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C-12920

22/08/29

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Letter

Letter communication from Great Bear to Chief of ANA with a
request from GBR to set up a discussion regarding the Great
Bear Project in the Red Lake District. It introduces GBR as the
new owner of the project and outlines its current exploration
activities. The company plans to renew its mineral exploration
permits in the fall and has been advised by the Ministry of
Mines to notify ANA as a potentially interested community.

GBR acknowledges the Ministry’s role in consultation but
expresses a desire to engage directly with ANA to understand
its interests, potential concerns, and any effects on its people
and lands. The company also seeks to establish a
communication protocol for ongoing discussions. GBR states
that, based on its understanding, its activities are outside ANA
Territory but is open to updating this understanding through
discussions. The letter invites ANA to coordinate a
meeting—either in person or virtually—and provides a link for
more information on the Great Bear Project.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-12921

22/08/29

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Email communication from ANA Chief in response to letter
communication dated August 29, 2022 noting that "We prefer
our land to continue its healing journey which in turn our
people will heal from the land . We do not wish to meet . There
are many other areas in the Province yous can take your
proposal . Miigwetch for respecting our stand to keep our
territory clean."

C-00897

22/11/11

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Great Bear issues congratulatory note to Chief and the ANA
Council on their recent election and wishes them success in
their term. The company, which recently acquired the Great
Bear Project southeast of Red Lake, remains in the exploration
phase and is renewing its mineral exploration permit and a
permit to take water for drilling. As advised by the Ministry of
Mines, ANA was notified of these applications, with a previous
outreach to the previous Chief resulting in a respectful decline
to meet, as the community focuses on healing. GBR continues
to work closely with Wabauskang and Lac Seul First Nations
under an Exploration Agreement, with both providing letters of
support. The company remains open to any questions from
Chief and Council and welcomes community interest in visiting
the project site. GBR expresses sincere respect for ANA's

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01933

22/11/11

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Great Bear inquiry to hold a short call with ANA leadership.
Great Bear notes that they did hear from the Ministry of Mines
that they had issued ANA an email this week, with information
included about our Early Exploration permit application. Great
Bear notes that we recognize that you and your Council and
staff likely already have a number of your own projects
underway, and settling in as new Chief and Council. Great
Bear staff inquiry to check in with you, to help you with any
questions you might have and to be sure you received the

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01497

22/12/16

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Great Bear notice to ANA that it has submitted the Great Bear
Resources Advanced Exploration Project Definition document
and Notice of Project Status to the Ministry of Mines.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01934

22/12/16

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Great Bear notice to ANA that it has submitted the Great Bear
Resources Advanced Exploration Project Definition document
and Notice of Project Status to the Ministry of Mines for early
review. All documentation issued to ANA for review. Request
from Great Bear to meet with ANA in the new year to review
this information and to understand key areas of interest to
ANA. Great Bear request to confirm if there is anyone else on
your Council or advisory team who should also be receiving
this information, Great Bear notes they are happy to know and
reach out to connect.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-00973

23/02/08

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)

Email

Great Bear acknowledges ANAs request for a timeline
extension on Exploration Permit PR-22-000284 and reaffirms
the importance of the excluded claims. While supporting
meaningful consultation, Great Bear does not oppose the
extension, provided it remains reasonable and does not unduly
impact its interests. If granted, Great Bear requests prior
written notice and regular updates from the Ministry on any

Engagement not related
to Project

C-00977

23/02/14

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)

Email

Email confirming timeline extension for ANA requested
additional time to review the PR-22-000284 permit, specifically
the 44 claims that were removed for further consultation. In
response to the request, MINES sent a letter today (February
14th) requesting substantive comments regarding potential
adverse impacts from the proposed exploration activities for
this permit with comment period close on February 28, 2023.
MINES will be in a position to make a decision on amending
the permit to include the additional 44 mining claims, taking
into account any specific comments received by that date.

Engagement not related
to Project
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C-01337

23/06/22

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Phone Call

Introduction meeting and discussion with ANA, detailing their
history and involvement in community, the practices they have
on the land.

ANA presented a video on advancing Indigenous rights
through Indigenous Protected and Conserved Areas,
highlighting their ongoing land protection efforts and strong
support from Chief and Council. The community has a long
history of living off the land and has faced significant
environmental and health impacts, including mercury
contamination in the English and Wabigoon Rivers, clear-cut
logging, and mining permits issued without consent. ANA
declared a moratorium on industrial activity in 2007 and
enacted a land declaration in 2018, banning mineral staking
and exploration. ANA is committed to Free, Prior, and Informed
Consent (FPIC) and has concerns about recent mining activity
in their territory.

ANA noted that they seek more meaningful engagement with
GBR, including answers to their questions about laws and
rights, and clarity on whether consent will be sought before
moving forward with the project. GBR has committed to
seeking consent but has not yet satisfied ANA's concerns.
ANA is open to further dialogue and requests transparent,

racnactfill cammuinication acsnaciallv canciderina tha lanaiiane

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01922

23/06/27

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Meeting planning between GBR and ANA Land Protection
Team, along with follow up regarding questions about
consultation, and ensuring that the Initial Project Description
be shared prior to submission to the Impact Assessment
Agency to initiate.

GBR provides thanks for the opportunity to meet with the ANA
Protection Team. As discussed, responses to the questions
regarding the Early Exploration Permit application from
October 2022 will be provided through the Ministry of Mines to
ensure clear communication, with a response letter sent today.
Our outreach last week was related to an upcoming advanced
exploration permit application for the same project. GBR would
appreciate the chance to further discuss the Great Bear
Project and are setting up a SharePoint site for document
sharing and feedback on the Advanced Exploration Project.
Additionally, GBR will share the Initial Project Description of
the main project before submitting it to the Impact Assessment
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Engagement not related
to Project

C-01400

23/07/07

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Great Bear Gold Project Projet
Aurifére Great Bear

Impact Assessment Agency of
Canada (IAAC)

Virtual

IAAC wanted to thank GBR for the opportunity to meet with the
team regarding the Great Bear Gold Project, and for providing
an overview of the Project. During the meeting, IAAC
referenced a Project, specifically in relation to
Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek (also known as
ANA). IAAC pointed to section 9.3 of the Environmental
Assessment Report, which describes the historical context, the
Agency’s engagement, and the views shared by the
community with the Agency. The Agency encouraged GBR to
think about how to collaborate with the Indigenous
communities and include similar information in GBR
documents.

C-01290

23/07/24

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR providing an update to Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum
Anishinabek and access to the Sharepoint.

C-01347

23/08/15

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Introduction of External Relations Manager from GBR to ANA
and sharing the AEX Environmental Compliance Approval
Industrial Sewage Works Technical Support Document via
SharePoint site. This document includes essential components
such as supporting maps, technical data concerning discharge
limits, the assimilative capacity of the Chukuni River
ecosystem, a preliminary monitoring program, and the
proposed treatment methodology. This document has been
provided to Lac Seul First Nation, Wabauskang First Nation,
and to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks,
with the aim of seeking valuable input and insights. The
opportunity to meet at their convenience was also presented.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01499

23/09/01

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Impact Assessment Agency of
Canada (IAAC)

Email

The Great Bear team sincerely appreciate
Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek’s contributions
during the June 22, 2023, meeting. We look forward to
continued meaningful engagement and reiterate our offer of
capacity funding. Great Bear notes they wish to explore
synergies between the community’s interests and the Great
Bear Project’s objectives. Invitation to reach out, and welcome
the opportunity to meet in the community to discuss our
commitments and next steps in person.

GNFN_09012023_01.pdf

C-01502

23/09/07

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR provides details of the attached Great Bear Advanced
Exploration Program Reclamation Strategy. Document was
prepared to summarize the reclamation strategy for the AEX
program. The purpose of this memorandum is to seek input
from Indigenous communities regarding the proposed closure
strategy for the AEX Program. This document has been
provided to Lac Seul First Nation, and Wabauskang First
Nation, with the aim of seeking valuable input and insights.
The opportunity to arrange a meeting with GBR has also been
offered.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01529

23/09/07

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Communication from ANA expressing that at this moment
there is limited capacity to review the AEX Closing Strategy
memo at ANA, and that due to the reduced capacity emails,
reviews, and other communications might take longer than
usual. This is in reply to the receipt of the AEX Closure

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01594

23/09/14

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Great Bear Gold Project Projet
Aurifére Great Bear

Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)

Email

Communication directed to the IAAC from ANA, mentioning
notable concerns relating to capacity, Indigenous rights, and
lack of actions taken by the federal government. Notable

concerns were also related to protocol raised by community.

GNFN_09142023_01.pdf
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C-01553

23/09/19

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Lac Seul First Nations

Metis Nation of Ontario
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR)
Wabaseemoong First Nation
Wabauskang First Nation

Letter

MNRF providing GBR with letters and map sent to
stakeholders and Indigenous communities regarding hunting
closures needed for safety considerations of staff in
designated area. The restriction is not intended to abrogate or
restrict any rightsholder who is wishing to harvest.

GNFN_09192023_03.pdf
GNFN_09192023_04.pdf

C-01638

23/09/26

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Letter

Follow up to previous communication and in response to
Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek’s recent
communication to the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada,
the Great Bear team would like to reiterate its commitment to
meeting with the Community and the Land Protection Team.
Our goal remains to foster open and productive discussions
regarding our Project, and we welcome discussion on capacity
and participation considerations. Reiteration that the GBR
team is open to arranging in-person, or virtual meetings at your
convenience. The Great Bear team look forward to engaging in
meaningful conversations with the Community. We are eager
to identify potential synergies between the community's
interests and the objectives of the Great Bear Project. Through
this collaborative approach, our aim is to create a positive and
mutually beneficial impact, contributing to community well-

GNFN_09262023_01.pdf

C-01670

23/09/28

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR provides details of the attached Great Bear Industrial
Sewage Works Application Draft, and Great Bear ISW Aquatic
Resources Monitoring Plan Draft supporting the Advanced
Exploration (AEX) Program. Noted that both documents have
been uploaded to the SharePoint site (links below). The
Industrial Sewage Works and Aquatics application documents
contain details related to:

- Environmental setting

- AEX Program project description

- AEX Program water management plan

- Assimilation Study, including CORMIX modelling

- Proposed discharge limits to the Chukuni River (the proposed
receiving environment)

- Draft surface water monitoring programs

- Draft aquatic monitoring programs

The GBR team invites comment and input from the Land
Protection Team. GBR reiterates that as part of the
development of the Great Bear Project and the AEX Program
is committed to robust mitigation and protection measures
designed not only to meet regulatory standards but also to
ensure the ongoing safeguarding of water resources.

GBR requests the opportunity to arrange an in-person, brief
call or virtual meetings at your convenience, in addition to
dialogue on capacity and resources to support review.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01692

23/09/28

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

In follow up to our earlier communications, GBR are happy to
share with ANA the details of the attached Great Bear
Environmental Compliance Approval for Air and Noise Draft,
Emission Summary and Dispersion Modelling Report, Fugitive
Dust Best Management Practices Plan supporting the
Advanced Exploration (AEX) Program. All the documents have
been uploaded to the SharePoint site. The GBR team
welcomes comment and input from the Lands Protection
Team. Consistent with GBR's prior communication GBR also
provides the opportunity to arrange an in-person, call or virtual
meeting at ANA's convenience, in addition to dialogue on
capacity and resources to support review. The summary and
cover letter are attached.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01728

23/10/06

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR provides details of the attached Great Bear Advanced
Exploration Program, Permit to Take Water Application for
Dewatering for draft input and review. The GBR team looks
forward to your comments and ongoing input from the Lands
Protection Team. As refelcted in the communication GBR
offers to arrange an in-person, phone call or virtual meetings at
your convenience. The GBR team welcomes the opportunity to
discuss dialogue on resources to support ongoing input and
review needs for advanced exploration documentation, and
federal approvals for the Great Bear Project.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01869

23/10/06

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Details of the Great Bear Advanced Exploration Program,
Permit to Take Water Application for Dewatering for draft input
and review.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01983

23/10/06

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

ANA requesting access to the WSP SharePoint to access the
AEX PTTW for Dewatering report.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01898

23/10/19

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Letter

Reception of letter from ANA FN Land Protection Team
regarding their comments on the previous communications
and IAAC concerns that have not been addressed.

The letter expresses concern over IAAC’s handling of the
Great Bear Gold Project, citing lack of meaningful
engagement, exclusion from the pre-planning phase, and
failure to respect their unique circumstances, including grieving
periods and capacity challenges. They argue the impact
assessment process is premature, as GBR has not
demonstrated a viable project, and unresolved strategic issues
between ANA and the Crown remain. The letter calls for IAAC
to terminate the current process and restart it only after
addressing these fundamental concerns, ensuring ANA is
meaningfully involved from the outset.

GNFN_10192023_01.pdf
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C-01902

23/10/20

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Great Bear sharing the Advanced Exploration Program
Preliminary Mine Rock Management and Monitoring Plan
Memorandum for the Great Bear Project, detailing metal
leaching and acid rock drainage considerations. The
memorandum outlines current geochemical test data,
management plans for mine rock and overburden, and
mitigation strategies to minimize potential environmental
impacts. A monitoring plan is also included, with updates
planned as more data becomes available. GBR welcomes
feedback from the Lands Protection Team and is open to
meetings to discuss input, capacity support, and review needs.
The document has also been shared with Lac Seul and
Wabauskang First Nations for their input. Great Bear notes
that this document will continue to be updated with additional
program planning and geochemical information when
available, along with a request for meeting.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-01905

23/10/20

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Distribution of the AEX Hydrogeology Monitoring Plans and
other information related to the Advanced Exploration Program
(AEX) for the Great Bear Project in support of the previous
Environmental Compliance Approval for Industrial Sewage
Works. This plan includes details related to monitoring
approaches, mitigation, contingency measures, and data
reporting.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-02001

23/10/31

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Impact Assessment Agency of
Canada (IAAC)

Email

Communication from the IAAC to indicate that the ANA Lands
Protection Team had emailed them to schedule a joint meeting
and discuss the preparation of a process agreement and
address capacity supports.

C-01975

23/11/03

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Providing ANA with a Draft Closure Plan via SharePoint. The
plan builds on the previously issued Closure Strategy
Memorandum. The key objective of the draft Closure Plan with
respect to the AEX Program are to:

Provide for the rehabilitation of affected landscapes, and return
of affected ecosystems to a self-sustaining and function state
that considers the desires of local Indigenous groups;

Seek to the extent practice promote vegetation communities
that will support habitat for local terrestrial species, and aquatic
habit that will support health fish populations;

Prevent, reduce or mitigate the adverse environmental effects
associated with construction and operations of the AEX
Program, during the closure and post-closure phases; and
Reduce the need for long-term monitoring and maintenance of
the AEX Program area.

GBR also adds that they are looking forward to receiving
comments from ANA, and that they welcome the opportunity to
discuss capacity resources to support ongoing input and
review needs as well.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-02046

23/11/07

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Impact Assessment Agency of
Canada (IAAC)

Email

Communications with ANA and the IAAC regarding their
availabilities for a meeting. The proposed meeting agenda
from ANA addresses the issues with the IA process to date,
the premature initiation of process, the pre-planning timeline
and appropriate discussion along with demands to suspend
process and restart if possible. Follow-up and by Great Bear
team was proposed to ANA Lands Protection Team to discuss
a pause to the Phase 1 process to allow for time to prepare a
Process Agreement and address capacity supports.

GNFN_11072023_01.pdf

C-01967

23/11/10

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Sharing the draft Detailed Project Description for the Great
Bear Project via SharePoint with ANA. Indicated by GBR that
the comments anticipated are appreciated and that a follow-up
meeting to discuss can be scheduled, and that Great Bear
looks forward to the upcoming joint meeting with the IAAC.
Great Bear notes commitment to ongoing dialogue and
welcome the opportunity to confirm a mutually agreeable
approach to ensure that the Lands Protection Team and
leadership can participate in an informed and capacity
supported manner.

C-02076

23/11/10

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Impact Agency of Canada
(IAAC)

In Person

Meeting between representation of ANA, GBR, and the Impact
Assessment Agency of Canada. IAAC provided presentation
materials ahead of meeting to support, note ANA provided
notice that review of GBR provided materials will not be
completed at this time. Principal dialogue occurred between
representatives GBR and ANA. Request from ANA to apply a
pause to all activities until former protocol agreement can be
put in place to ensure information sharing. Noted commitment
to affirm follow up meeting timing to address actions, including
consideration to pause. GBR staff reaffirmed Company
commitment to provide capacity to support informed dialogue,
but will not pause the permit reviews. GBR has shared all the
information starting in 2022.

Key concerns articulated by ANA included a focus on
community dialogue and integration of that knowledge over the
course of the Project, lack of consultation to date, requirement
for an appropriate protocol, and illustrating concerns that the
Project presents an ongoing risk to the communities Aboriginal
and Treaty Rights. ANA explained that it wants to resolve long-
standing issues with Ontario and Canada first before it
supports any development. ANA will not support the Project
no matter what GBR does to resolve ANA concerns about the
Project.

GNFN_11102023_01.pdf
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C-01959

2311117

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Thank you message from GBR to ANA for meeting with the
team on November 10th, GBR expressed their importance in
understanding their interests as well as explaining ours, and
emphasizing the value that they place on these relations.
Commitment to community is also emphasized as they wish to
continue engaging and keeping the community informed and
receiving their input. A follow-up meeting was discussed to
further proceed on positive footing and to establish a Process
Protocol to define and facilitate Great Bear decisions and to
also review project timelines and permitting and the request
from ANA to pause all activities. A follow-up meeting with
dates and methods were provided to ANA.

GNFN_11172023_01.pdf

C-02032

23/11/20

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Contact from GBR to ANA regarding archeological findings.
Further condolences and understanding is extended to the
community, along with ensuring that timely information sharing
from GBR will still occur and not to worry about delays from the
Lands Protection Team.

The Great Bear team completed a Stage 2 Archaeological
Assessment this year as part of the ongoing development of
the Project. Our team has received preliminary information that
several sites were identified as requiring a Stage 3
Archeological Assessment.

A Stage 3 archaeological assessment is planned for 2024 to
determine the extent, depth, and complexity of these sites.
Collaboration with Indigenous partners is sought to develop
investigation strategies and mitigation measures. The final
Stage 2 report will be shared upon completion, and
discussions are encouraged for Stage 3 planning and
mitigation approaches.

Assessment work is intended to accomplish two primary
objectives: to determine the extent and complexity of the
archaeological resource identified at Stage 2 and to work with
Indigenous Communities in developing strategies for
investigating the sites and for determining appropriate
mitigation measures. The Great Bear team welcomes the
participation of the Lands Protection Team in its completion,
and hope this can be discussed and planned to move forward.

C-02023

23111127

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Following up and thanking the ANA for meeting with the GBR
team on November 10, 2023. Great Bear communicated that
they understand the interests and acknowledged current
community conditions and direction of ANA. This consideration
was emphasized along with the further engagement and
consultation note and continuation across the Project. A follow-
up meeting was discussed to establish a process protocol and
define and facilitate further Great Bear discussions with the
Lands Protection Team.

C-02109

23/12/05

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR sending ANA a draft engagement protocol in anticipation
for the upcoming meeting between ANA and GBR.

GNFN_12052023_01.pdf

C-02094

23/12/15

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

In Person

Meeting between representation of ANA and GBR. Key
Considerations and discussion centered on GBR applying a
pause to project related activities, consent of ANA to the
project, and considerations to ANA law. Noted dialogue on
capacity funding and formation of a fulsome engagement
agreement. Note that no dialogue related to project
components outside of considerations to timeline of project.

Confidential engagement

C-02099

23/12/15

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Letter

Follow-up from November 10th meeting with ANA. GBR
expresses the importance of establishing good relations and
understanding interests, along with the suggestion of a follow-
up to proceed, and develop a process protocol. A follow-up
meeting was established for December 15th over Zoom, with
the Agenda including: Pause to IA process proposed by ANA,
ANA law, Right to Consent, Engagement Protocol, and
Capacity Funding. ANA also provided two documents to assist
with the discussion which include the List of Issues for
Negotiation between ANA and Mines, and the ANA
assumptions for Great Bear Project Capacity Supports.

Confidential engagement

C-02258

24/01/02

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Funding agreement and timeline distributed to ANA in
response to the December 15th, 2023 meeting. GBR extended
their thanks to ANA and stated that they look forward to
meeting with the Lands Protection Team and are excited to

Confidential engagement

C-02390

24/01/02

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Letter

Distribution of the Funding Agreement and Timeline to ANA in
follow-up to the December 15th, 2023, meeting. Great Bear
provides detailed timelines and anticipated submission dates
to ANA for consideration. Great Bear reiterates their
eagerness to continue dialogue and meet with the Lands
Protection Team into 2024. Capacity funding formally offered
for consideration by ANA Lands Protection Team.

Confidential engagement

C-02358

24/01/31

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR providing an update on the proposed Work Permit(s) for
the work on two rights-of-way (ROWSs) over Crown land and
leased land in support of the Advanced Exploration Program
for the effluent discharge pipeline and associated
infrastructure along with the connection of the natural gas
pipeline with existing Enbridge metering station. Files included
a Summary of Project Description for determination of a class
EA, the Work Permit Application for Easement and Culvert
Crossings; the Land Use Permit to cover the land tenure until
land is brought to lease, and Request for Review from
Department of Fisheries and Oceans. GBR also notes that a
power line is mentioned in the WP however due to the decision
not to heat trace the effluent line this distribution line is no
longer needed now. Shapefiles related to the right of way, and

Engagement not related
to Project

C-02467

24/01/31

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR providing an update on the proposed Work Permit for two
ROWSs over Crown Land and leased land in support of AEX,
which further supports effluent discharge pipelines and
associated infrastructure, and a natural gas pipeline in
connection to the Enbridge metering station. GBR informed
ANA regarding the submission to the MNRF submission along
with which files are currently under review. A follow-up meeting
with GBR was offered, along with anticipation of any
immediate questions.

Engagement not related
to Project
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Notification to ANA of the lease applications being sent to the |ANA_ 020224 01.pdf
C-02404 24/02/02 Asubpeeschoseewagong Email Provincial Mining Recorder to start the Lease Mining Claims as|ANA_020224 02.pdf
Netum Anishinabek of Februaty 2nd, 2024. Four separate lease packages and ANA_020224_03.pdf
location maps were attached for review. ANA_020224 04.pdf
Distribution of materials to ANA to better understand the
approach Great Bear is currently taking to regional work
relating to Species at Risk. The Lands Protection Team
expressed interest in our environmental approach and its
connection to the land and species. Our terrestrial ecology
work has identified Wolverine as a notable species. To build
on this research, we will be submitting an application and
proposed scope of work to the MNRF for Wolverine run poles.
C-02415 24/02/02 ﬁzl{'ﬁe,fi;:?::sgf 9eng Email GBR proposes constructing and operating two to three baited E,ngfcﬂ:g:em not related
run poles as part of monitoring requirements under the
provincial Endangered Species Act (ESA) for early mineral
exploration. Run poles, a non-invasive method, help identify
individual Wolverines by their unique chest markings. This
approach aligns with successful monitoring efforts in Red Lake
by the Wildlife Conservation Society. Great Bear looks forward
to discussing our baseline program and terrestrial findings in
Distributing the Notice of Commencement for the Great Bear
Asubpeeschoseewagon . Temporary Power Project to ANA prior to the public distribution
C-02409 24/02/08 Netuna Anishinabek %n Email of the notice for radio, event boards, Facebook, and the GNFN_02082024_01.pdf
Chronicle Journal.
Asubpeeschoseewagong . ANA request to have SharePoint Site Access. GBR replied
C-02424 24/02/09 Netum Anishinabek Email that they had provided access.
Further distribution of the Work Permit/ROW for the AEX
Asubpeeschoseewagong . program to ANA legal team. Engagement not related
C-02470 24/02/16 - Email .
Netum Anishinabek to Project
C-04271 24/02/28 Asubpees_chc?seewagong Email Confirmation from ANA that they were able to download the Engagement not related
Netum Anishinabek AEX documents sent. to Project
ANA confirming they have reviewed the funding agreement
Asubpeeschoseewagon . proposal, and sending over the assumptions and budget ) )
C-04272 24/02/28 NeturFr)1 Anishinabek 9on9 Email reflecting capacity needs for engagement in the Great Bear Confidential engagement
Project.
ANA stating that they have reviewed the funding agreement
Asubpeeschoseewagon . proposal, and issue back an attached assumptions and budget ) .
C-06433 24/02/28 NeturFr)1 Anishinabek 9on9 Email reflecting the capacity needs in order to engage with the GBR Confidential engagement
Project moving forward.
ANA issued communication and memorandum report on their
preliminary concerns about the Great Bear Project. Letter
issued to GBR, Ministry of Mines and IAAC. In the letter, ANA
explains their deep concern about the project and the impact it
will have on the community.
Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek ANA formally rejects the Great Bear Project, asserting its
Impact Assessment Agency of inherent jurisdiction and governance over its lands. ANA
C-04279 24/03/07 |Canada (IAAC) Letter opposes all permitting and approvals, citing environmental GNFN_030724_01.pdf
Ontario Ministry of Northern risks to water, wildlife, and traditional land use. It emphasizes a
Economic Development and long-standing commitment to resisting industrial resource
Growth (MNEDG) extraction and insists that no consultation or mitigation can
justify the project. ANA demands that federal and provincial
authorities respect Anishinaabe law and governance,
reaffirming its sovereignty and right to self-determination.
Asubpeeschoseewagong Correspondence attached from the Chief and Council of ANA
Netum Anishinabek concerning the Great Bear Gold Project. The letter explains
Environment and Climate ANA's views on the Crown's outstanding obligations to ANA,
Change Canada and the ANA concerns surrounding the process of Ontario's
Great Bear Gold Project Projet current approach, and the path to reconciliation. The letter also
Aurifére Great Bear highlights ANA preliminary specific concerns regarding the
Ontario Ministry Indigenous downstream, and on-site, landscape, spiritual, and other
Affairs & First Nations impacts.
C-06390 24/03/07 [Economic Reconciliation Email GNFN_030724_02.pdf
(IAFNER)
Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)
Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR)
GBR distributing a response letter to ANA in response to the
budget request. GBR offered to provide ANA with interim
Asubpeeschoseewagon funding to facilitate review for the AEX Permit Application. Engagement not related
C-06434 24/03/07 NeturFr)] Anishinabek %on Letter GBR invited ANA to a meeting at a time convenient to the to gr(gect
Lands Protection Team after March 11th. Budget request is in
relation to that issued by ANA to GBR on February 28th, 2024.
Asubpeeschoseewagon . ANA response to GBR's letter regarding funding. ANA ) .
C-06435 24/03/07 Netuna Anishinabek %n Email confirmed availability for a meeting on March 21st. Confidential engagement
GBR agrees to proposed meeting time by ANA. GBR also
reiterates that they look forward to speaking with the Lands
C-06436 24/03/07 |ASubpeeschoseewagong Email Protection Team. They also asked ANA to confirm if their team
Netum Anishinabek will provide a link to a virtual meeting, or if they would prefer
GBR sent one.
Asubpeeschoseewagong . ANA providing the details for the Zoom meeting on March 21st
C-06438 |24/03/08 |\otum Anishinabek Email from 3-4 PM CDT.
GBR thanking ANA for providing the call-in details in
Asubpeeschoseewagon . anticipation for the March 21st meeting. GBR reiterates their
C-06439 24/03/08 Netuna Anishinabek 99 Email thanks for the meeting and inquires if ANA would appreciate a
presentation on the status of the Project or any other recent
ANA thanks GBR for their previous capacity office to support
review of Advanced Exploration materials, and notes that at
this time no discussion on materials will occur. ANA states that
Asubpeeschoseewagon . do to lack of capacity funding to engage with GBR the only Engagement not related
C-06440 24/03/08 Netura Anishinabek 9eng Email purpose of the meeting is to discuss capacity funding and to grcﬂect
budget request. ANA also reiterates that the proposed capacity
funding is insufficient at this time.
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C-06441

24/03/12

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

WSP providing the emails which gave ANA members the
access to the Sharepoint site.

C-07763

24/03/21

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Virtual

ANA and GBR held a virtual meeting on March 21, 2024. In
this meeting, GBR reiterated the stance that the capacity
funding committed is intended to be interim in nature, to
support immediate participation while the Lands Protection
Team and GBR discuss the larger budget request and define
the communication protocol forward for the Great Bear Project.

Confidential engagement

C-07569

24/03/22

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Great Bear Gold Project Projet
Aurifére Great Bear

Email

The Impact Assessment Agency of Canada (Agency) is of the
opinion that a federal impact assessment is warranted for the
Great Bear Gold Project, as proposed by GBR (the
Proponent). This opinion is based on the Agency’s review of
the Detailed Project Description and the responses to the
Summary of Issues, along with the consideration of other
factors, including comments received to date from Indigenous
communities, federal authorities, provincial ministries, and the

GNFN_032224_01.pdf

C-06487

24/03/26

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)

Letter

ANA reiterated concerns regarding the permitting process for
the Great Bear Gold Project to the Ministry of Mines and
copied Great Bear, emphasizing the significant barriers that
prevent meaningful engagement. Despite repeated
communications about these challenges, ANA expressed
concern that MINES will proceed without addressing them.
The proposed advanced exploration activities are extensive
and akin to opening a small to medium-sized mine, with
significant potential impacts on water quality, fish, wildlife, and
ANA's rights and interests. Of particular concern is the risk of
mercury methylation, given the existing contamination in the
river system.

A preliminary review of the permit application revealed
substantial gaps in information, particularly regarding the
release of substances into the environment and their effects
on downstream communities. ANA asserts that free, prior, and
informed consent (FPIC) is required and requests additional
time and capacity support to conduct a thorough assessment.
The community cautions that its inability to respond in detail at
this stage should not be misinterpreted as a lack of concern.
The consultation process has been flawed from the outset,
with MINES erroneously assessing the duty to consult as
"low," failing to seek input from ANA on its rights and land use,
and improperly delegating consultation to GBR. The
assessment overlooked key factors, including ANA's historical
and ongoing use of the project area for hunting and other
activities, its position as the first downstream community, and
the severe cumulative effects the community has already
endured. Despite recent developments, MINES has not

HE V-0~ I P°N A ine Aimasslativia 4. lonnA vinn 4 1

Confidential engagement

C-07531

24/03/26

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)

Letter

Attachments from Chief and Council of
Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek, concerning the
Great Bear Gold Project including the following: ANA Juridical
Review Application Records, Papers on Mercury Exposure,
ANA Child Report, ANA Interim Core Area for Mining. This
communication was in follow up to letter communication issued
previously to the Ministry of Mines.

GNFN_032624_02.pdf
GNFN_032624_03.pdf
GNFN_032624_04.pdf
GNFN_032624_05.pdf
GNFN_032624_06.pdf
GNFN_032624_07.pdf
GNFN_032624_08.pdf
GNFN_032624_09.pdf
GNFN_032624_10.pdf
GNFN_032624_11.pdf
GNFN_032624_12.pdf
GNFN_032624_13.pdf
GNFN_032624_14.pdf
GNFN_032624_15.pdf
GNFN_032624_16.pdf
GNFN_032624_17.pdf

C-06488

24/03/29

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)

Letter

ANA issues communication to GBR and Ministry of Mines.
Communication details ANA's evaluation of the expected water
quality both during and after Advanced Exploration from the
Minesite Drainage Assessment Group. The letter states that
the project cannot be started with sufficient certainty of
environmental protection and avoidance of all off site
contamination due to missing, preliminary and contradictory
ML-ARD information inconsistent with regulations. The email
distributing the letter also stated that they continue to urge
Mines/GBR to not make a decision until complete information
has been provided and ANA's review is completed.

Engagement not related
to Project
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ANA letter to IAAC in response to the March 22, 2024
correspondence to Chief Turtle advising the IAAC opinion that
a federal assessment is warranted for the Great Bear Gold
Project.

ANA reaffirms its expectation that the consultation process for
the Great Bear Gold Mine Project adhere to the standard of
free, prior, and informed consent (FPIC), as outlined in the
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples (UNDRIP) and Canada’s UNDRIP Act. ANA insists
Asubpeeschoseewagong that the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada (IAAC) align
Netum Anishinabek the federal impact assessment process with the principles of
Great Bear Gold Project Projet FPIC, particularly in relation to projects impacting Indigenous
Aurifere Great Bear lands and resources. Canada’s endorsement of UNDRIP
C-07667 24/04/04 |Ontario Ministry Indigenous .. requires this standard of consultation, and ANA expects that | GNFN_040424_01.pdf
Affairs & First Nations the Agency respect its right to either provide or withhold - -
Economic Reconciliation consent throughout the process.
(IAFNER)
Ontario Ministry of Energy & The letter emphasizes several expectations for the impact
Mines (MOEM) assessment: the process must be co-created with ANA,
tailored to their unique circumstances, and require ANA's
consent. The Impact Assessment should be paused until the
concerns expressed by ANA are addressed, and consent is
obtained. Additionally, the assessment should include a
determination of whether ANA's FPIC has been secured, and
its scope must encompass all activities that could affect the
Nation’s rights and interests. The letter further stresses that no
project-related impacts under federal authority should proceed
without obtaining ANA FPIC. ANA requests a written response
ovtlininas bhavs Avbinla 29 AF TININDID waill bha | 1 -~ IT-N | “O°N
GBR's response to ANA communication letters sent on March
6th, 2024 and March 27th, 2024. Great Bear distributed multi
part response letter, citing the March 27th letter, a memo on
the AEX program regarding the water and water quality, and
project footprint, and the consultation record between GBR
and ANA.
Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR notes in communication that it acknowledges ANA's
Netum Anishinabek concerns outlined in the 6 March 2024 letter and seeks to
C-07668 24/04/04 |IMmpPact Assessment Agency of || .. establish positive relations with local Indigenous communities, |Engagement not related
Canada (IAAC) including ANA, through transparent engagement. Great Bear is|t0 Project
Ontario Ministry of Energy & committed to explaining the Project, listening to community
Mines (MOEM) interests, and working to reconcile various perspectives. Many
of the concerns raised by ANA are already included in the
scope of the planned federal impact assessment, where they
will be addressed. For concerns related to GBR's Advanced
Exploration (AEX) Permit, GBR has provided specific
responses. GBR will continue to engage with ANA throughout
the project’s review stages to gather input, inform planning,
anadl AA Whin ~nne
Distribution of the finalized Closure Plan to ANA, along with re-
sending ANA the letter distributed on March 27, 2024 and
GBR's response.
This document attached outlines GBR's response to the
comments in the MSDAG Letter on behalf of
Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek (ANA),
Asubpeeschoseewagong particularly regarding the geochemical information in the
Netum Anishinabek ] Advanced Exploration Program Draft Closure Plan (AEX Engagement not related
C-07670 24/04/05 Ontario Ministry of Energy & Email Program Draft CP). GBR has addressed these concerns in the |{q Project
Mines (MOEM) table provided. Since submitting the AEX Program Draft CP,
GBR has continued environmental baseline investigations,
geochemistry programs, and engineering designs,
incorporating new findings into the plan. While updates are
being made to reflect the latest results, the overall project
design and reclamation strategy remain unchanged. GBR is
committed to meeting or exceeding regulatory requirements
and will share the Final AEX Program Closure Plan with ANA
Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR confirming with ANA that this message was received,
C-07806 24/04/16 Netumn Anishinabek Email and GBR will discuss internally and get back to on a proposal
for the budget meeting.
Letter from ANA Lands Protection Team, concerning the Great
Bear Gold Project directed to IAAC, and Mines and GBR in
copy. The correspondence includes two documents prepared
Asubpeeschoseewagong by Dr. Kevin Morin concerning metal leaching and acid rock
Netum Anishinabek drainage, water quality and hydrogeology.
Crown-Indigenous Relations ANA raises their concerns regarding the Great Bear Gold
and Northern Affairs Canada Project, citing expert analysis from Dr. Kevin Morin of MDAG.
Environment and Climate MDAG findings highlight multiple environmental risks related to
Change Canada metal leaching, acid rock drainage, water quality, and
Impact Assessment Agency of hydrogeology, many of which he argues are either
Canada (IAAC) unrecognized or inadequately addressed by Great Bear. These
Indigenous Services Canada concerns apply to both the advanced exploration phase and
Ontario Ministry Indigenous the proposed full-scale mining operation.
Affairs & First Nations ANA asserts that the project is advancing too quickly without
C-07795  |24/04/25 |Economic Reconciliation Letter sufficient environmental assessments, posing risks to the GNFN_042524_01.pdf
(IAFNER) environment, public health, and the inherent, Treaty, and
Ontario Ministry of Energy & Indigenous rights of the community. They are calling for an
Mines (MOEM) immediate freeze on the regulatory process until
Ontario Ministry of comprehensive environmental data is available and meaningful
Environment, Conservation Indigenous involvement is ensured. Additionally, ANA
and Parks (MECP) demands that the project, including what they consider
Ontario Ministry of Labour, extensive bulk sampling equivalent to full-scale mining,
Immigration, Training and undergo a rigorous environmental assessment. Until these
Skills Development (MLITSD) conditions are met, they maintain that moving forward with the
Ontario Ministry of Natural project would be premature and irresponsible.
Resources (MNR)
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ANA emailing GBR to arrange a technical meeting in order to
review ANA's proposed budget for capacity supports. ANA
states that they are prepared to meet and provide answers to
C-07901 24/05/06 Asubpees_chc?seewagong Email questions regarding details for line items, as well as the Confidential engagement
Netum Anishinabek invitation for a substantive counteroffer with rationale for the
proposed numbers, including how to ensure that ANA can
effectively engage with the Project.
Communication to ANA from GBR stating that they are
Asubpeeschoseewagon . currently in the process of preparing a proposed budget for ) .
C-07902 24/05/06 Netuna Anishinabek %on Email capacity funding, and that GBR will have something soon and Confidential engagement
will then propose meeting dates along with the completed
Great Bear providing detailed updated response tables and
communication to ANA Lands Protection team in response to
communications on March 6th, 2024, March 27th, 2024. In
addition Great Bear offer new communication in the form of
C-07905 24/05/10 Asubpees_chc?seewagong Email letter responsm_a tables to comm_unications received fr_om ANA Engagement not related
Netum Anishinabek Lands Protection Team on April 11th, 2024, and April 25th, to Project
2024. Communication are focus on technical review by ANA
subject matter experts and Great Bear response to comments
provided. The communications focus on the proposed
Advanced Exploration program, and main project.
Comment regarding the Closure plan in the ANA
Asubpeesphqseewagong communication record. ANA states that they did not receive
C-07911 24/05/10 |Netum Anishinabek Email the final closure plan. ANA also states that the Sharepoint site
Optarlo Ministry of Energy & does not comply with ANA's engagement protocols which they
Mines (MOEM) state have been communicated to GBR on multiple occasions.
GBR reiterating that the Final Closure Plan was provided on
April 5th, 2024, as stated in the consultation record, with the
Asubpeeschoseewagon ) correspondence attached. GBR also provides a link to a newer [Engagement not related
C-07912 2410510 NeturFr)] Anishinabek %on Email version of the Closure Plan which includes the reports to gr(gect
referenced in the responses to the updated March and April
2024 letters which GBR received from ANA.
GBR sending a proposed budget offer to ANA using the same
C-08050 24/05/16 Asubpeesphqseewagong Email format as the budget previously provided, but with updated Confidential engagement
Netum Anishinabek . . S )
assumptions, along with an invitation to meet and discuss.
Asubpeeschoseewagong Distribution of the Concordance Table from GBR to ANA in
Netum Anishinabek . order to assist in their review of the most recent version in the |Engagement not related
C-08051 24/05/16 Ontario Ministry of Energy & Email Great Bear Project AEX Closure Plan along with the to Project
Mines (MOEM) SharePoint link to the final Closure Plan previously provided on
ANA letter detailing comments and documentation submitted
via the Environmental Registry of Ontario as it relates to
GBR's proposal #019-8598 and #019-8574. The comments
states that the Project will have an adverse impact and will
require an impact assessment, and highlighted the Crown's
outstanding obligations to ANA, and continues in its reiteration
Asubpeeschoseewagong that this should be resolved in a Nation-to-Nation process.
Netum Anishinabek ANA also reiterated their concerns about the process and the
Crown-Indigenous Relations path to reconciliation. ANA provided preliminary comments
and Northern Affairs Canada pertaining to the breaches of Crown obligations, and the
Great Bear Gold Project Projet current capacity barriers, along with detailing specific concerns
Aurifére Great Bear such as mercury in the ecosystem, land claims, and spiritual
Indigenous Services Canada impacts.
Ontario Ministry Indigenous
C-08240 24/05/23 Affairs & First Nati_o_ns_ Letter Engagement not related
Economic Reconciliation to Project
(IAFNER)
Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)
Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR)
Asubpeeschoseewagong ANA proposing a meeting with GBR in order to discuss the
C-08241 24/05/24 - Email proposed budget. ANA put forward a date and time and asked
Netum Anishinabek o S .
GBR to confirm if that timing works with them.
Introduction of the new co-counsel for ANA. Legal counsel
requested the complete application for the Permit to Take
Canadian Environmental Law Water (PPTW), along with all supporting documentation
Association . submitted to the MECP by GBR in order to complete
C-08243 24/05/24 Asubpeeschoseewagong Email comments on the proposed PTTW comment period with the
Netum Anishinabek ERO notice. Additionally, ANA's legal counsel requested
clarification on when GBR will apply to the MECP for an
Environmental Compliance Approval to discharge the water
Asubpeeschoseewagong Confirmation th_at the dat_e and time Yvork for th(_e GBR team,
C-08242 24/05/27 Netumn Anishinabek Email and that they will be sorting out the right group internally. GBR
also stated that they can send the calendar invitation if ANA
Follow-up communication from ANA's legal counsel regarding
Asubpeeschoseewagong the email requesting the PTTW and supporting materials. The
Netum Anishinabek ANA's legal counsel also stated that they are looking at the
C-08245 24/05/27 |Canadian Environmental Law |Email ECA for industrial sewage treatment works serving the AEX, Engagement not related
Association and request an electric copy of the ECA application along with to Project
all supporting documentation, along with reiterating their
request for the PTTW application and all supporting
Asubpeeschoseewagong ANA distributing the calendar invitation to share with the GBR
C-08251 24/05/27 - Email team to discuss the proposed budget for the funding Confidential engagement
Netum Anishinabek .
agreement with GBR.
Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR providing ANA legal counsel with the requested ECA
Netum Anishinabek ISW Application package, and the PTTW Final Application.
C-09157 24/05/27 [Canadian Environmental Law |Email Background was also provided on the previously stated
Association requests from ANA regarding the permissions for the
SharePoint site. GBR also provided background details on
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GBR distributing the attached response to the Riverbank
Mercury Methylation Study in relation to the Great Bear Project
to ANA Lands Protection team for consideration. The study
was included in the Prelim Comments -Supporting Materials-
Great Bear AEX Closure Plan and Other Authorizations 4856-
Asubpeeschoseewagong 449v.1 which ANA sent to GBR on May 23, 2024. The

C-08252 24/05/28 | Netum Anishinabek Letter response reiterates that these conditions in the study are not |ENgagement not related
Ontario Ministry of Energy & present in the Chukuni River, which is the proposed receiving |t© Proiect
Mines (MOEM) environment for the effluent from the Great Bear Project, and

that the conditions in the study which caused methylmercury to
be present will not be sufficient to activate sulphate reducing
bacteria, which then release methylmercury.
Request from ANA to MINES regarding the June 10th deadline
for comments for the AEX Closure Plan. ANA will need more
time in order for expert responses to have a chance to prepare
their reports. ANA reiterates their concern regarding the
Asubpeeschoseewagong possibility of additional contributions of additional methylation
Netum Anishinabek to the river system. ANA urged MINES to provide a pause on

C-10000 24/05/29 |Canadian Environmental Law | the review of the Closure Plan until the end of June in order to |ENgagement not related
Association accommodate ANA for the receipt of their expert's advice. to Project
Ontario Ministry of Energy & ANA notes that if there is any potential for the Great Bear Gold
Mines (MOEM) project to contribute additional methylation to the river system,

impacting on fish that travel throughout that system, is of
significant concern to ANA and has the potential to have not
just adverse but severe impacts on the community.
MINES communication to ANA Lands Protection team that it is
preparing a response to a May 23, 2024 letter from ANA.
MINES had initially requested comments by June 10, 2024,
regarding potential adverse impacts on ANA's treaty or
Aboriginal rights due to the Great Bear Advanced Exploration
Asubpeeschoseewagong Project's Closure Plan. In response to ANA's May 29, 2024

C-10001 24/06/05 | NNetum Anishinabek Email request for an extension, MINES has agreed to extend the Engagement not related
Ontario Ministry of Energy & deadline to June 30, 2024. This extension allows ANA’s to Project
Mines (MOEM) expert, Dr. Branfireun, additional time to review Great Bear

Resources' May 28, 2024 response on the River Mercury
Methylation Study. MINES hopes to decide by July 2, 2024,
whether to invite the proponent to submit the Closure Plan.
The Lead Negotiator for the ANA Lands Protection Team
provided GBR with ANAs initial comments on the Indigenous
Engagement and Participant Plan for the Great Bear Gold
Project Impact Assessment. These comments were submitted
via the Agency’s online Registry earlier today. Initial comments
on the Tailored Impact Statement Guidelines have been
submitted separately by ANA's co-counsel.
Asubpeeschoseewagong ANA states they have not had enough time or capacity support
Netum Anishinabek funding to complete its review of the IEPP. ANA argues that 30
Canadian Environmental Law days is not enought to review and provide comments on the
Association . IEPP and other documents like the draft Tailored Impact . .

C-08542 24/06/07 Environment and Climate Email Statement Guidelines. The Agency takes nearly a month to Confidential engagement
Change Canada respond to short letters from ANA, even though it has
Great Bear Gold Project Projet extensive capacity and experience with this process.

Aurifére Great Bear ANA repeats their request that the Impact Assessment
process be paused until the concerns and barriers expressed
in our previous letters have been resolved and ANA’s consent
for the Impact Assessment process is obtained.

ANA prepared a response to the GBR offer. GBR to review the
response and reply. One key point to address is the scope of

C-08445 24/06/12 Qzltfﬁe:;i‘;:‘i’::sgfgong Email the budget proposal. ANA wants it understood that this isa  |Confidential engagement

preliminary budget, and that further funding will be required
through the permitting process.

MNREF providing GBR with a letter providing an update on the
delegation of consultation. In the letter MNRF states that they
are in the process of sending letters to WFN and LSFN to give

Asubpeesphqseewagong them an update on the project status and status on the

Netum Anishinabek delegation. MNRF will continue to keep GBR updated as they

C-08540 24/06/14 |Lac Seul First Nations Email receive comments from the communities. MNRF states that | Engagement not related
Ontario Ministry of Natural unless there are outstanding questions and concerns raised ~ |t© Proiect
Resources (MN_R) ) regarding the FRL/PTR and Work Permit, MNRF may be in a
Wabauskang First Nation position to deem consultation with the communities listed

above complete. MNRF continues to respond to ANA
regarding the authorizations and Consultation.

Asubpeeschoseewagong Comments from CELA, co-counsel for ANA, on behalf of ANA

Netum Anishinabek on the PTTW. ANA states that the proposed PTTW should not

Canadian Environmental Law be issued to GBR as they view, the PTTW is premature,

C-08443 24/06/16 |Association Letter unreasonable in light of the applicable law/policy framework Engagement not related
Ontario Ministry of and could result in significant environmental harm. to Project
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)

GBR copied on a letter to IAAC and Environment and Climate

Asubpeeschoseewagong Change Canada, in which ANA states their preliminary position

Netum Anishinabek with respect to an aspect of the scope of the Great Bear Gold

Canadian Environmental Law Project Impact Assessment. ANA believes that the Advanced

Association Exploration (“AEX”) activities proposed by GBR, specifically

Environment and Climate . bulk sampling and associated activities, constitute a Engagement not related

C-08448 24/06/17 Change Canada Email designated project under the Impact Assessment Act. ANA |t gré}ect
Great Bear Gold Project Projet requests that the Minister chooses to suspend consideration of
Aurifere Great Bear the designation requests, until the rules of the Impact
Impact Assessment Agency of Assessment process are clear and the Minister is able to
Canada (IAAC) consider designation requests that are needed to protect the

environment and the rights, health, and wellbeing of
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C-08449

24/06/17

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Environment and Climate
Change Canada

Email

ANA's request to the Minister of Environment and Climate
Change to refer the impact assessment of the Great Bear Gold
Project (Reference No. 85832) to a review panel pursuant to
section 36 of the Impact Assessment Act. ANA explains in the
letter and email that it is in the public interest to refer the
impact assessment to a review panel in light of the significant
adverse effects of the project upon matters of federal
jurisdiction and on the Aboriginal, treaty and inherent rights of

GNFN_061724_02.pdf
GNFN_061724_03.pdf

C-08450

24/06/17

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

ANA summary of meeting and response to all of GBR
questions about the latest iteration of the Capacity Budget
spreadsheet. TI was ANA's understanding that there are no
major issues and that GBR would take the budget back to the
GBR team and respond to ANA with a version of the Capacity
Budget that GBR are ready to support, and a proposed short
agreement to go with it.

ANA is open to the payment arrangement that GBR proposed,
whereby Great Bear would make direct payment on most
expenses after receiving from ANA a brief invoice from the

Confidential engagement

C-09977

24/06/17

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR writing to ANA that the GBR internal team will be meeting
soon to review the latest ANA budget, and that a response will
come soon along with the invoicing requirements. GBR
reiterated that they believe they are close to an agreeable
arrangement for capacity funding.

Confidential engagement

C-08961

24/06/24

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)

Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)

Letter

Request from ANA to designate the Great Bear Resources
Mine Project to a Part 11.3 Comprehensive Environmental
Assessment under the Ontario Environmental Assessment
Act. The formal request cites previous reports sent to IAAC
regarding mercury and metal leaching, along with reiteration of
cumulative impacts which need to be examined due to other
land uses in the land surrounding ANA for the reasoning
behind the request.

GNFN_062424_01.pdf
GNFN_062424_02.pdf

C-09978

24/06/26

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

ANA response to Capacity funding conversation if there was a
version of the proposed offer in a table to share and if this is a
short draft agreement. ANA reiterated that there are a number
of deadlines for both AEX and the IA coming up and that
capacity support is one of the foundations of being able to be
informed on the GBR project.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-09581

24/06/30

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)

Letter

Letter sent from ANA to Mines with GBR copied on June 30,
2024. In the letter, ANA states that they will continue to rely on
information from their experts, and reiterated previous letters
and issues. ANA also stated that they felt there have been
inadequate responses to these previous letters and issues
stated from both Mines and GBR. ANA also responded to
previous comments from GBR regarding the mercury
methylation study and stated that GBR's response was
inadequate. The review of the Closure Plan from ANA with the
recommended response being "rejection” of the Project was
also attached.

Letter communication from ANA Lands Protection team
articulates the formal objections of ANA to the proposed
Closure Plan for the Advanced Exploration (AEX) phase of the
Great Bear Gold Project. ANA contends that the Closure Plan
is fundamentally flawed and poses a significant threat to their
inherent, Aboriginal, Treaty, and Indigenous rights, as well as
to the environmental integrity of their territory. A central
grievance is the perceived inadequacy of Great Bear and the
Ministry of Mines' responses to ANA apprehensions.

ANA further argues that the Ministry of Mines has
demonstrated a lack of due diligence in its assessment of the
Closure Plan, prioritizing expediency over substantive
engagement with the First Nation and its expert evidence. ANA
criticizes the insufficiency of the Provincial Water Quality
Objectives (PWQO) as a regulatory standard, highlighting its
failure to account for the unique vulnerabilities of the ANA
communitv and the bioaccumulation of mercurv in the aauatic

Engagement not related
to Project

C-09987

24/07/03

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Distribution of the capacity budget proposal to ANA. GBR
provided an explanation in response to the distribution of the
proposed budget regarding various different categories.
Further discussion was made regarding the assumptions,
along with an invitation for further discussion acknowledging
the sensitivity of the timing and need for funding.

Confidential engagement

C-09988

24/07/03

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR providing the sample invoicing from a permitting
consultant in order to provide an example to ANA. GBR also
discussed internal policies regarding how they would prefer to
deliver the funds and what information will be needed. GBR
also offered for ANA to discuss how to invoice items for the

Confidential engagement
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ANA submission to MECP Client Services and Permissions
Branch regarding the GBR ECA ISW submission and
previously submitted letters to IAAC and Mines. In the letter
regarding GBR ECA ISW, ANA requests that the MECP reject
the GBR application for ECA ISW due to the previously sent
letters concerning riverbank mercury methylation from May 14,
2024, the response to the WSP memo dated June 27, 2024, a
letter from researchers dated July 5, 2024, which critiqued the
lack of sulphate monitoring in the ECA application which
researchers state could continue the impact on methylmercury,
a 2003 guideline on mercury published in the Canadian Water
Quality Guidelines for the Protection of Aquatic Life, The

Asubpeeschoseewagong Ministry of Environment for the Province of British Columbia's

Netum Anishinabek Ambient Water Quality Guidelines for Sulphate Technical

C-09156  |24/07/07 |Canadian Environmental Law |Letter Appendix from 2013, the April 25th, 2024 ANA letter to IAAC, - |Engagement not refated

Association Mines, and GBR, and ANA's review of the ECA application.  |to Project
The new July 7, 2024 letter stated reasons behind the decision
citing believed inadequacies behind the scientific and technical
documents supporting the application, Ontario red tape
reduction which repealed provincial mining effluent limits, the
lack of consistency in the ECA proposal and how it was
developed with the MECP's Statement of Environmental
Values, along with citing the past conduct of Kinross and/or its
wholly owned subsidiaries in other jurisdictions which they
state will afford ANA with reasonable grounds to believe that
applicants will not engage in activities in accordance with the
EPA, the Ontario Water Resources Act, or regulations made
under either of these acts. A legal proceeding between Kinross
and thas Niananan Liinhi A Al ond Citntn ~F\ANach: 4.
GBR July 9, 2024, Letter response to IAAC regarding the June
17 letter sent from ANA to IAAC in regards to the request for
the review panel. The letter establishes the Minister's decision
criteria, how mining activity in Red Lake is common and the
effects are well understood, the support of local Indigenous
communities if their interests are met, and that the location,
nature and scale of the Project will not create a potential for
adverse impacts which would warrant the Review Panel.

Asubpeeschoseewagong

Netum Anishinabek

Canadian Environmental Law

C-09583 24/07/09 |Association Letter GNFN_070924_01.pdf
Environment and Climate
Change Canada

GBR response to MoM and MECP Ministers regarding ANA's
request to designate the Great Bear Project for a Provincial

Asubpeeschoseewagong Environmental Assessment under the Environmental

Netum Anishinabek Assessment Act. GBR outlines the ongoing consultation with

Canadian Environmental Law ANA, and highlights the ongoing review from WFN and LSFN

Association _ and MoM. The concerns regarding water quality are also taken

C-09989 24/07/16 | Ontario Ministry of Energy &  |Email into account, with further commitments to water quality
Mines (MOEM) previously made in the ISW application previously sent, along
Ontario Ministry of _ with the testing results showing a below detection level of
Environment, Conservation mercury in cell test results. GBR also notes that the Project will
and Parks (MECP) be subject to a comprehensive federal review, and will follow

leading industry practice.

Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR response to ANA's comments on the Great Bear Closure

Netum Anishinabek plans from the June 30th, 2024, letter sent to Mines. GBR

Crown-Indigenous Relations responded to the responses from Dr. Branfireun regarding the

and Northern Affairs Canada Mercury Methylation study, along with a further attachment of a

Environment and Climate memorandum which further details responses pertaining to

Change Canada water quality previously highlighted. Additionally, GBR

Indigenous Services Canada responded to the comments from Dr. Morin surrounding

Ontario Ministry Indigenous closure, and PAG rock.

C-09990 24/07/25 Affairs & First Nati_o_ns_ Letter Engagement not related
Economic Reconciliation to Project
(IAFNER)

Ontario Ministry of Energy &

Mines (MOEM)

Ontario Ministry of

Environment, Conservation

and Parks (MECP)

Ontario Ministry of Natural

Resources (MNR)

GBR providing a response to the letter from ANA’s counsel

Asubpeeschoseewagong dated June 16, 2024, regarding Great Bear’s Permit to Take

Netum Anishinabek Water application.

Canadian Environmental Law Engagement not related

C-12926 24/07/31 |Association Email f

P to Project

Ontario Ministry of

Environment, Conservation

and Parks (MECP)
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GBR's response to the ANA comments made on the Industrial
Sewage Works Proposal for the AEX Project. GBR responded
Asubpeeschoseewagong to the comments previously made and had reiterated that they
Netum Anishinabek have provided comprehensive and timely information in
Canadian Environmental Law support of its AEX permit applications and committed to
C-09991 24/08/01 |Association Email following leading industry practices and applicable regulatory |ENgagement not related
Ontario Ministry of requirements. GBR also highlights the irrelevance of the to Project
Environment, Conservation comments to the project regarding the recent changes to
and Parks (MECP) Ontario's metal mining effluent regulations, and the GBR
discharge permit in Washington state, and stated that the
MECP should disregard comments on this point.
ANA distributing the amended draft funding agreement
documents, with ANA's edits indicated by track changes in
C-09994 24/08/01 Asubpees.chgseewagong Email order to reflect previous conversations. ANA states that they |Confidential engagement
Netum Anishinabek would be eager to meet further in order to go over the
proposed amendments.
Asubpeeschoseewagon . ANA re-sending the proposed Workplan and Budget for ) .
C-09995 24/08/01 Netuna Anishinabek %n Email Capacity funding with updated track changes. Confidential engagement
Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR acknowledging the receipt of the updated ANA capacity
C-09996 24/08/01 - Email funding agreement. GBR stated they will review internally prior [Confidential engagement
Netum Anishinabek )
to responding the ANA.
Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR distributing the SharePoint link to the Final updated
Netum Anishinabek Advanced Exploration Closure Plan dated August 1, 2024 to
C-09998 24/08/02 Canaqiap Environmental Law Email AN/-_\,_ along with a concordance table to identify minor Engagement not related
Association additions. to Project
Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)
ANA response to GBR's updated AEX Closure Plan. ANA
states that the initial review suggests significant changes and
additional information which will require time to review. ANA
reiterates their concern based on previous Closure Plan
submissions, and states that they will be in communication
C-09999 24/08/02 |AASubpeeschoseewagong Email with MINES to advise them that they will need approximately | Engagement not related
Netum Anishinabek 90 days' time to consult and respond to the Closure Plan and  |t© Project
Great Bear's reply to submission. ANA states that it would be
unreasonable, dangerous and contrary to the Crown’s duty to
engage to approve this amended Closure Plan before ANA
has had a meaningful opportunity to respond.
Asubpeeschoseewagong Distribution of the Record of Consultation for the Great Bear
Netum Anishinabek AEX Project to ANA. MoEM is also copied on the email.
C-09671 24/08/06 Canad_iap Environmental Law Email Engagement not related
Association to Project
Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)
Asubpeeschoseewagong Letter from ANA to the MECP requesting a pause to be taken
Netum Anishinabek for an unspecified period of time prior to any further decisions
Canadian Environmental Law on the ECA ISW application in order to have the time for ANA
C-09992 24/08/06 |Association Letter to continue to have the time in order to respond to GBR's Engagement not related
Ontario Ministry of previous response to comments. to Project
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)
ANA has reviewed GBR's response to their comments on the
proposed Permit to Take Water (PTTW) and disagrees with
GBR's claim of adequately addressing their concerns. They
Asubpeeschoseewagong argue that GBR's summary charts do not address substantive
Netum Anishinabek issues, and the revised proposal for a smaller water taking is
Canadian Environmental Law seen as a "bait and switch." ANA requests a re-opening of the
C-12930 24/08/07 | Association Letter public comment period and emphasizes that the original PTTW
Ontario Ministry of _ application was incomplete. They have also asked for the
Environment, Conservation project to be designated under the Environmental Assessment
and Parks (MECP) Act, making it inappropriate to issue the PTTW until this
request is resolved. ANA urges the Ministry to refrain from
approving any water takings proposed by GBR.
Asubpeeschoseewagong MECP confirming receipt of email response from ANA in
Netum Anishinabek response to GBR's letter in regard to comments on the PTTW.
Canadian Environmental Law
C-12937 24/08/07 |Association Email
Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)
Asubpeeschoseewagong ANA thanks the Ministry's for the acknowledgement of receipt
Netum Anishinabek and advises that the ANA August 7th email to the Ministry
Canadian Environmental Law constitutes ANA's preliminary response to GBR's July 31st
C-12938 24/08/12 |Association Email correspondence, and that
Ontario Ministry of ANA will be submitting detailed expert and other submissions
Environment, Conservation on the deficiencies within the PTTW application and on the
and Parks (MECP) new "scoped" water taking proposal.
ANA requesting GBR's response to the latest iteration of the
capacity support documents regarding changes made. ANA
believes that the changes made were only minor and that they
Asubpeeschoseewagon . were consistent with the discussions previously had. ANA . .
C-09997 24/08/15 Neturz Anishinabek 9eng Email stated that there are a large number of permitting and IA Confidential engagement
processes underway, and ANA has yet to receive meaningful
capacity support, and that funding remains a major capacity
barrier to ANA.
GBR response to ANA regarding the previously discussed
Asub h budget and funding agreement. GBR notes assumptions
C-10982 24/08/28 Nzltjurf]e:;:;h?::s:; gong Email regarding the funding timeline and responses to previously Confidential engagement
discussed items. GBR also notes they are willing to connect
again to discuss outstanding points.
ANA response to GBR regarding the draft budget proposal.
ANA states that while they feel closer to finalizing, there are
C-10983 24/08/28 Asubpeesphqseewagong Email some items which may require a discussion in order to ensure
Netum Anishinabek GBR and ANA are on the same page. ANA provides a date
and time to meet and discuss.
Confirmation from GBR that the date and time proposed to
Asubpeeschoseewagon . meet regarding the ANA draft budget proposal works for the
C-10984 24/08/28 Netuna Anishinabek %on8 Email team, as well as a further inquiry regarding the possibility of
meeting sooner.

13 of 29



Great Bear Gold Project Impact Statement
Chapter 3: Participation and Engagement

March 2026

Appendix C Record of Consultation: Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek (Jan 1, 2022 to Jan 16, 2026)

FINAL

Ref. no. Date Organizations Communication Type Summary Attachment ID
Letter from GBR to ECCC and IAAC regarding the ANA
Asubpeeschoseewagong request for a review panel. GBR further reiterates that for
Netum Anishinabek reasons previously set out in the Great Bear letter dated 9 July
Environment and Climate 2024, GBR maintains that a Review Panel will not be required
Change Canada for this Project. GBR also notes that they understand that
Headwaters LLP LSFN and WFN have filed or will file a submission which
C-11322 24/09/03 Impact Assessment Agency of Letter states why they believe that this review panel would be ANA_090324_01.pdf
Canada (IAAC) unnecessary. GBR also notes that LSFN and WFN have
Lac Seul First Nations designed an Anishinaabe-led Assessment (ALIA) process
Wabauskang First Nation which complements an Agency-led review of the Great Bear
Woodward and company Project, rather than a panel review. GBR also states that they
have agreed to assist LSFN and WFN on this ALIA, and will
Asubpeeschoseewagong Distribution of letter from ANA regarding the Great Bear
Netum Anishinabek Project's application for Approval of Closure Plan. The letter
Canadian Environmental Law restated previous items brought to MINES in discussions
Association surrounding the Closure Plan which had been addressed by
Crown-Indigenous Relations GBR, such as PAG and NPAG, and methylmercury. The letter
and Northern Affairs Canada further discusses ANA's concerns with the adaptive
Environment and Climate management plan, and the consultation process, specifically
Change Canada surrounding the provincial government. ANA brought up a lack
Great Bear Gold Project Projet of capacity support, and other applications associated with the
Aurifere Great Bear GBR such as the ECA PTTW. ANA stated that approving this
; ; would be dangerous to ANA, and would cause more pollution,
C-10556 24/09/06 ggigﬁgoMuisniterr;/:f‘Z?ggra]gﬁg @ |Letter as well as attaching two reports dated September 5, 2024 tlingigzgzent ot related
Affairs & First Nations which respond to the ECA ISW, and the AEX Closure Plan and
Economic Reconciliation ECAPTTW.
(IAFNER)
Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)
Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR)
Distribution of the Preliminary Economic Assessment press
release for the Great Bear Project to ANA. GBR also noted
Asubpeeschoseewagon ) that an updated mineral resource estimate was released which

C-10540 24/09/10 NeturFr: Anishinabek 9ong Email provided an increase to the inferred resource estimate. GBR GNFN_091024_01.pdf
noted that if there were any questions to contact the team, or
join the conference call on September 10, 2024 at 9:00 am

Asubpeeschoseewagong ANA neting-they-are-exeited to discuss the capacity agreement

C-10985 24/09/12 - Email as scheduled for the upcoming afternoon. ANA have attached

Netum Anishinabek . . .
proposed revisions and comments on areas for discussion.
Response from ANA's legal team regarding the July 9, 2024
and September 3, 2024 letters sent by GBR. ANA states that
they have reviewed the correspondence from GBR and LSFN
and WFN and state that they believe there is no compelling
factual, legal, technical, or scientific reasons against referring
Asubpeeschoseewagong the project to the Review Panel. ANA states that the GBR
Netum Anishinabek letter added nothing new to previous claims, and that the joint
Canaqiap Environmental Law letter from WFN and LSFN regarding their Indigenous Led
Association assessment do not have enough details, and that the
C-10297 24/09/17 |Environment and Climate Email proposed regulations are not in existence and are not available
Change Canada for the federal government to enter into an assessment
Lac Seul First Nations agreement at this time. ANA further stated that this would not
Wabauskang First Nation satisfy the duty to consult ANA, and that they have different
Woodward and company interests as ANA is the only community downstream from the
project. ANA also states that GBR should not be against the
review panel if they have the credibility in their report that they
state. ANA requests that no weight should be given to the
submitted letters, and the review panel request is still relevant,
GBR reiterating that concerns about water quality, specifically
sulfate levels, raised by ANA are outside the scope of the
Asubpeeschoseewagong PTTW application, which deals with water taking. Water quality
Netum Anishinabek issues are addressed under a discharge permit. MECP and
C-10307 24/09/20 |Ontario Ministry of Email the Ministry of Mines have reviewed these issues extensively
Environment, Conservation and found no problems related to sulfate levels. Great Bear will
and Parks (MECP) comply with the mobile ECA for water discharge. The
consultation record is comprehensive, and there is no need to
expand the PTTW review to include out-of-scope issues.
GBR issuing the blackline of the funding agreement and
Asubpeeschoseewagong budget regarding language regar_ding rights mentio_ned,

C-10986 24/09/27 Netum Anishinabek Email proposed language around the circumstances to trigger a re-  |Confidential engagement
evaluation of funding amounts, and drafting around the use of
government funding.

Budget discussion from ANA to GBR regarding funding from
C-10987 24/10/01 Asubpeeschoseewagong Email additional government sources. ANA proposes to re-word part Confidential engagement
Netum Anishinabek of the budget and delete the item in order to align with ANA's
recommendation.
GBR confirming they are alright with the changes proposed to
the draft budget agreement by ANA. GBR also distributed an
Asubpeeschoseewagon ) updated version of the draft budget which aligns with these ) )

C-10993 24/10/01 NeturFr: Anishinabek 9ong Email changes, and notes that they will need to set-up ANA in the Confidential engagement
system in order to process payments, and they may need to
speak with ANA's finance department.

Asubpeeschoseewagong ANA notes there should be a change to the Workplan and
C-10994 24/10/01 - Email Budget document as well, and shared a version with edits in  |Confidential engagement
Netum Anishinabek ’
track change for GBR review.
Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR noting to ANA that the edit was appended to the
C-10995 24/10/01 - Email agreement, and they will update the standalone Workplan and |Confidential engagement
Netum Anishinabek
Budget as well to reflect the requested changes.
Asubpeeschoseewagong . ANA following up with GBR regarding the agreement and
C-10996 24/10/03 Netum Anishinabek Email asking when GBR anticipates sending over a signed
C-10997 24/10/03 Asubpees.ch(.)seewagong Email GBR providing ANA with their signature on the ANA draft
Netum Anishinabek budget proposal.
Distribution of the fully executed agreement for the ANA draft
Asubpeeschoseewagon . budget agreement. ANA also requests that the paperwork ) .

C-10998 24/10/04 Netuna Anishinabek %on Email GBR previously referenced regarding financial paperwork to Confidential engagement

submit before receipt of invoices.
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Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR providing a link to ANA in order to access applications
C-11085 24/10/24 Netum Anishinabek Email and plans for GBR's upcomin_g Early Explorati_on activities Engagement not related
Ontario Ministry of Energy & related to the Great Bear Project. GBR notes it welcomes any |to Project
Mines (MOEM) feedback relating to the information provided.
Asubpeeschoseewagong Confirmation of successful submission of the Early Exploration
Netum Anishinabek . Permit # PR-24-0002165 to the Mining Lands Administration  |Engagement not related
C-11811 24110728 Ontario Ministry of Energy & Email System. to Project
Mines (MOEM)
Asubpeeschoseewagong Letter received from the Honourable Minister of Mines
Netum Anishinabek surrounding Aboriginal Consultation. The Minister notes that
Canadian Environmental Law MINES has reviewed the consultation materials including Plan
Association for Consultation, Interim Consultation Reports, Consultation
Great Bear Gold Project Projet Report, Record of Consultation and Letters of Support. The
Aurifére Great Bear Minister states that they are satisfied that appropriate
Ontario Ministry of Citizenship consultation with Indigenous communities has been carried
and Multiculturalism (MCM) out. The Minister also notes this was concluded due to the fact
Ontario Ministry of Energy & that the final consultation report indicates issues idedntified
Mines (MOEM) regarding impacts to Aboriginal and Treaty rights are proposed
C-11109 24/11/04 |Ontario Ministry of Email to be mitigated through the specific aspects of the Closure Engagement not related
Environment, Conservation Plan submission. It was also determined that the Closure Plan |to Project
and Parks (MECP) for the Great Bear Project can now be submitted.
Ontario Ministry of Labour,
Immigration, Training and
Skills Development (MLITSD)
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR)
Ontario Ministry of Northern
Economic Development and
Growth (MNEDG)
Asubpeeschoseewagong ANA response to the distribution of the Letter from the
Netum AnishinabekLac Seul Honourable Minister of Mines regarding the Closure Plan, with
First Nations ANA requesting that a copy of the filed Closure Plan is sent to
Ontario Ministry of Citizenship ANA.
and Multiculturalism (MCM)
Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM) Engagement not related
C-11911 24/11/12 |Ontario Ministry of Email o Project
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR)
Ontario Ministry of
Transportation (MTO)
Wabauskang First Nation
Distribution of Letter from the Minister of Mines to Indigenous
Communities and government agencies regarding the Great
Bear Resources Project's Closure Plan and Aboriginal
Consultation. The Minister notes that MINES has reviewed the
consultation materials including Plan for Consultation, Interim
Asubpeeschoseewagong Consultation Reports, Consultation Report, Record of
Netum Anishinabek Consultation and Letters of Support. The Minister states that
C-12829 24/11/12 |Ontario Ministry of Northern ~ |Letter they are satisfied that appropriate consultation with Indigenous |ENgagement not related
Economic Development and communities has been carried out. The Minister also notes this |0 Project
Growth (MNEDG) was concluded due to the fact that the final consultation report
indicates issues identified regarding impacts to Aboriginal and
Treaty rights are proposed to be mitigated through the specific
aspects of the Closure Plan submission. It was also
determined that the Closure Plan for the Great Bear Project
can now be submitted.
Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR providing ANA with the filed Closure Plan as previously
Netum Anishinabek requested.
Lac Seul First Nations
Ontario Ministry of Citizenship
and Multiculturalism (MCM)
Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM) Engagement not related
C-11912 24/11/14 |Ontario Ministry of Email o Project
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR)
Ontario Ministry of
Transportation (MTO)
Wabauskang First Nation
ANA writing to GBR, noting that they are continuing their work
in reviewing permits and IA documents. ANA requests if GBR
can provide a comprehensive GIS package which shows all
C-12833 24/11/27 Qzltjl?rf]e::i(;:?::sgfgong Email past, present, and proposed activities related to the Great Bear
Project, including roads, trails, lines, drill holes, stripped areas,
pits, and related infrastructure.
ANA following up with GBR regarding their November 27, 2024
request if GBR can provide a comprehensive GIS package
C-12834 24/12/10 Asubpees_chc?seewagong Email which shows all past, present, and proposed activities related
Netum Anishinabek to the Great Bear Project, including roads, trails, lines, drill
holes, stripped areas, pits, and related infrastructure.
GBR distributing a letter to ANA's land protection team which
outlines an offer for assistance to progressing the items
Asubpeeschoseewagon . outlined in an attached workplan, in accordance with the ) .
C-11780 24112112 NeturFr)] Anishinabek 9on9 Email Funding Agreement. GBR also notes that they would like to Confidential engagement
meet to discuss plans for the Preliminary Land Use and
Occupancy Study.
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GBR responding to ANA's request for a GIS package including
past, present, and proposed Great Bear activities, by
distributing the GBR Shapefile Package and providing a link.
GBR also notes that they have further broken down the
request and provided packages based on Future
Considerations, including plans to date (AEX, DPD, and Early
Exploration Test Pit Permit), Post KGC illustrating what has
been conducted to date, and Pre KGC, which details the
impacts inherited. GBR also noted that they attached their
C-12835 2411219 ﬁzl::naesifs:?::s:; 9ons Email proposed methylmercury study plan and noted that the Engfg:g:ent not related
preparation of this study plan was included in the Project's
Tailored Impact Statement Guidelines, noting it's open for
review and comment by applicable Indigenous communities
including ANA, with the cutoff date for comments being
January 30, 2025. GBR also noted the water study was not
settled in the funding agreement, noting they are open to
funding an expert/consultant in order to assist with the review
of the proposed study. GBR asked for ANA to let GBR know if
ANA thanking GBR for the distribution of the GIS packages,
but notes that they do appear to be limited to the AEX. ANA
requested shapefiles which would show all the included works
Asubpeeschoseewaqgon i in the IA process. ANA also notes that they will require Engagement not related
C-14523 24/12/20 Netuna Anishinabek 9on9 Email assistance from their expert team in order to review the to gr(gect
methylmercury study plan, and that given their availability the
January 30th deadline proposed is not feasible.
GBR responding to ANA"s request for further shapefiles which
Asubpeeschoseewagon . describe the main project. GBR notes that the file package
C-14524 2412123 NetunF: Anishinabek 9on9 Email sent to ANA on December 19, 2024, contained a map with
future considerations for the main project portion.
Asubpeeschoseewagong ANA requesting access to the materials GBR shared regarding
Netum Anishinabek . GIS for their GIS and mapping consultant. ANA notes that the
C-12836 24112/30 GeoPraxis Email external consultant does not have access to the WSP site
which the materials were uploaded to, and requests access.
Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR asking WSP if ANA's consultant can have access to the
C-12837 24/12/31 Netum Anishinabek Email GBR GIS files sent. ANA was copied on the communication.
GeoPraxis
WSP
ANA requesting access to a SharePoint that includes
comprehensive GIS package that shows all past, present and
proposed activities related to GBR. GBR provided access to all
C-12284 25/01/02 Asubpees.ch(.)seewagong Email documents related to past, present and proposed activities Engagement not related
Netum Anishinabek including the proposed Methylmercury Study Plan. Following to Project
some access issues, ANA can now download documents and
begin review.
Asubpeeschoseewagong WSP confirming to ANA and GBR that the ANA GIS
C-12838 25/01/02 Netum Apishinabek Email consultar}t should have access to the distributed files on the Engagement not related
GeoPraxis SharePoint. to Project
WSP
Asubpeeschoseewagong ANA's GIS consultant confirming that access had been
Netum Anishinabek . granted to WSP's SharePoint and noting that the GIS files had [Engagement not related
C-12839 25/01/02 GeoPraxis Email been downloaded without problem. GBR also sharing the to grcgect
shapefile data for PR-24-000245.
Asubpeeschoseewagong ANA's legal counsel distributing the OLT Appeal Form 1A to
Netum Anishinabek GBR following their submission to the OLT regarding the
Canadian Environmental Law Leave to Appeal PTTW 3438-D7RQRJT.
C-12282  [25/01/03 |Association Email Engagement not related
P to Project
Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)
Asubpeeschoseewagong CELA acting on behalf of ANA as counsel in relation to the
Netum Anishinabek ANA EBR Application for Leave to Appeal PTTW. CELA notes
Canadian Environmental Law that pursuant to Sections 38 to 48 of the Environmental Bill of
Association Rights, they have submitted a Cover Letter dated January 3, Engagement not related
C-12830  |25/01/03 | Lo Land Tribunal Letter 2025, ANA's Application for Leave to Appeal PTTW 3438-  |to Eréiect
Ontario Ministry of D7RQJT, as well as the Applicant's Book of Documents to the
Environment, Conservation Ontario Land Tribunal. GBR was copied on this
and Parks (MECP) communication.
Asubpeeschoseewagong OLT emailing ANA's legal counsel to confirm that the
Netum Anishinabek documents send to OLT regarding the Application for Leave to
C-12831 25/01/03 |Canadian Environmental Law |Letter Appeal of the PTTW has been received. E”gfg:g:e”t not related
Association )
Ontario Land Tribunal
Email response from ANA regarding the December 12, 2024,
letter GBR sent to ANA's land protection team regarding an
offer of assistance for progressing items detailed in the
workplan. ANA responded to the offer with progressing the
Land Use and Occupancy study, noting the Lands Team has
the work in-hand and do not require assistance apart from
) assurance that submitted invoices will be paid promptly, and ) )
C-12814 25/01/08 Q:?Srf]e:rs];:?::s:;gong Email not subject to mis-readings of the funding agreement. ANA  |Confidential engagement
also notes that the funding agreement was only completed a
short while ago, and the work has only just begun and will take
some time to complete. ANA also suggests that GBR should
take care to not proceed with the IA work that should be
informed by the study, and reiterates that ANA demands that
the work to be paused in order to allow ANA to catch up.
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The letter from ANA to Minister of the Environment,
Conservation, and Parks raises significant concerns regarding
the approval of a scoped Permit to Take Water (PTTW) for the
Great Bear Advanced Exploration Project. ANA emphasizes
Asubpeeschoseewagong the need to address substantial environmental risks and
Netum Anishinabek procedural deficiencies in the permitting and consultation
Canadian Environmental Law processes. The community highlights concerns about potential
Association impacts on water systems, particularly Dixie Creek and the
Crown-Indigenous Relations English River, which are integral to their ecosystem and way of
and Northern Affairs Canada life. ANA notes its experts assert that the water extraction
Environment and Climate proposed under the permit could harm fish and aquatic life,
Change Canada particularly during drought conditions. ANA states that the
Great Bear Gold Project Projet removal of soil and overburden is also flagged as a source of
Aurifére Great Bear contamination, with runoff and groundwater flow potentially
C-12828 25/01/13 |Indigenous Services Canada |, .. introducing pollutants such as methylmercury, sulfate, and Engagement not related
Ontario Ministry Indigenous dissolved metals into the watershed. ANA restates thatthe  [to Project
Affairs & First Nations baseline studies and proposed mitigation measures are
Economic Reconciliation insufficiently robust, with gaps in critical data and deficiencies
(IAFNER) in the design and capacity of the proposed water treatment
Ontario Ministry of Energy & systems.
Mines (MOEM)
Ontario Ministry of The letter also raises procedural concerns, asserting that the
Environment, Conservation consultation process has been inadequate and fails to meet
and Parks (MECP) the Crown’s obligations to engage meaningfully with the First
Ontario Ministry of Natural Nations. ANA indicates that key decisions and agreements
Resources (MNR) were made without their knowledge or consent, and that
Ontario’s consultation framework disregards their governance
and legal processes. Limited resources for reviewing technical
documents, along with delays and incomplete information,
hoavin nAdAA thniv A~ ahaiit thn dvananavanmans A
Asubpeeschoseewagong ANA sharing materials pursuant to sections 38 to 48 of the
Netum Anishinabek Environmental Bill of Rights, in support of the application for
Canadian Environmental Law leave to appeal of the PTTW. ANA attached a cover letter from
C-12840 25/01/13 |Association Letter CELA dated January 3, 2025, ANA's application for Leave to Engagement not related
Ontario Ministry of Appeal PTTW 3438-D7RQJT, and the applicant's Book of | t© Project
Environment, Conservation Documents. ANA also attached the OLT Appeal Form 1A
and Parks (MECP) regarding the ANA application for leave to appeal PTTW 3438-
Email response from GBR to ANA regarding the December 12,
2024, letter GBR sent to ANA's land protection team regarding
an offer of assistance for progressing items detailed in the
workplan.
GBR noted that they provided the capacity funding so ANA
would have reasonable resources to participate in the Impact
Assessment in a reasonable and timely way. The funding
agreement was executed on October 3rd, 2024 and GBR
believes there has been sufficient time to advance the studies
beyond the preliminary stages.
C-12893 25/01/14 |AASubpeeschoseewagong Email GBR mentioned that they will not pause our work on the Confidential engagement
Netum Anishinabek Impact Assessment because but must adhere to the IA
timelines and would like insight on the progress of the Lands
Protection Team's study work and requests an estimated
completion date. It emphasizes the importance of adhering to
the Impact Assessment timelines and integrating findings as
they become available. The allocated funding for the land use
study is confirmed.
GBR also requests input on the Methylmercury Monitoring
Plan was by January 30, 2025. Additionally, the GBR
expresses openness to funding costs for ANA's review of the
nlan and aclce far an actimata tn amand tha fiindina
ANA response to GBR letters dated November 13, December
20, and December 30, 2024, on early exploration permits. ANA
has expressed concerns to MINES and the proponent
regarding proposed mining activities in their Interim Core Area
of Interest, particularly the Great Bear Gold Project. They have
communicated potential impacts on their waters, lands, and
Qsttjbpe:spf;]gsesw;gong wildlife, as well as their Aboriginal and Treaty rights, since
eium Anishinabe March 2024. Despite this, they were not consulted about
C-12957 25/01/23 |Ontario Ministry of Energy &  |Letter exploration permits until now. The project area is upstream of E,ngfcﬂ:g:em not refated
Mines (MOEM) their community and affects local wildlife, including walleye,
moose, and caribou. The proposed mechanized land clearing
poses health risks to the environment and the community.
Asubpeeschoseewagong Mines distributing the PR-24-000262 Early Exploration Permit.
Netum Anishinabek
Lac Seul First Nations Engagement not related
C-12962 25/01/23 Ontario Ministry of Energy & Letter to Project
Mines (MOEM)
Wabauskang First Nation
The Ministry of Mines is addressing concerns about
community capacity and consultation processes related to an
early exploration permit application. While capacity support is
not deemed necessary for permitting to date, Ontario is open
to funding a Mineral Development Advisor for the community.
The permit allows specific exploration activities, with strict
Asubpeeschoseewagong regulations to protect the environment, including a 30-meter
Netum Anishinabek ] buffer from water bodies. Concerns about impacts on local Enagagement not related
C-12970 25/01/23 Ontario Ministry of Energy & Email wildlife, such as walleye and moose, are acknowledged, but  |g gr(gect
Mines (MOEM) the Ministry believes risks are minimal. The proponent must
adhere to environmental regulations, including proper handling
of hazardous materials and waste. The Ministry is willing to
engage further with the community regarding any additional
concerns or impacts on Aboriginal and treaty rights. The
Ministry has made the decision to issue an early exploration
permits in response to the Applications, with the additional
ANA responding to GBR noting that the GIS package did not
include data for an Early Exploration proposal for application
PR-24-000245, noting that ANA would like to know why the
C-14525 25/01/27 Asubpees.ch(.)seewagong Email permit was excluded and if there are other omissions in the Engagement not related
Netum Anishinabek data package. ANA further notes they require this GIS data as to Project
well as additional data in order to assess potential impacts.
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C-14508

25/01/31

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Great Bear Gold Project Projet
Aurifere Great Bear

Impact Assessment Agency of
Canada (IAAC)

Letter

ANA's legal team distributing ANA's preliminary comments on
the proposed Mercury and Methylmercury study plan, as well
as preliminary reports from Dr Branfireun and Dr. Morin. ANA
reiterates that they will be requiring more time in order to
complete a fulsome and meaningful review of the document
with further expert review and request a 90-day extension to
provide comments. Three response letters were attached, with
the first being a response letter from ANA noting that concerns
have been raised regarding the quality and quantity of baseline
data and monitoring completed. ANA addresses several
concerns noting their request for extension to provide
comments, noting they have provided preliminary comments.
ANA states the reliance from GBR on achieving water quality
which complies with PWQO and Canadian Council of Ministers
of the Environment (CCME) water quality guidelines is
inappropriate when it comes to mercury and methylmercury.
ANA further states that they believe the background data is
insufficient in order to detect if the Project will have a
measurable impact on fish mercury levels. ANA also notes
they believe the metal leaching and acid rock drainage
prediction methods are improper, and that the assimilative
capacity of the receiving waters as a mitigation strategy for
excess sulphate loading is not supported by data available.
Lastly, in the response letter ANA states that the proposed
model GBR plans to use cannot technically deliver on
outcomes related to sulphate changes, mercury and
methylmercury concentrations in downstream activities, and
mercury concentration in fish. The January 27, 2025, letter
from Dr. Branfireun contained a study regarding sulfate-

voardiinina hantavia in driintanal vaintl A thn ANnhinet \ Nl ~dnw

ANA_013125_01.pdf
ANA_013125_02.pdf
ANA_013125_03.pdf

C-14535

25/01/31

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR distributing the TK Secondary Sources Memos for ANA
to review and ensure that the sources used can be utilized to
understand community context for ANA. GBR notes that in
order to support the traditional land and resource use baseline
conditions in the Impact Statement for the Great Bear Project,
asking for the TK sources and information to be validated by
the Nation as required by the TISG for the Project received
from IAAC. GBR also further notes that they are requesting
written permission from the Nations for the use of all
secondary sources of traditional knowledge, as detailed in the
attachment in order to be incorporated into the Impact
Statement. GBR requests ANA responds by February 14th,
and notes for ANA to reach out of there are any further

Confidential engagement

C-15133

25/01/31

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Secoﬁdary source letter sent to ANA and MNO. The memo
details the secondary sources that are anticipated to be utilized
to understand community context.

Confidential engagement

C-12884

25/02/05

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Canadian Environmental Law
Association

Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)

Letter

GBR distributing a letter response to additional technical
comments made by ANA on Great Bear's ECA ISW
application. GBR notes this letter will respond to written
feedback received from Dr. Brian Branfireun on behalf of ANA
regarding water quality, hydrological, and geochemical
aspects. GBR noted the maximum discharge rate to the
Chukuni River. The comments received discuss the adaquecy
of the baseline water quality dataset, and bring up concerns
about mercury in the water, as well as methylmercury and
noting preceived inadaquecies within the program, as well as
questions surrounding sulphate. GBR responded and
reiterated that the water quality results do not operate
randomly or lack utility as implied in the October 7, 2024, letter
noting the water samples were using industry approvd
methods at accredited laboratories, noting that the sulphate
effluent is not at risk for exceeding the limits as ore milling will
take place off site, which is the main cause for high sulphate
effluent in mining operations. GBR also responded regarding
the concern of further mercury and the formation of
methylmercury downstream, noting that mixing of sulphate at a
higher quantity than the Chukuni currently has is not

antininatad tn ha fram tha Drninnt Tha MECD wwine alen nnnind

Engagement not related
to Project

C-14552

25/02/06

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Canadian Environmental Law
Association

Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)

Letter

GBR distributing additional technical comments on the Great
Bear Resources ECA ISW Application. The response letter
provides detailed responses to the October 10, 2024, letter
received from Dr. Branfireun, where GBR reiterates that the
water quality results are conducted using industry-approved
methods at accredited laboratories, and sulphate and mercury
monitoring have been undertaken, with GBR having sufficient
data for their baseline water quality. GBR also restates that
they have provided approximate conservative models to show
concentrations of sulphate in the Chukuni River, with modelling
being adequate. GBR also states that their models show that
the concentration of sulphate will not deviate far from existing
conditions, and notes that they acknowledge the issue of
methylation downstream but continues to note that this is not
anticipated.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-14514

25/02/08

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum AnishinabekGreat Bear
Gold Project Projet Aurifére
Great Bear

Impact Assessment Agency of
Canada (IAAC)

Email

GBR responding to ANA's preliminary comments and request
for a 90-day review extension on the Great Bear Mercury and
Methylmercury Study Plan. GBR notes that the review period
is open until February 28, 2025, noting that GBR believes the
additional time is substantial and that the comments received
from ANA appear substantial and comprehensive, noting that
other communities consulted on the plan have completed their
review and submitted final comments within the requested
deadline. GBR reiterates that they understand the importance
of this issue for ANA, and will accept the impacts on project
scheduling in order to accommodate this request, and that they
are willing to provide reasonable capacity support funding in
order to support this review.
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MECP communication to ANA and CELA noting that the
Ministry has received updated materials for Great Bear
Asubpeeschoseewagong Resources Ltd.'s Environmental Compliance Approval
Netum Anishinabek application (Ref. No. 9390-D49KGX). MECP informs ANA that
Canadian Environmental Law GBR previously shared the application in May 2024. MECP
C-12934 25/02/11 |Association Email issued the Mine Water Holding Pond memorandum and
Ontario Ministry of updated Design Brief for reference. The Ministry reiterates
Environment, Conservation they remain committed to ongoing consultation with ANA and
and Parks (MECP) will consider all comments received. Ongoing invitation for
questions or feedback provided to ANA and CELA. GBR was
not copied, but MECP forwarded GBR the email.
ANA following up with GBR regarding GIS data requested for
Early Exploration Permit PR-24-000245. ANA notes that
C-14526  |25/02/14 |ASubPeeschoseewagong e, MINES stated GBR will be providing this information, but ANA | Engagement not refated
Netum Anishinabek still has yet to receive it. to Project
Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR provided GIS Data to ANA on the Sharepoint site.
Netum Anishinabek .
C-13104 25/02/18 Ontario Ministry of Energy & Email
Mines (MOEM)
ANA sharing their preliminary comments in response to Great
Bear's early exploration permit application. It was noted that
significant information remains outstanding, and the GIS data
requested from the proponent was only received this morning.
On February 4, 2025, MINES informed GBR that the
proponent indicated that it would provide them with the
Asubpees.ch(.)seewagong information that they requested on January 27, 2025, including
C-13106 25/02/18 | Netum Anishinabek Letter GIS data for this application which the proponent had Engagement not related
Ontario Ministry of Energy & previously omitted from its data package. However, despite  |t0 Project
Mines (MOEM) their attempts to access this information from the proponent,
they only received the GIS data this morning. GBR require
additional time to review, map, and assess this new data and
its impacts on ANA’s rights, and to provide more fulsome
comments following this review. GBR trust that ANA will
provide them with additional time to complete this review and
Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR distributing the requested shapefile data for Early
C-14527 25/02/18 Netum Anjshinabek Email Exploration PR-24-000245 to ANA, with MOEM copied. Engagement not related
Ontario Ministry of Energy & to Project
Mines (MOEM)
GBR following-up on the previously sent TK Secondary
Sources Memo sent to ANA regarding the requested review
Asubpeeschoseewagon ) process. GBR further notes that they are requesting written ) )
C-14540 25/02/19 Neturz Anishinabek 9on9 Email permission from all Nations regarding the use of all secondary Confidential engagement
sources of traditional knowledge, as detailed in the previously
attached memo in order to be incorporated into the Impact
C-20778 25/02/19 Asubpees_chc?seewagong Email ANA requesting a 90-day extension to respond to the TK Confidential engagement
Netum Anishinabek Secondary Sources.
CELA sending GBR comments and 12 attachments for the
ANA Comments on GBR new PTTW application - ERO
Number 025-0078. ANA attached a letter from ANA on
concerns of the Great Bear scoped Permit to Take Water, a
letter from Dr Morin with MDAG comments on submission of
the respondent Great Bear Resources, a letter outlining ANA
Asubpeeschoseewagong comments on PTTW, letter from Dr Morin on responses to
Netum Anishinabek ANA concerns for AEX, a letter from Dr Branfireun on reponse
Canadian Environmental Law to PTTW leave of Appeal, a letter from Dr Branfireun on
C-13123 25/02/21 | Association Letter response to GBR ECA, a letter from Dr. Branfireun on GB Engagement not related
Ontario Ministry of ECA ISW, a reply letter from Dr. Branfireun on the WSP to Project
Environment, Conservation memo, a technical report from Dr. Branfireun on the Riverbank
and Parks (MECP) Mercury Methylation, a letter from Dr Morin on the review of
the ECA Application documents for AEX, a letter on ANA's
concerns on the closure plan and ECA, and a letter from Dr
Freed on the source review of the GB scoped PTTW leave to
appeal.
GBR reaching out to ANA asking for the attached memo on
secondary sources be validated by their Nation. Please note
that this is a requirement noted in the TISG that Great Bear
has received from IAAC. They are requesting written
permission from the Nations for use of all secondary sources
of traditional knowledge, as detailed in the attached, to be
incorporated into the Impact Statement. ANA informing they
will need more time to review the memo. They have asked for
C-13115 25/02/24 Qzﬁfﬁe::;:?:aes;vsgong Email a 90 day extension. GBR wrote back indicating the ANA letter Eng?(gzgem not related
on March 6, 2024 include some references on the relevant
topics, so those are already incorporated. Given ANA'’s review
and submissions to date on the Project on these topics, your
request for 90 days is not reasonable in relation to a review of
the SLR memo. Also, the secondary source information will be
further informed by the Traditional Land and Resource Use
report that we anticipate receiving from ANA in April 2025 to
ANA responding to GBR regarding the TK Secondary Sources
Memo distributed, noting that they request an extension of 90
Asubpeeschoseewagon ) days in order to respond to the request for ANA review. ANA ) )
C-14541 25/02/24 Neturz Anishinabek 9on9 Email also further notes that the use of the sources, if permission is Confidential engagement
given by ANA, will not replace the need for an ethnohistorical
report and fulsome land use and occupancy study.
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C-14544

25/02/24

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR responding to ANA's request for a 90-day extension to
review the TK Secondary Sources Memo. GBR notes that the
memo consists of five public documents, with one being an
ANA letter and is two pages long. GBR further notes that the
document details public information available relating to ANA,
and that if there are any additional resources which ANA would
like to share that they would be grateful to receive. GBR
specifically notes that they are looking for information on items
such as trapping, fishing, plant gathering, cultural/heritage
areas and Indigenous governance systems which would be
helpful. GBR notes that they do not require permission to
utilize public documents in the report but will respect any
confidential information which ANA may wish to share. GBR
also notes that the ANA letter received March 6, 2024,
includes reference to important topics and noted that those
were incorporated. GBR notes that given previous ANA
submissions to date on these topics, the request for a 90-day
review period is not reasonable in relation to the memo. GBR
also further responds to the note from ANA regarding the
ethnohistorical report, and notes that the secondary source
information will be further informed by the Traditional Land and
Resource Use Report anticipated from ANA in April of 2025 to
further inform the Impact Statement.

Confidential engagement

C-12903

25/02/27

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Great Bear Gold Project Projet
Aurifere Great Bear

Impact Assessment Agency of
Canada (IAAC)

Letter

ANA providing Preliminary Comments on Great Bear
Resources Mercury Study Plan. ANA distributed 3 letters
responding to the study plan. The first letter responds to the
Study Plan noting the TISG requirement to submit the mercury
study plan with sufficient time to review with a detailed and
robust analysis in order for ANA to assess any effects on
Aboriginal and Treaty rights. ANA requested an extension to
provide comments in line with IAAC's statement that the study
plan should have sufficient time for review by experts and
interested parties, noting that preliminary comments were
provided.

The two additional letters were penned by Dr. Morin and Dr.
Branfireun, with Dr. Morin noting concerns regarding
geochemical characterization regarding federal standards, lack
of groundwater modelling and the possible effects from
groundwater drawn, and the water quality modelling methods
used, noting that there is uncertainty regarding their quality. Dr.
Branfireun notes opinions regarding on- and off-site water
quality guidelines are inaccurate when dealing with
mercury/methylmercury in regard to mercury concentration in
wildlife, and that further data collection should take place in
order to better understand information. Dr. Branfireun also
notes that the water quality model used for fish and biota
concentration will be inadequate in assessing the
concentration in addition to the frequency of sampling which
occurs quarterly. Both note that they believe the Study Plan is
misleading for the prediction of mercury/sulphate accumulation
and expect further accuracy in determining metal or mineral

1 hinea

ANA_022725_01.pdf

C-13153

25/02/27

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)

Email

ANA's legal team reaching out on behalf of ANA in response to
the data GBR has shared with ANA on the SharePoint
filesharing site. ANA's legal team notes that the files provided
do not include the proposed road and trail locations to the drill
collars and asks for this to be provided as well.

C-14515

25/02/27

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Great Bear Gold Project Projet
Aurifere Great Bear

Impact Assessment Agency of
Canada (IAAC)

Email

ANA's response to GBR's extension for the Great Bear
Mercury and Methylmercury Study Plan. ANA noted that the
extension to February 28, 2025, is inadequate and requests
more time, noting submission can be expected for March 28,
2025. ANA reiterates their decades long experience with
mercury contamination and noted that their experts are well
positioned to provide important and helpful comments on the
proposed study plan, but that ANA is still experiencing a
mercury crisis and the cumulative impacts which creates
barriers to meaningful engagement. ANA further reiterates that
that their needs are different than those of other communities
and that ANA needs more time to review and assess this
proposal and provide comments.

C-14529

25/02/27

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)

Email

ANA responding to GBR regarding the shapefiles distributed
for Early Exploration PR-24-000245. ANA notes that the
shapefiles do not include a proposed road and trail location to
the drill collars as indicated within the application and request
a shapefile which reflects their anticipated location.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-21148

25/03/03

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

Great Bear Resources request to complete on-reserve socio-
economic interviews to collect data with service providers.

C-13611

25/03/10

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Canadian Environmental Law
Association

Ontario Land Tribunal
Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)

Letter

Ontario Land Tribunal issuing a decision regarding ANA's
application for the subject to leave appeal regarding the MECP
decision to issue a Permit to Take Water (PTTW) ECA for
GBR to take water for the Great Bear Gold Project's AEX
program. The OLT spoke to the application ANA submitted,
and the support given in favor of the application including
letters from Dr. Branfireun and Dr. Morin regarding mercury
and ML-ARD in relation to the MECP's precautionary principal
approach. OLT notes that the MECP did not take the
precautionary principal in granting the PTTW as there is
scientific uncertainty noted in the ANA materials, and
specifically the sensitivity within the Dixie Creek to methylation,
and methylmercury production cited by Dr. Branfireun. OLT
concludes based on the evidence ANA has provided, the
Tribunal finds that there is good reason to believe no
reasonable person could have made the decision to approve
the permit, noting the additional environmental condition in the
area, and further sensitivity to methylmercury. OLT noted that
there is onus on the Applicant to satisfy the Tribunal and show

that this permit would pass the significant harm test. The
Teribhiinal midad in favine Af ANIA vanae. Ainas tha laovin $n 1

Engagement not related
to Project
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GBR reaching out to ANA Lands Protection team informing
that SLR will be collecting community-specific information from
on-reserve service providers to determine what, if any impact
the great bear project could have on regional residents.
Outlined the two different approaches for how to collect this

C-13171 25/03/12 |AAsubpeeschoseewagong Email data and asked the team if they would prefer to collect the data
Netum Anishinabek internally. They need to respond by March 10th indicating what
their preferred approach is.
Cavalluzzo contacted GBR indicating they are still considering
the proposal. Also indicated, SLR should not reach out to on-
reserve service providers until you hear from us.
Great Bear Resources confirmed that they will not reach out to
Asubpeeschoseewagon . on-reserve social-service providers and the Impact Statement
C-21145 25/03/17 Neturz Anishinabek 9on9 Email will proceed without socio-economic data unless ANA chooses
to provide it.
GBR sharing with ANA legal team a link to the Lakes and
Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA) application prepared in support
Asubpeeschoseewagon ) of the proposed treated effluent discharge structure within the [Engagement not related
C-13753 25/03/27 Neturz Anishinabek 9on9 Email Chukuni River, associated with the Great Bear Advanced to grcgect
Exploration Program.
Asubpeeschoseewagong MINES emailed GBR to provide the early exploration permit on
Netum Anishinabek behalf of the Director of Exploration NW.
Lac Seul First Nations .
Cc-14r17 25/04/03 Ontario Ministry of Energy & Email
Mines (MOEM)
Wabauskang First Nation
GBR provided ANA the link for information related to potential
C-14756 25/04/10 |A\Subpeeschoseewagong Email fish offsetting compensation. GBR requested feedback. ANA_041025_01.pdf
Netum Anishinabek - -
This letter from the Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum
Anishinabek (ANA) to Great Bear Resources Ltd. informs the
company that they hold claims, leases, or other mining tenures
within the ANA Interim Core Area of Interest for Mining. The
ANA expresses concern that Great Bear Resources Ltd. has
staked or acquired claims within this Core Area and on their
Territory without informing the First Nation of their plans. The
Asubpeeschoseewagong letter emphasizes th(.e Iongstanding.connegtion of the ANA's
Netum Anishinabek communlty to the cla!med area, thelr practice of the
Deputy Minister's Office Anlshlln.aabe way of Ilfe,.and the importance of thg area for
Ontario Ministry of Energy & exerc:S|tr.19 th;lr 'It'reafty rlgth.ts(.j Trle. AI\NA alsto hlgTrI:ghts the
: cumulative effects of past industrial impacts on their
C-15005 25/04/10 gm:iél\:/l%i’\tﬂr)y of Letter community and territory, including mercury pollution, damming, tling?gz::ent not related
Environment, Conservation |r?du.s.tr|al logging, and mining activity, which have f:aused
and Parks (MECP) S|gn|f|(.:an.t harm. The. Igtter a§serts ANA‘S Treaty rights, the
Ontario Ministry of Natural pot.entlal |mpa9t of mining C|.aImS. on t.helr Treaty Land
Resources (MNR) Er}tltlement claim, anc.i ongoing Iltlgatlop related to Crown
failures to protect their rights. It also raises concerns about
unmet legal duties and the need for the Crown and industry to
respect ANA's laws and rights. The ANA calls on Great Bear
Resources Ltd. to halt all staking and mineral exploration
activities in the Core Area, commit to obtaining free, prior, and
informed consent for any activities, and engage with the
community to address their concerns.
GBR provided a link to share informaiton related to potential
Asubpeeschoseewagon . fish offsetting compensation plans for the Project. GBR noted
C-15138 25/04/10 Neturz Anishinabek 9on9 Email that they would appreciate the opportunity to meet and discuss
further.
C-21150 25/04/11 Asubpees.ch(.)seewagong Letter ANA provided comments on the MeHg Study Plan.
Netum Anishinabek
C-21151 25/04/14 Asubpees_chc?seewagong Letter ANA opposing the MECP granting a 5 year PTTW.
Netum Anishinabek
Asubpeeschoseewagong On April 22, 2025, Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum
Netum Anishinabek Anishinabek (ANA) submitted a letter to the Ontario Minister of
Cavalluzzo Natural Resources opposing Great Bear's request for Lakes
Crown-Indigenous Relations and Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA) location approval to install
and Northern Affairs Canada a treated effluent discharge pipeline and diffuser into the
Deputy Minister's Office Chukuni River. ANA objects to the Crown’s delegation of
Environment and Climate consultation responsibilities to Great Bear, emphasizing that
Change Canada consultation with a treaty partner must remain a direct Crown
Fisheries and Oceans Canada duty under the nation-to-nation relationship established
(DFO) through Treaty 3. ANA asserts that the LRIA application is
Great Bear Gold Project Projet premature, as Great Bear does not yet have the required
Aurifere Great Bear environmental permits — including a Permit to Take Water and
Impact Assessment Agency of an Environmental Compliance Approval — necessary for
Canada (IAAC) discharging effluent. ANA raises serious concerns that the
C-14947 25/04/23 Indigenous Affair.s and First Email proposed discharge would exacerbate mercury and Engagement not related
Nations Economic methylmercury contamination in the English-Wabigoon River |t Project
Reconciliation System, harming the health, cultural practices, and Treaty 3-
Indigenous Services Canada protected rights of ANA community members. Furthermore,
Ministry of Energy and ANA strongly criticizes Ontario’s scoping of consultation at the
Electricification low end of the duty to consult spectrum, arguing that a
Ontario Ministry Indigenous cumulative impacts approach is necessary to properly assess
Affairs & First Nations industrial activities in their territory.
Economic Reconciliation
(IAFNER) ANA further explains that a cumulative impacts analysis
Ontario Ministry of Energy & demonstrates that its free, prior, and informed consent is
Mines (MOEM) required for LRIA approval. ANA provides evidence of its long-
Ontario Ministry of standing connection to the Red Lake area, citing historical
Environment, Conservation reports, fur trade records, church records, and ethnological
and Parks (MECP) work documenting traditional activities such as hunting, fishing,
Ontario Ministrv of Natural tranai thorina ~oedani nivit il " and tead;
ANA response letter to Great Bear Resources Request for
Asubpeeschoseewagon . "Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act" Location Approval. The [Engagement not related
C-15036 25/04/23 Netuna Anishinabek %n8 Email letter highlighted consultation requirements and the need for  |to gr(gect
ANA's consent.
Emailed to GBR to thank them for the presentation and noted
that ANA requires additional information before they can
Asubpeeschoseewagon . consider the proposal. They noted that the presentation refers
C-15037 25/04/25 NeturFr)] Anishinabek 9ong Email to background materials ANA has not received and requested
the baseline reports and associated data, habitat
assessments, sampling data, and designs for the offset
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Email to GBR to note that ANA requires additional information
before they can consider the proposal and requested the

Asubpeeschoseewagon . baseline information referenced in the presentation.

C-15139 25/04/25 NeturFr)] Anishinabek 9on9 Email Cavalluzzo also noted that ANA will need 120 days to review
the information before they can consider meeting and
providing feedback.

ANA's legal team distributing a response letter to GBR

regarding the proposal for Environmental Compliance
Asubpeeschoseewagong Approval for Industrial Sewage Treatment Works and
Netum Anishinabek suggesting to the MECP that they should reject the submission
Canadian Environmental Law from GBR. ANA cites a lack of consistency with the MEND

C-15400 25/04/25 |Association Email 2009 sampling approach and geochemistry testing methods, Engagement not related

Ontario Ministry of the Project potential to contribute to methylmercury formation to Project
Environment, Conservation in area water bodies due to the release of sulphate. The ANA
and Parks (MECP) legal team cites these reasons for the MECP to not approve

the application, noting that this would be reckless and

dangerous to ANA, and has the ability to add further harm to

ANA formally advised GBR that all engagement regarding the

proposed Great Bear Gold Project must occur through the

ANA Land Protection Team, which holds the mandate from

Chief and Council to represent the community. ANA expresses

concern that GBR representatives have been approaching

C-14911 25/04/28 Asubpeesphqseewagong Email individual ANA members and trapline holders directly. The ANA_042825_01.pdf

Netum Anishinabek letter emphasizes that Aboriginal and Treaty rights are B B
collective rights held by the community, and therefore
consultation must respect the collective authority of Chief and
Council. ANA expects GBR to cease direct engagement with
individuals and work exclusively through the authorized Land
GBR provided a link to the completed baseline reports for the

Asubpeeschoseewagon . Project. GBR noted that some reports are interim and advised

C-15140 25/04/29 Neturz Anishinabek 9eng Email that they will provide notice when the reports are finalized.

C-14927 25/04/30 Asubpees.ch(.)seewagong Email GBR .emailed ANA to advige that the Archeological ll'eports

Netum Anishinabek were included in the baseline reports that were previously

Asubpesschoseewagong ANA emailed GBR to request the documents related to the

C-14928 25/04/30 - Email archeological assessments.

Netum Anishinabek
ANA communicates that it was not included in the Stage 2
Archaeological Assessment conducted by Great Bear or in the
planning or discussions related to the Stage 3 Assessment for
culturally significant sites. The community has not received any

Asubpeeschoseewaqgon . related documentation. ANA is requesting full disclosure of all

C-15085 25/04/30 Netura Anishinabek 9ons Email archaeological assessment materials associated with the
Great Bear Project, including background studies, field notes,
planning documents, site details, inspection reports, maps,
and related records.

Asubpeeschoseewagong Great Bear provides notice to ANA that archaeological reports

C-15086 25/04/30 |Netum Anishinabek Email are included in baseline link issued on April 29th

SLR Consulting
GBR email to note that archaeological reports are included in

C-15148 25/04/30 Asubpeesphqseewagong Email the baseline reports that were previously provided.

Netum Anishinabek
ANA expressed concern over delays in receiving baseline and
archaeological reports, noting that the community has been
requesting this information for some time. They emphasized
that GBR committed to timely sharing of such materials and
providing opportunities for input prior to work being
undertaken—commitments they feel have not been met. ANA
stated that GBR proceeded with archaeological investigations

C-15087 25/05/02 |AASubpeeschoseewagong Email and reporting without their involvement, despite potential

Netum Anishinabek cultural and historical significance. They have requested that
all archaeological work be halted until they have reviewed and
responded to the information and that any activities potentially
affecting archaeological sites also cease. ANA further
requested immediate notice of any outstanding documents and
that the significance of any shared materials be clearly
communicated.

Email to GBR to note their frustrations with the timing of
receiving the archaeological reports. Noted that it is ANA

Asubpeeschoseewagon ) expectation that the reports are provided immediately. They

C-15149 25/05/02 Neturz Anishinabek 9on9 Email also noted their frustration with not being included in the
assessment or reporting.

ANA raised concerns about the integrity of the Impact

Asubpeeschoseewagong Assessment process for the Great Bear Project, citing a lack

Netum Anishinabek of trust in IAAC and the exclusion of their selected experts

Canadian Environmental Law from the External Technical Review (ETR). They objected to

Association experts proposed without their input and submitted alternative

Fisheries and Oceans Canada candidates for consideration. ANA also emphasized their loss

(DFO) of faith in Ontario’s permitting system, particularly following the

Indigenous Affairs and First scoped Permit to Take Water (PTTW) approval—Iater revoked

Nations Economic after their successful appeal—which they believe

Reconciliation demonstrates the province’s inability to protect the

C-15088 25/05/06 |Indigenous Services Canada |Email environment or Indigenous rights. ANA reiterated that the

Ministry of Energy and Advanced Exploration (AEX) phase must be included in the

Electricification federal assessment due to its potential impacts on their lands

Ontario Ministry of Energy & and waters. Additionally, they objected to being excluded from

Mines (MOEM) discussions on the Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA)

Ontario Ministry of and demanded full transparency and participation in future

Environment, Conservation decisions affecting their territory. ANA requested a pause in

and Parks (MECP) the assessment process until they have reviewed key technical

Ontario Ministry of Natural information, including baseline data and the ML-ARD report.

Resources (MNR) They reaffirmed that no project activities should proceed
without their free, prior, and informed consent.
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Asubpeeschoseewagong ANA emailed GBR to provide a letter and map regarding the
Netum Anishinabek GBR Project. The letter outlined the following: Area Subject to
Ontario Ministry of Energy & ANA Interests, Area Subject to Cumulative Effects, Area
Mines (MOEM) Subject to Treaty Land Entitlement Claim, Area Subject to ANA 051325 01.odf

C-14738 25/05/13 |Ontario Ministry of Email Litigation, Area Subject to Unmet Legal Duties, ANA law and ANA_051325_02.pdf
Environment, Conservation rights, and request to meet and identify any third party — _Uz.p
and Parks (MECP) interests.

Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR)
ANA reiterated that Great Bear has not responded to their
January 31, 2025 concerns regarding the proposed Mercury
Asubpeeschoseewagong Study Plan. They emphasized the need for additional time to
Netum Anishinabek consult with experts and submitted a third expert report from
Cavalluzzo . Source Environmental Associates, which identified further
Environment & Climate deficiencies. Key concerns include non-alignment with the
Change Canada (ECCC) . Tailored Impact Statement Guidelines, lack of mapping and

C-15089 25/05/22 |Fisheries an.d O(.;e.ans Canada |Email cumulative effects analysis, exclusion of historically ANA_052225_01.pdf
(DFO)Ontario Ministry of contaminated downstream areas, and weaknesses in baseline
Environment, Conservation methodology. ANA called for more comprehensive and
and Parks (MECP) frequent sampling, improved site selection, and justification for
Ontario Ministry of Natural omissions, including unnamed waterbodies. They continue to
Resources (MNR) seek meaningful revisions before the study proceeds.

ANA highlighted the need for more time and support to
meaningfully participate in the Impact Assessment process for
the Great Bear Gold Project. They noted that short response
timelines have limited their ability to fully engage, conduct
internal reviews, consult with experts, and carry out necessary
studies, including those related to land use, social conditions,
Asubpeeschoseewagong and baseline environmental data. ANA emphasized the
Netum Anishinabek importance of ensuring community-led processes that reflect
Canadian Environmental Law their lived experience, including the impacts of historical
Association ) mercury contamination. They requested additional
C-15169 2505122 |~ Bear Gold Project Projet Email time—specifically, 180 days—to prepare a submission on ANA_052225_02.pdf
Aurifére Great Bear social impacts and to review secondary sources of traditional
Impact Assessment Agency of knowledge. ANA also recommended that revisions to the
Canada (IAAC) Mercury Study Plan be completed in consultation with their
experts and reviewed by the upcoming IAAC Expert Technical
Review group. They asked GBR to consider a pause in the
process to allow for more collaborative engagement and
requested written confirmation that the project team will
support ANA’s ability to participate meaningfully at all stages.
ANA provided an update on its Preliminary Land Use and
Occupancy Study. While full studies typically take three to ten
years, the team is working to produce a preliminary report
within six to eight months due to the accelerated Impact
Assessment timelines. ANA emphasized that this information
is critical for informed decision-making and requested that the
assessment process allow sufficient time to incorporate land

Asubpeeschoseewagong use data. They also urged that no project activities proceed

Netum Anishinabek that could affect ANA’s land use until this information is

Environment and Climate properly considered.

Change Canada

Impact Assessment Agency of Communication also included an overview of the approach by

Canada (IAAC) a consultant anthropolc;‘gist Eupporting ANA. 'Ir']hcra]

ini communication notes that she is assisting with the preparation

C-15617 25/05/29 gzg:iréf?gaigirgy and Email of a Preliminary Land Use and Occupancy Study focused on ~ [ANA_052925_01.pdf
Ontario Ministry of Energy & ANA’s Interim Core Area of Interest for Mining, particularly ANA_052925_02.pdf
Mines (MOEM) areas potentially affected by the proposed Great Bear Mine.
Ontario Ministry of The consultant, a tenured professor at Ohio State University
Environment, Conservation with expertise in Anishinaabe land use and environmental
and Parks (MECP) relationships, noted that full land use studies typically require
Ontario Ministry of Natural 3-10 years. Given the compressed timelines of the Impact
Resources (MNR) Assessment process, ANA is working as efficiently as possible

to produce a preliminary report, which is expected to take an
additional 6-8 months. Initial findings confirm both historic and
ongoing traditional land use in the vicinity of the proposed
mine, including hunting, fishing, trapping, gathering, and travel.
The study has also documented strong community concerns
regarding potential water contamination from mining and
industrial activities. It is closed with a note that further updates
sasill hn memvsidAaA ~An vainels an
The Canadian Environmental Law Association, on behalf of
ANA, submitted a formal response opposing the
Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) application by
Great Bear Resources (GBR) for the proposed Great Bear
Advanced Exploration Project. ANA maintains that GBR has
failed to meaningfully address the substantive concerns
previously raised. The company’s February 2025 response
merely highlighted past commentary without offering any new
or responsive information. Independent expert
reviews—oparticularly from Dr. Kevin Morin and Dr. Brian
Branfireun—identified fundamental technical deficiencies in
Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR'’s approach. Dr. Morin concluded that GBR’s methods for
Netum Anishinabek assessing metal leaching and acid rock drainage (ML-ARD) do
Canadian Environmental Law not align with the 2009 federal MEND guidelines, and that

C-15154 25/06/03 | Association Letter GBR has failed to produce the comprehensive geochemical ~ |Engagement not related
Ontario Ministry of assessments required for such projects. Dr. Branfireun found |to Project
Environment, Conservation that GBR’s treatment of sulphate and mercury data was
and Parks (MECP) flawed, with inaccurate data handling and unreliable analytical

techniques that undermine the integrity of mercury risk
assessments. The communication notes that ANA has also
raised concerns that effluent discharge limits, accepted by the
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP)
in 2023 without notice to the community, are inadequate and
do not protect against risks from pollutants such as
methylmercury and sulphate. These limits do not account for
the unique environmental conditions and cumulative industrial
impacts already affecting the ANA watershed. The proposed
treatment system is viewed as vague and incapable of
removing the pollutants that threaten water quality and fish
ot ANIA h izad that ODD'e annli 41 faile &,
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C-15457

25/06/12

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Canadian Environmental Law
Association

Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)

Email

GBR submitted issues a formal response to technical
concerns raised by the Canadian Environmental Law
Association (CELA) and ANA regarding GBR’s application for
an Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) for industrial
sewage treatment works at the Great Bear Advanced
Exploration Project (ERO No. 019-8718).

GBR confirms that its methodologies for acid rock drainage
(ARD) and metal leaching (ML) are consistent with MEND
2009 and Ontario Regulation 240/00, and have been
implemented by qualified experts with independent third-party
review. GBR rejects allegations of non-compliance or
inadequate data and affirms that mitigation measures exceed
regulatory requirements, including conservative design
elements to eliminate off-site risk. GBR maintains that its
baseline data, analytical methods, and interpretation meet
applicable scientific and regulatory standards, and that
concerns raised represent differences of professional opinion
rather than deficiencies in the technical record. GBR cautions
against misrepresentation of its submissions and reiterates its
commitment to compliance and environmental protection.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-15456

25/06/17

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR)

Email

On June 17, 2025, the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
(MNR) issued a written response to ANA
(Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek) regarding
concerns about the MNR’s authorization for the Great Bear
Resources Project.

The letter confirms that procedural consultation responsibilities
for the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act location approval
have been delegated to the proponent, who has the technical
expertise to address community questions. The MNR affirms
that ultimate consultation responsibility remains with the
Crown, which will maintain oversight and participate in
meetings as required. The Ministry acknowledges ANA's
broader concerns about multiple approvals and has directed its
district office to provide additional written follow-up. The
community was encouraged to continue liaising directly with
the Red Lake—Sioux Lookout District Manager to address
ongoing matters.

C-15597

25/06/18

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Canadian Environmental Law
Association

Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)

Email

GBR emailed to provide their responses to the comments
received from ANA dated February 21, 2025 (preliminary
submission) and April 11, 2025 (proposed permit to take
water). GBR's response highlights significant differences
between the 2025 application and previous drafts, particularly
regarding water quantity and quality assessments. GBR
argues that the 2025 application focuses on water
management and hydrologic function, while water quality
issues are addressed under separate environmental
compliance regulations. The response also critiques the
reliance on preliminary reports and emphasizes the importance
of final, certified documents for regulatory approval. Concerns
about groundwater modeling, potential contamination from
exploration drill holes, and the adequacy of water quality
monitoring are raised, with GBR asserting that their studies
comply with regulatory standards. GBR further emphasizes
that water quality is managed under a separate Environmental
Compliance Approval and that they have incorporated
feedback from community consultation. Overall, Great Bear
Resources states that they will continue to align with regulatory
standards while ensuring environmental protection.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-16144

25/07/02

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Canadian Environmental Law
Association

Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)

Email

Great Bear Resources Ltd. (GBR) has provided detailed
responses to comments submitted by ANA and associated
experts concerning its Permit to Take Water (PTTW)
application (ERO No. 025-0579) for the Advanced Exploration
Project submitted on July 2nd, 2025 by CELA. The company
maintains that the scope of water taking under the PTTW is
distinct from discharge activities, which are regulated under
the Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA). All water
discharge will be governed by the ECA, with strict conditions
requiring water quality parameters, including sulphate
concentrations, to meet natural background levels within the
Chukuni River. GBR emphasizes that this approach reflects a
precautionary and adaptive management framework intended
to prevent environmental harm and that potential concerns
about methylmercury generation have been addressed through
these proactive measures. GBR rejects assertions that the
data supporting the PTTW are incomplete or inadequate,
stating that the baseline studies—initiated in 2022—are
comprehensive, have undergone third-party laboratory
analysis, and were reviewed by the Ministry of the
Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP). The company
notes that adjustments to the mixing zone and flow statistics
were made in response to regulatory input. GBR also clarified
the sequencing and evolution of its PTTW submissions,
indicating that the current application consolidates prior water-
taking volumes and activities into a single streamlined
proposal, with no overlap between project phases.

Concerns regarding untreated water or reliance on mobile

+ 4 t ot anen add A by £1 ino that th

Engagement not related
to Project
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C-16204

25/07/07

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Canadian Environmental Law
Association

Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)

Email

CELA submission on behalf of ANA, dated July 7, 2025,
consolidates expert evidence indicating that the proposed ECA
for the Great Bear Advanced Exploration Project (ERO No.
019-8718) must be rejected in the opinion of ANA and CELA.
Drawing on technical assessments from Dr. Kevin Morin
(MDAG), Dr. Brian Branfireun (Western University), and
Source Environmental Associates Inc., the submission outlines
and asserts multiple critical deficiencies in GBR'S application
and supporting documentation, particularly in relation to
predicted contamination, sulphate discharge, and the failure to
adhere to best practices as outlined in the federal ML-ARD
Prediction Manual.

Dr. Kevin Morin’s MDAG report highlights significant and
unresolved deficiencies regarding the prediction and mitigation
of metal leaching and acid rock drainage (ML-ARD). Despite
ongoing exploration activity since 2021, GBR has failed to
submit a comprehensive ML-ARD assessment as required
under federal guidance. Dr. Morin asserts that the limited,
outdated, and laboratory-constrained data submitted to date
are insufficient for full-scale predictive modelling, and
consequently, render the current detailed engineering design
invalid. Notably, the proportion of potentially acid-generating
(PAG) rock is now estimated at 70%, double the initial
estimate, yet no redesign of the AEX plan has been proposed.
Further, the water treatment plant (WTP) proposed by GBR is
found to be inadequate; the design omits effective sulphate
removal and relies on dilution in the Chukuni River, a strategy
that is non-protective and contrary to standard environmental

£. snvda Tha MDACD vt alon idantifl that h

Engagement not related
to Project

C-16251

25/07/07

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)

Letter

On July 7, 2025, ANA submitted comments on Great Bear
Resources Ltd.’s (GBR) proposed Environmental Compliance
Approval (ECA) for sewage works associated with the
Advanced Exploration Project (AEX Project). The submission
reiterated a series of previously raised technical concerns
relating primarily to metal leaching and acid rock drainage (ML-
ARD), water treatment design and performance, sulphate
discharge levels, and baseline environmental data sufficiency.

GBR responded by referencing and affirming the adequacy of
its earlier submissions, notably those dated February 5, May
28, June 12, and July 3, 2025. In response to concerns about
increased volumes of potentially acid-generating rock and ML-
ARD predictions, GBR clarified that interpretations based on
humidity cell testing were inaccurate and that mine rock
proportions were calculated using a block model. Regarding
treatment design, GBR maintained that the effluent treatment
plant (ETP) design is appropriate for the scale and duration of
the exploration program and that sulphate levels will meet
background concentrations at the end of the approved mixing
zone, as supported by its May 29 supplemental mixing study.
GBR also clarified that generated sludge would be safely
stored on lined rock pads in geo-tube bags.

On broader concerns regarding methylmercury formation and
sulphate loading raised by Dr. Brian Branfireun, GBR
disagreed with the application of local riverbank study results
to the entire downstream watershed. It further stated that

sulphate discharge limits under the proposed ECA are
nd daovial P~ A aanth Ontavia’

Engagement not related
to Project

C-16435

25/07/15

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)

Email

GBR emailed MECP to provide their responses to ANA
comments sent July 7th. Comments addressed concerns
related to water quality, ETP design and surface water
monitoring plan.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-21154

25/07/24

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Letter

ANA submitted comments regarding the AEX PTTW
submission from Great Bear Resources.

C-21156

25/07/28

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Letter

Great Bear Resources provided responses to ANA's July 24th,
2025 comments on the PTTW application.

C-16600

25/07/30

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR emailed to request the raw data from the Riverbank
Study including method blanks, matrix spikes, and all raw data
for the parameters tested.

C-17202

25/09/05

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Letter

MECP forwarded two letters from ANA regarding the PTTW
and ECA applications dated August 19th, and August 20th, to
GBR for response.

C-17212

25/09/08

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR emailed ANA links to provide comments on the Land Use
Permit for monitoring well installation and forestry clearing
permit application. GBR sent a follow up email to note an error
with the links and provided updated links.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-17187

25/09/09

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR emailed ANA to provide a link with information regarding
Early Exploration Test Pits and Geophysics for the Project.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-17248

25/09/10

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR emailed ANA to provide a link for the following
information; Methylmercury Predictive Modelling, Introduction
to Water Management, Fish and Fish Habitat, and Migratory
Birds.

C-17303

25/09/16

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR followed up on a previous email to ANA providing
information on Methylmercury Predictive Modelling,
Introduction to Water Management, Fish and Fish Habitat, and
Migratory Birds, also extending an invitation to meet and
discuss any of the topics.

C-17386

25/09/22

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR distributing the First Phase of the Great Bear Gold
Project Impact Statement Submission submitted to IAAC to
ANA which was submitted on September 18th, 2025. GBR
notes that as previously discussed the IS will be provided in
multiple phases, and further highlighted their commitment to
providing information to ANA as it becomes available. GBR
notes for ANA to reach out if they have any questions or would
like to meet to discuss.
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C-17426

25/09/23

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Cavalluzzo

Email

Cavalluzzo requested user activation to accesses the GBR
IAAC Impact Submission folder link, as they assist ANA with
file management.

C-21158

25/09/25

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Letter

MECP shares two emails including letters from Source
Environmental with Great Bear Resources, September 9th
letter on ECA application, September 13th letter on PTTW

C-17845

25/09/30

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR reaching out to ANA in order to request a status update
on the progress of ANA's land use and occupancy study to
date, noting they are available to meet with ANA in order to
discuss any information that ANA would like to share regarding
the Land Use and Occupancy Study.

Confidential engagement

C-18280

25/10/01

Impact Assessment Agency of
Canada (IAAC)
Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR distributing the comments provided from ANA and GBR's
responses to IAAC in response to their earlier request to
receive comments received and GBR's response regarding the
2024 Mercury Study Plan. GBR provided the initial comment
and responses received on the plan, as well as further letter
responses from Doctors on behalf an ANA issued January 27,
2025, and January 31, 2025. A January 31, 2025 letter from
ANA was also provided in addition to a memo summarizing
comments which was provided on May 2, 2025.

ANA_100125_01.pdf
ANA_100125_02.pdf
ANA_100125_03.pdf
ANA_100125_04.pdf
ANA_100125_05.pdf
ANA_100125_06.pdf

C-18340

25/10/03

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR distributing the Fish Habitat Offsetting and Compensation
Plan (FHCOP) as well as the draft Mine Waste Alternatives
report for ANA's review and comment. GBR notes that they
welcome a meeting with ANA to further discuss the documents

C-18343

25/10/03

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR distributing the Methylmercury Modelling Approach report
for ANA's review and comment. GBR notes that they welcome
a meeting with ANA to further discuss the documents

ANA_100325_01.pdf

C-18380

25/10/07

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR)

Email

GBR emailed ANA to address concerns in ANA's letter
regarding GBR's application for a Land Use Permit under the
Public Lands Act. GBR noted that the request for a permit to
install monitoring wells and drive points along Dixie Creek was
at the request of the MECP to monitor ground and surface
water around the AEX site. The permit for these wells will
enhance environmental monitoring, and will not result in taking
or treating water or infrastructure development. GBR noted
they have entered into a capacity funding agreement with ANA
for engagement, and will follow all permit conditions and
environmental protection measures.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-18373

25/10/08

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Email

GBR provided access to the Great Bear Gold Project Impact
Statement Technical Supporting Documents, which include
assessments on ambient light, GHG, net zero plans, best
practices, vibration, economic modeling, climate risk, noise,
and viewshed. These documents are shared for early review
and input before the official Phase 2 filing. Additional
documents will be provided as they become available, and
feedback is welcomed.

C-18371

25/10/10

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Cavalluzzo

Ontario Ministry of Energy &
Mines (MOEM)

Email

ANA responds to a September 11, 2025 notice regarding
Great Bear Resources’ proposed early exploration activities.
ANA formally objects to the activities—geophysical surveys,
mechanized drilling, stripping, and line cutting—due to their
contribution to cumulative industrial impacts already affecting
the community, including mercury pollution and other
environmental harms. The response calls for recognition of
ANA'’s rights and the need for genuine, respectful engagement
aligned with reconciliation.

GBR addresses concerns regarding the Great Bear Test Pits
and Geophysics Project, clarifying that the proposed activities
are low-impact and short-duration, with minimal environmental
effects. GBR has provided funding support for project review
and engagement, sharing detailed information and remaining
available for further discussions.

Engagement not related
to Project

C-18427

25/10/14

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Cavalluzzo

Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR)

Email

GBR email response to the letter sent by ANA on September
23, 2025, which was addressed to the MNR and GBR. GBR
responded to comments and clarified points regarding the AEX
clearing application for the substation and distribution line.
GBR responded to comments from ANA which stated that it is
premature to approve additional tree clearing as the Project
lacks permitting stating that the work in the AEX clearing
application is part of an approved AEX program which has
received an approved Closure Plan, and Endangered Species
Act Permit. GBR further responded to a comment from ANA
which noted concern that these activities will add to cumulative
impacts which ANA has been subjected to, and this cannot be
considered in isolation from other historical, current, and
proposed Projects. GBR responded to this comment and noted
that the request is limited to land-based clearing activities
already authorized under the closure plan, noting that there is
no water taking, water movement, or water treatment
associated with this activity and disagree that this will
contribute to cumulative downstream activities. GBR further
responded to ANA comments which noted that issuing this
approval would allow for infrastructure for the Project to be
built for a Project which may not be approved. GBR responded
to this comment and stated that the Closure Plan requires
progressive reclamation and noting that any areas cleared will
be stabilized and restored. GBR further responded to the
comment made by ANA which notes that there is no rationale
provided for the early issuance of this approval which would
justify the potential adverse and cumulative impacts. GBR

responded and noted that the rationale is that the clearing is
triintiiea for th ALY Dronran and

Engagement not related
to Project

C-18531

25/10/24

Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek
Canadian Environmental Law
Association

Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)

Email

Lt inf
GBR emailed MECP to provide GBR's responses to ANA
letters and comments. GBR also noted it does not intend to
continue responding to ANA comment letters, as ANA experts
do not accept the data or agree with the responses and
communications are becoming repetitive. GBR requested
MECP make a decision on the permits based on the provided
information.

ANA_102425_01.pdf
ANA_102425_02.pdf
ANA_102425_03.pdf
ANA_102425_04.pdf
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GBR emailed ANA requesting when the results of the
Traditional Knowledge and Land Use Study will be available to
share with GBR. GBR also provided a link to the FNFNES
C-18586 25/10/31 Asubpees_chc?seewagong Email Ontario Regional Report and requested ANA validate the Confidential engagement
Netum Anishinabek secondary source information, as they will be used to inform
country food consumption rates.
Asubpeeschoseewagong GBR provided ANA with technical supporting documents for
C-18742 25/11/06 Netumn Anishinabek Email the Mine Site Water Balance, the Receiver Water Balance and
the Air Quality Assessment.
Meeting between Grassy Narrows First Nation and Kinross.
Dialogue on free, prior and informed consent. Technical
C-21302 25/11/19 Qzltllﬁ)rrr)]e:rsﬂ(zsf;]?:aes;vsgong Virtual discussion on sulphate discharge, water management and ANA_ 111925 _01.pdf
environmental commitments. Data sharing and next steps in
consultation were also discussed.
MECP emailed the ANA Chief to provide updates on GBR's
Advanced Exploration Program. MECP provided details in a
Asubpeeschoseewagong letter and shared a link to the:
Netum Anishinabek Groundwater Monitoring and Supplementation Trigger Plan
2anad.|atr1 Environmental Law Metal Leaching and Acid Rock Drainage Assessment Report
ssociation . Metal Leaching and Acid Rock Drainage Monitoring Plan
C-19132 25/12/02 |Ontario Ministry of Energy &  |Email Mine Rock and Overburden Management and Monitoring Plan E,ng?cﬂ:g:em not related
Mines (MOEM) Effluent Mixing Zone and Validation Plan
Ontario Ministry of . Hydrometric Monitoring Plan
Environment, Conservation Surface Water Monitoring Plan
and Parks (MECP) MECP requested that any comments of feedback be provided
by ANA within 60 days.
Asubpeeschoseewagong Email to GBR, IAAC, MOEM and MECP to provide a memo
Netum Anishinabek prepared by the ANA Lands Protection team in response to
Canadian Environmental Law GBR's fish consumption risk assessment feedback request.
Association Requested the memo be shared with the IAAC External
Great Bear Gold Project Projet Technical Review experts. Provided an expert report on
C-19570 25/12/05 |Aurifére Great Bear Email mercury exposure and human health. ﬁm—ggggg—ggpg;
Ontario Ministry of Energy & - P
Mines (MOEM)
Ontario Ministry of
Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP)
GBR emailed ANA to provide the link to the Second Phase
Impact Statement submission that was sent to IAAC. GBR
C-19578 25/12/18 ﬁzlffge:i;:?::s:;gong Email noted the Impact Statement is being provided in multiple
phases, and they are available to meet to review this approach
and any previously shared information.
GBR responded to concerns raised by ANA regarding fish
consumption risks related to mercury contamination. GBR
acknowledges the need for a comprehensive risk assessment
Asubpeeschoseewagong that reflects historical fish consumption rates and the unique
Netum Anishinabek health risks faced by ANA due to past mercury exposure. The
Cana(!'ah Environmental Law response emphasizes the importance of including ANA in the
Association technical review process and highlights the community's treaty
Great Bear Gold Project Projet rights to fish. GBR plans to use updated methodologies for
C-20359 26/01/16 |Aurifere Great Bear Email health risk assessments, focusing on traditional consumption Confidential engagement
Ontario Ministry of Energy & rates and the need for remediation of mercury levels in fish.
Mines (MOEM) The ANA response also critiques the reliance on outdated
Ontario Ministry of . studies and stresses that any increase in mercury levels from
Environment, Conservation the project would be unacceptable. Overall, GBR commits to
and Parks (MECP) ensuring that the project does not exacerbate existing mercury
contamination and supports the community's right to restore
their traditional fishing practices.
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September 13, 2023

Great Bear Gold Project

Impact Assessment Agency of Canada
55 York Street, 6th Floor

Toronto, Ontario M5J 1R7
Telephone: 416-952-1576

Email: GreatBear@iaac-aeic.gc.ca

Dear Impact Assessment Agency of Canada,
RE: Failure to notify ANA and to provide capacity support for IAAC review of Great Bear Project

| am writing as Chief of Asubpeeschoseewagong Anishinabek (Grassy Narrows) to express my concern
about the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada’s (IAAC) process with respect to Kinross Gold
Corporation’s proposed Great Bear Project.

The Grassy Narrows village is the first community downstream of the Great Bear Project Site. As well,
our people have historically used, and continue to use, the Great Bear Project area, and the areas
downstream, downwind, and down migration from there. We have already experience intense
cumulative impacts from hydro dams, mercury contamination and poisoning, clearcut logging, and
mining related activity. We are deeply concerned about the proposal to build this mine. We have alerted
both the proponent and the Ontario Ministry of MINES to these concerns and expect that they would
have made you aware of this.

Grassy Narrows’ communication protocol with respect to Lands and Environment related matters,
including resource extraction proposals, is that all communications should be sent to our Land
Protection Team (copied here), while important communications should also be copied to the Chief,
who holds the Lands portfolio. This protocol has been communicated to Ontario, including the Ministry
of MINES, Canada, Great Bear Resources, and Kinross many times. The Land Protection Team will deal
with this matter under the direction of Grassy Narrows Chief and Council. Any notices or
correspondence that have not been sent to our Land Protection Team were not sent properly and you
should assume that they have not been received. Unlike the Ministry or a large corporation, we do not
have staff who can manage our correspondence and monitor it for messages that have not been sent to
the right people. Our communication protocol must be followed.

As far as | and the Lands Protection Team are aware, Grassy Narrows has not been notified about the
IAAC assessment of the Great Bear Project. As a result, | am very concerned about the fairness and
sincerity of this process. While MINES and Kinross staff mentioned that an IAAC submission was

GRASSY NARROWS FIRST NATION
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expected, no one informed us that it had been submitted nor posted for comments. One of our advisors
stumbled upon the IAAC request for comments yesterday purely by chance while performing a Google
search. (https://iaac-aeic.gc.ca/050/evaluations/proj/85832?culture=en-CA)

This raises a number of concerns, and requires a number of corrective actions.

1.

IAAC has not communicated with Grassy Narrows about your assessment.

ACTION REQUIRED: Provide written reasons why we were not communicated with, apologize,
and include the Grassy Narrows Land Protection Team in all communications about this
project.

Grassy Narrows was not engaged by your agency at the Pre-Planning stage of your assessment.
Your literature indicates that the agency’s role in the Pre-Planning stage is:

¢ Informs Indigenous groups about the impact assessment process to support them in
understanding how they can participate in the process

¢ Learns the views and contexts of the Indigenous groups, including potential effects and how
they wish to be engaged.

This was not done.

ACTION REQUIRED: Freeze the assessment process, return to the start of the Pre-Planning
stage, reach agreement with Grassy Narrows on reasonable capacity support for the Pre-
Planning stage, and then fulfill your role with respect to Grassy Narrows at the pre-planning
stage. This should include reviewing the process and reaching agreement with Grassy Narrows
on any customization of the process that is required to make it fair in our unique
circumstances.

Yesterday we found out by chance that on August 17" you posted a request for comments from
Indigenous groups on the summary of the Initial Project Description. The deadline is September
18, only one month from when you posted this complex technical document and only five days
from when we discovered the call for comments. This is not a fair process.

ACTION REQUIRED: Once the Pre-Planning stage is completed correctly, reach agreement with
Grassy Narrows providing reasonable capacity support for the Planning stage, then re-post the
revised Initial Project Description with a reasonable review period for Grassy Narrows’
circumstances, and any other agreed modifications to the process (to be agreed upon during
pre-planning stage).

Yesterday, we found out by chance that on August 20" you posted an invitation for capacity
support requests from Indigenous groups for the review and preparation of comments on the
Initial Project Description. The deadline for applications is September 21. This deadline is after
the deadline for submission of comments. Grassy Narrows is an impoverished First Nation with
even fewer financial resources than the average First Nation in Canada due to the ongoing
impacts of our mercury crisis. To date, Grassy Narrows has received no capacity support from
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Ontario, nor from any other source for work on the Great Bear Project. We cannot carry out the
work require to engage fairly in this complex and technical process until after agreed upon
capacity support has been provided.

ACTION REQUIRED: Provide reasonable capacity support (in mutually agreed amounts) in
advance of the start of any work on this assessment, including engagement, review of
materials, community meetings, governance, and preparation of comments/submissions.

We are deeply concerned about the way that this project has been pursued by Great Bear Resources,
Kinross, and the Ministry of MINES. We are also deeply concerned about the way in which this
assessment is being carried out. It appears that the conclusion is already foregone, and that everyone
has decided, without us, that a gold mine will be built. This gold mine would add to the many risks,
impacts, and fears that we have endured for many generations.

We hope that you will correct your transgressions and that your agency will carry out an assessment
that is fair to us, takes our concerns seriously, respects our rights, and does not have a foregone
conclusion.

Awsa,

Chief Rudy Turtle

Cc:

Joseph Fobister, Land Protection Team Lead (jbfobister@gmail.com)

Mike Fobister, Land Protection Team Coordinator (mike.fobister@googlemail.com)

Jackie Esmonde, Land Protection Team Legal Counsel (jesmonde@cavalluzzo.com)

Dan Mossip-Balk-Balkwill Land Protection Team Advisor (dan.mossip.balkwill@gmail.com)
David Sone Land Protection Team Advisor (david.sone@gmail.com)

Honourable Minister Steven Guilbeault (steven.guilbeault@parl.gc.ca) (Minister of Environment and
Climate Change)

Honourable Minister George Pirie (minister.mines@ontario.ca) (Minister of Mines - MINES)

Patrick Barnes (patrick.m.barnes@ontario.ca) (MINES Consultation and Aboriginal Treaty Rights Advisor)

4875-2190-3231, v. 2



Neal Bennett (neal.bennett@ontario.ca) (MINES Acting Regional Manager Thunder Bay Office)
Teri McDonald (teri.mcdonald@ontario.ca) (MINES Indigenous Consultation and Partnerships Branch)
Aaron MacDonnell (aaron.macdonell@kinross.com) (Kinross Director of Environmental Services)

Mac Potter (mac.potter@kinross.com) (Kinross External Relations Manager)
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Attention Hunters
No Hunting or Discharge of Firearms
Area 2023.
Crosshatched Areas in Red Lake
District Closed From Oct 7th to Dec
15th.

Please Observe and Obey All Signs.

Ontario Government Notice: Attention hunters. Portion of

Tuzyk’s Road in Ear Falls and Red Lake areas will be
closed to "NO HUNTING OR DISCHARGE OF FIREARMS"

- from OCT 7th, 2023 to DEC 15th, 2023 inclusive.

Firearms must be encased when traveling through
cross-hatched area when signs are present.

The areas will be clearly signed and hunters are
requested to obey these signs.

Maps showing the exact closed areas will be available for
viewing in the MNRF office Red Lake and at gas stations
or major issuers of hunting licenses in the Ear Falls and
Red Lake areas.

All closures are made under the authority of subsection

. 10(2) of the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act, R.S.0.

1997, Chapter 41, for the purposes of safety of Kinross
employees.

For Further Information Contact: Ian Russell - Site
Manager, Great Bear Resources Ltd.

Mobile: (807) 728-3882

ian.russell@kinross.com

104 Howey Street,

Red Lake ON, Canada, POV 2M0

Map Projection: NAD 83 UTM Zone 15N

Date: September 13, 2023

Produced By: Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry -
Regional Information and Analysis Unit

This map is illustrative only. Do not rely on it as being a precise
indicator of routes, locations of features, the extent of parcel
areas, existence of navigable bodies of water, nor as a guide to

" navigation,

The Government of Ontario accepts no responsibility or liability
for any errors, inaccuracies, and/or omissions in the data,

Data Source - Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
District Files, compiled from field survey data, historical records,
stakeholder information, reports from the public, other
information of record with the Ministry of Energy, Northern
Development and Mines, The Ministry of Indigenous Affairs,
Natural Resources Canada and LIO (Land Information Ontario
Warehouse).

May not be reproduced without permission.

Confidential, Without Prejudice, Subject to Settlement Privilege.

© 2023 King's Printer for Ontario "
? Ontario @




Ministry of Natural Resources and Ministére des Richesses naturelles et

Forestry des Foréts onta rio @
Red Lake Sioux Lookout District Red Lake Sioux Lookout District

227 Howey Street Tel: 807-727-2253

PO Box 5003 Fax: 807-727-2861

Red Lake, ON POV 2MO
https://www.ontario.ca/mnrf

September 15, 2023

SUBJECT: Notice of No Hunting or Discharge of Firearms Area

The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) Red Lake Sioux Lookout District
would like to advise you of a No Hunting or Discharge of Firearm Restriction on a portion
of Tuzyk’s Road in the Ear Falls and Red Lake Area. The Restriction will take place from
October 7, 2023, to December 15, 2023. Please see enclosed map.

The areas will be clearly signed, and hunters are requested to obey these signs. Maps
showing the exact closed areas will be available for viewing in the MNRF Red Lake office
and at gas stations or major hunting licenses issuers in the Ear Falls and Red Lake area.

The public is permitted to travel through the area. However, firearms must be encased
when traveling through cross-hatched area (see map) when signs are present.

All closures are made under the authority of subsection 10(2) of the Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Act, R.S.0.1997, Chapter 41, for the purpose of safety of Kinross
employees.

For further information regarding the request for temporary closure and ongoing
operations please contact lan Russell, Site Manager, Great Bear Resources Ltd. by
phone at (807) 728-3882 or by email at ian.russell@kinross.com. Should you have any
comments or concerns regarding this temporary closure please contact Tyson Kan,
Integrated Resource Management Technical Specialist by phone at (807) 728- 1941 or
by email at Tyson.Kan@ontario.ca with the MNRF by October 5, 2023.

Sincerely,
My|eS Eé?:haﬂz signed by Myles
PeI’Ch u k I_Doast‘8102023,09.15 16:37:28

Myles Perchuk
Red Lake Sioux Lookout District Manager
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry

Enclosure
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Great Bear Resources Ltd.

A Kinross Company

K l N RO S S 104 Howey Street
Red Lake, ON

POV 2MO

September 26, 2023

Chief and Council

General Delivery c/o Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek Band Office
Grassy Narrows, ON

POX 1BO

Attention: Lands Protection Team

Dear Chief Turtle and the Lands Protection Team,

In response to Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek’s communication to the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada, we
at Kinross would like to offer our apologies for the misstep in communication. Previous communications from Kinross have been
directed and shared with the Mercury Justice Team.

Further to the letter previously sent out, our goal remains to foster open and productive discussions regarding our Project. To
this end, we would like to restate our offer to discuss capacity funding to be provided by Kinross to Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek and the Lands Protection Team, to facilitate and support technical review of environmental and regulatory
documents related to the Great Bear Advanced Exploration Permitting and Main Mine Project Impact Assessment. The Kinross
team welcomes and can facilitate an in-person meeting as per the direction of the Lands Protection Team and leadership of
Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek. Kinross as part of the development of the Great Bear Project is committed to robust
mitigation and protection measures designed not only to meet regulatory standards but also to ensure the ongoing safeguarding
of water resources. This commitment underscores our firm dedication to this vital principle.

The Kinross team would welcome the opportunity to discuss capacity funding, a pathway forward with the Lands Protection Team
and to explore opportunities for review and dialogue. The previous steps and the establishment of a SharePoint documentation
portal provide the relevant information for the Lands Protection Team. We will ensure that all those identified are provided
access. Kinross looks forward to continuing to explore this option with the team, as this platform not only facilitates the
progression and evaluation of advanced exploration activities but also federal regulatory needs ahead. Kinross sees this as a
continuing dynamic resource to facilitate and inform dialogue.

Kinross and the Great Bear team look forward to engaging in meaningful conversations with the Community. We are eager to
identify potential synergies between the community's interests and the objectives of the Great Bear Project. Through this
collaborative approach, we aim to create a positive and mutually beneficial impact, contributing to community well-being.

We extend our gratitude for your continued engagement and support.

Regards,

o O ca

Mac Potter
External Relations Manager
Great Bear Resources Ltd., A Kinross Gold Company

Page 1 0of 2
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cc.

Aaron MacDonell, Director, Environmental Services, Great Bear Resources Ltd., A Kinross Company
lan Russell, Site Manager, Great Bear Resources Ltd., A Kinross Company

Joseph Fobister, Land Protection Team Lead, Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek

Mike Fobister, Land Protection Team Coordinator, Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek
Jackie Esmonde, Land Protection Team Legal Counsel, Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek
Dan Mossip- Balkwill, Land Protection Team Advisor, Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek
David Sone, Land Protection Team Advisor, Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek
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October 19, 2023

Great Bear Gold Project

Impact Assessment Agency of Canada
55 York Street, 6th Floor

Toronto, Ontario M5J 1R7
Telephone: 416-952-1576

Email: GreatBear@iaac-aeic.gc.ca

Dear Impact Assessment Agency of Canada,
RE: Great Bear Gold Project

| am writing to you on behalf of Grassy Narrows as the Lead Negotiator for Land Protection. | am very
concerned by your recent response to my letter and to the previous letter from Chief Turtle.

We have clearly told you that we need time, capacity, and a respectful mutually agreed process to
meaningfully engage. We have explained to you some of the extreme challenges that our First Nation
faces and we have explained the fear, anxiety, and harm that industrial proposals cause to our people
who are already overburdened.

Instead of respecting us, you are forging ahead with a very fast, one-size-fits all process that was
determined unilaterally by you before talking to us. This process does not consider our unique
circumstances and we are unable to engage in a meaningful way. For example, we have recently buried
multiple community members who passed away too young. Your timelines leave no space for our burial
process and our grieving.

It appears the IAAC prioritizes advancing this project quickly without care for its impacts on us. This is
despite the fact that we have informed you that we are the first community downstream of the project
and that we already have suffered harms that go far past the point of any reasonable impact to our
health, way of life, society, environment, and rights. The result is that we are being left behind in the
Impact Assessment of a project that places us at tremendous and irreversible harm.

In spite of the many important concerns that we have raised, our exclusion from IAAC’s pre-planning
phase (and many other aspects of this project), the absence of sufficient capacity funding in place for
meaningful engagement, and our calls for corrective action, the IAAC is moving ahead without us. When
we write to the companies and to the Crown we often have to wait years for responses. If Kinross wants
an extension on any step in the process you will grant it. When we say that we need more time you
grant us one additional week and then forge ahead without us. And yet we are the party in this process
that lacks capacity due to the impacts of colonization and industry.

GRASSY NARROWS FIRST NATION
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While you say that you will take our input seriously if we submit it later, this is hard to believe. First, you
attempted to contacted us in a way that does not respect our protocols and only at the very last minute
at the same time as you gave notice to the general public online. Second, when we became aware of
your assessment by chance, we clearly communicated our concerns and solutions, but you have largely
ignored the substance of the concerns that we have raised to date. Third the process is already moving
forward quickly without us, completing foundational steps (such as deciding who will be engaged and
identifying the issues) which will determine the nature of the rest of the process. This has been done
without our input.

It is unclear how it will be possible to take our input into account retroactively after so many important
decisions have been made. At the current pace you may soon decide that an Impact Assessment is not
needed before we are even able to review the hundreds of pages of technical documents which we have
received, nor talk to our Elders, landusers, women, and youth, receive expert, legal, policy, and other
advice, carry out our governance process, and make relevant submissions to you. How would our input
be meaningfully considered then?

How can we trust that you will take our concerns seriously and carry out a fair process when you have
ignored the concerns that we have raised so far? How can we trust that you will take our concerns
seriously when you forge ahead without us and offer only vague assurances that our concerns will
somehow be taken into account later after foundational decisions have already been made without us.

We call on IAAC to terminate this process and to restart the process, if warranted, at a later date.
The main reasons for this include:
1. The launch of the IA process is premature.

The launch of the IA is premature because Kinross has not established that a credible and viable project
exists. For example, the economic and technical feasibility studies are not yet complete. Before
initiating the Impact Assessment, the proponent should be required to present an analysis based on an
economically and technically credible mine plan; and supported by an independent, rigorous economic
and ecological analysis of the alternatives.

The premature launch of the IA creates hardship for ANA by creating undue burden on ANA’s strained
capacity which is required to address the intense crisis in Grassy Narrows, and by creating stress and
fear for ANA people who are already suffering from hardship including a child and youth suicide crisis.

The IAAC must ensure that only credible and viable projects are allowed to initiate the IA process.
Otherwise, ANA (and others) could be burdened unnecessarily by this process at the whim of any over
eager proponent seeking to get a head start on their regulatory timelines.

2. Strategic issues unresolved.

The Crown has unresolved obligations to Grassy Narrows. including obligations related to Treaty 3 and
obligations arising from the commitment to increase Grassy Narrows’ control over local lands and
resources as part of addressing the damage that mercury has done to the environment on which Grassy
Narrows depends.

4885-7990-1313, v. 1



These obligations are not yet fulfilled and require reaching a new, mutually agreeable arrangement with
respect to land ownership, jurisdiction, decision making, landuse designations, protected areas,
cumulative effects, source water protection, remediation, monitoring, and other related matters.

The Ministry of MINES has indicated that they will finally come to the table with ANA, and CIRNAC has
indicated that they would join a table if Ontario is present. However, ANA continues to await a response
from the Minister of MINES on which of ANA’s issues Ontario is willing to have on the table. The table
has yet to be established, but we have hope that it will resolve the unresolved issues.

Proceeding with a unilateral regulatory process for a specific gold mining proposal conflicts with the
commitment to resolve in good faith the matters identified in the 1978 MOU between Grassy Narrows,
Ontario and Canada, and the duty of the Crown to act honourably and the Crown’s fiduciary obligations
towards Grassy Narrows. It further prejudices and makes more intractable the successful resolution of
these important issues between Grassy Narrows and the Crown.

3. The foundational steps of the IA process were fatally flawed

ANA was excluded from the pre-planning phase. As a result, ANA’s preferred way of engaging on this
project has not been identified nor implemented by IAAC. Instead, a one-size-fits all process has been
used that has made meaningful engagement by ANA impossible and has left ANA behind.

Key decisions, such as the process, and the identification of the issues, have been carried out without
ANA. A very preliminary read of the issues indicates that issues important to ANA are omitted and a
number of ANA specific issues raised by Indigenous Services Canada are also omitted. Issues specific to
ANA’s unique circumstances, history, cumulative impacts, and location downstream of the project are
not sufficiently reflected.

The Great Bear IA should be terminated. Once the project has reached the appropriate stage, and the
strategic issues have been resolved between ANA and the Crown, the pre-planning process should be
re-started with ANA’s involvement from the outset (with sufficient capacity support provided in
advance). The pre-planning process has no time limit associated with it and should be carried out in a
respectful way until there is a satisfactory outcome in the context of ANA’s unique circumstances.

| urge you not to continue with this fatally flawed process. It is not too late to start again and to do it
properly.

Awsa,

Joseph Fobister

Grassy Narrows Lead Negotiator for Land Protection

4885-7990-1313, v. 1



Cc:

Mike Fobister, Land Protection Team Coordinator (mike.fobister@googlemail.com)

Jackie Esmonde, Land Protection Team Legal Counsel (jesmonde@cavalluzzo.com)

Dan Mossip-Balk-Balkwill Land Protection Team Advisor (dan.mossip.balkwill@gmail.com)
David Sone Land Protection Team Advisor (david.sone@gmail.com)

Honourable Minister Steven Guilbeault (steven.guilbeault@parl.gc.ca) (Minister of Environment and
Climate Change)

Honourable Minister George Pirie (minister.mines@ontario.ca) (Minister of Mines - MINES)

Patrick Barnes (patrick.m.barnes@ontario.ca) (MINES Consultation and Aboriginal Treaty Rights Advisor)
Neal Bennett (neal.bennett@ontario.ca) (MINES Acting Regional Manager Thunder Bay Office)

Teri McDonald (teri.mcdonald@ontario.ca) (MINES Indigenous Consultation and Partnerships Branch)
Aaron MacDonnell (aaron.macdonell@kinross.com) (Kinross Director of Environmental Services)

Mac Potter (mac.potter@kinross.com) (Kinross External Relations Manager)
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We are honored to be working
in the traditional territory of the collective members
of the Anishinaabe Nation in Treaty #3

We and all our contractors recognize and respect
the inherent and treaty rights of the Indigenous
Nations on whose traditional territory we operate.

We are committed to meaningful dialogue
and working with Indigenous peoples, learning from
Indigenous Knowledge and applying those learnings

to our work across the organization.



Agenda

Great Bear Project
Our Commitments

Federal Approval Process
Status
General Arrangement

Timeline

Advanced Exploration
Introduction to Advanced Exploration
Community Led Technical Review and Participation
AEX Features and Permits

Water Management Approach

Pathway Forward
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Our Vision for Great Bear

Strong Partnerships Long Life OP & UG Mine

With local Indigenous
communities, rightsholders,
and communities in which we

operate

Low Emissions Mine
Via electrification and clean
Ontario grid power

Best in Class Mine
Driven by workforce skill, design,
efficiency and automation

Local Employment
700 — 1,000 potential
direct jobs created

Creating a Lasting Legacy in Red Lake, Ontario

KINROSS




Committed to Operating Responsibly

Focus on prioritizing health and safety above all else

-

We value the health and
safety of our workforce
above all other priorities

We implement risk controls,
training, and leadership
to ensure a culture of
safe work at all sites
at all times

KINROSS




Committed to Operating Responsibly

Our approach to sustainability

. \\ We work to protect our workforce,
| e environment and host communities from
. negative impacts

/" mskea )\ We aim to provide meaningful livelihoods
| conribenion | fOr employees, opportunities for suppliers
N and improvements in our host communities
[ewically 2ne | | We operate with respect for human rights
\_ "/ and we engage with our stakeholders

e

We strive to
Improve our
approach to
corporate
responsibility
practices
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IAAC Process (as of October 13th, 2023) — Planning Phase

Objective of Phase 1:

Identify issues of importance to communities including opportunities for collaboration and cooperation. Identify pathways
to set the stage for meaningful engagement and consultation throughout the process

Formally determine whether an impact assessment is required and receive tailored Impact Statement Guidelines

Plan the Impact Assessment and prepare plans that establish the process for participants

Status:
The Agency posted the Initial Project Description (IPD) for public and Indigenous review (August 17, 2023)

The Agency has compiled a Summary of Issues detailing concerns they have heard during their engagement (provided
to Kinross on September 29, 2023)

Kinross preparing its responses to issues raised during IAAC engagement within its Detailed Project Description (DPD)

Next Steps:
After accepting DPD, Agency determines whether an Impact Assessment is required

Agency develops several planning documents, and the assessment moves to Phase 2 (preparation of the Impact
Statement)



Main Project — General Arrangement
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Timeline within IAAC Process

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

Community Relations

Consultation and Engagement

Consultation and Engagement :

Approvals
Environmental Baseline

Phase 1

Phase 2
Phase 3

Phase 4

Permitting Milestones

A A A
IPD DPD TISG
Dec‘2023

EIS Preparation Comment Period

Construction

Detailed Eng. & Procurement
Construction

Commissioning & Production

A

Agency Led IA

Minister Decision

A A

Submit
Impact Statement

Receive —
Initial Permits  Final Permits

Sept 2026

Receive

KINROSS
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Overview and Approach

» The purpose of Advanced Exploration is to obtain
additional information on:

- Mineralized zones through underground
drilling

- Extract a bulk sample of up to 60,000 tonnes
by underground mining methods

+ Bulk sample will be transported up an
underground ramp to surface by truck for crushing,
sorting, sampling and stored in stockpiles.
Samples will be transported by truck to test facility
off site

» Testing provides a better understanding of grade
and metallurgical recoveries to support a viable
commercial production scenario

KINROSS
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Community Led Technical Review and Participation

The team at Wabauskang First Nation and Lac Seul First Nation has
been an active participant in baseline activities, inspections, and
technical reviews on draft applications for the advanced exploration
permitting

Technical reviews have been led by Dillion/SOAR, and Sapo’nuk
Sustainability, with input and guidance from staff and leadership

Wabauskang, Lac Seul and Kinross have formed an environmental
committee to help review work, and ensure community input going

forward S apo nuk

‘!l.

As part of our partnership, notice is provided of upcoming business Sustainabilit *"

opportunities, employment, and has provided training to

Wabauskang and Lac Seul staff working on the Project LT /((
DILILLON ‘

CONSULTING SOBR
13
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Watershed Focus

* The Great Bear Project is
located in the Chukuni River
watershed

+ Water from the Chukuni River
flows into Pakwash Lake and
English River

* Our local watersheds have
driven the approach to surface
water sampling, hydrology
assessments, and our aquatics
programs

KINROSS
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Features and Overview

Twin Declines

Underground
Development

Power

Camp

Rock — Mine Rock
Management

Water Treatment

Water Management

Effluent Discharge

Twin portals and ramps

~9,000 m of development to access the deposit. Incl.
ventilation, utilities, dewatering, etc.

Natural gas power generation for start up of activities.
Transition to grid power during AEX program if possible
Diesel generation is for backup and the construction
stage

100 person camp on property

Separate PAG and NAG storage
Return PAG underground at closure
Sampling programing during AEX

Robust water treatment design

Collection of all runoff with appropriate treatment and
storage

Chukuni river via pipeline (potentially to Dixie Creek at
start)

Safety is first priority at Kinross. Show this by Safety in
Design
Creating secondary egress from Day 1

3 deposits targeted (LP, Hinge and Limb)
Need to get down to >600m vertical depth to drill deeper
sections of the deposit more efficiently

Power connection timelines uncertain. Transition when
possible

Temporary influx of personnel into region
Limits fatigue as camp nearby and provides personnel
oversight

Best mine rock management practices
Potential re-use of NAG for aggregate or construction

Striving for high-standard of water treatment and
management. Priority for Kinross

Water management is critical to project and Kinross

Water will be treated prior to discharge and all regulatory
requirements will be met (water quality and flows)

15



Advanced Exploration Permits

e e e
Ministry of Mines

Closure Plan (Final Filing)

Class EA Temporary Power (construction)

Environmental Compliance Approval
(ECA) Air (Operations)
Ministry of
Environment and

Parks Permit to Take Water (PTTW) Underground

and Surface

ECA Industrial Water Management

Crown Resource Class EA Screening
Ministry of
Natural
Resources and
Forestry

Forestry Resource License

Land Use Permits

KINROSS

A written plan on how the site will be rehabilitated
Financial assurance required prior to construction start

Required for temporary diesel power between 1 and up to 5 MW during the
construction phase of the AEX project.
Assess the operation of diesel generator and identify mitigation measures

Required for air emissions related to all activities for AEX including noise for AEX
Operations

Required for all water taking and or transfers. Includes underground dewatering
and construction front activities that require the movement of water.
Required to initiate AEX footprint construction activities

Required to manage and discharge treated water back to the environment. All
water that flows through or on the site will need to be collected and treated prior to
discharging to the environment.

Required to initiate AEX footprint construction activities

Required to assess the potential impacts of timber clearing activities.

Required to remove any timber from crown land, obtained after the Class EA
Screening is complete

Required for any activity on Crown land that has not been brought to lease. A large
section of the WTP effluent pipeline is anticipated to be on crown land.

A portion of the Natural Gas pipeline may also require a land use permit for AEX

16
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Permit to Take Water

A key component of AEX activities is control, management, and protection of water resources. To ensure proper
management Kinross will need to both actively manage surface water (including creek systems) but also
dewater the underground workings

Kinross has taken a conservative approach in pumping to ensure safety for staff underground in the case of an
unexpected event like a power outage

Tabla 4-1: Requested Water Takings

2 L i Maximirm . Maximmum ¥
Source Namao | Sourco T“m_g Tni_ung Maxitum Mumbar of Minacienam Numbor of Lm:al_mn
No. ; Specific Major Takon Taken por (Easting /
Doscription Typa Bailhas Gt (m¥min) Hours Taken AR e Days Takon Narthing)
o wary par Day ¥ por Year g
1 Undarground Groundwaler Dewatenng | Industrial 130 24 2,000 365 456377/
Partal ) SR34588
2 Undargraund Groundwalar | Dewataring | Indusirial 24 4,500 30 455377
Dewatering, 313 5634568
Uncertainty Event
(Conlingency) '
3 4 Pond ) Surface waler | Dewatering Industrial 0.12 Z4 170 365 4553407
Excavations - 5634380
R 4 Pand Groundwater | Dewatering | Indusirial 054 24 783 365 455340
Excavations 5534380
] Domne Lreek Suriace Qihar- Incustral 0.17 24 250 355 455534 |
Water Indisstrial 5633981
Total Requested Waler Taking Traa

Figfes

'In sugport confingency planning Wilh mEpecd o underground dewalenng. Kinmss is als0 requiiing pumping & highar rafes fo remove waler 8fer an marruption in pumping, as
reguired (for sxariple, dus lo a power faluie oF sorhe olfer usipecled evenls)

¥ Combined asfimale for dig-ouf Mine Wailer Fong 1, Ming Walar Pond 2. Saltling Fond and Polishing Pond.
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Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA)

Water Management and Permit to Take Water

—_——

-

[+ o
0

Water management design, structure, control,
and mitigation is key to our approach to AEX
and future operations. We are committed to an
approach that is protective of human, plant,
and animal life in the Chukuni River watershed

KINROSS
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Water Balance

Grouniwates >
il

KINROSS

Raunnff

y /%
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A .
NPAC Waste Storage g
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3 |
l st ioew
A Sludge Cefl #1
y 7 N P
AT Prepimtion £ e
PAG Waste Storage
3 3 Croariiow
e Sludge Cell £2
Rurncll
Freipitation
Ewaporation Precipitation pcrath
R 1
il oy ] - g
Underground Mine & Portal Ramp Settling Pond Mine Water Pond
Supnly 1o UG Brocess Wates

All collected water discharged to the Chukuni River will be managed to protect the
environment and achieve regulatory requirements. All water set to be released will
be subject to water treatment

Chukunl River
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Water Treatment

Contact water discharged to the Chukuni River will be
managed to achieve regulatory requirements.

This includes a multi-stage treatment process that includes:

Ammonia Treatment — Moving Bed Biofilm Reactor
(MBBR)

pH adjustment, clarification
Additional ultrafiltration

Kinross is committed to applying adaptive management
practices in the development of the approach to water
management on site. This includes sharing trending data,
duplicate sampling, and ongoing transparent dialogue with
Indigenous communities

Table 5-&: Propossd Discharge Limis
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rrage iy see s fuan WU cris-m e catumser iifs sere sufoeqeeny reches (o THEEH 2 0o e oM

gifete =5 aopicafer

Our discharge approach is to meet the lower of the monthly average limits on a
daily frequency, ensuring ongoing protection of the aquatic environment, and
downstream users.
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Water Treatment — Ammonia, Clarification, and Filtration

+ The system proposed has been used successfully in local . RR— : )
and regional operations across northwestern Ontario ‘ ’0‘&:”0.
Y85 Le
* Ammonia Treatment — Moving Bed Biofilm Reactor :g-:.:ﬁsg
(MBBR) “:’:l‘l.l g:‘l_.
- Uses small plastic carriers that allow microorganisms .:,,;hm

Diomater: 25 mm
Height: 4 i
Praterted Sudtacs Areal 800 af/mt

to grow and break down the ammonia.

o Allows natural breakdown and consumption
of ammonia

man Reactors iniNorthern Quebec Gold Mine

+ Actiflo System — Supporting pH adjustment, clarification,

and filtration HNDEDOCLONE [ |
J

Micicsand Bollasted Flocs v Hydhriscyihone,

> — = ——

- Increase solids contact to initiate precipitation. Solids gt
fall to bottom of the tank and are removed. ¢

Miciosand

: Clagifred Water
A A A A 0 AN

s ¢
-y | [y

- Clean water is forced upwards and is clarified. B

- Ultra filtration (not shown in image) will be applied
to further remove contaminants creating world class
treatment system

KINROSS COATULATION. TANK FLOCCULATIONTANK SEFILING mw@;ﬁ"
' VEITH TUREOMAR™ LAMELLA AND SCEAPER
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Input and Path Forward with Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum
Anishinabek

Kinross remains open to discussing capacity funding to be
provided by Kinross to Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum
Anishinabek and the Lands Protection Team, to facilitate
and support technical review of environmental and
regulatory documents related to the Great Bear Advanced
Exploration Permitting and Main Mine Project Impact
Assessment

Kinross also remains open to discuss ongoing
procurement and business opportunities with those
businesses partnered with Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek

Kinross is open to working with Asubpeeschoseewagong
Netum Anishinabek and the Lands Protection Team to
determine a path to establish independent community
water monitoring










Monitoring Plans

Surface Water Quality
Hydrology
Aquatics

Hydrogeology

26



Surface Water Quality
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Hydrometric Monitoring Site

Table 2-2: Hydrometric Monitoring Rationale

ID Station Name Rationale for Selection
Off-site Stations
HF-01 Dixie Creek at Tote Road Measure flows and levels on Dixie Creek downstream of all project development.
HF-02 | Rice Lake Outflow above Dixie Creek Characterize seasonal behaviour of Rice Lake, contributions to Dixie Creek from Rice Lake Trib.
HF-03 Dixie Creek DS of LP Trib Measure flows through Dixie Creek, estimate contributions from second order tributaries along Dixie GCreek.
HF-04 | LP Fault Trib US of Dixie Creek Characterize flows through Tributary 3 and the defined drilling area.
HF-06 | Tear Drop Lake Outflow Characterize seasonal behaviour of Tear Drop Lake, contributions to Dixie Creek from Tear Drop Lake Trib.
HF-07 | Dixie Lake Qutflow Measure flows and levels on Dixie Creek, upsiream of any project development.
HF-08 | Genessee Lake Trib towards Dixie Lake | Characterize flows out of Genessee Lake, contributions to Dixie Lake from Genessee Lake Trib.
Measure flows and levels from Stone Lake to Gullrock Lake, watershed potentially impacted by project
HF-10 | Stone Lake Outflow development.
HL-01 Genessee Lake Characterize seasonal behaviour of Genessee Lake.
HL-02 | Gullrock lake Characterize seasonal behaviour of Gullrock Lake.
HL-03 | Chukuni River Estimate potential tailwater conditions on Dixie Creek caused by Chukuni River levels.
On-site Stations
Pum ping to Mine Water Pond(s); Primary AEX water management surge pond, used to provide TSS and residual
- Settling Pond _ ammonia management, and to moderate the effluent feed rate to the Effluent Treatment Plant
- Mine Water Storage Ponds Pumping to Effluent Treatment Plant; Holding pond, represents influent lo Effluent Treatment Plan
Pumping to Polishing Pond; Removal of metals and potentially other contaminants from AEX effluent prior to
- Effluent Treatment Plant discharge to the Chukuni River
- Polishing Pond Final Compliance Point, discharge to Chukuni River via pipeline and diffuser

28



Hydrometric Flow Monitoring
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Aquatics
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Groundwater Monitoring
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KINROSS

Grassy Narrows — Kinross — IAAC Joint Meeting

1. Executive Summary

Client Name Kinross Gold Corporation Project No: TBD

Project Name Great Bear Project

Meeting Type: In-Person [ ] Virtual [ X ] Hybrid [ X ]

Location: Virtual

Time: 12:00 PM CT-1:30 PM CT

Date: November 10, 2023

Executive Summary: Meeting between representation of Grassy Narrows First Nation, Kinross Gold, and the

Impact Assessment Agency of Canada. IAAC provided presentation materials ahead of
meeting to support, note GNFN provided notice that review of Kinross provided materials
will not be completed at this time. Principal dialogue occurred between representatives of
Kinross and GNFN. Request from GNFN to apply a pause to all activities until former protocol
agreement can be put in place to ensure information sharing. Noted commitment to affirm
follow up meeting timing to address actions, including consideration to pause. Kinross staff
reaffirmed Company commitment to provide capacity to support informed dialogue.

Key concerns articulated included a focus on community dialogue and integration of that
knowledge over the course of the Project, lack of consultation to date, requirement for an
appropriate protocol, and illustrating concerns that the Project presents an ongoing risk to
the communities Aboriginal and Treaty Rights.

Key Actions: a. Kinross and GNFN Lands Protection Team to confirm follow up meeting timing.
b. Kinross as part of follow up meeting to affirm decision on protocol agreement, and
consideration to a pause as requested by Lands Protection Team.

2. Attendance
a. Kinross
i. lan Russell
ii. Mac Potter
iii. Nathan Longnecker
iv. Luke Crosby
v. Aaron MacDonell
vi. Ashley Moncrief
b. Grassy Narrows First Nation
i. Jospeh Fobister
ii. Mike Fobister
iii. Jackie Esmonde
1. Legal Counsel
iv. David Sone

1. Advisor
v. David Mossip-Balkwill
1. Advisor

i. lan Lindsay



KINROSS

Owais Khurdis
Natalie Boyd

3. Agenda and Attachments

-

B W N
—_ = —= —= —

(93}

Introductions

Grassy Narrows concerns with the relationship to date
Pausing the process

Need for a Process Agreement

Capacity Supports

Kinross-Grassy
Narrows Project Upda

Note that presentation was provided by IAAC to GNFN, GNFN provided direction to the Agency that they were not
amendable to a Project update as part of the meeting.

4. Minutes

a. Opening Prayer and Remarks

The meeting was opened with a prayer and comments from community member and
Lands Protection Lead from GNFN. They spoke to their connection to the land, and
ongoing concern with the process. They noted that it was only recently that they
became aware of the Project, and it must be considered.

GNFN noted that the historical conditions, residential schools, movement of the
community, and historical legacy of the mill have challenged the community.

GNFN noted that they need to be involved in the work in the territory, especially with
those Projects interconnected via the watershed. Our community needs to understand
how the activity will impact us, and that requires a clear process forward. They noted
GNFN success in challenging industrial activity and logging. If there is no action they
have had success using protest, the legal system and the media in ensuring our peoples
protection.

GNFN spoke to ongoing communication with GNFN, and that all received to date is
ungenuine in nature. She raised that GNFN reached out to GBR historical to no
response, and Kinross has expressed a similar pattern. GNFN noted that it is clear that
Kinross has engaged with the other Nations in the area and have ignore GNFN, and that
from our meeting in June 2023 these concerns have been ignored.

GNFN noted the continued lack of capacity to support activities and review of work.

The Lands Protection Team strongly disagrees that concerns have been met, and this
reflects the shortcomings of Kinross.

b. Discussion

GNFN asked why has GBR/Kinross not engaged with GNFN since 2018?

1. GBRnoted that communication and dialogue has occurred and they are
seeking a pathway forward not a reflection of the work in the past, and prior
to Kinross acquiring the Project

2. GBR noted that prior to March 2022 activities of Great Bear were
governed under the previous ownership.



KINROSS

ii. GNFN noted that our primary concerns are those contaminants of concern, including
mercury and the impact to the people. They are trying to ensure they protect those
people.

1. GNFN noted it is imperative that they understand and agree on a process.
They want to understand value, address concerns, ceremony, and ensure that
if applicable design measures to meet the community’s health crisis. GNFN
added that decision and direction have been made without dialogue with the
community, they spoke to the agreements in place with other communities
and the lack of action is a sign of insincerity by Kinross. They cannot go back
but to ensure steps forward they need to determine a protocol and process.

iii. GNFN stated that as part of this process, our request is to Kinross to pause all activities
until this can be determined.

1. GNFN spoke to lack of defined capacity funding, and that this action is by way
of the historical approach of the Company. If Kinross is sincere and would like
to advance things a pause is required to ensure they meet that. Grassy has
agreements of similar nature with the Crown to meet items such as this.

2.  GNFN noted that they need to reset the relationship, and this covers all things.
If no action on Kinross these deadlines will pass and the Community will take
action to protect its rights. GNFN affirmed prior statement by that the
community will take action via protest or other form to protect its interest.

iv. GNFN restated if Kinross is open to pause?

1. GBR noted that they are in the planning process for the Project, and that
decisions are not final with either the Provincial or Federal Crown at this point.
They welcome the opportunity to continue this dialogue and develop an
appropriate process forward. GBR confirmed that a decision on accepting a
pause cannot be made at this time. However, they reaffirmed that they are
serious about funding capacity. Kinross is focused to ensure proper capacity is
in place, they are not breaking ground tomorrow, information and dialogue is
the key.

v. GNFN responded that the approach and is an excuse and commitment to
shareholders is not our concern. Our community seeks to be involved, and our
community members have little to no understanding of the Project.

1. This direction was reinforced by other GNFN participants, noted lack of
resources limits any ability to participate.

2.  GNFN noted that if agreement is required it would take approximately 3
weeks at a minimum to review and ensure it aligns. Leadership then will have
to discuss, community, and then instruction to execute has to be levied.

a. GNFN reiterated previous message on health crisis, and concerns in
the community. That is the priority for our leaders.

b. GNFN acknowledged that Kinross has provided a significant amount
of information about the Project but they have no capacity to review
in an informed manner.

i. GBR noted that they can commit to that process and
timelines and they understand and acknowledge the
hardships. A protocol is important as is structure dialogue
supporting it.

vi. GNFN responded that will Kinross discuss a pause, before speaking key terms required
within a Process Agreement. GNFN noted that these is no template and they will have
to discuss terms. They need to ensure this process is engaged as soon as possible as
these things take time.



KINROSS

1. GBR noted that they are committed to process and going forward. GBR
inquired to group on meeting date to discuss terms. No response issued by
group.

2. GBRreiterated question on timing, noting historical offers by Kinross have not
been received or considered by GNFN to date.

a. ACTION
i. GNFN response that GNFN does not have the capacity to
respond but affirmed that they will provide meeting times in
follow up, and Kinross will coordinate with GNFN on timing.
vii. GNFN asked Kinross for timing on a response on a pause for the Project.
1. GBR noted that ultimatums are not functional and noted decision to defer
with IAAC. He noted the importance of discussion and accommodating interest.
a. GNFN noted that lecturing GNFN is not supportive of dialogue ahead.
b. GNFN noted that the current pathway is an ultimatum to the
Community.
2. ACTION
a. Noted dialogue acknowledging that the expectations will be a
response on consideration for pause, in addition to initial draft of
protocol agreement for consideration.
viii. GNFN inquired on current dialogue with MINES?
1. GBRnoted that MINES have delegated the process to us.
a. GNFN inquired when this decision was made?
i. GBR confirmed April 6, 2023.
1. ACTION
a. Kinross to reach out to MINES to reissue
communication to Lands Protection Group
ix. Dialogue between Kinross staff and GNFN advisory members on interaction and
connection of AEX work, and IAAC process. Noted that the process is separate.

1. 1AAC affirmed that integration of the Provincial Crown in the IAAC process is
critical and that they provide comment on the IS. Noted that several
operational permits are required following the completion of a Federal IS.

X. GNFN raised that GNFN is seeking a table with MINES to discuss current issues
and impacts on the land.
5. Action Items

a. Kinross and GNFN Lands Protection Team to confirm follow up meeting timing.
Kinross as part of follow up meeting to affirm decision on protocol agreement, and consideration
to a pause as requested by Lands Protection Team.

c. Kinross to reach out to MINES to reissue communication related to Delegation to Consult with
GNFN provided previously on April 6, 2023.

Dated: November 18, 2023




Great Bear Resources Ltd.

A Kinross Company

K ] N RO S S 104 Howey Street
Red Lake, ON

POV 2MO

November 15, 2023

General Delivery c/o Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek Band Office
Grassy Narrows, ON

POX 1BO

Attention: Lands Protection Team

Lands Protection Team,

Thank you for meeting with the Great Bear / Kinross team on November 10th, 2023. These meetings are important to us since
we want to understand your interests and explain ours.

We value good relations with all local communities. As the project proponent, Great Bear takes guidance from the Ministry of
Mines on the communities that it should consult to determine the interests of those communities and how our project may affect
them.

Great Bear has engaged with ANA based on the Ministry's guidance (see the attached list of communications) and will continue
to engage with your community to keep you informed and to receive your input. You have explained that you want deeper
engagement on the project, and we want to respond to that interest.

We suggest a follow up meeting to discuss how to proceed on a positive footing. We would like to establish a Process Protocol
with Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek to define and facilitate our discussions on the Great Bear Project and
Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek's interests. We can also review the overall project timeline, related permitting and
your request for a pause on all activities. In brief, we want our relationship to be constructive and are ready to work through the
issues with you.

We followed up with the Ministry regarding the Delegation to Consult as it relates to the proposed Great Bear Advanced
Exploration Program. The Ministry has confirmed that they will reissue this communication to the Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum
Anishinabek Lands Protection Team.

Our team is available at any time between November 20th through November 24th, November 27t to December 15t or a date of
your convenience to meet again and continue the dialogue. We can arrange for the meeting to occur in-person, by telephone or
virtually.

We look forward to your response.

Regards,

)L DA

Mac Potter
External Relations Manager
Great Bear Resources Ltd., A Kinross Gold Company

Page 1 0of 2
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cc.

Aaron MacDonell, Director, Environmental Services, Great Bear Resources Ltd., A Kinross Company

lan Russell, Site Manager, Great Bear Resources Ltd., A Kinross Company

Luke Crosby, Vice President, General Counsel and Corporate Secretary, Kinross Gold

Nathan Longenecker, Senior Vice President, General Counsel, Global Operations and Major Permitting, Kinross Gold
Joseph Fobister, Land Protection Team Lead, Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek

Mike Fobister, Land Protection Team Coordinator, Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek

Jackie Esmonde, Land Protection Team Legal Counsel, Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek

Dan Mossip- Balkwill, Land Protection Team Advisor, Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek

David Sone, Land Protection Team Advisor, Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek

Page 2 of 2
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Grassy Narrows — Record of Engagement

Communication

Grassy Narrows FN

Date Organizations Type Summary File name

20/2/25 Grassy Narrows Letter Letter communication from Grassy Narrows First Nation to Great Bear
Resources speaking to IPCA consideration, respect to the Land Declaration,
identification of any interests that potentially could have off-site impacts, and
commit to resolve those conflicts.

20/10/01 Grassy Narrows Letter Letter communication from Grassy Narrows First Nation with series of questions
posed to Great Bear Resources to respond to, relating to ongoing exploration
efforts at the Great Bear Project.

22/8/8 Grassy Narrows Email Communications from MINES that consultation list for Early Exploration includes

Ministry of Grassy Narrows First Nation.
Mines
22/8/17 Grassy Narrows Email Communication with MINES on clarification on Grassy Narrows First Nation
Ministry of inclusion in the consultation list for Early Exploration.
Mines

22/8/29 Grassy Narrows Letter Introductory letter issued to Grassy Narrows First Nation by Kinross.

22/8/29 Grassy Narrows Email Email response issued by Grassy Narrows stating that they do not wish to meet
stating that Grassy Narrows prefer our land to continue its healing journey
which in turn our people will heal from the land. Grassy Narrows communicates
that they do not wish to meet. Request that Kinross take your proposal to other
areas of the Province. Grassy Narrows provides its thanks for respecting our
position and stand to keep our territory clean.

22/9/17 Grassy Narrows Email Kinross provides communication to Grassy Narrows First Nation with all relevant
documentation related to Early Exploration aspects including permit forms,
maps, and GIS data.

22/9/15 Grassy Narrows Letter Letter communication from Grassy Narrows First Nation speaking to IPCA
consideration, respect to the Land Declaration, identification of any interests
that potentially could have off-site impacts, and commitment to resolve those
conflicts.

22/11/11 Grassy Narrows Phone Call Kinross placed phone call with newly elected Chief from Grassy Narrows First Nation.
Kinross and Chief speak to introductory details about the Company and Project,
communication of permits in process, prior communication records, and
confirmation of contact details.

22/11/11 Grassy Narrows Email Email communication sent to newly elected Grassy Narrows Chief with introduction,
project location map relative to Indigenous Nations and Forestry Management
Areas, further detailed provided on permits in progress and invitation to reach out
orvisit project at any time.

23/05/15 Grassy Email Questions received from Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum <External> RE: Follow up.eml

Narrows Anishinabek (Grassy Narrows First Nation—“ANA”) - on April 21st
Ministry of MINES staff prepared draft responses to ANA’s questions and shared that material

11/9/2023 4:50 PM
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Communication

Grassy Narrows FN

Date Organizations Type Summary File name
Mines with Kinross so that the company could add in the project specific information. If
Kinross would like to discuss the draft responses, including any further support
required from MINES we would be happy to do so.
23/06/22 Grassy Narrows Teleconference Introduction meeting and discussion with Grassy Narrows FN, Kinross_GBR_Minutes_Indigeno

detailing their history and involvement in community, the practices

have on the land. The communication detailed concern about

previous mining activity and the previous suffering which has happened in the
community due to mining activity. The meeting stated commitment to early
engagement and continuation of one-on- one meetings and concerns regarding
prior lack of communication. A request to follow-up with another meeting to learn
more about Kinross and the project and approach was also given from Grassy
Narrows FN at this meeting.

us_Grassy Narrows_June 22 they
2023.docx

11/9/2023 4:50 PM
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Date
23/06/27

Organizations
Grassy Narrows

Communication

Type
Email - Outgoing

Grassy Narrows FN

Summary

Meeting planning between Kinross and Grassy Narrows Land Protection Team,
along with follow up regarding questions about consultation, and ensuring that the
Initial Project Description be shared prior to submission to the Impact Assessment
Agency to initiate review.

File name

23/07/24

Grassy Narrows

Email - Outgoing

Kinross providing an update Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum
Anishinabek and access to the SharePoint.

23/08/15

Grassy Narrows
Rimini Exploration

Email - Outgoing

Introduction of External Relations Manager from Kinross to the

Grassy Narrows FN and sharing the AEX Environmental Compliance

Approval Industrial Sewage Works Technical Support Document via

SharePoint site. This documentincludes essential components such

as supporting maps, technical data concerning discharge limits, the assimilative
capacity of the Chukuni River ecosystem, a preliminary monitoring program, and
the proposed treatment methodology. This document has been provided to Lac
Seul First Nation, Wabauskang First Nation, and to the Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks, with the aim of seeking valuable input and insights. The
opportunity to meet at their convenience was also presented.

GBP_AEX ECA ISW Technical
Support
Document_25Jul2023_draft.pdf

23/09/01

Grassy Narrows
Impact Assessment
Agency of Canada

Email - Outgoing

Kinross and the Great Bear Team express enthusiasm and extend
thanks about further progressing with the Grassy Narrows First
and as such welcome and reiterate the previous offer of

capacity funding.

Kinross-ANA Letter - Capacity,
Great Bear Project (9).pdf Nation

11/9/2023 4:50 PM
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Communication

Grassy Narrows FN

Date Organizations Type Summary File name
23/09/07 Grassy Narrows Email - Outgoing Kinross provides details of the attached Great Bear Advanced Exploration GBR_AEX_Closure_Strategy_Me
Program Reclamation Strategy Memorandum. mo_5Sep2023.pdf
Document was prepared to summarize the reclamation strategy for the AEX
program. The purpose of this memorandum is to seek input from Indigenous
communities regarding the proposed closure strategy forthe AEX Program. This
document has been provided to Lac Seul First Nation, and Wabauskang First
Nation, with the aim of seeking valuable input and insights. The opportunity to
arrange a meeting with Kinross has also been offered, with reiterated position
that Kinross is amendable to discussing capacity needs for Grassy Narrows First
Nation.
23/09/07 Grassy Narrows Email - incoming Communication from GNFN expressing that at this moment there is limited
capacity to review the AEX Closing Strategy memo at Grassy Narrows, and that due
to the reduced capacity emails, reviews, and other communications might take
longer than usual. This is in reply to the receipt of the AEX Closure Strategy
Memorandum.
23/09/14 Grassy Narrows Letter Communication directed to the IAAC, mentioning notable concerns relating to 2023 09 14 ANA Letter to Impact
Ministry of Mines capacity, Indigenous rights, and lack of actions taken by the federal government. Assessment Agency of Canada 4875-
Notable concerns were also related to protocol raised by community. 2190-3231 2.pdf
23/09/19 Grassy Narrows Letter MNRF providing Kinross with letters and map sent to stakeholders and Indigenous 2023-09-13-FWCA-GreatBear-
Lac Seul communities regarding hunting closures needed for safety considerations of staff in HuntingRestriction- Wabauskang.pdf,
Wabauskang designated area. The restriction is not intended to abrogate or restrict any 2023-09-13-FWCA-GreatBear-
Metis Nation of rightsholder who is wishing to harvest. HuntingRestriction-Lac Seul.pdf,
Ontario RestrictedHuntFinal.pdf, Kinross
Ministry of hunting closure notice_signed.pdf
Natural
Resources and
Forestry
23/09/20 Grassy Narrows Email - incoming Attached correspondence to IAAC from Grassy Narrows concerning the Great Bear 202309 20 ANA Letterto IAAC Gold
Ministry of Mines Gold Project and issues that the Grassy Narrows First Nation have raised. Issues Bear Project 4881-7177- 8177 3.pdf
include a lack of inclusion of protocol for communications with the GNFN, a lack
of compliance in understanding the GNFN views and context, and concern in the
level of engagement as expressed by Indigenous Services Canada.

11/9/2023 4:50 PM
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Date
23/09/26

Organizations
Grassy Narrows

Communication

Type
Letter

Grassy Narrows FN

Summary

Follow up to previous communication and in response to
Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek’s recent communication to the
Impact Assessment Agency of Canada, the Kinross and Great Bear team would
like to reiterate its commitment to meeting with the Community and the Land
Protection Team. Our goal remains to foster open and productive discussions
regarding our Project, and we welcome discussion on capacity and participation
considerations. Reiteration that the Kinross team is open to arranging in-person, or
virtual meetings at your convenience. Kinross and the Great Bear team look
forward to engaging in meaningful conversations with the Community. Kinross
expresses an eagerness to identify potential synergies between the community's
interests and the objectives of the Great Bear Project. Through this collaborative
approach, ouraim is to create a positive and mutually beneficial impact,
contributing to community well-being.

File name

Kinross-ANA Letter - Capacity,
Meeting Request Great Bear
Project (9).pdf

23/09/08

Grassy Narrows

Email — Outgoing

Kinross provides details of the attached Great Bear Industrial Sewage
Works Application Draft, and Great Bear ISW Aquatic Resources
Monitoring Plan Draft supporting the Advanced Exploration (AEX)
Program. Noted that both documents have been uploaded to the
SharePoint site (links below). The Industrial Sewage Works and
Agautics application documents contain details related to:

. Environmental seling

. AEX Program project descrip@on

. AEX Program water management plan

. Assimilallon Study, including CORMIX modelling

. Proposed discharge limits to the Chukuni River (the proposed

. receiving environment)

. Dral surface water monitoring programs

. Drall aqualZlc monitoring programs
The Kinross team invites comment and input from the Land
Protection Team. Kinross reiterates that as part of the development
of the Great Bear Project and the AEX Program is committed to robust
mitigation and protection measures designed not only to meet
regulatory standards but also to ensure the ongoing safeguarding of
water resources.
Kinross requests the opportunity to arrange an in-person, brief call or
virtual meetings at your convenience, in addition to dialogue on

capacity and resources to support review.

GBP_AEX ECA ISW Technical
Support
Document_25Jul2023_draft.pdf,
GBR_AEX_AquaticsMonitoring_1
8Sep23.pdf

23/09/28

Grassy Narrows

Email - Outgoing

In follow up to our earlier communication we are happy to share with
you the details of the attached Great Bear Environmental Compliance
Approval for Air and Noise Draft, Emission Summary and Dispersion
Modelling Report, Fugitive Dust Best Management Practices Plan
supporting the Advanced Exploration (AEX) Program. All the
documents have been uploaded to the SharePoint site (links

GBP_AEX_ESDM
Report_19Sep2023_Final
Draftcompressed.

pdf,
GBP_AEX_ECA_Air_Application
Coverletter_19Sep2023_Final

11/9/2023 4:50 PM
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Communication

Grassy Narrows FN

Date Organizations Type Summary File name
below).The Kinross team welcomes comment and input from the Draft (1) (1).pdf
Lands Protection Team. Consistent with our prior communication we
the opportunity to arrange an in-person, call or virtual meeting at
your convenience, in addition to dialogue on capacity and resources
to support review. The summary and cover letter are attached.

23/09/28 Grassy Narrows Email - Outgoing Providing the Fugitive Dust Management Practices Plan for GBP_AEX_ECA_AIR_BMPP for
consideration and review and by the Lands Protection Team including Fugitive Dust_19Sep2023_Final
welcoming the opportunity to discuss in-person, via phone, or Draft.pdf,
virtually at our convenience and welcoming the opportunity to GBP_AEX_ESDM
discuss capacity considerations to support technical review, and Report_19Sep2023_Final
community input. Draftcompressed.

pdf,
GBP_AEX_ECA_Air_Application
Coverletter_19Sep2023_Final
Draft (1).pdf

23/10/06 Grassy Narrows Email - incoming Grassy Narrows First Nation is unable to access AEX PTTW
Dewatering documentation.

23/10/06 Grassy Narrows Email - Outgoing Kinross provides details of the attached Great Bear Advanced GBP_AEX_PTTW_for_Dewaterin
Exploration Program, Permit to Take Water Application for g_30ct2023_Final Draft.pdf
Dewatering for draft input and review. The Kinross team looks
forward to your comments and ongoing input from the Lands
Protection Team. As refelcted in the communication Kinross offers to
arrange an in-person, phone call or virtual meetings at your
convenience. The Kinross team welcomes the opportunity to discuss
dialogue on resources to support ongoing input and review needs for
advanced exploration documentation, and federal approvals for the
Great Bear Project.

23/10/19 Grassy Narrows Letter Reception of letter from Grassy Narrows FN Land Protection Team 2023 10 19 ANA Ketter to IAAC
regarding their comments on the ANA Letter and IAAC concerns to be re Great Bear Gold Project 4862-
addressed. The letter calls for the Great Bear IA to be terminated as 2003-7255 4.pdf
concerns were not addressed by technical feasibility studies as they
had not yet been finished, obligations from the Crown to Grassy
Narrows have not been resolved in a timely manner, and the IAAC
have not been courteous to impacts on Grassy Narrows, nor have
they resolved concerns on other projects.

11/9/2023 4:50 PM
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29 Nov 2023

PROJECT ENGAGEMENT PROTOCOL

THIS PROTOCOL ("Protocol") is effective as of 1 December 2023 ("Effective Date"),
BETWEEN:

Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek (Grassy Narrows
First Nation)

("ANA")
—and —
Great Bear Resources Ltd.
("Great Bear")

A. ANA holds and exercises Treaty and Aboriginal rights in its traditional Anishinaabe territory
within the Treaty 3 region in northwestern Ontario ("Traditional Territory").

B. In 2018, ANA enacted its Land Declaration to define its approach to land use decisions within
its Traditional Territory based on ANA Anishinaabe tradition and law.

C. Great Bear is engaged in exploration activities to support the development of its Great Bear
Gold Project ("Project") located near Red Lake, Ontario, which is within the boundaries of Treaty
3.

D. ANA's community is downstream of the Project and ANA has an interest in understanding
the potential impacts of the Project on its community and Traditional Territory.

E. Great Bear wishes to conduct its activities related to Project ("Activities") in accordance with
good practice that respects ANA Aboriginal Rights.

F. The Parties are entering into this Protocol to establish respectful communications to
understand each other's interests and how those interests may be reconciled and aligned.

NOW THEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:
1. DEFINITIONS
1.1  In this Protocol:

"Aboriginal Rights'" means aboriginal and treaty rights that are recognized and affirmed under
section 35(1) of the Constitution Act, 1952.

"Activities" means any Great Bear activities related to the Project that may affect ANA Aboriginal
Rights or other interests.



"Communications Representative" means the person designated under section 3.1 to be the
primary representative for communications for a Party.

"Disclosing Party" means a Party that has disclosed Confidential Information to another Party.
"Land Protection Team" means the representatives that ANA appoints to its Land Protection Team.

"Liaison Committee" means the Communication Representatives from each Party that are assigned
the responsibilities under section 3.

""Protocol'' means this communication and engagement protocol.

""Quarter'' means a period of three calendar months ending on March 31, June 30, September 30,
or December 31.

"Receiving Party" means a Party that receives Confidential Information from another Party.

"Representatives" means, regarding any Party, its Affiliates and each of their respective directors,
officers, Councillors, employees, investors, potential investors, financial, legal and accounting and
advisors who have a need to know the Confidential Information

"Regulatory Application" means an application by Great Bear for a Regulatory Approval.

"Regulatory Approval' means a government approval necessary to construct and operate the
Project.

"Senior Representatives" means the ANA Chief or a senior member of ANA Council and a senior
executive of Great Bear.

"Work Plan" means the work plan and budget agreed to by the Parties in accordance with section
4.1.

2. Objectives OF THIS PROTOCOL
2.1 The objectives of this Protocol are to:

(a) establish and maintain a positive relationship based on sincere communication,
understanding, trust and respect,

(b) define the appropriate framework for communication between the Parties on
Regulatory Applications,

(©) share information about Great Bear's Activities, Project timeline, related Regulatory
Approvals, and related ANA interests,

(d) consult with ANA on Great Bear Activities and Regulatory Approvals that may affect
ANA Aboriginal Rights and other interests and any changes to those Activities,



(e) identify any potential impacts of Great Bear Activities on ANA Aboriginal Rights
and interests,

® collaborate on risk management and mitigation measures to resolve concerns,

(2) work together to understand and reconcile each other's interests,

(h) identify opportunities for alignment of interests and mutual benefit, and

(1) facilitate the negotiation and implementation of future agreements.
3. Communication — Liaison Committee
3.1 Within 15 days of the Effective Date, each Party will appoint a Communication
Representative to be its primary representative for the purpose of this Protocol and any related

communications.

3.2 Each Party's Communication Representative will have the authority to speak for the Party on
communications relating to the Project, and the other Party may rely on that authority.

33 Together, the Parties' representatives will form the Liaison Committee for this Protocol and
will manage the communications under this Protocol, including establishing the following
administrative details: a) the procedures for meetings; b) the format of meetings (in-person or
virtual); and c¢) recording the items discussed and follow up actions.

34 The Liaison Committee will communicate not less than once a Quarter or as often as
reasonably necessary to:

(a) update each other on significant developments related to:
(1) Great Bear Activities,
(11) the status of Regulatory Approvals related to Great Bear Activities,

(i)  issues or requirements regarding the Activities, conduct or procedures of the
other Party, and

(iv)  ANA Aboriginal Rights and other interests related to Great Bear Activities
and Regulatory Approvals,

(b) comply with their respective commitments set out in this Protocol and those related
to Great Bear Activities,

(©) attempt in good faith to resolve any concerns related to Great Bear Activities or other
matters affecting the Parties' relationship, and

(d) identify opportunities for alignment of interests and mutual benefit.



3.5  The Senior Representatives of the Parties will communicate at least once every six months,
or more often if needed, to review the relationship and effectiveness of the Protocol, the relationship
of the Parties and identify opportunities for improvement.

4. Engagement on Regulatory Approvals

4.1 Within 30 days of the Effective Date, the Liaison Committee will meet to review Great Bear
planned Activities and Regulatory Approvals for the next 12 months.

(a)

(b)

(©)

Great Bear will give ANA's Communication Representative and Land Protection
Team a list and description of the Regulatory Approvals ("Permit List") and expected
application dates for the upcoming year. Great Bear will update the Permit List at the
end of each Quarter.

ANA's Communication Representative will review the Permit List to identify and
notify Great Bear of the Regulatory Permits that may:

(1) affect ANA Aboriginal Rights and other interests and will require further
review by the Land Protection Team, and

(i)  require less review because of their minor nature.

The Liaison Committee will establish a work plan (“Work Plan”) and budget
(“Budget”) for the review of Regulatory Approvals that require attention and will
review and adjust the work plan and budget each quarter, as needed.

4.2 For any Great Bear proposed Regulatory Application that may affect ANA Aboriginal Rights
and other interests, Great Bear will:

(2)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

notify ANA's Communication Representative and Land Protection Team of the
proposed Regulatory Application in advance of filing it with the regulatory agency,

give ANA's Communication Representative and Land Protection Team a copy of the
Regulatory Application and its supporting information once the draft application is
ready for review,

answer ANA's Communication Representative and Land Protection Team questions
and provide further reasonable information requested by ANA about the Regulatory
Application in a timely and transparent manner,

receive input from ANA related to the potential effects of the Regulatory Application
on ANA Aboriginal Rights and other interests, and

review with ANA's Communication Representative and Land Protection Team
reasonable measures to avoid or mitigate any adverse effects that are identified by
ANA.



S. FUNDING

5.1 If ANA engages with Great Bear in accordance with this Protocol, Great Bear will contribute
to the reasonable costs incurred by the ANA related to the Protocol activities, based on Work Plan
and Budget established under section 4.1(c¢).

5.2 ANA will send Great Bear itemized monthly invoices of all reasonable expenses incurred in
accordance with the Budget, along with relevant receipts. Great Bear may seek clarification on
supporting documentation, but otherwise Great Bear will pay all undisputed amounts in such
invoices within 30 days of receipt of an invoice.

53 The Budget represents the Parties’ reasonable expectations of the capacity requirements of
the ANA to carry out the activities of this Protocol. The Parties will adjust the Budget as reasonable
and necessary to align with the activity under the Protocol, by agreement in advance of ANA
incurring additional expenses.

6. TERM AND TERMINATION

6.1 This Protocol commences on the Effective Date and will remain in force until the earlier of:
(a) Great Bear's decision to cease the Activities permanently;
(b) this Protocol is replaced by a subsequent agreement; or
(©) following 30 days written notice from either Party the other.

6.2  ANA will submit their final invoices relating to negotiation expenses incurred within 20 days
of the date of termination.

7. CONFIDENTIALITY

7.1 A Receiving Party will keep confidential and not disclose any Confidential Information to a
third party, other than their Representatives, without first obtaining the written consent of the
Disclosing Party.

7.2 The Receiving Party will:

(a) direct its Representatives who receive Confidential Information to comply with the
obligations in section 6 this Protocol; and

(b) notify a Disclosing Party in writing of any breach of the obligations in section 6 of
this Protocol, promptly after learning of a breach.

7.3 A Receiving Party and its Representatives will not use any Confidential Information for:
(a) its own benefit or the benefit of any other Person; or

(b) any purpose that is inconsistent with the objectives of this Protocol.



7.4  All proprietary rights in and to the Confidential Information remain the property of the
Disclosing Party.

7.5  IfaReceiving Party or its representative must by law disclose any Confidential Information,
that Party will promptly notify the Disclosing Party so that compliance with the terms of this Protocol
may be waived. The Party required to disclose Confidential Information will disclose only such
Confidential Information as its legal counsel advises is legally required to be disclosed and will
exercise all reasonable efforts to obtain reliable assurance that confidential treatment will be
accorded the disclosed Confidential Information.

7.6 At any time upon the request of a disclosing Party, the receiving Party will return or destroy
all copies of Confidential Information received from the disclosing Party, except to the extent the
receiving Party may be required by law to retain information.

8. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

8.1 If a dispute arises in connection with this Protocol, the Parties will refer the matter to the
Senior Representatives of the Parties by providing written notice to the other Party of a meeting
request.

8.2 Following receipt of such request, the Senior Representatives will meet within 10 business
days to try to resolve the dispute, in good faith, to respect each Party's interests.

8.3 Ifthe Senior Representatives are unable to resolve to the dispute after 20 days, then the Parties
may by agreement seek to resolve the dispute through mediation with the assistance of a mediator
that both parties agree on.

8.4  Nothing in this Section limits the right of either Party to pursue any available legal
remedies.

9. GENERAL

9.1 Any notices required pursuant to this Protocol must be in writing and delivered personally,
by prepaid courier, or email to the applicable Party at the address set out below:

To: Grassy Narrows First Nation

With a copy to: Land Protection Team

Address: P.O. Box 180, Grassy Narrows, ON, POX 1B0
Attention: Chief and Council

Email: [EMAIL]

To: Great Bear Resources Ltd

Address: 25 York Street, 17" floor, Toronto, ON M5J
Attention: General Counsel and Corporate Secretary
Email: Legal . Notices@Kinross.com

9.2 Nothing in this Protocol will abrogate or derogate from


mailto:Legal.Notices@Kinross.com

(a) any Aboriginal Rights ANA may have or assert, or
(b) the Crown’s legal duties to ANA, including the duty to consult and accommodate.

9.3  This Protocol will be construed in accordance with the applicable laws of Ontario and
Canada.

9.4  Any amendments to this Protocol must be in writing and executed by the Parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Parties have executed this Protocol as of the Effective Date.

Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek (Grassy Narrows First Nation)

Name: Rudy Turtle
Title: Chief, Asubpeeschoseewagong Netum Anishinabek
Date:  December 2023

Great Bear Resources Ltd.

Name: Luke Crosby
Title: Director
Date:  December 2023



February 1, 2024

Provincial Mining Recorder
Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry
pro.ddm@ontario.ca

Via e-mail only

Dear Mining Recorder,

Great Bear Resources Ltd. — Notice of Intent to Lease Mining Claims (Stage #4 ML3)

Great Bear Resources Ltd. (GBR), a subsidiary of Kinross Gold Corporation, is continuing to explore and
develop the Great Bear Project. In order to facilitate future development, please accept this application to
lease selected mining claims, pursuant to Section 81 of the Mining Act. Background information related to
this application is provided below.

A single lease with perimeter survey is requested for the claims listed in Schedule A.

The Lease request is for both the surface rights and mining rights covering the claims listed in
Schedule A and in accordance with the Location Map 1 also attached.

The minimum five (5) units of assessment work have been completed for the claims.

The undersigned is an officer and Vice President of Great Bear Resources Ltd.

GBR holds a 100% interest in the claims.

GBR has engaged Mr. Peter deHaan at TBT Engineering, Ontario Land Surveyor.

Tel: 807.632.7594 pdehaan@tbte.ca

The claims for the requested Lease abuts Crown owned surface rights and claims that are held by
GBR, there are no mining rights or surface rights that are held by a third party within or abutting the
requested Lease. The requested Lease is not in a municipality.

We can confirm that there are no privately held lands within and contiguous to the requested lease area
(including patent, leasehold and licenced interests). Due to this, we will not be providing block maps or
PINs for the requested lease area. As no surface rights parcels exist within the requested lease area, no
surface rights compensation agreement(s) will be required. It is our understanding that a 120-metre surface
rights reservation will be imposed along the shore of Dixie Creek and Rice Lake (see Location Map 2).

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please contact Bruno Almeida at 647-206-5946 if there are
any clarifications required or if GBR can do anything to be of assistance.

Sincerely,

7

Luke Jalsevac

Vice President and Project Director
Great Bear Resources Ltd.

Encl.

CC:

Location Map 1: Lease boundary with claims (Stage #4 ML3)
Location Map 2: Existing Surface Rights (Stage #4 ML3)
Schedule A: 14 mining claims to be leased (Stage #4 ML3)

Bruno Almeida, Senior Land Manager - GBR

www.kinross.com
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Kinross Gold Corporation

Location Map 1: Lease boundary with claims (Stage #4 ML3)
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Kinross Gold Corporation

Location Map 2: Existing Surface Rights (Stage #4 ML3)
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Schedule A :
14 mining claims to be leased (Stage #4 ML3)

N. TENURE_NUM TITLE_TYPE ISSUE_DATE = ANNIVERSARY  TENURE_STATUS HOLDER

1 101895 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-08-04 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
2 103070 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-08-04 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
3 118161 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-08-04 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
4 125191 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-08-04 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
5 128876 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-02-05 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
6 160939 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-02-05 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
7 203461 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-02-05 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
8 211554 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-01-05 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
9 214885 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-02-05 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
10 219754 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-08-04 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
11 219756 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-08-04 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
12 227692 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-08-04 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
13 230862 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-01-05 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
14 293812 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10  2028-08-04 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.

www.kinross.com



February 1, 2024

Provincial Mining Recorder
Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry
pro.ddm@ontario.ca

Via e-mail only

Dear Mining Recorder,

Great Bear Resources Ltd. — Notice of Intent to Lease Mining Claims (Stage #4 ML4)

Great Bear Resources Ltd. (GBR), a subsidiary of Kinross Gold Corporation, is continuing to explore and
develop the Great Bear Project. In order to facilitate future development, please accept this application to
lease selected mining claims, pursuant to Section 81 of the Mining Act. Background information related to
this application is provided below.

A single lease with perimeter survey is requested for the claims listed in Schedule A.

The Lease request is for both the surface rights and mining rights covering the claims listed in
Schedule A and in accordance with the Location Map 1 also attached.

The minimum five (5) units of assessment work have been completed for the claims.

The undersigned is an officer and Vice President of Great Bear Resources Ltd.

GBR holds a 100% interest in the claims.

GBR has engaged Mr. Peter deHaan at TBT Engineering, Ontario Land Surveyor.

Tel: 807.632.7594 pdehaan@tbte.ca

The claims for the requested Lease abuts Crown owned surface rights and claims that are held by
GBR, there are no mining rights or surface rights that are held by a third party within or abutting the
requested Lease. The requested Lease is not in a municipality.

We can confirm that there are no privately held lands within and contiguous to the requested lease area
(including patent, leasehold and licenced interests). Due to this, we will not be providing block maps or
PINs for the requested lease area. It is our understanding that a surface rights reservation will be imposed
over an Aggregate Permit 13799, as well a 120-metre surface rights reservation along the shore of
Genessee Lake and a 50-metre-wide reservation over the Hydro Line (see Location Map 2).

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please contact Bruno Almeida at 647-206-5946 if there are
any clarifications required or if GBR can do anything to be of assistance.

Sincerely,

7

Luke Jalsevac

Vice President and Project Director
Great Bear Resources Ltd.

Encl.

CC:

Location Map 1: Lease boundary with claims (Stage #4 ML4)
Location Map 2: Existing Surface Rights (Stage #4 ML4)
Schedule A: 19 mining claims to be leased (Stage #4 ML4)

Bruno Almeida, Senior Land Manager - GBR

www.kinross.com
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Kinross Gold Corpora
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Location Map 2: Lease boundary with claims (Stage #4 ML4)
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Schedule A :

19 mining claims to be leased (Stage #4 ML4)

N. TENURE_NUM TITLE_TYPE ISSUE_DATE ANNIVERSAR TENURE_STA HOLDER

1 114065 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
2 160649 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
3 160653 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
4 160654 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
5 162005 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
6 162006 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
7 194758 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
8 213301 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
9 213302 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
10 216179 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
11 225358 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
12 231499 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
13 249354 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
14 250047 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
15 268725 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
16 270090 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
17 270786 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
18 315880 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
19 328677 Single Cell Mining Claim 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.

www.kinross.com



February 1, 2024

Provincial Mining Recorder
Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry
pro.ddm@ontario.ca

Via e-mail only
Dear Mining Recorder,
Great Bear Resources Ltd. — Notice of Intent to Lease Mining Claims (Stage #4 ML2)

Great Bear Resources Ltd. (GBR), a subsidiary of Kinross Gold Corporation, is continuing to explore and
develop the Great Bear Project. In order to facilitate future development, please accept this application to
lease selected mining claims, pursuant to Section 81 of the Mining Act. Background information related to
this application is provided below.

¢ A single lease with perimeter survey is requested for the claims listed in Schedule A.

e The Lease request is for both the surface rights and mining rights covering the claims listed in
Schedule A and in accordance with the Location Map 1 also attached.

e The minimum five (5) units of assessment work have been completed for the claims.

e The undersigned is an officer and Vice President of Great Bear Resources Ltd.

e GBR holds a 100% interest in the claims.

¢ GBR has engaged Mr. Peter deHaan at TBT Engineering, Ontario Land Surveyor.
Tel: 807.632.7594 pdehaan@tbte.ca

e The claims for the requested Lease abuts Crown owned surface rights and claims that are held by
GBR, there are no mining rights or surface rights that are held by a third party within or abutting the
requested Lease. The requested Lease is not in a municipality.

We can confirm that there are no privately held lands within and contiguous to the requested lease area
(including patent, leasehold and licenced interests). Due to this, we will not be providing block maps or
PINs for the requested lease area. It is our understanding that a surface rights reservation will be imposed
over the Highway, the Aggregate Permits 500311 and 20063, as well as a 50-metre-wide reservation over
the Hydro Line and a 120-metre surface rights along the shore of Chukuni River and Rice Lake (see
Location Map 2).

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please contact Bruno Almeida at 647-206-5946 if there are
any clarifications required or if GBR can do anything to be of assistance.

Sincerely,

7. jo

Luke Jalsevac

Vice President and Project Director

Great Bear Resources Ltd.

Encl. Location Map 1: Lease boundary with claims (Stage #4 ML2)
Location Map 2: Existing Surface Rights (Stage #4 ML2)
Schedule A: 46 mining claims to be leased (Stage #4 ML2)

cc: Bruno Almeida, Senior Land Manager - GBR

www.kinross.com
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Location Map 1: Lease boundary with claims (Stage #4 ML2)
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Kinross Gold Corporation

Location Map 2: Existing Surface Rights (Stage #4 ML?2)
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Schedule A :

46 mining claims to be leased (Stage #4 ML?2)

N. TENURE_NUM TITLE_TYPE ISSUE_DATE ANNIVERSARY TENURE_STATUS HOLDER

1 117462 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
2 127704 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
3 155096 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
4 155097 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
5 172297 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
6 173190 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
7 174543 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
8 190510 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
9 206957 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
10 209018 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
11 214884 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10 2028-02-05 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
12 220491 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
13 228423 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
14 270305 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-04-10 2028-02-05 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
15 287704 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
16 295081 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
17 345391 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-04-10 2028-08-03 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
18 521876 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
19 521877 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
20 521878 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
21 521883 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
22 521884 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
23 521886 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
24 521888 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
25 521889 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
26 521893 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
27 521894 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
28 521896 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
29 521897 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
30 521898 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
31 521899 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
32 521901 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
33 521902 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
34 521903 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
35 521904 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
36 521905 Single Cell Mining Claim ~ 2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
37 521906 Multi-cell Mining Claim 2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
38 521907 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
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KINROSS

N. TENURE_NUM TITLE_TYPE ISSUE_DATE ANNIVERSARY TENURE_STATUS HOLDER

39 521908 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
40 521909 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
41 521910 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
42 521911 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
43 521912 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
44 521914 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
45 521915 Single Cell Mining Claim  2018-05-22 2028-05-22 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
46 527704 Multi-cell Mining Claim 2018-08-20 2028-08-20 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.
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February 1, 2024

Provincial Mining Recorder
Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry
pro.ddm@ontario.ca

Via e-mail only

Dear Mining Recorder,

Great Bear Resources Ltd. — Notice of Intent to Lease Mining Claims (Stage #4 ML1)

Great Bear Resources Ltd. (GBR), a subsidiary of Kinross Gold Corporation, is continuing to explore and
develop the Great Bear Project. In order to facilitate future development, please accept this application to
lease selected mining claims, pursuant to Section 81 of the Mining Act. Background information related to
this application is provided below.

A single lease with perimeter survey is requested for the claims listed in Schedule A.

The Lease request is for both the surface rights and mining rights covering the claims listed in
Schedule A and in accordance with the Location Map 1 also attached.

The minimum five (5) units of assessment work have been completed for the claims.

The undersigned is an officer and Vice President of Great Bear Resources Ltd.

GBR holds a 100% interest in the claims.

GBR has engaged Mr. Peter deHaan at TBT Engineering, Ontario Land Surveyor.

Tel: 807.632.7594 pdehaan@tbte.ca

The claims for the requested Lease abuts Crown owned surface rights and claims that are held by
GBR, there are no mining rights or surface rights that are held by a third party within or abutting the
requested Lease. The requested Lease is not in a municipality.

We can confirm that there are no privately held lands within and contiguous to the requested lease area
(including patent, leasehold and licenced interests). Due to this, we will not be providing block maps or
PINs for the requested lease area. It is our understanding that a 50-metre-wide surface rights reservation
will be imposed over the Hydro Line (see Location Map 2).

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please contact Bruno Almeida at 647-206-5946 if there are
any clarifications required or if GBR can do anything to be of assistance.

Sincerely,

7. po

Luke Jalsevac

Vice President and Project Director
Great Bear Resources Ltd.

Encl.

CC:

Location Map 1: Lease boundary with claims (Stage #4 ML1)
Location Map 2: Existing Surface Rights (Stage #4 ML1)
Schedule A: One mining claim to be leased (Stage #4 ML1)

Bruno Almeida, Senior Land Manager - GBR

www.kinross.com


mailto:pro.ddm@ontario.ca
mailto:pdehaan@tbte.ca
ljalsevac
Stamp


5640000

5635000

5630000

Kinross Gold Corporation

Location Map 1: Lease boundary with claims (Stage #4 ML1)

Waterbody >16Ha within cells

D Project Area

455|ooo 47oluoo
N
Legend
[ stage #4 ML 1
— Highway
—=— Hydro Line 3
Watercourse >10m -g

I
5635000

I
5630000

[ ] Great Bear Property Cell
0 1.25 25 5
N ——
Kilometers
By: Bruno Almeida On: January 12,2024 NAD 1983 UTM Zone 15N
24843 [ 01
I
T
_ { 2 |t 4 4 | g o | el ik \‘ )
o s [ / M
- QA e ! b svaf | i o oo |
3 . ! = { f
/ gk : e e e o
. I
R = R =5 e ks 1 ! e [ See! eiydin ‘erage ety
‘/:\‘ | 1esqe i b L E) Y [ a5 | e S e
& - H
7= v 1 bt | sazrea [ 11 by B "
| y - TOUT] Freery Py paey iy ) —
t |
& s | el [rmoms - couac -
| ) s oy | |aasre | sanen | e s
- I o
po " parr[saiag | u0ses | o | vz = N
_A—,,?J",V‘/ ) » ‘
= 2] R {‘) N
~C / ‘ e |
) . £ . E
4 . -
1 [1] 1 1 1
450000 455000 460000 465000 470000

www.kinross.com



KINROSS

=& .Highway-ms
=

IAggregate]Rermi#500138]
317831

|
|

132392 |“228366 . 274981 227758

‘i‘ == - — : ‘.
:::" Aggregate’Rermits ‘K
117356 | 267609 4208970 fgareatie 527756 227388
J 117355
= [ AggregatelRermit$l9932]

, P
] e : 521878
1904517 490450 = 287654 ~ 220387 = 521880 = 521887 521882 521892 = 521879 = 521888 521876 = 521889

‘ ‘ 521877
228368 | 117357 228367 | 275583 521890 " 521881 = 521891 521885 | 521875 [*521883 | 521886 521884

521899
295044 | 308584 | 212738 139246 | 223477 139245 | 328793 | 214206 121820 | 214884 270305 | 521893

0 0.25 0.5 1
Legend Lt U4y
Kilometers
[ stage #4 ML1 === Highway —=—= Hydro Line
D Peaject Area Risers D Aggregate.Site: Authorized Service Layer Credits: Province of Ontario, Esri Canada,
Great Bear Property Cell Lakes Esri, TomTom, Garmin, SafeGraph, GeoTechnologies,

Inc, METI/NASA, USGS, EPA, US Census Bureau, USDA,
NRCan, Parks Canada, Maxar

www.kinross.com



Schedule A :
One mining claim to be leased (Stage #4 ML1)

N. TENURE_NUM TITLE_TYPE ISSUE_DATE  ANNIVERSARY  TENURES_STATUS HOLDER

1 527756 Multi-cell Mining Claim  2018-08-23 2028-08-23 Active (100) GREAT BEAR RESOURCES LTD.

www.kinross.com



The Study

This Notice of Commencement is provided to inform the
public, Indigenous communities and interested parties that
Great Bear Resources Ltd., a wholly owned subsidiary of
Kinross Gold Corporation (Kinross) is beginning an
environmental study to determine the potential
environmental effects of the installation of between
1 megawatts and 5 megawatts of diesel-fired generation (the
Temporary Power Project) at the Great Bear property.
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Background

The Great Bear advanced exploration program is located
approximately 25 kilometres southeast of Red Lake in
northwestern Ontario. The advanced exploration program
requires a reliable power supply to support onsite activities
early in the program. The Temporary Power Project will
provide temporary power to be replaced with a more
favourable power supply option once it can be established.

Notice of Commencement
of a Screening

Great Bear Temporary Power Project

The Process

The study will be carried out in accordance with the Ministry
of the Environment, Conservation and Parks Environmental
Screening Process for Category B Projects set out in Ontario
Regulation 116/01 (the Electricity Projects Regulations).

On completion of the study, an Environmental Screening
Report will be completed and made available for a 30-day
public review period.

A Notice of Completion will advise interested parties of the
locations where the report can be reviewed.

Comments

Members of the public, Indigenous communities and other
interested persons are encouraged to actively participate in
the planning process. Notice of all upcoming consultation
events will be advertised in local papers and radio.
Alternatively, all members of the public, Indigenous
communities and other interested persons seeking to review
supporting materials for the application can speak to Great
Bear staff directly at 104 Howey Street, Red Lake, Ontario.

Please direct any inquiries, comments or requests regarding
the Temporary Power Project to:

Aaron MacDonell, Director, Environmental Services
Great Bear Resources / Kinross Gold Corporation
25 York Street, Suite 15th Floor, Toronto Ontario
M5J 2V5

M: 807-620-8573

Email: aaron.macdonell@kinross.com

All personal information included in a submission — such as name, address, telephone number and property location — is collected, maintained and disclosed
by the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks for the purpose of transparency and consultation. The information is collected under the authority
of the Environmental Assessment Act or is collected and maintained for the purpose of creating a record that is available to the general public as described
in s.37 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. Personal information you submit will become part of a public record that is available to
the general public unless you request that your personal information remain confidential. For more information, please contact the Project Officer or the
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change’s Freedom of Information and Privacy Coordinator at (416) 327-1434.



Asubpeeschoseewagong
- Netum Anishinabek

\, GRASSY NARROWS, ONTARIO POX 1BO < PHONE: (807) 925-2201 ¢ FAX: (807) 925-2649

March 6, 2024

Attention: Minister George Pirie (Minister of Mines) (minister.mines@ontario.ca)
99 Wellesley Street West

Room 5630, Whitney Block

Toronto, Ontario M7A 1W3

Attention: Anjala Puvanathan (Director, Ontario Region) (greatbear@iaac-aeic.gc.ca)
Impact Assessment Agency of Canada

Ontario Region

600-55 York Street

Toronto, Ontario M5J 1R7

Attention: Aaron MacDonell, Director of Environmental Services
(aaron.macdonell@kinross.com)

Mac Potter, External Relations Manager (mac.potter@kinross.com)
Great Bear Resources Ltd. A Kinross Company

104 Howey Street

Red Lake, Ontario POV 2MO

Boozhoo MINES, IAAC, Kinross and Great Bear Resources:

RE: The Great Bear Gold Mine Project

On behalf of Asubpeeschoseewagong Anishinabek (“ANA” or “Grassy Narrows First Nation”),
we write to share with you Grassy Narrows’ preliminary position with respect to your activities in
relation to the Great Bear Gold Project.

The Project will have an adverse impact and requires an impact assessment

Grassy Narrows is deeply concerned by the Great Bear Gold Project being pursued by Kinross
and Great Bear Resources with support from the Ministry of MINES as well as the process
recently begun by the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada (IAAC).

GRASSY NARROWS FIRST NATION
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Decades of industrial activity, authorized and encouraged by Ontario and contrary to Grassy
Narrows’ will, have led to well-documented and extensive harm to our Territory, our way of life,
our rights, and our health. As a result, our people suffer intensely from impacts including
premature death, disease, poverty, and suicide.

The Great Bear Gold Project falls within the area that Grassy Narrows people have historically
and currently use for the exercise of our rights and way of life. It is also upstream from our
community. Pollutants in the water and impacts on the surrounding land, fish and wildlife will
have a direct impact upon us and could also exacerbate mercury contamination in our
waterways.

ANA has repeatedly and clearly communicated with the Crown and the mining industry that our
people are in crisis, the environment which supports us is severely impacted, our health is failing.
The cumulative impacts continue to significantly interfere with our treaty, Aboriginal and inherent
rights.

The Great Bear Gold Project will have an impact upon areas that Canada claims as within federal
jurisdiction, such as species at risk, fisheries, waterways and Indigenous peoples. Grassy
Narrows asserts that the IAAC must conduct an impact assessment in the circumstances.

The Crown’s outstanding obligations to Grassy Narrows should be resolved in a nation-
to-nation process.

For many years, ANA has written to Ontario to invite the Crown to a government-to- government
table to address fundamental issues between us, including the Crown’s unmet obligations to us
about our rights, our land, our self-determination, and the impacts of industry and government
policy on our land and people. These issues have been unresolved between our governments
for many decades. Reaching agreement in good faith through a government-to-government
table is the way to resolve these important issues and to put in place effective measures to
protect us from further harm.

Ontario and Canada have yet to accept this invitation. Most recently, by letter dated November
27, 2023, Ontario explicitly refused to participate in a table to discuss “jurisdictional issues”
raised and rejected nearly all of the issues proposed by ANA including most of those related to
mining.

Instead, Ontario has explicitly recommended that mining companies explore on and around our
Territory, has unilaterally granted roughly 6,000 mining claims on our Indigenous Protected and
Conserved Area, and allowed companies to pursue increasingly advanced work towards mines
that pose a serious threat to Grassy Narrows. This activity has occurred without our consent,
without meaningful consultation and accommodation, and usually without even prior notice
under the antiquated “free entry” mining regime.

Grassy Narrows’ concerns about the process

Until recently, the Crown and the companies associated with the Great Bear Gold Project have
shown little willingness to meet with us, nor respond substantively to many of our
communications. Indeed, we have only recently learned that the Crown and companies provided
notice to other Indigenous Nations of permit applications concerning the Great Bear Gold Project
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as early as 2017 and have signed Advanced Exploration Agreements with Wabauskang and Lac
Seul First Nations. In contrast, Ontario approved a number of permits without notice of any kind
to Grassy Narrows.

Now that gold has been found, the Crown and Kinross are suddenly interested in giving the
appearance of consulting with us, but only to the extent that it furthers the already advanced
plans, made without Grassy Narrows’ involvement, to develop an industrial gold mine in our
headwaters.

Even if Ontario had complied with its own laws, Ontario’s “free entry” mining exploration and
mine development process is not the correct way to make key decisions between our two
governments. This process is deeply unfair and biased in the favour of multi-billion-dollar mining
companies. It ignores our laws, our vision for our land and people, and our processes for making
decisions affecting our territories.

Our ongoing and urgent crisis leaves us unable to meaningfully engage about mining. To make
matters worse, we receive no support from Ontario to inform ourselves, gain technical and legal
advice, and to engage in a fair way about mining. The IAAC has offered a mere $5,000 in
capacity funding to respond to a 100-page technical Initial Project Description and the funding
was made available only after the submission deadline for comments has passed.

The path to reconciliation

We are on a healing journey to recover from the extreme damage that colonization, and
attempted forced assimilation have done to our people, including through the imposition of
Crown policy and regulatory schemes related to residential schools, dams, relocation, mercury
contamination, child apprehension, industrial logging, and mining. We need to allow the land to
heal because healthy land will help to heal our people. This is what reconciliation means to
Grassy Narrows. Let us protect our land and water so that we can heal our people.

The boom in mining exploration in our area is causing great anxiety and fear among our people.
It is setting back our healing. If the Crown decides to allow mining, and the risk of further pollution
and other impacts, there will be more heartache, sickness and loss for our people. This mining
activity will only lead to more grassroots resistance, litigation, and public controversy over conflict
minerals. It will take the relationship between the Crown and Grassy Narrows further away from
the path of healing and reconciliation.

Grassy Narrows says ‘no’ to the Great Bear mine and related activities.

We strongly urge the Crown and your companies to reconsider your unilateral and bullying
approach to pushing mining activity on our First Nation. We urge you to seize this opportunity to
set a course for a future that is free of conflict over mining in Ontario.

We call on the Crown and your companies to respect the healing path for Grassy Narrows and
not to further impair the exercise of our constitutionally protected Aboriginal and treaty rights,
our inherent Indigenous rights, our health, and wellbeing.

Grassy Narrows provides preliminary comment on the project under duress
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We know that Ontario and Canada will move ahead with approvals for damaging mining activity
if we do not speak up. For that reason, we are writing to you under duress to express our
preliminary concerns about this project before it advances any further. These serious concerns
with both how the project has been pursued and the impacts on our rights and interests, are set
out in the attached document. These submissions are by necessity preliminary in the absence
of capacity and support to conduct our own studies and obtain expert technical advice.

Please ensure that you copy our Land Protection Team on all communications on this and
related matters.

Awsa,

Asubpeeschoseewagong Anishinabek (Grassy Narrows First Nation) Chief and Council (quorum
of three)

T//( l/!,;n-i ’;/: m@

Chief Rudy Turtle

Councillor Sherry Ackabee

feg

Councillor Bear Copenace

Couwcillor John C. Kokopenace

/

Councillpr Arnold say

CC:

Grassy Narrows Lands Protection Team

Joseph Fobister, Lead Negotiator (jbfobister@gmail.com)

Mike Fobister, Supervisor (mike.fobister@googlemail.com)
Dan Mossip-Balkwill, Advisor (dan.mossip.balkwill@gmail.com)
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David Sone, Advisor (david.sone@gmail.com)
Jackie Esmonde, Legal Counsel (jesmonde@cavalluzzo.com)

Ontario Ministry of Mines

Susanna Laaksonen-Craig (deputy.mines@ontario.ca) (Deputy Minister, MINES)

Patrick Barnes (patrick.m.barnes@ontario.ca) (MINES Consultation and Aboriginal Treaty Rights
Advisor)

Neal Bennett (neal.bennett@ontario.ca) (MINES Acting Regional Manager Thunder Bay Office)

Teri McDonald (teri.mcdonald@ontario.ca) (MINES Indigenous Consultation and Partnerships Branch)

Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
Minister Graydon Smith (minister.mnrf@ontario.ca)
Drew Vanderduim (deputy.mnrf@ontario.ca) (Deputy Minister MNRF)

Ontario Ministry of Indigenous Affairs

Minister Greg Rickford (minister.indigenousaffairs@ontario.ca)

Shawn Batise (shawn.batise@ontario.ca) (Deputy Minister, Ontario Ministry of Indigenous Affairs)
Emily Vassos (Emily.vassos@ontario.ca) (Chief of Staff, Minister's Office, Ontario Ministry of Indigenous
Affairs)

Candice Telfer (Candice.telfer@ontario.ca) (Acting Assistant Deputy Minister, Negotiations and
Reconciliation Division)

Ontario Ministry of Environment Conservation and Parks
Minister Andrea Khanjin (minister. mecp@ontario.ca)
Serge Imbrogno (serge.imbrogno@ontario.ca) (Deputy Minister)

Crown-Indigenous Relations

Minister Gary Anandasangaree (gary.anandasangaree@rcaanc-cirnac.gc.ca)
Valerie Gideon (valerie.gideon@rcaanc-cirnac.gc.ca) (Deputy Minister)

Rob Wright (rob.wright@rcaanc-cirnac.gc.ca) (Associate Deputy Minister)

Indigenous Services Canada

Minister Patty Hajdu (ministresa-ministeris@sac-isc.gc.ca)

Gina Wilson (gina.wilson@sac-isc.gc.ca) (Deputy Minister)

Michelle Kovacevic (michelle.kovacevic@sac-isc.gc.ca) (Associate Deputy Minister)

Julia Gregory (julia.gregory@sac-isc.gc.ca) (ISC, Policy Analyst; Lands and Economic Development)

Canada - Ministry of Environment and Climate Change

Minister Steven Guilbeault (steven.guilbeault@parl.gc.ca) (Minister of Environment and Climate Change)
Jean-Francois Tremblay (JF.Tremblay@ec.gc.ca) (Deputy Minister)

Lawrence Hanson (Lawrence.Hanson@ec.gc.ca) (Associate Deputy Minister)

Impact Assessment Agency Canada
Natalie Boyd (greatbear@iaac-aeic.gc.ca) (IAAC, Project Manager)
lan Lindsay (greatbear@iaac-aeic.gc.ca) (IAAC, a/Senior Consultation Analyst)

Kinross / Great Bear
Aaron MacDonnell (aaron.macdonell@kinross.com) (Kinross Director of Environmental Services)
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ANA PRELIMINARY CONCERNS ABOUT THE GREAT BEAR GOLD PROJECT
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I.  The Context
Who is Grassy Narrows

Asubpeeschoseewagong Anishinabek (Grassy Narrows First Nation) is an Anishinaabe
First Nation with traditional territory in what is called northwestern Ontario. Grassy
Narrows people exercise inherent Indigenous rights, and Aboriginal and Treaty rights.
We have cared for and lived on our lands for countless generations. Grassy Narrows
people hunt, trap, fish and practice our Anishinaabe way of life to provide for ourselves,
our families and community.

We exercise our inherent right to self-determination and law-making powers. Our
inherent rights are given to us by the Creator. In addition to our inherent rights, Grassy
Narrows people exercise Aboriginal rights and established Treaty 3 rights which are
protected by section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982.

In 1873, the Anishinaabe adhered to Treaty 3. The Treaty 3 Commissioner promised
the Anishinaabe that the Treaty promises would protect our harvesting practices
forever, which would allow our people to hunt, fish, trap, gather, and harvest throughout
the Territory as they had before “as long as the sun shone and the waters flowed.” This
promise was more than a continuation of our pre-existing harvesting rights. The
Anishinaabe did not agree to the erosion of our harvesting rights.t

Our territory is located in the Boreal Shield ecoregion in a mixed forest transition zone
from the Great Lakes St Lawrence Forest to the Boreal Forest. The Whiskey Jack
Forest is the English name of the forest that covers a large portion of the Territory; the
English-Wabigoon River System is a central waterway in the Territory. The land and
waterways of the Territory sustain Grassy Narrows peoples’ way of life.

Grassy Narrows’ Territory is the foundation of who Grassy Narrows people are as
Anishinaabe people. We follow the teachings of the Elders to be responsible for the
Territory and to Manaachitootaa Aki (protect the land).

Social and Cultural Impacts of Crown Law and Policy.

Despite these sacred promises, for many generations the Crown has imposed harmful
law and policy on us, including through the Indian Act, the banning of our ceremonies,
regulation of our hunting and trapping, residential schools, regulation of the wild rice,
relocation, the 60s scoop, the underfunding of our schools, inadequate health care, and
the ongoing removal of our children from the community.

These policies have caused grave harm to our people and impaired the exercise of our
rights. They have undermined our strong society and way of life and have left us more

1 Keewatin v Minister of Natural Resources, 2011 ONSC 4801 [Keewatin ONSC], rev’d 2013 ONCA 1158,
affd 2014 SCC 48 [“Keewatin litigation”].

4879-5418-7904, v. 1



vulnerable to the impacts of industry.

The Cumulative Effects of the Mercury Crisis and Industrial Activities
Impacts.

Starting in at least 1962, a chlor-alkali plant in Dryden, Ontario, began discharging
mercury into the English-Wabigoon River system. Approximately 9,000 kilograms of
mercury were discharged into the river system that flows through our Territory and is a
lifeline for Grassy Narrows people. Our live-giving river became a source of invisible
poison.

The impacts of the mercury contamination have been devastating to the people of
Grassy Narrows and our Territory. The presence of mercury led to the methylmercury
contamination of the fish and Grassy Narrows people. The local commercial fishery shut
down; Grassy Narrows’ economy collapsed; Grassy Narrows people descended into
poverty; Grassy Narrows people suffered, as they continue to do, from debilitating
health symptoms and premature death; and our Anishinaabe way of life was gravely
threatened and changed when we could no longer safely eat fish and exercise our
fishing practices as we had before.

In the 1970s and 1980s, Grassy Narrows called on Ontario to respond to the mercury
crisis by taking concrete action, including by agreeing that Grassy Narrows would
control our Territory. As the river was poisoned, we wanted to have more control over
our Territory and the natural resources in it to be able to protect and benefit from the
part of our Territory that was still healthy — the land. Instead, Ontario authorized
extensive clearcut logging in the Territory from roughly 1980 to 2008, which likely
released new, or additional, sources of mercury into the watershed, and increased
methyl mercury contamination of fish.

Multiple expert reports and publications have detailed the impacts of mercury
contamination on the health of Grassy Narrows people, including the following, which
are enclosed:

e 2015 Expert Report of Dr. Donna Mergler

e Grassy Narrows Community Health Assessment Summary Reports, 2018

e Philibert et. al. (2020), “Mercury exposure and premature mortality in the Grassy
Narrows First Nation community: a retrospective longitudinal study”, The Lancet:
Planetary Health Vol. 4(4), E141-E148

e Philibert et. al. (2022), “Past mercury exposure and current symptoms of nervous
system dysfunction in adults of a First Nation community (Canada)”
Environmental Health 21:34.

e Mergler. D. et. al. (2023), “The Contribution across Three Generations of Mercury
Exposure to Attempted Suicide among Children and Youth in Grassy Narrows
First Nation, Canada: An Intergenerational Analysis” Environmental Health
Perspectives 131(7).

These reports highlight the grave impacts of mercury on the health and wellbeing of
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Grassy Narrows. They establish that Grassy Narrows people cannot withstand further
impacts from the release of new mercury into Grassy Narrows’ land, lakes, rivers, fish,
and people, nor an increase in the net methylation of existing mercury. Our rights have
already been highly compromised by the mercury crisis. Our nation cannot withstand
further infringements of rights. No further impairment of our rights, our health, and our
wellbeing can be justified.

Our fish in the Wabigoon River remain the most mercury contaminated in the province.
Our people of all ages continue to suffer from mercury related diseases and loss of
wellbeing. Our employment remains far below what it was in the 1960s following the
collapse of our subsistence, sport, and commercial fishery due to mercury.

The mercury crisis is but one in a long series of industrial attacks which have been
imposed on us against our will. These include the damming of our rivers, industrial
logging, and mining activity. Each of these industrial attacks has had grave impacts on
its own. In addition, each of these industrial attacks has compounded the existing harm
that remains from previous attacks, creating unbearable cumulative impacts, thereby
prolonging, and exacerbating our inter-generational crisis.

These extreme and compounding industrial impacts have been authorized and
encouraged by the Crown without any serious consideration of their cumulative effects
on Grassy Narrows and the exercise of Grassy Narrows’ rights. We have raised clear
concerns since at least the 1970s that our environment, rights, way of life, and our
health, were at or beyond, the breaking point due to the impacts of industry on the
resources on which we have heavily relied for our wellbeing, livelihood and the viability
of our community. In the 1980s, and again in 2007, we declared moratoria on further
industry on our Territory so that we could heal our people and rebuild our independence
and wellness.

And yet, to this day, with respect to our Territory and vicinity, Ontario has failed to
increase our control and use, failed to conduct a collaborative Landuse Plan; failed to
complete a source water protection plan; failed to carry out a comprehensive
environmental assessment; and failed to undertake an assessment of cumulative
effects. The repeated failures of the Crown to act honourably to resolve the crisis have
resulted in serious, compounding adverse impacts over time, including:

(1) Severe cumulative impacts on our territory and Treaty harvesting, hunting and
fishing rights, making these rights impossible to exercise in a meaningful way;

(2) Severe adverse health effects and death, including, as found in recent scientific
research, high rates of conditions impacting learning in children, disease, suicide
attempts, and the premature death of our people; and

(3) Extreme poverty, food insecurity, loss of Anishinaabe way of life, and other poor
socio-economic indicators of wellbeing which are ranked significantly worse than
average Indigenous communities in Ontario and Canada.

(4) Collective impacts to our society and community.
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Ontario ignored our pleas and our moratoria and continued to allow industrial activity,
including the granting of mining claims on our Territory against our will, and
advancement of mines all around us, without considering how mining activities add to,
compound, exacerbate, and prolong previous harms. The cumulative impacts of
industry have been devastating. The impacts include, but are not limited to:

e Our river that gives us life remains poisoned.

e Our walleye are unsafe to eat.

e Our sturgeon are rare.

Our moose are scarce.

Our caribou are nearly extirpated.

Our pine marten habitat is depleted.

Our forests are fragmented.

Our medicines are tainted.

Our sacred landscape is desecrated and scarred and traplines have been clear

cut.

Our way of life is diminished.

e Our people suffer from poverty, food insecurity, disease, premature death, and
suicide.

e Our inherent, aboriginal, and treaty rights are impaired

e Our health has been harmed.

¢ We have been discriminated against.

[I.  Ongoing Breaches of Crown Obligations: The 1978 Memorandum of
Understanding, Honour of the Crown, and Fiduciary Duty

Ontario and Canada (collectively, the “Crown”) are our treaty partners. As elaborated
below, through the treaty relationship and Crown actions over time, including entering
into legal agreements following the start of the mercury crisis, the Crown assumed
obligations and duties owing to Grassy Narrows. The Crown must uphold the treaty
promises, uphold terms of its agreements, and act honourably in its dealings with
Grassy Narrows.

Authorizing and permitting mining activities in our territory without our consent violates
Ontario’s and Canada’s outstanding obligations and duties to Grassy Narrows and
violates the Crown’s duty to act honourably in all its dealings with Grassy Narrows.

1978 MOU and Dishonourable Conduct.

In 1978, Ontario and Canada signed a Memorandum of Understanding with Grassy
Narrows in which the Crown committed to resolve in good faith the impacts of mercury
on the environment that Grassy Narrows people rely upon for the viability of our
community, and the related health, social, economic, cultural, and environmental
impacts on the people of Grassy Narrows (“1978 MOU?”). It was agreed that the issues
would be resolved through a combination of financial compensation and land, and
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furthermore in a manner that would enhance Grassy Narrows’ self-determination, self-
sufficiency, and control over local affairs wherever possible.

Some agreements were reached that partially implemented some of the 1978
commitments. For example, agreements were reach with Canada in 1984 and with
Canada, Ontario and the mercury polluters in 1985.

However, the Crown has outstanding obligations owing under the 1978 MOU. These
outstanding obligations include (but are not limited to) increasing Grassy Narrows’
access to, protection of, and control over lands and natural resources in our Territory.

Moreover, the Crown has engaged in a course of dishonourable conduct before, during
the negotiations, and since, and has consequently failed to meaningfully support Grassy
Narrows’ recovery from the mercury crisis.

The Crown’s unmet fiduciary duties

The Crown and Grassy Narrows have a sui generis fiduciary relationship, and our treaty
rights attract fiduciary obligations. In the time since the Crown and Grassy Narrows
entered into a treaty relationship, the Crown seized functional management and control
of our lands and water. The Crown assumed a duty to Grassy Narrows when exercising
that control over our Indigenous interests including our pre-existing legal interests in
exercising our fishing, hunting and trapping rights and other traditional practices such as
medicine gathering and wild rice picking.

Grassy Narrows has been at the mercy of the exercise of Ontario’s imposed fiduciary
decision-making over our land as Ontario unilaterally authorized industrial activity, and
otherwise has made decisions that affect the land, water and other natural resources of
our area which we rely on to exercise our rights, practice our way of life, and maintain
our health.

Under imposed Crown management and discretionary control, the health of our land
and our people have seriously declined, our way of life has been degraded, and the
exercise of our treaty rights has been impaired.

The Crown’s abandonment of negotiations required by the 1978 MOU

From the outset of our discussions under the 1978 MOU, Grassy Narrows was clear
that to recover from the impacts of mercury and other harms, we need Crown
recognition of Grassy Narrows’ ownership, control, and protection of a large part of
Territory, which will allow Grassy Narrows to make decisions with respect to our land
that support our way of life and our livelihood. In the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s Ontario
committed to negotiate increased Grassy Narrows control over our lands, in addition to
providing meaningful compensation for our people.

In the 1980s, and since, we called for a moratorium on industrial activity in our Territory
until our negotiations with Ontario were concluded. However, rather than honour this
moratorium, the treaty promises, and the 1978 MOU obligations, Ontario unilaterally
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abandoned the negotiations in the mid 1990s and exercised its imposed control in a
way that further unleashed industry on our area to our detriment.

Ontario has repeatedly acted unilaterally to encumber and degrade our Territory against
our will, including by granting industrial logging licenses and nearly 6,000 mining claims;
industrially logging our forests; and constructing industrial access roads and bridges
(e.g. The Separation Lake Road and bridge) to facilitate further resource extraction and
environmental degradation. Canada has stood by and watched, allowing our lands,
waters, rights, and way of life to be trampled.

The Crown’s dishonourable conduct and abandonment of its fiduciary obligations
continue. Ontario’s Ministry of Mines has granted thousands of mining claims against
our will, including granting mining exploration permits without any prior notice to us.

Ontario has failed to accurately identify the ANA Area of Interest on mining
activities.

The Ontario Ministry of Mines has never meaningfully addressed the question of the
extent of Grassy Narrows’ area of interest with respect to mining.

In the 1980s, the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources created its own map to identify
a Grassy Narrows Traditional Land Use Area (the “1980s TLUA Map”) for the purposes
of mediated negotiations between Grassy Narrows and Ontario with respect to a section
of the Territory required by Grassy Narrows to restore its economic self-sufficiency. The
map used straight lines, which are not reflective of the boundaries of the full Territory
and does not include the northern portion of the Territory.

Between 2008 and 2017 Grassy Narrows and Ontario engaged in discussions on
forestry pursuant to the Grassy Narrows Ontario Process Agreement (the “Process
Agreement”). As part of that process, Grassy Narrows submitted a map of the “Grassy
Narrows area of interest for forestry”, which included areas that are outside the 1980s
TLUA Map boundaries.

When Grassy Narrows passed our Land Declaration in 2018, we shared a map of an
area we have identified as the “Indigenous Protected and Conservation Area” (IPCA).
The IPCA boundaries mirror part of the area of interest for forestry. The IPCA
boundaries have always been provisional, as Grassy Narrows continues to engage in a
process of reviewing the knowledge of our historical and current land use. In addition,
the western notion of linear boundaries on maps conflicts with our Indigenous
knowledge systems, which are based on relationships and complex webs of protection,
use, kinship, sharing, travel and trade that do not begin and end at a line.

Shockingly, Ontario relied on the 1980s TLUA Map as the consultation area for mining,
despite having knowledge that the map was not accurate.

Grassy Narrows is currently pursuing litigation challenging nine mining exploration
permits (not related to the Great Bear Gold Project) that Ontario approved without
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notice to Grassy Narrows.?
Among other relief, Grassy Narrows seeks the following remedies in the litigation:

a declaration that Ontario cannot consider mining activities in the subject area of
the Territory, including issuing exploration permits, until the parties negotiate and
reach agreement on timely enforceable mechanisms to assess and manage
the cumulative impacts of mining, logging, hydro-electricity projects, other
industrial development, mercury contamination, and governmental policies
or programs that may infringe Grassy Narrows’ treaty rights, and to ensure
that these constitutional rights are respected;

These mechanisms are not yet in place and the judicial review remains unresolved.

As further described below, Grassy Narrows has only very recently learned that the
Ministry of MINES approved a number of permits for the Great Bear Gold mine with no
notice to Grassy Narrows.

It is only in very recent times, and after much conflict, that Ontario has begun to ask
Grassy Narrows about what our area of interest for mining is. After many years of
advocacy by Grassy Narrows, Ontario’s Minister responsible for mines finally responded
on November 1, 2022 with a new map that Ontario proposed as the area for
consultation on mining related activities.

Ontario’s proposed consultation area on mining appeared to deliberately carve out the
Great Bear Project Area. The information provided by Ontario to explain how they
arrived at the proposed boundaries was cursory and insufficient for understanding how
the boundaries were arrived at. Grassy Narrows informed the Ministry that their
proposed map is not complete and requested capacity support to do the work
necessary to respond. However, no support has been provided to date.

On November 2, 2023, Grassy Narrows provided two versions of a map setting out our
Interim “Area of Interest” for mining. The maps differed in scale only. The map was
provided with the following cautions:

e The maps are an interim product created under duress arising from the
escalation of imposed mining activity by the Crown and industry and for the sole
purpose of identifying an interim area for negotiations on mining related activity.

e The maps are not a complete representation of Grassy Narrows’ area of interest.
Due to the unique circumstances and capacity constraints, Grassy Narrows has
not completed comprehensive studies required to fully determine its area of
interest including, but not limited to, land use and occupancy, ethnohistory,
archaeology, biology, and hydrology. For example, rights and interests

2 Grassy Narrows First Nation v. Director of Exploration, Ministry of Northern Development, Mines,
Natural Resources and Forestry, Ontario Divisional Court File No. 881/21.

4879-5418-7904, v. 1



associated with air quality, migratory birds, travel routes, marten, lake sturgeon,
wolves, eastern cougar, landscape intactness, climate resilience, biodiversity,
genetic diversity, and many other factors are not reflected in these maps.

¢ In addition, linear boundaries are an imposed non-Indigenous concept that do
not accord with the nature of Grassy Narrows’ relationship with the land which
includes extensive interconnectedness, reciprocity, travel, sharing, and trade.

e These maps do not limit any claims by Grassy Narrows people to assert their
rights and interests throughout their territory and to protect themselves from
harm to their health, rights, way of life, livelihood, society, and environment.
Grassy Narrows people have Treaty rights, and practice them, throughout the
Treaty 3 area. Grassy Narrows people also have inalienable inherent rights
given by the Creator, some of which are affirmed in international law and
instruments. The Grassy Narrows people are the true experts about their land,
rights, and interests.

The Great Bear project area falls within the core area of Grassy Narrows’ Interim Area
of Interest for Mining map.

Despite Grassy Narrows’ efforts to further these negotiations, there is no agreed upon
area for consultation on mining activities.

Sharing of information about our Homeland is a sensitive topic that requires deep trust.
After so many decades of having our trust, our vulnerability, and our lands abused by
Ontario, many of our knowledge holders do not consent to sharing sensitive lands
information with Ontario. Trust must be rebuilt to meaningfully engage on this topic.

Grassy Narrows Laws Have Not Been Respected.

Neither the Crown nor the companies have formally acknowledged and respected
Grassy Narrows’ moratorium and Land Declaration. The Crown has not joined us to
harmonize Crown law with Grassy Narrows law and to find a path forward towards
reconciliation that provides space for Grassy Narrows’ inherent Indigenous rights and
constitutionally protected Aboriginal and treaty rights to be meaningfully realized and
protected.

We have written many times to request that the Crown come to a senior negotiation
table with Grassy Narrows to address the wrongs committed against our people, the
effects of which continue to this day, and to prevent further damage. We call on Ontario
to return to the mediation process first established in 1978 in response to the mercury
disaster to finally reach an honourable agreement regarding the control and protection
of our Territory and fair compensation for Grassy Narrows people.

Instead of coming to the table to honourably resolve outstanding issues and obligations,
Ontario has unilaterally granted mining claims and permits and now is supporting the
development of a gold mine in our headwaters.
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[ll.  The Crown Must Address Capacity Barriers

Grassy Narrows has repeatedly advised both the Crown and the Companies that it
cannot meaningfully engage in negotiations while it faces significant and unique
barriers.

1) Insufficient information: Upon learning of the Great Bear Gold project, Grassy
Narrows immediately requested additional information about the project and the extent
to which our Laws had been taken into account and its adverse impacts considered.
This information is essential for us to understand and respond to any efforts at
engagement. After a lengthy delay, the Ministry recently provided responses that can
only be characterized as preliminary and partial.

2) Capacity funding: The process of evaluating proposed mining activities and
engaging with MINES, the IAAC, and mining companies comes at an expense to ANA.
We must hire staff, engage our community, carry out our governance process, and
obtain professional support from experts, lawyers, and advisors to engage in a
meaningful way.

Grassy Narrows is even more impoverished than our First Nation peers due to the
ongoing impacts of mercury poisoning. We lack the funds required to engage in an
informed and fair way.

During the summer of 2023, MINES staff indicated that, after many years of requests,
MINES will fund some ANA capacity needs. We provided MINES with a document
summarizing the kinds of capacity supports that we would need in order to meaningfully
engage on mining, including compensation for staff and to hire experts. After many
months of awaiting an update, on November 27, 2023 MINES clarified that its promises
of capacity supports amount only to funding in an unspecified amount for a “Mineral
Development Advisor”, a position that Grassy Narrows has never requested funding for.

No funding is currently in place. MINES must come to the table on our issues and
commit to funding ANA’s reasonable costs of engaging in an informed and fair way.

While IAAC offered $5,000 in capacity funding to ANA, this funding was offered after the
deadline for submissions on the List of Issues. The amount offered is insufficient to
meaningfully review lengthy technical documents that engage many areas of expertise,
to engage with our people, to carry out our governance process, and to prepare a
response. This is the same on-size-fits-all funding offered to other First Nations, NGOs,
and other ‘stakeholders’. It does not consider our unique circumstances nor our position
as an Indigenous nation.

3) Pandemic Considerations: COVID-19 infection rates, as well as other respiratory
illnesses in this region of Ontario are high again. Our people are especially vulnerable to
disease because of our high pre-existing rates of co-morbidity, crowded and inadequate
housing, inadequate nutrition due to food insecurity, and the immune impacts of
mercury. The health of our people is our priority. We are informing you that, in addition
to our other concerns, mining exploration proposals are unwelcome during outbreaks
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and other public health emergencies.

4) Mercury Crisis and Industrial Impacts: Our territory has already experienced a
great deal of harm from industrial activities including mercury, damming, industrial
logging, and mining. The cumulative effects of these industrial impacts have already
passed the point of an unreasonable, unjustifiable impact on the exercise of our Treaty
rights, and on our health and wellbeing. As a result, our community suffers from
unusually high rates of conditions including poverty, food insecurity, disease,
neurological conditions, conditions affecting learning, premature death, and child and
youth suicide. The social conditions created by mercury poisoning and the cumulative
impacts of industry place us in an ongoing extreme crisis. As a result, we are unable to
meaningfully engage on mining exploration in the absence of the necessary supports to
resolve and recover from the ongoing mercury crisis.

5) Fundamental outstanding issues must be addressed before meaningful
engagement can occur: As described above, many fundamental issues remain
unresolved between Grassy Narrows and the Crown including unmet obligations,

broken promises, conflicting laws, cumulative impacts, violated trust, justice owed, and
outstanding reconciliation. These are upstream strategic issues to which individual
mining projects are subsidiary. We cannot address one mining project meaningfully,
when the fundamental questions are not addressed. These questions include:

How will the Crown respect Grassy Narrows’ inherent rights and rights
recognized under international law and related instruments?

How can the Treaty relationship between the Crown and Grassy Narrows be
respected and restored?

How can the written text of the Treaty be reconciled with the oral and written
histories, and Ontario Superior Court findings, that the taking up clause and the
cede and surrender clause were never discussed nor agreed to?

Who has decision making authority over lands and resources in our area?

How can Grassy Narrows law and Crown law be harmonized with respect to the
land?

What lands should be open to mining and what lands should be protected?
How will the Crown’s unmet obligations arising from the Treaty, the 1978 MOU,
and other sources be fulfilled?

How will Grassy Narrows’ ownership, control, and use of our lands be increased
as promised?

How can the damage already done to our land and our water be restored?

How can the harm to our sacred landscape, our spirituality, and our relations be
repaired?

How can we assess and prevent the cumulative impacts of industrial activity from
further harming us?

How can the collective damage to our society, our community, and our families
be reversed?

How can our health, our wellness and our way of life be returned to its former
status?
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e How can our self-determination, our independence, and our self-sufficiency be
rebuilt?
e Isit possible to reconcile while the harm continues, while we bury our youth?

For many years we have been seeking to resolve important issues with the Crown that
relate to mining. A summary list of some of these issues can be found at APPENDIX A.

The Crown apparently has little interest in these questions and little willingness to
address them with us, to act honourably, nor even to come to the table with us about
them. When we meet with senior officials from MINES and MNRF, they tell us that they
have no mandate to discuss these issues, but they will bring them to the Minister.

After years of seeking a meeting with the Minister our then Chief and Council finally met
with then MNDMNRF Minister Rickford in Toronto on November 18, 2021. At the long-
awaited meeting Minister Rickford refused to discuss our mining concerns but promised
to come to Grassy Narrows soon to discuss mining at an open forum in our community.
Neither Minister Rickford nor his successors have honoured this promise.

In a largely analogous situation where Grassy Narrows and the Crown had a conflict
over a different form or resource extraction, the 2004-2009 Whiskey Jack Independent
Forest Audit found that:

There are fundamental differences in the viewpoints between GNFN and MNR
regarding forest management principles and practices. It is the audit team’s
opinion that these differences cannot be resolved without the Province setting
aside many of the requirements to manage the Whiskey Jack Forest under the
CFSA and the FMPM, and relinquishing significant authority to the First Nation to
manage portions of the Whiskey Jack Forest according to the desires of the
GNFN community. The audit team further believes that the forest management
planning process did not anticipate, nor was it designed to resolve the type of
dispute currently being experienced on the Whiskey Jack Forest.

Similarly, the Mining Act and its regulations and the IAAC regulations did not anticipate,
nor were they designed to resolve the serious grievances, outstanding obligations, and
the type of dispute currently being experienced over mining around Grassy Narrows.
Resolving this dispute will require sincere, honourable, government-to-government
engagement on the fundamental issues that have brought us to this point. Only once
that occurs, can we meaningfully engage about specific permits and projects without
repeating and exacerbating the legacy of past and ongoing harms.

IV. The Great Bear Gold Project: The Crown’s failure to inform, meaningfully
consult, and gain our consent for project activities.

The Great Bear Gold Project falls within Grassy Narrows’ Interim Area of
Interest for Mining

We have enclosed a copy of Grassy Narrows’ map of our Interim Area of Interest for
Mining, which is described above.
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The limited preliminary research that we have been able to conduct confirms that the
Great Bear Gold Project is within the area where Grassy Narrows people have
historically, and continue to, practice our way of life and our Treaty rights.

There is strong ethno-historical evidence that Grassy Narrows has a longstanding
connection to this area dating back to the time of the Treaty and before. This includes
historical reports, fur trade records, ethnological work, and other records. Grassy
Narrows First Nation historically hunted, fished, trapped, collected plants, gardened and
conducted spiritual practices in and around the Red Lake fur trading routes, and traded
products obtained in the area.

There are Grassy Narrows families with continuing family ties to this area and the
surrounding areas. Grassy Narrows people, including the Chief, continue to practice our
inherent and Treaty rights in this area, including the moose hunt. The moose hunt is
extremely important to our way of life and sustenance. Due to the precipitous decline in
moose elsewhere in our area, the area south of Red Lake is one of the only remaining
productive moose hunting grounds that our people use.

The Great Bear Gold Project falls within moose, wolverine and caribou habitat that
ranges within our IPCA. In addition, walleye within the project area migrate to the
waterways on which Grassy Narrows exercises its treaty rights to fish and on which the
community reliese for food. The project area is also within nearby quatermary
watersheds that flow into the IPCA.

Grassy Narrows people fish extensively on the English River around Grassy Narrows.
Grassy Narrows people also fish on the English River and its tributaries near the inflow
of the Chukuni River. We are aware that the fish that we eat swim a distance of 30 km,
or more, up and downstream in the course of their lifecycle and are exposed to, and
bioaccumulate, toxins throughout their travels. In particular, our walleye travel long
distances upstream in order to spawn.

Caribou are an important clan animal to Grassy Narrows and used to be seen
throughout our Territory. The Great Bear Gold Project area is within the range of the
Sydney Caribou herd, the last remaining herd in our Territory. This range is already
degraded beyond the threshold at which it is able to sustain Caribou in the long term,
unless its intactness is restored. All of the habitat within the range is considered critical.

As noted above and confirmed by the Supreme Court, the Treaty 3 Commissioner
promised the Anishinaabe that the Treaty promises would protect our harvesting
practices forever which would allow our people to hunt, fish, trap, gather, and harvest
throughout the Territory as they had before “as long as the sun shone and the waters
flowed”. The Anishinaabe did not agree to an increasing erosion of our harvesting rights
that would significantly interfere with the exercise of our rights.3

3 Keewatin v Minister of Natural Resources, 2011 ONSC 4801 [Keewatin ONSC], rev’d 2013 ONCA 1158,
affd 2014 SCC 48 [“Keewatin litigation”].

4879-5418-7904, v. 1



Grassy Narrows has a communal connection, right, and interest in this area. It is
possible that other First Nations do too, but that does not in any way diminish our own
connection, rights and interests nor the Crown’s obligations to us.

In addition, Grassy Narrows must be consulted on activities that may have off-site
impacts on our territory, such as downstream, downwind, or migratory species impacts.
Grassy Narrows continues to document the full extent of its Territory and the “ANA
Preliminary Area of Interest With Respect to Mining” is without prejudice to the
determination of the full geographical extent of Grassy Narrows’ Territory.

The Crown requires Grassy Narrows’consent for the Great Bear Gold
Project

The standard that correctly applies to this project is the right to say ‘no’, also known as
the right to give or withhold “free prior and informed consent.”

Under Grassy Narrows law, we are the first people of this land. The Creator gave us this
land and only the Creator can take it away. We live in relationship with the land; we care
for it and the land provides for us. We must take care of the land and not disrupt this
balance. Nothing that threatens this balance may take place on the land without our
permission. We say no to mining.

The United Nations has recognized this right in the UN Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples and in other international laws and instruments to which Canada is
a signatory.

The Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples requires States to consult and
cooperate in good faith with the indigenous peoples concerned through their own
representative institutions in order to obtain their free, prior and informed consent before
adopting and implementing legislative or administrative measures that may affect them
(article 19). This includes:

e The adoption of legislation or administrative policies that affect indigenous
peoples (article 19)

e The undertaking of projects that affect indigenous peoples’ rights to land, territory
and resources, including mining and other utilization or exploitation of resources
(article 32).

The principle of free, prior and informed consent is linked to treaty norms, including the
right to self-determination affirmed in common Article 1 of the International Human
Rights Covenants. When affirming that the requirement flows from other rights,
including the right to develop and maintain cultures, under article 27 of the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and article 15 of the International
Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights (ICECSR), the treaty bodies have
framed the requirement also in light of the right to self-determination.

Canada is bound by international law to these abide by these standards.
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While Crown law has often failed to adequately implement international human rights
standards, and often seeks to take a reductionist view of its international obligations to
us, even under Crown law our consent is required for this project for reasons including,
but not limited to:

a) The cumulative impacts of Crown policy and industry on our people already
exceed any reasonable threshold of impact on our rights, our way of life, our
people, and our environment. No further impacts can be made without consent.

b) The Companies’ goal is to open a gold mine. A recent study demonstrated the
extensive impacts of metal mining contamination on rivers and floodplains across
the world, with an estimated 23 million people believed to be affected by
potentially dangerous concentrations of toxic waste.* Gold mines have high risk
of impact to our well established and strong rights, including our rights under
Treaty #3. Our waters are already contaminated with mercury. Therefore, we are
at the high end of the consultation spectrum where consent is required.

c) The “taking up” clause and the “cede and surrender” clause which the Crown
relies on for its asserted legal authority were never explained, translated,
discussed, nor agreed to, during the negotiation of Treaty #3. This is reflected
consistently in the multiple, independent, written records of the Treaty
negotiations. To the contrary, Treaty Commissioner Simon Dawson informed the
legislature that “As an inducement to the Indians to sign the Treaty, the
commissioners pointed out to them that, along with the land reserves and money
payments, they would_forever have the use of their fisheries. The point was
strongly insisted upon and it had great weight with the Indians, who for some
years previously had persistently refused to enter into any Treaty” (NA RG 10 vol
3800 file 48542, 28 May 1888). The Ontario Court of Justice found that the
Indigenous signatories to Treaty 3 were not advised and did not understand that
the Crown could authorize land uses inconsistent with Harvesting Rights and
pass legislation to extinguish or limit Harvesting rights. They expected that
Canada would protect their harvesting rights away from the Dawson Route or
CPR right or way, not limit, extinguish or ignore them.®> No court of appeal,
including the Supreme Court of Canada has overturned this finding of fact.

Beyond the requirements under Grassy Narrows Law, International Law, and Crown
Law to obtain consent in these circumstances, there is the simple practical requirement
for consent in today’s business, investment, and political environment.

The business case for obtaining consent is reflected in the mining industry’s own trade
association policies through the International Council on Mining & Metals (ICMM)
position statement on Indigenous Peoples and Mining, which states that “[t]he outcome

4 Phys.Org (September 21, 2023), “Global study reveals extensive impact of mining contamination on
rivers and floodplains.”

5 Keewatin v. Minister of Natural Resources, 2011 ONSC 4801 (CanLll), at para 865,
<https://canlii.ca/t/fmzc4#par865>, retrieved on 2023-09-23
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is that Indigenous Peoples can give or withhold their consent to a project, through a
process that strives to be consistent with their traditional decision-making processes
while respecting internationally recognised human rights and is based on good faith
negotiation."®

Even Barrick Gold, infamous for their violations of human rights internationally, stated in
their $100M statement of claim against Red Lake Gold when addressing the need to for
Grassy Narrows’ consent that:

Virtually all successful mining ventures in Canada require a strong and genuine
working relationship with local communities, including First Nations. Without such
a relationship, it can be extraordinarily difficult, if not impossible, to proceed with
a mining venture beyond early stage exploration work and into development work
(e.g., by constructing a working mine).

Strong, genuine and reliable relationships with First Nations are built on mutual
trust and respect. Any perceived or actual breach of that trust or respect can
have devastating consequences for a mining venture or company, and these
commercial and reputational consequences can extend well beyond any
particular project or First Nation group.’

No large mine has opened in Canada for decades without Indigenous consent. It is
simply too difficult and risky to carry out such an expensive and intensive project without
all relevant First Nations on board.

As a First Nation living immediately downstream from this project, we will live with the
consequences for many generations to come. It is our children who will drink the water,
eat the fish, pick the wild rice, swim, and learn what it means to be
Asubpeeschoseewagong Anishinabek on this river whose waters will carry the effluent
from this gold mine if it is built. It is our people who will search in vain for moose and
caribou to hunt on the landscape that has had its forests fragmented and degraded by
access roads, clearcuts, seismic lines, pits, trenches, clearings, and mines. It is our
people who will be impacted if the tailings dam fails. It is our people who will be
poisoned if toxics leach into the water. It is our people whose fear and anxiety, already
far to high and fatal due to the mercury crisis, will be heightened by the threat this
mining project poses to our wellbeing.

We know, and everyone in Canada who has cared to learn our story knows, that
decisions made and activities carried out upstream can have a devastating impact on
us. The chlor-alkali plant in Dryden that discharged mercury into the Wabigoon River
was 150 km upstream of our village. But the flow of the river does not obey any human
boundaries. The distance did not stop the mercury from being carried downstream,

6 International Council on Mining & Metals (May 16, 2013), “Indigenous Peoples and Mining: Position
Statement”.
7 Barrick Statement of Claim against Red Lake Gold, 2022/23, p. 20, 21.
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bioaccumulating in the fish that we eat, destroying our livelihood, poisoning our people,
and dramatically disrupting our way of life. More than 50 years after the discharge of
mercury was ordered halted, our mercury crisis rages on. There is no end in sight to
the contamination of our river and to the intergenerational impacts of mercury.

The correct standard for this project, which threatens to impact Grassy Narrows’ future
for many generations, is consent. Grassy Narrows has not given its consent. Grassy
Narrows says ‘no’.

Far from seeking consent, Ontario has approved numerous permits for the
Great Bear Gold Project with no notice to Grassy Narrows

With respect to the Great Bear Gold Project, there has been a failure to inform, to
consult meaningfully with ANA and to gain our consent, even though the ANA village
site is the first community downstream from the project site. In spite of the infamous pre-
existing impacts on the English River and Grassy Narrows from hydro damming,
mercury pollution, and clearcut logging, and Grassy Narrows’ well knowns concerns
about mining exploration. The fact that Grassy Narrows is downstream of this project,
potentially impacted, and likely concerned should be evident to any diligent person with
access to Google.

Exploration permits for this project date back to January 2017, including permits for
extensive exploration work, drilling, stripping of the land, and taking of water. The
following permits were authorized without notice to Grassy Narrows and, for the most
part, prior to any communications from either the Crown or the companies with our First
Nation:

January 6, 2017: PR-16-10995 — permit for mineral exploration
April 11, 2019: PR-18-000295 — permit for mineral exploration
November 22, 2019: PR-19-000264 — permit for mineral exploration
November 27, 2019: PR-19-000227 — permit for mineral exploration
July 16, 2020: PR20-000178 — permit for mineral exploration
October 13, 2020: PR20-000276 — permit for mineral exploration
July 13, 2021: PR-21-000190 — permit for mineral exploration
October 4, 2021: PR-21-000258 — permit for mineral exploration
August 15, 2022: 5115-CJ9QRR — permit to take water

September 15, 2022: Permit 5115-CJ9QRR to take water

The failure to take the minimal step of giving notice to Grassy Narrows about any of the
above permits is all the more shocking because while this extensive work was being
done on the Great Bear Gold Project, Grassy Narrows was writing to Ontario and to the
companies seeking to share information and initiate negotiations about protection for
Grassy Narrows’ lands, waters, and people. Grassy Narrows has written to Ontario
repeatedly about land protection concerns for decades, and most recently in a long
series of official letters dating back to 2018 requesting a government-to-government
table to resolve Lands issues including mining.
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The history of communications between Grassy Narrows, Great Bear Resources,
Kinross and Ontario’s Ministry of Mines demonstrates that none of these parties have
demonstrated a genuine intention to meaningfully engage with Grassy Narrows. This
summary is current to December 15, 2023:

e February 25, 2020: Having learned about Great Bear Resource’s presence in
the area, but unaware of the permit applications and authorizations, Grassy
Narrows Chief and Council wrote to Great Bear Resources to notify the Company
about ANA’s mining concerns and to ask if Great Bear Resources had any
proposed work that would put Grassy Narrows at risk and conflict with our laws.
There was no response. Indeed, Great Bear Resources has never responded to
Grassy Narrows’ communications.

e October 1, 2020: Upon learning of Kinross’s presence in the area, Grassy
Narrows Chief and Council wrote to Kinross Gold Corp. with a request to meet
and a list of questions about their work.

e October 6, 2020: Chief and Council wrote to Great Bear Resources.

e October 7, 2020: Chief and Council wrote to follow up with Kinross.

e November 2, 2020: Kinross responded to acknowledge our letter but did not
provide any substantive response to our questions, make any mention of the
Great Bear Project, nor accept our request to meet. We did not hear from Kinross
again for almost two years.

e December, 2021: Kinross reached an agreement with Great Bear Resources.

e August 29, 2022: Kinross sent a letter of introduction to our Chief.

e September 15, 2022: Less than three weeks later, Kinross submitted an
exploration permit to Ontario claiming to have consulted with Aboriginal
communities.

e October 4, 2022: Grassy Narrows wrote again to Great Bear Resources.

e October 6, 2022: Grassy Narrows received its first notice of an application for an
exploration permit related to this project from Ontario (PR-22-000284). Ontario
gave Grassy Narrows only one month to provide comment on the application.

e November 18, 2022: With no capacity, and in the midst of the COVID-19
pandemic, Grassy Narrows wrote back to advise Ontario that we intended to

respond but could not do so substantively within the time provided.

e November 24, 2022: MINES notified Grassy Narrows that Kinross’s application
(PR-22-000284) had been approved with the exception of 44 claims that were
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being held pending further comment from Grassy Narrows but offering no
capacity supports.

e December 28, 2022: MINES notified Grassy Narrows of seven mining lease
applications and advised that MINES would proceed if it did not receive
comments by February 26, 2023.

e January 19, 2023: MINES notified Grassy Narrows that it was considering
granting the mining permit for the 44 claims that had been held, pending
comments from Grassy Narrows by February 3, 2023. Again, no capacity
supports were offered.

e February 6, 2023: Grassy Narrows wrote to MINES to reiterate the barriers to
participation that had been communicated over many years; in the absence of
addressing those barriers Grassy Narrows cannot engage or comment
substantively to the permit applications.

e February 14, 2023: MINES gives Grassy Narrows until February 28, 2023 to
respond with comments.

e February 27, 2023: Grassy Narrows official writes to MINES indicating that
Grassy Narrows does want to comment but that further time is required to review
the information, and that the company has yet to respond to the questions that
ANA has sent them.

e March 3, 2023: Grassy Narrows sent a follow up letter to MINES regarding the
seven proposed mining leases and Grassy Narrows’ requests for a government-
to-government negotiation table.

e March 10, 2023: MINES wrote to Grassy Narrows to ask for a copy of the
guestions posed to the companies in 2020.

e March 20, 2023: Grassy Narrows wrote to Great Bear and Kinross to request a
meeting about the Great Bear Gold Project in early April and for an answer to the
guestions posed to the company in 2020.

e March 21, 2023: MINES followed up on its request for a copy of the questions
posed to the companies in 2020.

e March 31, 2023: Grassy Narrows followed up with Great Bear Resources and
Kinross to request a meeting in early April and to obtain answers to the questions
posed in 2020.

o April 12, 2023: Grassy Narrows repeated its request for a meeting with MINES
and answer to questions concerning Great Bear Resources and Kinross.
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e April 24, 2023: Kinross finally responds to the request to meet.

e June 22, 2023: Kinross attended an introductory meeting with Grassy Narrows.
The meeting was not a consultation on the project. Kinross representatives
stated that MINES would be providing answers to the questions posed in 2020.
Grassy Narrows raised serious concerns about the project, including capacity
constraints and concerns about impacts.

e June 27, 2023: Kinross wrote to confirm that MINES would be providing answers
to the questions posed in 2020. MINES did in fact provide a partial and
incomplete response to the questions posed in 2020. MINES gives Grassy
Narrows two weeks to provide comment on the 44 outstanding claims.

e July 12, 2023: MINES gives Grassy Narrows a further extension to July 27,
2023.

e July 24, 2023: Kinross wrote to invite Grassy Narrows to a meeting to learn
about the project and to advise that it was setting up a Sharepoint site to share
information about the project. The Sharepoint link was not provided. Kinross
further advised that the federal impact assessment process had been initiated.

e July 28, 2023: MINES wrote to advise Grassy Narrows that Ontario will not
provide capacity support for consultation and asked for comments on the 44
claims by August 10, 2023.

e August 11, 2023: MINES approves the mining exploration permit for the 44
claims.

e August 12, 2023: Kinross provided a copy of Great Bear industrial Sewage
Works documentation. Grassy Narrows does not have capacity to analyze or
respond to this technical document.

e September 7, 2023: Kinross provided a copy of the Great Bear Advanced
Exploration Reclamation Strategy for comment. Grassy Narrows does not have
capacity to analyze or respond to this technical document.

e September 13, 2023: Chief Turtle writes to the IAAC to advise that Grassy
Narrows has learned that Kinross and Great Bear have initiated the interim
assessment process. Grassy Narrows was not provided notice in accordance
with its protocols and demanded that the process recommence in accordance
with procedural requirements.

e September 14, 2023: Grassy Narrows sent a follow up inquiry to the IAAC.

e September 15, 2023: IAAC provided a two-week extension to respond to
Kinross’s Initial Project Description.
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e September 20, 2023: Grassy Narrows responded to IAAC by reiterating that the
IAAC had not complied with procedural requirements for the pre-planning stage
and repeating its demand to recommence the process.

e September 26, 2023: Kinross wrote to Grassy Narrows to request a meeting to
discuss capacity funding.

e September 28, 2023: Kinross wrote to Grassy Narrows to provide two technical
documents for comment (AEX Industrial Sewage Application and Aquatics
Monitoring Plan; AEX ECA Air and Noise, Emissions Modelling and Dust
Management). Kinross offered to meet and provide capacity support.

e October 4, 2023: Kinross wrote to Grassy Narrows about a draft permit to take
water application.

e October 6, 2023: Grassy Narrows Lands Protection Team was given access to
the Great Bear Sharepoint site, with extensive technical documents that were not
shared previously. IAAC also provided its Summary of Issues for comment and
offered to meet.

e October 20, 2023: Kinross provided its groundwater monitoring plan for the
project and its preliminary mine rock management and monitoring plan.

e November 3, 2023: Kinross provided its draft closure plan for comment.

e November 10, 2023: Kinross provided its Detailed Project Description for
comment. Grassy Narrows met with Kinross and IAAC. Grassy Narrows asked
Kinross to pause the impact assessment process until an engagement protocol
could be put in place along with capacity supports.

e November 14, 2023: Ontario wrote to Grassy Narrows with belated notice that in
or around April 2023 it had delegated the “procedural” aspects of consultation on
certain matters relating to the Great Bear Gold Project to Great Bear Resources.
Ontario’s letter to this effect dated April 6, 2023 was sent to the Chief and not
pursuant to Grassy Narrows consultation protocols. Ontario takes the position
that the duty to consult is at the “low end” of the spectrum.”

e November 20, 2023: Kinross wrote to Grassy Narrows concerning participation
in a Stage 3 Archaeological Assessment.

e December 15, 2023: Kinross meets with Grassy Narrows and refuses to pause
its activities for any length of time to accommodate Grassy Narrows’ unique
circumstances.
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As the foregoing chronology demonstrates, the companies and Crown left Grassy
Narrows in the dark for years about the Great Bear Gold Project. Since September
2023, Grassy Narrows has been flooded with technical documents, belated offers of
capacity support, none of which has flowed, and impossible deadlines for engagement.

Kinross spent billions to buy the project and has clearly already decided to build a gold
mine regardless of Grassy Narrows’ wishes. Failing to engage with Grassy Narrows on
this project for more than four and half years was not an error of omission, but rather a
deliberate decision not to engage, and to withhold, information about this project from
Grassy Narrows. The fact that other First Nations, who are located far upstream of the
project, but who have a reputation for welcoming mining activity, were engaged far
earlier (as early as 2017), raises the question of whether a decision was made not to
engage Grassy Narrows because of Grassy Narrows’ well-known concerns about
mining exploration.

It took Ontario and the companies nearly three and half years to provide initial
responses to questions posed by Grassy Narrows to Great Bear Resources in February
of 2020. And yet, within 60 days of providing those initial responses, without providing
any capacity support to review them, and without addressing Grassy Narrows’ many
other barriers and fundamental issues, the Ministry approved further work on the project
in spite of Grassy Narrows’ request for capacity support and time.

Even Indigenous Services Canada flagged concern about Kinross’s level of
engagement to date with Grassy Narrows in its comment to the IAAC:

The perception of contamination to the land, water, traditional food sources and
Indigenous Peoples by industrial development may be a serious concern for the
identified Indigenous Nations, especially for Grassy Narrows ... During the late
1990s and early 1970s, the English-Wabigoon River system was contaminated
with inorganic mercury from a pulp mill located upstream in Dryden, Ontario. This
discharge of inorganic mercury contaminated their water and traditional food
sources (i.e. fish) and lead to cases of mercury poisoning and intergenerational
challenges. The proponent, Kinross Gold Corporation, started engaging with
Grassy Narrows First Nation in 2022, whereas their engagements with
Wabuskang First Nation and Lac Seul First Nation began in 2017. Due to Grassy
Narrows First Nation’s negative and detrimental experience with industrial
development, it is recommended that more engagement take place. The
Indigenous Nations need to gain a greater understanding of the contaminants
that may be released into the environment. They should be provided an
opportunity to express concerns or uncertainties about potential exposure to
chemicals used in the gold mining process, such as cyanide and heavy metals.2

Given this history, including the Crown’s outstanding obligations to Grassy Narrows, it is
highly inappropriate for Ontario to delegate any aspect of consultation to Great Bear

8 Indigenous Services Canada, Federal Authority Advice Record — Great Bear Gold Project, p. 5.
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Resources. Grassy Narrows does not agree that the Crown can delegate its duty to
consult with a treaty nation to a third party. Nor does Grassy Narrows agree, given
Grassy Narrows’ strong rights, existing cumulative impacts, and the companies’
intention to open large gold mines upstream from the community, that the duty is at the
low end of the spectrum.

The IAAC has failed to consult as required with Grassy Narrows

According to the attached IAAC document summarizing the impact assessment
process, the process begins with Phase 0 (Pre-Planning), a phase that requires
engagement by both the Proponent and the Agency with Indigenous groups. None of
the required pre-planning steps with respect to Grassy Narrows have been complied
with.

The Proponent was required to engage Grassy Narrows to present the project, learn
Grassy Narrows’ views, including potential effects and how we wish to be engaged and
to incorporate this information into the Initial Project Description. Grassy Narrows has
expressed, both in writing and in meetings on June 22, 2023, and November 10, 2023
with representatives from Kinross, our significant concerns about potential impacts upon
our community, which are not reflected in the Initial Project Description. Grassy Narrows
also provided Kinross with our communications protocol, which includes communication
with the Lands Protection Team. That protocol was not included in the Initial Project
Description.

The Agency was aware, based on the Initial Project Description, that Grassy Narrows
may be affected by the project. In the pre-planning phase, the Agency was required to
inform Grassy Narrows about the impact assessment process to support us in
understanding how we can participate. The Agency was obligated to learn Grassy
Narrows’ views and context, including potential effects and how we wish to be engaged.
The Agency did not comply with these requirements of the pre-planning stage.

Crown and Company efforts to engage Grassy Narrows since 2022 have
been performative and do not meet the standards required for engagement

The decisions to open our land to mineral staking and exploration, to carry out extensive
exploration, and to build a gold mine, have already been made, and billions of dollars
spent towards that end, all behind Grassy Narrows’ back. In this context, it is hard to
believe that requests for belated input at this late stage are sincere. Clearly, the
companies and Ontario have already decided to build a gold mine if investors will
support it and we are an afterthought.

Kinross is now flooding us with technical documents created by highly paid experts,
while knowing that we have no capacity support to engage experts to review the
technical documents, nor to engage our community about them. When we sought a
pause in the process to gain capacity support, retain experts, complete a process
agreement, and engage in our governance process, we are refused. In this context it is
hard to believe that anything Grassy Narrows says will be taken seriously and will have
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the potential to meaningfully influence the major decisions that have been made.

We live downstream, our established rights and our health are at stake, and we are
concerned. Under Crown law the Crown clearly had a duty to meaningfully consult and
meaningfully accommodate us at every stage of this project, including during the
strategic level upstream decisions (such as land use planning, land use designation,
tenure, etc.) as well as the more minor decisions which flow from them (such as specific
exploration permits, water takings, leases, etc.). As a First Nation whose Treaty rights
and health have already been severely impacted by the cumulative impacts of industry
and government decisions our consent is required. Under our inherent rights,
Anishaabe law, and International law our consent is also required.

Ontario has failed for many years in their duty to consult on this project and we call for
an immediate freeze on all project activities until sufficient capacity support has been
provided to allow Grassy Narrows to complete an ethno-historical report, land use and
occupancy study, archaeological assessment of the area and study into cumulative
impacts, and until we have been meaningfully engaged and our free, prior and informed
consent obtained.

V. Adverse Impacts: ANA Preliminary Specific Concerns

As Asubpeeschoseewagong Anishinabek we have a holistic, interconnected, and
spiritual relationship to our sacred landscape. We are the land and the land is us. What
happens to the land happens to us and to our children for many generations.

This is an area where our ancestors have practiced, and we currently practice our
Anishinaabe way of life; a way of life that relies on a healthy environment and is central
to our identity, health, wellness, and livelihood. This area is part of the whole that forms
the sacred landscape which gives us life and which we are in relationship within every
aspect of our lives, hearts, spirits, and dreams.

While some areas may appear to an outside observer to be on the periphery of our
Territory, this is a grave misperception. All our territory is core to our way of life and
connection to the land. For example, we have always traveled to hunt. A moose that is
harvested a few days’ travel from our village site will still feed a family for many weeks
and be shared with Elders, relatives, and friends. The dramatic decline in the moose
population near our village means that the area around Red Lake is even more critical
to our moose hunt. These areas are deeply embedded in our memories, our lives, and
our hearts. We are strongly tied to this land.

We know that MINES, IAAC and the companies do not respect this relationship and
seek to reduce it to a series of finite, bounded sites of ‘values’. Our concerns are
disregarded unless they are expressed in extremely specific and reductionist terms that
ties adverse impacts to particular pieces of the land that are viewed in isolation from the
whole. MINES and IAAC want us to engage in an exercise of, for example, identifying a
specific hole that is a specific distance from a specific cabin and thus should be moved
a bit to the west. Or, this type of machinery produces noise that will make hunting
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difficult in this specific blind during this month, so please do not use it in October. Or,
this wastewater discharge site is next to that fishing hole, so please put it a bit further
downstream.

This approach fails to see the forest for the trees. What use is a remote cabin retreat
without the serenity of the surrounding area from which we draw our physical and
spiritual sustenance? How can we use it for healing and to teach our children their way
of life while over the ridge heavy machinery encroaches ever closer and non-native
users buzz around us in ATVs and motorboats? What use is a hunting site if the
ancestral moose trails have been destroyed, there is no winter refuge, and unmanaged
access routes have allowed non-native hunters to deplete the population precipitously?
What use is a fishing spot if the fish has absorbed a dangerous burden of toxins from its
food sources everywhere it swims throughout its life, including those carried from
upstream? How can we carry out our ceremonies when the spirits who live in the rocks
have been disturbed by drilling and blasting. What point is there in commenting on a
small drill program in isolation, when everyone knows that your plan is to open a huge
open pit and underground gold mine?

In spite of this fundamental difference in world view, the barriers, unresolved
fundamental issues, and concerns noted above, we know that MINES, the Companies
and IAAC will try to proceed with this project unless we raise specific concerns. In the
absence of the necessary supports, Grassy Narrows cannot substantively respond to
the technical information provided to date about the Great Bear Gold Project. We
provide these preliminary concerns under protest and based upon the limited research
we can undertake, which should not be taken as a complete overview of our concerns.

Industrial disturbances will release even more mercury into our ecosystem
and further impair our Treaty rights.

The Great Bear Gold Project will require industrial mining exploration, access roads,
clearing of trees, modification to water levels and other activity within the English River
watershed. The waters from those areas flow into the English River in short order via
the Chukuni River. They flow into the areas where we fish, boat, camp, and practice our
way of life, and directly past our community.

The scientific literature establishes that industrial activity in the boreal forest releases
mercury into local lakes and rivers.

Building machine tracks, trails, and roads is a common part of mining exploration and
mine development work. However, simply driving heavy machinery through the boreal
forest can contribute to the release of mercury. In one documented instance, a
temporary machine track was inadvertently placed across a small, long-term reference
catchment. This disturbance increased outputs of MeHg by a factor of over five for more
than a decade.®

9 J. Munthe and H. Hultberg (2004), “Mercury and Methylmercury in Runoff from a Forested Catchment -
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Clearing the forest has also been found to release mercury into local water bodies
where it bioaccumulates in fish to dangerous levels. The foremost study on this subject
was completed in Quebec by Dr. Carignan. The study found that 100% of lakes with
clearcut watersheds had walleye and pike with mercury levels that exceeded the World
Health Organization advisory limit for human consumption. Meanwhile, only 18% of
unlogged lakes, and only one burned lake exceeded the limit.1°

In the only field study on the topic done by Ontario of which we are aware, there was
roughly a doubling of mercury exported from a watershed near Thunder Bay via a
stream after logging activity. This release of mercury occurred even though all the
required regulatory measures, including those with respect to riparian buffers, were
followed.

Despite these findings, Ontario does no downstream monitoring of actual industrial
operations to monitor or assess mercury impacts.!?

Both the Carignan and Ontario studies concluded that that the increase in mercury
export is largely due to changes in local watershed level hydrology from the loss of tree
cover. Mining exploration and mining activity also involve the clearing of trees from the
land and risk similar impacts to local hydrology (e.g., Lower evapotranspiration rates,
changes to snow and rain interception, etc.) and therefore leads to similar increases in
mercury export to local logging.

Mining exploration and mining activities often have the effect of artificially changing
water levels. This can happen through water takings, water discharges, dewatering of
areas, and other industrial processes. Studies have found that the artificial lowering and
raising of water levels in boreal water bodies often causes the release of mercury.
Monitoring studies of the De Beers Victor Diamond Mine have found increased levels of
mercury in fish in water bodies downstream.

For a more detailed discussion of the science on mercury and boreal forest clearing
please refer to our enclosed evidentiary record filed with the Divisional Court in our
2015 Judicial Review Application, and the associated expert reports by Dr. Carignan,
Dr. Podur, Dr. Mergler, and Dr. Willow.

Mining exploration and mining activities also risk altering water quality in ways that
increase the methylation of existing mercury in downstream watersheds. This can be
through the addition of sulfate, change in acidity, water colour, temperature, and other
parameters. In Grassy Narrows, where mercury levels are already elevated by
emissions from Dryden, any increase in net methylation is intolerable.

Concentrations, Fluxes, and Their Response to Manipulations”, Vol. 4 at 607-618.

10 Globe and Mail (March 12, 2001), “Mercury levels tied to logging practices.”

11 Toronto Star (September 14, 2016), “Ontario environment officials concerned that clear-cut logging
releases mercury.”
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The Crown still has no remediation plan for the mercury that remains in the English-
Wabigoon River system from discharges in the 1960s and 1970s. Mercury released into
the watershed or methylated as a result of mining activity, especially dissolved mercury,
will eventually find its way into the English River and further raise the mercury levels in
fish and poison our people, exacerbating and prolonging our mercury crisis.

This is not acceptable. We cannot tolerate any additional mercury.

New releases of mercury or increased methylation will unjustifiably impair Grassy
Narrows’ treaty rights, health and wellbeing, and are discriminatory. This is an
intolerable outcome for our treaty partner to impose on us against our will in the
absence of consent.

Adverse impacts on Grassy Narrows’ Treaty Land Entitlement Claim.

Grassy Narrows has an active Treaty Land Entitlement Claim (TLE) that has been
accepted by the Crown and is under negotiation for resolution. Part of the resolution of
the claim will include an addition to Grassy Narrows' reserve lands, and compensation
for lost use. Grassy Narrows is currently engaged in a process to select its additional
reserve lands. All the area around Grassy Narrows is currently potential reserve lands
additions under consideration.

The Crown has asserted that lands which have encumbrances, such as mining claims
and leases, will be more challenging to designate as additional reserve lands. This
means that your mining claims and leases adversely impact our ability to select reserve
land additions and are an impediment to the successful resolution of our TLE.

Further, lands which have been impacted by mining exploration such as cutting lines,
pitting, trenching, stripping, and drilling, decline in ecological health, experience a
degradation of their intactness, and therefore become less suitable as additional
reserve lands.

Lands which are downstream of industrial projects also have their value, and suitability
as additional reserve lands degraded. Lands along the shores of the English River and
its tributaries have been core to our people for countless generations and are prime
candidates for our reserve lands additions. If you were selecting lands for your home,
your cottage, or your reserve, would you want a huge industrial gold mine to be opened
up stream of them? No one would.

Over the last few decades vast parts of our Territory have been encumbered and
degraded through industrial actions imposed on Grassy Narrows and upstream of
Grassy Narrows. This has severely restricted the available suitable additional reserve
lands.

Grassy Narrows has been clear that there should be no new encumbrances on our
area, and no new degradation to our area (including from upstream), as this would
unfairly further reduce the available suitable additional reserve lands (in addition to
other impacts outlined elsewhere). This would impair the ability to correct the injustice
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that was done to us by having been denied a fairly sized reserve for over a century.
On-site Impacts

According to the Ontario Auditor General “Mining activities can have a significant impact
on the surrounding environment. They can affect groundwater and surface water,
aquatic life, soil, vegetation, wildlife and air quality. The changes mining makes to the
environment can have serious implications for public safety and health.”*?

While we are unable to meaningfully review the thousands of pages of technical
documents that have been sent to us, it appears that the on-site impacts of the project
will be extreme.

Large parts of the site will be deforested for decades at least. Three open pit mines will
be created along with three underground mines, large tailings holding areas will be
created, and a large ore processing facility will be built.

The project area will effectively be completely removed for the foreseeable future from
the land base that is accessible to us to live our way of life and to practice our rights.

It also appears that water bodies including lakes and creeks on the site will be at
extremely risk because they will be located immediately adjacent to and downstream /
downgradient of heavy industrial operations including mining, ore processing, and
tailings storage. We are concerned that the on-site water bodies will be damaged and
we know that once they are damaged it can be hundreds, if not thousands of years
before they are safe again.

Downstream / wind / migration impacts

We know far too well that industry can have impacts far beyond the industrial site itself.
The chlor-alkali plant in Dryden that discharged mercury into the Wabigoon River was
150 km upstream of our village. The distance did not stop the mercury from being
carried downstream, bioaccumulating in the fish that we eat, destroying our livelihood,
poisoning our people, and dramatically disrupting our way of life. More than 50 years
after the discharge of mercury was ordered halted, our mercury crisis rages on.

We fear that the impacts from the Great Bear Gold Project site will extend far beyond
the mine site itself, further disrupting the balance of the environment that the Creator
has established for us and which gives us what we need for a good life.

Impacts from industrial sites can propagate off site in many far-reaching ways and we
cannot list them all here. Pollutants can be carried hundreds of kilometers downstream.
Water quality changes that may appear innocuous in themselves, and which are not
regulated, can alter the cycling of pollutants, nutrients, and other aquatic processes in
damaging ways. For example, dissolved organic carbon (DOC), sulphate, and other

12 Auditor General of Ontario (2015), “2015 Annual Report: chapter 3.11: Mines and Minerals Program.”
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substances are a naturally occurring part of aquatic ecosystems and are not considered
toxic. However, they known to play a strong role in mercury cycling affecting mercury
speciation, solubility, mobility, and toxicity in the aquatic environment. Alteration of
water chemistry can have serious consequences.

The wind can carry pollutants and other chemicals long distances before they are
breathed by our people and deposited on the ground and in the water. For example,
PCBs generated in the industrial centers can be deposited in the arctic and
bioaccumulate to levels that are dangerous for subsistence consumers. Acid rain
created by the Sudbury mines killed hundreds of lakes for scores of kilometers
downstream and the area has yet to fully recover many decades later. We fear that the
operation of the mine, including heavy machinery, blasting, and ore processing, will
create airborne pollution and changes that can be carried long distances throughout our
Territory and beyond, and will compound the existing impacts of other sources of
airborne pollution including the Dryden and Kenora mills, other mines, and
municipalities.

Off-site impacts can also happen through animals, fish, and birds and other forms of life
that travel. If moose can no long find winter refuge on the project site, or if roads, trails
and clearings created associated with the project increase access and success for non-
native hunters and predators, then fewer moose will be available to hunt. That impact
will not be restricted to the boundary of the project site but will extend as far as a moose
would range from the project site, or conversely the area from which moose would
range into the project site and face predation, hunting, and lack of suitable habitat.

Other animals like wolverine, wolf, bear and cougar travel even further distances.
Impacts to their populations, their travel routes, and their hunting success in turn
influence the populations of the moose, caribou, rabbits, and other animals that are
important to us.

We know that walleye travel large distances throughout their lifespan, especially when
they are spawning. Throughout their travels they breath the water, eat the local food
sources, and are exposed to local toxins. Many of these toxins stay in the walleye for a
very long time and accumulate throughout their lifespan, which can be decades long. As
a result, walleye that are not at the project site, nor even within a downstream area
impacted by the project site, may migrate into impacted areas and accumulate toxins
which we are exposed to when we eat them. In turn, otters, eagles, pelicans and other
beings eat the fish and then travel further distances, carrying the toxins with them.

Landscape impacts (e.g. intact forests)

Beyond the on-site and off-site impacts, the project will have landscape-level impacts.
Looking at each site in isolation fails to see that the landscape as a whole and its many
processes and functions that sustain life. The many parts of the landscape work
together, each playing their part. If one is disturbed, then all are disturbed. If too many
are disturbed, then the landscape’s ability to sustain our good Anishinaabe way of life
can be severely undermined.
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For example, intact forest landscapes “are critical for stabilizing terrestrial carbon
storage, harboring biodiversity, regulating hydrological regimes, and providing other
ecosystem functions.”'3 Many species rely on intact forests. For example, the
Government of Canada believes that once a landscape exceeds 35% disturbance it
crosses a threshold beyond which the landscape becomes unable to reliably sustain a
population of woodland caribou and extirpation becomes likely.

Indeed, this is what we experienced in the southern part our Territory where no single
project alone caused the local extinction of caribou, but rather it was a death of a
thousand cuts as more and more impacts over time made the landscape unable to
sustain caribou. We know that the landscape in the range of the Sydney Caribou herd
already exceeds this disturbance threshold and is need of recovery. The Gold Bear
Gold project will add further disturbance, making the local extinction of caribou even
more likely.

Caribou are a sentinel species whose fate is an indicator of the health of the landscape
and a range of species and values that rely on intact forests.

Although they behave very differently, moose also rely on a healthy landscape. When
there is too much industry, the dense mature conifer forests that moose require for
winter shelter become too small, fragmented, and scattered to support moose. When
too may roads are put in, outside hunters gain easier access, and when clearings are
made those hunters have higher kill rates. When the forest becomes too disturbed, the
deer move in, and with them comes sicknesses that hurt the moose.

Again, no one project alone can be blamed for the loss of our moose. But taken
together the many industrial changes to our landscape have led to the near elimination
of our once healthy moose population.

In spite of our many requests, Ontario refuses to work with us to plan at a landscape
level to ensure that our health and way of life can be maintained and recovered.
Instead, Ontario allows more and more disturbances to compound each other, further
and further degrading the landscape that we rely on. The Great Bear Gold project will
further undermine the forest landscape.

Spiritual Impacts

Spiritual impacts are a sensitive topic because it involves some of our deepest and most
personal aspects of our selves. It is also sensitive and difficult to share because, not
long ago, our spiritual practices were outlawed and we suffered persecution for them.
To this day our spirituality is mis-represented, misunderstood, and disrespected by
government and industry. For these reasons, this information is only the tip of the
iceberg pointing to the presence of a deep and far larger concern.

Our people believe that may aspects of a human being are important to health,

13 Intact Forests, “Intact Forest Landscapes”.
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wellness, and the good way of life. A critical aspect is spirituality. The landscape and
our way of life are connected and sacred. We have a spiritual relationship of reciprocity
with the landscape that requires us to take care of the land so that the land can continue
to provide for us. This is a sacred responsibility given to us by the Creator.

Our sacred relationship and responsibility is with the landscape as a whole, and with all
of its parts. It is not restricted to a finite set of point values such as ceremony sites,
burial sites, and medicine patches. Although those are important, they are focal points
in a far broader and all-encompassing spiritual fabric. Our spirituality emanates from,
and is infused by the entire landscape. It is practiced throughout the landscape and
supported by the entire landscape.

Without the spiritual landscape intact, the spiritual sites are desecrated and cannot
function. The medicines do not work if they grow in a clearcut, or if herbicides and
pollution have drifted on the wind towards them. How can the ceremony summon a
spirit who has fled from the noise of machinery and blasting? How can an offering be
made to a spirit-being whose trails and territory have been destroyed? How can the
prayer for the success of our hunters be answered when our industrially transformed
landscape is nearly empty of moose? How can we fulfill our responsibilities to our clan
animals Atik (woodland caribou) and Numeh (sturgeon) when they are extirpated or at
risk in much of our Territory? How can we fulfill our duties and ceremonies to the water
when it has been polluted, dammed, and an invisible remains within it? How can we
identify our grave sites when our people have been laid to rest throughout this land for
countless generations?

In addition to our broader sacred relationship with the landscape, there are spirit beings
who inhabit the landscape and who have relationships with the Anishinaabe and
important roles in the landscape. We have duties to carry out in our relationships with
these beings and if we do not fulfill our duties there can be negative repercussions.
Some of these important spirit beings live in the rocks. When the are disturbed,
hammered, drilled, bulldozed, blasted, or extracted, these spirit beings are impacted,
and the spiritual realm is disrupted.

Past government policies and industrial activities have already deeply disrupted our
spirituality and the spiritual dimensions of our way of life and wellness. If the Great Bear
gold mine, and associated work, goes ahead, then it will have a further intense spiritual
impact.

Spiritual impacts lead to bad things for our people. When we cannot fulfill our sacred
duties it causes feelings of sadness, anxiety, loss of identity, loss of meaning,
depression, and helplessness. When the spiritual realm and relationships are disrupted,
it can cause fear, accidents, discord, conflict, bad harvest, unsuccessful hunts, drought,
floods, hunger, ill health, and other terrible things.

We understand that the government and industry have a different way of seeing things,
and that you see the natural world as separate from you, inanimate, spiritless, and there
for the taking. We know that you always tell us that you know best and that the industrial
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activities you plan will only cause minor, contained, short term impacts and that we
need not worry. And yet, we are suffering from all the terrible consequences that our
ancestors warned us would come from your industry and your violation of our spiritual
landscape including illness, poverty, hunger, depression, suicide, and conflict.

Our way of understanding the world deserves respect. It is not right for you to force your
worldview and all its impacts on us while we suffer the consequences.

Long-term risks — Tailings

We are particularly and deeply concerned by the long-term nature of the changes that
you are making to the landscape and the risks that you are creating.

On August 13, 1970, a few months after closing the fisheries due to mercury pollution,
the Ontario Minister of the Environment, George Kerr, declared that the Wabigoon River
would recover on its own, without a cleanup or intervention. He said it would happen
naturally in 12 weeks.'* More than five decades later, our walleye in the Wabigoon River
remain the most mercury contaminated in all of Ontario and it is unsafe to eat even one
meal. Recent studies indicate that it will take many hundreds, if not thousands, of years
for river sediment to recover on its own. Many sites are not recovering at all, and some
are getting worse.

Some of the long-term risks that you are proposing to create include the creation of
huge piles of waste rock that contains acid, heavy metals, the creation of new lakes in
former open pit mines and tunnelling deep underground. These activities create long-
term risks of leaching, groundwater contamination, dam failure, cave ins and falls,
among many other things. We know that the impacts of industry can last many
generations and for thousands of years.

And yet, our Treaty is only 150 years old. In that time the Crown has shown little ability
to plan for the long term in a way that is not disastrous for us. How can we believe that
the risks that you are creating will be safely taken care of for longer than Canada has
existed as country, for longer than the time that Europeans have been in contact with
us? How can we know that Canada, Ontario, Kinross, or Great Bear Resources will
even exist in the timeframe that these risks will exist, let alone fulfil your responsibilities
to take care of these risks in a way that you never have before?

You say that you will contain, monitor, and prevent these risks from impacting us, our
water, and our landscape. But Ontario’s own Auditor General has repeatedly found a
failure to effectively remediate and monitor mining risks (see the section on failure to
regulate below). Senior officials in the provincial government have noted the urgent and
dangerous gaps in Ontario’s regulatory ability to ensure the safety of tailings dams. You
cannot safely carry out these duties now. Who will maintain the tailings dams in 100

14 The Guardian (October 16, 2018), “The Warrior Society rises: how a mercury spill in Canada inspired a
movement.”
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years? Who will monitor in 200 years?
We, the people living downstream, do not accept these risks.
Impacts to relationship with the Crown

The Great Bear Gold project is a massive one, with great risks to Grassy Narrows and
that can have a major impact on many aspects of Grassy Narrows’ relationship with the
Crown including our Treaty, the honour of the Crown, fiduciary duties, outstanding
obligations, unmet duties, and reconciliation.

Yet, the Crown refuses to come to the table with us about the major issues from which
all these problems flows. At the same time, Ontario is attempting to delegate nearly all
aspects of our relationship with the Crown to a gold mining company that is not party to
our Treaty and that is primarily accountable to creating profits for its shareholders. A
gold mining company has no ability to address our important issues with the Crown. We
do not accept a gold mining company stepping into the shoes of our Treaty partner.

Adding insult to injury, Ontario has informed the company that the duty to consult on this
project is at the low end of the spectrum. This is incorrect. For many reasons, even
under Crown law, we are at the high end of the spectrum where consent is required.
The reasons include but are not limited to the significant potential adverse impacts of
the proposed project on our rights and health, the strength of our rights, the cumulative
impacts of past industry, the outstanding Crown obligations and unmet duties towards
us, the honour of the Crown, and fiduciary duties.

The failures of the Crown have led to a situation where we have been notified of this
project only after the land was designated as “general use” and open to mineral
exploration, after cumulative impacts of industry had been allowed to severely impact
our rights and our health, after mining claims to the land were registered, after five years
of exploration work had taken place, after over a billion dollars had been spent to
purchase the property, and after the company had decided to open up a huge gold mine
here.

The Great Bear Gold project is a runaway train, and we have no meaningful opportunity
to shape decisions that will forever impact our people and our land. These decisions
include: determining what parts of the landscape should be protected and what should
be exploited; the threshold for industrial impacts that can occur before our rights are
infringed and our health is harmed; the process for making decisions among Treaty
partners; the role of third parties seeking to profit in the Treaty relationship; how to
repair harms created in the past but impacting the present; how to prevent future harms;
how to reconcile the relationship between the Crown and Grassy Narrows.

The Crown acts as though Grassy Narrows has no say in these decisions. The Crown
seems to think that we should accept that a massive gold mine is a foregone conclusion
and we should only have a say in things like where the effluent pipe discharges, where
the tailings piles are located, and where the processing plant should be sited. We
disagree.
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This project, the failure of the relationship with the Crown which has allowed the project
to become so advanced without our involvement and consent, is having, and threatens
to have further major impacts to our relationship with the Crown. Rather than taking a
minimal and reductionist view of the minimum that the Crown can do in this situation, a
robust understanding of the duties is required, as well as an appreciation for the unique
circumstances and history of Grassy Narrows. Only involvement of senior
representatives of the Crown can resolve this problem.

Federally Regulated Impacts

Federal involvement is required because of the numerous areas of claimed federal
jurisdiction that will be affected by the Great Bear Gold project, including the completion
of a Federal Impact Assessment.

Some, but not all, of these areas of claimed federal authority are listed here:

Species at Risk: The Federal Crown claims authority within the Constitutional division of
powers over Species at Risk. Although we have not been able to carry out a thorough
assessment due to the lack of capacity supports, the project site has a strong potential
to impact the following species at risk:

e Woodland Caribou — the project site is within the range of the Sydney Caribou
Herd. The range of the Sydney Caribou Herd is currently approximately 64%
disturbed (likely higher due to recent fires in Woodland Caribou Provincial Park).
This amount of disturbance exceeds the threshold above which the range
becomes unlikely to be able to support a viable caribou population. The range is
in need of recovery to lower the level of disturbance and therefore the entire
range is considered critical habitat. The project will add disturbance, further
degrading the ability of the range to sustain caribou and increasing the likelihood
that Woodland Caribou, a threatened species, will be extirpated from this area.
Caribou is an important clan animal for Grassy Narrows.

It should be noted that while Ontario does have a Species at Risk Act, it has
exempted mining and logging from the applicability of that Act. The provincial
government cannot be counted on to ensure that the Great Bear Gold project
proceeds in a manner that protects species at risk.

e Wolverine — Wolverine play an important and unique role in our ecosystem and in
the balance of life. The company has indicated that wolverine have been
observed on the project site using trail cameras. Direct observation of wolverines
is a rare. Wolverine avoid humans and human impacted areas. The project is
almost certain to permanently displace the wolverine that have been observed at
the site and to destroy any wolverine dens, trails, habitat, and food sources that
are on the site.

The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (“COSEWIC”)
reports that wolverines prefer ecologically intact areas and avoid disturbance.
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According to COSEWIC “[a] study of the cumulative effects of developments on
Arctic wildlife (Johnson et al. 2005) found that mines and other major
developments had the largest negative effect on species occurrence, followed by
exploration activities, and outfitter camps.”®

Due to past degradation of southern habitats, wolverine left Grassy Narrows’
area. However, our success in stopping logging has resulted in the beginning of
a return of wolverine. Grassy Narrows is now near the southern edge of the
currently occupied range of wolverine. If the project goes ahead, wolverine will
leave our area and may not come back, further disrupting the balance of the
landscape.

e Sturgeon — Sturgeon are an important clan animal in Grassy Narrows an
important food source for the Anishinaabe of the Treaty 3 area. The damming of
the English River has had a big impact on sturgeon. A small and delicate
population remains in the river, which we are trying to protect and recover.
Sturgeon live for many years, are sensitive to industrial disturbances, and can
accumulate large amounts of toxins in their bodies.

There are many other species at risk that may be affected by the Great Bear Gold
project, including bats, birds, turtles, Eastern Cougar, American Badger, and others.
Each have a role to play in the web of life.

Fisheries: The Federal Government claims jurisdiction over inland fisheries, the
prevention of harm to fish from pollution, and the protection of their habitat.

While the Federal Government has cooperative agreements with Ontario for licensing of
fisheries the Federal Government maintains jurisdiction and responsibility for prevention
of harm and protection of fish habitat.

Under Crown law, even the construction of a small water crossing can trigger the need
to apply to the Department of Fisheries and Oceans for permits. In contrast, Ontario
does not require a provincial impact assessment before a mine is opened.

We are a river people and fish have always played an extremely important role in our
way of life, our sustenance, and our livelihood.

The companies propose to take water from our river system, use it in the industrial gold
extraction process, and then return it to our river. The companies propose to create
three open pit mines, three underground mines, store large amounts of waste rock and
operate an industrial ore processing facility, all in close proximity to water bodies and
streams that flow into our river system. Finally, the companies propose to create three
new lakes in the empty open pits created by gold mine, and to allow water to flow out of
those pits and into other local water bodies. All these activities, and others, put our fish

15 Government of Canada, “Wolverine (Gulo gulo): COSEWIC assessment and status report 2014” (date
modified: January 6, 2015).
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at risk.

The Crown has failed to protect our fish for many decades from the impacts of mercury
and this has had grave consequences for the rights, health and wellbeing of our people.
Given the Crown’s failure, and its ongoing impacts, all levels of the Crown should be
diligent and alert in carrying out their duty to protect our fish from further harm.

Indigenous Peoples: The Federal Government claims jurisdiction over Indigenous
Peoples and the lands reserved for them. This jurisdiction includes claimed authority
over our health, culture, and wellbeing, responsibility for environmental contaminants
and their impacts on Indigenous traditional foods and on the health of Indigenous
Peoples.

The Great Bear Gold project has potential to impact Grassy Narrows’ relationship with
the Crown, the safety of our traditional foods, and our health, culture, and wellbeing.
The project also has the potential to impact waters that flow into and through our
reserve and which can impact our reserve.

Due to the Crown’s longstanding and ongoing failures to meet its duties to Grassy
Narrows, all levels of the Crown should be diligent and alert in carrying out their duty to
protect us, our health, our traditional foods, and our further harm.

There are further areas of Federal claimed authority that likely apply here as well and
that are at risk in this project, including but not limited to migratory birds, transboundary
waters, transboundary air pollutants, international laws and instruments.

Due to the many important areas of claimed Federal authority that are at serious risk in
this project, it is essential that a robust and comprehensive Federal Impact Assessment
is carried out.

Grassy Narrows seeks to engage with the Federal Government and our consent is
required to the form that the Impact Assessment will take.

Site-specific parameters and guidance levels needed

In its Initial Project Description, Kinross states that water, effluent, tailings leachate, and
other substances will be tested and will be released back into the environment after they
meet guideline levels. However, the Initial Project Description does not identify the
guideline levels that will be used. Guideline levels are a very important and complex
topic that must be explored in far more detail. Our discussion here is intended to
illuminate that there is a serious problem.

Although there are many substances of concern here, we are most familiar with mercury
and so we will use it as an example.

There are many guidelines that we have seen applied upstream of our community for
allowable mercury levels. Some of these guidelines are wildly inappropriate, but all of
them are insufficient.
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According to the Government of Canada “(m)ercury is a toxic element and serves no
beneficial physiological function in man; a maximum acceptable concentration of 0.001
mg/L (1 u g/L) in drinking water has therefore been established.”*¢

A concentration of 0.001 mg/L corresponds to 1000 ng/L (nanograms per liter), which is
the unit we will use here.

One might think that if the mercury level is good for drinking, then it would be fine to put
in our river, but that is not the case. Provincial Water Quality Objectives (“PWQQ”) are
numerical and narrative criteria that serve as chemical and physical indicators
representing a satisfactory level for surface waters (i.e. lakes and rivers) and, where it
discharges to the surface, the ground water of the Province.

The PWQO guideline level for mercury in surface water is 200 ng/L.

The PWQO guideline has historically been applied to mercury contaminated
groundwater seeping out of the banks of the Wabigoon River next to the Dryden mill to
claim that it is safe. However, this too, is irresponsible.

The Canadian Council for Ministers of the Environment (CCME) provides guidelines for
mercury levels in freshwater bodies that attempt to account for the risk to fish and
wildlife through exposure to mercury.

The CCME guideline level for mercury in surface water is 26 ng/L.

One might think that if this level of mercury in water is safe for the fish and wildlife, it
must be safe to put water with that level of mercury into Grassy Narrows’ river.
However, the CCME guideline does not consider bioconcentration of mercury as it
moves up through the food chain.

As the Government of Canada explains “[t{[he presence of mercury in water has become
a source of concern because of the finding that organic mercury is bioconcentrated by
fish. Elevated mercury levels have been found in all freshwater fish taken from areas
with suspected mercury contamination and frequently render the fish unacceptable for
human consumption.”’

The mercury levels that are found in predatory fish like the walleye, can commonly be a
million times the level that is found in the water that they swim in.

Recent monitoring studies of the Wabigoon River upstream from the Dryden mill show
that baseline level of mercury in the Wabigoon River is around 1 ng/L. Even at
those baseline levels of mercury in water, large adult walleye in Wabigoon Lake often
exceed 0.5 ppm mercury, the level above which the commercial sale of fish for human

16 Health Canada (1986), “Healthy Living: Water and Mercury.”
17 Health Canada (1986), “Healthy Living: Water and Mercury.”
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consumption is banned.

If the level of mercury in the River is raised to 2 ng/L, then mercury levels in adult
walleye will approximately double, making them far more dangerous to eat. If other
chemicals that stimulate net methylation in the environment are added as well, then the
effect will be even more grave.

That means that river water with 2 ng/L of mercury will have serious impacts on the
health of Grassy Narrows people’s ability to safely practice their right to fish, even
though this level is less than 10% of the level allowed by the CCME guideline, the most
restrictive of the guidelines we are aware of.

A similarly broad range of guidelines exist and are applied for mercury levels in fish safe
for human consumption.

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment “Guide to Sportfish Consumption” allows for
some consumption of fish by the non-sensitive population (adult men and women who
are not of child bearing age) if the fish have mercury levels below 1.8 ppm.

On the other hand, the sale of fish for human consumption in Canada is banned if the
fish have mercury levels over 0.5 ppm. Grassy Narrows fishermen have been charged
for selling their catch based on this rule.

In the 1980s, Canada established 0.2 ppm as the guideline limit for safe consumption of
fish by Grassy Narrows and other Indigenous subsistence eaters of fish.

The US Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) lists 0.1 ppm as their guideline level
for Indigenous subsistence eaters of fish.

Renowned mercury expert Dr. Mergler has written in expert reports (some of which are
enclosed), all of which have been provided to Ontario, that among these guidelines the
US EPA level is most relevant to Grassy Narrows. However, she notes that all these
guidelines are based on safe levels for a lifetime of exposure in a regular population.
Mercury impacts are cumulative throughout the lifespan. None of these guidelines take
into account the high, and far above guideline, levels of exposure that many Grassy
Narrows people have already been exposed to. She writes that Grassy Narrows people
have generally already been exposed to too much mercury and cannot safely be
exposed to any additional mercury.

Clearly, off-the-shelf guidelines are not sufficient. It is necessary to develop and apply in
close collaboration with Grassy Narrows locally specific guidelines that take into
account the local background levels, ecology, food chain, cultural practices, and
cumulative impacts from other industry, and history of exposure.

Other specific concerns

Given the constraints that we have noted, it is not possible to provide a comprehensive
list of concerns here. However, some further concerns that we have identified to date,
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which will require future elaboration, include:

The contamination of the water within our Territory and water that flows into our
Territory from effluents, discharges, by-products, leaching (including of metals),
and changes in mercury cycling

The creation of acid rock drainage and other forms of toxic drainage

Changes to the flow, level, and quality of our water from water takings and
discharges.

The contamination of our air and air that flows into our Territory
The loss of our caribou and moose, and of those who travel into and out of our
Territory through impacts including habitat degradation and outside hunting

pressure

Disrupting the delicate balance of animals, predators, prey, and the web of life
that supports us.

The contamination and loss of our fish for food, commercial fishing, sport fishing,
and way of life, including fish that migrate in and out of our Territory

The loss and contamination of our birds and insects including migratory birds
The loss of our valuable fur bearing animals including marten and otter

The fragmentation and degradation of our forests and the loss of intact forest
landscapes and old growth forest areas

The changing of mercury exports and mercury cycling, including methylation

The creation of additional anxiety, fear, depression, disempowerment, and
despair among our people

The further disruption of our society, our culture, and our way of life.

The exacerbation of our suicide crisis

The desecration of our sacred landscape

The disturbing of spirits and beings that live in the rocks

The tainting of our medicines

The disruption of our people who are out on the land living their way of life

The loss of peace and quiet for our people who are out on the land
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The loss of the ability to use the land as a healing place for our people

The loss of our ability to teach our kids our way of life, identity, knowledge, and
ways of wellness

Impacts to our individual and collective health and wellbeing

The loss of our ability to make a living in a way that is harmonious with our
culture

The violation of our Indigenous laws and jurisdiction
The violation of our Treaty rights, our Treaty relationship

The violation of the honour of the Crown and Fiduciary duties.

Other harmful impacts of industry on ANA people and Territory include, but are not
limited to, the following:

Impacts to game animal populations and their habitat including moose, and
caribou which are central to our hunt and an important part of our way of life, our
sustenance, our livelihood, and the exercise of our Treaty rights;

Impacts to fur bearing animal populations and their habitat including pine marten
which are central to our trapping and an important part of our way of life, our
sustenance, our livelihood, and the exercise of our Treaty rights;

Changes in forest composition including a shift from extensive coniferous
dominated stands to fragmented deciduous dominated stands;

Failure to regenerate forests or failure to regenerate to their previous
composition;

Loss of productive land base through tertiary roads, machine trails, landings,
mines, tailings, buildings, erosion, etc.;

Loss of species and genetic diversity;

Loss of shrubs, including berries and medicines including through the use of
herbicides;

Tainting of our medicines and rendering areas unfit for sacred medicine
harvesting and ceremony;

degradation of forest soils, including compaction, rutting, scarification, and
erosion;
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e Disruption of nutrient cycles including the depletion of calcium in our watersheds,
leading to calcium deficiency in aquatic biota;

e Increased competition with non-Indigenous hunters and fishers using forest
access roads and associated depletion of animal and fish populations;

e Increased road traffic and danger of collision of people and wildlife with forest
industry vehicles;

e Loss of traditional travel routes, sacred places, heritage, and archaeological
sites;

e Negative impacts on water quality, fish habitat, fish populations, and fish
contaminants;

e Risk of increased violence against ANA people, including gender-based violence,
from an influx in workers coming into the Territory to log, and the potential
establishment of man camps;

e Lack of recognition of cultural Anishinaabe way of being;
e Violation of our inherent, Treaty, and Aboriginal rights; and

e Violation of ANA Law and the will of our people.

Failure to Effectively Regulate and Remediate

According to the Government of Ontario, there “are over 5,700 abandoned mine sites in
Ontario that have over 17,000 mine features, known as hazards... Deaths due to mine
hazards in Ontario are rare, but deaths happen in North America every year.”'8

As of 2015, only four mines were listed as fully closed out. Only three are identified as
undergoing remediation. On the other hand, there were 56 abandoned mines with 629
contaminated sites meeting provincial criteria for liability recognition. A further 306
abandoned mines had over 3,000 contaminated sites that do not meet the criteria for
liability recognition.*?

There are already many abandoned mine sites in our Interim Area of Interest for Mining,
mostly in the Red Lake Area, many of which have been left in an unremediated state for
decades. A number are classified as dangerous by the Ministry.

According to the Ontario Auditor 2015 report, the Ministry of Mines has not estimated

18 Ontario, “Abandoned mines hazards” (last updated February 17, 2023).
19 Auditor General of Ontario (2015), “2015 Annual Report: chapter 3.11: Mines and Minerals Program.”
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the total cost of rehabilitating the 4,400 abandoned mine sites in Ontario since 1993 and
therefore does not know the current cost for doing so. It also does not have a long-term
plan for rehabilitating these sites. These sites may pose risks to public health and safety
and the environment.?°

The Auditor General found that the “Ministry conducts minimal inspection and follow-ups
on abandoned mines.”! In the five years before the audit “the Ministry has inspected
only about 6% (248) of abandoned mines to ensure that they do not pose a risk to
public health and the environment.”??

The Crown often assures us that despite the legacy of past bad practices, mining
regulation is done safely now. To the contrary, the Auditor General found many glaring
flaws in Ontario’s regulatory regime for current mining, including that “Ontario is the only
province in Canada that does not require a provincial environmental assessment to be
performed for mining projects.”?® The Auditor General’s report further explained that “in
Ontario, the Mining Act only requires mining companies to submit closure plans prior to
the development of the mine... In other provinces in Canada, larger mining projects
automatically trigger a provincial environmental assessment.”?

The Auditor General found that the closure plan process lacks sufficient funding, is
subject to pro-industry bias, plans are not updated, and inspections are insufficient to
ensure safety.

As of 2022, the government had not inspected nearly half of Ontario’s operational mines
since 2011.2° The news media has also reported that Ontario senior officials are highly
concerned that following several recent tailings dam failures “there is little to no
legislative authority to prevent similar situations from occurring in Ontario.”?® According
to the media the regulatory gap is outlined in a section of a briefing binder for Minister
Pirie dedicated to “critical decisions. Senior bureaucrats, who told Minister Pirie that the
gap in offline tailings dam rules was a “high-risk gap in the regulatory framework that
requires urgent attention.”

Far from improving the overall mining regulatory situation, the Government of Ontario
has recently watered down its regulations with respect to requirements for closure
planning and closure funding through the Build More Mines Act. The Act gives the
Minister extremely broad discretion over nearly all aspects of mining including closure
planning and funding. Under the new rules the position of Director of Mine Rehabilitation

20 Auditor General of Ontario (2015), “2015 Annual Report: chapter 3.11: Mines and Minerals Program” at
p. 444.

21 Auditor General of Ontario (2015), “2015 Annual Report: chapter 3.11: Mines and Minerals Program.”
22 Auditor General of Ontario (2015), “2015 Annual Report: chapter 3.11: Mines and Minerals Program.”
23 Auditor General of Ontario (2015), “2015 Annual Report: chapter 3.11: Mines and Minerals Program.”
24 Auditor General of Ontario (2015), “2015 Annual Report: chapter 3.11: Mines and Minerals Program.”
25 The Narwhal (June 24, 2023), “Ontario minister was privately urged to fix ‘high-risk gap’ to avoid mining
disaster.”

26 The Narwhal (June 24, 2023), “Ontario minister was privately urged to fix ‘high-risk gap’ to avoid mining
disaster.”
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was removed, Ministry staff no longer review closure plans and instead industry staff
may carry out the review, contrary to the Auditor’'s 2015 recommendations.

Given this context, Grassy Narrows does not trust that the appropriate regulations are in
place to ensure mining sites will be kept safe for many generations to come. You have
not earned our trust.

Lack of Protected Areas, Need for Regional Balance.

There is an imbalance in the region because nearly all forests south of Red Lake are
open to industrial mining. For example, much of our Territory is in ecodistrict 4S-2
where only 4.1% of the ecodistrict is protected. Part of our Territory is in ecodistrict 4S-3
where only 3.3% of the ecodistrict is protected. The lack of protection for our landscape
is the clear outcome of an unbalanced landuse designation process that did not involve
us meaningfully and ignored our rights and interests.

In contrast, conservation biology generally dictates that at least half of an ecosystem
must be protected to avoid loss of biodiversity and ecosystem functions. Ontario has
committed to community-based land use planning in the Far North based on a joint
planning process between the First Nations and the province.?’ It committed to
protecting 50% of the landbase in partnership with First Nations following First Nations-
led landuse planning.

Canada has committed to protecting 30% of the land in Canada by 2030 in partnership

with First Nations. Respecting ANA's efforts to protect our environment will contribute to
the maintenance and recovery of biodiversity and ecosystem functions and will support

a balance in this region, where the vast majority of forests have been open to industrial

logging and mining.

Nature Based Climate Change Solutions

Climate change and biodiversity loss are major threats to Grassy Narrows and to the
world. Nature based solutions have been identified as an important part of preventing
and mitigating both problems. The boreal forest is one of the world’s largest
storehouses of carbon. After logging or clearing of the land for mining, much of this
carbon is released from the forest, plants and soils, contributing to climate change. On
the other hand, protecting forests helps to keep the carbon safely stored and
safeguards biodiversity. These are important ecosystem-based services that contribute
to mitigating climate change and that have a significant value.

Fighting climate change and biodiversity loss are important priorities for Grassy Narrows
and for Canada and respecting Grassy Narrows’ land protection will contribute to
progress on these priorities.

27 Far North Act, 2010, SO 2010, c 18.
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VI.  Mining activity without Grassy Narrows’ consent risks conflict

Barrick writes that “[a]ny perceived or actual breach of ... trust or respect can have
devastating consequences for a mining venture or company, and these commercial and
reputational consequences can extend well beyond any particular project or First Nation
group.” In so writing, Barrick raises the spectre of conflict minerals, also commonly
knowns as blood minerals.

Global concerns about unethical practices by mining companies, including Canadian
gold mining companies, have led to increased scrutiny of the social, environmental, and
ethical practices of mining companies. For the mining industry, the problem with conflict
minerals is that no one wants them. Conflict minerals are hard to market, and they
increase corporate risks and uncertainties associated with investment, timelines,
regulatory approvals, litigation, social conflict, and brand damage.

As a consequence, Ontario and Canada have sought to market themselves as stable,
safe, ethical, jurisdictions from which to source conflict-free, or ethical minerals. While
there are cheaper jurisdictions in which to operate, the conflict-free reputation of Ontario
and Canadian minerals is a significant competitive advantage relative to many of other
global mining jurisdictions.

However, as Barrick noted, for the mining industry and a mining jurisdiction, trust is hard
to gain and easy to lose. It only takes one high profile conflict to taint an entire
company, a sector and an entire jurisdiction and to undermine decades of marketing.

Ontario learned this lesson in the analogous conflict with Grassy Narrows over
unwanted logging. After decades of unliterally forcing clearcuts on Grassy Narrows
against their will, the First Nation turned to protests, boycotts, media campaigns, public
education, litigation, and grassroots blockades. Within six years, major sourcing
contracts were being threatened and shortly afterwards Abitibi, the world’s largest
newsprint producer, withdrew from Grassy Narrows Territory.

The City of Kenora, in their 2009 report to the Ontario Good Roads Association / Rural
Ontario Municipalities Association, wrote that “[t]he issue with Grassy Narrows on the
Whiskey Jack Forest must be resolved... Without resolution of these issues, the wood
coming off the Whiskey Jack Forest cannot be sold. There is no current customer
willing to accept wood products from a forest unit which is involved in a
perceived controversy.” (emphasis added)

This dynamic is beginning now with respect to mining. A long and growing list of mining
companies, including Barrick, Trillium, Bounty, and Kenorland have voluntarily
committed not to explore without consent or have left the area. Their withdrawal reflects
an enduring reality in the mining industry where compliance with international law, third
party certification standards, customer, investor, and shareholder expectations, and
social license preclude the use of conflict minerals.

The Crown would be wise to avoid instigating conflict with Grassy Narrows again by
approving unwanted mining. Controversy with Grassy Narrows about one mine could
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taint the reputation of Ontario as a conflict-free place to mine. It could give the entire
regional industry a stain that heightens risk and uncertainty and discourages investment
throughout the supply and production chain.

The entire region and industry benefit from an environment free of conflict. It is in the
interest of Ontario and industry to resolve, not inflame, the conflict with Grassy Narrows.

VIl.  Gold does not justify the impact to Grassy Narrows

Gold does not serve an essential and irreplaceable function in society. The largest use
of gold by far is for jewelry, followed by investment and central banks demand.
Technology, a distance fourth, used only six percent of gold production in 2022 (309t
out of 4,721t produced globally). Much of that technology is electronics with short life
spans and abysmal recycling rates.

Because gold is not essential, but is valuable, the rationale for mining gold by Great
Bear and Kinross is purely financial. Shareholders demand a return on their investment,
but Ontario need not repeat the mistake of sacrificing Grassy Narrows’ rights and
wellbeing for the interests of corporate shareholders.

The flow of resource wealth has been used to justify the damming of our river, dumping
of mercury, logging of our trees, and now proposed gold mining. The impacts we have
suffered from this approach are extreme and ongoing. The mine is projected to operate
for a mere 25 years, but we will be here for many generations. No longer can the Crown
and third-party companies seek to sacrifice our health, way of life, livelihood, rights, and
environment for short term shareholder gains. Enough is enough.

It is important to remember that it is tourism, recreation and services — not resource
extraction — that now forms the backbone of Kenora’s employment. This shift is not due
to a lack of available wood or minerals, but rather reflects increasing mechanization and
marginal profitability in the extractive sector in contrast to the growing demand and
labour intensiveness of the non-extractive sector. Grassy Narrows’ work to protect our
landscape and our environment have helped to foster Kenora’s greatest economic
strength.

The Kenora and Red Lake area enjoy substantial benefits for tourism, wildlife, hunters,
fishers, trappers, recreational users, and non-extractive industries. According to the
municipal website "[tlhe City of Kenora has transitioned from a pulp and paper mill town
to a destination and lifestyle community."?®

The tourism and services industries are Kenora's largest employers by far. The visitor
and cottager sectors contribute $300 million annually to the Kenora economy. In
contrast, it is estimated that the Weyerhaeuser mill contributes $60 million to the local
economy, even when counting indirect economic benefits throughout the region.

28 City of Kenora, "Key Industries" (accessed January 23, 2021)
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Kenora's tourism labour force makes up 38% (3,314 jobs) of Kenora's total employment,
while Tourism related occupations account for 51.5% (4,405 jobs) of Kenora's total
employment.?® The growth of this industry is key to Kenora's economic plans.

According to the current Whiskey Jack Forest Management Plan (“FMP”), "[t]here are
numerous tourist operators in the Whiskey Jack Forest. The recreational activities
provided by these outfitters include options for fishing, hunting, camping and other eco-
tourism opportunities. The number of individuals, residents and non-residents, procuring
services from these tourist establishments are numerous, and they contribute a
significant amount of economic resources to local communities ... The Sunset Country
Economic Study reports that in 2001, 443 operators provided employment to 3,785
persons of which 1,221 were located in the Whiskey Jack Forest".3°

In contrast, the Evolution gold mine in Red Lake employs 740 people, only a sixth of the
number employed in tourism related jobs in Kenora and is chronically at risk of shutting
down if profitability cannot be increased for its Australian owner.3!

As set out in the Lake of the Woods Tourism Sector Report, "[0]ngoing investments in
tourist services and resources only compliment the pristine natural environment that has
attracted visitors to Lake of the Woods for over a century."3?

The current FMP notes that "public and municipal officials should be aware that
provincial parks help to make their communities attractive for business as well as for
tourists and retirees. The retirement community brings in pension income, which is often
indexed to inflation and is "recession proof'.33

Respecting and supporting Grassy Narrows’ efforts to protect the landscape would
contribute to the region's tourism economy and maintain opportunities to grow that
economy as well as to become a leader in the conservation economy through future
protected areas and associated eco-tourism attractions. A conservation economy
creates long-term sustainable employment potential for local and regional residents by
maximizing existing skills and knowledge.

VIIl. A Choice, an Opportunity

Our youth are crying out. They want to see the land protected so that we can use it to
heal our people and our spirits. This is reconciliation for us. They deserve to see the
light at the end of the tunnel. We do not want to have to fight, again and again, to
protect out land.

However, the community of Grassy Narrows is strong. We know our history, our rights,

29 LOTW Tourism Sector Report (2017), pp. 37, 38.

30 Whiskey Jack Forest FMP 2012-2022, p 95.

31 CKDR 927 FM Dryden (June 19, 2020), “114 Layoffs at Red Lake Evolution Mine.”
32 LOTW Tourism Sector Report, 2017.

33 Whiskey Jack Forest FMP 2012-2022, p 98.
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our language, our teachings, and our way of life. We have allies across the country and
across the world. The days of forcing harm on us against our will are over.

Respecting Grassy Narrows’ land protection is the best available way to minimize
conflict and move towards a path of reconciliation and respect for our inherent,
Aboriginal and Treaty rights in compliance with international Indigenous rights
standards.

Grassy Narrows has borne the brunt of the impacts of industry in the region, while our
voice has long been ignored by Crown and industry decision makers. Part of the
outcome of this mistreatment has been conflict over logging and one of Canada's most
infamous environmental poisoning sagas. As a consequence, the region, and the
country, has a stain on its honour, its reputation and credibility.

Times have changed. It is no longer acceptable, nor viable for the Crown to approve
extractive industrial activities without Indigenous parties’' consent. Across Canada there
is a commitment and an expectation for reconciliation. We have an opportunity now to
learn from the mistakes of the past and to heed the voice of Grassy Narrows. In the
process, we can move from conflict to cooperation, from destruction to restoration, from
harm to hope. Grassy Narrows invites the Crown to join us in righting this historical
wrong. Respecting Grassy Narrows’ land protection would be an important show of
good faith that would be a positive step on the path towards reconciliation.

The Crown is at a crossroads.

On the one hand, the companies are proposing to open a large and toxic gold mine
upstream from us against our will. If implemented, the mine risks irreparable harm to
Grassy Narrows’ rights and interests including, but not limited to, harms caused by
cumulative effects, neglected obligations, Treaty infringement, harm to our health,
release of mercury, and loss of way of life and livelihood. This harm would be immoral,
unjustified, unreasonable, dishonourable, and a breach of Ontario’s fiduciary duties to
Grassy Narrows.

On the other hand, respecting Grassy Narrows land protection would have a beneficial
impact on the exercise of Treaty rights and on the environment, cause no harm to
anyone’s health, and be beneficial for the growing non-extractive economy. There is an
opportunity for calm that will allow ANA and the Crown to focus on long-term resolution
of our issues and that will help ANA return to the health, self-determination, and
prosperity that we once enjoyed.

We are inviting you to walk with us on the path of protection, healing and reconciliation.
Will you work with us, or against us?
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APPENDIX A
INTERIM Issues for Negotiation/Engagement/Consultation with MINES
August 18, 2023

1. Recognition and respect for ANA inherent, aboriginal and Treaty rights

2. Recognition and respect for the ANA Land Declaration

3. Recognition and respect for the ANA IPCA

4. Harmonization of Crown Law and ANA Law with respect to mining related

activities

Repairing the Crown — ANA relationship with respect to mining related activities

Outstanding Ontario obligations to ANA including those arising out of the 1978

MOU and subsequent commitments such as increased ANA control and

ownership over its land base

7. Land-use redesignation of the ANA IPCA

8. Interim measures including the withdrawal of the ANA IPCA from staking

9. Suspension of all mining exploration activities on the ANA IPCA and vicinity

10.Resolution of existing third-party mining interests on the ANA IPCA created by
the Crown

11.1ssuing a Notice of Caution for mining related activities on lands where ANA
rights and interests could be impacted

12. MINES Minister’s unfulfilled commitment of November 2021 to visit Grassy
Narrows to discuss mining issues in an open forum.

13. Cumulative impacts of past mining related activities on ANA

14.Cumulative impacts of mining activities and other industrial and crown policy
impacts on ANA including mercury

15.Resolution of issues arising from past mining related activities which have
occurred without ANA consent (restoration, compensation, apology, etc.)

16.Ending Free Entry mining exploration and resolving the issues it has created

17.ANA concerns re off-site impacts and risks of existing mining activity (e.g. at Red
Lake and Goliath mines, Red Lake and Separation Rapids exploration) on ANA

18. ANA concerns and MINES failure to take into account risk of off-site impacts of
proposed mining exploration and other mining related activity on ANA (including
downstream, migratory, downwind, landscape level, and other impacts)

19. Addressing ANA concerns re: Changes to the Mining Act

20.Addressing ANA concerns re: Regulation and enforcement of tailings
management

21.Impacts of mining related activity on mercury mobilization and cycling

22.Impacts of mining related activity on Intact Forest Landscapes and associated
values and ecosystem functions

23.Impacts of mining related activity on source water protection and source water
planning and management

24.Impacts of mining related activity on moose, caribou, marten, fish, and other
wildlife

25.Impacts of mining related activity on ANA sacred landscape, spirituality,
ceremonies, medicines

oo
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26.Impacts of mining related activity on ANA land based healing

27.Impacts of mining related activity on ANA travel routes, camp sites, occupancy
sites, burials, etc.

28.Impacts of mining related activity on ANA archaeological and historical values

29.Impacts of mining related activity on ANA safety, and risk of racial and gender
based violence including man camps.

30.Unanswered correspondence from ANA to MINES and Ontario

31.Barriers to meaningful ANA engagement including the ongoing Mercury Crisis,
housing crisis, water crisis suicide crisis

32.Reimbursement of past ANA expenses for unfunded engagement with the Crown
and mining companies.

33. Capacity support required by ANA to begin meaningful engagement

34.ANA Consultation Area with respect to mining

35.Proposed and existing mining exploration and other mining related permits

4879-5418-7904, v. 1



Asubpeeschoseewagong
- Netum Anishinabek

\, GRASSY NARROWS, ONTARIO POX 1BO < PHONE: (807) 925-2201 ¢ FAX: (807) 925-2649

March 6, 2024

Attention: Minister George Pirie (Minister of Mines) (minister.mines@ontario.ca)
99 Wellesley Street West

Room 5630, Whitney Block

Toronto, Ontario M7A 1W3

Attention: Anjala Puvanathan (Director, Ontario Region) (greatbear@iaac-aeic.gc.ca)
Impact Assessment Agency of Canada

Ontario Region

600-55 York Street

Toronto, Ontario M5J 1R7

Attention: Aaron MacDonell, Director of Environmental Services
(aaron.macdonell@kinross.com)

Mac Potter, External Relations Manager (mac.potter@kinross.com)
Great Bear Resources Ltd. A Kinross Company

104 Howey Street

Red Lake, Ontario POV 2MO

Boozhoo MINES, IAAC, Kinross and Great Bear Resources:

RE: The Great Bear Gold Mine Project

On behalf of Asubpeeschoseewagong Anishinabek (“ANA” or “Grassy Narrows First Nation”),
we write to share with you Grassy Narrows’ preliminary position with respect to your activities in
relation to the Great Bear Gold Project.

The Project will have an adverse impact and requires an impact assessment

Grassy Narrows is deeply concerned by the Great Bear Gold Project being pursued by Kinross
and Great Bear Resources with support from the Ministry of MINES as well as the process
recently begun by the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada (IAAC).

GRASSY NARROWS FIRST NATION
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Decades of industrial activity, authorized and encouraged by Ontario and contrary to Grassy
Narrows’ will, have led to well-documented and extensive harm to our Territory, our way of life,
our rights, and our health. As a result, our people suffer intensely from impacts including
premature death, disease, poverty, and suicide.

The Great Bear Gold Project falls within the area that Grassy Narrows people have historically
and currently use for the exercise of our rights and way of life. It is also upstream from our
community. Pollutants in the water and impacts on the surrounding land, fish and wildlife will
have a direct impact upon us and could also exacerbate mercury contamination in our
waterways.

ANA has repeatedly and clearly communicated with the Crown and the mining industry that our
people are in crisis, the environment which supports us is severely impacted, our health is failing.
The cumulative impacts continue to significantly interfere with our treaty, Aboriginal and inherent
rights.

The Great Bear Gold Project will have an impact upon areas that Canada claims as within federal
jurisdiction, such as species at risk, fisheries, waterways and Indigenous peoples. Grassy
Narrows asserts that the IAAC must conduct an impact assessment in the circumstances.

The Crown’s outstanding obligations to Grassy Narrows should be resolved in a nation-
to-nation process.

For many years, ANA has written to Ontario to invite the Crown to a government-to- government
table to address fundamental issues between us, including the Crown’s unmet obligations to us
about our rights, our land, our self-determination, and the impacts of industry and government
policy on our land and people. These issues have been unresolved between our governments
for many decades. Reaching agreement in good faith through a government-to-government
table is the way to resolve these important issues and to put in place effective measures to
protect us from further harm.

Ontario and Canada have yet to accept this invitation. Most recently, by letter dated November
27, 2023, Ontario explicitly refused to participate in a table to discuss “jurisdictional issues”
raised and rejected nearly all of the issues proposed by ANA including most of those related to
mining.

Instead, Ontario has explicitly recommended that mining companies explore on and around our
Territory, has unilaterally granted roughly 6,000 mining claims on our Indigenous Protected and
Conserved Area, and allowed companies to pursue increasingly advanced work towards mines
that pose a serious threat to Grassy Narrows. This activity has occurred without our consent,
without meaningful consultation and accommodation, and usually without even prior notice
under the antiquated “free entry” mining regime.

Grassy Narrows’ concerns about the process

Until recently, the Crown and the companies associated with the Great Bear Gold Project have
shown little willingness to meet with us, nor respond substantively to many of our
communications. Indeed, we have only recently learned that the Crown and companies provided
notice to other Indigenous Nations of permit applications concerning the Great Bear Gold Project
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as early as 2017 and have signed Advanced Exploration Agreements with Wabauskang and Lac
Seul First Nations. In contrast, Ontario approved a number of permits without notice of any kind
to Grassy Narrows.

Now that gold has been found, the Crown and Kinross are suddenly interested in giving the
appearance of consulting with us, but only to the extent that it furthers the already advanced
plans, made without Grassy Narrows’ involvement, to develop an industrial gold mine in our
headwaters.

Even if Ontario had complied with its own laws, Ontario’s “free entry” mining exploration and
mine development process is not the correct way to make key decisions between our two
governments. This process is deeply unfair and biased in the favour of multi-billion-dollar mining
companies. It ignores our laws, our vision for our land and people, and our processes for making
decisions affecting our territories.

Our ongoing and urgent crisis leaves us unable to meaningfully engage about mining. To make
matters worse, we receive no support from Ontario to inform ourselves, gain technical and legal
advice, and to engage in a fair way about mining. The IAAC has offered a mere $5,000 in
capacity funding to respond to a 100-page technical Initial Project Description and the funding
was made available only after the submission deadline for comments has passed.

The path to reconciliation

We are on a healing journey to recover from the extreme damage that colonization, and
attempted forced assimilation have done to our people, including through the imposition of
Crown policy and regulatory schemes related to residential schools, dams, relocation, mercury
contamination, child apprehension, industrial logging, and mining. We need to allow the land to
heal because healthy land will help to heal our people. This is what reconciliation means to
Grassy Narrows. Let us protect our land and water so that we can heal our people.

The boom in mining exploration in our area is causing great anxiety and fear among our people.
It is setting back our healing. If the Crown decides to allow mining, and the risk of further pollution
and other impacts, there will be more heartache, sickness and loss for our people. This mining
activity will only lead to more grassroots resistance, litigation, and public controversy over conflict
minerals. It will take the relationship between the Crown and Grassy Narrows further away from
the path of healing and reconciliation.

Grassy Narrows says ‘no’ to the Great Bear mine and related activities.

We strongly urge the Crown and your companies to reconsider your unilateral and bullying
approach to pushing mining activity on our First Nation. We urge you to seize this opportunity to
set a course for a future that is free of conflict over mining in Ontario.

We call on the Crown and your companies to respect the healing path for Grassy Narrows and
not to further impair the exercise of our constitutionally protected Aboriginal and treaty rights,
our inherent Indigenous rights, our health, and wellbeing.

Grassy Narrows provides preliminary comment on the project under duress
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We know that Ontario and Canada will move ahead with approvals for damaging mining activity
if we do not speak up. For that reason, we are writing to you under duress to express our
preliminary concerns about this project before it advances any further. These serious concerns
with both how the project has been pursued and the impacts on our rights and interests, are set
out in the attached document. These submissions are by necessity preliminary in the absence
of capacity and support to conduct our own studies and obtain expert technical advice.

Please ensure that you copy our Land Protection Team on all communications on this and
related matters.

Awsa,

Asubpeeschoseewagong Anishinabek (Grassy Narrows First Nation) Chief and Council (quorum
of three)

T//( l/!,;n-i ’;/: m@

Chief Rudy Turtle

Councillor Sherry Ackabee

feg

Councillor Bear Copenace

Couwcillor John C. Kokopenace

/

Councillpr Arnold say

CC:

Grassy Narrows Lands Protection Team

Joseph Fobister, Lead Negotiator (jbfobister@gmail.com)

Mike Fobister, Supervisor (mike.fobister@googlemail.com)
Dan Mossip-Balkwill, Advisor (dan.mossip.balkwill@gmail.com)
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David Sone, Advisor (david.sone@gmail.com)
Jackie Esmonde, Legal Counsel (jesmonde@cavalluzzo.com)
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ANA PRELIMINARY CONCERNS ABOUT THE GREAT BEAR GOLD PROJECT
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I.  The Context
Who is Grassy Narrows

Asubpeeschoseewagong Anishinabek (Grassy Narrows First Nation) is an Anishinaabe
First Nation with traditional territory in what is called northwestern Ontario. Grassy
Narrows people exercise inherent Indigenous rights, and Aboriginal and Treaty rights.
We have cared for and lived on our lands for countless generations. Grassy Narrows
people hunt, trap, fish and practice our Anishinaabe way of life to provide for ourselves,
our families and community.

We exercise our inherent right to self-determination and law-making powers. Our
inherent rights are given to us by the Creator. In addition to our inherent rights, Grassy
Narrows people exercise Aboriginal rights and established Treaty 3 rights which are
protected by section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982.

In 1873, the Anishinaabe adhered to Treaty 3. The Treaty 3 Commissioner promised
the Anishinaabe that the Treaty promises would protect our harvesting practices
forever, which would allow our people to hunt, fish, trap, gather, and harvest throughout
the Territory as they had before “as long as the sun shone and the waters flowed.” This
promise was more than a continuation of our pre-existing harvesting rights. The
Anishinaabe did not agree to the erosion of our harvesting rights.t

Our territory is located in the Boreal Shield ecoregion in a mixed forest transition zone
from the Great Lakes St Lawrence Forest to the Boreal Forest. The Whiskey Jack
Forest is the English name of the forest that covers a large portion of the Territory; the
English-Wabigoon River System is a central waterway in the Territory. The land and
waterways of the Territory sustain Grassy Narrows peoples’ way of life.

Grassy Narrows’ Territory is the foundation of who Grassy Narrows people are as
Anishinaabe people. We follow the teachings of the Elders to be responsible for the
Territory and to Manaachitootaa Aki (protect the land).

Social and Cultural Impacts of Crown Law and Policy.

Despite these sacred promises, for many generations the Crown has imposed harmful
law and policy on us, including through the Indian Act, the banning of our ceremonies,
regulation of our hunting and trapping, residential schools, regulation of the wild rice,
relocation, the 60s scoop, the underfunding of our schools, inadequate health care, and
the ongoing removal of our children from the community.

These policies have caused grave harm to our people and impaired the exercise of our
rights. They have undermined our strong society and way of life and have left us more

1 Keewatin v Minister of Natural Resources, 2011 ONSC 4801 [Keewatin ONSC], rev’d 2013 ONCA 1158,
affd 2014 SCC 48 [“Keewatin litigation”].
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vulnerable to the impacts of industry.

The Cumulative Effects of the Mercury Crisis and Industrial Activities
Impacts.

Starting in at least 1962, a chlor-alkali plant in Dryden, Ontario, began discharging
mercury into the English-Wabigoon River system. Approximately 9,000 kilograms of
mercury were discharged into the river system that flows through our Territory and is a
lifeline for Grassy Narrows people. Our live-giving river became a source of invisible
poison.

The impacts of the mercury contamination have been devastating to the people of
Grassy Narrows and our Territory. The presence of mercury led to the methylmercury
contamination of the fish and Grassy Narrows people. The local commercial fishery shut
down; Grassy Narrows’ economy collapsed; Grassy Narrows people descended into
poverty; Grassy Narrows people suffered, as they continue to do, from debilitating
health symptoms and premature death; and our Anishinaabe way of life was gravely
threatened and changed when we could no longer safely eat fish and exercise our
fishing practices as we had before.

In the 1970s and 1980s, Grassy Narrows called on Ontario to respond to the mercury
crisis by taking concrete action, including by agreeing that Grassy Narrows would
control our Territory. As the river was poisoned, we wanted to have more control over
our Territory and the natural resources in it to be able to protect and benefit from the
part of our Territory that was still healthy — the land. Instead, Ontario authorized
extensive clearcut logging in the Territory from roughly 1980 to 2008, which likely
released new, or additional, sources of mercury into the watershed, and increased
methyl mercury contamination of fish.

Multiple expert reports and publications have detailed the impacts of mercury
contamination on the health of Grassy Narrows people, including the following, which
are enclosed:

e 2015 Expert Report of Dr. Donna Mergler

e Grassy Narrows Community Health Assessment Summary Reports, 2018

e Philibert et. al. (2020), “Mercury exposure and premature mortality in the Grassy
Narrows First Nation community: a retrospective longitudinal study”, The Lancet:
Planetary Health Vol. 4(4), E141-E148

e Philibert et. al. (2022), “Past mercury exposure and current symptoms of nervous
system dysfunction in adults of a First Nation community (Canada)”
Environmental Health 21:34.

e Mergler. D. et. al. (2023), “The Contribution across Three Generations of Mercury
Exposure to Attempted Suicide among Children and Youth in Grassy Narrows
First Nation, Canada: An Intergenerational Analysis” Environmental Health
Perspectives 131(7).

These reports highlight the grave impacts of mercury on the health and wellbeing of
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Grassy Narrows. They establish that Grassy Narrows people cannot withstand further
impacts from the release of new mercury into Grassy Narrows’ land, lakes, rivers, fish,
and people, nor an increase in the net methylation of existing mercury. Our rights have
already been highly compromised by the mercury crisis. Our nation cannot withstand
further infringements of rights. No further impairment of our rights, our health, and our
wellbeing can be justified.

Our fish in the Wabigoon River remain the most mercury contaminated in the province.
Our people of all ages continue to suffer from mercury related diseases and loss of
wellbeing. Our employment remains far below what it was in the 1960s following the
collapse of our subsistence, sport, and commercial fishery due to mercury.

The mercury crisis is but one in a long series of industrial attacks which have been
imposed on us against our will. These include the damming of our rivers, industrial
logging, and mining activity. Each of these industrial attacks has had grave impacts on
its own. In addition, each of these industrial attacks has compounded the existing harm
that remains from previous attacks, creating unbearable cumulative impacts, thereby
prolonging, and exacerbating our inter-generational crisis.

These extreme and compounding industrial impacts have been authorized and
encouraged by the Crown without any serious consideration of their cumulative effects
on Grassy Narrows and the exercise of Grassy Narrows’ rights. We have raised clear
concerns since at least the 1970s that our environment, rights, way of life, and our
health, were at or beyond, the breaking point due to the impacts of industry on the
resources on which we have heavily relied for our wellbeing, livelihood and the viability
of our community. In the 1980s, and again in 2007, we declared moratoria on further
industry on our Territory so that we could heal our people and rebuild our independence
and wellness.

And yet, to this day, with respect to our Territory and vicinity, Ontario has failed to
increase our control and use, failed to conduct a collaborative Landuse Plan; failed to
complete a source water protection plan; failed to carry out a comprehensive
environmental assessment; and failed to undertake an assessment of cumulative
effects. The repeated failures of the Crown to act honourably to resolve the crisis have
resulted in serious, compounding adverse impacts over time, including:

(1) Severe cumulative impacts on our territory and Treaty harvesting, hunting and
fishing rights, making these rights impossible to exercise in a meaningful way;

(2) Severe adverse health effects and death, including, as found in recent scientific
research, high rates of conditions impacting learning in children, disease, suicide
attempts, and the premature death of our people; and

(3) Extreme poverty, food insecurity, loss of Anishinaabe way of life, and other poor
socio-economic indicators of wellbeing which are ranked significantly worse than
average Indigenous communities in Ontario and Canada.

(4) Collective impacts to our society and community.
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Ontario ignored our pleas and our moratoria and continued to allow industrial activity,
including the granting of mining claims on our Territory against our will, and
advancement of mines all around us, without considering how mining activities add to,
compound, exacerbate, and prolong previous harms. The cumulative impacts of
industry have been devastating. The impacts include, but are not limited to:

e Our river that gives us life remains poisoned.

e Our walleye are unsafe to eat.

e Our sturgeon are rare.

Our moose are scarce.

Our caribou are nearly extirpated.

Our pine marten habitat is depleted.

Our forests are fragmented.

Our medicines are tainted.

Our sacred landscape is desecrated and scarred and traplines have been clear

cut.

Our way of life is diminished.

e Our people suffer from poverty, food insecurity, disease, premature death, and
suicide.

e Our inherent, aboriginal, and treaty rights are impaired

e Our health has been harmed.

¢ We have been discriminated against.

[I.  Ongoing Breaches of Crown Obligations: The 1978 Memorandum of
Understanding, Honour of the Crown, and Fiduciary Duty

Ontario and Canada (collectively, the “Crown”) are our treaty partners. As elaborated
below, through the treaty relationship and Crown actions over time, including entering
into legal agreements following the start of the mercury crisis, the Crown assumed
obligations and duties owing to Grassy Narrows. The Crown must uphold the treaty
promises, uphold terms of its agreements, and act honourably in its dealings with
Grassy Narrows.

Authorizing and permitting mining activities in our territory without our consent violates
Ontario’s and Canada’s outstanding obligations and duties to Grassy Narrows and
violates the Crown’s duty to act honourably in all its dealings with Grassy Narrows.

1978 MOU and Dishonourable Conduct.

In 1978, Ontario and Canada signed a Memorandum of Understanding with Grassy
Narrows in which the Crown committed to resolve in good faith the impacts of mercury
on the environment that Grassy Narrows people rely upon for the viability of our
community, and the related health, social, economic, cultural, and environmental
impacts on the people of Grassy Narrows (“1978 MOU?”). It was agreed that the issues
would be resolved through a combination of financial compensation and land, and
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furthermore in a manner that would enhance Grassy Narrows’ self-determination, self-
sufficiency, and control over local affairs wherever possible.

Some agreements were reached that partially implemented some of the 1978
commitments. For example, agreements were reach with Canada in 1984 and with
Canada, Ontario and the mercury polluters in 1985.

However, the Crown has outstanding obligations owing under the 1978 MOU. These
outstanding obligations include (but are not limited to) increasing Grassy Narrows’
access to, protection of, and control over lands and natural resources in our Territory.

Moreover, the Crown has engaged in a course of dishonourable conduct before, during
the negotiations, and since, and has consequently failed to meaningfully support Grassy
Narrows’ recovery from the mercury crisis.

The Crown’s unmet fiduciary duties

The Crown and Grassy Narrows have a sui generis fiduciary relationship, and our treaty
rights attract fiduciary obligations. In the time since the Crown and Grassy Narrows
entered into a treaty relationship, the Crown seized functional management and control
of our lands and water. The Crown assumed a duty to Grassy Narrows when exercising
that control over our Indigenous interests including our pre-existing legal interests in
exercising our fishing, hunting and trapping rights and other traditional practices such as
medicine gathering and wild rice picking.

Grassy Narrows has been at the mercy of the exercise of Ontario’s imposed fiduciary
decision-making over our land as Ontario unilaterally authorized industrial activity, and
otherwise has made decisions that affect the land, water and other natural resources of
our area which we rely on to exercise our rights, practice our way of life, and maintain
our health.

Under imposed Crown management and discretionary control, the health of our land
and our people have seriously declined, our way of life has been degraded, and the
exercise of our treaty rights has been impaired.

The Crown’s abandonment of negotiations required by the 1978 MOU

From the outset of our discussions under the 1978 MOU, Grassy Narrows was clear
that to recover from the impacts of mercury and other harms, we need Crown
recognition of Grassy Narrows’ ownership, control, and protection of a large part of
Territory, which will allow Grassy Narrows to make decisions with respect to our land
that support our way of life and our livelihood. In the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s Ontario
committed to negotiate increased Grassy Narrows control over our lands, in addition to
providing meaningful compensation for our people.

In the 1980s, and since, we called for a moratorium on industrial activity in our Territory
until our negotiations with Ontario were concluded. However, rather than honour this
moratorium, the treaty promises, and the 1978 MOU obligations, Ontario unilaterally
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abandoned the negotiations in the mid 1990s and exercised its imposed control in a
way that further unleashed industry on our area to our detriment.

Ontario has repeatedly acted unilaterally to encumber and degrade our Territory against
our will, including by granting industrial logging licenses and nearly 6,000 mining claims;
industrially logging our forests; and constructing industrial access roads and bridges
(e.g. The Separation Lake Road and bridge) to facilitate further resource extraction and
environmental degradation. Canada has stood by and watched, allowing our lands,
waters, rights, and way of life to be trampled.

The Crown’s dishonourable conduct and abandonment of its fiduciary obligations
continue. Ontario’s Ministry of Mines has granted thousands of mining claims against
our will, including granting mining exploration permits without any prior notice to us.

Ontario has failed to accurately identify the ANA Area of Interest on mining
activities.

The Ontario Ministry of Mines has never meaningfully addressed the question of the
extent of Grassy Narrows’ area of interest with respect to mining.

In the 1980s, the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources created its own map to identify
a Grassy Narrows Traditional Land Use Area (the “1980s TLUA Map”) for the purposes
of mediated negotiations between Grassy Narrows and Ontario with respect to a section
of the Territory required by Grassy Narrows to restore its economic self-sufficiency. The
map used straight lines, which are not reflective of the boundaries of the full Territory
and does not include the northern portion of the Territory.

Between 2008 and 2017 Grassy Narrows and Ontario engaged in discussions on
forestry pursuant to the Grassy Narrows Ontario Process Agreement (the “Process
Agreement”). As part of that process, Grassy Narrows submitted a map of the “Grassy
Narrows area of interest for forestry”, which included areas that are outside the 1980s
TLUA Map boundaries.

When Grassy Narrows passed our Land Declaration in 2018, we shared a map of an
area we have identified as the “Indigenous Protected and Conservation Area” (IPCA).
The IPCA boundaries mirror part of the area of interest for forestry. The IPCA
boundaries have always been provisional, as Grassy Narrows continues to engage in a
process of reviewing the knowledge of our historical and current land use. In addition,
the western notion of linear boundaries on maps conflicts with our Indigenous
knowledge systems, which are based on relationships and complex webs of protection,
use, kinship, sharing, travel and trade that do not begin and end at a line.

Shockingly, Ontario relied on the 1980s TLUA Map as the consultation area for mining,
despite having knowledge that the map was not accurate.

Grassy Narrows is currently pursuing litigation challenging nine mining exploration
permits (not related to the Great Bear Gold Project) that Ontario approved without
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notice to Grassy Narrows.?
Among other relief, Grassy Narrows seeks the following remedies in the litigation:

a declaration that Ontario cannot consider mining activities in the subject area of
the Territory, including issuing exploration permits, until the parties negotiate and
reach agreement on timely enforceable mechanisms to assess and manage
the cumulative impacts of mining, logging, hydro-electricity projects, other
industrial development, mercury contamination, and governmental policies
or programs that may infringe Grassy Narrows’ treaty rights, and to ensure
that these constitutional rights are respected;

These mechanisms are not yet in place and the judicial review remains unresolved.

As further described below, Grassy Narrows has only very recently learned that the
Ministry of MINES approved a number of permits for the Great Bear Gold mine with no
notice to Grassy Narrows.

It is only in very recent times, and after much conflict, that Ontario has begun to ask
Grassy Narrows about what our area of interest for mining is. After many years of
advocacy by Grassy Narrows, Ontario’s Minister responsible for mines finally responded
on November 1, 2022 with a new map that Ontario proposed as the area for
consultation on mining related activities.

Ontario’s proposed consultation area on mining appeared to deliberately carve out the
Great Bear Project Area. The information provided by Ontario to explain how they
arrived at the proposed boundaries was cursory and insufficient for understanding how
the boundaries were arrived at. Grassy Narrows informed the Ministry that their
proposed map is not complete and requested capacity support to do the work
necessary to respond. However, no support has been provided to date.

On November 2, 2023, Grassy Narrows provided two versions of a map setting out our
Interim “Area of Interest” for mining. The maps differed in scale only. The map was
provided with the following cautions:

e The maps are an interim product created under duress arising from the
escalation of imposed mining activity by the Crown and industry and for the sole
purpose of identifying an interim area for negotiations on mining related activity.

e The maps are not a complete representation of Grassy Narrows’ area of interest.
Due to the unique circumstances and capacity constraints, Grassy Narrows has
not completed comprehensive studies required to fully determine its area of
interest including, but not limited to, land use and occupancy, ethnohistory,
archaeology, biology, and hydrology. For example, rights and interests

2 Grassy Narrows First Nation v. Director of Exploration, Ministry of Northern Development, Mines,
Natural Resources and Forestry, Ontario Divisional Court File No. 881/21.
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associated with air quality, migratory birds, travel routes, marten, lake sturgeon,
wolves, eastern cougar, landscape intactness, climate resilience, biodiversity,
genetic diversity, and many other factors are not reflected in these maps.

¢ In addition, linear boundaries are an imposed non-Indigenous concept that do
not accord with the nature of Grassy Narrows’ relationship with the land which
includes extensive interconnectedness, reciprocity, travel, sharing, and trade.

e These maps do not limit any claims by Grassy Narrows people to assert their
rights and interests throughout their territory and to protect themselves from
harm to their health, rights, way of life, livelihood, society, and environment.
Grassy Narrows people have Treaty rights, and practice them, throughout the
Treaty 3 area. Grassy Narrows people also have inalienable inherent rights
given by the Creator, some of which are affirmed in international law and
instruments. The Grassy Narrows people are the true experts about their land,
rights, and interests.

The Great Bear project area falls within the core area of Grassy Narrows’ Interim Area
of Interest for Mining map.

Despite Grassy Narrows’ efforts to further these negotiations, there is no agreed upon
area for consultation on mining activities.

Sharing of information about our Homeland is a sensitive topic that requires deep trust.
After so many decades of having our trust, our vulnerability, and our lands abused by
Ontario, many of our knowledge holders do not consent to sharing sensitive lands
information with Ontario. Trust must be rebuilt to meaningfully engage on this topic.

Grassy Narrows Laws Have Not Been Respected.

Neither the Crown nor the companies have formally acknowledged and respected
Grassy Narrows’ moratorium and Land Declaration. The Crown has not joined us to
harmonize Crown law with Grassy Narrows law and to find a path forward towards
reconciliation that provides space for Grassy Narrows’ inherent Indigenous rights and
constitutionally protected Aboriginal and treaty rights to be meaningfully realized and
protected.

We have written many times to request that the Crown come to a senior negotiation
table with Grassy Narrows to address the wrongs committed against our people, the
effects of which continue to this day, and to prevent further damage. We call on Ontario
to return to the mediation process first established in 1978 in response to the mercury
disaster to finally reach an honourable agreement regarding the control and protection
of our Territory and fair compensation for Grassy Narrows people.

Instead of coming to the table to honourably resolve outstanding issues and obligations,
Ontario has unilaterally granted mining claims and permits and now is supporting the
development of a gold mine in our headwaters.
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[ll.  The Crown Must Address Capacity Barriers

Grassy Narrows has repeatedly advised both the Crown and the Companies that it
cannot meaningfully engage in negotiations while it faces significant and unique
barriers.

1) Insufficient information: Upon learning of the Great Bear Gold project, Grassy
Narrows immediately requested additional information about the project and the extent
to which our Laws had been taken into account and its adverse impacts considered.
This information is essential for us to understand and respond to any efforts at
engagement. After a lengthy delay, the Ministry recently provided responses that can
only be characterized as preliminary and partial.

2) Capacity funding: The process of evaluating proposed mining activities and
engaging with MINES, the IAAC, and mining companies comes at an expense to ANA.
We must hire staff, engage our community, carry out our governance process, and
obtain professional support from experts, lawyers, and advisors to engage in a
meaningful way.

Grassy Narrows is even more impoverished than our First Nation peers due to the
ongoing impacts of mercury poisoning. We lack the funds required to engage in an
informed and fair way.

During the summer of 2023, MINES staff indicated that, after many years of requests,
MINES will fund some ANA capacity needs. We provided MINES with a document
summarizing the kinds of capacity supports that we would need in order to meaningfully
engage on mining, including compensation for staff and to hire experts. After many
months of awaiting an update, on November 27, 2023 MINES clarified that its promises
of capacity supports amount only to funding in an unspecified amount for a “Mineral
Development Advisor”, a position that Grassy Narrows has never requested funding for.

No funding is currently in place. MINES must come to the table on our issues and
commit to funding ANA’s reasonable costs of engaging in an informed and fair way.

While IAAC offered $5,000 in capacity funding to ANA, this funding was offered after the
deadline for submissions on the List of Issues. The amount offered is insufficient to
meaningfully review lengthy technical documents that engage many areas of expertise,
to engage with our people, to carry out our governance process, and to prepare a
response. This is the same on-size-fits-all funding offered to other First Nations, NGOs,
and other ‘stakeholders’. It does not consider our unique circumstances nor our position
as an Indigenous nation.

3) Pandemic Considerations: COVID-19 infection rates, as well as other respiratory
illnesses in this region of Ontario are high again. Our people are especially vulnerable to
disease because of our high pre-existing rates of co-morbidity, crowded and inadequate
housing, inadequate nutrition due to food insecurity, and the immune impacts of
mercury. The health of our people is our priority. We are informing you that, in addition
to our other concerns, mining exploration proposals are unwelcome during outbreaks
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and other public health emergencies.

4) Mercury Crisis and Industrial Impacts: Our territory has already experienced a
great deal of harm from industrial activities including mercury, damming, industrial
logging, and mining. The cumulative effects of these industrial impacts have already
passed the point of an unreasonable, unjustifiable impact on the exercise of our Treaty
rights, and on our health and wellbeing. As a result, our community suffers from
unusually high rates of conditions including poverty, food insecurity, disease,
neurological conditions, conditions affecting learning, premature death, and child and
youth suicide. The social conditions created by mercury poisoning and the cumulative
impacts of industry place us in an ongoing extreme crisis. As a result, we are unable to
meaningfully engage on mining exploration in the absence of the necessary supports to
resolve and recover from the ongoing mercury crisis.

5) Fundamental outstanding issues must be addressed before meaningful
engagement can occur: As described above, many fundamental issues remain
unresolved between Grassy Narrows and the Crown including unmet obligations,

broken promises, conflicting laws, cumulative impacts, violated trust, justice owed, and
outstanding reconciliation. These are upstream strategic issues to which individual
mining projects are subsidiary. We cannot address one mining project meaningfully,
when the fundamental questions are not addressed. These questions include:

How will the Crown respect Grassy Narrows’ inherent rights and rights
recognized under international law and related instruments?

How can the Treaty relationship between the Crown and Grassy Narrows be
respected and restored?

How can the written text of the Treaty be reconciled with the oral and written
histories, and Ontario Superior Court findings, that the taking up clause and the
cede and surrender clause were never discussed nor agreed to?

Who has decision making authority over lands and resources in our area?

How can Grassy Narrows law and Crown law be harmonized with respect to the
land?

What lands should be open to mining and what lands should be protected?
How will the Crown’s unmet obligations arising from the Treaty, the 1978 MOU,
and other sources be fulfilled?

How will Grassy Narrows’ ownership, control, and use of our lands be increased
as promised?

How can the damage already done to our land and our water be restored?

How can the harm to our sacred landscape, our spirituality, and our relations be
repaired?

How can we assess and prevent the cumulative impacts of industrial activity from
further harming us?

How can the collective damage to our society, our community, and our families
be reversed?

How can our health, our wellness and our way of life be returned to its former
status?
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e How can our self-determination, our independence, and our self-sufficiency be
rebuilt?
e Isit possible to reconcile while the harm continues, while we bury our youth?

For many years we have been seeking to resolve important issues with the Crown that
relate to mining. A summary list of some of these issues can be found at APPENDIX A.

The Crown apparently has little interest in these questions and little willingness to
address them with us, to act honourably, nor even to come to the table with us about
them. When we meet with senior officials from MINES and MNRF, they tell us that they
have no mandate to discuss these issues, but they will bring them to the Minister.

After years of seeking a meeting with the Minister our then Chief and Council finally met
with then MNDMNRF Minister Rickford in Toronto on November 18, 2021. At the long-
awaited meeting Minister Rickford refused to discuss our mining concerns but promised
to come to Grassy Narrows soon to discuss mining at an open forum in our community.
Neither Minister Rickford nor his successors have honoured this promise.

In a largely analogous situation where Grassy Narrows and the Crown had a conflict
over a different form or resource extraction, the 2004-2009 Whiskey Jack Independent
Forest Audit found that:

There are fundamental differences in the viewpoints between GNFN and MNR
regarding forest management principles and practices. It is the audit team’s
opinion that these differences cannot be resolved without the Province setting
aside many of the requirements to manage the Whiskey Jack Forest under the
CFSA and the FMPM, and relinquishing significant authority to the First Nation to
manage portions of the Whiskey Jack Forest according to the desires of the
GNFN community. The audit team further believes that the forest management
planning process did not anticipate, nor was it designed to resolve the type of
dispute currently being experienced on the Whiskey Jack Forest.

Similarly, the Mining Act and its regulations and the IAAC regulations did not anticipate,
nor were they designed to resolve the serious grievances, outstanding obligations, and
the type of dispute currently being experienced over mining around Grassy Narrows.
Resolving this dispute will require sincere, honourable, government-to-government
engagement on the fundamental issues that have brought us to this point. Only once
that occurs, can we meaningfully engage about specific permits and projects without
repeating and exacerbating the legacy of past and ongoing harms.

IV. The Great Bear Gold Project: The Crown’s failure to inform, meaningfully
consult, and gain our consent for project activities.

The Great Bear Gold Project falls within Grassy Narrows’ Interim Area of
Interest for Mining

We have enclosed a copy of Grassy Narrows’ map of our Interim Area of Interest for
Mining, which is described above.
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The limited preliminary research that we have been able to conduct confirms that the
Great Bear Gold Project is within the area where Grassy Narrows people have
historically, and continue to, practice our way of life and our Treaty rights.

There is strong ethno-historical evidence that Grassy Narrows has a longstanding
connection to this area dating back to the time of the Treaty and before. This includes
historical reports, fur trade records, ethnological work, and other records. Grassy
Narrows First Nation historically hunted, fished, trapped, collected plants, gardened and
conducted spiritual practices in and around the Red Lake fur trading routes, and traded
products obtained in the area.

There are Grassy Narrows families with continuing family ties to this area and the
surrounding areas. Grassy Narrows people, including the Chief, continue to practice our
inherent and Treaty rights in this area, including the moose hunt. The moose hunt is
extremely important to our way of life and sustenance. Due to the precipitous decline in
moose elsewhere in our area, the area south of Red Lake is one of the only remaining
productive moose hunting grounds that our people use.

The Great Bear Gold Project falls within moose, wolverine and caribou habitat that
ranges within our IPCA. In addition, walleye within the project area migrate to the
waterways on which Grassy Narrows exercises its treaty rights to fish and on which the
community reliese for food. The project area is also within nearby quatermary
watersheds that flow into the IPCA.

Grassy Narrows people fish extensively on the English River around Grassy Narrows.
Grassy Narrows people also fish on the English River and its tributaries near the inflow
of the Chukuni River. We are aware that the fish that we eat swim a distance of 30 km,
or more, up and downstream in the course of their lifecycle and are exposed to, and
bioaccumulate, toxins throughout their travels. In particular, our walleye travel long
distances upstream in order to spawn.

Caribou are an important clan animal to Grassy Narrows and used to be seen
throughout our Territory. The Great Bear Gold Project area is within the range of the
Sydney Caribou herd, the last remaining herd in our Territory. This range is already
degraded beyond the threshold at which it is able to sustain Caribou in the long term,
unless its intactness is restored. All of the habitat within the range is considered critical.

As noted above and confirmed by the Supreme Court, the Treaty 3 Commissioner
promised the Anishinaabe that the Treaty promises would protect our harvesting
practices forever which would allow our people to hunt, fish, trap, gather, and harvest
throughout the Territory as they had before “as long as the sun shone and the waters
flowed”. The Anishinaabe did not agree to an increasing erosion of our harvesting rights
that would significantly interfere with the exercise of our rights.3

3 Keewatin v Minister of Natural Resources, 2011 ONSC 4801 [Keewatin ONSC], rev’d 2013 ONCA 1158,
affd 2014 SCC 48 [“Keewatin litigation”].
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Grassy Narrows has a communal connection, right, and interest in this area. It is
possible that other First Nations do too, but that does not in any way diminish our own
connection, rights and interests nor the Crown’s obligations to us.

In addition, Grassy Narrows must be consulted on activities that may have off-site
impacts on our territory, such as downstream, downwind, or migratory species impacts.
Grassy Narrows continues to document the full extent of its Territory and the “ANA
Preliminary Area of Interest With Respect to Mining” is without prejudice to the
determination of the full geographical extent of Grassy Narrows’ Territory.

The Crown requires Grassy Narrows’consent for the Great Bear Gold
Project

The standard that correctly applies to this project is the right to say ‘no’, also known as
the right to give or withhold “free prior and informed consent.”

Under Grassy Narrows law, we are the first people of this land. The Creator gave us this
land and only the Creator can take it away. We live in relationship with the land; we care
for it and the land provides for us. We must take care of the land and not disrupt this
balance. Nothing that threatens this balance may take place on the land without our
permission. We say no to mining.

The United Nations has recognized this right in the UN Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples and in other international laws and instruments to which Canada is
a signatory.

The Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples requires States to consult and
cooperate in good faith with the indigenous peoples concerned through their own
representative institutions in order to obtain their free, prior and informed consent before
adopting and implementing legislative or administrative measures that may affect them
(article 19). This includes:

e The adoption of legislation or administrative policies that affect indigenous
peoples (article 19)

e The undertaking of projects that affect indigenous peoples’ rights to land, territory
and resources, including mining and other utilization or exploitation of resources
(article 32).

The principle of free, prior and informed consent is linked to treaty norms, including the
right to self-determination affirmed in common Article 1 of the International Human
Rights Covenants. When affirming that the requirement flows from other rights,
including the right to develop and maintain cultures, under article 27 of the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and article 15 of the International
Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights (ICECSR), the treaty bodies have
framed the requirement also in light of the right to self-determination.

Canada is bound by international law to these abide by these standards.
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While Crown law has often failed to adequately implement international human rights
standards, and often seeks to take a reductionist view of its international obligations to
us, even under Crown law our consent is required for this project for reasons including,
but not limited to:

a) The cumulative impacts of Crown policy and industry on our people already
exceed any reasonable threshold of impact on our rights, our way of life, our
people, and our environment. No further impacts can be made without consent.

b) The Companies’ goal is to open a gold mine. A recent study demonstrated the
extensive impacts of metal mining contamination on rivers and floodplains across
the world, with an estimated 23 million people believed to be affected by
potentially dangerous concentrations of toxic waste.* Gold mines have high risk
of impact to our well established and strong rights, including our rights under
Treaty #3. Our waters are already contaminated with mercury. Therefore, we are
at the high end of the consultation spectrum where consent is required.

c) The “taking up” clause and the “cede and surrender” clause which the Crown
relies on for its asserted legal authority were never explained, translated,
discussed, nor agreed to, during the negotiation of Treaty #3. This is reflected
consistently in the multiple, independent, written records of the Treaty
negotiations. To the contrary, Treaty Commissioner Simon Dawson informed the
legislature that “As an inducement to the Indians to sign the Treaty, the
commissioners pointed out to them that, along with the land reserves and money
payments, they would_forever have the use of their fisheries. The point was
strongly insisted upon and it had great weight with the Indians, who for some
years previously had persistently refused to enter into any Treaty” (NA RG 10 vol
3800 file 48542, 28 May 1888). The Ontario Court of Justice found that the
Indigenous signatories to Treaty 3 were not advised and did not understand that
the Crown could authorize land uses inconsistent with Harvesting Rights and
pass legislation to extinguish or limit Harvesting rights. They expected that
Canada would protect their harvesting rights away from the Dawson Route or
CPR right or way, not limit, extinguish or ignore them.®> No court of appeal,
including the Supreme Court of Canada has overturned this finding of fact.

Beyond the requirements under Grassy Narrows Law, International Law, and Crown
Law to obtain consent in these circumstances, there is the simple practical requirement
for consent in today’s business, investment, and political environment.

The business case for obtaining consent is reflected in the mining industry’s own trade
association policies through the International Council on Mining & Metals (ICMM)
position statement on Indigenous Peoples and Mining, which states that “[t]he outcome

4 Phys.Org (September 21, 2023), “Global study reveals extensive impact of mining contamination on
rivers and floodplains.”

5 Keewatin v. Minister of Natural Resources, 2011 ONSC 4801 (CanLll), at para 865,
<https://canlii.ca/t/fmzc4#par865>, retrieved on 2023-09-23
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is that Indigenous Peoples can give or withhold their consent to a project, through a
process that strives to be consistent with their traditional decision-making processes
while respecting internationally recognised human rights and is based on good faith
negotiation."®

Even Barrick Gold, infamous for their violations of human rights internationally, stated in
their $100M statement of claim against Red Lake Gold when addressing the need to for
Grassy Narrows’ consent that:

Virtually all successful mining ventures in Canada require a strong and genuine
working relationship with local communities, including First Nations. Without such
a relationship, it can be extraordinarily difficult, if not impossible, to proceed with
a mining venture beyond early stage exploration work and into development work
(e.g., by constructing a working mine).

Strong, genuine and reliable relationships with First Nations are built on mutual
trust and respect. Any perceived or actual breach of that trust or respect can
have devastating consequences for a mining venture or company, and these
commercial and reputational consequences can extend well beyond any
particular project or First Nation group.’

No large mine has opened in Canada for decades without Indigenous consent. It is
simply too difficult and risky to carry out such an expensive and intensive project without
all relevant First Nations on board.

As a First Nation living immediately downstream from this project, we will live with the
consequences for many generations to come. It is our children who will drink the water,
eat the fish, pick the wild rice, swim, and learn what it means to be
Asubpeeschoseewagong Anishinabek on this river whose waters will carry the effluent
from this gold mine if it is built. It is our people who will search in vain for moose and
caribou to hunt on the landscape that has had its forests fragmented and degraded by
access roads, clearcuts, seismic lines, pits, trenches, clearings, and mines. It is our
people who will be impacted if the tailings dam fails. It is our people who will be
poisoned if toxics leach into the water. It is our people whose fear and anxiety, already
far to high and fatal due to the mercury crisis, will be heightened by the threat this
mining project poses to our wellbeing.

We know, and everyone in Canada who has cared to learn our story knows, that
decisions made and activities carried out upstream can have a devastating impact on
us. The chlor-alkali plant in Dryden that discharged mercury into the Wabigoon River
was 150 km upstream of our village. But the flow of the river does not obey any human
boundaries. The distance did not stop the mercury from being carried downstream,

6 International Council on Mining & Metals (May 16, 2013), “Indigenous Peoples and Mining: Position
Statement”.
7 Barrick Statement of Claim against Red Lake Gold, 2022/23, p. 20, 21.
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bioaccumulating in the fish that we eat, destroying our livelihood, poisoning our people,
and dramatically disrupting our way of life. More than 50 years after the discharge of
mercury was ordered halted, our mercury crisis rages on. There is no end in sight to
the contamination of our river and to the intergenerational impacts of mercury.

The correct standard for this project, which threatens to impact Grassy Narrows’ future
for many generations, is consent. Grassy Narrows has not given its consent. Grassy
Narrows says ‘no’.

Far from seeking consent, Ontario has approved numerous permits for the
Great Bear Gold Project with no notice to Grassy Narrows

With respect to the Great Bear Gold Project, there has been a failure to inform, to
consult meaningfully with ANA and to gain our consent, even though the ANA village
site is the first community downstream from the project site. In spite of the infamous pre-
existing impacts on the English River and Grassy Narrows from hydro damming,
mercury pollution, and clearcut logging, and Grassy Narrows’ well knowns concerns
about mining exploration. The fact that Grassy Narrows is downstream of this project,
potentially impacted, and likely concerned should be evident to any diligent person with
access to Google.

Exploration permits for this project date back to January 2017, including permits for
extensive exploration work, drilling, stripping of the land, and taking of water. The
following permits were authorized without notice to Grassy Narrows and, for the most
part, prior to any communications from either the Crown or the companies with our First
Nation:

January 6, 2017: PR-16-10995 — permit for mineral exploration
April 11, 2019: PR-18-000295 — permit for mineral exploration
November 22, 2019: PR-19-000264 — permit for mineral exploration
November 27, 2019: PR-19-000227 — permit for mineral exploration
July 16, 2020: PR20-000178 — permit for mineral exploration
October 13, 2020: PR20-000276 — permit for mineral exploration
July 13, 2021: PR-21-000190 — permit for mineral exploration
October 4, 2021: PR-21-000258 — permit for mineral exploration
August 15, 2022: 5115-CJ9QRR — permit to take water

September 15, 2022: Permit 5115-CJ9QRR to take water

The failure to take the minimal step of giving notice to Grassy Narrows about any of the
above permits is all the more shocking because while this extensive work was being
done on the Great Bear Gold Project, Grassy Narrows was writing to Ontario and to the
companies seeking to share information and initiate negotiations about protection for
Grassy Narrows’ lands, waters, and people. Grassy Narrows has written to Ontario
repeatedly about land protection concerns for decades, and most recently in a long
series of official letters dating back to 2018 requesting a government-to-government
table to resolve Lands issues including mining.
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The history of communications between Grassy Narrows, Great Bear Resources,
Kinross and Ontario’s Ministry of Mines demonstrates that none of these parties have
demonstrated a genuine intention to meaningfully engage with Grassy Narrows. This
summary is current to December 15, 2023:

e February 25, 2020: Having learned about Great Bear Resource’s presence in
the area, but unaware of the permit applications and authorizations, Grassy
Narrows Chief and Council wrote to Great Bear Resources to notify the Company
about ANA’s mining concerns and to ask if Great Bear Resources had any
proposed work that would put Grassy Narrows at risk and conflict with our laws.
There was no response. Indeed, Great Bear Resources has never responded to
Grassy Narrows’ communications.

e October 1, 2020: Upon learning of Kinross’s presence in the area, Grassy
Narrows Chief and Council wrote to Kinross Gold Corp. with a request to meet
and a list of questions about their work.

e October 6, 2020: Chief and Council wrote to Great Bear Resources.

e October 7, 2020: Chief and Council wrote to follow up with Kinross.

e November 2, 2020: Kinross responded to acknowledge our letter but did not
provide any substantive response to our questions, make any mention of the
Great Bear Project, nor accept our request to meet. We did not hear from Kinross
again for almost two years.

e December, 2021: Kinross reached an agreement with Great Bear Resources.

e August 29, 2022: Kinross sent a letter of introduction to our Chief.

e September 15, 2022: Less than three weeks later, Kinross submitted an
exploration permit to Ontario claiming to have consulted with Aboriginal
communities.

e October 4, 2022: Grassy Narrows wrote again to Great Bear Resources.

e October 6, 2022: Grassy Narrows received its first notice of an application for an
exploration permit related to this project from Ontario (PR-22-000284). Ontario
gave Grassy Narrows only one month to provide comment on the application.

e November 18, 2022: With no capacity, and in the midst of the COVID-19
pandemic, Grassy Narrows wrote back to advise Ontario that we intended to

respond but could not do so substantively within the time provided.

e November 24, 2022: MINES notified Grassy Narrows that Kinross’s application
(PR-22-000284) had been approved with the exception of 44 claims that were

4879-5418-7904, v. 1



being held pending further comment from Grassy Narrows but offering no
capacity supports.

e December 28, 2022: MINES notified Grassy Narrows of seven mining lease
applications and advised that MINES would proceed if it did not receive
comments by February 26, 2023.

e January 19, 2023: MINES notified Grassy Narrows that it was considering
granting the mining permit for the 44 claims that had been held, pending
comments from Grassy Narrows by February 3, 2023. Again, no capacity
supports were offered.

e February 6, 2023: Grassy Narrows wrote to MINES to reiterate the barriers to
participation that had been communicated over many years; in the absence of
addressing those barriers Grassy Narrows cannot engage or comment
substantively to the permit applications.

e February 14, 2023: MINES gives Grassy Narrows until February 28, 2023 to
respond with comments.

e February 27, 2023: Grassy Narrows official writes to MINES indicating that
Grassy Narrows does want to comment but that further time is required to review
the information, and that the company has yet to respond to the questions that
ANA has sent them.

e March 3, 2023: Grassy Narrows sent a follow up letter to MINES regarding the
seven proposed mining leases and Grassy Narrows’ requests for a government-
to-government negotiation table.

e March 10, 2023: MINES wrote to Grassy Narrows to ask for a copy of the
guestions posed to the companies in 2020.

e March 20, 2023: Grassy Narrows wrote to Great Bear and Kinross to request a
meeting about the Great Bear Gold Project in early April and for an answer to the
guestions posed to the company in 2020.

e March 21, 2023: MINES followed up on its request for a copy of the questions
posed to the companies in 2020.

e March 31, 2023: Grassy Narrows followed up with Great Bear Resources and
Kinross to request a meeting in early April and to obtain answers to the questions
posed in 2020.

o April 12, 2023: Grassy Narrows repeated its request for a meeting with MINES
and answer to questions concerning Great Bear Resources and Kinross.
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e April 24, 2023: Kinross finally responds to the request to meet.

e June 22, 2023: Kinross attended an introductory meeting with Grassy Narrows.
The meeting was not a consultation on the project. Kinross representatives
stated that MINES would be providing answers to the questions posed in 2020.
Grassy Narrows raised serious concerns about the project, including capacity
constraints and concerns about impacts.

e June 27, 2023: Kinross wrote to confirm that MINES would be providing answers
to the questions posed in 2020. MINES did in fact provide a partial and
incomplete response to the questions posed in 2020. MINES gives Grassy
Narrows two weeks to provide comment on the 44 outstanding claims.

e July 12, 2023: MINES gives Grassy Narrows a further extension to July 27,
2023.

e July 24, 2023: Kinross wrote to invite Grassy Narrows to a meeting to learn
about the project and to advise that it was setting up a Sharepoint site to share
information about the project. The Sharepoint link was not provided. Kinross
further advised that the federal impact assessment process had been initiated.

e July 28, 2023: MINES wrote to advise Grassy Narrows that Ontario will not
provide capacity support for consultation and asked for comments on the 44
claims by August 10, 2023.

e August 11, 2023: MINES approves the mining exploration permit for the 44
claims.

e August 12, 2023: Kinross provided a copy of Great Bear industrial Sewage
Works documentation. Grassy Narrows does not have capacity to analyze or
respond to this technical document.

e September 7, 2023: Kinross provided a copy of the Great Bear Advanced
Exploration Reclamation Strategy for comment. Grassy Narrows does not have
capacity to analyze or respond to this technical document.

e September 13, 2023: Chief Turtle writes to the IAAC to advise that Grassy
Narrows has learned that Kinross and Great Bear have initiated the interim
assessment process. Grassy Narrows was not provided notice in accordance
with its protocols and demanded that the process recommence in accordance
with procedural requirements.

e September 14, 2023: Grassy Narrows sent a follow up inquiry to the IAAC.

e September 15, 2023: IAAC provided a two-week extension to respond to
Kinross’s Initial Project Description.
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e September 20, 2023: Grassy Narrows responded to IAAC by reiterating that the
IAAC had not complied with procedural requirements for the pre-planning stage
and repeating its demand to recommence the process.

e September 26, 2023: Kinross wrote to Grassy Narrows to request a meeting to
discuss capacity funding.

e September 28, 2023: Kinross wrote to Grassy Narrows to provide two technical
documents for comment (AEX Industrial Sewage Application and Aquatics
Monitoring Plan; AEX ECA Air and Noise, Emissions Modelling and Dust
Management). Kinross offered to meet and provide capacity support.

e October 4, 2023: Kinross wrote to Grassy Narrows about a draft permit to take
water application.

e October 6, 2023: Grassy Narrows Lands Protection Team was given access to
the Great Bear Sharepoint site, with extensive technical documents that were not
shared previously. IAAC also provided its Summary of Issues for comment and
offered to meet.

e October 20, 2023: Kinross provided its groundwater monitoring plan for the
project and its preliminary mine rock management and monitoring plan.

e November 3, 2023: Kinross provided its draft closure plan for comment.

e November 10, 2023: Kinross provided its Detailed Project Description for
comment. Grassy Narrows met with Kinross and IAAC. Grassy Narrows asked
Kinross to pause the impact assessment process until an engagement protocol
could be put in place along with capacity supports.

e November 14, 2023: Ontario wrote to Grassy Narrows with belated notice that in
or around April 2023 it had delegated the “procedural” aspects of consultation on
certain matters relating to the Great Bear Gold Project to Great Bear Resources.
Ontario’s letter to this effect dated April 6, 2023 was sent to the Chief and not
pursuant to Grassy Narrows consultation protocols. Ontario takes the position
that the duty to consult is at the “low end” of the spectrum.”

e November 20, 2023: Kinross wrote to Grassy Narrows concerning participation
in a Stage 3 Archaeological Assessment.

e December 15, 2023: Kinross meets with Grassy Narrows and refuses to pause
its activities for any length of time to accommodate Grassy Narrows’ unique
circumstances.
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As the foregoing chronology demonstrates, the companies and Crown left Grassy
Narrows in the dark for years about the Great Bear Gold Project. Since September
2023, Grassy Narrows has been flooded with technical documents, belated offers of
capacity support, none of which has flowed, and impossible deadlines for engagement.

Kinross spent billions to buy the project and has clearly already decided to build a gold
mine regardless of Grassy Narrows’ wishes. Failing to engage with Grassy Narrows on
this project for more than four and half years was not an error of omission, but rather a
deliberate decision not to engage, and to withhold, information about this project from
Grassy Narrows. The fact that other First Nations, who are located far upstream of the
project, but who have a reputation for welcoming mining activity, were engaged far
earlier (as early as 2017), raises the question of whether a decision was made not to
engage Grassy Narrows because of Grassy Narrows’ well-known concerns about
mining exploration.

It took Ontario and the companies nearly three and half years to provide initial
responses to questions posed by Grassy Narrows to Great Bear Resources in February
of 2020. And yet, within 60 days of providing those initial responses, without providing
any capacity support to review them, and without addressing Grassy Narrows’ many
other barriers and fundamental issues, the Ministry approved further work on the project
in spite of Grassy Narrows’ request for capacity support and time.

Even Indigenous Services Canada flagged concern about Kinross’s level of
engagement to date with Grassy Narrows in its comment to the IAAC:

The perception of contamination to the land, water, traditional food sources and
Indigenous Peoples by industrial development may be a serious concern for the
identified Indigenous Nations, especially for Grassy Narrows ... During the late
1990s and early 1970s, the English-Wabigoon River system was contaminated
with inorganic mercury from a pulp mill located upstream in Dryden, Ontario. This
discharge of inorganic mercury contaminated their water and traditional food
sources (i.e. fish) and lead to cases of mercury poisoning and intergenerational
challenges. The proponent, Kinross Gold Corporation, started engaging with
Grassy Narrows First Nation in 2022, whereas their engagements with
Wabuskang First Nation and Lac Seul First Nation began in 2017. Due to Grassy
Narrows First Nation’s negative and detrimental experience with industrial
development, it is recommended that more engagement take place. The
Indigenous Nations need to gain a greater understanding of the contaminants
that may be released into the environment. They should be provided an
opportunity to express concerns or uncertainties about potential exposure to
chemicals used in the gold mining process, such as cyanide and heavy metals.2

Given this history, including the Crown’s outstanding obligations to Grassy Narrows, it is
highly inappropriate for Ontario to delegate any aspect of consultation to Great Bear

8 Indigenous Services Canada, Federal Authority Advice Record — Great Bear Gold Project, p. 5.
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Resources. Grassy Narrows does not agree that the Crown can delegate its duty to
consult with a treaty nation to a third party. Nor does Grassy Narrows agree, given
Grassy Narrows’ strong rights, existing cumulative impacts, and the companies’
intention to open large gold mines upstream from the community, that the duty is at the
low end of the spectrum.

The IAAC has failed to consult as required with Grassy Narrows

According to the attached IAAC document summarizing the impact assessment
process, the process begins with Phase 0 (Pre-Planning), a phase that requires
engagement by both the Proponent and the Agency with Indigenous groups. None of
the required pre-planning steps with respect to Grassy Narrows have been complied
with.

The Proponent was required to engage Grassy Narrows to present the project, learn
Grassy Narrows’ views, including potential effects and how we wish to be engaged and
to incorporate this information into the Initial Project Description. Grassy Narrows has
expressed, both in writing and in meetings on June 22, 2023, and November 10, 2023
with representatives from Kinross, our significant concerns about potential impacts upon
our community, which are not reflected in the Initial Project Description. Grassy Narrows
also provided Kinross with our communications protocol, which includes communication
with the Lands Protection Team. That protocol was not included in the Initial Project
Description.

The Agency was aware, based on the Initial Project Description, that Grassy Narrows
may be affected by the project. In the pre-planning phase, the Agency was required to
inform Grassy Narrows about the impact assessment process to support us in
understanding how we can participate. The Agency was obligated to learn Grassy
Narrows’ views and context, including potential effects and how we wish to be engaged.
The Agency did not comply with these requirements of the pre-planning stage.

Crown and Company efforts to engage Grassy Narrows since 2022 have
been performative and do not meet the standards required for engagement

The decisions to open our land to mineral staking and exploration, to carry out extensive
exploration, and to build a gold mine, have already been made, and billions of dollars
spent towards that end, all behind Grassy Narrows’ back. In this context, it is hard to
believe that requests for belated input at this late stage are sincere. Clearly, the
companies and Ontario have already decided to build a gold mine if investors will
support it and we are an afterthought.

Kinross is now flooding us with technical documents created by highly paid experts,
while knowing that we have no capacity support to engage experts to review the
technical documents, nor to engage our community about them. When we sought a
pause in the process to gain capacity support, retain experts, complete a process
agreement, and engage in our governance process, we are refused. In this context it is
hard to believe that anything Grassy Narrows says will be taken seriously and will have
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the potential to meaningfully influence the major decisions that have been made.

We live downstream, our established rights and our health are at stake, and we are
concerned. Under Crown law the Crown clearly had a duty to meaningfully consult and
meaningfully accommodate us at every stage of this project, including during the
strategic level upstream decisions (such as land use planning, land use designation,
tenure, etc.) as well as the more minor decisions which flow from them (such as specific
exploration permits, water takings, leases, etc.). As a First Nation whose Treaty rights
and health have already been severely impacted by the cumulative impacts of industry
and government decisions our consent is required. Under our inherent rights,
Anishaabe law, and International law our consent is also required.

Ontario has failed for many years in their duty to consult on this project and we call for
an immediate freeze on all project activities until sufficient capacity support has been
provided to allow Grassy Narrows to complete an ethno-historical report, land use and
occupancy study, archaeological assessment of the area and study into cumulative
impacts, and until we have been meaningfully engaged and our free, prior and informed
consent obtained.

V. Adverse Impacts: ANA Preliminary Specific Concerns

As Asubpeeschoseewagong Anishinabek we have a holistic, interconnected, and
spiritual relationship to our sacred landscape. We are the land and the land is us. What
happens to the land happens to us and to our children for many generations.

This is an area where our ancestors have practiced, and we currently practice our
Anishinaabe way of life; a way of life that relies on a healthy environment and is central
to our identity, health, wellness, and livelihood. This area is part of the whole that forms
the sacred landscape which gives us life and which we are in relationship within every
aspect of our lives, hearts, spirits, and dreams.

While some areas may appear to an outside observer to be on the periphery of our
Territory, this is a grave misperception. All our territory is core to our way of life and
connection to the land. For example, we have always traveled to hunt. A moose that is
harvested a few days’ travel from our village site will still feed a family for many weeks
and be shared with Elders, relatives, and friends. The dramatic decline in the moose
population near our village means that the area around Red Lake is even more critical
to our moose hunt. These areas are deeply embedded in our memories, our lives, and
our hearts. We are strongly tied to this land.

We know that MINES, IAAC and the companies do not respect this relationship and
seek to reduce it to a series of finite, bounded sites of ‘values’. Our concerns are
disregarded unless they are expressed in extremely specific and reductionist terms that
ties adverse impacts to particular pieces of the land that are viewed in isolation from the
whole. MINES and IAAC want us to engage in an exercise of, for example, identifying a
specific hole that is a specific distance from a specific cabin and thus should be moved
a bit to the west. Or, this type of machinery produces noise that will make hunting
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difficult in this specific blind during this month, so please do not use it in October. Or,
this wastewater discharge site is next to that fishing hole, so please put it a bit further
downstream.

This approach fails to see the forest for the trees. What use is a remote cabin retreat
without the serenity of the surrounding area from which we draw our physical and
spiritual sustenance? How can we use it for healing and to teach our children their way
of life while over the ridge heavy machinery encroaches ever closer and non-native
users buzz around us in ATVs and motorboats? What use is a hunting site if the
ancestral moose trails have been destroyed, there is no winter refuge, and unmanaged
access routes have allowed non-native hunters to deplete the population precipitously?
What use is a fishing spot if the fish has absorbed a dangerous burden of toxins from its
food sources everywhere it swims throughout its life, including those carried from
upstream? How can we carry out our ceremonies when the spirits who live in the rocks
have been disturbed by drilling and blasting. What point is there in commenting on a
small drill program in isolation, when everyone knows that your plan is to open a huge
open pit and underground gold mine?

In spite of this fundamental difference in world view, the barriers, unresolved
fundamental issues, and concerns noted above, we know that MINES, the Companies
and IAAC will try to proceed with this project unless we raise specific concerns. In the
absence of the necessary supports, Grassy Narrows cannot substantively respond to
the technical information provided to date about the Great Bear Gold Project. We
provide these preliminary concerns under protest and based upon the limited research
we can undertake, which should not be taken as a complete overview of our concerns.

Industrial disturbances will release even more mercury into our ecosystem
and further impair our Treaty rights.

The Great Bear Gold Project will require industrial mining exploration, access roads,
clearing of trees, modification to water levels and other activity within the English River
watershed. The waters from those areas flow into the English River in short order via
the Chukuni River. They flow into the areas where we fish, boat, camp, and practice our
way of life, and directly past our community.

The scientific literature establishes that industrial activity in the boreal forest releases
mercury into local lakes and rivers.

Building machine tracks, trails, and roads is a common part of mining exploration and
mine development work. However, simply driving heavy machinery through the boreal
forest can contribute to the release of mercury. In one documented instance, a
temporary machine track was inadvertently placed across a small, long-term reference
catchment. This disturbance increased outputs of MeHg by a factor of over five for more
than a decade.®

9 J. Munthe and H. Hultberg (2004), “Mercury and Methylmercury in Runoff from a Forested Catchment -
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Clearing the forest has also been found to release mercury into local water bodies
where it bioaccumulates in fish to dangerous levels. The foremost study on this subject
was completed in Quebec by Dr. Carignan. The study found that 100% of lakes with
clearcut watersheds had walleye and pike with mercury levels that exceeded the World
Health Organization advisory limit for human consumption. Meanwhile, only 18% of
unlogged lakes, and only one burned lake exceeded the limit.1°

In the only field study on the topic done by Ontario of which we are aware, there was
roughly a doubling of mercury exported from a watershed near Thunder Bay via a
stream after logging activity. This release of mercury occurred even though all the
required regulatory measures, including those with respect to riparian buffers, were
followed.

Despite these findings, Ontario does no downstream monitoring of actual industrial
operations to monitor or assess mercury impacts.!?

Both the Carignan and Ontario studies concluded that that the increase in mercury
export is largely due to changes in local watershed level hydrology from the loss of tree
cover. Mining exploration and mining activity also involve the clearing of trees from the
land and risk similar impacts to local hydrology (e.g., Lower evapotranspiration rates,
changes to snow and rain interception, etc.) and therefore leads to similar increases in
mercury export to local logging.

Mining exploration and mining activities often have the effect of artificially changing
water levels. This can happen through water takings, water discharges, dewatering of
areas, and other industrial processes. Studies have found that the artificial lowering and
raising of water levels in boreal water bodies often causes the release of mercury.
Monitoring studies of the De Beers Victor Diamond Mine have found increased levels of
mercury in fish in water bodies downstream.

For a more detailed discussion of the science on mercury and boreal forest clearing
please refer to our enclosed evidentiary record filed with the Divisional Court in our
2015 Judicial Review Application, and the associated expert reports by Dr. Carignan,
Dr. Podur, Dr. Mergler, and Dr. Willow.

Mining exploration and mining activities also risk altering water quality in ways that
increase the methylation of existing mercury in downstream watersheds. This can be
through the addition of sulfate, change in acidity, water colour, temperature, and other
parameters. In Grassy Narrows, where mercury levels are already elevated by
emissions from Dryden, any increase in net methylation is intolerable.

Concentrations, Fluxes, and Their Response to Manipulations”, Vol. 4 at 607-618.

10 Globe and Mail (March 12, 2001), “Mercury levels tied to logging practices.”

11 Toronto Star (September 14, 2016), “Ontario environment officials concerned that clear-cut logging
releases mercury.”
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The Crown still has no remediation plan for the mercury that remains in the English-
Wabigoon River system from discharges in the 1960s and 1970s. Mercury released into
the watershed or methylated as a result of mining activity, especially dissolved mercury,
will eventually find its way into the English River and further raise the mercury levels in
fish and poison our people, exacerbating and prolonging our mercury crisis.

This is not acceptable. We cannot tolerate any additional mercury.

New releases of mercury or increased methylation will unjustifiably impair Grassy
Narrows’ treaty rights, health and wellbeing, and are discriminatory. This is an
intolerable outcome for our treaty partner to impose on us against our will in the
absence of consent.

Adverse impacts on Grassy Narrows’ Treaty Land Entitlement Claim.

Grassy Narrows has an active Treaty Land Entitlement Claim (TLE) that has been
accepted by the Crown and is under negotiation for resolution. Part of the resolution of
the claim will include an addition to Grassy Narrows' reserve lands, and compensation
for lost use. Grassy Narrows is currently engaged in a process to select its additional
reserve lands. All the area around Grassy Narrows is currently potential reserve lands
additions under consideration.

The Crown has asserted that lands which have encumbrances, such as mining claims
and leases, will be more challenging to designate as additional reserve lands. This
means that your mining claims and leases adversely impact our ability to select reserve
land additions and are an impediment to the successful resolution of our TLE.

Further, lands which have been impacted by mining exploration such as cutting lines,
pitting, trenching, stripping, and drilling, decline in ecological health, experience a
degradation of their intactness, and therefore become less suitable as additional
reserve lands.

Lands which are downstream of industrial projects also have their value, and suitability
as additional reserve lands degraded. Lands along the shores of the English River and
its tributaries have been core to our people for countless generations and are prime
candidates for our reserve lands additions. If you were selecting lands for your home,
your cottage, or your reserve, would you want a huge industrial gold mine to be opened
up stream of them? No one would.

Over the last few decades vast parts of our Territory have been encumbered and
degraded through industrial actions imposed on Grassy Narrows and upstream of
Grassy Narrows. This has severely restricted the available suitable additional reserve
lands.

Grassy Narrows has been clear that there should be no new encumbrances on our
area, and no new degradation to our area (including from upstream), as this would
unfairly further reduce the available suitable additional reserve lands (in addition to
other impacts outlined elsewhere). This would impair the ability to correct the injustice
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that was done to us by having been denied a fairly sized reserve for over a century.
On-site Impacts

According to the Ontario Auditor General “Mining activities can have a significant impact
on the surrounding environment. They can affect groundwater and surface water,
aquatic life, soil, vegetation, wildlife and air quality. The changes mining makes to the
environment can have serious implications for public safety and health.”*?

While we are unable to meaningfully review the thousands of pages of technical
documents that have been sent to us, it appears that the on-site impacts of the project
will be extreme.

Large parts of the site will be deforested for decades at least. Three open pit mines will
be created along with three underground mines, large tailings holding areas will be
created, and a large ore processing facility will be built.

The project area will effectively be completely removed for the foreseeable future from
the land base that is accessible to us to live our way of life and to practice our rights.

It also appears that water bodies including lakes and creeks on the site will be at
extremely risk because they will be located immediately adjacent to and downstream /
downgradient of heavy industrial operations including mining, ore processing, and
tailings storage. We are concerned that the on-site water bodies will be damaged and
we know that once they are damaged it can be hundreds, if not thousands of years
before they are safe again.

Downstream / wind / migration impacts

We know far too well that industry can have impacts far beyond the industrial site itself.
The chlor-alkali plant in Dryden that discharged mercury into the Wabigoon River was
150 km upstream of our village. The distance did not stop the mercury from being
carried downstream, bioaccumulating in the fish that we eat, destroying our livelihood,
poisoning our people, and dramatically disrupting our way of life. More than 50 years
after the discharge of mercury was ordered halted, our mercury crisis rages on.

We fear that the impacts from the Great Bear Gold Project site will extend far beyond
the mine site itself, further disrupting the balance of the environment that the Creator
has established for us and which gives us what we need for a good life.

Impacts from industrial sites can propagate off site in many far-reaching ways and we
cannot list them all here. Pollutants can be carried hundreds of kilometers downstream.
Water quality changes that may appear innocuous in themselves, and which are not
regulated, can alter the cycling of pollutants, nutrients, and other aquatic processes in
damaging ways. For example, dissolved organic carbon (DOC), sulphate, and other

12 Auditor General of Ontario (2015), “2015 Annual Report: chapter 3.11: Mines and Minerals Program.”
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substances are a naturally occurring part of aquatic ecosystems and are not considered
toxic. However, they known to play a strong role in mercury cycling affecting mercury
speciation, solubility, mobility, and toxicity in the aquatic environment. Alteration of
water chemistry can have serious consequences.

The wind can carry pollutants and other chemicals long distances before they are
breathed by our people and deposited on the ground and in the water. For example,
PCBs generated in the industrial centers can be deposited in the arctic and
bioaccumulate to levels that are dangerous for subsistence consumers. Acid rain
created by the Sudbury mines killed hundreds of lakes for scores of kilometers
downstream and the area has yet to fully recover many decades later. We fear that the
operation of the mine, including heavy machinery, blasting, and ore processing, will
create airborne pollution and changes that can be carried long distances throughout our
Territory and beyond, and will compound the existing impacts of other sources of
airborne pollution including the Dryden and Kenora mills, other mines, and
municipalities.

Off-site impacts can also happen through animals, fish, and birds and other forms of life
that travel. If moose can no long find winter refuge on the project site, or if roads, trails
and clearings created associated with the project increase access and success for non-
native hunters and predators, then fewer moose will be available to hunt. That impact
will not be restricted to the boundary of the project site but will extend as far as a moose
would range from the project site, or conversely the area from which moose would
range into the project site and face predation, hunting, and lack of suitable habitat.

Other animals like wolverine, wolf, bear and cougar travel even further distances.
Impacts to their populations, their travel routes, and their hunting success in turn
influence the populations of the moose, caribou, rabbits, and other animals that are
important to us.

We know that walleye travel large distances throughout their lifespan, especially when
they are spawning. Throughout their travels they breath the water, eat the local food
sources, and are exposed to local toxins. Many of these toxins stay in the walleye for a
very long time and accumulate throughout their lifespan, which can be decades long. As
a result, walleye that are not at the project site, nor even within a downstream area
impacted by the project site, may migrate into impacted areas and accumulate toxins
which we are exposed to when we eat them. In turn, otters, eagles, pelicans and other
beings eat the fish and then travel further distances, carrying the toxins with them.

Landscape impacts (e.g. intact forests)

Beyond the on-site and off-site impacts, the project will have landscape-level impacts.
Looking at each site in isolation fails to see that the landscape as a whole and its many
processes and functions that sustain life. The many parts of the landscape work
together, each playing their part. If one is disturbed, then all are disturbed. If too many
are disturbed, then the landscape’s ability to sustain our good Anishinaabe way of life
can be severely undermined.
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For example, intact forest landscapes “are critical for stabilizing terrestrial carbon
storage, harboring biodiversity, regulating hydrological regimes, and providing other
ecosystem functions.”'3 Many species rely on intact forests. For example, the
Government of Canada believes that once a landscape exceeds 35% disturbance it
crosses a threshold beyond which the landscape becomes unable to reliably sustain a
population of woodland caribou and extirpation becomes likely.

Indeed, this is what we experienced in the southern part our Territory where no single
project alone caused the local extinction of caribou, but rather it was a death of a
thousand cuts as more and more impacts over time made the landscape unable to
sustain caribou. We know that the landscape in the range of the Sydney Caribou herd
already exceeds this disturbance threshold and is need of recovery. The Gold Bear
Gold project will add further disturbance, making the local extinction of caribou even
more likely.

Caribou are a sentinel species whose fate is an indicator of the health of the landscape
and a range of species and values that rely on intact forests.

Although they behave very differently, moose also rely on a healthy landscape. When
there is too much industry, the dense mature conifer forests that moose require for
winter shelter become too small, fragmented, and scattered to support moose. When
too may roads are put in, outside hunters gain easier access, and when clearings are
made those hunters have higher kill rates. When the forest becomes too disturbed, the
deer move in, and with them comes sicknesses that hurt the moose.

Again, no one project alone can be blamed for the loss of our moose. But taken
together the many industrial changes to our landscape have led to the near elimination
of our once healthy moose population.

In spite of our many requests, Ontario refuses to work with us to plan at a landscape
level to ensure that our health and way of life can be maintained and recovered.
Instead, Ontario allows more and more disturbances to compound each other, further
and further degrading the landscape that we rely on. The Great Bear Gold project will
further undermine the forest landscape.

Spiritual Impacts

Spiritual impacts are a sensitive topic because it involves some of our deepest and most
personal aspects of our selves. It is also sensitive and difficult to share because, not
long ago, our spiritual practices were outlawed and we suffered persecution for them.
To this day our spirituality is mis-represented, misunderstood, and disrespected by
government and industry. For these reasons, this information is only the tip of the
iceberg pointing to the presence of a deep and far larger concern.

Our people believe that may aspects of a human being are important to health,

13 Intact Forests, “Intact Forest Landscapes”.
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wellness, and the good way of life. A critical aspect is spirituality. The landscape and
our way of life are connected and sacred. We have a spiritual relationship of reciprocity
with the landscape that requires us to take care of the land so that the land can continue
to provide for us. This is a sacred responsibility given to us by the Creator.

Our sacred relationship and responsibility is with the landscape as a whole, and with all
of its parts. It is not restricted to a finite set of point values such as ceremony sites,
burial sites, and medicine patches. Although those are important, they are focal points
in a far broader and all-encompassing spiritual fabric. Our spirituality emanates from,
and is infused by the entire landscape. It is practiced throughout the landscape and
supported by the entire landscape.

Without the spiritual landscape intact, the spiritual sites are desecrated and cannot
function. The medicines do not work if they grow in a clearcut, or if herbicides and
pollution have drifted on the wind towards them. How can the ceremony summon a
spirit who has fled from the noise of machinery and blasting? How can an offering be
made to a spirit-being whose trails and territory have been destroyed? How can the
prayer for the success of our hunters be answered when our industrially transformed
landscape is nearly empty of moose? How can we fulfill our responsibilities to our clan
animals Atik (woodland caribou) and Numeh (sturgeon) when they are extirpated or at
risk in much of our Territory? How can we fulfill our duties and ceremonies to the water
when it has been polluted, dammed, and an invisible remains within it? How can we
identify our grave sites when our people have been laid to rest throughout this land for
countless generations?

In addition to our broader sacred relationship with the landscape, there are spirit beings
who inhabit the landscape and who have relationships with the Anishinaabe and
important roles in the landscape. We have duties to carry out in our relationships with
these beings and if we do not fulfill our duties there can be negative repercussions.
Some of these important spirit beings live in the rocks. When the are disturbed,
hammered, drilled, bulldozed, blasted, or extracted, these spirit beings are impacted,
and the spiritual realm is disrupted.

Past government policies and industrial activities have already deeply disrupted our
spirituality and the spiritual dimensions of our way of life and wellness. If the Great Bear
gold mine, and associated work, goes ahead, then it will have a further intense spiritual
impact.

Spiritual impacts lead to bad things for our people. When we cannot fulfill our sacred
duties it causes feelings of sadness, anxiety, loss of identity, loss of meaning,
depression, and helplessness. When the spiritual realm and relationships are disrupted,
it can cause fear, accidents, discord, conflict, bad harvest, unsuccessful hunts, drought,
floods, hunger, ill health, and other terrible things.

We understand that the government and industry have a different way of seeing things,
and that you see the natural world as separate from you, inanimate, spiritless, and there
for the taking. We know that you always tell us that you know best and that the industrial
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activities you plan will only cause minor, contained, short term impacts and that we
need not worry. And yet, we are suffering from all the terrible consequences that our
ancestors warned us would come from your industry and your violation of our spiritual
landscape including illness, poverty, hunger, depression, suicide, and conflict.

Our way of understanding the world deserves respect. It is not right for you to force your
worldview and all its impacts on us while we suffer the consequences.

Long-term risks — Tailings

We are particularly and deeply concerned by the long-term nature of the changes that
you are making to the landscape and the risks that you are creating.

On August 13, 1970, a few months after closing the fisheries due to mercury pollution,
the Ontario Minister of the Environment, George Kerr, declared that the Wabigoon River
would recover on its own, without a cleanup or intervention. He said it would happen
naturally in 12 weeks.'* More than five decades later, our walleye in the Wabigoon River
remain the most mercury contaminated in all of Ontario and it is unsafe to eat even one
meal. Recent studies indicate that it will take many hundreds, if not thousands, of years
for river sediment to recover on its own. Many sites are not recovering at all, and some
are getting worse.

Some of the long-term risks that you are proposing to create include the creation of
huge piles of waste rock that contains acid, heavy metals, the creation of new lakes in
former open pit mines and tunnelling deep underground. These activities create long-
term risks of leaching, groundwater contamination, dam failure, cave ins and falls,
among many other things. We know that the impacts of industry can last many
generations and for thousands of years.

And yet, our Treaty is only 150 years old. In that time the Crown has shown little ability
to plan for the long term in a way that is not disastrous for us. How can we believe that
the risks that you are creating will be safely taken care of for longer than Canada has
existed as country, for longer than the time that Europeans have been in contact with
us? How can we know that Canada, Ontario, Kinross, or Great Bear Resources will
even exist in the timeframe that these risks will exist, let alone fulfil your responsibilities
to take care of these risks in a way that you never have before?

You say that you will contain, monitor, and prevent these risks from impacting us, our
water, and our landscape. But Ontario’s own Auditor General has repeatedly found a
failure to effectively remediate and monitor mining risks (see the section on failure to
regulate below). Senior officials in the provincial government have noted the urgent and
dangerous gaps in Ontario’s regulatory ability to ensure the safety of tailings dams. You
cannot safely carry out these duties now. Who will maintain the tailings dams in 100

14 The Guardian (October 16, 2018), “The Warrior Society rises: how a mercury spill in Canada inspired a
movement.”
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years? Who will monitor in 200 years?
We, the people living downstream, do not accept these risks.
Impacts to relationship with the Crown

The Great Bear Gold project is a massive one, with great risks to Grassy Narrows and
that can have a major impact on many aspects of Grassy Narrows’ relationship with the
Crown including our Treaty, the honour of the Crown, fiduciary duties, outstanding
obligations, unmet duties, and reconciliation.

Yet, the Crown refuses to come to the table with us about the major issues from which
all these problems flows. At the same time, Ontario is attempting to delegate nearly all
aspects of our relationship with the Crown to a gold mining company that is not party to
our Treaty and that is primarily accountable to creating profits for its shareholders. A
gold mining company has no ability to address our important issues with the Crown. We
do not accept a gold mining company stepping into the shoes of our Treaty partner.

Adding insult to injury, Ontario has informed the company that the duty to consult on this
project is at the low end of the spectrum. This is incorrect. For many reasons, even
under Crown law, we are at the high end of the spectrum where consent is required.
The reasons include but are not limited to the significant potential adverse impacts of
the proposed project on our rights and health, the strength of our rights, the cumulative
impacts of past industry, the outstanding Crown obligations and unmet duties towards
us, the honour of the Crown, and fiduciary duties.

The failures of the Crown have led to a situation where we have been notified of this
project only after the land was designated as “general use” and open to mineral
exploration, after cumulative impacts of industry had been allowed to severely impact
our rights and our health, after mining claims to the land were registered, after five years
of exploration work had taken place, after over a billion dollars had been spent to
purchase the property, and after the company had decided to open up a huge gold mine
here.

The Great Bear Gold project is a runaway train, and we have no meaningful opportunity
to shape decisions that will forever impact our people and our land. These decisions
include: determining what parts of the landscape should be protected and what should
be exploited; the threshold for industrial impacts that can occur before our rights are
infringed and our health is harmed; the process for making decisions among Treaty
partners; the role of third parties seeking to profit in the Treaty relationship; how to
repair harms created in the past but impacting the present; how to prevent future harms;
how to reconcile the relationship between the Crown and Grassy Narrows.

The Crown acts as though Grassy Narrows has no say in these decisions. The Crown
seems to think that we should accept that a massive gold mine is a foregone conclusion
and we should only have a say in things like where the effluent pipe discharges, where
the tailings piles are located, and where the processing plant should be sited. We
disagree.
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This project, the failure of the relationship with the Crown which has allowed the project
to become so advanced without our involvement and consent, is having, and threatens
to have further major impacts to our relationship with the Crown. Rather than taking a
minimal and reductionist view of the minimum that the Crown can do in this situation, a
robust understanding of the duties is required, as well as an appreciation for the unique
circumstances and history of Grassy Narrows. Only involvement of senior
representatives of the Crown can resolve this problem.

Federally Regulated Impacts

Federal involvement is required because of the numerous areas of claimed federal
jurisdiction that will be affected by the Great Bear Gold project, including the completion
of a Federal Impact Assessment.

Some, but not all, of these areas of claimed federal authority are listed here:

Species at Risk: The Federal Crown claims authority within the Constitutional division of
powers over Species at Risk. Although we have not been able to carry out a thorough
assessment due to the lack of capacity supports, the project site has a strong potential
to impact the following species at risk:

e Woodland Caribou — the project site is within the range of the Sydney Caribou
Herd. The range of the Sydney Caribou Herd is currently approximately 64%
disturbed (likely higher due to recent fires in Woodland Caribou Provincial Park).
This amount of disturbance exceeds the threshold above which the range
becomes unlikely to be able to support a viable caribou population. The range is
in need of recovery to lower the level of disturbance and therefore the entire
range is considered critical habitat. The project will add disturbance, further
degrading the ability of the range to sustain caribou and increasing the likelihood
that Woodland Caribou, a threatened species, will be extirpated from this area.
Caribou is an important clan animal for Grassy Narrows.

It should be noted that while Ontario does have a Species at Risk Act, it has
exempted mining and logging from the applicability of that Act. The provincial
government cannot be counted on to ensure that the Great Bear Gold project
proceeds in a manner that protects species at risk.

e Wolverine — Wolverine play an important and unique role in our ecosystem and in
the balance of life. The company has indicated that wolverine have been
observed on the project site using trail cameras. Direct observation of wolverines
is a rare. Wolverine avoid humans and human impacted areas. The project is
almost certain to permanently displace the wolverine that have been observed at
the site and to destroy any wolverine dens, trails, habitat, and food sources that
are on the site.

The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (“COSEWIC”)
reports that wolverines prefer ecologically intact areas and avoid disturbance.
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According to COSEWIC “[a] study of the cumulative effects of developments on
Arctic wildlife (Johnson et al. 2005) found that mines and other major
developments had the largest negative effect on species occurrence, followed by
exploration activities, and outfitter camps.”®

Due to past degradation of southern habitats, wolverine left Grassy Narrows’
area. However, our success in stopping logging has resulted in the beginning of
a return of wolverine. Grassy Narrows is now near the southern edge of the
currently occupied range of wolverine. If the project goes ahead, wolverine will
leave our area and may not come back, further disrupting the balance of the
landscape.

e Sturgeon — Sturgeon are an important clan animal in Grassy Narrows an
important food source for the Anishinaabe of the Treaty 3 area. The damming of
the English River has had a big impact on sturgeon. A small and delicate
population remains in the river, which we are trying to protect and recover.
Sturgeon live for many years, are sensitive to industrial disturbances, and can
accumulate large amounts of toxins in their bodies.

There are many other species at risk that may be affected by the Great Bear Gold
project, including bats, birds, turtles, Eastern Cougar, American Badger, and others.
Each have a role to play in the web of life.

Fisheries: The Federal Government claims jurisdiction over inland fisheries, the
prevention of harm to fish from pollution, and the protection of their habitat.

While the Federal Government has cooperative agreements with Ontario for licensing of
fisheries the Federal Government maintains jurisdiction and responsibility for prevention
of harm and protection of fish habitat.

Under Crown law, even the construction of a small water crossing can trigger the need
to apply to the Department of Fisheries and Oceans for permits. In contrast, Ontario
does not require a provincial impact assessment before a mine is opened.

We are a river people and fish have always played an extremely important role in our
way of life, our sustenance, and our livelihood.

The companies propose to take water from our river system, use it in the industrial gold
extraction process, and then return it to our river. The companies propose to create
three open pit mines, three underground mines, store large amounts of waste rock and
operate an industrial ore processing facility, all in close proximity to water bodies and
streams that flow into our river system. Finally, the companies propose to create three
new lakes in the empty open pits created by gold mine, and to allow water to flow out of
those pits and into other local water bodies. All these activities, and others, put our fish

15 Government of Canada, “Wolverine (Gulo gulo): COSEWIC assessment and status report 2014” (date
modified: January 6, 2015).
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at risk.

The Crown has failed to protect our fish for many decades from the impacts of mercury
and this has had grave consequences for the rights, health and wellbeing of our people.
Given the Crown’s failure, and its ongoing impacts, all levels of the Crown should be
diligent and alert in carrying out their duty to protect our fish from further harm.

Indigenous Peoples: The Federal Government claims jurisdiction over Indigenous
Peoples and the lands reserved for them. This jurisdiction includes claimed authority
over our health, culture, and wellbeing, responsibility for environmental contaminants
and their impacts on Indigenous traditional foods and on the health of Indigenous
Peoples.

The Great Bear Gold project has potential to impact Grassy Narrows’ relationship with
the Crown, the safety of our traditional foods, and our health, culture, and wellbeing.
The project also has the potential to impact waters that flow into and through our
reserve and which can impact our reserve.

Due to the Crown’s longstanding and ongoing failures to meet its duties to Grassy
Narrows, all levels of the Crown should be diligent and alert in carrying out their duty to
protect us, our health, our traditional foods, and our further harm.

There are further areas of Federal claimed authority that likely apply here as well and
that are at risk in this project, including but not limited to migratory birds, transboundary
waters, transboundary air pollutants, international laws and instruments.

Due to the many important areas of claimed Federal authority that are at serious risk in
this project, it is essential that a robust and comprehensive Federal Impact Assessment
is carried out.

Grassy Narrows seeks to engage with the Federal Government and our consent is
required to the form that the Impact Assessment will take.

Site-specific parameters and guidance levels needed

In its Initial Project Description, Kinross states that water, effluent, tailings leachate, and
other substances will be tested and will be released back into the environment after they
meet guideline levels. However, the Initial Project Description does not identify the
guideline levels that will be used. Guideline levels are a very important and complex
topic that must be explored in far more detail. Our discussion here is intended to
illuminate that there is a serious problem.

Although there are many substances of concern here, we are most familiar with mercury
and so we will use it as an example.

There are many guidelines that we have seen applied upstream of our community for
allowable mercury levels. Some of these guidelines are wildly inappropriate, but all of
them are insufficient.
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According to the Government of Canada “(m)ercury is a toxic element and serves no
beneficial physiological function in man; a maximum acceptable concentration of 0.001
mg/L (1 u g/L) in drinking water has therefore been established.”*¢

A concentration of 0.001 mg/L corresponds to 1000 ng/L (nanograms per liter), which is
the unit we will use here.

One might think that if the mercury level is good for drinking, then it would be fine to put
in our river, but that is not the case. Provincial Water Quality Objectives (“PWQQ”) are
numerical and narrative criteria that serve as chemical and physical indicators
representing a satisfactory level for surface waters (i.e. lakes and rivers) and, where it
discharges to the surface, the ground water of the Province.

The PWQO guideline level for mercury in surface water is 200 ng/L.

The PWQO guideline has historically been applied to mercury contaminated
groundwater seeping out of the banks of the Wabigoon River next to the Dryden mill to
claim that it is safe. However, this too, is irresponsible.

The Canadian Council for Ministers of the Environment (CCME) provides guidelines for
mercury levels in freshwater bodies that attempt to account for the risk to fish and
wildlife through exposure to mercury.

The CCME guideline level for mercury in surface water is 26 ng/L.

One might think that if this level of mercury in water is safe for the fish and wildlife, it
must be safe to put water with that level of mercury into Grassy Narrows’ river.
However, the CCME guideline does not consider bioconcentration of mercury as it
moves up through the food chain.

As the Government of Canada explains “[t{[he presence of mercury in water has become
a source of concern because of the finding that organic mercury is bioconcentrated by
fish. Elevated mercury levels have been found in all freshwater fish taken from areas
with suspected mercury contamination and frequently render the fish unacceptable for
human consumption.”’

The mercury levels that are found in predatory fish like the walleye, can commonly be a
million times the level that is found in the water that they swim in.

Recent monitoring studies of the Wabigoon River upstream from the Dryden mill show
that baseline level of mercury in the Wabigoon River is around 1 ng/L. Even at
those baseline levels of mercury in water, large adult walleye in Wabigoon Lake often
exceed 0.5 ppm mercury, the level above which the commercial sale of fish for human

16 Health Canada (1986), “Healthy Living: Water and Mercury.”
17 Health Canada (1986), “Healthy Living: Water and Mercury.”
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consumption is banned.

If the 