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At the press conference launching the Encian&cl
Spaces Campdign in 1989, the representative from
lnciigenous Sutiiwl lnterndtional wryly observed: “lt
was all one big park before you got here. ” Then he

joinecl in calling for a clerdcle of action  to protect
Cdnacla’s  remaining wikl country and signed the Cana-
dian Wilderness Charter, the rnksi~n s~[ement  for the

campaign. For that moment, at Iewt, our shdrecl con-
cern for the fate of the land eclipsed all else. Extending
that moment into a working p~rtnership through the
90’s ancl beyond is the issue now.

We’ve already  met other challenges.  More than
500,000 individual Canadians and 260 organizations
have added their n~mes to the Wilderness Charter,
si~nalling their support for es~~blishing  protected ar-
eas, with no logging, mining or hydroelectric develop-
ment, to represent each of the 400 ecological zones of
the Country  by the yem 2000, As a result of this brwdd
support, the federal, provincial m-d territorial gover-
nments,  have dl pledged to achieve this god, making it
public policy for Canda.

But the opportunity to make progress on the
ground is slipping X’Wdy --- ~dst. Fully one quarter of our
ecologiml  zones have been exploited to the point that
there is not a single area of remaining wilciemess that
is 50,000 hectares or larger. Ancl we continue to lose
more than one square kilometre of wilderness each
and every hour of the clay.

A]] of this makes it both easier and harcler for
conservationists to find common cause with Aborigi-
nal peoples. Emier, because as wilderness shrinks it’s
relatively easy for conservation orgmizxtions  ancl
First Nations to join in opposing me~~projects which
WOUIC1  destroy even more wilcl places --- that is to agree
on what we don’t want to haorwn.  Hmcler. because as.,

wikiemess  shrinks and more and more humtin needs
anti aspirations have to be met on what’s left, inducting
those of First Nations, it’s much harder to work out
the clemils of a specific  conservation regime for a
specific territory--that is, to agree on how we do want
to meet human neeck while presewing nmur~l values,
Yet, it is increasingly clear from experience Worlciwicle
that wild places are the wellsprings of both natural and
culturdl cliversity and must be established in that light.

Of course, the geographic agenckd for the
Encbngereci  Spaces Campaign is being shapecl by
more than First Nations’ struggle to regain their
homelands. Completing a network of protected areas
representing all 400 ecological regions of Canada will
necessarily involve a broacler range of sectoral and
regional interests and the corresponding ownership
anti management wrdngements, But as Jim Morrison
shows in this pdper, resolution of kmci ownership and -.
governance issues can go hancl in hand with the “ -

designation of new protected areas. Furthermore,
since First Nations are the stewdrcis  of Far more
territory than will ever be uncler the control of
transitory protected ar~d managers, it is vital that
organirdtions  such as WWF continue efforts to inte- .
grate trdclitional uncierstancling of the natural world -
with contemporary conservation biology.

Our challenge is to ciistil some shared consema-
tion principles from the variety of experience sur-
veyed in this paper, then to find effective ways to
initiate clialogue xt a regional level between inciiviciual
First Nations or Tribal  Councils and conservationists
working uncler the En&mgereci Spaces banner. Jim
Morrison has provided all of us with a fine stw-ting
point for this journey and WWF welcomes comments
along the way.

Arlin Hackrnan
Director, Enckmgereci Spaces Campaign
Worlci Wildlife Fund Canacla
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Introduction
.

Whereas Canadas abori,ginalpeoples  boiddeep
and direct  ties to wilderness areas tb rougbout
Canada and seek to rnai?ztain  options for
traditional wilderness use.

7he Ccinadicin  Wi[denwss C,%arter,  Preamble

~leCll~flerseloq~,en[  wCJrdingsugges[s [h~[.cmsw_-
vationis~$ and ~borigind  people shtire common aims
and objectives with regm-cl to protected areas. The
generdl public cer-uinly subscribes to this view, or-w
easilv reinforced by recent events - from the struggle
for- South Moresby am-l the Oklman River to the h~ttle
tnwr olcl-growth timber in Temagami.

But M Geor~es 13wmus points out in his contri-
bution to the kxmk f~tzcict}z<qere[l.$paces,  aboriginal inter-
ests are not identical to those of the conserwtion
community. For- the Native lacier-ship, at least, wil&--
ness protection is only one part of a larger political
question - one ‘bound  up with the thorny issues of
treaty rights, abori~inal title am.1 kmci claims”, T!w
incIigenous people  of Canada, says the former Grancl
Chief’ of the Assembly of First Nations, are seeking
both recognition of their inherent right to govern
themselves, and a land and resource base aclequtite to
support [heir communities ( Hummel 1989:93-98).

Since the ]aunch of Wor]ci Wildlife F~ln~ Cana-
ch’s publication. the br(x&r implications of aborigi-
nal political goals have caused crncks in the facacie (i
common  interests. During the dispute over the Reel
Squirrel forest access  r(xicl in northern Ontario. for
L>.xmnpk. the TCnW-:ILIgaIII:I  Anishnabai  ancl members
of the Temagami Wil&mess Society not only nxlin-
tuinecl separate blockacles. they argued over priority of
interest, ShOLI]d Native rights take precedence  over
\viidemess protection, or vice versa? What IvoLIld
happen, s(mle enlir(mnwnml  activists asliecl,  if’ abO
riginal people  gained title to old growth forests - :mcl
then clecickxl to lo,q these areas themselves?

Nowhere has the issue been joined \vitll  more
fer-w)ur than in Ontario. hlany people  in the cc)nser-
~ation cxmlmunity reacteci first Ixith surprise.  [hen

outrage when - as part of land-claim negotiations-the
new provincial administration announced that game
legislation woulci not be enforcecl q+ainst  members of
the Goklen  Lake First Nation found hunting within
the bounds of Algonquin Park. A short time later,
Ontaio enterecl into negotiations with the LJC la
Croix Ojibwdy  of northwestern Ontario, who were
seeking increased motorized access  to Quetico  Park
for fishing purposes. This too sparkecl anger.

Many of the perceived differences between a
conservationist view of protecteci arew and one based
on aboriginal rights were clem-lv sumrmrizecl  in an
exchange of correspondence about Quetico  in the
Toronto Globeand~14ail.  These we incluckl as Appen-
dix A to this paper. On May 18, 1992, jourrudist Robert
Reguly KCLISd the OntX_10 gOVHTLmtTIt Of @lng the

IX la Croix Ojibwav privileges which violated the
pdrk’s status as a protected area. Like mmy  wilderness --
aclvocates, he pm-ticulw-ly objected  to opening up the ‘“’
park to motorized tr-wel.

Law professor Kent McNeil  was quick to re-
spond. He argueci that the creation of Quetico  Park
haci actually violated an 1873 Trwy with the loml .
Ojibwav by excluding them from hunting and fishing -
within park bounckiries.  Cdnaclians,  he said. ought to
reflect on the fact that only 0.3 percent of the country
had been set asicle for indigenous people. “I am not
:i~dinst the creation of parks or \vilclerness areas. but
surely the few rights the abori~ina] people have left
shoLIld take precedence over the pleasure of canoeists
:mcl campers”. —,

This was too much for Kenneth G. Beattie of
Toronto. ACCLISIIIg Professor McNeill of shallow think-
ing on aboriginal rights, he insisted that the Lac la
O-oix people  simply wanted expanded  access  to the
Park because they had depleted fish stocks else-where
- much as Ojib\vay people  had alreaciv clestrovecl  the
Winnipeg River sturgeon fishery, “rreaties. he xguecl,
should be interpreted in the light of mociem principles
of resource management - for “uncontrolled exploita-
tion of natural resources results in the destruction of
those resources. regwclless of the cull origin of the
exploiters”’.

1
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The actual or potential conflict between these
positions will have major consequences for the Endan-
gered Spaces Campaign. WWF Candda’s  visionary

“- goal of increasing the number of protected areas in all
of C4nda’s natural regions will inevitably be caught
up in the constitutional crossfire over Native self-
govemment.  Not only are some proposed spaces
likely to fall under Native jurisdiction, more and more
existing pdrks and protected areas throughout the
country will become the subject of claims to aboriginal
or Trvdty rights. To give one prominent example, the
federdl government is presently considering a land
claim from the Siksika (Blackfoot)  Nation to 26 square
miles of Banff National Park. Other ckaims are ex-
pected or underway in most regions of the country.
Sorting out these questions of jurisdiction and title will
slow governmental ac~ion on new protected areas-and
rndke it that much more difficult to complete the
Endangered Spaces agenda by the year 2000.

If it is no longer possible to ignore the differ-

ences between conservationists and aboriginal people,
is it still possible to ensure the protection of vanishing
wildlife and wilderness areas? This paper is part of the
search for common ground. Taking up the outline
provided by Georges Erasmus, we will examine at-
tempts at co-operation between different levels of
government and aboriginal people with respect to
protected areas - including those provided for in recent
northern land claims settlements. This will include an
analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of such ap-
proaches.

But first we need to e~amine what Georges
Erasmus calls the profound philosophical cleavage in
cultural points of view between indigenous and non-
indigenous people in Canada. These differences have
a history. If they are not understood and addressed,
then - as the exdmples  of Algonquin and Quetico
clwrly show - long-dormant hostilities could over-
whelm efforts on both sides to protect endangered
spaces.

WWF C:lnacia Discussion Poper
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1. A Wilderness Ethic

in tbeA  bon”girzal  woriduieuj of the Four Orders,
the A borigivalperson  is uieu)ed  as last: tb is is in
acknowledgement of the natural superiority of
Manilou,  E’artbmotber,  the Plants andA nimal-
kind. From tbissubseruicvz  tposition  tbeAbotigi-
nu[penson  is imbued with a sense oftbesacwdness
ofalltbingsasgz@  and man@stations  ofa beneLlo-
lent andcaringManitou.

CeciIKing,  Odati’a teacbeq 1992

Wilderness, in contrast with tboseanm.s  where man
andbis  own worh-dominate  tbelandscape,  &l...1
an area wberetbeeartb  a ndcommunity ofll~eare
untrammeled by man, u~bere man himself is a
l)lsitor  wbo does not remain,

U.S. Wi[demessAct,  1964

AI[hought~~ereis  nosing]edefini[ion  ofwilderne.s,
many conservationists would acknowledge the phi-
losophy expressed in the first great piece  of American
wilderness legislation. These  ideals were popularized
at the turn of this century by consermtionists  like
John Muir, who argued that there had to be spaces free
from urbaniz~tion and industrial development, where
the hurnm  species could recognize its own insignifi-
cmce :mcl re~ain a sense of awe at the wonders of
creation.

Muir was reacting to- and rejecting - the modem
conception of rmture as an enormous reservoir of
energy and resources that the human race cm ciomi-
nate and exploit with impunity. In this, he had much
in common with the views of indigenous societies,
who have consistently placed nxmkind in a subsemi-
ent position to the rest of creation. To aboriginal
people, says Cecil King, an Ockawa  echutor from
Nkmitoulin Island in Ontw-io, the idea that hurnms  are
a superior species who cm dominm the nmurd world
is blasphemous ( 1992:42-43). h-deed, as more and more
people worldwide now rdize, it is the modem con-
ception of nature which has led to the destruction of
our environment and thremmed  the very survival of
our own and other species.

But clespite  their apparent similarity, there are
funckdmental differences between indigenous and non-
indigenous conceptions of nature. As poet and natural-
ist Gary Snyder has expkained ( 1990), one thread of the
consetwtion movement is profoundly rorndntic, in
that it sees the human species as an intruder, not as a
pdrt of the natural world. protected artzd management
on this continent has tencieti  to reflect that philosophy.
Canacia’s national p~rks policy, for example, speaks of
protecting and managing natural resources in parks
“to ensure the perpetuation of naturally evolving land
and water environments and their as.ocimed  species”.
The expression “associated species” does not necessar-
ily include humans.

By contrmt,  indigenous societies both past and
present place mankind at the axis of the natural world
- subordinwe to the whole, but essential. Nowhere was
this more apparent than among the pre-Columbian
Olmecs  and Aztecs of Meswamerica. There, Mexican ;
poet Octavio  Paz teik us, humanity’s role was as the
giver of blood. It was human sacrifice which drove the
world, enabling the sun to rise and the com to grow
(1990: 18-21). If less terrifying in import, similar
cosmologies have prevdlled  in all aboriginal cultures.
Without proper offerings to show respect for the ‘
spirits - or what Cecil King, in his own language, cdl. -

the manitous  - hunts will fail,  the fish will vanish and
the universe will come to a halt.

To indigenous people, wilderness itself-in the
sense of m-em “untrammeled by mm” - does not exist.
Geographer Peter Usher, a pioneer in the field of
Wative  land-use and occupancy studies, has shown that
the wildest parts of this country are far from being
empty spaces (1987, 1992). Even if they appear to be
underutilized, they are occupied by indigenous people
on the basis of devailed  knowledge going bdck hun-
dreds, even thousands of years. Grmws and habivdtion
sites dot the landscape. The mounuins  and hills, lakes
and streams, tmils and pom~ges all have n~mes, and
stories or legends associated with them. This is as true
today for Micm~c and Malecite fishers on the
Restigouche  River in Quebec  and New Brunswick -
who have been in continuous contact with Europems
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since the sixteenth century - as it is for Inuit or Dene
hunters in the remote  arctic and subm-ctic regions of
the country.

At the core of the indigenous relationship with
natuie is a reciprocal connection with the plant and
animal world. B&ause of this, many aboriginal people
share with conserwtionists  what can remondbly be
called a wilderness ethic. A clear, deep, spring-fed lake
is as positive a value to an Ojicree trapper in northeast-
ern Mmitoba  as it is to a recreational cm-meist from
Winnipeg. Md an eagle is as worthy of respect and
awe - both for its innate beauty and for its connection
with the thunderbird of Native legend. In aboriginal
communities across Canada, physical wellbeing is
closely associated with nature. “Country food” such as
wild fish and game is uniformly perceived as healthy,
store-bought food as unhealthy.

Like many indigenous lexkrs today, Geor,ges
Ermmus insists that Native peoples “have  a keen
interest in preserving arex as close as possible to their
original stae” (Hummel 1989:93).  In pm, this is be-
cause they have experienced the alternative.
Mississ~ugas  living on the New Credit Reserve new-
Brantforcl  remember Etobicoke (Adoopekog) as the
“place of [he a]ders” n~ar bake On~ario. What was part
of Mississaufyd  territory in the mid-nineteenth century
is now a suburb of Toronto. The alders are gone, the
lake m-d creek are polluted and the fish no longer
thrive (Smith 1987).

Without renewdble resources to harvest, w
Georges  Erasmus puts it, aboriginal people  lose both
their livelihood and their way of life. That way of life
is not a follcloric remnant. In his latest book, former
B.C. Supreme COLIrt Justice Thomas  Ber,ger  argues
that most Canadians misunderstand the ,Native sub-
sistence” ecomxny  ( 1991: 126-139). BecaLH+e  our world
is industrial, \ve tend to see aboriginal people as anach-
ronistic. Either .Natives are livin~ a precarious exist-
ence on the edge of starwtion and must be -weaned into
the rminstream economy. Or - a view held by many
environmentalists - they should be permitted to con-
tinue their subsistence activities, provided they adhere
to “trudition~]”  methods and patterns of hamest.

The second  view is certainly more benign. The

resulted in enormous social upheaval. During the
1950’s, especially in the North, governments evacw-
ated aboriginal people  from their habitual territories
and resettled them in new villages in the hopes th:it
wage and salaried employment would eventually be
provided. Those  jobs, with few exceptions, have never
materialized, and likely never will.

The alternative is an economy bxsed on hunt-
ing, fishing and tmpping, supplemented by occasional
wdge labour or trmsfer  payments, In the North, such
an economy remains tmditiomd in the sense that it
continues to bind people  together in an older -web of
rights and ob]ij+dtions. In the Cree communities of
eastern James  Bay, the best hunters still enjoy the
greatest social prestige and game or fish arc distributed
according to age-old patterns (Scott 1986).

But mmy  Canadians woLIicl be surprised at the
extent to which such pr~ctices a]so suwive in southern
~~tive communities. The residents of Walpole Iskmd
Indian Reserve in the St. Clair River, upstrwn from
the automobile metropolis of Detroit. still consume -.
far more fish, waterfowl and g~me - :incl F~r less store- “-

bought protein - than their non-Native neighbors.
Indeed, the overall quantities of country food in the
Native diet can be quite startling. Based on his own
studies in Aboriginal communities across the country,
Manitob~ resource  economis t  Fikret Berkes  (1990) .
estimates that ~~tive people  eat seven tunes m mLlch .
fish as the avem,ge  Canadian. The figures ;\re even
higher for wild g~me.

In one import:lnt respect. however. the sut>sist-
ence  economy is :Inythin:  but tr:lditiond. Thomas
BerRer points out that .Native people  m’e~xvhere now
use outbodrd motors. snowmobiles cx a]i-termin ve]li-
c]es (ATV’S) in their hunting and fishing activities -
much m in earlier generations, [hey :iclopteci  canvas
canoes  :md muskets in the place of burk or skin boats,
spears and bows. Dene from northern Sfiskatche\\~an
even fly into the Northwest Territ(mes to hunt cmi-
bou, rather than travel overland by canoe or snow-
shoe,

Indigenous people, then, do n(x share the an-
tipathy felt by ninny in the conservation community
towards technology - inc]uding mech:mized  forms of

first - which sees the Wtive economy 2s “unspecialized. \vildemess travel - since boats or snowmobiles are not
inefficient and unproductive”’ - has, Berger cl:lims, really List’d for rec’rt’:ition. These modern dm’ic’es sinl-
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ply make It asier to am a living.

For their p:ut, conserwtionists  mise legitirmte
fears :bout the longterm effects of new technology on
‘wildlife sumiwd. This is the red nub of’ much of the
current conflict between  the two sides. DO modern
methods make it e>sierto harvest, and therefore threwn
or eliminate wildlife species? Such concerns appear to
be reinforced by denmgmphic trends. Bv all estirmtes,
?Jative people  lmve the highest birthrate in Ctinaclx
On Indian Resemcs ticross the country - in marked
contrast to the :iging general society - children and
xloiescents now constitute the largest sin#e popula-
tion Xroup. Assuming thzit tmditimxd harvesting con-
tinues :It the same rate, then a klrger Native population
coulci put Aled pressure on fish wd wildlife species.

This  c)l)semution  SI1OUICI be bdancecl  :q+linst
:{mxher soci:il trend. Over the pwt fem veers, there 11:1s
twen an :W(mishing rate of :Iborlgimll mi~rati(m from
rural to udxm centrcs. “Ilis does not only :ipply to
Iwge cities like Toronto, Winnipeg, ReRin:i and V.m-
couver,  but to smaller centres in most regions, In
Ontario alone, s(nne 400/0 of Native people tike:lcly live
off-reserve :Lnd [his number is growing mpidly
(Bobiwash  1992:58-60). This trend is also of concern to
some consencltionists.  In virtuallv  all urban arvds - as
well m in nmnv rumi (x northern Native communities
- young abori~ind people IMve either lost or w-e losing
traditional bush skills. Without the m’ildemess ethic of
their  elders.  Ivould :ltx)riginai people  c(mtinue to
sh(m respect for wildlife? This \’ery question has been
poseci by prominent critics of Ont:lrio’s policy (m
N:~ti\e hunun~ m Algonquin Pm-k.

}’et deipite  such questions, Qborigimll people
:lre only:1 small pmt ofthe  perceikfed  problem Nlos[ of
the anger xnd fnls[ration Ioiced by conservationists is
w]fitcd to the diminishin~ sLlpply ofwikk pklces througll-
cmt Cimdd. Lrt~.tnizati(m is m obvious t:tr~et - as the
struggle to presene the ROLI,ge River t:lllev  in subur-
]xln Toronto  hits sh(m’n, But the lack of pkmning  :md
dei’eiopnwmt controls in rural municipalities 1121s also
led to the destfucti(m ot’urrique kege~ition :md wildlife
habit:it, ds has the inexor:lble  march of industrial
development on Cromm kinds. In much of southern
Ontario. to give the most prominent exmnple, there is
no km~er sufficient wild c(mntry to allow for the
crea[ion  of fully represent:ltive  p r o t e c t e d  ore~s
( Hacknlan 1992: 2-6).

Against this b~ckground,  abori~inal issues can
be seen either as a distrxtion or as a luxury. In a recent
volume celebrating the centenm-y of the ontmio parks
system, John Livingston vigorously atrdcks the ideol-
ogy of humm  proprietorship over ruture. In the
contemporary discussion of Native claims, he points
out, both aboriginal people  and different levels of
government consistently focus on the “nunagement”
of wildlife “resources” as a primary gml. Management,
he notes bitterly, “is the LIsua]  eLlphelnlSIn for deciding
on what numbers of whtit species of living beings rruv
be killed, where, when, by whom, and by what
means” (Livingston 1992:238).

Rather than concentmte  on perhaps irrectmcil-
able policy differences, conser-vmion groups like World
Wildlife FUnd Canada  have devoted much of their
energy to counting Qncl monitoring wildlife
populations. As part of this goal, however, they too
seek answers from aboriginal people :md their political
orgmlz.ltions.  llhoin~ John Livingston, they ask
whether m apparent fixation on treaty and aboriginal
hm-vesting r ights  leaves a n y  mom for conservati~n. --

This concern has been sp~rked by disturbing
recent events. In 1992, to give a prominent example,
Fisheries and Oceans Canada agreed to recognize m
exclusive Native food fishery along the Fmser River in
British Columbia. While some First Nations complied
with their own or govemrnentd regulations - tind, ‘
indeed, Counted  and monitored fish populations -
other Native people along the Fmser have been ac-
cLlsecl  of transporting I:irge quantities of fish to markets
in the [’nited States.

Aboriginal people  h:ive not responded directly
to these issues or questions. But. as the following
sections of this report suggest. there ore seveml reasons
why they hove tencied to concentmte  on issues of title
and rights. For one. their experience with the cre:ltion
of parks and protected areas, m m’ell w with the
enforcement of fish :md wilcilife regulations. has made
nxmy of them deeply sceptic:d of the gcxds and motives
of both government :Lnd the consewatiorr movement.
TOO often over the p:lst century. say Native leaders,
governments IMI’C either Ignored (x violated their
:Iborigind  and treaty rights - s(mletimes :lt the urging
of conservationists, ~vho have cited the swne kinds of
concerns zlbout aboriginal hm’estin~  prxtices.
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2. Treaty and Aboriginal Harvesting Rights;
Land Claims

And tbesaid William Benjamin Robinson of the
jirstpart.  OIZ beba~oJHerMajes(Y  andtbeGouern-
ment oj-tbisPmu”nce,  here@promisesan  dagrees
{.. .Ito ailowthesaid Cbie~-andtbeirtribes  tbefidl
a ndfreepriui[ege  to bu nt ouertbe  territory now
ceded by them, and tofisb  in the u saters thereofas
they  have heretofore heen in the habit ofdoing,
saving anciexcepting onlvsLlcbportions  oftbesald
temitoryas ma>from time to time beso[d or leased
to indiuidLlals, orcompa?zie.s oj”indiuidLlalsj  and
occupied @them  utitb  theco?~sent oftbePmvincial
Gouernmetlt.

Robinson Treaties, 1850
[tzorthern  Lak?esHurotz  atzd.’iltperiorl

~ 1 nd His Ma]”estv  the Ki izg hereh.v ag rees zL!itb  the
said Indiatzs  that thqsha[lhavethe  rght  toplln-Lle
their 1~.sLia[ vocatioizs  of hLlnti)zg,  trappi)lg  and
Jtibing  tbmngbollt  tbetractsL{  rrenderedasbereto-
fore described. sLlbject  to.sLlcb regl~lation.sas  ma-v
,fi-om time to tinzeberrzcl~ie  hvtbegov~mlmetzt  ofthe
coLl ntp( aCtlng Ll rzdertbeaLltbon”tv  oj-HLsMajestv,
and  saving  aizde.xcepting  sl(cb tracts as ma-y be
reqLtired  or taken Llp from time to time for
sett[emetzt,  ?ni)zi)ig,  [11 mbe?~)LgJ  trading or other
fX17pCSG.

Adhesrbt  (IS to T)ra(v -7, 19.29.30
[I Icwthem (l)ltan’ol

‘X4e e.sisti)z<q ahon;qitzai aI~d treat> rights ~/’tbe
ahorr;qi)  zalpopleoJ”C61)~61(iu  arehereh  recog)zized
a} zdaffimd.

(17tLWI  rio)z Act, 19S2, Sz-tiixl  35(1)

Abon<inal people  are [he only sector  of Canadian.
sO~l+’  tl’h[~ Ila\’e constltutional]y recognized - :md
prcxected-  - rights [C) han’est fish anti \vilcilife.  This
reality cioes not sit well mitil the animai rights nlo\’e-
ment. Nor cioes it appeai to m(xiern s p o r t s m e n ’
groL1ps SUCh ;IS the Ontario Fecieration of An<~]ers and
Hunters. Altho~lgh the latter usual]y cite tile impact of
Native rigilts on consen:lti(m  policies. in reali~  their
ciisa<qreement  is more funciarwntal. To them. X:ltive
ilawestin~ ri#lts are undenl(xmtic  ixxause they ccm-

fer special privileges on one  group of peopie.  This
opinion is wideiy shared by non-lNative people  in
rural and northern areas of the count~.

The idea of one Canada  for all Canadians -
whatever their origins - was popularized by former
Prime Minister Pierre Trucktu,  wilt) fuilv intencieci
that the concept be extended to aboriginal peopie.  In
a White Paper published in 1969,  the Trucieau goVem-
ment proposed abolishing the walis sepamtmg Native
people from the rest of society-largely symbolized by
the ZndianAct-  and transferring pro~ram respcmsibili-
tles to the provinces. To  Trudeau,  it was unthinkable

t h a t  one sector  o f  s o c i e t y  shoulcl  h a v e  trefities w i t h

another. Bringing .Native people  into the mainstream
wouici help solve the probiems of poverty and power-
lessness that were such a glaring sociai problem.

,_
‘IIle viruience of the Native reaction to these

proposals took the government by surprise. Rejecting
assimilation as a product of Western tileories of mciai
superiority, aboriginal people w-gueci that the I)zdian
Act - though a colonialist document - was still a
testimony to the direct and special relationsilip they “
had always enjoyed with the Crown. This relationship -

entirely bypassed “white  settler” governments - which
were represented, after Confederation. by the prov-
inces. Ai>origin~l peopie made it clear that tiwv sought
their own govemlng  institutions nithin  Confeciecl-
tion, (mm whicil woulci be parallel, not suimrciinate. to
provincial governments (fvlwwle 1978:103-1 16).

The modern era of Native cklims and litigation
- and of the enforcement of treaty and aboriginal ri~hts
- can be said to Ci:lte from tile rejection of’ the Wilite
Paper. The fecierd government’s position IA’as furtiwr
changeci by the S u p r e m e  CoLIrt  of Canacia’s  19-3
decision in the C’akiercase.  In 1968, tl-,e .NishKa people
otinonhem  British Cc)lumi>ia - representeci i)y ThOIIMS

BerRer - had sougilt a cieciaration that their aimri~inal
title to their ancient  tribal territories ilad never iwen
extingulsiwci. .\lthou@l the Nisil$a lost, three out of
seven juci~es actu:li]v agreeci witil tilem, :inci  [he yN-

emment  lvas ci>iigcci to consider the possli>iiity of
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some future, more fivoumble.  definition of aborigin~l
rights.

The result, in August of 1973, ‘was a two-part
fe@al policy on future Native clfiims. “Specific claims”
were defined. as those involving the government’s
lawful obligations to aboriginal people. This would
include such matters as unfulfilled land entitlements
under the 11 rmjor treaties - covering much of north-
ern and western Canada  - which were made between
1871 and 1930. And it would also include grievances
arising out of the surrender or sale of Reserve lands. A
recent map of Native treaties in Canada, prep~red by
the Department of Indim  and Northern AfF~irs, is
attached to this report as Appendix B.

The new federal policy also defined “compre-
hensive claims” as those applying to aras of Ctinada
where the ,Native interest had not been extinguished
by treaty or supercecied by law. Basically. this covet-cd
much of Quebec, British Columbia west of the Rockies,
m-d portions of the north and the Maritime provinces.
Comprehensive claims accepted to date by the Depart-
ment of Indian w-d Northern Afhirs are delineated on
the map attached to this report as Appendix C,

To aboriginal people, treaties embody  the spe-
cial relationship between themselves and [he Crown.
In their view, these agreements symbolize the fact that
Canada is not simply a settler society - but is instead
linked formally to the distinct hxiginal societies  dl~t
were her-e when the Europeans first arrived. Harvest-
in~ rights w-e an important pm-t of that special relation-
ship. and arc still integral to most ~borigind S( )cleties
in Canada, This helps explain the tenacity wtth ~vhich
Native groLlps haVe, over the p:lst two &XX&’S, fOLlght
to have those rights respected.

The so-called “numbered”’ treaties made after
Confederation f+nranteeci  N’ative  people access  to
unoccupied Crown lands for harvesting purposes.
“he clause from the Adhesions to Treaty =9 qu(xecl at
the outset of this section is similar to the others, in that
it makes those rights sul]jec[ to regulation by [he
“:<ovemm~n[ of the c(mntw’”, While fisheries re@a-
ti(ms are clearly federd  - twin~ delegated to tile pr(m-
Inces f(x administr~tion purposes - N’stile gr(mps have
c< mslstent]y argued th:lt the provinces have no right to
rcguiate their Treaty rights to hunt or trap. In nortll-
crn onttirio. at Ietist, such arguments have rccel~-ed

Court txtcking.

But arguments about treaty rights have not been
limited to those agreements made afier 1867, In the
1985 Sinzoncme,  the Supreme Court of Canada upheld
aboriginal hunting rights under a 1752 Treaty cover-
ing the Mantimes. And in the SioLLi  case. the COLM
overturned the conviction of a Native person from
near Quebec  City who had cut down stiplings In
hurentides  Provincial Park for traditional ceremo-
nial purposes. Such rights, the Court held, were guar-
anteed under a 1760 treaty with the British Governor
of Quebec-.

Even in areas not covered by treaty, abori~inai
peopie  have been sLlccessfii  in using the coLIzts to
enforce their prior rights. The most important recent
example is the Supreme Court’s 1990 decision in the
Sparrou’case,  A fisherman from the Musquearn  Band
near Vancouver had :lppealed his conviction under
fedeml fisheries regulations for having an improper
net, arguing that he had an aboriginal right to fish. The
judges ordered a new trial, on the ~rouncis that the ~‘
government had not proven th:lt the abori~inai right “’
in question had been clearly extinguished. The mere
exercise of a regukttion. they said. coLI]d neither extin-
,guisll nor delineate the n:mu-e of the aboriginal right.

The Court did acknowledge federal power to -
re~ulate the dwriginal  fi+hery - but subject to Section “
35( 1 ) of [he 1982 Cotz.stitutio}z  Act, ~~hich acknowl-
edges and confirms existing amrigimd and trexy ri@lLs,
The government, said the judges. IUCI a clear responsi-
bdity to ensure conservauon  of” the resource. But after
valid conservation measures had been implemented.
Indian food fishing ~vas to be Si\en priority over the
interests of all other user groups - including sports
anglers and commercd fishermen,

~“he .Sparrozl’ case h:ls had important ranlifica-
[ ions.  In the fall of 1°91, the federal Nlinister ot
Fisheries and CX_wlns ~~rote all (i his provincial and
twritorid counterparts. pointins  out that their fisher-
ies regulations did not meet the .S/xlrrol(’ test - in that
thev neither justified :lnv interferences ~vith treatv and
abori<gma]  rights nor assigned prloriw to the Nati\e
f(xxl fishery. The provision of an exclusive Nati\’e
!bod fishery along the Fraser River is (me c(mcrete
c)utconle of the COLlrt decisicm.



The implications of the decision for provincial simply recognized existing ones. Part of their difficulty
:md territorial wildlife regulations are certainly pro- has been the non-recognition of abongindl and treaty
found. /mcl the case has sp~rked a backlash among rights for so mmy  yews. And at its core, the disagree-
anglers and commercial fishermen. Aboriginal people ment also raises questions about the overall content
have hxi difficulty convincing ncm-Natives that these and purpose of government conserwtion  policies.
cou~ decisions have not created new rights, but have

3. Competing Theories of Wildlife Conservation

[SJO rnan>’peop[e  LLphold  orpraise tbelndian as a
tnodel co)zsenlatio?z  ist. Mvft’j(v-vests, more or less,
ofpeno~zaiacL]Ll  aitztance  uftb  the Canaciian Indi-
a IZS makes me belie.ve exactly the reverse I have
knouvl  a [one indian to.sboota big moose, out of
sea.sotz, in tbesLlmmtiime,  andtakeonlvone meal
ojfit, [caving the remain ingfou  r orfive  hundred
pounds of meat to spoil. In Alaska tbqtoldmebow
tl.qdroue the cows andcaluesasbore  bejore tbqv
shot them. Itzfact, Ibave neuerbeardonelnd  ian
even hint at conseming  an.vtbingl,..1 You cannot
do anvtbin~ortbe~ndians,  norbaveanytbirzgjor
tbeIndians,  Li nlessvou control tbeIndians.

JackMin~, 1939

People may tbirzk that  tb6yknou)aboLlt  tbeani-
mals, bLU it istl  ‘t true; a bllman  kpowers are insig -
)llficunt.  Wearepeople; u ‘eknowo)dva  little  aboLlt
a)zirnals and their uqvs. Animals baue special
abilities u)bich tbq depend upon to liLje, giuing us
OIdV  thepowers  u ‘b icb tbev no longer need. i%ey
hoidfast  to tbeirsecrets  Li?ztiltbqare  Ltsedup, an;
then tbq throu ’ them  awav A n an imal  chooses
someone to receive these leftoverpoujers,  apetson
u)ho has treated the animals u)ith respect.

DeneDbab  (Slatq)stoq’teller,
ASSLl?7Z@10n,  Alberta, 1982

Jfa?z  Itzdian u’e)zt  to tbeoidcoLl rzt?y,  England. and
so[d b 11 nting iice)lses  to the ok~ coLl ntq’peopiefor
them to bLlnt O)Z theirouw ia?zd.  the u)bitepeople
u otdd  notstandforthat.  I%e Gouernmentse[ls  our
higgame.  our moose, for $50.00 lice)lse atzd  we
don ‘t get a)z.v of it. Tbe Go L~ernment  Sei[s ou rjisb

andourislandsorgets  the mo?q, bLlt wedon  ‘tget
aqshare. What w’eIndian.s  u~ant  tijorthe 6“ouern -
ment to stop the wb itepeople killing ourgame,  as
thev  do it onlvforsport  and notjorsLlppofl,  We
India n.sdo not ileedto  be watcbedaboutprotecti?lg
tbegame:  we mLlstprotect  tbegame  orstarve.

CbiefAleckPaul,  Lake Temagami,  1913

The founder of the Jack Miner Bird Sanctuary at
Kingsville, Ontm-io, is justly famous for his efforts to
protect waterfowl from hunting pressure or habitat
disturb~nce.  His skilled poiitid lobbying, combined
with a knack for publicity-a clear and simple meswge,  .
and a folksy speaking style which later transferred .
wonderfully to the new rxiio technology - led directly
to the passing of the Migratory Birds Convention Act
of 1917. Miner’s spiritual descendants are octive today
in groups like Ducks Unlimited and the Canxlian
Nature Federation.

But among  the aboriginal people who live along
t h e  flymnys o f  those  s:mw mq+ratory  fowl - the
Chippew~s  of Lake Huron, for extimple, or the Cree
ofJames  and Hudson Bay-Jack Miner is far less fondly
remembered. To them, he WAS just x-mther white man
who lacked understmciing  of aboriginal hunting cul-
ture - yet was prepared to impose alien rules in the
name of consemation.  In their view. laws such os the
Migratory Birds Convention violated the British
Crown’s solemn assurmce.s  over the centuries that
Native people would always have priority of access  to
wildlife for their own support.

lMany of the first genemtion  of conservationists
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were sports hunters and tingiers - :1s was Jack  Miner
himself(  1969). The pages of Rodand GL~iz in Canada
:md other  spomng  publications from the turn of the
century m-e filled with dispatches under his pseudo-

- n y m  o f  “Gorillti (Xief”, de~ailing the glories of his
nor-t-her-n expeditions in search of caribou, moose, or
trophy fish. Lik& the equally f:lrnous Archie Bekmey
(x Grey OWl, however, Miner kiter regretted his own
role in what Fm-]ey  Mowm has so :tptly called the “sea
(i sklughter”,

That aboriginal people  pl:lyed a p:trt in the
massive :Issault  on lNorth Arnericxn nildlife  in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries cannot  be
denied. “I%e exigencies of the commercial fur tmcle m-d
the markets in fish, wild meti[ and hides ~u~mnteeci  :1s
nlLIch. But the question is one of de~ree. Throughout
the hrst four derddes of this century. Jack Miner and
other e.xponer-ws  of what thev cxlled “scientific conser-
vation” - including the major or~anizations  of anglers
xtd hunters- xssignecl  m enormous share of the l~lame
to .V:ltive people.

~~king a major role in provincial and territorial
commissions on fish and wildlife m:ln:i~ement of this
period, these em-ly conserv:ltionists  insisted thm laws
be implemented  to  reflect their kiews. (lee and
(ljibwav  hunters in northern (lrmrio :md Quebec
were xl’used ofskiughtt!ring sLIch emmmms numbers
of Seese. m(x)se and deer that the survi~zd  of these very
species wns in doubt. Simiklr x’cus:ltions  IIere  Ie\’elleci
:Lt c)jibw:ll~  stur~eon fishermen in i\l:lIlltOb:l  md north-
~vestem c)ntario, :lt Dene c:lrlbotl hunters in the
XoNhIYest ‘I”erritories, and :it >l:~tile s:dmon fisher-
men on both the east and ~~est co:lsts. Except through
offici:lls OF the Indi:ln Aff:lirs I)ep:lrtment. ho~vever.
:dxxigin:d people  Ivere Lln:ible [() respond. At the
v:lrious Investigative he:irinss  on Ivildlife  nxinu8c-
nwnt, they lvere neither lnvltecl nor present (’1 ‘oLI@
1991).

TIIe accusations ttlelnse]ves htive kirge]y been
ciiscreciiteci,  Their scientific :lccuracy is r(xl~hly equi\”:t-
Ient to the chqes Ievelleci  :1[ wOlves xncl (Xher ‘ker-
min” preckltors in the san)e IIistorlc:d period. AS the
Plains Cree and Bl:lckfoot  Nations :ue quick to point
out. N:itiles :Ire cermlnly not to Milnw for the dis:lp-
pe:imnce ofthe  pklins bison !n the nineteenth centu~,

hi]ih for the extinction  ot” [he p:ksstm:cr piymn

In the case of lake sturgeon in northwestern
Ontm-io and the Lake Winnipeg dminage, :1 recent
study by Anthropologist John Van West has shown
that Ojibway bands managed fish popultitions at their
maximum sustainable yield until the later nineteenth
century. According to V.m West ( 1990:31-65), it was
not aboriginal overfishing, but government licensing
of non-Native commercial fisher-men - coupled with
habit~t  destruction from lurnberand pLllp mill effluent

which eventually cJLIsed  popuknions to cmsh.
Similar re:isons have been  shown by Frmk  Tough
(1984), Victor Lytwvn ( 1990) and Patricia Berringer
( 1989) to lie behind the collapse  of Native fisheries in
northern Nkmitoba,  as well as on Lake Huron and the
west coast of British Columbia.

Nevertheless, indigenous people grxlutilly  found
themselves, as Georges  Erwmus puts it, rcgukmxl by
the provinces and territories “to the level of other users
who do not pOSSt’SS :Lboriginxl or tretity rights”
( Hummel 1989:94). Despite the explicit gufirmtees
con~~ined  in many treaties, sLIch :1s those covering
northern Ontm-io and the west, the Department of
Indi:m Afhirs - the supposed guar:mtor of those same ::
rights - ~enemily  acquiesced before sLIch  conduct.

llwse developmam did not p:lss without pro-
test. The comments of Temtigami Chief Aleck Paul -
:ddressed  to an Americxn anthropologist in 1913- are
typi~a].  ~Jov~mm~nts,  he  s~ii~i,  \V~r~ (+~r]y  fiiV~Llrin~  ‘

white hunters and trappers. ~vho were killing the ,K.~me
“for sport tind not for sLIpport” (Speck 1913:23-24).
Native people  were finding it incre:lsin@y difficult to
nuke  a living. L~cking  politic:d or legal redress, many
of them either openly fl:lunted Ivhat they beiieved to
1X ille~:ll kiws, or quietly i~nored new regulations on
quotas, seasons and methods oflmnest. In those puts —.
of northern Canada ~vhich \vere fir from the frontier
of settlement, this form of protest Ivw generally suc-
cessful. But in more settled :mas, fines and occasional
incarceration - :don~ \vith :1 grotving reputation x
chronic offenders ag:iinst the rule of klw - were the
frequent outcome,

At least part of the ~itx)riginai  protest has beat a
reaction to tvlmt they see :/s ~vestem  scwntific m-r-o
uln~e, Prol,inci:ll :lnd territ[)ri:tl t~ildlife  officials 11:11’e.> ~
~<enc>r:l]lv ‘giken short shrift to traciition:d knowleci,qe
of fish :md ~vlldlife species. elen though tlmt kno\vl-
Cd<ge is Ixlsed (m extremely dct:liled obsen:mon of



habitat and population f]uchutions, During the 1970’s,
for ex.imple, Cree from westemjtimes  Bay frequently
complained that Natural Resources helicopter surveys

‘. were disturbing goose  nesting sites - m accusation
dismissed as anecckml  by government biologists. It
was ;nly the pu~ication  of Europem  studies showing
the effect  of low-level flights on wildlife species that
brought about a change  in :lttitude.

University of Alberta anthropologist Milton
Freemxn h:ls consistently criticized wildlife biologists
for scanting tmditiorml knowledge, He cites the exam-
ple of caribou  hunting cm 1311esrnere  Island. Gover-
nment wildlife managers told local Inuit they should
hunt only large and/or male cwibou,  :Ind only :1 few
:lnirnals from ach her-d. The Inuit argued that this
would destroy the population - a prediction which
came true when cm-ibou numbers dropped shin-ply,
despite:1 far k)wer hunt. The Inuit understmciing mm
bxsed on their observation that older or larger animals,
being stronger, me better :lb]e to dig through the snow
for food. They also calm the more nervous younger
:mirmls or pregnant females. This makes them impor-
t~nt to the sumival of the group ( Mander 1991 :257-58).

The authors of Wba[es  Beneatb  tbeIce, a report
prepared for Work-i Wildlife FUnd,  recommend that,
when setting biologically sustainztble  and culturally
ciesimble levels of harvest with Native groups, ‘it is

Important th:lt the ide~ of’s quov~ which is enforced by
a ‘policeman’ who distrusts the hm-vester, be tivoicled
m much as possible. The result is often resentment and
non-compliance. ” (1986:27). This, in hct, h~s been the
history of wildlife management m Cxmla for much of
this century. It helps to explain the hostility N;ltive
groups frequently manifest towards provincifil gov-
ernment officials - and the continuing difficulty (i
securing conservation :l#WfTHILS  on shared m:lna8e-
nwnt principles.

One solution w(xlld be cross-cultural tr:iinin~
for government biologists or fish :md wildlife nxmag-
ers. Even tochy, most such individu:ds - even in rural
or northern :Ireas \vith significant ,N:ttive populations
- are hired without any specific knowledge of ab(xigi-
nal culture or traditions. But. as Georges  EKWILIS
points out, N:ttive people  themselves should be pkly-
m~ the most important role in preserving ~vildlife
( Humrne]  1989:98), klost N:ltivt’ or~dnizatlons. dlere-
kxt, Ixlve preferred to concentrxe their efforts on
setting up their (mm systems. [n LNov:l Scotia. Micm:lcs
n o w  follow regukltions dtafied bythe  Union ot’Chi&. - -
Hwvesters cm-y with them booklets outlining spe- “-
“ties, seasons and techniques. In Ontario, the United
Chiefs and Councils of Manitoulin Iskmd are develop-
ing a pilot prq+-arn to take over from the province the
regul:ltion :mcl supervision of tiboriginal harvesters.

4. Formative  Native Views of Parks and Protected Areas

It ulill  be a ticklish bltsi)less to pretwtzt Itzdia)zs
A?il[i}lg  u!ilda)zimais  i)l the Park u’beretbqhalte
beetz itl the habit  ofbl(tzti)~g,  a)ldtheirancestors
bejore them. [amjkeetosarthi  .sltzdiatl  hIl ?Ztli Z<q did
}Iot occurto  meat the ti?7ze  the u’boie t?zatteruas
l{~l~[erdiscllsslotz.  !vou~ Isee  )wthitzgjtirlt  b~lt to
exclude the [tzdia  tl.v as u~eil as the u k ite ?ne) I.

A 11 bre>’  White, Asst Com m issio ) ~er
(~Cro;~v~ Latui.sjtir (l)ltario, 1S9.3

In the s:lme yearttqut Algtmquin Pm-k twc:mw On-
tario’s first genuine protected ma the :Ldministrative
head of the Crown Lxnds Department recxmed :1
report from d fire ringer on the Pet:lm:lw:i River. He

had spotted several Indi:ms settin~ LIp cwnp within the
new Pm-k, ~vhere they intended to hunt :md tmp;
:dready,  he s:lid, they Id both moose meat and be:ller
:incl otter pelts in their possession

.lssistant  G)mmissioner  \Yl~ite :icknowkdgd
that aborigirxd interests v.w-e not among those c(msid-
erecl bv his ~olernment  when the P:. rk resen’c  \v:ls
being ~re:lted. But he decided that. for 3 v:~riety of”
I-easons - mducling the fact tlmt ~~hitc mlppers Id
:dready been  ordered out - it J1”:IS fm too kite to l)l:lke
Jny  speci:d exceptions for Indi:ms. He instructed his
officials to exp]:tin to the people  concerned  - :1s c:lre-
fully :Lnd t:iafully J5 p o s s i b l e  -  thdt huntmx :Lnci
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trapping were no longer permitted within the bounckd-
ries of Algonquin Park (Saunders 1963:98-99).

The current land claim of the Golden Lake First
Nation is based. at least in part, on a sense of historic
grievance. Wh:ther  or not the Golden Lake people
have a vdicl interest in all of what is now Algonquin
Park - still an open question - w-d whether or not
Ontm-io should rn~ke amends by reopening the Park
to hunting, it is app~rent that, after 1893, Algonquin
people were exclLKIed from this new protected ara
without their consent (Tough 1991 ).

The creation of most early protected mzds in
North Amerir~ involved the exclusion of aboriginal
people. The most obvious example is Yellowstone
Park - that timous  tract of hot springs and geysers in
northwestern Wyoming. The Park was es~~blished  by
Congress in 1872, in the midst of the post-Civil War
campwgn to.subdue the Sioux and other plains Indian
tribes. The inhabitmts  of the Yellowstone  - mainly
Crows and Shoshorws - either left for reservations or
were driven out by the United States Army, which
would manage the Park until 1916 (Utley 1973).

In Canada, government regulation took the
place of force of arms. The boundaries of the 1877
Treaty (No 7), by which the Siksika (Blackfoot)  and
?Jakoda (Stonev) tribes ceded  much of southwestern
Alberta to the Crown, extend  into the Rockies - an
acknowledgement that these plains bison hunters ASO
harvested game and fish in the foothills x-d mountains
(,Morris 1880:245-75; Price 1987). Although the Tretity
stipulated that participants could continue to hunt
cn’cr the ceded tract. the fecleml government decided
that such 2 ~uarantee  woLdd not apply to Banff Na-
tional Park \vhen  it was established in 1885.

Atxx-iginal interests were also ignored when
Riding hlountain National Park was est;iblished in
soutlmt+tem  ,\lanitoba.  In 1896, the Department of
Indian A~fairs hxl set aside 728 acres on Clear L~ike as
:1 fishing Resen’e for the Keeseekoowenen  Band of
Saul[e:lux. Some thirty years kiter, the federfli  gover-
nment decl:u-ecl the enabling order in council inopera-
tive :Inci included the fishins reserve in the ntnv Na-
tional p:lrk, ~~hicll  ~vas fornxilly cre:lted in 1933. The
Keeseek(xmwwn  Band were evicted. and their houses
Immcd do~ln ( Klein 1°92:pers.co]lll~l.” ).

As the example of
provincial governments

Algonquin Park suggests,
behaved no differently.

Quetico,  located in the boundmy waters area of north-
western Ontario, beame a provincf~l park in 1913.
Since protection of game was stated to be the park’s
chief objective, the province forlxie local Ojibwdys to
hunt or trap within p~rk boundmies.  Park fishing
licences  also prohibited the use of nets or spears, both
of which were the usual Native fishing techniques at
the time ( Lambert 1967:284-91 ).

Protected area management took more than
one form in the ea-ly decades of the twentieth century.
Both Quetico  and Riding Mountain Parks were origi-
nally set apart as forest reserves. Many provinces also
created game preserves within their jurisdictions.
Aboriginal people, however, did not distinguish be-
tween the varioLls categories, since most had similar
impacts on their harvesting rights. In 1925, for in-
stance, Ontario binned all hunting and trapping within
the Chaplem  Crown Game Preserve, a tract of several
thousand hectares in northern Ontario. Not only did
this action permanently affect the livelihood of a few . .
hundred Ojibw~y and Cree people, it forced one of the -
Bands to surrender its Reserve in the centre of the
Game Preserve. Ironically, those particular lands were
eventually incorporated into Missinaibi Lake Provin-
cial Park in the early 1970’s.

It WAS the complete disregard for their depend- .
ence  on trditiond harvesting which most disturbed
:lboriginal people. There were few exceptions to this
rule. One such example occurred in 1928, when Que-
bec binned non-Native tr~ppers from those parts of
the province north of the Canadian  National Railwav
line through Sanrnaur and Amos. Quebec also cooper-
ated with the Dep~rtment of Indian AfF~irs in setting
Llp the Nottaway Beaver Preserve southeast of James
Bay. In a unique experiment to replace the lost income
from beaver tr~pping,  at wriginal people were hired as
%llymen”  to count and monitor beaver populations
within the Preserve ( MLCP 1987:27-28).

Quebec’s policy, however. app]ied On]V in re-
mote northern areas. In the Grand LAC Victoria Beaver
Preserve near the hedchvaters of the Ottawa River, the
same hunting ancl tropping restrictions applied to
Native ancl non-Native people  alike. After the Second
World War, the Beti\’er Presewe  ~vas rolled into n’lmt
is now b V<rendrye P:irk and Wildlife Reserve. Ttvo
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very traditional Algonquin communities - Grand Lac
and Rapid (Barrier) Lake - are still within p~rk bounda-
ries. While Quebec  now toletxtes  some Native har-
vesting, it has never legally recognized such rights,
hd because of the Park’s Iej+l  status, it has been
imp-ossible for these Algonquin communities to ex-
pand their tiny imd base.

The postwar period saw an exponential incr~dse
- at least in relative terms - in the number of protected
areas across the country. But the various junsciictions

were no more solicitous of aboriginal interests than
their predecessors, Tweedsmuir  provincial pm-k in
B.C. was created despite the Iongstmding Nxtive claim
to portions of land within its boundaries. And both
Bruce Peninsula .National Pm-k and F~thom Five
National Marine Pm-k in Ontm-io include kinds and
-waters which have been claimed by the Saugeen and
Cape Croker First JNations since the nineteenth cen-
tury (ARC 1992-g~),

In 1974, the ,Nationd Parks Act was amended to
recognize Aboriginal hunting, fishing and trapping in
pwks or pm-k reserves north of the 60th parallel, But,
with the exception of Pukaskwa in Ontm-io, the same
recognition has not been  extended to southern prop-
erties. Until recently, provincial jurisdictions have
generally refused to consider such Native access  to
pdrks and protected areas.

Even good intentions have had unanticipated
consequences, In the mid-1970’s, Ontwio’s parks
brmch persuadeci  the Ojicree  residents of Webequie.
at the headwaiters of the Winisk River in the remote
Patricia District, that a proposed new provincial w;i-
terw~ y park would help protect the mea from re+mrce
development and safeguard their harvesting rights. I?mt
the Webequie  community remains subject to p~rks
regulations and development controls, They have also
been unable to expand their community kind base,

North American parks and protected arem have
gener~lly been created in the name of th~ public

interest. Most conservationists fully support this con-
cept - insisting that it is a governmental responsibility
to protect significant regions of the country for the
benefit of future gener~tions.  Aboriginal people, how-
ever, dispute the inclusiveness of the term ‘public”. In
their view, it tiutomaticdly places the interests of the
general society above those of minorities. They point
out that governments also cited the public interest
when imposing large-scale resource development
projects on them-such as pipelines and hydro-e]ectric
dams. As the examples of the Olchnan Dam andJames
Bay II hydro projects show, governments continue to
LISe the same arguments today.

It is fiir  to say, therefore, that indigenous people
have borne the COSLS  of protecting natural areas. through
the loss of access  for hunting, tmpping or other har-
vesting activities, As Georges  Erasmus puts it, the
doctrine of the public interest made “an ancient way of
life subject to the apparent modem-day whims of an
alien culture. a]l in the name Ofconsen’ation” ( Humnwi
1989:94).

Conservationists, nevertheless, visorouslv  de-
fend the parks system, While they may concede  a
certain lack of historical sensitiwty or understanding,
they argue that the fundamental choice  was never
between protected areas and aboriginal interests. but
r~ther between protection and industrial develop- .
ment, If anything, they say’, the situation woLIld have -
been  infinitely worse ~vithout the skilled political
lobbying of groups like the ,kigonquin Wildltinds
Lefigue  and the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Soci-
~v.  The SCal~  of clearcut logging or mining on Crown
lands woLIld have  been far more si~nificxnt - and the
d~ma~e to the habitat of the fish and wildlife s(mgh[ by
abori,qina] people that IIILICII  more se~wre.

In th].s kind of dispute, Canada is far fr(ml
unique. The same arguments - and the sfirne tensions -
(wer parks and prcxected areas are beinS w(x-ked out in
various parts of the world. In at least some jurisdic-
tions, the lessons being learned are pc)siti~’e  (mm.
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5. Local People and Parks
,

Government law is onpaper.  A )larlguku  Law is
- held in ourbeada}zdspirit.  Yol!  can ‘tputAborigi-

)zal Lawo;?paper:  it ktbe nllesthatgrandfatben-
andgratzdrnotben and tbefatbem  a)zd mothers
gaue lu-to use, [hat uvboiditl  ollrbearn-arzd  in our
heads. ~hkltiona[park.~ ~lre,qolenzme}~t  n(le, paper
laws. bllt in [Jillru  u’e ‘t v got both lauIs u!orkiizg
together, runnitzgside  Lqjside.  Go~jerrznzent  mi<qht
tqatzdgiuevou ajlat  tt’re. jlt.st  a )latio}lalpark
u’ithout  the title. Don ‘t take it.

Tony ~amzu ‘CL, [ Uurtl Natiorzal  Park
.JointMat~ciget?~e)zt Bocmi, AI@ra[ia,  1991

T(, ~xc. many nation:,]  pm-ks around [Im wc,rici
have been created on [he model p i o n e e r e d  ~it
Yellowst(me. This involves - using the cn[ena adopted
I y the Internatmmtl Union for the (l)nscv-vation of’
Nxture - :ireas from which “exploi~~tion or occupzl-
tmn” have been eliminated, nxm:lged by a particular
:igency and professional corps of nmn3gers set up
along the lines of the U.S. Natiorml Parks Service.

Along -with many positive contributions to
wilderness and wildlife conservation, this model has
had a number ofneg~tive  consequences. One. as was
the c:lse with the ?JortiI  American e~:lmpies  ~l[e~
xbove, has flowed from the expropriation and exclu-

in International Perspective

sion of local peoples who once  used or occupied the
protected w-es. In Kenya, for example, where hunting
is forbidden in national p:irks.  10GL1 populations are
generally hostile to p.irk employees mci conservation
efforts. In&xl, it 11:1s been argued that pm-k cration
has in fict hampered, rather than helped. conservation
in such areas ( Wells and 13r-andorr,  1992:8-13).

The Yellowstone  rn(xlel can ti]so be said to have
had a philosophical  influence on park managers over
the past century. As Kevin McNmwe,  then with the
Canwlian Parks and Wilderness Society, has pointed
out (CPAWS-BC.  1989:4.3),  the stormy circumst:mces
of Yellowstone’s  creation led the U.S. National Parks
Service to write N:ltive people out of’ the wed’s history
- denying that they h:d once  played a role in cu]lin~
wildlife herds and nl:m:i<qng  resources.

I n  the pmt ten yews, howtver,  the theory and . .
practice ofprotected  ara management has under-gone -
a remarkable change  - thanks to the simultaneous
influence of :ibori~in:tl people  and government
policvrmkers.  Some of the most interesting innova-
tions, from a Candian perspective, h:lk’e taken place in
Alaska xxi in Austrdifl. As we mriil  see beiow, these are .
now being pmdleled  in various Cmadim jurisciic- .
tions.

5.1 Gates of the Arctic National Park, Alaska

Under the 1971 Al:Mm N:itive Cl:iims Settle- ists assured them th:lt it ~i’ould enable them to nl:ljn~~jn
ment Act, .Native peopie  received fee simpie tide to -!4 :1 subsisterrce lifes~le  on fedeml kinds ( Foster 1992).
million m-es  of land tind Q cash pyme”nt  of $962.5
million for extinguishing :i]l c]aim or tide to the
remainder of Alaska.

The Act conmind several controls on the N:l-
tive kmcl-selection process. One, included :lt the insist-
ence of conservation groups. stipulated th:lt the Secre-
tary of the Interior COL1lCI  reserve :iny unreserved
public land to protect the ‘public  interest”, :md could
withdraw from selection up [() S0 million dcres for
posslb]e inclusion m national pdcs. forests, wildlife
refuges or wild xnd scenic riier  systems. .\l:Ki\e people
genc~lll~ sLlppofleCi dllS  PK)LIW. 51nCC’  L’onSf3TIl[iorl-”

In 1980, Congress pissed  the Alaska Nation:ll
Interest L:inck Consew:lti(m Act ( NULCA),  lvhich
crextxl 10 ne~v n:ltion:ll p:lrks,  presenws :md nlonu-
rnents xncl extended three existing pm-ks. Parks pre-
serves lmd the same status m national p:lrks. except thxt
thev permitted sport hunting, In :i]]. :lbou[ 45 million
:lcres \iere thereby xddd to the L’ .S. n:lt iond  parks
system.

“I-he Act also pro~ickxl for “subsistence uses” b~
mm] Alm+k:m resicients (m :111 federal lands - including
pm-ks  :ind monuments - :incl st:itd dx~t such uses
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woulcl have priority over the taking of fish and wildlife
for other purposes. It also provided for the establish-
ment of “Subsistence Resource Commissions” made of

“. mainly of local people who use the subsistence re-
sources of &dch pdrk. The challenge for the Nationdl
Parks Service (~S) was blending subsistence use with
the existing mandate of protecting resources.

Gates of the Arctic National P~rk and Presewe,
which covers 8 million acres in the Brooks Range, was
one of the new pdrks created under the Act. Much of
it is wilderness designated under the 1964 Wilderness
act - while the northeastern section contains the Town-
ship of Amaktuvuk  Pass, with a population of some 250
Nunamiut or inland Eskimo. Relations between the
Nunamiut and the NPS, while originally cordial, have
actually worsened in the past ten years. The remons
are a pdradigm for such conflicts elsewhere.

During the land withdrdwdl  period prior to
1980, the Nunamiut and the NPS had actually pro-
posed a jointly-managed Gates of the Arctic National
Wilderness Park covering the main part of the Brooks
Range, as well as an area of some 2.5 million acres to be
known as the Nunamiut Ndtiondl Wild]ands. The
latter were to be used for Nunamiut subsistence and
primitive low density recreation.

But with the passing of the 1980 legislation, it
became c]ear that the Ndtiondl Parks Service wds no
longer interested in co-management, since it wds now
officially recognized as the parkland management
authority. Park management plans were ddtecl in the
traditional manner. Although a Subsistence Resource
Commission for the Park had been cremeci, it did not

5.2 Kakadu National Park, Australia

This Park was established in 1975 in the Alligp-
tor Rivers Region in the .Northern Territory.

When the Gagadju  people obtained recognition
of their land rights to much of their tmditiond  terri-
tory, they offered to leme bdck their land to the

meet until after the management plan - including the
rules for subsistence use - was already drafted (Foster
1992).

me NPS viewed subsistence as a consumptive
use which should be controlled and monitored. Park
managers defined these activities as customary and
traditional use of wild, renewable resources for direct
personal and family consumption. The phrase “cus-
tomary and traditional” ww interpreted to mean tradi-
tional users, harvesting means, areas used and species
harvested prior to 1980.

The Nunamiut objected that the rules were
unduly restrictive, since they made no allowance for
evolving subsistence practices. A major conflict was
over the use of /dl-Terrdin Vehicles (ATVS)  - which,
by 1987, had become the dominant form of transport
for subsistence hunters in Alaska. NPS would not
permit their use on park lands because they were not
traditional - in the sense of having been p~ssed from
one generation to another. In order to protect wilder-
ness areas from what it deemed inappropriate uses, the -.
Parks Service finally agreed to decommission certain ‘“-

areas as wilderness so that the Nunamiut could use
their ATVS for hunting Cdribou (Foster 1992).

In Alaska, then, park managers considered but
backed away from co-management of protected areas .
with Aboriginal or other local people. Most of these .
managers had been trained in the lower 48 states,
where consumptive uses were not permitted in Na-
tional Parks. They therefore perceived technology as
a threat to park values,

AUStrdllan National Parks and Wildlife Service
(ANPWS). After the Australian legislation was
amended in 1978 to allow leasehold r~ther than fee
simple title to pdrk]ands, Kakadu National Park was
proclaimed in its new form.
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Uncier the management plan, the Gw@ju peo-
ple were permitted - even encour~geci -to remain in the
p~rk, and rmmy provisions in the policy required
aboriginal involvement at all levels. These have been
incorporated into a new l<me agreement signed in
M&h of 1991. The Aborigimd owners have the right
to use any arex of the pw-k for trxiitiomd  hunting and
food ~~thering and for ceremonial and religious pur-
poses. A,NPWS is obliged to promote and protect the
interest of the tmditional owner-s and take :111  pmctica-
ble steps to promote Abori~inal aciministr:ttion, m:m-
+yement anti control of the park.

AS of 1991, senior trxiitional owners were being
pernmnen[lv  employed on staff’ as cukurd  advisors -
und are responsible for liaison with lod communities
on management issues such as access  rods. w~lking
tracks and economic development initiatives. Five
Aboriginal training programs Imi  been  completeci
with 12 Aboriginal people  permanently employed on
staffm  R~ngers, pius one mechnic :md one x.iminis-
trative staff. AiNPWS h:ts also introduced an Aixxigi-
nai recruitment tr~ining and career cimdopment  strx-
eby to facilitXe movement into middle mtina~ement
or-d professional positions (Birckhexi et al, 1992).

5.3 Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park, Australia

This park. originally known as the Ayers Rock-
,Mount Olga Nationai Park, was tiiso hmcieci back to
Aborigirmi peopie,  wi~o tiwn leased it to tiw LNPWS.

me agreement, which was executed in 1985,
contains the same provisions as the Kakwiu ieme for
Aboriginal occupation, traditional activities. employ-
ment and tr~ining.  However, tile LTluru modei, unlike
the eariier one, outiines a dispute resolution process
whicil is weighted in favcmr of Aboriginal interests,
Both parks have ManaSenwnt Boards with Aimriginai
majorities. In both p~rks, moreover, Q principal crite-
rion for staff seiection  has been tileir :Li>ilitv to work
with anti relate to Abori8inai people  (Birckhea~i et ai,
1992).

Some Aix)rigintil  iexiers ilave criticized these
joint management models on tile grouncis dl~t consent
to tiw ieweix~ck formui~ was not re:liiy  voluntary. It is
cemainiy  t r u e  that tile AustrAian Federai Gover-
nment made it very ciear that kmd ciaims w(mld not be
recognizeci  uniess loc~i Aboriginal peopie :lgreeci  to
ret~in iands under pfirk status ( CPAWS-BC, 1~89:52-
54).

,ii>origin~i fedrs were confirmed by tile originai
Kak:lclu ]eme, tvilicil h:ld botil fav(xlred  the ANPWS

and iackeci specific :icknot~’iedgel~lent of Aimrigmtii
titie, Boti~ the new iease agreement anti th:~t for Ulur-u  -
contain much more specific legai recognition - :md -

improved financial terms.

Nevertheless, ultimate :luthority to administer,
rnm-u~ge and contt-oi these parks remains vested in the
D i r e c t o r  of the AiNPV7S, under tiw terms of the -
Austmiian National Pm-ks and Wiidiife Conservation -

Act of 1975. Tk-fiuse ownership is thus sep~rateci  from
control, some Aboriginal peopie  h:lve expressed fe:lrs
that European conserwtmn  oiojectives  \viii be ticilieired
at tile expense of [heir own mpmuions - ~vilich w-e to
~~lve prlori~  to traditional knmvied<~e  ;lnd to ensure.7
Aboriginxi  sociiil :lnd economic cieveiopment
( Birckiwxi  et al, 1992).

The Northern Ten-itov,  ~ii~ich remains under
the controi of the ,4ustralian feciemi government, IS
compami>ie to tile Yorth\vest Tmritories of C:macia.
This means tilfit Aboriginal people  m-e :d>le to Lied
Ciirectiv with one ievei of ~ol”emnlent.  111 states such M
Queerisiand and Western Austraiia.  it is proving much
more difficult to acilieve j(~intly-lll:in~l~cci protected
:lreas on the fecier~i mociei.
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6. Recent Parks and Protected Areas in Canada

HouldidB.  C, assurnejurisdiction  andounzen-hip
overourtem”ton’es  without ourcotuent?  We don ‘t
have a treaty ulitb them, uje ‘ue never been con-
quered, and ule haven ‘t agreeci  to deal with that
jurisdiction Zbequestion  u ‘easkalltbetime  isbou)
didB.  C. enter Co)zfederation  ouming the [and?

Don RTan (MaasGaak),
Gitksa)lspokesman, 1989

Ttte  situation in Canada  cm be said [o be brodly
similar to Australia - in [he sense [hat the more
mr-mvative apprcx~ches have been ~~king place in areas
of fedeml jurisdiction such as [he Northwest Tm-ito-
ries xnd Yukon. Although some provincitil jurisdic-
tions have made policy statements or entered into t:dks
~vith ab[ori,ginal groups, the overall climate there IS fir-
more conflictual,

6.1

ment

Inuvialuit Claim

In 1984, Canada reached  a land claims settle-
with the Inuit inhabitants of the western Arctic

known as the Inuvialuit. The terms of the agreement
included the establishment of an InuvialLllt C,ame
Council (IGC) - responsible for Native wildlife inter-
ests, including traditional harvesting - and an Inuvi:dui[
Regional Corporation ( IRC).

In July of 1992, (klach, the IGC, IRC :lnd the
Northwest Territories Govemnwnt  reached an agree-
ment to establish a new N:itiond P:irk on Banks
Island, This has long been:1 god  of Pm-ks C:mxki.  The
stated pLIrpose  of the Pm-k is to protect:1 represent~tive
n~tural :Irea in the Western Arctic Lo\vkmds and
“ledve 1[ unimpaired for future ~enerations while
permi t t ing  subs i s tence  usage :lnd tmpping  by
Inuvialuit”.

The Agreement gi~’es the Inuviduit exclusik’e
rights to h~lwest wildlife in the Park, :md their fishing
is given prioriw over sports :Ingling.  They will :11so
have the power to screen  :Lrclmeological resarch. A
s e p a r a t e  Llemordndum  of L’nderstm2din~ ~vith [he
C:madi2n Wildlife Service ~~ill ensure the continued
nxm:lgenwnt of the Banks Lskmd Bird S:lnctu:lm,

This section, therefore, will look in order :tt the
parks provisions in proposed land claims settlements
with the Inuviduit, Inuit and Yukon Native peoples,
then at Parks Canada properties south of the 60th
parallel. This will be followed by a review of provin-
cial developments.

In C.mada’s north, the [dad Rovemmtmt has
been negotiating for the p~st twenty yem-s with wmous
Native organizations for the surrender of aboriginal
title under what it CJ1lS a ‘comprehensive cl:lims”
policy. This policy :lpplies to areas which have not
been Vcdiclly  surrendered by treaty, and includes not
just the Northwest Territories :md Yukon,  but por-
tions of British cO1umbi:i,  @ebec :md Newfounc]-
land-14brador.

The Inuvialuit arc to be involved in the drafting
both of the Interim M:magement guidelines for the
Pm-k and the final Management Plan. And the Agree-
ment recognizes the pottmtid contribution of Inuvi:duit .
trxliti(mal  knowledge to both planning and research. -
Other provisions give the Inuvi:duit  guarantees of
employment and training as well w priority in con-
tracts and p.lrk business licenses, This includes :i stucly
of economic  impclcts and 2 tourism development pl:m
for Sachs Hmbour.

Consew.ltlcm initiiltlves  in the mw+tem ,krctlc
m-e not  l imi ted  to  Nxtiord  Pm-k proposals.” Tile
p:lLlkltLlk community, for exmnple, h:lve been :lctlveiv
involved in smeral  proposals which Jvould help them
nxm:l~e the BILICI~OSC Cm-ibou herd :ind the other
subsistence resources on which they rely. And World
\Vildlife Fund Cx-da lms been pm-t of the CIVde River
proposal for I@irtuuq, a Bowtle:ld  \k’h:lle  S:lnctuq’
:Lt Isabelki Bay on Fhffin island. The communi ty
project - ~vhich llOUICI  include protection of nxu_ine
In:lmnmls :md :trchdcolo,qic:ll sites. :ilong ~vith cration
of :1 Biosphere Resen’e - 11:1s been txlsed on  joint
rese:trch bet~veen  local people :lnci \YltT-fL)nclccl.scl-
tmtists.



1 -

6.2 Yukon Claim

, The long-standing land claims of Yukon Native
people are very close to being settled. i% Umbrella
Final Agreement has been clmfied by Canada and
Native representatives, and First Nation Final Agree-
ments are being prepared for Champagne and Aishihik,
Nacho Nyak Dun (Mayo), Kluane, White River and
Vuntut Gwich’in (Old Crow) First lNations.

One major feature of the dmft final agreements
is the cr~~tion of special management areas to maintain
impormnt features of the Yukon’s natural or cultural
environment “for the benefit of Yukon residents and
all Canadians while respecting the rights of Yukon
Indian People and Yukon First ~~tions”, Such arew
we to include national wildlife areas, National parks
or p~rk reserves, [erritorid parks and national historic
sites, special Wildlife or fish management areas, migm-
tory bird or game sanctuaries, designated heritage sites
and watershed protection areas.

Existing designated conserwtion  areas will con-
tinue to be protected, though they will be identified as
special management area in accordmce with the
Agreements, These include IUuane  Ndtional Park
Reserve, the McArthur Game %nc-tuary and the Horse-
shoe Slough Habitat Protection Area. Existing hm--
vesting rights of ~~tive people  will be guaranteed.

Future proposak  for specia] Management areas
will be referred to Renewable Resource Councils,
which are to be established under each First Nation
.4greement, for review and recommendation. SLIch
areas may not include settlement land - without the
a~reernent  of the affected First Nation. The Agree-
ments also call for the treation  of a Yukon Heritage
Resources Board, with equal representation from the
Council for Yukon Indians and Government appoint-
ees, to advise on the management of nlove~ble heritage
resources and heritage sites throughout the Yukon.
Each Yukon First ~~tion will own heri~~ge  resources
on iLs settlement lands and within its trxiitional  terri-
tories,

Generally spaking, ultimate management  XLI-
thority for special areas will fdl to existing agencies
such as Parks Canada, though Native people wil] have
a much strengthened role in planning and administra-

tion. The exception are designated heritage sites - such
as the proposed Lansing Heritage site in the Mayo area
- which will be managed by the appropriate First
Nation.

Included in the draft find agreement with the
Vuntut Gwich’in is the crv~tion of Vuntut N~tional
Park, which would protect a “representative natural
area of national significance” around the Old Crow
Flats wetlands and surrounding foothills. This in-
cludes criticzdl  pdrts of the Porcupine caribou range.

As in the Banks Island park agreement, the
Vuntut Gwich’in will receive priority in employment
and contrdct tendering, following preparation of an
economic impact study. But the portions of the agree-
ment dealing with harvesting rights are more strongly
worded than in the Inuvialuit proposal. One of the
svated objectives of the Old Crow area park is to
“recognize and protect the traditional andcurrentuse  -.
of the park by Vuntut Gwich’in in the development ‘-
and rnmagement  of the pdrk”.  Among other reasons,
the Old Crow people wanted acknowledgement that
harvesting takes place using modem methods.

The Vuntut Gwich’in will have exclusive rights .
to hunt and tmp in the Park, and priority of access over -
sports fishermen. The Vuntut Gwich’in Renewable
Resources Council will rndke recommendations to the
LMinister on routes, methods and modes of access for
harvesting, h-vest limits and seasons, and locations
and methods of the harvesting within the Park. If, for
example, use of ATVS becomes an issue, the Council
provides the forum for resolving the matter. Neverthe-
less, the Minister has ultimate authority to accept or
vary the Council’s recommendation.

The Park proposal is part of the Old Crow
conserwtion  strategy, by which the Vuntut Gwich’in
have declared their-commitment to ensuring the integ-
rity of the ecosystems in their traditional resource
hawesting area, The survival of the Porcupine Cari-
bou Herd is a particular goal, The stmtegy therefore
includes joint caribou management boards as well as
mechanisms through the land claims settlement to
ensure proper land-use planning.
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6.3 Inuit  Claim

Canada’s dmft final land claims agreement with
‘- the Inuit of the emtern  Arctic anti subarctic - through

the Tungwik  Federation of Nunavut (TFN) - has been
ratified by the communities. The most publicized part
of the agreement is Canada’s stated intention to crate
a new public government out of the eastern half of the
Northwest Territories. to be known as Nundvut.

In common with the other northern land claim
settlements, various provisions of the TFN Agree-
ment contemplate new proteaed  areas. Existing spaces
will also be protected. However, because settlements
with the Dene-Metis of the Northwest Territories
have not yet been r~dched, the exact stXus  of the
Thelon  Game Sanctuary - which strxkiles  the bound-
ary between the two claim arem - has not been deter-
mined.

The TFN agreement calls for three national
p~rks, at Auyuittuq,  North Baffin and Ellsmere. It was
the Inuit themselves who pushed for the creation of
these spaces. The chapter dealing with the new parks
is very specific. Once agdin, there are provisions for
Native employment, preferential hiring and training -
with appropriate ~~rget.s.  And the chapter also pro-
vides schemes for the management of areai adjacent to
the p~rks, so as not to detract from park or Inuit values.

T h e  Inuit w i l l  h a v e  e x c l u s i v e  h a r v e s t i n g  rights

6.4 Parks Canada: Specific Claims

Federd  government trtzatment of aboriginal
claims is based on ovetall claims policy. As indicated
earlier, those p~rts of Canada covered by tr~aty - such
as Nmm Scotia, Ontario and the pmirie west - are
assigned to the specific claims process, which relates to
Treaty entitlement or disputes over existing Reserve
land. Two National Parks are already subject to spe-
cific claims,

Parks Cmada  continues to vake the position -
bwed.  presumably, on opinions of the Dep+-tment of
Justice - that Native hm-vesting rights do not apply to

and renewable resource use with the Parks. hy
restrictions on the technology used in harvesting will
require the consent of the Inuit themselves. The Agree-
ment talks about mandging  all resources using both
modem science and traditional knowledge.

The most interesting clause of the TFN agree-
ment - one which &es not appear in the other land
claims settlements - is that, prior to the establishment
of any National Park, an Inuit Impact/Benefit Agree-
ment will have to be negotiated. From the Inuit
perspective, this ensures that - because  ultimate man-
agement authority will continue to reside with the
Minister and Parks Canxkd - their rights will be re-
spected in both park planning and management.

l%e one wild card in the timetable for these
three new p~rks is a suit recently filed in Federal Court
by the Denesutine (Chipmvym)  of northern Saskatch-
ewan. They are attempting to delay firmlization  of the
entire TFN Agreement on the grounds that they - not ~
the Inuit - have existing aboriginal and/or treaty rights
to the southern third of what will become Nunavut. In
their view, the caribou management boards and re-
newable resource to be enshrined in the Agreement
will not adequately reflect the interests of Denesutine
caribou hunters. Although the Denesutine  lost a re- .
cent injunction application, they are determined to -

proceed with their court action.

its properties. That is because they have been occupied
for ‘{other purposes”’, according to the wording of the
post-Confederation  numbered treaties. Aboriginal
groups have never accepted this argument - either with
regm-d to parks or to wildlife preserves - and are likely
to challenge it in Court. At least in the case of the 1850
Robinson treaties, -which cover the north shores of
Lakes Huron and Superior - including Pukaskwa
Vational Park - Parks Canada’s argument would be
difficult to sustain, since the only arem exempted from
the operation of JNative harvesting are those occupied
by “individuals or companies of individuals”.
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6.4.1 Banff National Park, Alberta

The Siksika (Blackfoot)  Nation, based at their
Reserve-in Gleichen,  Alberta, have recently put for-
ward a claim to 26 square miles of Elanff Ndtiona] Park.
The area in question had been assigned to the Siksikd
as a timber reserve in the early part of this cennx-y, but
was subsequently removed from their control and
anached  to the Park.

The claim is presently at the preliminary nego-
tiation stage. Canada, through [he Office of Specific
Claims, Department of Indian  and Northern Affairs,
is taking the position that almost any other option is
preferable to removing lmd from the Park. This
would include the ob]ij+tion  to provide some altern-
ative  land - possibly purchased from Alberta or a third

party - as a timber limit (Klein 1992: pers.comm.).

Negotiators for the Siksika Nation, however,
are likely to argue that title to the tmct in question
should be transferred to them. The kmd could then be
leased back to Banff National Park for a stipulated
sum. In their view, this solution would both acknowl-
edge Aboriginal title and preserve p~rk values.

Banff is typical of most Parks CAnxka properties
in Treaty areas, in that neither the Siksikd nor the
Nakoda (Stoney)  LNation  of Morley are involved in the
Park, either through employment or in an advisory
capacity. The Siksika may ask for a role through the
negot~dtion process.

6.4.2 Riding Mountain National Park, Manitoba .-

The claim, referred to earl ier ,  of the
Keeseekoowenen Band has been Vdickdted by Canxkd.
Both the Minister of Indian Affairs and the Minister of
the Environment (Parks Canacka)  have stated that the
728 acres in question will be returned to the Band, and
de-designated as Parkland.

6.4.3 Pukaskwa National Park, Ontario

The large wilderness area west of the
lMichipicoten River on the north shore of Lake Supe-
rior was set apart in 1978 by federd-provincial  agree-
ment. As part of that agreement, the various Iocul
Ojibway bands - then represented by the Robinson-
Superior Treaty organir~ticm - were guaranteed em-
ployment and other economic benefits.

To &ate, the rn~jor beneficiw-ies have been the
Ojibwavs of Pic River (Heron Bay), whose  Reserve is
on the west side of the river opposite the Park en-
trmce.  Half of the st~ff - about 20 persons in all - are
Native, which meets the original target set. These
represent all levels of seniority. including three of the
managers.

..-
U n t i l  t h e  f i n a l  legal t r a n s f e r ,  t h e

Keeseekoowenen  Band have agreed to lease the land
back to Parks Canada. They have also pdssed Band
bylaws stipulating conservation measures for the af-
fected tract. These are based on the existing park
regulations (Klein 1992: pers. comm. ).

At Pukaskwa, there has as yet been no resexch
program of the type contemplated by the northern
agreements - which me striving for a merger of western
science and tmciitional knowled~e, There has, how-
ever, been some consulmtiort with local Band mem-
bers on an informal basis. Interestingly, staff meetings
employ the concept of the Ojib-wav sharing circle -
which not only makes Native staff more comfom~ble
in expressing themselves but also breaks down the
employee hierm-hv.

Pukaskm’a permits the harwsting  activities set
out in the 1974 amendments to the National Parks Act.
This is unique among federal parks in treaty areas, and
represents a departure from Pw-ks Canada’s own posi-
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tion cm treaty rights. Native people  have access  for the
purposes of hunting, fishing and tmpping - including
the use of snowmobiles for winter harvesting. At the
present time, however, all-terrain vehicles (ATVS)  a-e
bamed. Since these machines are becoming incre~s-
ingly- popular in <Native communities, this is causing
some resentment at the Pic Heron Bay Resewe.  It has
not yet been necessary to deal with the issue of
outboard motors for Native fishing because of the
rugged termin and difficulties of access.

Relations between Parks staff and Aboriginal
people have been demonstr~bly superior to those in
the provincial system - including the nea-bv  Sibley and
Lake Superior Provincial Parks. In 1991, then Ontario
Minister of Natur;l Resources C.J. (Bud) Wildmarr
invited the Pukaskw~ Park Superintendent to offer

6.4.4 Bruce Peninsula National Park,

In 1987, Canada and Ontmio agreed to creme o
new national park in the Bruce  Peninsula, that spec-
tacular portion of the !Niagpra Escarpment which
separates bke Huron from Georgian Bay. The agree-
ment involved the trmsfer  of two existing provincial
parks - Fathom Five Marine zmd Cypress Lake - to
Parks Canada, as well as the acquisition of private
lands.

The Aboriginal people of the peninsula - repre-
sentect t>y tile !mrgeen  U]mway or N:lwash ( upe
Croker) and Saugeen ( South: unpton ) -:lrgue thzit. in
creating this park. the Crown 11:1s breached its otiiga-
tions to them. They base their cl:iim on m 1854 trexy,
under ~vhich their ancestors surrendered some one
:md a half million ficres of kmd in the Bruce Peninsula
to the Crown, so that it could be sold for their benefit.
About 40,000  acres still renmin unsold - and it is some
of this land which has been  trmsfen-ed to P a r k s
Canada fix the Bruce Nation:d P:u-k

xivice to senior parks and conserwtion  officials from
his own ministry on improving such relations.

Recent federd financial cutbacks, however, h~ve
affected Native goodwill. Parks C~nada  mana~ement
has proposed staff layoffs within the Park for fisml
year 1993-94. Leadership of the Pic Heron Bay First
Nation see this action as a violation of the original 1978
federA-provincial agreement.

Pdrks Canach does re~ain full rnmagement  m.r-
thority for Pukaskwa. Land claims may affect this
reality. The Pie-Heron Bay First Nation is considering
a claim to extensive arem of the Superior north shore
- including PukdskwJ National Park. The next demcie
might well see Aboriginal people being formally
brought into the Pw-k’s governing structure.

Ontario

T h e  Saugeen Ojibwav are dem~nding  t h e  re- . .
rum of these unsold Crown kinds. They are also asking -
for a share in the management of all parks, both
provincial and fecier-d, in the Peninsula. This would
include equal represen~ation on the Bowd of Directors
and staff, to effectively control all aspects of Park
management (ARC 1992-93).

The threw parties have had several discussions
:d>out the issue- though norm since May of 1992. Parks
Canada is willing to discuss an :dvisory  role for the
Saugeen Ojibway in prk management. but is not
prepm-ed to concede that the lands in question do not
properly l>e]on~ In the Ntitiorm] Pm-k. For’ its part.
(>ntm-io 11:1s promised the S:iugeen Ojibwav that the .
provincifil park lands will not be formally trmsferred
to C~nada urml their ckurn has been settled (D.lohnston
1993: ptmXmlrn).

6.4.5 Point Pelee National Park,

Almost twen~ ye:ws :igo. Chippe\vas

Ontario

k ml dered by [heir ancestors. To date. hmvever,  no forrmd
southern Ontwio klid cl:linl to ~~h:lt is mm Point Pelee cklim 11:1s either been filed or considered for I:{lidati(m
- arguirr~ that the area h:td nmer been v:llidly  surren- I>v the Depmtrnent of Indian :lncl Northern Affairs.



6.5 parks Canada:  Comprehens ive  C la ims

Within those pw-ts of Canada where there have protected w-em similar [o those in regions north of 60.
been no treaties or Iand claims agreements, Parks This is true of British Columbia, Quebec  xnd New-
Canada and o~her federal government a~encies have foundland-LJbrxlor,
been  attempting to workout interim m-mngements on

6.5.1 Mingan  Archipelago, Quebec

The Conseil Attikam@_re-Mont~gnais  (CAM)
has a comprehensive claim to extensive areas of Que-
bec, includin~ portions of the St. Lawrence north
shore. This is presently in negoti~tion with both
Cmacb  and Quebec.

In 1989, Canada  anti CAM agreed to set up an
interim joint advisory body for Mingan Park, ivlth
four Native representXives  and four appointed by the
federd  Minister. The body is charged tvith review (i’

rnm-ra~ement plans for the pm-k. Subsistence hw-vest-
ing is pemlitted with the p~rk area.

The overall claims negotiations have been sul>-
ject to the charged political climate in Qu&bec over
Aboriginal ri~hts, CAM, in F~ct, has accused the
provincial government of stalling progress on the final
agreement, If true. this is likely to dclav ultimate
detemlinatiorr  of the status of Mingan Pm-k,

6.5.2 Torngat and Mealey Mountains, Labrador

New National  park propo~dls are being consid-
ered for these two important wilderness areas of north-
eastern Canada. In 1979, a feclerd-provincial  agree-
ment was close  to heir-q+ reached on protection of
Tomgat,  but it foundered because of opposition from
Native people.

Both the Labrador lnuit Ass(xxlti(m and the
kl(~n~tgn:lis-.N:lskapi Innu Assoclfitiorr - now the Innu
Nation - argued, rightly, tlmt their abori~ina] rights
had not been considered in any of the park proposals.

In the intervening period, however. both groups have
been recognized in Canada’s comprehensive claims
progmrn. This has helped to ease tensions.

The same tWO-StXgC  StfN~gy  ilppkd K) hhl$+n

will likelv he applied to these regions. ‘Ilere will be on
interim management agreement. guaranteeing Native
involvement m park pkmnmg. And the fiud agree-
ment will undoubtedly be based on those  worked {)ut
in the }’ukon  and Northwest Tcrntories.

6.5.3 (lwaii Haanas/South Moresby, British Columbia

The battle to preseme  the island archipelago is
too well known to need much description. It was a
coalition ofwildemess  acti~’ists and the Haida people,
rather than Parks Cmada  itself, ~vhich spear-headed
the move to protect the area in question from logginS
:Ind (Xher forms of industrial Cielelc)pment.

“Ilw May, 1990 agreement ~vhlch established the
ne~v National Park Resen!e - subject to the H:lida cl:tiln

- prowded for:1 joint Archipelago M:magenwrrt Board.
~vhich WOLIICI guarantee traditional Haida han’estlng
rights :mcl identify sites of specla] splritll:ll-cLlltLlrill
significance tc~ >Tative people, Both parties Ivcre to
revie~v the a~reemerrt W() >ears :ifter it came into
effect. and men’ file rears dwre;lfter.  Tile first rtnmv

was  comple[ed”in i at; 1 ‘)92.

“I_he e.act timet:lblc for rmolution of the H:iida



claim itself - which, like the others in B. C., is consid-
ered a comprehensive claim-has not been determined.
But because of the particular circumstances leding  to

*-the creation of Gwaii Haanas, Parks Can~da may find
certain of its key assumptions challenged.

In the various northern agreements to date,
Parks Canada has insisted on retaining ownership of
all properties. Native people have obtained definite
economic and cultural benefits, as well as a very strong
advisory role, but the Minister of the Environment
makes the ultimate decisions on p~rk management. In
this respect, Canadian agreements have differed from
the recent Australian model - and more resembled the
situation in Alaska. Indeed, Parks Canxka has no pkms

The Council of the Haida Nation, however, has
made it clear that they will be seeking title to. Gwaii
Haanas Park in any ultirmte land claims settlement.
This is because, like most groups in B. C., they are
refusing to surrender their aboriginal title - whatever
the outcome of negotiations. To them, it is a question
of control. Whether they will seek full oper~ting
powers - or will retain the current joint management
authority, through a Ieme back to Canada - is another
issue. Like the Australian government, therefore,
Canada nmy eventually be obliged to reconsider its
policy on park ownership in order to maintain the
protected status of Gwaii Haanas.

to allow co-management in the near futur& (B.
O’Domell  1992: pers.cornm. ).

6.6 Provincial Ferment: British Columbia

As a glance at the maps in Appendix C will
show, virtually all of B.C. is blanketed with land claims
dating back to the province’s entry into Confedera-
tion in 1871, Not only were there no treaties on the
mainland west of the Rockies, but a joint federA-
provincial Royal Commission appointed in 1912 rec-
ommended that 19,000 hectares - including arem long
coveted by settlers-be eliminated from existing Indian
Resewes  and communities as surplus to their require-
ments (Usher 1992:118-1 19). It -WN in this way, for
example, that the scenic  endowment lands at the
Univerwy of British Columbia were “cut off’ from
the Ivlusqueam Indian Reserve. Although the Univer-
sity agreed in 1989 to make the endowment lands a
park, they are still being claimed by the lMusqueam
First Ntition,

Relations between Native people  and the B.C.
provincial government, therefore, have been notori-
ously conflicted. Canack has also been bkuned since
the early 1870’s for not protecting ,Native interests.
This situation may be stw-ting to change. In October of
1991, CanackJ.  British Co]umbiu and Aboriginal groups
agreed to formally establish a Treaty Commission
~vhich - It is hoped - Ixll eventually resolve most of the
outstanding land issues. The Commission itself was
formally :mnounced  on September 21, 1992 in

Squamish, British Columbia. The provincial govern- -
ment has also put forward an interim claims policy.

The ex~ct structure of the commission - along
with its agenda, powers and the priority of the claims
it wlll consider - is still unclear. Nor is it apparent how .
the commission will inter~ct with the separ~te Corn- .
mission on Resources and the Environment hexkd by
Steve Owen. It is obvious that Agreement between the
parties will not be e~sy, Not the least of the problems
will be the interests of third parties such as private
landowners, municipalities and holders of Tree-hrn
Licences.

Where protected w-em will fit in the order of
priorities is not clear. Early signals have been mixed.
On the positive side, the provincial government has
announced the creation of eight new parks since the
spring of 1992. One of these is the Nis$~’a Memorial
Lava Bed Provincial Pm-k or Anhluut”ukwsirn Laxmihl
Angwinga’asanskwh]  Nisga’a,  consisting of 17,683
hectares of land in the Nass Vdlev  north of Temice.  It
was the ~is~~’a Tribal Council ~vho approached the
provincial government to create the park.

The Park has been created without prejudice to
the Nisga’a land claim. and will be managed  jointly by
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[he Nisga’a Trihdl Council and B.C. Parks. Both
parties have begun -working on a draft management
plan. Like the HaicIa, the Nisg~’a have consistently

. taken a position :q+inst final surrencier of their aborigi-
nal rights. It will be interesting to see whether, follow-
ing iin eventual land claims a~reement. the P:irk re-
mains jomtlv ma’naged,  whether title will revert to the
Province, or whether the Nisga’a will obmin control
of the entm facility,

This pamcular park is a relatively small arcz~. A
gre:i[er test will come with proposals to permanently
safeguard  I:lrge  natural regions of the province. In
1991. for example, the Hfiisla (Tsimshian) of the com-
mumty of Kitimaat proposed the recognition and
protection of the Greater Kitlope Ecosystem in the
Gardner Canal area of the north tout. This 400.000
hectare area, lvhich constitutes the southern half of the
traditional territory claimed by the Haish, borders
‘I”iveedsmulr Proiincitil  Park to the s(mthwest.

.% Yvith most such proposals in B. C., the spur to
:Ictlon c:lme from forest company plans to hxvest
timber In the w-es, The Kidope is considered to be the
last unlogged watershed of tempemte rainforest in the
world. A brief scientific reconnaissance commissioned
I>v [he Haisla has highlighted the culturA and ecologi-
cal significance of the region. To chte, B.C. has not
responded to the proposal.

The attltuck of the new provincial government
to tlmtwr hanwstmg has, in fact, caused concern in
both Al xmgirul  and environmental circles. In late
1~)~1. the  Gitks:l~~-\Ve~suwet’en, ~vho b(xderthe  Haisla

tt> the II( xth - and whose  Itincl claim IS presently before
[he B.C. Court of .Appeal - agreed with the province
that both sicles ~voulcl  begin ne~otiatinx a Frxnmw)rk
:i~reement coverin~ mmy  issues, inciuLIing interim
Ixotectlon  for traditional lands. In early 1992, how-
mer.  the B.C. F(xests Minister allowecl the forest

company Westtir to transfer a Tree Farm Licence
uo~>erin~ s o m e  of’ those  lands to Repap Ltd. T h e
Licence s t i l l  had  15 years to r u n .  The Gitksan-
WetsuIvet’en argued that the government should not

6.7 Provincial Ferment: Ontario

‘rk h) VIIXX Of On[ariO - 11’here the IMITM?S  Of

Temagarnl.  ,ll~onyuin  :md Quetlco  ]Mve all m a d e

autormticdlv  allow the transfer. since the issue of land
title was not vet settled. They had proposed that, at the
very lw~st.  the implementation of the licence  should be
made conditional on settlement of the land claim.
Although the Premier suspended the Forests Minister
- a former Repap employee - for apparent conflict of
interest, the transfer has been allowed to stmd.

In B. C., more than in any other region of the
country, Aboriginal people  and conservationists have
expressed a shared interest in protecting wild arem
from uncontrolled resource development. This has
been true of P~cit’ic Rim and the adjoining Cm-rnanah
and W~lbrm  valleys on the west coast of Vancouver
Island, of the Stein Valley and of the Kitlope. But, as
hrry Berg has argued in a recent M.A. thesis for the
[;niversry  of Victoria, until recently there had been
little meaningful communimtion  between the groups.

The two solitudes have been  reinforced by
Aboriginal concxmtmtion on issues of title and politi-
cal control. Some lexiers - such as Don Ryan, the
spokesman for the Gitksan-Wetsuwet’en  - have alien-
ated conservationists by m-guing that natiomd or pro-
vincial pwks constitute a third-party interest on WJ-
tive lands, Some conserwtionists,  on the other hand,
have arm~gonized Aboriginal people by highlighting
concerns about issues such as alleged Native
overharvesting of intertidd resources near Pacific Rim
(CPAWS-BC, 1989).

In some areas, this has begun to change. For
much of 1992, the Western Canada’Wi]demess Coln-
mittee (WCV7C) has been consulting with the three
Nuwch3h-nukh  (Nootka)  bands who c]aim aborigi-
nal title over the regmn being proposed as the West
Comt Trail Rainforest. WCWC has acknowledged
that the Nuu-chah-nukh w’ere not consulted when
tree  hml licences  and Pocific Rim National Park
Reseme wwrt! imposed cm their territory. While t!x-
plaining their views on minforest prottxmon. WCWC
also recogr-uzes that preservation “must be carried out
in a way that directly benefits the native owners”’.

headlines - rinks next to British Columbia in contro-
t“ersv (n”er n’i]derness \’a]LIes. p~rks and protected
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areas. There too, aboriginal issues are very much on
the public agenda.

. In September of 1991, Premier Bob Rae for-
mally signed a Statement of Political Relationship with
repr&entatives  .of Ontario Aboriginal orgmiimtions.
In keeping with these principles, Ontario has an-
nounced that the “creation of all new provincial p~rks
and protected ndturdl  heritage  arvas will  respect al]

treaty  ancl  aboriginal rights”. A ccmsul~ation  process
has been undertaken to that end.

How the consultation will work out in practice
is still to be determined. Relations in the past between
pdrks personnel and the {Native  community have
ranged from cool to hostile. Although some aboriginal
people have been employed within the system, On-
tario is typical of the provinces in never hxving ac-
knowledged treaty or aboriginal rights to harvest
wildlife within parks. In the remote north of Ontario,
it is government policy, not legal  recognition, which
has permitted Native hunting and trapping. Like Parks
Cana&a, Ontmio has always considered parks to be
“occupied” Crown lands for the purposes of the trea-
ties.

Aboriginal people are alredy demanding XXess
to existing parks for subsistence pursuits. Others want
pdrk land for community purposes. Current negotia-
tions between the Ontario Native AfF~irs Secretariat
md the Nishnawbe-Aski  Nation, which represents
many of the northern bands, might possibly result in
a change of status for p~rt.s of Polar Bear and Webequie
Provincial Parks. The Minister of Natural Resources
and Native Afliirs, however, has publicly assured
conservatiomsts  that certmn \vildemess or conserv;l-
tion values will be protected in any settlements -with
aboriginal people,

Given that manv proposed protected areas arc
close to areas of Native settlement, particukdy  in
northern Ontmio, the types of ecomxnic  and cultural
guamntees contained in new parks agreements for
northern (2mdcia will undoubtedly be necessary. En-
vironrnentai activists are a]readv proposing such guar-
antees in talks ~vith local Native groups. In doing so,
the conserwmon  movement has learned a lesson from
the mid- 1970’s. Aithough aborigin~l people md con-
servationis~s joined together in fighting the Reed Paper

proposal to log several thouszmd hectares north of’
Sioux Lookout, a simultaneous proposal for the Ogoki-
Albany wilderness area foundered - in part becmse of
lack of Native support.

At the Tri-Councd meeting in Aylmer, Que-
bec, in late November. 1992, the Hon. Bud Wilciman
announced the creation of several new provincial
parks and the enlargement of others, as part of On-
tario’s commitment to the goals of the l%km~ered
Spaces Campaign, His statement also reassured tibo-
ri,ginal people that their interests would be considered
before  any final decisions were taken. Nevertheless,
there is still some potential conflict over the le@ basis
of those interests. For example, the superintendent of
a new provincial park between the Moon River and
the south channel of Parry S(mnd has stated that
government ‘“policy”’ ~vill permit Native trdpping
there (Toronto .Var, 31 Od. 1989: B7 ). This Inay seem
like ~ concession - ~~~~pt that. to the Ojibwas of
ncm-by Wassocksing  ( Parry Island) Rcscrvc,  their hunt-
ing and tmppin~ arc not policy matters, but rights
guarmteeci  to  them by  the 1 8 5 0  Ik)binson-Huron . .
Treat y. ,.

The new Moon River park has also attracted the
outright hostility of local non-Native residents,’ who
will be prevented from hunting or trapping on what
used to be unoccupied Crown land. Some of the
hostility, for obvious reasons, is directed at Native .’
people (Toronto Star, 31 Oct.’1989:B7). This is becom-
ing a province-~vide phenomenon, :Is the example of
Algonquin Park already shows. At !east some of the
antip~thv  to ,Native  huntin~ within Algonquin bounck-
ries is based on resentment of :lbori~ind rij$ts. On-
tario’s recent attempt to rtach  a land-claims settlement
with the Mississagi First ,N:ltion near Blind River -
which woLI]d see their existing Reseme enlarged - has
sparked protests from a similar c(xdition of tourist
outfitters and local hunters and anSlers.

In most provinces, rural anti northern residents
treat fish and \Iildlife  on unoccupleci Crown land as
common propew resources. This is guaranteed to
provoke conflict. not just w’ith atxxiginfil peop]e, but
~vith ~overnmental  initiatives on pinks and protected
:ireas. How’ Ontm-io anti the other provinces reconcile
these ciifferences will Imve a major bearing on the
sLIccess of the EnclfinRereci Spaces Campaign.
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6.7.1 Temagami

One working model for ccxyxmtive  land man-
agement has resuked from the longstanding lNative
claim to 6,OOO hectares of northeastern Onvario - and
the related stm’ggle over logging of old-growth forests.

In June of 1990, the Teme-augarna Anishnabai
(TAA ) and the Ontario government jointly issued a
Memormciurn of Uncierstmcting which announced
[he commitment of the two pm-ties to reach a trmty of
co-existence. The TAA was guarmteed  the right to
review timber management plans for the entire land
claim area. ihd the two parties agreed to set up a joint
stewardship authority for four townships in the
Tema$~mi region which included the Wakimika tri-
angle, where much of the old growth red and white
pme were located. [n the meantime, no new forest
t )pmations were to be cm-ried  on in the four townships,

The Wendaban  Stewardship Authority be$an
~oper~tions  in May of 1991, The body has twelve voting
members - six appointed by each side - met a non-
voting chair appointed by agreement of Ontario and
the TAA. The six Ontmio  appointees span a broad
spectrum of opinion - including two former members
of the Terna~~mi Wilderrress Society, the Reeve of
Tema$~mi Township, and the general manager of a
sawmill in Sturgeon Falls, Decisions of the group are
reached by consensus, which in this context is consid-
ered to be two-thirds.

The Authority is n(x an advisory body to the
(>ntario kIinistry of Natural Resources. proposed
legislation WI1l  give It jurisdiction over the four town-
ships. Although there Ixlve been many conflicting
points ofview  on resource development, none of the
group decisions to date have split on racial lines - which
has surprised manv local people. The Authority is
preparing a Forest Stewardship Plan ~~ith public in-
put, which will prolicie direction for resource rn2md~~-

ment within its jurisdiction under its stated goals of
“sustained ]ife and sustainable development”.

The mandate of the Authority. which is rene~v-
able on a yearly basis, has been e.xtendecl to Qt least the
fd of 1993. This is also the new target date for the

proposed tremy ofco<xistence  with the Teme-augama
Anishnabai. Both sides have announced that the treaty
-will provide for areas of sole stewardship for both
Ontario and the TAA, as well as a zone of shared
stewardship. Although the gec+pphicd extent of each
is being negotiated, it is probable that the Wenckdban
Authority will be folded into the eventual shared
stewardship b+. Its exact future rmke-up  is still not
known.

Interestingly, the Wendabm townships are sepa-
rated by only one township from the LJciy Evelvn-
Smoothwater  Wilderness Park, which was created by
the former Davis government in the ew_ly 1980’s after
considerable environmental lobbying - and with the
tacit support of the Teme-au~~ma  Anishnabai. Like all
Crown land in the region, the Park is up for negotia-
tion - although the Minister has repeated his assurances
about the protection of conservation values in any
negotiated settlement.

.-

The TAA have considered insisting that the
Park become part of its sole stew~rdship m-da. Failing
that. they suggest, jurisdiction over the area would be
shared. In either case, the TAA would prefer to see the
area managed differently - with some zones allotted for .
forest harvesting, some for recremion access  and some -
remainin~ classed as wilderness. The latter category
would include other areas not presently in the Park,
such as the old growth forests presently under the
Wendaban  Stewardship Authority’s jurisdiction.

If the TAA position is eventu~lly advanced. it
would resemble recommendations made by the Cana-
dian Parks and V7ilckrness Society (CPAWS) at the -~
height of’ the Temagami  controversy. When Kevin
)lcNamee  and other conservation represenr~tives met
with Chief Gary P(xts, they realized that earlier pro-
posals made by some environmentalists for a govem-
ment-mmq+d wiktemess  resem’e were unaccepwble
to aboriginal people. CPAWS therefore urged th~t
:Lborigimrl rights be respected and that cerwin areas -
such m the old gg-owth red and white pine forests - be
protected. In their view. the principles were more
important than the nwchmism  used to achieve them
(CPAWS-B.C.,1989).



Conclusions

Natiuepeople do not want to recreatea  world that
has uanisbed/...1 Tlxy do not wish to return to hfe
in t@sand i~loos.  i%~arecitizen.s  oftbetwentieth
centu~. However, just because Nativepeople  use
the tecbnolo~ of the dominant socie[v, tbatfact
does tlot mean that tbeysbould[earn  no bisto?y
except that  oj-tbe dominant societv, or that the-y
sbouldbegowrned  by European institutions alone,
Natiuepeople want to develop institutions oftheir
ownfibioning;  tbevareeagertosee  tbeircultures
gmu~andcbange  in directions tbeybavecbosenfor
tbernsehxs.

%omasBe~e~ 1991

[t has alu ICIW heenpart ~fba.sic  btlman  e.xperie~zce
to live itz a CLtltLt  re ofu ‘ilderne.ss, ‘Zbere has been no
loilderna-s  without some kind oj-ht  { ma}zpresence
.forsevera[buncired tbousalzdvears. iVature  i.s flot
ap[ace  to visit,  it isbome - and within that home
territo~  there are morefamiliarand [essfamdiar
pkzces.

Ga~SrzVder, naturahst  andpoet, 1990

R  ega-dIess of i ts  exact ccmtcmrs a rww ieve] of

authority - Native self-government - is being created in
C~nxia.  Despite the failure of the Charlottetown
Accord, that process is now irreversible. When it is
complete. the aboriginal people  of Canada will argu-
ably have mu-e powers than  any other indigenous
[~rotlps in the world. While some members of then
general Canadian society envision the creation of
ethnic enclaves and fem the potential destabilization of
the body politic, the recognition of the inherent right
to self-government is a crucial goal for aboriginal
people. It is part of their roxl to self-respect and
community control.

Self-government will have a particular impact
on relations with the provinces md territories. While
most aboriginal people  see themselves as Cw-wiians -
and as Nisga’x. Inuit or Cree - few have ever regwded
themselves as citizens of British Columbia, or Ontmio,
or Nova Scotia. To them, provincial governments
have alwavs been the representative institutions of
non-,Native  settlers.

This explains the frequent insistence by aborigi-
nal leaders that talks now be conducted with them on
a “government to government” basis. They see their
eventual self-governing institutions as being at least
parallel in status to those of the provinces. Ontario was
the first jurisdiction to formally acknowledge this fact,
in the August 1991 Statement of Political Relationship.

The federd  government and many provinces
argue that Native self-government will only apply to
existing Indian Reserves or community lands created
through negotiation. This is definitely not the view of
aboriginal political lexkx-s.  They point out that the
1982 Constitution Act alrexiy  recognizes and affirms
their existing aboriginal and tre~ty rights. As several
recent Supreme Court decisions have made dear -
including the Simotz. $arrow  and Sioui cases - these
rights include priority of access to unoccupied  Crown
lands and waters for hunting, fishing, tmpping and -.
other subsistence pursuits. Governments may well “-
have difficulty rnainmining the view that parks and
protected areas w-e “occupied” Crown lands which
prevent the exercise of tre&y and aboriginal rights.

Claims settlements in the Northwest Territo- .
ries and Yukon already acknowledge aborigir-ml  inter- .
ests in archaeological sites and aretis of cultural or
spiritual significance on non-settlement lands. This is
a trend in provincial heritage legislation as well, one
which will give Native people a s~y in the management
of lands off their Reserves or settlements. Parks and
protected areas are bound to be included in this
category.

The combin~tion, therefore, of self-~ovemment
initfidtives, the settlement of native claims. and consti-
tutional recognition of treaty and aboriginA rights
will have an obvious impact on both the Endangered
Spaces CanlpJi&m and on protected area management
in general. As we have seen, this 11x already happened
in some areas- particularly those under federd jurisclic-
tion, such w the Yukon and Northwest Territories,
The results there luve been largely positive. Both
Canada and aboriginal groups have agreed to provide
for new nrotected areas 2s Dart of land ~l~ims Se[[}e-

1

Inents.  The Inuvialuit. Inuit and other groups in the
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Yukon and Northwest Territories have also ensured

that their interests - including employment opportuni-
ties and cultural survival through continued hm-vest-

‘. ing rights - are fully protected as well.

Within the provinces, however, the situation is
much more problematic. It has been hard enough to
reach land claim settlements between aboriginal peo-
ple and the federd  government alone. The addition of
the provinces and private orthird-pdrty  interests makes
agreements that much more difficult. ilnd in prov-
inces like Ontario, the unrelenting hostility of angler
and hunter groups to treaty and aboriginal rights has
greatly complicated the task.

Virtually all of British Columbia is or will be
subject to Native claims of one sort or another. The
same is true of large portions of Quebec  and the
Maritimes, which also lYAve few, if any, tre~ties with
their ~~tive inhabitant. The pr~irie provinces are
blanketed with claims based on Trtzdty entitlement. A

September, 1992, mmouncement  in Saskatchev~n
commits the three levels of government - Saskatche-
wan First Nations being the third - to negotiate and
settle the considerable areas of land still owing to
aboriginal people under treaties signed between 1874
and 1910. Some lands with conservation potential rndy
well be selected. In Albem~ and Manitoba. as already
noted, claims have been advanced to p~rcels of existing
national parks. Ontario, too, has outstmciing claims
issues in addition to that involving Algonquin Park.

In much of the countrv, therefore, it is the
Yative political a~enck~  which t;dl  influence protected
area programs, not the other  way around, In northern
Quebec, for ewrnple.  the Cree are interested in park
proposals because they see them as one means of
halting James E3av II. Their kinsmen in western James
Bay have similar goals for the Moose River basin, If
parks or protected arem will prevent further hych-o-
electric development on the rivers leading to the bav.
then they are in favour. The same is true of Montagruis
from the lower north shore of the St. Lawrence. They
too want to stop hydro-electric  development in their
trxiitiorxd homeland.

be happening in British Columbia, where tensions
between ~boriginal groups and environmentalists -
exxerb~ted by government decisions about areas like
Clavoquot Sound and T~tshenshini - are rising, as each
side pursues its own goals.

These tensions flow from the ciiffenn~ view-
points summm-izeci in the course of our discussion.
hd they are highlighted in the exchange of’ letters in
Z%eGIobeandMailwith  which we begin. It is therefore
worth posing the questions again. Does allowing abo-
riginal people motorized access  violate the fundanwn-
tal protected svatus of px-ks. as Robert Reguly argued?
Should the “few rights the aboriginal people have left”,
to quote  Professor Kent McNeill,  take precedence
over the plemure of canoeists and campers? Or should
trexies  be interpreted, according to Kenneth ~J. Ekattie,

(rely  in the light of” mociern principles (i resource
nun~gemcnt?

So long as the argument pits Native subsistence
a~~inst the recreational needs of an urbmized  Seneral
socie~, then ~boriginal people  will Awavs have the ,
moral upper hand. Indeed, their message to conserva-
tionists - and to government - is that, without respect
for existing treaty and aboriginal rights, new consema-
tion agreements will not be possible. They will no
longer allow their rights to be sacrificed on the altar of
some larger pubiic interest. In that sense, their corm .
ments area  rebuke to Messrs Reguly and Beattie. In the -
planning of new protected areas, aboriginal people
also expect to be involved from the very beginning.

They want protected area  managers to realize that

their participation m planning and management is not

d threat. but a guarantee ot’ their  (nvn livelihood and a

positive contribution  to the preservation c)fnild spaces.

But Kenneth Beattie raises another issue when
he warns that uncontrolled exploitation of natural
resources results in the destructi(m ofthose  resources.
“regardless Of the racial ori~in of the exploiters”. Wild

SPJCCS eV~~hCre  are shrinking or vanishins  :l]to-
g~[]ler I>efore relentless human pressure. Et’en in a
country as thinly populated as Canada. some plant anti
animal species ha~e already become  exlinct and many
more are vulnerable.

In other regions of the country, it is possible that
the cltiims process will slow’. rather than speed up,
progress towards the year 2000 target date for the
Endangered Spxes Campaign. This already seems to

Consemationists  do not accept that treaty and
:lboriynal  ri@ts should e~er be an end in themselves
--- despite ~~hat Professor Kent NlcYeill has to say ---
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,

particularly if they substitute one type of human
predator for another. In southern Candda, faced with
the twin pressures of urbanization and industrial de-
velopment, conservationists continue to see aborigi-
nal interests as secondary to the ultimate survival of
wildlife and namx-al areas.

Conservationists and aboriginal people should
not be expected to agree on goals or tactics. What is
needed is respect for alternate positions so that gains
can be realized. While the two sides rndy differ on their
ultimate objectives, they do have common interests.
One is a shared antipathy to the type of large-scale
resource development which has ravaged much of this
country. Another is a commitment to the ethos ex-

pressed recently by naturalist Ron Reid - that, while
humans have become the dominant species on edrth,
“we still have a Cdrdindl responsibility to share our
whole planet with all other living creatures, plant and
animal, that evolved here” (1992:46).

As the example of Gwaii Haanas/South Moresby
clearly shows, the advantages of common action far
outweigh the disadvantages. Even reluctant provincial
governments can be persuaded to come along. To
paraphrase a saying commonly used by Aborigird
leaders, both groups do not have to travel in the sdme
canoe. But they can certainly share a waterway - and
even arrive at a common destination.

=.
._
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Appendix A
(Source: The Globe and Mail)

Rallying to keep the wilderness wild
77wpwl@lIf  &id fomn-h)iMskrT1@

mmi  pmcmmg  Onmno  I Wd&7sms
—  Omno  NDP poky paper.  Gmmg
the Party. Grccnmg  !hc Prnwrax.  Mardi.
Iwu

BY ROBERT UGIJLY

THE NDP  gov~ne  of DaeaM  u
agmeablcmtbc dcmadada  Smakl
band of lqd!ana  that n ksc gwen the
cxcluswe  ngJII  to use motorboasa  on

one-tksmf  of the kak13  us Quemm  Wdder.
ncss Park.

The Lac  La Crosx  Opbway  band of 2S4
remdcnts  afso wants asrmaft-fandissg  nghu
onmnozkakes  to fcnylapyingqalrls  !lsb
crmm for Its  21 gusdu,  and the enmc  park
opened  up 10 its 20 uappefs,  using scsowmo.
bales

Them demands have unleashed a fluny  of
proust from canoci.su  and campers on both
s!des of the borda who Want to keep  the
park m the namraf,  moem-t%e  state it is
su~d  to be.

All forms of mechanized travel — mchsd-
ing outboard motors, aircraft, all-urrain  vc-
hickes a n d  -  machinca within  the
4,5Lt&square-kifossseuc  pmvinciaf  park
were banned when it was dccfared  a wilder-
ness area us 1977, 64 yeas  affes  the park
was created. Hunting and  logging also are
bamed.

The  41mari0  Prcsmncial  Parks Plannm&
~d ~~ P01iii5s  of 1978  &he
w]ldemess  parks as “substantial areas
where the forces of namre  are pennmed  to
funmon freely and wk vsutots  travel  by
non.mechanized mcam and espenence
cxpassswe  sohtucle,  challenge @ personal
integration wish namm”

W_hets  Quetico  was declased  a tidemess
park, the La f-a Croix band outside  the
southwest boundary was granted a ‘rcm~
my” exemption to ssse  muboasd  motomms
SIX lakes and pm of a river  reside the park
adjacent to the  reserve.

Natural Resowos  Minister Bud Wild.
man last summer gmmed the fndtans  me
same pnvllegaa  m thmcmme  lakes — and
bmight  them 24 new 14-foot kmas  with I C-
homepowr  motors  to use on afk  mnc lakes.
But he put on hold the band’s demands for
an addmomd  seven lakes — mcludmg  two
of the largess — at  !he  far eastern end of the
*. Wdmg  Publlcmsdtauon.

That consultanon  mnk the form of two
public meenngs  by the Ontario Provincml
Park  CmmcII  at Ankokan,  the gamway  TO
the park,  and ‘flIunder  Bay. The miasstry
aiaa  sacawed  dOO baiefs  - haffofthem  from
Americans. The U.S. Bomsday  Waters  Ca-
noe  Asea (BWCA) ~ pafk adjoma
QmtIcu tulpc south, m Minnesota.

Lawn prmesnng  the opcnmg  of the park
to motorboats and fload planes, even to
Ind]ans,  came from Fnmds  of the BWCA,
the Fcdcranon  of clmno  Natumhms,  the
Wdd]ands  League  and Frimds  of Queoco

Park. a 40&mcmber  orgmua:ion  cOm-

~ @@Y of area resdcnts.  ‘Mint PI”.
* have a lot of concerns about mcch-
animd  ose of she park, - says Qumco sqper-
Intmderd  .fay  Leather. -If the  ecmsomtc
and sod  needs of cbe  Lac La Cmlx  band
lead to expanded  uscofdmpatk,  mmt~
ple want !hose  sights summed (cxpn’mon
dams fixed) to that the wil*  character
of the park can kc preaesved.

- Ccrsaudy,  non-mechanized use IS the
philosophy underpnming  the park. -

T“, ph~~~~~~tit~~.
her m xrmmmendations  to the minister at
lbeendof  A@.A4r,Wti,wbcsia
bhws to favour  the h-dims’  expanded de-_ .

wdb&dus  daisicmby  SLWMSI=.
The Park”s  ofricial  @xtfefnsa a r e .  T o
_ ~  pm-y  aigmficamelemsmts
of she natural and culmrak  landscape of
Qu.mco  Park  from human mffuewm  or dis-
mpnon  by penmmng  the forcesof  mm-c  to
tlmcncm  tkccly,  only  caking action  where

a%x%%&f%xY!’i&
ag-t  of the tishcnca  reaoum

‘“E%%YXK%’7:Z
fourda  fdung mps mto the park shss P

KatS4S  apsson.motorboataml~
included.

$%3?II:7TZ[FL5
summcn  a! fk Lac La CnJIx  fmrst  nn~
station. ‘They mm  [0 usc mmmtsoasa  cm
Sturgeon hke,  one of the  mapr  mmsmada
of canoe mutes for wldemcss  trawl  m Qsse-
tico  Rssk.  Thy want ● ucraft to N there.
100,  “

-rhct9a9Revlscd  mlWiCyfar  Qo&
tico  f%rk.  ‘ to  gwde ~ of IhC
park OWfhe.xtloym-s
Stronger Iegaf  profccrton  !ot wkimnm

!%rksBmh..,
asks and zonei  wdf bc mvcsmgamd  ~

‘Qumco  Park comma  10 bc me  of the
treasures of the  Dnsano  @s Syslmls JeA-
ous  fmstccuon  of m unique wddemus n.
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Native use of Quetico assured by treaty
I was disturbed by the one-sidedness of
Robert Reguly’s  recent articIe,  Rallying To
Keep The Wilderness Wild (May 18). It
conveyed the impression that the Ontario
government is “giving” the Lac La Croix
oji~wav Privileges within  Quetico Park
which violate the park’s status as a wilder-
ness area.

In fact, the area was part of the
Ojibway’s traditional territory long before
the idea of wilderness areas was even con-
ceived. When the Ojibway signed Tleaty
No. 3 with the federal Crown in 1873, thev
were assured that it would be a long time
before the lands outside their reserves were
wanted, and in the meantime they could
continue to fish and hunt over them. The
treaty itself repeated this assurance,
exempting only such lands as m]ght  from
time to time be required for “settlement,
mining, lumbering or other purposes. ”
Moreover, the government promised to
supply the Ojibway  with ammunition and

twine for nets every year in perpetuity so
that they could continue to pursue rheir
usual avocations of hunting and fishing.

The Supreme Court of Cana& has re-
peatedly said that treatres are to be inter-
preted in the aboriginal peoples’ favour,
and that they can pursue their rights to
hunt and fish with modem methods. ~he
Supreme Court has also said that treaties
must be interpreted in their historical and
cultural context, as the aboriginal parnks
would have understood them.

Neither the Ojibwav  nor the treaty Corn
missioners could have contemplated in
1873 that “other purposes” might include
the creation of wilderness parks. indetd,
the very idea of wilderness would probably
have been incomprehensible to the Ojib-
wav.

So if anyone has granted privileges in
this case, it is probably the Ojibway who
have permitted the Ontario government to
create Quetico Park, as long as their own

rights are respected. Mr. Regidy  — and
others who have been protesting against
O]ibway use of these lands — ought to r-e.
fleet on the fact that, while the abongfml
peoples once possessed alf of Canada, only
about 0.3 per cent of the country has been
set aside as Indian reserves. Most of the
other lands have been taken from them.

I am not against the Creation  of parks or
wilderness areas, but surely the few rights
the aboriginal peoples have Ief? should
take precedence over the pleasure of ca.
noeists and campers who; as Mr. Reguly
writes, “want to keep the park in the natu-
ral, motor-free state it is supposed to be. ”
What arrugance to teU the Ojibway  who
have hr.mted  and fished over these lands
for hundreds if not thousands of years
what state they are $tspposed to be in!

Kent McNeil, Professor
Osgoode Hal! Law Sehoed

Downaview, Ont.

Fishing privileges should be restricted
Re Kent McNeif’s letter Native Use Of
Quetico Assured By ‘Reaty (May 30):

We cannot deny that aboriginal Cana-
dians were badly treated in the past, or
that many land claims should be settled
promptly and fairly. But Mr. McNeil’s
letter is an excellent example of the
shallow thinking that pervades our politi-
cal and legal systems with regard to abo-
riginal “rights.”

It’s all very well on paper for the Su-
preme Court to say that native people can
pursue their right to hunt and fish with
modem methods, and that “treaties must
be interpreted in their historical and cultu-
ral context, ” to quote Mr. McNeil.

That position does not take into
account the hard realities of modem-day
resource exploitation. The Lac La Croix
band wants expanded motorized access
to Quetico Park because they have ai-
ready depleted the fish stocks in the Que-
tico lakes to which they have had access

in the past. Is excessive utilization a good
reason for throwing open more of an area
that is supposed to be protected for future
generations?

It would be far more sensible, regard-
lus of the original intent and understand-
ing of the treaties, to interpret them its the
light of current more generous under-
standing of human rights and more en-
lightened principles of resource manage-
ment.

Mr. McNeil points out that neither the
Ojibwa nor the treaty cornmissionem
could have contemplated, in 1873, the
creation of wilderness parks. He neglects
to mention that our society has come a
long way since 1873 in understanding the
need to conserve rather than exploit. Nor
does he mention the inconvenient fact
that in other areas where native people
have been given unrestricted hunting and
fishing privileges (eg. the overharvest of
Winnipeg River sturgeon) the results
have been rather unfortunate.

The bottom line is that uncontrolled
exploitation of natural resources results in
the destruction of those resources, regard-
less of the racial origin of the exploiters.

Native self-government is an idea
whose time has come. Regardless of the
model adopted (municipal, territorial, or
even independent statehood), it wouid be
reasonable for those governments to have
the power to set resource poiicies within
their own geographical areas, as the exist-
ing provinces and territories now do, But
it is not reasonable for a small group to be
given the privilege of raping an wset that
belongs to all the peopie of Ontario.

As for Mr. McNeii’s  insulting use of the
word “arrogance” to describe those who
question the irresponsible actions of a
giveaway-oriented government, the term
is better applied to the politicians and law-
yers who have put Algonquin and Que-
tico Parks on the bargaining table. Their
public-be-damned attitude is insufferable.

Kenneth G. Beattie, Toronto

——



Appendix B
(Source: Department of Indim and Northern Affairs, 1992)
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Appendix C
(Source: Department of Indian and Northern Affairs, 1992)
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WWF and Indigenous Peoples

WWFsultimategoal istostop, andeventuallyreverxe, tbeacce!erating  degradation of
ourplanet k natural environment, and to help build afuture in which humans live in
barmoriy with nature. m works with indigen ouspeoples around the world to
implement this mission. Some examples ofthis work within and outside ofCanada are
included below.

● In Mauritania, WYVF is working in the Bane D’Arguin  National Park with the
Immguen  people to help them maintain sustainable fisheries practices and to develop and
manage a fisheries co-opemtive.

. In IrianJaya, WV(T is working with the Hatam people in the Arfak Mountain Strict
Nature Reserve. The Hatam people helped delineate the park boundaries and are
experimenting with cottage industries in the buffer zone, including butterfly ranching and
small-scale market gardening.

● In Pakistan, _ is working with the World Conservation Union and the
Shirnshali  people to resolve a conflict over usage zones h the fiunjerab National park. . .
The Shimshali  people want the right to graze their animals traditionally in the park.
Conservationists want a guarantee that this will be controlled, and a hunting ban on Snow
Leopard and Marco Polo Sheep upheld.

. In Zimbabwe, the CAMPFIRE wildlife utilization programs on communally held
lands are taking the pressure off national parks and protected == With suPPo~ from . .
=, these pilot programs involve villagers hunting wildlife in a sustainable way and
profiting from conservation.

● In the United States, _ is working with the Hoopa Indians in Northern
California to ensure sustainable development of the reservation land where the Hoopa
have lived for at least 10,000 years. So Far, 30,000 trees, including Douglas Fir and some
Redwood have been replanted.

● In Canada, W’W’F has worked with the Inuit community of Clyde River, Baffin
Island, to devise a conservation plan to protect critical habitat for endangered bowhead
whales at Isabella Bay. 6’Igalirtuuq”,  the community’s proposal for a marine National
Wildlife Area and Biosphere Reserve, is moving forward through the approvals process
for the new territory of Nunavut.
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World Wildlife Fund Canada is part of an international network of 28 organizations around the world,
dedicated to swing the diversity of life on earth. Since its founding in 1961, WWF hds supported more
than 7,000 projects worth $800 million in 130 countries.

WWF’s Mi.ssionfor the 1990S  is to achieve the consewation  of the planet’s biological diversity by:

● Preserving genetic, species and ecosystem diversity;

● Ensuring that the use of renewable natural resources is sustainable both now and in
the longer term, for the benefit of all life on Earth;

● Promoting actions to reduce, to a minimum, pollution and the w~steful exploitation
and consumption of resources and energy.

WWF pursues this mission in Canada  through three major conservation programs: Endangered
S@?cies, EndangemdSpaces,  anti Wi[dhfe  To.xico[ogYznd  in Latin &nerica  through the G~~ardian  ojlbe
Rainfomst  Campaign.
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