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MOLLY:	Yeah.	I	can't	hear	anything	and	I	just	realized	Eugene	may	have	–	

EUGENE:	This	is	the	volume	control	right	here.		

MOLLY:	Okay.		

EUGENE:	That	doesn’t	do	anything.	

MOLLY:	Oh.	[pause]	Okay…	[pause]	

[3:59]	

MOLLY:	Hey	everyone.	Sorry	about	the	long	tech	lag.	So,	we	are	just	tesYng	technology	right	now.	I	can	
see	that	there's	some	aZendees	that	are	already	here	but	we're	formally	starYng	the	webinar	at	5:00	
p.m.	PST,	so	we’re	just	checking	tech	with	Eugene	right	now	and	folks	are	welcome	to	hop	back	on	at	
five.		

EUGENE:	Or	you	can	hear	our	mike	check.	

MOLLY:	Yeah	[laughs].	For	like,	40	minutes.	That	being	said,	Eugene,	can	you	hear	me	OK	and	see	me	OK?	

EUGENE:	Yeah.		

MOLLY:	Cool.	

EUGENE:	Yeah,	same?	

MOLLY:	Yes.	

EUGENE:	OK,	good.	

MOLLY:	And	now	that	I've	promoted	you	to	–	

EUGENE:	I’ll	try	to	get	my	cat	in	here.	There	we	go.		

MOLLY:	OK,	great	[laughs].	A	much	beZer	view.	

EUGENE:	-	much	darker,	sorry.	

MOLLY:	I	feel	like	I’m	backlit,	so	I'm	gonna	probably	move	a	liZle	but	yeah.	So,	I	think	folks,	I	mean,	
basically	I	just	wanted	to	check	in	with	you	about,	like,	speaking	notes	and	make	sure	that	you	feel	all	
good	to	go	so	maybe	let’s	hop	on	just	a	phone	call	separately	and	then	rejoin	this?	Just	so	that	folks	
don't	-	I	don't	know	how	you	feel	about	that-	



EUGENE:	Okay,	you	wanna	call	me?	

MOLLY:	Yeah,	sure.		

EUGENE:	OK.	So	I'm	gonna	close	this-	

MOLLY:	Yeah,	sure.	

EUGENE:	Okay.	

MOLLY:	Okay,	cool.		

EUGENE:	[waves]	See	you	soon,	everyone!		

MOLLY:	[laughs]	Bye,	everybody.	

[pause,	both	videos	are	off]	

[5:56]	

MOLLY:	Hey,	how's	it	going?	Yeah	well	I	-	yeah	I	just	wanted	to	check	in	with	you	before	we're,	like,	in	
front	of	however	many	people	join	this	thing,	and	see	if	there's	anything	that	you	wanted	to	talk	about	
ahead	of	Yme?	Um,	basically,	I	have	like	a	couple	of	quesYons	that	I	wanted	to	use	as	like,	prompts	for	
talking	to	people	but	that	was-	

[pause,	audio	is	turned	off	and	both	videos	are	off]	

[19:18]	

EUGENE:	[inaudible]	-was	meant	to	-	or	it	was	focused	on,	so,	you	know,	the	creaYon	of	the	territory	of	
Nunavut	was	an	example	of	that,	and	we	have	a	couple,	a	handful	here	in	B.C.	of	what	we	would	call	
modern	day	treaYes,	so	the	Nisga’a	treaty	being	one	example	of	that.	Anyway,	back	to	case	law.	So	
basically	what	the	court	said	is,	“OK,	Canada,	you	can't	just	unilaterally	decide	what	happens	over	the	
land,	especially	in	light	of	the	history	and	interests	of	First	NaYons	and	-	so	in	the	meanYme,	if	you	are	
making	decisions	that	could	potenYally	impact	rights	moving	forward,	you	actually	have	to	engage	in	a	
process	of	consultaYon	with	those	naYons	to	ensure	that	the	impacts	are	minimized,	uh,	the	concerns	
raised	by	those	naYons	in	terms	of	the	impacts	on	rights	are	addressed,	and	then,	and	then	move	
forward	from	that.”		

And	the	case	-	the	primary	case	that	people	talk	about,	ciYng	that	is	called	Haida	-	that's	based	on	Haida	
Gwaii,	formerly	known	as	the	Queen	CharloZe	Islands,	and	that	revolved	around	a	forestry	license	that	
the,	that	the	naYon	was	opposed	to	but	that	the	province	wanted	to	kind	of	push	forward	and	say,	“No,	
we	are	the	only	ones	who	get	to	decide	who	can	cut	down	trees	and	where”	and	really	what	that	case	
said	was,	you	know,	the	more	that	a	project	will	impact	rights,	and	the	stronger	that	those	rights	are,	the	
more	you	have	to	consult.	And	since	then,	there's	been	a	series	of	cases	kind	of	slowly	defining	what	
that	in	fact	means.	At	the	same	Yme,	you	know,	there's	the	quesYon	of	rights	but,	but	none	of	those	
actually	get	to	the	fundamental	underlying	issue	which	is	Ytle	or	control.	

I	think	it's	important	to	note	that	the	consultaYon	framework	in	Haida	was	iniYally	envisioned	by	the	
court	as	a	temporary	state	of	affairs	-	as	a	kind	of	stopgap,	stopgap	measure	to,	to	kind	of	minimize	the,	
uh,	the	state	running	roughshod	over	rights	while	the	underlying	issues	were	determined.	What	we’ve	
seen	instead	unfortunately	is	Crown	governments	-	both	provincial	and	federal	-	treat	the	consultaYon	



framework	as	this	kind	of	indefinite	norm.	And,	you	know,	here	we	are	in	2020.	We	are	sYll	dealing	with	
consultaYon	cases	and	I'm	going	to	talk	about	one	that	happened	recently	in	a	liZle	bit.	But,	like	I	said,	
the	other,	bigger	piece	of	this	quesYon	is	Ytle	and	that	is	very	complicated	and	very	challenging	in	many	
ways.		

But	in	short,	there	was	a	case	in	1997	called	Delgamuukw.	That	case	was	brought	by	Gitxsan	and	
Wet’suwet’en	leaders	-	hereditary	leaders,	I’ll,	I’ll	note	-	and	essenYally,	the	outcome	from	the	Supreme	
Court	of	Canada	was	a	recogniYon	that	in	theory,	Aboriginal	Ytle	conYnued	to	exist	in	Canada,	was	never	
exYnguished	by	the	asserYon	of	Canadian	sovereignty,	but	stopped	short	of	saying,	“and	this	part	of	B.C.	
is	now	Aboriginal	Ytle.”	They	len	that	for	future	negoYaYons	or	a	future	trial	and	that,	for	many	reasons,	
has	never	happened.	And	I	think	part	of	that	is,	is	at	the	core	of	-	as	I	menYoned,	what	we're	seeing,	
what's	happening	up	in	Wet’suwet’en	territory	now	with	Coastal	Gas	Link.	The	law	kind	of	stayed	in	a	bit	
of	a	state	of	limbo,	so	this	recogniYon	in	theory	of	Aboriginal	Ytle	for	a	number	of	years,	unYl	the	2007	
decision	that	we	commonly	call	Tsilhqot’in	and	that	was	historic	because	it	was	the	first	Yme	a	Supreme	
Court	of	Canada	actually	declared	that	specific	piece	of	land	-	a	fairly	significant	piece	of	land	in	B.C.	in	
Tsilhqot’in	territory	was	in	fact	Aboriginal	Ytle	land.		

And	so	I	think,	you	know,	with	this	backdrop,	that	we	are	seeing	a	shin	happening	in	terms	of	how	
decisions	are	made	in	Canada.	The	consultaYon	cases	conYnue	to	come	and	conYnue	to	inform	what	
consultaYon	should	look	like.	The	courts	have	said	-	and	I	think	it's	appropriate	-	that	there	is	no	one	size	
fits	all	style	of	consultaYon.	It	has	to	be	tailored	to	the	specific	circumstances	of	the	naYon	and	the	
parYcular	project.	But	at	the	end	of	the	day,	that	conYnued,	and	by	the,	by	the	account	of	one	resource	
lawyer	named	Bill	Gallagher,	First	NaYons	have	won	somewhere	in	the	range	of	90	percent	of	those	
cases	over	the	last	five	to	six	years.	

And	I	want	to	say	something	about	that	–	I,	I	think	the	reason	for	that	high	level	of	success	is	primarily	
because	Crown	governments	have	seen	the	duty	to	consult	more	as	a	burden	than	as	a	duty	and	they've	
treated	it	with,	with	what	I	would	call	a	colonial	contempt,	meaning	that	they	conYnue	to	try	and	do	the	
very	minimum,	do	the	least	possible	and,	and	keep	the	status	quo.	And	in	many	cases	I	would	say	that	
that	has	happened.	You	know,	a	lot	of	decisions	have	been	made	and,	you	know,	it	requires	a	naYon	to	
take	the	significant	step	of	challenging	it	in	court,	which	of	course	requires	a	lot	of	money,	but	it	also	
requires	a	lot	of	Yme,	staff	Yme	of,	of	those	naYons.	You	know,	it's	-	more	onen	than	not	that	decision	is	
not	going	to	be	challenged	in	court	and	I	think	that	the	state	is	aware	of	that.	

Nevertheless,	we	have	a	huge	number	of	cases	where	a	consultaYon	has	been	deemed	to	be	inadequate	
and,	and,	and	that	has	played	in	certainly	into	the	Trans	Mountain	discussion.	Just	one	last	piece	on	this	
very	quick	overview	of	Canadian	law	as	it	relates	to	Indigenous	peoples.	I	think	we're	in	a	moment	right	
now	where	it's	kind	of	like	the	period	aner	Delgamuukw	but	before	Tsilhqot’in	where	the	courts	have	
recognized	in	theory	the	existence	of	a	right	-	in	that	case,	Ytle	-	but,	but,	for	me	the	thing	that	I	think	is	
interesYng	is	the	court's	recogniYon	of	the	existence	of	Indigenous	laws.	So	that's	disYnct	from	
Aboriginal	law	which	is	the	Canadian	law	that	relates	to	Indigenous	peoples.	Indigenous	laws	are	the	
laws	of	the	Indigenous	peoples	themselves	and	that	the	courts	have	recognized	that	those	were	never	
exYnguished	and	they	conYnue	to	exist.	

[26:17]	

EUGENE:	Of	course,	many	of	the	-	many	aspects	of	Indigenous	law	have	been	severely	impacted	by	
colonisaYon.	So,	you	think	about	-	the	potlatch	ban	was	part	of	the	Indian	Act.	That	prohibited	what	we	



would	kind	of	think	about	now	as	legal	procedure.	Right.	It	would	be	like	having	a	law	that	says	you're	
not	allowed	to	have	a	legislature	or	a	Senate	or	even	a	court.	And	so	that,	plus	obviously	the	impacts	of	
things	like	residenYal	schools	and	the	SixYes	Scoop	-	all	measured,	specifically	targeted	to	integrate	
Indigenous	peoples,	to	kill	Indigenous	languages,	which	is	another	key	source	of	Indigenous	law.	So	that	
has	not	yet	made	its	way	to	the	Canadian	court	system	outside	of	just	being	recognized	as	a	right.	

So,	a	short	history	on	Trans	Mountain.	The	Trans	Mountain	pipeline	was	actually	originally	built	in	the	
1950s	by	a	cooperaYve	of	refineries	here	in,	in	southern	B.C.	and	they	–	it	was	built	in	order	to	provide	
access	to	Alberta's	convenYonal	oil	to	those	refineries	to	feed	local	demand.	It	was	then	owned	by	the	-	
by	B.C.	Gas	which	was	a	Crown	corporaYon,	a	provincial	corporaYon,	and	run	through	that	as	a	uYlity	
before	it	was	sold	to	-	first	to	Kinder	Morgan,	who’s	a	U.S.	based	company,	who	then	sold	all	of	the	
distribuYon	pipelines	to	Terracen	–	I	actually	might	have	that	mixed	up	in	terms	of	the	order,	but	at	the	
end	of	the	day,	Kinder	Morgan	became	the	owner	of	the	Trans	Mountain	pipeline.	And	in	2013	–	sorry,	I	
should	just	menYon	-	Kinder	Morgan,	as	many	of	you	may	be	aware	-	was	of	course	a	Houston-based	
company	that	was	a	spinoff	of	Enron.	Richard	Kinder	and…	Steve	Morgan?	I	don't	know	Morgan's	first	
name	-	were	execuYves	at	Enron	and	they	spun	off	Kinder	Morgan	just	before	everything	collapsed	at	
Enron	and	they	maintained	this	pipeline	business.	

So,	Kinder	Morgan	applied	to	the	NaYonal	Energy	Board	(NEB)	here	in	2013	to	expand	the	Trans	
Mountain	pipeline.	Their	proposal	would	be	to	twin	the	pipeline	but	actually	to	triple	the	volume	of,	of	
oil	that	goes	through.	By	this	point,	of	course,		Alberta	is	no	longer	producing	convenYonal	oil	in	the	way	
that	they	used	to	and	primarily	the	oil	that's	being	produced	there	is	bitumen,	which	is	that	kind	of	
asphalt-like,	peanut	buZer	consistency	that	requires	a	diluent	in	order	to	be	able	to	be	transported	
through	a	pipeline.	So,	the,	the	product	being	transported	through	them	is	commonly	referred	to	as	
diluted	bitumen	or	dilbit.	And	so,	the	proposal	was	to	triple	the	volume	going	through	with	the	
expansion	and	to	-	for	the	enYrety	of	the	expansion	to	serve	export	markets	rather	than	local	markets	in	
part	because	many	of	the	refineries	that	were	here	in	1953	have	shut	down.	

And	so,	the	result	of	this	expansion	would	also	-	would	triple	the	volume	and	the	pipeline	would	actually	
increase	the	number	of	tankers	carrying	dilbit	by	about	seven	Ymes.	From	about	one	a	week	to	about	
400	a	year,	so	more	than	one	a	day.	And	so,	the	-	you	know,	faced	with	this	proposal,	a	number	of	
naYons	expressed	their	concern	and	opposiYon	as	well	as	local	residents	who	are	not	just	concerned	
about	the	impacts	of	a	spill	but	the	growing	climate	crisis.	You	know,	it	seems	like	a	long	Yme	ago	in	
2013	and	in	some	ways	it	is	a	long	Yme	ago	but	climate	change	was	not	[laughs]	a	new	issue	then.	I	think	
it	maybe	had	less	public	buy	in	in	terms	of	the	urgency	than	we	see	today.	But	certainly,	that	was	also	
part	of	it	because	the,	the	project	was	meant	to	facilitate	the	expansion	of	the	Alberta	oil	sands.	

[31:19]	

EUGENE:	So,	the	NEB	process	moved	forward.	I	think	it's	important	to	note	that	this	was	under	a	legal	
matrix	created	by	the	Stephen	Harper	government	and	by	that,	I	mean	in	2012	the	Harper	government	
guZed	Canadian	environmental	laws	and	changed	the	way	that	decisions	were	made	at	the	regulatory	
level.	And	so,	what	we	saw	here	in	B.C.	was	a	much	more	difficult	process	to	parYcipate	in	the	NaYonal	
Energy	Board.	You	had	to	prove	that	you	were	directly	affected.	You	had	to	fill	out	-	I	think	it	was	a	seven	
website	-	seven	pages	on	a	website	worth	of	informaYon.	It	was	so	complicated	that	we	actually	had	to	
hold	webinars	to	help	people	register	for	the	process	and	for	anyone	who's	ever	had	the	pleasure	of	
engaging	in	a	regulatory	energy	project	process,	you'll	know	that	it	is	extremely	technical,	a	huge	
amount	of	informaYon	and	it's	very	difficult	to	parYcipate	in	a	meaningful	way	without	a	background	in	



engineering,	accounYng	and	law.	Not	to	menYon,	you	know,	chemistry	and	all	these	other,	these	other	
piece	-	things.		

So,	I'm	not	going	to	delve	too	much	into	the	NEB.	I'll	just	say	that	it	was	a	very	controversial	and	flawed	
process	-	so	much	so	that	the	NEB	no	longer	exists.	The	Trudeau	government	ran	on	a	promise	to	fix	the	
broken	environmental	laws	in	Canada	and	in	the	end,	that	also	resulted	in	scrapping	the	NEB	and	
rebranding	it	in	some	ways	to	what	they	now	call	the	Canadian	Energy	Regulator,	but	the	complaints	
were,	you	know,	essenYally	that	they	were	too	industry	captured	and	that	they	never	refused	an	
applicaYon	that	they	received.	

And	so,	um,	I'll	just	fast	forward	a	bit	because	there	is	a	lot	that	happened,	including	a	major	standoff	
here	on	Burnaby	Mountain	when	Kinder	Morgan	tried	to	do	some	test	drilling	in	order	to	cut	through	
Burnaby	Mountain	rather	than	go	through	neighborhoods	and	that	resulted	in,	I	think	about	200	people	
geung	arrested	here.	That	was	in	2014.	And,	ulYmately,	what	we	saw	in	Canada	was	a	change	in	
government.	The	Harper	government	was	replaced	by	a	majority	Liberal	government	led	by	Prime	
Minister	JusYn	Trudeau.	And	one	of	-	shortly	aner	his	elecYon,	in	late	November	2016,	Trudeau	
announced	that	they	were	approving	the	project.	So,	the	NaYonal	Energy	Board	had	run	their	process,	
recommended	the	project,	but	under	the	Harper	laws.	The	ulYmate	decision	fell	on	Cabinet	to	take	that	
recommendaYon	and	make	the	ulYmate	decision.	So	that	decision	happened	in	November	2016.	It	was	
almost	immediately	appealed	by	-	I	think	it	was	about	16	different	parYes.	And	that	case,	which	is	now	
known	as	the	Tsleil-Waututh	case,	made	its	way	through	the	Federal	Court	of	Appeal	here	in	Canada	
and,	and	was	decided	in	August	of	2018,	overturning	that	original	decision.		

I	will	go	back	a	liZle	bit	because	a	lot	happened	between	those	two	points	in	Yme.	There	were	a	number	
of	other	legal	cases	filed	against	the	provincial	approvals	as	well.	But	really	what	happened,	you	know,	
what	we	saw	through	the	court	process	was	arguments	by	the	First	NaYons	that	said	that	the	
consultaYon	process	for	them	was	inadequate,	did	not	meet	up	to	the	consYtuYonal	standard	that	was	
required	by	Canadian	law,	but	also	that	the	NaYonal	Energy	Board	and	Cabinet	aner	them	actually	failed	
to	apply	their	own	laws.		

In	parYcular,	the	Canadian	Environmental	Assessment	law	which	required	them	to	examine	the	impacts	
of	marine	shipping	during	the	environmental	assessment.	The	NEB	did	and	what	the	Federal	
Government	accepted	at	the	Yme	was	that	marine	shipping	was	not	a	key	component	to	the	pipeline.	
They	said,	“It’s	just	a	pipeline,	there's	nothing	–	has	nothing	to	do	with	marine	shipping.”	Ignoring	the	
reality	that	the	whole	point	of	the	pipeline	was	to	feed	these	tankers.	Otherwise,	it's	just	a	pipeline	
straight	into	the	ocean,	otherwise	known	as	an	oil	spill.	So,	the	courts	heard	these	arguments	and	took	
some	Yme	to	get	into,	to	get	into	the	-	to	make	their	decision.		

[36:24]	

EUGENE:	And	in	the	meanYme,	there	was	all	kinds	of	poliYcal	pressure	happening.	A	new	B.C.	
government	was	elected.	They	vowed	to	do	what	they	-	everything	they	could	do	to	defend	the	coast	
and	for	the	risk	of	an	oil	spill.	That	resulted	in	some	heavy	poliYcal	rhetoric	between	B.C.	and	Alberta,	
kind	of	most	famously	encapsulated	by	a	ban	on	the	import	of	B.C.	wine,	by,	by	Alberta.	And	then	that	
resulted	in	kind	of	a,	a	big	poliYcal	standoff.	

And	in	the	midst	of	all	that,	Kinder	Morgan	announced	that	they	were	going	to	stop	construcYon,	um,	
and	stop	spending	on	construcYon,	and	then	in	May	of	2018	announced	that	they	were	selling	the	
project	to	the	Canadian	government.	And	what	happened	essenYally	was	that	Kinder	Morgan	looked	at	



the	project,	they	were	faced	with	having	to	spend,	at	that	point	about	7.4	billion	dollars	to	build	it.	They	
had	tried	to	raise	that	money	through	joint	ventures	or	-	and	were	unable	to	and	so	they	in	fact	had	to	
go	spin	off	a	separate	company	and	go	to	an	IPO	-	iniYal	public	offering	-	in	order	to	raise	the	money	
against	-	to	raise	the	money	to	try	and	pay	for	the	thing.	But	at	the	end	of	the	day,	they	determined	that	
it	wasn't	worth	the	money	or	the	risk	and	that,	um,	essenYally,	that	the	project	was	not	going	to	make	
the	money	that	they	had	hoped	to	make.	And	so	they	walked	away	from	it	and	in	came	the	Canadian	
government	to	buy	it	from	them	for	four	and	a	half	billion	dollars	in	order	to	kind	of	salvage	it.	And	then	
shortly	aner	that,	in	August,	is	when	the	Federal	Court	decision	on	Tsleil-Waututh	came	which	quashed	
or	canceled	the	approvals,	stopped	construcYon	and	kind	of	sent	the	company	back	to	the	drawing	
board	in	terms	of	fixing	those	errors.	

And	so	that's	what	we	saw	play	out	over	the	last	couple	of	years.	The	government	decided	not	to,	in	fact,	
appeal	the	decision	but	to	bring	it	to	-	to	try	and	fix	the	consultaYon	errors	that	were	idenYfied	in	the	
Tsleil-Waututh	case.	They	sent	it	back	to	the	NaYonal	Energy	Board	to	fix	the,	the	mistakes	they	made	by	
excluding	marine	shipping	and	then	they	reapproved	it	in	June	of	last	year	and	predictably	that	approval	
was	again	appealed	by	a	number	of	First	NaYons.	And,	and	that	resulted	in	the	case	that	we	just	got	a	
decision	for	last	week.		

I	know	I've	been	talking	a	lot	about	the	legal	aspects	and	the	poliYcal	aspects	of	what	was	happening.	
You	know,	in	my	view,	it	is	much	more	poliYcal	than,	than	legal,	but	obviously	the	legal	piece	is	an	
important	part	of	the	puzzle.	But	I	also	want	to	acknowledge	-	and	I	menYoned	that	there	is	a	huge	
public	mobilizaYon	element	to	this	as	we've	seen	the	urgency	of	the	climate	crisis	increase	over	Yme	as	
people	have	experienced	firsthand	the	real	impacts	of	climate	change,	whether	it	be	forest	fires	or	
flooding	or	increased	frequency	of	storms.	I	think	there	has	been	a	shin	across	the	board,	across	the	
world	in	terms	of	the	sense	of	urgency	related	to	this.	

[40:04]	

EUGENE:	And	I	don't	-	and	again,	I	don't	think	it	takes,	you	know,	it	doesn't	take	a	rocket	scienYst	to,	to	
know	that,	you	know,	when	you	find	yourself	in	a	hole,	the	first	thing	you	should	do	is	stop	digging.	And	
that	building	a	pipeline	to	transport	diluted	bitumen,	which	is	one	of	the	most	energy	intensive	and	
expensive	and	water	intensive	ways	to	produce	oil,	was	heading	in	the	wrong	direcYon.	But	it's,	but	
there's	been	a	whole	lot	of	poliYcal	rhetoric	used	on	this	and	poliYcal	capital	used	on	this.	And	I	think	it's	
impossible	to	ignore	that	aspect	of,	of	this.	To	basically	say	that	this	is	not	just	about	–	unfortunately	-	
common	sense	prevailing.		

And	it's	become	a	much	more	significant	symbol	for	both	the	opposiYon	and	the	supporters.	It's	been	a	
symbol	for	supporters	of,	kind	of	jobs	and	prosperity	and,	you	know,	kind	of	Canadian	decision	making	
and	investment.	That's	become	a	symbol,	when	in	reality,	you	know,	the	number	of	jobs	is	relaYvely	low.	
I	think	one	of	the	things	that	I	was	just	looking	at	today	was,	you	know,	they	talk	about	the	peak	number	
of	jobs	and	they	say	something	like	5,500	jobs	at	its	peak.	That	peak	period	is	one	month.	There	are	jobs,	
of	course,	in	construcYon	and	-	but	I	think,	you	know,	it	has	been,	it	has	been	really	kind	of	a	symbol	for	
something	much	larger	than	the	actual	pipeline,	the	actual	reality.		

On	our	side,	on	the	opponents’	side,	it's	become	a	symbol	for	acYon	on	or	lack	thereof	on	climate	
change,	a	symbol	for	respecYng	Indigenous	rights	and	respecYng,	you	know,	the	lony	promises	and	goals	
of	reconciliaYon.		



So	I	think	that's	all	I	want	to	say	about	the	brief	history.	I'm	sure	there	are	lots	of	folks	on	the	call	who've	
lived	and	experienced	a	lot	of	it.	There	have	been	a	whole	host	–	acknowledging,	a	whole	host	of	other	
arrests	at	Burnaby	Mountain	and	elsewhere,	of	land	defenders	standing	up	to,	to	the	construcYon	and,	
and	so	really	there's	been	a	-	really	a	movement	that	is	not	just	about	Trans	Mountain.	This	global	
movement	around	stopping	fossil	fuel	expansion	and	fossil	fuel	infrastructure	that	has	followed	
elsewhere	and	that's	been,	that's	been	happening	elsewhere	around	the	world	as	well.		

So,	next,	I'm	going	to	get	into	two	recent	developments	that	happened	last	week.	The	first	was	the	
decision	in	the	recent	-	the	second	legal	challenge	to	the	second	approval.	That	case	is	generally	called	
Coldwater.	And	this	just	came	on	down	last	Tuesday.	It	was	-	to	put	it	lightly	-	a	disappoinYng	decision.	In	
effect,	the	court	upheld	the	decision	by,	by	Cabinet	to	reapprove	the	project	and	they	found	that	
consultaYon	efforts	that,	that	the	federal	government	team	made	were	adequate.	

And	there's	two	pieces	that	I	just	want	to	talk	about.	It's	very	dense	and	there's	a	lot	I’m	sYll	processing	
myself	about	it,	but	I	think	there's	two	factors	that	I	just	want	to	point	to	that,	that	kind	of	influence	the	
outcome	of	the	case.	The	first	was	the	leave	decision	of	September	4th.	So	when	you	apply	to	the	
Federal	Court	of	Appeal,	like	the	Supreme	Court	of	Canada,	you	don't	just	automaYcally	get	to	apply	and	
get	your	case	heard.	There's	a,	there's	a	kind	of	a	gatekeeping	process	where	that	court	has	to	grant	
leave	or	permission	to	hear	the	case.	

And	on	September	4th,	the	Federal	Court	took	a	somewhat	unusual	step,	not	unprecedented	but	
certainly	unusual,	outside	of	their	normal	pracYce,	of,	of	basically	spliung	the	case	in	half	and	issuing	
reasons.	Usually	they	just	say,	“Yeah,	we're	gonna	hear	your	case”	or	“No,	we're	not	going	to	hear	your	
case.”	In	this	case,	what	they	did	was	they	said,	“OK	we	are	going	to	take	this	argument	that	has	been	
filed	by	a	number	of	applicants,	and	we're	gonna	split	it	into	two	pieces.	The	first	piece	is	around	the	
adequacy	of	consultaYon	and	we're	only	going	to	hear	about	the	adequacy	of	consultaYon	between	
August	2018	and	June	2019.”		

And	so,	that	alone	was	limiYng	that	case,	and	they	were	limited	to	just	the	First	NaYons	who	had	argued	
the	first	Yme	around.	The	rest	of	the	issues,	I	would	call	kind	of	statutory	issues.	Did	they,	again,	fail	to	
follow	their	own	laws?	Did	they	fail	to	apply	this	–	the	Species	at	Risk	Act?	Could	the	government	make	
the	decision	to	approve	without	conflict	of	interest	or	bias	because	they	were	now	the	owner?	Those	
quesYons	were	excluded	from	the	case	that	moved	forward,	and	limited	the	case	that	moved	forward	to	
just	that	issue.	I'll	note	that	that	leave	decision	has	been	appealed	to	the	Supreme	Court	of	Canada	and	
we're	sYll	waiYng	to	hear	from	the	Supreme	Court,	whether	they're	going	to	hear	the	case	challenging	
the	leave	decision	that	split	the	case	in	half.	

[45:30]	

EUGENE:	But	in	the	meanYme,	this	consultaYon	case	moved	forward	and	that's	what	we	got	the	
decision	on,	on	Tuesday.	And	so	basically,	as	I	said,	the	court	upheld	that,	um,	the,	that	the	decision	was	
consYtuYonal	and	that	the	duty	to	consult	was	met,	but	they	did	so	by	changing	a	liZle	bit	the	way	that	
they	do	it.	Now,	I'm	going	to	get	a	liZle	bit	more	in	the	legal	weeds	here,	and	I	apologize,	but	I	think	it's	
important	because	if	you	want	to	understand	what	happened	in	the	case	–	so,	aner	the	hearings	of	the	
Federal	Court	of	Appeal	in	December	of	last	year,	the	Supreme	Court	of	Canada	released	a	much	
anYcipated	trilogy	on	administraYve	law	cases	that's	commonly	known	as	the	Vavilov	trilogy.	And	this	
was	not	specifically	about	Aboriginal	law	or	rights	or	consultaYon.	It	was	about	generally	how	the	courts	
review	administraYve	law	decisions	below	them.	



And	what	Vavilov	said	was	essenYally,	that	the	standard	of	review	is	reasonableness	and	that,	that	there	
should	not	be	a	kind	of	broad	contextual	analysis	that	goes	into	it.	And	I	think	the,	the	way	that	that's	
important	or	the	way	that	impacted	this	case	is,	is	this:	typically	in	–	or	historically,	in	previous	
consultaYon	cases,	what	the	court	has	done	is	looked	at	the	record,	looked	at	what	happened	in	
consultaYon	and	made	a	determinaYon	of	whether	that	upheld	the	honour	of	the	Crown,	which	in	and	
of	itself	is	a	quite	a	subjecYve	term,	but	it	was	the	standard,	you	know,	“Are	you	upholding	the	honour	of	
the	Crown	during	your	consultaYon?”	

What	Vavilov	allowed	the	Federal	Court	of	Appeal	to	do	was	to	say,	“OK,	we	don't	have	to	look	at	what	
actually	happened	and	make	our	own	decision	on	whether	that	was	adequate	or	not.	All	we	have	to	do	
is	look	at	the	federal	Cabinet’s	own	determinaYon	of	whether	they	had	fulfilled	their	duty	to	consult	and	
decide	whether	that	determinaYon	was	reasonable	or	not.”	

In	other	words,	they	said,	“We're	not	gonna	look	under	the	hood,	we're	just	going	to	trust	the	used	car	
salesman	that	says	that	the	car	that	they	want	to	sell	to	you	is	a-OK.”	[gives	a	thumbs	up]	And,	you	know,	
I	think	the	problems	of	that	are	obvious,	you	know,	especially	in	light	of	the	fact	that	this	government	
also	owned	the	pipeline	and	has	expended,	as	I	menYoned	earlier,	a	huge	amount	of	poliYcal	capital	in,	
um,	in	moving	it	forward.	

But	what	the	court	said	was	essenYally,	“No,	we're	just	gonna	look	at	the	government's	own	approval.”	
In	fairness,	they	do	go	into	the	arguments	that	the	First	NaYons	made	around	consultaYon	and	the	
inadequacy	of	it	and	kind	of	addressed	them	one	by	one	and	basically	disagreed	with	the	First	NaYons	
on	each	instance,	but	that's	only	aner	they've	said,	“Well,	we've	already	-	we're	already	going	to	uphold	
this.”	

So,	I'm	not	gonna	go	too	much	more	into	that.	I	think	there's	60	days	to	appeal	at	the	Supreme	Court	of	
Canada.	The	naYons	who	are	involved	will	be	looking	at	it	closely	with	their	legal	teams	and	will	make	a	
decision	on	that.	I	do	think	there	are	some	problemaYc	aspects	to	the	decision,	but	one	challenge	with	
the	duty	to	consult	framework	is	as	we	saw	last	Yme,	when	you	win,	you	get	more	consultaYon.	It's	kind	
of	a	weird	prize.	And	so,	you	know,	that	remains	to	be	seen,	where,	where	it'll	go.	And,	and	we'll	go	from	
there.		

The	second	major	development	that	happened	last	week	happened	on	the	Friday	following	the	decision,	
you	know,	which	is	onen	the	Yme	that	the	government	wants	to	bury	news,	where	people	aren’t	paying	
aZenYon,	was	a	cost	esYmate	update	and	this	is	something	that	we've	been	asking	for	for	a	long	Yme.	
You	know,	when	Canada	bought	the	project	in	2018,	the	esYmate	was	already	old	and	it	was	7.4	billion	
dollars	for	the	construcYon	costs.	The	new	cost	esYmate	was	12.6	billion	dollars	plus	another	600	million	
in	conYngencies,	so	I	calculate	that	as	13.2	billion	dollars	toward	the	project.	That's	a	70,	75	percent	
increase	on	the	last	cost	and	that's	important	for	a	couple	of	reasons.	

First	of	all,	Canada	-	the	Canadian	government	is	now	the	owner	and	so	they're	the	ones	who	will	be	
responsible	for	shelling	out	that	money	in	order	to	build	the	project.	That's	a	huge	amount	of	taxpayers’	
dollars	that	could	be	used	to	fund	other	things,	right	now.	You	know,	the	esYmate	to	fix	the	drinking	
water	on	every	First	NaYons	reserve	in	Canada	is	about	three	billion	dollars.	So	it	really	shows	where	the	
priority	of	the	government	is.	And	then,	the	other	piece	of	it	is	like,	is	whether	this	project	is	even	going	
to	be	financially	viable,	whether	it’ll	ever	pay	itself	off.	

[50:31]	



EUGENE:	And	this	was,	I	believe,	the	conclusion	that	Kinder	Morgan	reached	when	they	decided	to	sell	
it.	That	it	was	not	going	to	be	worth	it,	it	was	not	going	to	pay	itself	off.	But	here,	obviously,	we're	seeing	
statements	from	our	government	here	saying,	“Oh,	we	think	it'll	be	commercially	viable,	it's	gonna	make	
all	this	money.”	And	my	response	to	that	is	essenYally	this:	it	only	makes	sense	if	you	think	it's	gonna	pay	
-	if	you	think	we're	gonna	conYnue	to	use	this	pipeline	for	40,	50,	60	years.	And	if	we	take	the	science	on	
climate	seriously,	the	world	is	gonna	be	a	very	different	place,	not	in	40	or	50	years,	in	10	years,	in	15	
years.	And	so,	I	think	there	is	a	very	likely	scenario	that	if	this	pipeline	gets	constructed	–	and	I	do	think	
there's	a	long	road	ahead,	and	if	it	does	happen,	it's	gonna	be	ugly	probably	–	that	it	becomes	a	stranded	
asset	which	is	a	huge	risk	for	the	Canadian	public.	

And	the	last	thing	I'll	say	about	that	is	that	this	quesYon	of	the	economic	viability	of	the	project	-	this	is	
something	that	many	of	the	First	NaYons	raised,	both	in	the	NaYonal	Energy	Board	reconsideraYon	and	
in	the	consultaYon	process.	And	what	the	court	very	clearly	said	in	the	Coldwater	case	was,	“We're	not	
going	to	look	at	that.	That	was	not	part	of	the,	the	flawed	consultaYon	last	Yme	and	so	we're	only	
focusing	on	the	very	narrow	aspects	that	failed	last	Yme.”	

And	so	that	kind	of	brings	home	the	kind	of	alternate	realiYes	that	are	-	that	people	are	exisYng	under.	
You	know,	we've	got	this	project	that's	been	approved	in	the	public	interest	under,	essenYally,	stale,	
dated	and	false	numbers,	that	is	going	to	infringe	on	Indigenous	rights	and,	you	know,	Indigenous	-	
Aboriginal	rights,	sorry,	and	Aboriginal	rights	are	not	absolute.	Like	any	right,	you	know,	there	is	a	
scenario	where	they	can	be	infringed	and	that	can	be	jusYfied	in	Canadian	law,	but	at	least,	you	would	
hope	that	the	jusYficaYon,	the	need,	the	reason	for	doing	that	would	be	grounded	in	reality	and	
unfortunately,	what	we're	seeing	is	that	it's	not.		

So	finally,	I'll	just	wrap	up,	next	steps.	Obviously,	you	know,	at	this	point	construcYon	will	-	is	conYnuing.	
Primarily,	it's	been	clearing	work	recently	and	we've	seen,	you	know,	a	very	small	percentage	of	actual	
pipe	in	the	ground	so	far.	I	think	in	the	cost	update,	the	government	said	that	about	two	billion	dollars	of	
the	13.6	has	been	spent,	so	there's	sYll	an	important	decision	point	on	whether	to	go	and	spend	that	
extra	eleven	billion	or	so.	And	of	course,	the	decision	didn't	change	the	opposiYon	of	the	naYons	who	
are	opposed	to	the	project.	And,	you	know,	we've	already	seen	some	examples	of	folks,	you	know,	
expressing	their	frustraYon	with	that	and	I	don't	think	it	has	dampened	the	resolve	of	any	of	the	First	
NaYons	or	local	residents	to	the	opposiYon	to	this,	because	all	of	the	underlying	reasons,	the	risks,	the	
risk	of	a	spill,	the	impacts	on	climate,	the	impacts	on	Indigenous	rights,	those	remain	and	they	were	not	
parYcularly	addressed	by	the	court.	

So,	I'll	end	there.	I	just	talked	straight	for	like	50	minutes	which,	um,	unfortunately,	I	think	I	do	fairly	
regularly.	[laughs]		

MOLLY:	[laughs]	

EUGENE:	But	I'll,	I’ll	open	it	up	for	some	quesYons,	I	saw	a	bunch	of	stuff	in	the	chat	but	I	didn't	have	
Yme	to	read	it.		

MOLLY:	Great,	go	ahead	Caitlyn.		

CAITLYN:	Thanks	so	much	Eugene.	OK,	there's	a	couple	of	quesYons,	one	here...	Oh	there's	-	they're	
coming	in.	OK.	Something	Bill	Sampson	is	asking…	“I'm	not	quite	understanding	what	can	be	appealed	to	
the	Supreme	Court	of	Canada.	Is	it	just	the	decision	to	split	the	case	in	half?	Or	can	the	adequacy	of	



consultaYon	conYnue	to	be	part	of	the	appeals	process?	What	can	and	cannot	be	part	of	an	appeal	to	
the	Canadian	Supreme	Court?		

EUGENE:	Yeah,	that's	a	good	quesYon.	So,	they	are	-	at	this	point	they're	separate.	So	the	case	that	is	
currently	before	the	Supreme	Court	of	Canada	or	–	sorry,	that	they	were	waiYng	to	hear	leave,	is	just	on	
the	leave	decision	of	the	Federal	Court	of	Appeals.	The	decision	to	split	the	case	in	half	and	to,	and	to	
basically	exclude	the	statutory	issues.	So	if	that's	successful,	then	-	if	both	leave	is	granted,	the	hearing	
moves	forward	and	the	applicants	are	successful,	it	would	actually	get	sent	back	to	the	Federal	Court	of	
Appeal	to	basically	hear	the	second	half	of	that	case.	The,	the	appeal	on	the	consultaYon	quesYon	is	
actually	-	that's	a	separate	appealable	issue	and	that's	what	there	are	now	60	days	from	last	Tuesday	to,	
to	decide	on	an	appeal	and	that	then	would	go	through	the	same	process	of	geung	permission,	or	leave,	
and	then	if	it	was	granted	leave	it	would	go	to	the	Supreme	Court	of	Canada.	

[55:59]	

CAITLYN:	Great,	thanks.	I	guess,	Bill,	if	you	have	follow-up	quesYons	just	pop	them	in	and	for	now	we'll	
move	on	to	the	next	one	which	is	from	Patricia	Lane.	“Some	people	are	saying	that	there's	only	a	mirage	
of	consultaYon	because	if	you	are	properly	consulted,	you	are	not	allowed	to	say	no.	Ever.”	Any	
comments	on	that?		

EUGENE:	Yeah,	hi	Patricia.	[waves]	Yeah,	I	mean,	I	think	really	what	we	saw	with	this	case	is	the	limits	of	
the	consultaYon	framework.	You	know,	really	what	the	court	said	here	-	and	this	is	not	necessarily	new	
law	-	but	basically	what	they	said	was,	you	know,	correct	consultaYon	doesn't	require	agreement.	It	
doesn't	require,	you	know,	that	the	interests	of	Indigenous	peoples	prevail	over	these	broader	quesYons.	
I	think	part	of	this	comes	down	to	whether	the	Federal	Court	applied	the	right	test	post-Vavilov	to	this	
quesYon,	because	essenYally	they	deferred	to	Cabinet’s	own,	own	determinaYon	that	they	followed,	
that	they	met	their	own	duty.	I	mean	there	is,	of	course	-	you're	allowed	to	say	no.	That,	that's	not	
prohibited	by	consultaYon,	in	the	consultaYon	framework,	but	I	think	what	this	-	courts	have	said,	and	
again,	this	isn’t	news	–	that,	like,	that	“no”	doesn't	require	there	to	be	a	cancellaYon	of	the	project.	
What	the	courts	have	said	on	that	issue,	where	Ytle	is	established	-	so	this	is	in	the	Tsilhqot’in	case	-	
where	Ytle	is	established,	even	aner	project	approval,	that,	that	there	may	-	the	project	may	have	to	be	
cancelled	if	the	naYon	who	holds	Ytle	is,	is	opposed	to	the	project.	

And	I	can	anYcipate	the	next	quesYon	which	is,	“When	is	a	Ytle	case	coming?”	And	I	think,	you	know,	
that's	a	complicated	one.	It's	not	up	to	me	to	decide,	obviously.	I'll	say	that	people	are	aware	of	this	case	
law	and	the	potenYal	for	it,	but	in	many	ways,	Ytle	is	not	a	magic	bullet	either.	It	is	in	many	ways,	I	would	
say,	a	conYnuaYon	of	a	kind	of	divide	and	conquer	approach	because	it,	because	it	requires	built	into	the	
test,	you	know,	proof	of	exclusivity,	which	is	not	necessarily	aligned	with	the	way	that	property	or	
territory	was	envisioned	in	-	or	was	understood	-	in	Indigenous	law	and	what	we're	seeing	-	you	know,	
I'm	just	loosely	aware	of,	you	know,	there's	a,	there's	a	Ytle	case	going	on	right	now	between	Musqueam	
and	Cowichan,	right?	And	so,	it's	them	fighYng	each	other	over	a	part	of,	a	part	of	land	that's,	that's	part	
of,	now,	what	we	call	Richmond.	So,	it's	-	I	think	there	is	certainly	potenYal	there.	And	we'll	see	if	that	
emerges,	uh,	from	the	ashes	of	this	last	case	but	it's	not	necessarily	straighvorward	either.		

[59:15]	

CAITLYN:	So,	I	think,	Eugene,	we	want	to	have	a	few	minutes	at	the	end	for	Mary	to	do	a	bit	of	a	plug	
around	Pull	Together.	So	there's	a	bunch	of	quesYons	but	maybe	we'll	just	wrap	them	all	into	one	and	
you	could	answer	them,	or	answer	a	few	of	them	in	just	a	couple	of	minutes.	Basically,	folks	asking	



around	the	UN	DeclaraYon	on	the	Rights	of	Indigenous	Peoples	and	how	that	fits	into	all	of	this	or	not,	
the	quesYon	of	hereditary	chiefs	vs.	elected	chiefs,	how	that	fits	in,	and	what's	happening	with	the	
Canadian	government	trying	to	get	First	NaYons	to	buy	the	Trans	Mountain	pipeline.		

EUGENE:	[laughs]	Okay-	

CAITLYN:	So	if	you	could	weave	that	together	in	like,	two	minutes?	[laughs]	

EUGENE:	[laughs]	A	few	simple	quesYons!	So,	first	on	the	United	NaYons	declaraYon,	um,	yeah,	I	mean	
it's	-	there's	been	lots	of	poliYcal	rhetoric	as	well	there	in	terms	of	embedding	it.	I	think,	you	know,	most	
people	know	that	a	fundamental	–	the	United	NaYons	declaraYon	is	fundamentally	about	self-
determinaYon	and	includes	within	it	the	right	to	free,	prior,	informed	consent.	That	is	not	the	law	in	
Canada	at	this	moment	unfortunately.	

[1:00:27]	

EUGENE:		And	so,	I	do	think	it	is	-	the	values	within	it	and	the	poliYcal	language	that's	used	to	support	it,	
I	think	is	important	to	conYnue	pushing	poliYcians.	But	at	the	end	of	the	day,	you	know,	ulYmately,	I	
think	it's	about	self-determinaYon	and	so	we'll	see	how	that	plays	out	but	that	did	not	factor	into	this	
case.		

The	quesYon	of	hereditary	versus	elected,	I	think,	basically	just	so	people	are	aware	that,	you	know,	the	-	
what	we	think	of	as	the	elected	system	is	an	imposed	system	from	the	Indian	Act.	It’s	a	chief	and	council	
system	and	depending	on	the	naYon,	there	is	a	wide	range	of	how	that	is	-	how	that	interacts	with	
hereditary	systems	which	differ	from	naYon	to	naYon.	I	think	at	the	end	of	the	day,	really,	people	-	I	think	
we	are,	we	are	tempted	-	and	the	media	certainly	baits	us	into	assuming	that	elected	is	always	beZer	
than	hereditary.	And	I	don't,	I	don't	personally	think	that	that's	true,	based	on	what	I've	seen.	You	know,	
hereditary	systems	include,	onen,	an	extensive	amount	of	training	and	they	have	their	own	forms	of	
accountability	from	within	the	community.	And,	and	that's	a	big	part	of	what	I	was	talking	about	earlier	
in	terms	of	Indigenous	Law	and	Indigenous	legal	process.	So,	it's	not	simply	a	one	versus	another.	I	don't	
think	that	actually	played	out	much	in	the	Trans	Mountain	dispute.		

[1:02:04]	

Probably	where	it	was	most	acYve	is	-	was	in	[inaudible]	territory	where	the	concept	of	rights	is	that	
they're	collecYvely	held,	rather	than	being,	kind	of,	held	by	the	elected	chief	and	council	system.	So	in	
terms	of	what	decisions	are	made,	they	have	to	be	made	by	the	collecYve	or	at	least	for	the	collecYve.	
And	so,	it	hasn't	really	played	a	huge	role	in	Trans	Mountain	but	it's	certainly	an	important	issue	and	
something	to	–	for	people	to	wrap	their	heads	around,	for	people	to	really	think	about.	But,	I	like	to	
point	out	that	Canada	also	has	a	hereditary	system	thanks	to	the	aforemenYoned	Royal	ProclamaYon,	
where	our	head	of	state,	according	to	our	ConsYtuYon,	is	a	representaYve	of	the	Queen	and	we're	
seeing	this,	of	course,	this	young	hereditary	leader	who	recently	abdicated	his	duYes	to	come	and	live	in	
the	colonies	by	the	name	of	Harry.	Last	quesYon	was	what?	Sorry?	Oh,	the	First	NaYons	buying	the	
pipeline.		

CAITLYN:	Yeah.	Yeah,	yeah,	yeah.	

EUGENE:	I	mean,	I	think	that's	obviously	something	to	be	paying	aZenYon	to.	From	what	I've	seen,	and	
I've	probably	gone	deeper	than	most	people	would	ever	want	to	into	the	economics	of	this	project,	it's	
not	-	like,	it’s	-	a	liZle	bit	of	due	diligence	is	going	to	quickly	unveil	that	it	is	structured	to	lose	money.	I	



won't	go	into	the	details	about	the	way	the	tolls	are	structured	and	so	on.	It's,	it's	very	far	from	
guaranteed	to	being	a	money	maker.	And,	you	know,	I	think	it's,	it's	-	I	think	it's	a	further	reflecYon	of	the	
legacy	of	colonizaYon	that,	you	know,	for	some	naYons	this	may	be	the	only	choice	they	have	to	
parYcipate	in,	in	economic	acYvity	and	so,	I	do	think	that	the	media	likes	to	talk	about	it.	Obviously,	
there	are	people	who	are	having	serious	conversaYons	but	I	think	a	liZle	bit	of	due	diligence	preZy	
quickly	shows	that	there	are	some	significant	risks	that	you're	taking	on	with	this	project.	It's	different	
from	most	pipeline	projects	which	are	typically	low	risk	low	reward.	This	one	is	high	risk	low	reward,	so	
it's	-	the	whole	equaYon	is	a	bit…	bungled.	

CAITLYN:	So	I	think	we	should	wrap	the	quesYons	there	and	respect	people's	Yme.	Mary,	do	you	want	to	
give	just	a	quick	Pull	Together	–		

MOLLY:	Yeah.	So,	I	just	wanted	to	say,	first	off,	thank	you	so	much	Eugene.	I	really	appreciate	you	taking	
the	Yme	and	briefing	everyone,	especially	folks	from	the	US	that	don't	understand	the	Canadian	legal	
system	or	context.	And	just	wanted	to	tell	folks,	so,	to	give,	like,	an	update	on	the	webinar	itself	if	you're	
planning	on	conYnuing	to	join	-	so	we're	going	to	be	rescheduling	-	Eriel	Deranger	was	unable	to	make	it	
last	week.	And	so,	we're	going	to	be	rescheduling	and	adding	her	in	to	another	weekday	night,	but	we	
haven't	determined	which	one	yet.	And	so,	we'll	announce	it	on	the	webinar	next	week,	presumably,	or	
online	but	for	Pull	Together	organizing,	basically,	why	we're	wanYng	to	host	a	series	of	webinars	is,	I	
recently	started	living	more	rurally	and	realized	that	I've	had	access	to	all	these	incredible	speakers	in	an	
urban	environment	for,	now,	years	and	that	they	have	a	wealth	of	knowledge	and	so,	wanYng	to	host	
spaces	where	experts	can	come	and	speak	and	be	able	to	reach	people	from	across	the	country.	But	also,	
we	wanted	to	host	these	webinars	as	a	way	to	ask	people	to	organize	in	their	own	communiYes	and	to	
really	pull	together.	We	basically	have	been,	like,	as	I	menYoned,	fundraising,	but	we've	been	hosYng	a	
whole	bunch	of	different	events.	So,	last	weekend	the	Squamish	NaYon	hosted	“Pancakes	Not	Pipelines”	
and	they	raised	over	six	thousand	dollars	just	in	Ycket	sales.	So,	it's	amazing	what	selling	a	bunch	of	
pancakes	can	do.	But	basically,	in	order	to	make	these	lawsuits	more	accessible	to	the	communiYes	that	
are	leading	them,	in	order	to	show	the	community	that	they	are	supported	by	a	broad	public,	we're	
asking	people	to	organize	events	in	your	own	communiYes.	

And	it's	a	really	intense	Yme	in	Canada	right	now.	Me	and	Eugene	had	a	phone	call	before	this	where	we	
talked	about	how	we	wanted	to	bring	up	the	-	all	of	the	different	acYons	and	acYviYes	that	are	going	on	
in	regards	to	Wet’suwet’en	and	all	of	the	different	incredible	Indigenous	organizers	that	have	been	doing	
acYons	and	doing	fundraisers	and	showing	up	and	to	show	that	Indigenous	sovereignty	is	absolutely	
necessary	for	the	approval	of	any	project	and	that	enthusiasYc	consent	is	enYrely	necessary.	

And	so,	this	webinar	is	coming	at	sort	of	an	interesYng	Yme	wherein	which	the	Canadian	government	is	
directly	at	odds	with	Indigenous	communiYes	over	pipelines	and	this	last	week	was	really	difficult	for	a	
lot	of	organizers	across	Canada.	And	so,	I	just	want	to	say	thank	you	all	for	being	here	and	it's	really	
inspiring	to	see	now	there's	one	hundred	and	twenty-four	people	on	that	are	interested	in	showing	up	in	
solidarity	with	Indigenous	communiYes.	

And	if	you're	interested	in	organizing	an	event	you	can	reply	to	the	email	that	folks	had	goZen	upon	
registraYon	and	you	can	email	me.	My	name's	Mary	and	I,	yeah,	would	love	to	hear	what	you're	
interested	in	organizing.	Lots	of	different	things.	DJ	nights,	me	and	Eugene	have	been	to	a	ton	of	–	like,	a	
ton	of	events	together,	like,	yeah,	all	sorts	of	different	fun	dance	nights	and	community	lunches	and	all	
sorts	of	things.	



So,	yeah,	I	guess	that's	about	it,	to	respect	people's	Yme,	I	guess	we	should	hop	off	but	it's	really	a	
pleasure	having	you	all	and	thank	you,	Caitlin,	for	managing	the	Q	and	A	and	www.pull-together.ca	is	the	
website	for	Pull	Together.		

EUGENE:	Thanks	everyone.		

CAITLYN:	Thanks	everyone.	Bye	bye.		

MOLLY:	Bye	everybody.	I’m	gonna	also	–	yeah,	just	going	to	send	the	-	I'm	typing	the	web	link	if	anyone	
would	like	for	the	website.	[pause]	Bye	everybody!

http://www.pull-together.ca
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