is necessary to consid
of a proponent or government, or an impact from a project, [are] in
laws and jurisdiction”.*!

(a) Anishinaabe Law

This rights impact assessment is rooted in Anishinaabe
law focuses on responsibilities to others—includin
and to future generations. This distinction reflec
constitutional worldview—one rooted in relationships
living well together on the land.

Manitoo Ogitigaan dndi Eation is a gift, and that each being (human
and non-human) is entr i ic
original instructi

and decisions.

(b) Cumulative |

10 https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/services/policy-guidance/practitioners-guide-impact-
assessment-act/guidance-assessment-potential-impacts-rights-indigenous-peoples.html at p. 30.

11 chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/iaac-
acei/documents/policy-guidance/practitioners-guide/guidance-assessment-potential-impacts-rights-indigenous-
peoples.pdfat p. 31.

12 However it is also important to anchor rights and this assessment in the United Nations Declaration on the Rights
of Indigenous People, which Canada ratified into domestic law in 2021.



https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/services/policy-guidance/practitioners-guide-impact-assessment-act/guidance-assessment-potential-impacts-rights-indigenous-peoples.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/services/policy-guidance/practitioners-guide-impact-assessment-act/guidance-assessment-potential-impacts-rights-indigenous-peoples.html

Anishinaabe law requires us to assess a project by its cumulative impacts. One way to understand
the teaching of seven generations is that we stand as the fourth generation and must look back
three generations and look forward three generations in making decisions.

Assessing a project’s cumulative impacts is also captured under Canadian law. The Supreme Court
of Canada said in Chippewas of the Thames:

[I]lt may be impossible to understand the seriousness of the impact of a project
on s. 35 rights without considering the larger context. Cumulative effects of an
ongoing project, and historical context, may therefore infor ope of the
duty to consult.t3

IAAC’s Policy Framework for Assessing Cumulative Effects u act Assessment Act,
directs that:

Indigenous communities should be fully invol sment of
cumulative effects....The input of Indigeng parts of the
cumulative effects assessment...In addition, t f impacts 6n the rights of

IAAC’s Guidance on Rights Impact unde seline against which to
assess cumulative effects on rights (and t i i dual Project to those total

ontext is to obtain an understanding
vhen there were good conditions

projects and harms. For Lac Seul, this baseline is best represented
by the perio i struction of the Ear Falls Dam and the Red Lake gold rush in the

Despite these requi
meaningfully involv

ents, the EIS fails to meaningfully consider cumulative impacts and
LSFN. Lac Seul submitted numerous information requests to address these

13 Chippewas of the Thames, supra note 141, at para. 42.

14 https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/services/policy-guidance/practitioners-guide-impact-
assessment-act/policy-framework-assessing-cumulative-effects-under-impact-assessment-act.html

15 https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/iaac-acei/documents/policy-guidance/practitioners-guide/guidance-
assessment-potential-impacts-rights-indigenous-peoples.pdf, pg. 10 of 38.



https://canlii.ca/t/h51gx#par42
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deficiencies.’® FMG has failed to meaningfully answer, and IAAC has failed to require meaningful
answers to, numerous information requests from Lac Seul about the cumulative effects of the
project. Without this information, IAAC is unable to make an informed decision about the impact
of this Project on LSFN’s rights.

However, even in the absence of the EIS’s assessment of cumulative impacts, the severity of
cumulative impacts speak for themselves. As explained by Chief Bull:

Today it is virtually impossible to make a living off the land. | am a hunter and
fishermen, but | cannot make a living from these activities. To ur ability to
live off the land is restricted to acting as guides for non-indi@€nous sportsmen.
| don’t know of any LSFN members who are able to living off the

The socio-economic baseline study for this Project also py i f the cumulative

Persistent and cumulative social effects of i@sm, “residential school,
devastating flooding, fragmented habitat, an lining participation in
traditional activities contributXg 1 baseline of cultural
wellness. ...The cultural state of [

The cumulative impacts of colonialism, floodifig evious resource extraction have
already severely damaged xercise Tr€aty rights. The Project’s impact on
rights and responsibili assessed nofin isolation, but as an additional burden on a
heavily impacted b pristine harvesting areas, and the further

decline of caribou and of g the alienation and cultural loss experienced
by Lac Seul members.

will impact 6

e Hunt;
e Fish;
e Harvest medi@fes and maintain Anishinaabe health practices, including conservation of

medicinal plants;
e Gather berries and plants;
e Trap;

e Use and navigate our waters;

16 See for example: Sufficiency Review Comments 22, 30 and 31, dated January 31, 2025; Technical Comments
CLLSFN-2025-137 to CLLSFN-2025-143, dated February 10, 2025; and Kita-ki-nan Information Requirements 50,
51, 135 and 136 dated August 15, 2025.

17 Letter from Chief Bull to IAAC, dated June 27, 2025, at p. 141.

18 Socio-economic study at p. 24.



e Maintain our ancestral, spiritual and cultural connection to our lands and waters;

e Peacefully enjoy our land;

e Conduct ceremony and spiritual practices, in preferred areas, without interference;
e Pass on our knowledge and way of life to future generations;

e Retain food security;

e Self-determination;

e Determine the best “use” of lands and “resources”;

e Monitor and “manage” the “environment”;

e Develop programs for monitoring, maintaining and restoring ou
e Improve our economic and social conditions;

e Rebuild and fostering community well-being; and
e Uphold our stewardship laws and norms.

This report organizes and assesses the Project’s im
measuring them against whether we could mee
Inaakonigewin:

the afore joned rights by
r responsibilities out i Manitoo

sibilities: Adik is one of our clan
and the network of reciprocal

1. Our rights to Caribou (Adik), and corresponding r
animals, making up a core part ofgQur governance sy

relationships that have sustained generations. our relatives. Adik clan
members are legally and spiritually r well-being;
2 ies: Nibi is not a resource. She

ng responsibilities to marten and all animals:
grritory are declining and the Project will destroy additional

hushk (marten) reminds us that all of creation is of equal
st take equal measures to protect them.

practice, and"ancestral connection. We have a responsibility to maintain our connections
to the past, so we can provide for our future.

5. Our right to benefit from our lands and corresponding responsibilities: Ozaawaa-
zhooniyaa (gold), is a gift from the Creator to benefit all Anishinaabeg, including those yet
to be born. Lac Seul First Nation, and other impacted First Nations should be the primary

beneficiaries from the proposed Project.



6. Our right to governance and corresponding responsibility: Pizaaniziwin - a life in balance
and moderation — is one of our central teachings.® At its most basic level it teaches us to
orient our actions towards self-sufficiency and balance, not accumulation. Our Elders
teach us that conservation is not a technical afterthought, but a core legal and ethical
responsibility.

5. Impacts on Caribou (Adik) Rights and Responsibilities
(a) Summary & Required Conditions

inaabe law and constitute
tands does not allow

The Project’s impacts to Adik are significant and inconsistent with
a significant infringement of Lac Seul’s section 35 rights. The
Lac Seul to meet its responsibilities to Adik.

Before issuing a decision statement, IAAC must issu iti i i 0 ensure
that the Proponent has co-developed a Caribou j ith Lac Seul.
This plan must be approved by Lac Seul and:

e Include a rigorous, independent 3 itigation and offset measures
are technically and ecologically fea$Sk sustainability of Caribou
populations within the PDA and LSA;

e C(learly identify all mitigation and o : essary to ensure the long-term

sustainability of Cagi i and LSA;

onitoring shows adverse trend; and
Aity-led monitoring.

The Project may beg@me compliant with Anishinaabe law with respect to Caribou with the full

implementation and completion of this condition.

(b) Analysis

Adik once ranged abundantly throughout Lac Seul’s traditional territory. For thousands of years,
they shaped our way of life, stories, and ceremonies. Adik is one of our clan animals, making up

19 Pizaaniziwin Report at p. 51.
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a core part of our governance system and the network of reciprocal relationships that have
sustained us for generations. In Anishinaabe law, Adik are our living relatives, and Adik clan
members are legally and spiritually responsible to ensure their well-being. Members of Adik give
their lives to our hunters so that we may survive.

The Springpole Project is located within the Churchill Range—traditional territory of the Adik clan
of LSFN, including the Quedent family.?° It is the last area where Adik remains within Lac Seul’s
territory. Human disruption, including the cumulative impacts of settler development, have
caused the loss of Adik in the southern part of the territory.?!

Both the federal and provincial governments acknowledge t Adik population in the

territory and the Churchill Range are at risk of extirpation. Sin al Caribou have been
designated as “threatened” under the Species at Risk Ac dangered Species
Act.? In 2012, the federal government adopted and y strategy for
boreal Adik, which set the strategic direction to es broad
strategies to do s0.2* It established that 65% of h rbed for Adik
populations to become self-sustaining.?> 45.7% of the Ch ilfs already disturbed, in staggering

excess of 35% federal recovery strategy.?® IAAC has mistake timated the disturbance at 36%,

Churchill Range, but by 2023, they only obser . nd that the Churchill Range Adik
population is already stre nd declining

24 https://publicatio ons/collection_2024/eccc/cw66/CW66-1533-2024-eng.pdf [discussion paper
section 80 SARA]
25 https://publications.gc?
section 80 SARA]
26 MECP-SARB review of FMG responses to comments received on the Springpole Mine Final EA/EIS, December
23, 2025.

27 https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry/report-progress-
recovery-document/Adik-rangifer-tarandus-boreal-report- -strategy-2017-2022-action-plan-2018-
2023.html#toc48 and ECC at p. 39

282023 MECP Aeriel Survey

292023 MECP Aerial Survey.

30 ECCC Comments; EIS Ch6 at p. 48.

3 ECCC Comments at p. 18.

32 ECCC Comments at p. 18.

3 ECCC Comments at p. 43.

Ollections/collection 2024/eccc/cw66/CW66-1533-2024-eng.pdf [discussion paper
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https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry/report-progress-recovery-document/caribou-rangifer-tarandus-boreal-report-progress-recovery-strategy-2017-2022-action-plan-2018-2023.html#toc48
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry/report-progress-recovery-document/caribou-rangifer-tarandus-boreal-report-progress-recovery-strategy-2017-2022-action-plan-2018-2023.html#toc48
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/species-risk-public-registry/report-progress-recovery-document/caribou-rangifer-tarandus-boreal-report-progress-recovery-strategy-2017-2022-action-plan-2018-2023.html#toc48

that Adik populations are “sensitive and unable to support the predicted change even with

special measures” .34

According to the Government of Canada’s own analysis, the Project is proposed to destroy “at
least 6,701 hectares of critical habitat in the Churchill Range due to direct loss and degradation
of existing habitat...[including], 6,336 hectares of nursery and wintering critical habitat.”3> FMG
estimates that this represents the additional destruction of 0.4% of Adik habitat, pushing the
Churchill Range further beyond the 65% limit outlined in the Amended Recovery Strategy for the
Woodland Adik (Rangifer tarandus Adik), Boreal Population, in Canada (

Yet FMG says that there are no significant residual im i not provided a
detailed offset plan.3” ECCC determined that even wit could render

ECCC is of the view that Adik calving, post- inter areas’in the
project area (classified as provincial Category 1

in function and are noted as keweglvi t are likely regionally
significant to Adik persistence o 014). Even with

offset measures, impacts on these\g ] he recovery goals
from being met...3%

ECCC stated its conclusion jg

is assessed igh risk and will have a cumulative impact on an already
declining a vulnerable boreal Adik population in Churchill, Berens and Kinloch
ranges>’

S4EIS Ch. 6 atp. 11.

35 ECCC Comments at para. 39.

36 MECP-SARB review of FMG responses to comments received on the Springpole Mine Final EA/EIS, December
23, 2025.

3TEIS Ch. 6, at p. 57-58

3 ECCC Comments, at p. 44.

3 ECCC Comments at pp. 39 and 41.
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Elders and Community members echo the ECCC’s findings.*® Speaking about losing Adik
populations from the southern portion of their territory, one Elder explained:

And | know my uncles and my dad, they would go hunting. ... When they had
the old muzzleloaders, they call them. ... But they would hunt them [Adik]
around that area...So, they were around. ... But they don't show up because the
cutting, | guess. It's ruined a lot of vegetation for them.41

The consequences for LSFN are dire. W|th Adlk already extirpated from the southern portion of

clan,*o our governance,
and to the fabric of our reciprocal responsibilities which hold our unity together.

To proceed with a project that threatens this final refuge is,no ical risk, but a risk
to our ability to uphold our responsibilities as Adik cla tion. Our Elders
have emphasized that, “our customary access to La r system
Suppress one part and the ripples of this suppres system”.4?
When Adik are harmed or displaced, it disrupts the re ibili d governance
practices that are passed down through the clan syste ystem that is foundational to our

law, culture, and survival. Impacts to Adik will di i e with the legal and spiritual
interconnectedness of Adik clan membe

amounts to no mo
activities observed b

an hopeful thinking. Particularly, considering the scheduled forestry
MECP:

There is an additional 385,289 ha of forest harvest which has been approved to
occur between now and 2025. This will impact an additional 40,293 ha of

40 See for example LSFN TK study at p. 64.
41 LSFN TK study at p. 60.

42 Pizaaniziwin p. 33.

43 Draft EA Report February, 2026.
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Category 1 nursery habitat. The cumulative impacts on the range results in 20%
of current nursery habitat being adversely impacted without the impact of the
proposed mine.**

Section 79(2) of the Species at Risk Act provides that IAAC “must ensure” that mitigation
measures are “taken in a way that is consistent with any applicable recovery strategy.”*> IAAC
must not approve the Project before FMG presents an offset plan and its feasibility is determined.
For example, in Blackwater Gold Mine, the proponents provided an offset plan before the
government chose to approve the project.*®

An offset plan is also necessary because the province stripped a tections for Adik when it

species at risk while taking into account social a ictonsiderations including the
need for sustainable economic growth in Ontario”.
e The previous ESA required MECP te
ESA removes this requirement wha
e The previous ESA only permitted o issue ajpermit to damage habitat if
certain conditions were met, includi overall benefit to the species,
and that the activity wj
the Minister virtyaliy i to issue a permit to damage critical habitat.

e The previous & akea on which the species depends, directly or

overy strategy. The amended

other similar place, that is occupied or habitually
embers of a species for the purposes of breeding, rearing,

Given MECP’s weakg€hed standard for issuing permits in destroying Adik habitat, we will be
unable to protect Adik and continue to exercise our Treaty protected right to hunt and harvest
them, without an adequate offset plan in place before a decision statement is issued. Proceeding

4 MECP-SARB review of FMG responses to comments received on the Springpole Mine Final EA/EIS, December
23, 2025.

4 Species at Risk Act, SC 2002, ¢ 29, at s. 79(2).

46 Blackwater Gold EA at pp. 147-149.

47 Meeting between Cat Lake, Lac Seul and MECP on April 2, 2026.
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with the Project in its current state will sever our ties with our relations, our land, and cause
irreversible harm to our community.

(d) Conclusion

The Project poses an unacceptable risk to Adik and, by extension, to Lac Seul’s governance,
culture, and intergenerational rights and responsibilities. Adik populations in this area cannot
reasonably absorb further disturbance without severely increasing the risk of permanent
extirpation.

Caribou Protection and
nical and ecological
feasibility, and formally approved by Lac Seul. Absent a plag wi le feasibility, and a
high probability for success, proceeding with the Projec nd spiritual ties

In this context, approval cannot be contemplated until a co-dev,

6. Impacts on Water (Nibi) Rights

(a) Summary & Required Conditions

The Project’s impacts to Nibi are significan in i i aabe law and constitute
a significant infringement of Lac Seul’s secti@ jget as it stands does not allow
Lac Seul to meet its responsibilities to Nibi.

N, using best available science and Indigenous knowledge, to
proposed location and configuration is the most environmentally

An expert d
mercury methy

ent, conducted in full collaboration with LSFN, to assess the risk of
ation from all potential contributory sources associated with the physical
works and activities of the Project, including local sediment sampling, and recommend
mitigation measures and monitoring protocols as necessary.*®

IAAC must also impose the following conditions on the Project:

48 This could be similar to what is being done for the Great Bear project.
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e Joint water monitoring with Lac Seul, requiring the ongoing provision of full information
and Adaptive Management conditions;

e Aright for LSFN monitors to trigger an immediate pause to the Project if water monitoring
data exceeds provincial or federal guidelines, or otherwise constitutes an unacceptable
risk;

e A condition to maintain an active water collection and treatment system post-closure to
minimize seepage and to reduce the risk of longer-term water quality pollution from the
Project on Springpole and Birch Lakes. The system shall be in place for at least two years,
or such other period to ensure that Springpole and Bir Lake water quality
measurements at all nodes match pre-Project conditions.

(b) Analysis

(i) Anishinaabe Legal Teachings on Water

d a living relative. To say water is
irit, beyond her usefulness for

For Lac Seul First Nation, Nibi is not a resource. She is sac
sacred means that she possesses inherent value, dignity, a
human ends. Nibi has rights, including:

e The right to flow along her ancestral
e The hereditary right to be free from a
e The ancestral and j i intai ections to all her relations on Turtle

Nibi has many dimension ral, and legal. She is the lifeblood of the land,
the connector g of our ceremonies and teachings. We are called
to honor er, and ensure that she remains clean and abundant for all

who deg

Nibi is a E entrUsted to us with reciprocal responsibilities: to care for it, to
d to ensure its abundance for all beings, present and future. In a
Nation Elders shared that: “Our sacred relationship with our Lands
pect, on our Rights and Responsibilities, and on Reciprocity. Our
tual benefit, us taking care of the Nibi, and the Nibi taking care of us.”

and Nibi is based
relationship is about

This relationship is not one of ownership or control, but of kinship, stewardship, and ongoing
dialogue.

The voices of the men and women of Lac Seul, Red Lake, and Trout Lake remind us that Nibi is
not just for us, but for all our relations—plants, animals, and future generations:

Nipi is Life, Kinipiiminaan
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Even before we are born to this world,
We, Anishinaapek, we, humans
And many other relations
Are surrounded by Nipi, Nibi.
When babies are in the womb,
They are protected by Nipi.

Essence
Nipi is one of the four Life-Givers.
Life-Giver from the West.
Nipi is life.
Nipi is Sacred.
Nipi is a Teacher and Sustainer
Nipi is Healer, carrier of M.

with great pride and love, we carry out;
e know the strength and power of Nipi
ddWe know that Nipi can cause pain and take life,
So we have to show Respect;
Nipi takes care of us and heals us:
Gives us tears to comfort us in our pain,
Gives us sweat to cool us and release poisons;
Heals our aches and fatigue.
When we feel fear when we are with her,
She teaches us how to Respect her power.
We also have power, of love and mutuality.
And so we reciprocate and take care of Nipi,
Follow her example and plan seven generations ahead.
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Interconnectedness
As we are all a part of the interconnectedness
Of all Life, of all Creation;

We are a part of the relationship Nipi has with
Our Grandmother Moon,
And with all the Universe.

The Spirit of Nipi is also our Spirit;
Because all Life is Sacred.

Original Instructions
Our responsibilities to care for Nipi a

To quench the thirst of a
To ground us all to our Mother,

ility and"@¥ace and gratitude,
plify wellness and teach healing.
ife-Giver of the West.

The Rights of Nipi, Nibi
os the right to flow along her ancestral trail
EPOm the heights of Aki to her ocean destiny;
Nipi has the Hereditary Right to be free
From all pollutants, toxins,
Hazardous waste;
Furthermore,
Nipi has the Ancestral and Inherent Right,
The permanent Right to
Continue and maintain
Her connections to
All her Relations on this Turtle Island.

18



To harm Nibi is to harm the entire web of life and break the sacred trust that binds us to Creation.
In Anishinaabe law, any action, project or decision must be weighed against the harms it may
cause to the health of Nibi and the ability to exercise our responsibilities. Any project must
answer to the standard of respect, balance, and mutual benefit that our law requires.

(ii) Project’s Impact to Nibi

Lac Seul members and knowledge keepers have expressed deep concern about the Project’s
impact on Nibi, including:

e Impacts to the quality of Nibi in the Project Area resulti
long-term storage of contaminated materials;
e Loss of trust in Nibi throughout the PDA, LSA, and bey s of contamination;
e Impacts to the health of local and regional plan ildli he above risk of
Nibi contamination from the Project; and
e Impacts to Nibi in the event of a tailings d

om Project activities and

These concerns are heightened as Elders and commun mbers continue to drink directly
from lakes in our traditional territory.>®

The Project threatens the quantity and
concerned that the Project’s waste products ( i Springpole Lake. The CDF is
located immediately adjacent to Springpole ich limits the ability to mitigate
seepage.®! Waste product e CDF, but by the Proponent’s own
a8s the collection ditch system and flow directly

< reological structures and hydraulic properties of the CDF site, such
that the ME de and do not assume that the risks association with the proposal
are acceptabl
notes that the

seepage into Birch aR@Springpole Lake, beyond the anticipated amounts.>

“LSFN TK Study at p. 2-3.

0 LSFN TK study at p. 30.

S ECCC Comments; MECP Government Review Team Comments.

32 ECCC Comments at p. 12.

33 MECP Government Review Team Comments at p. 37; ECCC Comments at p. 14.
3 MECP Government Review Team Comments at p. 10.

3 MECP Government Review Team Comments at p. 52.
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ECCC has determined that the predicted seepage from the CDF poses a significant risk of toxicity
for aquatic life, with a global hazard quotient of 14.6. This indicates that acute toxicity may arise
at the seepage face where groundwater contaminated by the CDF enters Birch Lake and
Springpole Lake, a vital fish habitat.”® Lac Seul has little information about how the proponent
chose the CDF’s location.

In addition to seepage, the Project will discharge water with increased levels of toxins and heavy
metals. Each day, the equivalent of 7.5 Olympic swimming pools of treated water, containing
detectable amounts of cyanide (used for gold leaching), nitrates als, sulphates, and
ammonia, will be released into Birch Lake or Springpole Lake. Whid@the proponent maintains
that chemical discharge levels will remain below provincial and f idelines following water
treatment, the MECP has cautioned otherwise. MECP has i ifi that in foreseeable

In terms of water quantity, 6% of Springpol€ i e an open pit mine, with
a depth of 321 meters — equivalent to the i r. The open pit will act as a

Nibi will be impacté e destruction of small inland waterbodies, alterations of the shorelines
of Springpole Lake, dg¢duced availability of groundwater in the local area due to the open pit
attracting groundwater ingress, and real and perceived increased contamination of what is now

6 ECCC Comments.

37 MECP Government Review Team Comments at p. 45.

>8 See for example: chrome-
extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.fs.usda.gov/rm/pubs_journals/2025/rmrs 2025 holden
z001.pdf

% See for example: chrome-
extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.fs.usda.gov/rm/pubs_journals/2025/rmrs_2025 holden
z001.pdf
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considered amongst the cleanest water in Lac Seul territory. Members will no longer feel safe
drinking water or consuming fish from a contaminated lake.

The Project will violate Nibi’s rights to flow along her ancestral trails; to be free from toxins, and
to provide for all our relations. Nibi will be corrupted, no longer giving life, but threatening it. The
Project, as currently contemplated, poses an unacceptable risk to Nibi and an infringement of
our section 35 rights.

7. Impacts on Harvesting Rights

(a) Summary & Required Conditions

The Project’s impacts on harvesting rights and responsibilj

1. A furbearing and large mammal loped and approved by Lac
Seul. This plan must:

a. Demonstrate, through indepe best available science, as well

lost or degraded by the Project

the réquired Fish Habitat Offsetting and Compensation Plan prior
Department of Fisheries and Oceans, and:

b. Include precautionary and increased habitat replacement ratios’ that meet or
exceed the standard of 2:1, with the credits subject to external independent
vetting including by Lac Seul;

c. Set measurable targets for fish habitat restoration, species diversity, and
ecosystem health, with clear timelines and monitoring protocols; and

60 Separate from the Caribou Plan noted above.
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d. Include adaptive management provisions, allowing Lac Seul to require additional
offsetting or restoration requirements if monitoring indicates unsuccessful offset
measures or that the Project may have adverse impacts.

3. The Proponent must provide evidence of co-developing an ongoing community-led fish
and fish habitat monitoring plan with Lac Seul First Nation across the life of Project,
including through post-closure until there is evidence that fish habitat meets the current
conditions in the north basin of Springpole Lake. This must include comprehensive fish
tissue sampling tied to a Fish and Fish Habitat Adaptive Management Plan.

will lead to the effective
ances, reduced habitat,
infringement of Lac

However, even with these conditions in place, we note that the Prgj
extirpation of Lac Seul’s use of the PDA and LSA due to sensor
animal migration and potential contamination. This represen
Seul’s harvesting and cultural rights.

(b) Analysis
(n Anishinaabe Legal Teachings

Lac Seul’s territory is a source of health
cannot be separated from our ability to intain a living re with this land. As one
member puts it, “/ still want that livelihooda iRgabe peopl at we can still enjoy what
the land has to offer. And the Nibi. The ani iy the Nibi. The berries. Ensuring
that’s all going to be there...”

and well-being. lture, governance, and health

Our knowledge of the ontinuous presence and practice. One of the
teachings from th

eul families have also harvested plants and medicines in the project
area, including wild y cedar, blueberries, cranberries, and weekay;®! and fish such as walleye
(pickerel, okaans), wWhitefish, lake trout, muskies, bass, and sturgeon.®? Lake trout are a key
species for Lac Seul. They are now rare elsewhere in its territory due in large part to their
heightened sensitivity to environmental contamination.

For thousands of years, LSFN members hunted and trapped wildlife such as moose, Adik, deer,
beaver, and marten in the Project area. Over the years, the southern part of the territory has

SIEIS 6.21-21.
62 Lac Seul First Nation and Firelight Research Inc 2025(a).
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seen a decline in animal population in the southern portion of the territory. The LSA is one of the
last remaining mostly pristine places within our territory where our people can continue these
practices in accordance with our laws, customs, and responsibilities.

Time and again, our land users and knowledge holders have witnessed how human development,
like the Project, can drive away clan members and fur-bearing relatives from their homes. Elder
Rose-Mary Prince shared that her dad foresaw a time when there would be fewer animals around
Birch and Springpole Lakes because of human disruptions, threatening their way of life. We are
concerned that this Project will fulfill that prediction.

Our Creation story teaches us that the world was once destroyed at flood sent by Creator.
Only Nanaboozhoo, a few animals, and birds survived, floa

Seeking to restore the land, Nanaboozhoo and the animals i i ottom to retrieve

muskrat dove deeper and longer than anyone else, ifici ith a small

This story teaches us that every animal—i lays a vital role in the survival
and renewal of life. It teaches us that eve e beings are essential to
the balance and continuity of Creation.

Lac Seul members ang g@keepers have' @xpressed concern that the Project will impact
their hunting, trappifig i d fishing righ

imals from the area;
and quality of harvested plants and medicines in the LSA, due to

Impacts to pundance of harvested plants and medicines in the LSA;

e Impacts to tp€ ability of LSFN members to harvest plants and medicines in the Project
Area; and

e Impacts to the transmission of culture, knowledge and connection with the land.%3

Members have reflected on the impact this Project will have on harvesting:

6 LSFN TK atp. 4
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Nature is my church, and | wouldn’t want something like this [Project to] disturb
my peace and the peace of the animals....

Mooz (moose) are particularly important in this area. Despite the decline in moose population in
the southern portion of Lac Seul’s territory, our members continue to harvest them in the LSA,
where they remain abundant.

According to the Proponent’s own assessment, the project will:

e Cause the direct loss of approximately 5% of large mammal hahj
e 18% of habitat for furbearing species, including muskrat®.

The Proponent has not proposed any satisfactory offsettin
mammals (other than Caribou) or furbearing species. Fo

measures for large
onent states that

would destroy such animals and their habitat, le inei population.
Nor does it address the severity of any loss of habitat, i mulative impacts to LSFN’s
rights throughout its traditional territory.

Our legal responsibilities require us to give
the Proponent does not propose any offset
Adik.

at we take. Despite this,
nimals other than fish and

or impacts

These impacts are not g they strike us at the heart of our spiritual
existence. Our Elders are the land@}and the land is us; what we do to the land, we
do to ourselves.” ThE ; and are felt not only in our bodies, or even
our emotions, but in our 3 i oul. The land is woven into our very being; its
wounds becopmae

2 permanent and irreversible impacts on harvesting, due to sensory
ibration, dust, taste, visual changes to landscape). Moreover,
members have arned that these activities will lead to a significant decline in animal

populations in the's

atedly

What I’'m eébncerned about is the way that animals travel. Moose and other
animals through [the Project Development Area]. It’s going to affect what goes
south and what goes north they will have to find a new route...This is going to
affect their livelihood quite a bit. These animals are no longer going to be in this
area.

4 EIS 6.12-41
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Lac Seul members have identified ten factors which are among those that determine suitable
conditions for harvesting in any given place at any given time:

Peaceful enjoyment of the land and waters
Knowledge of the area

Healthy, abundant relations

Clean and abundant water

Freedom from outside competition for harvesting
Sense of safety and welcome on the land

Clean and abundant habitat

Access

. Navigation ability; and

10. Measurable, observable and perceived contamination

LN AEWLNRE

The Proponent has not provided sufficient $
mitigation measures will adequately protec
refill and restore a basin tg d as a lake, oNgE the mine'§ operations are complete. However,

2 doubts about this approach, noting that,

Given the lack of a B r mitigation plan, and few protections against seepage (as discussed in
the previous sectio he Project will irreversibly displace us from exercising our fishing rights on
Springpole and Birch Lake. Members report they are highly unlikely to consume fish from a lake
that is being mined, and lies adjacent to a permanent tailings facility. Through bitter experience,
LSFN members are risk averse and sensitive to the effects of contamination on traditional foods
and will avoid harvesting fish and wildlife from places where contamination is observed and
perceived.

% DFO’s Comments on EIS
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LSFN’s lived experience is reinforced by Health Canada’s conclusions that:

The Human and Ecological Health Risk Assessment (HEHRA) predicts total
hazard quotients for arsenic, cobalt, and methylmercury that exceed threshold
levels for the protection of human health, with country food items (e.g., fish)
driving some of the Project-related incremental risk.%®

(c) Conclusion

The Project will extirpate LSFN’s constitutionally protected right e PDA and LSA. Lac Seul
Members have repeatedly and consistently expressed that t

rights to hunt, fish, trap and gather medicines in proximit

knowledge transmig
protected 35 rights.

tural heritage rights and responsibilities are inconsistent with
te a significant infringement of Lac Seul’s section 35 rights. The
Project as it stand
and sacred sites.

Before issuing a decision statement, IAAC must issue additional information requests requiring:

e A new Stage 1 and Stage 2 archaeological assessment, co-designed and co-led with Lac
Seul First Nation, for the Waabizheshi Agaasademon Onigam, the proposed CDF location,
and the exploration camp/proposed main mine infrastructure zone. The final study must
be approved by Lac Seul;

% Health Canada’s Comments at p. 5.
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e A Heritage Impact Assessment, co-designed, co-led and approved by Lac Seul; and
e An updated assessment of the Project’s impacts on archaeological and cultural heritage
resources, informed by the above.

However, it is important to note that even with these conditions, Waabizheshi Agaasademon

Onigam will be inevitably and irreparably destroyed if the Project proceeds. This constitutes a
significant infringement of Lac Seul’s section 35 rights.

(b) Analysis

The Waabizheshi Agaasademon Onigam is a place of deep cultu
Lac Seul First Nation. Archaeological evidence and oral histor
used Waabizheshi Agaasademon Onigam for over 7,000 yeds,%’” for
Anishinaabe presence and knowledge that connects us
Agaasademon Onigam continues to be used as an imp

d spiritual significance to
at Lac Seul members
a living thread of

Waabizheshi Agaasademon Onigam is a sacred land i of Lac Seul’s
identity and governance. It is a place of important spiritual practice, and ancestral

connection.
er storage ponds over top
ater storage ponds will flood
The Proponent propo, portage; this is not a meaningful mitigation
measure for the Kgaasademon Onigam. Once destroyed,

pIy reconstructed elsewhere. Spiritual and
69 especially in an area that will be V|5|bly

The Proponéfitis al assessments have been flawed. The Proponent conducted
several Stage
the knowledge an®
concluded that there
actual number of ar

tories of Lac Seul members.”? Based on this flawed methodology, it
ere “no further archaeological concerns” in the project area. As such, the
aeological sites that the Project will destroy is unknown.

7 Report on Expert Advisor Work Request to Review Recent EIS/EA Archaeological and Heritage Assessments (Oc.
30, 2025) at p. 59.
8 Report on Expert Advisor Work Request to Review Recent EIS/EA Archaeological and Heritage Assessments (Oc.
30, 2025) at p. 59.
9 Report on Expert Advisor Work Request to Review Recent EIS/EA Archaeological and Heritage Assessments (Oc.
30, 2025) at p. 59.
70 Report on Expert Advisor Work Request to Review Recent EIS/EA Archaeological and Heritage Assessments (Oc.
30, 2025) at p. 59.
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The Proponent’s conclusion does not withstand scrutiny. A recent community site visit uncovered
five new archaeological sites, observable from the surface, in a single day. These sites were
located at the proposed location of the CDF and within the exploration camp, directly
contradicting FMG’s conclusion that there were “no further archaeological concerns.” These
findings demonstrate that the current record is unreliable and that the true extent of heritage
resources in the area remains unknown.”’!

(c) Conclusion

The destruction of Waabizheshi Agaasademon Onigam would rep, t an irreplaceable loss to

Lac Seul First Nation’s cultural heritage and identity. This sacred is not simply a physical
transportation route, but a living thread of Anishinaabe p edge, and spiritual
practice that has endured for over seven millennia. T then flood and
permanently alter this site cannot be mitigated b partage, as

Furthermore, the flawed archaeological assessments co d by the Proponent have failed to
capture the true extent of heritage resources in the ar demonstrated by the recent
discovery of additional sites and ancesto i bers. This unreliable record
underscores the urgent need for thorough i i essments and meaningful
protection measures.

9. Impact on Ecopé

(a) Summary &

Imposition of this copdition would respect LSFN’s right to benefit from its traditional lands.

(b) Analysis
(i) Importance of Treaty 3

" Report on Expert Advisor Work Request to Review Recent EIS/EA Archaeological and Heritage Assessments (Oc.
30, 2025) at p. 59. atp. 87
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IAAC's Guidance on Rights Impact requires consideration of the “current land ownership
arrangement (e.g., Crown land, private land, part of treaty process)” to understand potential
impacts to the “right to the economic benefits of the land”.”?

The relevant “land ownership arrangement” for Lac Seul is Treaty 3. Lac Seul entered Treaty 3
with the Crown in 1874. Treaty 3 represents the coming together of distinct cultural, legal, and
philosophical traditions.

rounding land. In the
ned and therefore
- Gimiinigoowiziewnan
to as “Mother” or
er. Our Elders teach
us that you do not own the land, the land owns you; we i the land.

To understand Treaty 3, one must understand the Anishinaabe law s
Anishinaabe legal tradition, land is not a commodity capable of bei
cannot be surrendered. Instead, it is a gift from the Cre
Kiiaabigibimaajiegoomen. The land is our relative and is

Based on this legal framework, Anishinaabe negoti reaty 3 as
a land surrender without significant discussion:

[Cloncepts of land ownership, surrender, or a co ability to take up land,
have no basis in Anishinaabe la it is unlikely that such
concepts would have been unders ishi ] ories to Treaty,

The SCJ held that Anishi understand Treaty 3 as a surrender of land —
they understood it g i . TRe _Ceurt found that the Crown “never clearly

."7> The SCJ found that the Anishinaabe “agreed to
as they also shared the benefits arising out of those uses.”’®

le extends the same principle in interpreting the Robinson-
1ld have been viewed as an agreement to share in the value of the
dted that:

: “Treaties

Superior
territory”.”’

72 chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/iaac-
acei/documents/policy-guidance/practitioners-guide/guidance-assessment-potential-impacts-rights-indigenous-
peoples.pdfat p. 31

73 Letter of Chief Clifford Bull to IAAC, June 2025, Affidavit of Dr. Aaron Mills at para. 12.

74 The issue at trial was whether federal authorization was required for Ontario to take up Treaty 3 land. While the
SCJ’s determination that federal authorization was required has been overturned, the other findings of fact and
conclusions were undisturbed and are relevant to the

7> Keewatin v. Minister of Natural Resources, 2011 ONSC 4801, at para. 490.

76 Keewatin v. Minister of Natural Resources, 2011 ONSC 4801, at paras. 1631 and1573.

77 Restoule v. Canada (Attorney General), 2021 ONCA 779 at para. 293.
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The Anishinaabe were not focused on subsistence in the Treaty negotiations but
on sharing the wealth. They sought the ability to live as they had so long as
possible but also sought to benefit from the rise in living standards that would
accompany development, especially if that development impaired their
traditional way of life. They were not aiming at mere subsistence.’®

(ii) Project’s Impact on the Economic Right to Benefit

LSFN did not surrender its sacred right to benefit from the gift of Creatlon by entering Treaty 3.

Anishinaabe law teaches us that everything within the Anishin he animals, the trees,
and Ozaawaa-zhooniyaa (gold) —is a gift from the Creator i inaabeg, including

members lives, many of whom have been severed fro i g off the land after decades
benefits, revenue sharing can
alleviate the myriad of social and econogic crises that cont o undermine the wellbeing of

e Lack of Housing: Lac Seul is facing a ‘ of our homes are overcrowded,
in poor condition and unsafe. Many of\@ua ave no home to live in at all.

a result, most families depend on highly
3t their needs, leading to chronic health issues,

A disproportionate proportion of our members are impoverished.
ically denied economic and education opportunities afforded to

° ChaIIenges iéntal Health and Wellness: Mental health and wellness challenges are
widespread. IpPPNovember 2025, Lac Seul was forced to declare a state of emergency, as
it grappled with simultaneous crises of addictions, mental iliness, and intergenerational
trauma. These issues are exacerbated by unemployment, poor housing, and unreliable
water.

(c) Conclusion

8 Restoule, 2021 ONCA 779 at para. 319.
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Gold is a non-renewable resource. Once it is extracted and sold, it is gone forever. It is therefore
essential that any approval of the project includes a clear and enforceable condition requiring
meaningful benefit sharing from the gold produced, in the form of a net or gross smelter royalty
with Lac Seul First Nation. Only then can the Crown satisfy the meaningful promises captured
within Treaty 3.

10. Impacts on Governance
(a) Summary & Required Conditions

The Project was not developed in accordance with Anishinaabe law SFN¥s section 35 rights.
We are unable to govern ourselves as our laws require us to, sh he Project proceed in its
current form.

Before issuing a decision statement, IAAC must re
comprehensive closure and post-closure plan with
approved by Lac Seul and:

co-develop a

¢ Seul First Nation. must be

e Detail all measures for site restoration, water
cultural site protection;

ment, waste management, and

¢ Include financial assurance sufficief monitoring;
e Be subject to regular review and réh taining the right to require

e site will be safe, healthy, and

e Demonstrate, to the
i erations into the future.

culturally acces

IAAC must impose thé
Anishinaabe Law:

Establish a pefp€tual care endowment, managed jointly with Lac Seul, to fund long-term

monitoring, femediation, and cultural revitalisation after closure. The fund must be
sufficient to cover worst-case scenarios and be protected from bankruptcy or corporate
restructuring; and

e Require that all offset, restoration, and compensation projects (e.g., caribou habitat, fish
habitat, cultural sites) be co-designed, co-managed, and co-evaluated by Lac Seul, with
binding authority over project selection, implementation, and success criteria; and

e Require the Proponent, directly or indirectly, in coordination with Lac Seul First Nation
and the Province of Ontario, to develop and implement a rehabilitation plan for legacy

mine sites within Lac Seul's traditional territory. This plan must:
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o Be co-designed and co-led with Lac Seul First Nation, ensuring meaningful
participation and approval by the Nation;

o Include clear timelines, measurable restoration targets, and monitoring protocols
for each site; and

o Secure sufficient financial assurance to guarantee completion of rehabilitation
activities.

However, even with these conditions, the Project will not fully align with Anishinaabe Law and
LSFN’s governance rights.

(b) Analysis

IAAC’s Guidance on Rights Impact requires consideration of;

Lac Seul’s lived experience demonstrate rojects—whether hydro
dams, logging, or mining—have led to dispo degradation, and cultural
loss throughout our territory. True assessmé i ust about mitigating impacts,
but about whether the project is conceived, trolled according to Anishinaabe

law and values.

Lac Seul follows thg
possible; gathering reso i jon; andfproviding for future generations. The Project
must be assessed.b

The Projé gVelop, operate and eventually decommission and close an open pit
nd IAAC describe this purpose as “natural resource development”.

The concept of “n3 esource development” does not exist in Anishinaabemowin. Lac Seul
Elders do not use thé§€xpression ‘using our land’ any more than our people would talk of ‘using
my husband’ or ‘using my wife’. Our relationship to Land is one of intense partnership: “the
animals, fish or birds of Land are in a special way our relatives.”®! There is no division, in our way

of life and systems of law between people and land.8?

7 https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessment-agency/services/policy-guidance/practitioners-guide-impact-
assessment-act/guidance-assessment-potential-impacts-rights-indigenous-peoples.html

8 Project Description, Segment 1 at s. 51.

81 Pizaaniziwin.

82 Pizaaniziwin at p. 41.
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We govern our relationship with the land using the principle of necessity. As articulated by one
member “...if we have to use the land, make sure that it is useful... and necessary, for living healthy
lives.... Is gold, necessary for living healthy lives?” For thousands of years, our Ancestors have
“used” animals for food, plants for medicines, trees for shelter, copper and other minerals for
tools. So we have not extracted gold or silver for the sole purpose of accumulating wealth.

Gold and silver are not critical minerals. Only 7% of gold is used in technology; the remainder is
used by central banks, investors and in the production of jewelry.® Mining gold, for the primary
purpose of wealth accumulation, challenges Anishinaabe law and values

(i) Anishinaabe Law and Waste

The Project’s logic of extraction and waste is difficult to align which teach us that
all of Creation is a gift, and that our responsibilities are to eciprocate those
gifts.

Our Elders have long known that human ay waste —
ooshaaonagjiton —to the bounty of the land and disrupt ated integrity and order of things
on Land - Oonagjijigehin. We have avoided doing so by pr ing naawii-igo, which describes a
way of living on the land with each other Wie Land —including the diversity

of Land - and integrity are maintained.?
for our benefit but never at the expense of ¥

In other worg rates will be waste. Millions of tonnes of rock will
be dug up ed into environmental hazards, to generate a few tonnes of
gold

This appro asteful and at odds with Anishinaabe legal responsibilities to the
land and to s. For example, our hunters teach us to use every part of a Makwa
(bear), not out © lency but of respect for the Makwa, who gives themselves as a gift.

We are taught to h€ that gift by using each of its parts, wasting nothing. The principle of
conservation is not g/technical afterthought, but a core legal and ethical responsibility.

One way to mitigate some of the waste and environmental harm caused by new mining projects
is to rehabilitate historic sites. There are over 4,600 abandoned mine sites in Ontario,®” many of

8 https://natural-resources.canada.ca/minerals-mining/mining-data-statistics-analysis/minerals-metals-facts/gold-
facts#L.1

8 Pizaaniziwin at p. 42

85 Project Description, Segment 1 at s. 5.7 and s. 51.

8 Project Description, Segment 1 at s. 51.

87 https://www.ontario.ca/page/abandoned-mines-hazards
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which are located within Lac Seul First Nation’s traditional territory. These legacy sites continue
to pose risks to water, land, and community health. By requiring the clean-up and restoration of
some of these legacy sites, the Project can begin to address the cumulative impacts of past
extraction and demonstrate a commitment to healing the land.

(iii) Anishinaabe Law and Accumulation

FMG estimates that the Project will generate $11 billion in revenue and $4.3 billion in profit, the
overwhelming majority of which will flow to FMG shareholders— t of whom have no
relationship to this land.

A project that prioritizes maximizing profit or accumulation co the primary teaching

governing LSFN’s land: Pizaaniziwin, or living in balance and m ion$ its most basic level,
this can be distilled as “taking only what you need” and . nomic activity is
about meeting needs, sharing abundance, and maintai ithi mmunity and

with the land

Our system of law and way of life prizes self-sufficiency ance, not accumulation. Lac Seul
Elders teach us that, “accumulation is not a value that has prized in relation to any of our
livelihood activities on our Lands”. S is admired but hoarding and
accumulation are seen as negative qualitie$ia . eadership is measured by
the ability to “provide”—not by the abilit i ulate for oneself or distant
others.”!

A project whose primarya pse is to generate profit for those who neither

live on nor maintain

as an inheritance frofft the Creator, and the responsibility to protect that inheritance for those
not yet born. We must not just look at where we are today but also consider what our nations
once were and who we hope to be as Anishinaabe long into the future.

88 Pizaaniziwin at p. 51.
% Pizaaniziwin at p. 51.
% Pizaaniziwin, p. 52
1 Pizaaniziwin, p. 52
92 Pizaaniziwin at p. 53.
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Lac Seul has received little information on the Proponent’s closure plan. The absence of a robust
closure plan for the Springpole Project undermines our ability to discharge our responsibilities to
future generation. Without a clear, enforceable plan for how the mine site will be restored,
monitored, and cared for after operations cease, we cannot assess whether the Project will
provide for, or undermine the wellbeing of our people and all our relations.

(c) Conclusion

ith Anishinaabe law
accumulation, and waste
balance that guide Lac

The Project’s development process and underlying priorities are misali
and Lac Seul’s governance traditions. The project’s logic of extracti
stands in stark contrast to the principles of reciprocity, steward
Seul’s relationship with the land.

To address these deep governance concerns, in part, |

must require the ¢ elopment and

restoration projects.
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Appendi

Sketch of Lac Seul Section (1rapping “Country”), by L. Romanet, 1920
(Romanet’s Report on Lac Seul Section, 1 March 1920, pp. 9-10: HBCA A92/19/11 [PHI Docid RSF-03431]).
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Appendix B
Registered Trapline Districts: Patricia West (1962); B
[AO RG1-427,

icia Centgal (1962); Sioux
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