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Dear Ms. Bailey, 

  

Thank you for providing Transport Canada with the opportunity to review the draft 

Environmental Assessment (EA) Report and draft potential conditions for the Springpole Gold 

Project. Our review has focused on areas within our core mandate, specifically impacts to 

navigation and the portages that support navigation. The draft EA considers these impacts in 

two sections: 8 and 9.1. 

  

Section 8.1.1 examines the effects to the Waabizheshi Agaasademon Onigam portage through a 

cultural heritage lens. It concludes that, “with the implementation of these mitigation 

measures, the project is likely to result in residual adverse effects to Waabizheshi Agaasademon 

Onigam.” It is Transport Canada’s understanding that a determination on the significance of this 

residual effect has not been made as of this time. 

  

Section 9 examines impacts to navigation and portaging in the context of the current use of 

lands and resources for traditional purposes of Indigenous Peoples. In this context, navigation 

and portaging are considered mainly in terms of physical access to water bodies and traditional 

lands. Transport Canada wishes to note two issues in this section for your consideration. 

  

Issue 1 - Significance of Effects: In reviewing Section 9, we found some ambiguity regarding the 

significance determination. On page 73, speaking broadly about the full range of factors (current 

use of caribou, wildlife harvesting, plant and medicine gathering, fishing, portaging and 

navigation, water used for drinking and ceremony, and experience on the land), the report 

states, “IAAC is of the view that the project is not likely to cause significant adverse 

environmental effects to Indigenous Peoples’ current use of lands and resources for traditional 

purposes.” However, on page 87, when speaking specifically to impacts on navigation and 

portaging, the report states, “IAAC acknowledges that there would be effects to navigable 

waters and use of portages due to lake dewatering and location of project infrastructure, but 

that Indigenous communities would be able to access their traditional territory following the 

implementation of mitigation by the proponent. IAAC is of the view that, with the 

implementation of the mitigation measures, the project is likely to result in residual adverse 

effects to Indigenous Peoples’ ability to use portages and navigable waterbodies to access 

resources during construction, operations, and decommissioning. The first statement, which 

addresses the full range of factors, is clear that there will be no significant effects, but the 
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second statement, while acknowledging residual effects to navigation and portaging, is silent on 

their significance. This creates some uncertainty about the determination. 

  

Issue 2 – Mitigation Measures: With regard to impacts on navigation and portaging, the draft 

EA report provides the following mitigation: 

  

“Establish, in consultation with Cat Lake First Nation, Lac Seul First Nation, and Slate Falls Nation 

prior to construction, an alternative portage route that would be used during project 

construction and operations. This would involve the development and implementation of a 

design plan for the alternate route, in consultation with Indigenous communities.” 

  

While Transport Canada acknowledges the value of committing to work toward the 

establishment of an alternative portage route, it may not be sufficient for the purpose of 

determining the significance of impacts. A number of factors will influence whether 

communities find the proposed alternative routes suitable to their needs. Therefore, we cannot 

presume the ongoing and future discussions between the proponent and communities will 

result in an alternative that is satisfactory to all affected communities. In addition, the 

communities have expressed strong concerns about impacts to the portages which call into 

question whether an alternative route would be sufficient to mitigate these impacts. We 

recommend that further consultation is required before making a significance determination. 

While some details on the location and design of the alternative route may be deferred to 

future discussions between the proponent and communities, we believe that the EA report 

must at least establish that this approach is acceptable in principle to the affected communities. 

  

I hope this response is helpful. Please feel free to reach out to me if you would like to discuss 

any of these points in further detail. 

  

Kind regards, 

 


