
This Document contains the correspondence that the YKDFN received or issued in regards to 
Seabridge Gold. There has been an attempt to focus the emails and chronology into those 
issues relating to the MVLWB permit and to [slightly] organize the emails into appropriate 
threads. The company often conflated issues despite our efforts. 
 
The documents provided here cover the period from the initial introduction on April 30th, 
2010 until January 7th, 2011. There was insufficient time to add the additional 
correspondence received after that date, but YKDFN will make this available on request.  
 
If messages are missing, YKDFN are happy to provide them. 



From: Tonia Robb [mailto:trobb@rescan.com]  
Sent: April-30-10 3:20 PM 
To: tslack@ykdene.com 
Cc: ttsettea@ykdene.com; eabel@ykdene.com 
Subject: LETTER OF INTRODUCTION, SEABRIDGE GOLD INC., COURAGEOUS LAKE PROPERTY 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Todd 
 
Please find the attached letter of introduction of Seabridge Gold Inc., and their mineral exploration 
activities planned for the upcoming 2010 summer field season, within the Northwest Territories. 
 
Should you require any additional information or wish to inform us with an opportunity to meet with you, 
please contact myself at this email address or by phone (867 920 2090). 
 
Thank-you 
Tonia Robb 
 
w/ 5 page attachment (including map of the claim block):  
 
-- 
May 3rd- May 6th: Some email exchanged on notification and archaeology. 
-- 
 
From: Stephen Ellis [mailto:scellis@eastarm.com]  
Sent: May-06-10 3:09 PM 
To: trobb@rescan.com 
Cc: tslack@ykdene.com; lkdfn_lands@yahoo.com; screeningofficer@eastarm.com 
Subject: seabridge gold, courageous lake property 
 
Tania: 
 
I have received the correspondence from Mr. Brent Murphy detailing Seabridge Gold's 
upcoming activities on the Courageous Lake property (letter of April 30, 2010, dated to 
Stephanie Poole in my office).  
 
To follow-up, attached are the Mineral Exploration Guidelines in the Akaitcho Territory. 
We encourage Seabridge Gold to apply these guidelines in their dealings with the 
Akaitcho Dene First Nations (which include the Yellowknives Dene First Nation, whom 
you have contacted directly already), and are pleased that you have commenced the 
process on the right foot with your April 30th letter.  
 
If you have any questions or comments on specifics, get in touch, and I remind you that 
we are amenable to being flexible in order to accommodate the specific circumstances 
of this project and company. 
 
The location of Seabridge Gold's project is near an overlap area between the 
Yellowknives Dene First Nation and the Lutsel K`e Dene First Nation. In order to 
simplify things administratively for all, the YKDFN and LKDFN have agreed at this point 
in time that you should focus your engagement efforts with the YKDFN. They will 



apprise the LKDFN of the outcomes of these engagement efforts, and otherwise keep 
them in the loop. 
 
If at some point, however, the LKDFN feels that it requires some more direct 
engagement with Seabridge Gold, they will notify you directly. This will likely only 
happen if and when Seabridge moves towards the permitting/licensing phase of actual 
mining and milling operations 
 
The Akaitcho Dene, as a group, prefer to formalize their relationship with mineral 
exploration companies through an Akaitcho Exploration Agreement, which is 
contemplated in the Guidelines. We have successfully entered into such agreements 
with a number of proponents, and have found that the relationships developed provide 
certainty and clarity to proponents, while at the same time simplifying what can 
sometimes become a burdensome regulatory and consultative process. I have attached 
a template of such an agreement, and I encourage Seabridge Gold to give this 
approach some serious consideration well in advance of further permitting submissions 
to the MVLWB. Again, the Akaitcho Dene are willing to accommodate the specific 
issues and concerns of the company in this agreement. 
 
Steve 
 
May 17th – Ask for detailed extent of Archaeology “This report tells me nothing...I need to see some 
geographic detail here to compare to Seabridge’s proposal. I was going to go back and use the first ftp 
link you sent, but didn’t want to do that without your knowledge. I am trying to ensure that the area of 
operations has been subject to arch research prior to developing a response.”  
 
May 19th – Start email on the Wildlife/ARI applications: 
 
From: Todd Slack [mailto:tslack@ykdene.com]  
Sent: May-20-10 1:49 PM 
To: 'Tonia Robb' 
Subject: RE: Archeology Report- Seabridge Gold 
 
I’d sent this to Greg Sharam – it relates to the Wildlife permits. I’m not sure if I should of sent it to you 
direct? Q1 is pretty explanatory I imagine, but Q2 – I’m trying to understand the study design. It sounds 
as though they’re going to use baited posts to try and capture both at the same location. I’m not sure 
what the experiences at BHP and DDMI indicate, but I know they’re using different methodology for 
each species (posts for wolverine, tripods for grizzlies). Secondly, there is nothing that indicates the 
geographic scope of these studies – the map provided with the license app is downright illegible and I 
don’t know how much detail is there regardless. Can you help with that as well?  
 
 
 
From: Todd Slack [mailto:tslack@ykdene.com]  
Sent: May-19-10 2:27 PM 
To: 'gsharam@rescan.com' 
Subject: Courageous Lake Wildlife Program 
 



Hi Greg.  
 
Your wildlife research permit has been forwarded to me and I have a few questions: 

1) Can you provide additional information on the long term use of ground collected caribou 
information versus the more traditional distribution surveys? I’m just trying to insure that the 
info gathered is going to be useable for future EA processes – it’s not clear that the ground 
based observations will be rigorous enough to give a sufficient level of detail for abundance and 
distribution analysis in future years.  

2) What is the intended use for the DNA surveys? Can you provide the plan outline for this?  
 
Thanks.  
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Tonia Robb [mailto:trobb@rescan.com]  
Sent: May-20-10 3:25 PM 
To: Todd Slack 
Cc: Greg Sharam; Judith Eigenbrod 
Subject: RE: Archeology Report- Seabridge Gold 
 
Hi Todd 
 
Thanks for sending this to me. Greg would be the best person to answer your 
questions. 
 
I have cc Judith as she is recording all of our correspondence regarding this 
project.  Judith can send you a map of the area too. 
 
-- 

• Greg never did reply.  
 
-- 
May 20th – discussion about mapping. Wildlife related mapping extents provided quickly, but 
claim block data that was in the April 4th letter of introduction was refused.  

• Andrew Duthie refused on May 27th. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Andrew Duthie [mailto:aduthie@rescan.com]  
Sent: May-27-10 12:48 PM 
To: tslack@ykdene.com 
Cc: Judith Eigenbrod; Tonia Robb 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Gold Claimblock outline 
 
Hi Todd 
 
Seabridge does not have a shp file available.  We created an outline of the area 
from a roughly georeferenced copy of the PDF map I sent you.  We haven't tried to 
replicate the detail in the map and really wanted to use the outline for 
indicative purposes only.  With all these potential inaccuracies we really don't 
want to release it for replication and the potential liability that this 
attracts. 



 
I would really like to be more helpful but I think you will appreciate the above 
concerns related to the veracity of spatial data.  However, please feel free to 
generate your own version from the PDF. 
 
Best regards 
 
Andrew 
 
-- 
 
 
From: Tonia Robb [mailto:trobb@rescan.com]  
Sent: May-26-10 5:09 PM 
To: Todd Slack 
Subject: RE: Exploration Agreement 
 
Hi Todd 
 
We are going to get Seabridge to respond to you directly regarding the email below. 
 
Just waiting from our Wildlife biologist regarding your questions (she will be in the office tomorrow and should be 
able to provide a response then). 
 
I will be in the office most of the day tomorrow and you can call me if would like to discuss more. 
 
Did INAC contact you regarding a general introduction to the Courageous Lake project meeting next week? 
 Seabridge had hoped that a meeting will allow you to ask a lot of your questions (save’s you preparing emails!) and 
this would also be a good time to discuss good times for August site tours. 
 
Talk to you soon 
Tonia 
 

 
From: Todd Slack [mailto:tslack@ykdene.com]  
Sent: May 26, 2010 2:19 PM 
To: Tonia Robb 
Cc: Judith Eigenbrod; 'Stephen Ellis'; kelly@ykdene.com 
Subject: Exploration Agreement 
 
Hi Tonia.  
  
I’ve reviewed the materials that you’ve sent over so far and I believe that the best approach 
forward is to use an Exploration Agreement as first mentioned in Steve Ellis’s email of May 6th, 
2010. This mechanism represents the YKDFN’s preferred method of accommodation that fall 
into an exploration nature.  
  
Rather than using a nebulous, time consuming and unpredictable consultation method as 
facilitated by INAC (I think that it’s fair to say that this process is tremendously frustrating to 
everyone involved), this agreement has very defined roles and responsibilities for each party. 
The company dispenses with regulatory uncertainty as to its project while the community has 



certainty on how the work will be undertaken, that the impacts associated with the work will be 
accommodated and minimized. Most importantly, it move the relationship from an adversarial 
nature before a quasi-judicial Board to one of collaboration and cooperation which builds trust 
rather than suspicion.  
  
YKDFN understands the financial limits of a junior mining company and will make every effort 
ot ensure that the costs are balanced between fiscal impact vs community confidence. I can say 
with certainty that the obligations are not onerous. Note that I do not say that they are zero – that 
would be incorrect – but rather I don’t think that the required work amounts to a lot of time.  
  
Company Obligations:  
1) Commit to inform the community about operations and plans – through reports and a 
community meeting.  
2) After reviewing the archaeology work already completed, we are content to accept that report 
so long as the proposed activates associated with the Land Use Permit are within the area already 
surveyed.  
3) Monitoring/Site Visit – Ensuring that the company is operating not just within the terms and 
conditions of their Land Use Permit but also within a more general evaluation that meets the 
broad terms of environmental responsibility held by the First Nation. Good operators will not 
have any concerns.  
  
What this agreement does for you: 

-          Community support for the project 
-          Clear expectations of the roles and responsibilities for both parties, with certainty and clarity 
-          Disposes the need for consultation and accommodation 
-          Moves from an adversarial model to a collaborative one 
-          Much faster than adversarial form can be 

  
If you can review the attached agreement and get back to me, that would be great. We are open 
to discussing the agreement if there are issues with wording or anything else.  
  
Cheers 
T  
 
PS I haven’t heard back on the wildlife information – can you help me on that?  
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Todd Slack [mailto:tslack@ykdene.com]  
Sent: May-26-10 2:23 PM 
To: 'Tonia Robb' 
Subject: RE: Archeology Report- Seabridge Gold 
 
Do you not have an answering machine there? 
 
I just sent you an email when I meant to hit save...there's another, separate 
clause relating to caribou, timing and proximity to operations which I'm just 
trying to write.  



 
 SEABRIDGE BEGINS ASKING FOR MEETINGS: 
 
From: Tonia Robb [mailto:trobb@rescan.com]  
Sent: May-26-10 5:09 PM 
To: Todd Slack 
Subject: RE: Exploration Agreement 
 
Hi Todd 
… 
Did INAC contact you regarding a general introduction to the Courageous Lake project meeting next week? 
 Seabridge had hoped that a meeting will allow you to ask a lot of your questions (save’s you preparing emails!) and 
this would also be a good time to discuss good times for August site tours. 
 
Talk to you soon 
Tonia  
 
 
From: Don Aubrey [mailto:Don.Aubrey@inac-ainc.gc.ca]  
Sent: May-31-10 4:06 PM 
To: Todd Slack 
Cc: scellis@eastarm.com; screeningofficer@eastarm.com; Clint Ambrose; Malcolm Robb; 
trobb@rescan.com; brent@seabridgegold.net; lkdfn_lands@yahoo.com 
Subject: SEABRIDGE GOLD COURAGEOUS LAKE 
 
Hi Todd, 
  
The Consultation Support Unit has agreed to provide advice and support to Seabridge Gold in the 
coordination of Aboriginal consultation on the renewal of their land use permit at Courageous Lake about 
which I understand you have already received an explanatory letter from Brent Murphy, Seabridge Gold's, 
Environment and Sustainability Manager - see copy attached. 
  
Seabridge Gold  would now like to arrange a presentation with Chief and Council as soon as possible but 
given the communication we have had on other files such as North Arrow Minerals, I imagine the same 
timelines and mechanisms of meeting arrangement will apply. In short can you add this application to 
your list of Council meetings to discuss with Kelly when she returns from the Akaitcho Assembly in Fort 
Smith, at the end of the week. I think a presentation by Seabridge Gold could be given at the same 
meeting as North Arrow with economic benefits to all concerned. 
  
Don 
  
From: stephanie poole [mailto:screeningofficer@eastarm.com]  
Sent: May-31-10 4:23 PM 
To: Don Aubrey; Todd Slack 
Cc: scellis@eastarm.com; Clint Ambrose; Malcolm Robb; trobb@rescan.com; brent@seabridgegold.net; 
lkdfn_lands@yahoo.com 
Subject: Re: SEABRIDGE GOLD COURAGEOUS LAKE 
 
Good Afternoon, 
 
Regarding the attached email message and document, the email message is addressed to 
Yellowknives Dene First Nation Lands & Environment employee Todd Slack, however the 



document attached is correspondence from Seabridge Gold Inc. to Lutsel K'e Dene First 
Nation employee Len Griffore. 
 
FYI, the Yellowknives Dene and Lutsel K'e Dene are separate Nations. 
  
Stephanie Poole 
Screening Officer 
Akaitcho IMA Implementation Office 
Phone:  867-370-3217  Fax:  888-714-3209 
 
 From: Don Aubrey [mailto:Don.Aubrey@inac-ainc.gc.ca]  
Sent: May-31-10 5:39 PM 
To: Todd Slack 
Cc: scellis@eastarm.com; Clint Ambrose; Malcolm Robb; trobb@rescan.com; brent@seabridgegold.net; 
lkdfn_lands@yahoo.com 
Subject: SEABRIDGE GOLD COURAGEOUS LAKE - PLEASE DELETE THE PREVIOUS VERSION OF THIS E-
MAIL MESSAGE WITH AN INCORRECT ATTACHMENT 
 
 
From: Lutsel Ke WLE Director [mailto:lkdfn_lands@yahoo.com]  
Sent: June-01-10 10:49 AM 
To: brent@seabridgegold.net 
Cc: Stephen Ellis; Todd Slack 
Subject: Mtg. 
 
Brent, 
Thank you for your correspondence of April 30.  Because the summer is very busy we have 
scheduled a meeting with you for September 16th, 2010. 
  
Ray Griffith  
Director Wildlife, Lands and Environment 
Lutsel K'e Dene First Nation 
Box 28  
Lutsel K'e, NT X0E 1A0 
Canada 
867-370-3197 wk. 
867-370-3143 fx. 
lkdfn_lands@yahoo.com 
 
SEABRIDGE STARTS WITH SITE TOUR: 
 
 
From: Brent Murphy [mailto:b.murphy@theedge.ca]  
Sent: June-01-10 11:07 AM 
To: 'Lutsel Ke WLE Director'; brent@seabridgegold.net 
Cc: 'Stephen Ellis'; 'Todd Slack' 
Subject: RE: Mtg. 
 
Ray 
 



Thank you for your reply.  I do agree that the summer is very busy and as such it would be appreciated if 
we could meet before September as our field work winds down in September-perhaps when you are in 
Yellowknife on business.  We are also scheduling site visit in early August, therefore please advise if your 
organization is interested in sending 3 people on the site visit.   
 
 
PRESSURE ON ARI/WILDLIFE PERMITS – W/O ANSWERING QUESTIONS 
 
 
From: Andrew Duthie [mailto:aduthie@rescan.com]  
Sent: June-02-10 6:58 PM 
To: Todd Slack 
Cc: jmichel@auroracollege.nt.ca; fred_j_mandeville@gov.nt.ca; 'Stephen Ellis'; Brent Murphy; Vivian 
Banci; Judith Eigenbrod; Greg Sharam 
Subject: RE: Courageous Lake: ARI and Wildlife Permits 
 
Hi Todd 
 
Thank you for your reply.   
 
As per our email exchange last week, your outstanding questions relate to terrestrial vertebrate 
wildlife which is not the domain of the ARI permit and to Seabridge signing up to your 
Exploration Agreement, which is not a legal requirement for either of these two permits. 
 
Seabridge will be responding to the Exploration Agreement proposal and Rescan will shortly be 
sending you a detailed response to your wildlife questions.  On Friday, I also offered a 
teleconference with our wildlife biologist to have a preliminary discussion of your questions 
relating to the wildlife studies, which you declined. 
 
Thank you very much for processing the archaeological permit.  I appreciate that you have only 
lately received the other two permit applications but would be most grateful for any assistance 
you could give us in getting into the field in the early summer this year by treating the ARI and 
the Wildlife permit, separately.  We are confident that we will allay your concerns on the latter in 
due course. 
 
Regards 
 
Andrew 
 
From: Todd Slack [mailto:tslack@ykdene.com]  
Sent: June 2, 2010 4:22 PM 
To: Andrew Duthie 
Cc: jmichel@auroracollege.nt.ca; fred_j_mandeville@gov.nt.ca; 'Stephen Ellis' 
Subject: RE: Courageous Lake: ARI and Wildlife Permits 
 
Andrew, I’m in a workshop all day today and tomorrow.  
 



I have not had an opportunity to complete my review of either permit and I would like to remind 
you that I’m still hoping to get some answers to the questions that we asked (on May 19th and 
subsequently May 28th) regarding the Wildlife Research proposal you submitted. As I’m sure 
you can understand, it is difficult to review the proposals without full information. I believe the 
ARI permit you submitted May 12th has a 60 day review window 
 
In terms of the Wildlife Research Permit, I remind you about ENR’s advice on their website:  

- Expect the consultation process to take at least 30 days 
- Expect delays in the Spring 

 
Consultation is a two way street, in which information is exchanged. I have asked Rescan for 
information on three subjects, only one of which has resulted in additional data. To be frank, it is 
not the YKDFN that are frustrating this process – as you well know, the Archaeology permit was 
reviewed and quickly supported. However, we have some reservations with the methods 
proposed in the wildlife permits because they are much different than in previous baseline 
information collection projects and we are simply seeking additional information to ease 
concerns. YKDFN rarely oppose research permits (once for an ARI permit, twice for a wildlife 
permit) and we are not inclined to do so here either, but some additional information can only 
help ensure that doesn’t happen.  
 
Lastly, I would just like to point out that the response deadlines on these permits are not for some 
time...I can appreciate your perspective, but all I can commit to at this point is providing 
responses/comments prior to that date.  
 
Regards. 
 
 
From: Andrew Duthie [mailto:aduthie@rescan.com]  
Sent: June-02-10 3:38 PM 
To: tslack@ykdene.com 
Subject: Courageous Lake: ARI and Wildlife Permits 
 
Hi Todd 
 
If you have had an opportunity to complete your review of the ARI and Wildlife permits I would 
be most grateful if you could forward your comments to: 
 
ARI Permit 
Jonathon Michel 
Manager, Scientific Services 
Aurora Research Institute 
jmichel@auroracollege.nt.ca 
Phone: (867) 777-3298 Ext. 32 
Fax: (867) 777-4264 
 
Wildlife Research Permit  (the standard form is attached) 

mailto:jmichel@auroracollege.nt.ca�


Fred Mandeville  
Manager, Wildlife and Environment 
ENR North Slave Office  
fred_j_mandeville@gov.nt.ca 
Phone: 867-920-6134  
Fax: 867-873-6230 
 
Thank you very much for your assistance. 
 
Andrew  
 
 
From: Brent Murphy [mailto:b.murphy@theedge.ca]  
Sent: June-02-10 7:30 PM 
To: 'Todd Slack' 
Subject: Permit review 
 
Todd 
 
Thank you for your email exchanges with Andrew Duthie.  We acknowledge your busy schedule 
and the busy period of spring and that we are pushing to obtain these permits.  We would be very 
appreciative of  the Yk Dene’s prompt review of the remaining two permit applications, as it will 
allow our field teams to get into the field and start collecting the data.  Data that will be 
presented to the communities this fall after compilation. 
 
 Responses to your questions are forthcoming as indicated by Andrew (letter to be submitted late 
Friday)  and Seabridge is committed to a frank exchange of information and we acknowledge 
that we are proposing a different method of monitoring  caribou.  We feel that this is a preferable 
method as it provides less stress on the animals and given Courageous Lake location will provide 
us with more data as the animals are not present for the majority of the year. 
 
Regards 
 
Brent 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From: Todd Slack [mailto:tslack@ykdene.com]  
Sent: June-03-10 9:26 AM 
To: 'Andrew Duthie' 
Cc: 'jmichel@auroracollege.nt.ca'; 'fred_j_mandeville@gov.nt.ca'; 'Stephen Ellis'; 'Brent Murphy'; 'Vivian 
Banci'; 'Judith Eigenbrod'; 'Greg Sharam' 
Subject: RE: Courageous Lake: ARI and Wildlife Permits 

mailto:fred_j_mandeville@gov.nt.ca�


 
Andrew, I think that you’re mixing topics here – just as the ARI permit does not technically 
apply to topics which involve wildlife (though I believe that the fact that there is inclusion of 
wildlife related information in your ARI application underscores the real world connections 
between the research permits), for clarity, the research permits are separate from the exploration 
agreement and I’ve never implied differently. I’m not sure which email exchange you refer to 
where I link the ExA and the research permits? The Exploration Agreement is the First Nations 
preferred mechanism to dispense with consultation associated with the Land Use Permit.   
 
I am hopeful that our concerns can be dispensed with and look forward to reviewing the 
additional information. 
  
Regards. 
 
 
 
From: Andrew Duthie [mailto:aduthie@rescan.com]  
Sent: June-03-10 9:37 AM 
To: Todd Slack 
Subject: RE: Courageous Lake: ARI and Wildlife Permits 
 
Hi Todd 
 
Thanks for the clarification.  Brent will be in touch with the outstanding information in due 
course. 
 
Thanks for your help. 
 
Andrew 
 
From: Brent Murphy [mailto:b.murphy@theedge.ca]  
Sent: June-04-10 2:31 PM 
To: 'Todd Slack' 
Cc: 'Stephen Ellis'; fred_j_mandeville@gov.nt.ca; kclark@wrrb.ca; biologist@nsma.net; 'Don Aubrey'; 
'Tyree Mullaney'; 'Andrew Duthie'; 'Vivian Banci' 
Subject: Response to Wildlife Questions 
Importance: High 
 
Todd 
 
As requested. 
 
Have a good weekend 
 
Regards 
 
Brent Murphy 
 



***16 page attachment on wildlife questions 
 
 
INAC WANTS MEETING WHILE IGNORING OUR EMAIL 
 
From: Don Aubrey [mailto:Don.Aubrey@inac-ainc.gc.ca]  
Sent: June-15-10 3:57 PM 
To: Todd Slack 
Cc: 'Stephen Ellis'; 'Kelly Cumming' 
Subject: RE: North Arrow & Seabridge Gold 
 
Seabridge Gold it is Todd. As detailed in my e-mail dated May 31, 2010 which I have inserted below, 
Seabridge Gold would like to schedule an information meeting with YKDFN as soon as possible. A similar 
meeting needs to be scheduled with LKDFN. When can Brent Murphy therefore meet with yourselves and 
does this also need to be a meeting with Chief and Council? Please advise. 
  
Thanks 
  
Don 
  
  

 
From: Don Aubrey <Don.Aubrey@inac-ainc.gc.ca> 
To: Todd Slack <tslack@ykdene.com> 
Cc: scellis@eastarm.com; screeningofficer@eastarm.com; Clint Ambrose <Clint.Ambrose@inac-
ainc.gc.ca>; Malcolm Robb <Malcolm.Robb@inac-ainc.gc.ca>; trobb@rescan.com; 
brent@seabridgegold.net; lkdfn_lands@yahoo.com 
Sent: Mon, May 31, 2010 4:05:41 PM 
Subject: SEABRIDGE GOLD COURAGEOUS LAKE 

Hi Todd, 
  
The Consultation Support Unit has agreed to provide advice and support to Seabridge Gold 
in the coordination of Aboriginal consultation on the renewal of their land use permit at 
Courageous Lake about which I understand you have already received an explanatory letter from 
Brent Murphy, Seabridge Gold's, Environment and Sustainability Manager - see copy attached. 
  
Seabridge Gold  would now like to arrange a presentation with Chief and Council as soon as 
possible but given the communication we have had on other files such as North Arrow Minerals, 
I imagine the same timelines and mechanisms of meeting arrangement will apply. In short can 
you add this application to your list of Council meetings to discuss with Kelly when she returns 
from the Akaitcho Assembly in Fort Smith, at the end of the week. I think a presentation by 
Seabridge Gold could be given at the same meeting as North Arrow with economic benefits to all 
concerned. 
  
Don 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
>>> "Todd Slack" <tslack@ykdene.com> 6/15/2010 3:26 PM >>> 
Hi Don.  



1)      Can we please include everyone on the email threads?  
2)      We have not heard anything on Seagram Gold. Is it a Freudian slip indicating that you’re 

thinking of something else at 10am on a Monday?  
 
 
From: Todd Slack [mailto:tslack@ykdene.com]  
Sent: June-15-10 4:38 PM 
To: 'Don Aubrey' 
Cc: 'Stephen Ellis'; 'Kelly Cumming' 
Subject: RE: North Arrow & Seabridge Gold 
 
Hi Don.  
Firstly, we have not received a response from Mr. Murphy. When YKDFN receive that, it will inform the 
process to follow. Similar to the NA LdG application, it would be premature to do anything at this point 
in time.  
Regards 
 
 
From: Don Aubrey [mailto:Don.Aubrey@inac-ainc.gc.ca]  
Sent: June-15-10 5:13 PM 
To: tslack@ykdene.com 
Cc: 'Stephen Ellis'; Tonia Robb; 'Kelly Cumming' 
Subject: Seabridge Gold - Response to Wildlife Questions 
 
Todd, 
  
Is this the reply you were looking for? I also include your e-mail thread below. 
  
Don 
 
 
From: Todd Slack [mailto:tslack@ykdene.com]  
Sent: June-16-10 9:47 AM 
To: 'Don Aubrey' 
Cc: 'Stephen Ellis'; 'Tonia Robb'; 'Kelly Cumming' 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Gold - Response to Wildlife Questions 
 
No. That was in response to questions surrounding the methodologies proposed within the 
wildlife permit, which is a different matter altogether and is in progress concurrent to the LUP 
consultation.  
 
I was referring to the Exploration Agreement that we advanced a few weeks ago.  
 
SEABRIDGE WANTS MEETING AND SITE TOUR: 
From: Andrew Duthie [mailto:aduthie@rescan.com]  
Sent: June-16-10 10:01 AM 
To: Todd Slack 
Subject: RE: Site Visit and Meetings 
 
Hi Todd 



 
Seabridge would like us to set up an Project introductory meeting with the YK Dene in July with 
INAC in attendance and separately, an Elders visit to site.  I would like to have a discussion with 
you regarding timing, logistics and appropriate protocol of such a meeting and the site visit.  
Some of the constraints on the site visit include access and accommodation etc. 
 
Let me know your thoughts.  We could probably have a more constructive discussion with a 
call.  Let me know when it would be convenient to speak. 
 
Regards 
 
Andrew 
 
  
 
 
From: Todd Slack [mailto:tslack@ykdene.com]  
Sent: June-16-10 12:14 PM 
To: 'Andrew Duthie' 
Subject: RE: Site Visit and Meetings 
 
Is this intended as consultation regarding the LUP? 
 
 
From: Andrew Duthie [mailto:aduthie@rescan.com]  
Sent: June-16-10 12:29 PM 
To: Todd Slack 
Subject: RE: Site Visit and Meetings 
 
Hi Todd 
 
These would cover all aspects of Seabridge’s Courageous Lake Project, including the Land Use 
permit. 
 
Andrew 
 
 
From: Todd Slack [mailto:tslack@ykdene.com]  
Sent: June-17-10 12:12 PM 
To: 'Andrew Duthie' 
Cc: 'Stephen Ellis'; 'Kelly Cumming' 
Subject: RE: Site Visit and Meetings 
 
Until we receive further response from Seabridge in regards to the Exploration Agreement, it 
would be premature to schedule consultation meetings. That response will inform the process 
that we must use with regards to the Land Use Permit going forward.  
 
SEABRIDGE SITE TOUR: 



 
 
From: Judith Eigenbrod [mailto:jeigenbrod@rescan.com]  
Sent: July-12-10 11:23 AM 
To: tslack@ykdene.com 
Cc: jchurcher@mvlwb.com; Don.Aubrey@inac-ainc.gc.ca; eabel@ykdene.com 
Subject: Seabridge Land Use Permit Application - Community Site Visit 
 
Good Afternoon, 
 
As outlined in the Letter of Introduction you received on April 30th, 2010, Seabridge Gold is currently 
conducting mineral exploration activities at the Courageous Lake Property.  Seabridge has held the 
mineral rights to the Courageous Lake property since 2003 and obtained a Class A Land Use Permit, 
Number MV2003C0050, in January 2004 to allow them to undertake exploration activities on the 
property.  This permit expires in February 2011.  Seabridge will be submitting an application for renewal 
of its existing Class A Land Use Permit later this year.  
 
On behalf of Seabridge Gold, I would like to invite three members of your community to visit the 
Courageous Lake Property for a one day site visit in support of the application for the Class A Land Use 
permit. Community members will be given a tour of the site.  The site visit is scheduled for August 17th, 
18th or 19th, 2010.  Please let us know if three members of your community are available to come to site 
during these days. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact myself or Tonia Robb (867-920-2090). 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Judith Eigenbrod 
-- 
There is a fair amount of back and forth on this site tour business – The Tour is delayed several 
times. The RSVP deadline is always very short...usually about a week.  
 
It eventually occurs on September 3rd, 2010 with Randy Freeman, Patrick Charlo,  
 
-- 
Nothing much in July/August otherwise 
Briefing note to Chiefs August 18th 
-- 
 
Kelly Correspondence:  
April 30th – Introductory letter from Seabridge 
May 26th - YKDFN responds with the Exploration Agreement 
May 31 – CSU contacts L&E requesting a meeting with Chiefs and Council 
June 15 – YKDFN responds to CSU – Seabridge gold hasn’t responded to our exploration 
agreement – let them respond first before we proceed. 
 
August 5 – Letter requesting site visit 
September 2 – YKDFN confirms names for site visit 
August 18 – L&E writes briefing note 
September 3 – Site tour happens 



 
September 13th, 2010 Received the attached letter. Seabridge requests a community visit and to 
“seek your early input on potential project development scenarios that would be reviewed at a 
later date by the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board as part of the 
comprehensive environmental impact review process” 
September 14 – Request goes to Check Nets, but only for the first part about the community 
session (not about meeting with Chiefs and Council)  result is that we should ask L&E for 
background information. L&E at Check Nets – Seabridge is discussed… I have a note from Todd 
saying a note is coming for the week of Sept 21st 
 
 
Key Question: Did you ever get a response about the exploration agreement – our office 
didn’t. 
 
-- 
SEABRIDGE MEETING – ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM FOLLOW UP 
 
From: Judith Eigenbrod  
Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2010 10:59 AM 
To: 'Kelly Cumming' 
Cc: 'screeningofficer@eastarm.com' 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Land Use Permit Application - Community Site Visit Follow-up 
 
Good Morning, 
 
On behalf of Seabridge Gold, I would like to follow up with you in regards to the letter sent to you on 
September 13, 2010.   
 
As discussed with representatives of your community during the site visits at the beginning of September 
2010, we would be grateful for an invitation to present the preliminary results of the 2010 Environmental 
Baseline programs to representatives of your community in late November or early December 2010.    
 
We look forward to hearing from you by the October 31st, 2010 so that we can begin planning the 
logistics. 
   
Regards, 
 
Judith 
From: Judith Eigenbrod [mailto:jeigenbrod@rescan.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 19, 2010 11:29 AM 
To: Randy Freeman 
Subject: FW: Seabridge Land Use Permit Application - Community Site Visit Follow-up 
 
Good Morning Randy, 
 
I just spoke with Kelly Cumming who has informed me that the Chiefs will be meeting on Friday to discuss 
our request to present the preliminary results of the 2010 Environmental Baseline programs to 
representatives of your community in late November or early December 2010.    
 
In light of the role you play with the YKDFN, I wanted to ensure that you were also aware of this request. 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 



Regards, 
 
Judith 
 

 
 
From: Kelly Cumming  
Sent: Tuesday, November 09, 2010 11:15 AM 
To: 'Judith Eigenbrod' 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Land Use Permit Application - Community Site Visit Follow-up 
 
Hey Judith, 
 
I’m just following up on your e-mail of October 12th, 2010  inviting a meeting with YKDFN to discuss the 
preliminary results of Seabridge’s 2010 environmental baseline program. 
 
YKDFN had requested some information when we conditionally supported last year’s research license 
and I don’t believe we have received it yet. Once these reports have been received, we can discuss 
arrangements for a meeting. Could you send an update of when we can expect that information? It 
would seem premature to meet with council or other community members without this information. 
 
On another note, as we discussed in mid-October the request for this meeting seemed out of place as 
we had not yet received a response to our exploration agreement. You had asked YKDFN to contact 
Brent Murphy directly about the Exploration agreement. Following your advice, YKDFN did e-mail him 
following our conversation, but have still not received a response from him. 
 
Cheers, 
 
Kelly Cumming 
Executive Assistant, Chief Edward Sangris 
Healthy & Sovereign Weledeh Nation 
Wiìlideh Nèk’e Hoti Ets’enda xè Edets’ö K’ats’ede 
 
From: Judith Eigenbrod [mailto:jeigenbrod@rescan.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 09, 2010 12:15 PM 
To: Kelly Cumming 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Land Use Permit Application - Community Site Visit Follow-up 
 
Good Morning Kelly,  
 
Thanks for your follow-up. I’ve attached the letter we previously sent to the YKDFN on June 2, 2010 in 
response to concerns on the wildlife permit and the ARI license.  
 
The other information you requested will be available to you in due course.  We are currently in the 
process of writing our environmental baseline reports and they will be made available to you in the 
winter/spring.  Each baseline will have a map that shows the study area each discipline focused on.  The 
wildlife baseline will include information on the wildlife program and observations and survey 
methodologies.   
The Community presentations proposed will highlight key findings from the 2010 field programs.    
 

mailto:[mailto:jeigenbrod@rescan.com]�


Nazon Goulet, Jonas Baillargeon and Gordie Liske of the YKDFN worked approx 500 hours in the field as 
environmental field assistants. They assisted with fisheries, archaeology, hydrology, aquatics, noise and 
wildlife studies. 
 
A work plan for Traditional Knowledge will be submitted in the new year to ARI when we apply for an 
additional research permit for all socio-economic and traditional knowledge and use studies. 
 
A response from Brent Murphy is in preparation.   
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Judith 
 

HEY SEABRIDGE, WHAT DO YOU THINK ABOUT THE EXPLORATION AGREEMENT 
From: Todd Slack  
Sent: October-19-10 1:43 PM 
To: 'Brent Murphy' 
Subject: Repsonse with regards to the Exploration Agreement 
 
Hi Brent.  
 
Did we ever receive an official response to the YKDFN’s desire to pursue an Exploration 
Agreement? I note that Rescan (May 26th) says that a response will be coming directly from 
Seabridge, but I can’t seem to find such a response either by email or in our file. Is it possible 
that Seabridge sent something to the Chiefs and didn’t copy us on the file?   
 
Regards. 
 
 
SEABRIDGE ARI EMAIL 
 
From: Michel, Jonathon [mailto:jmichel@auroracollege.nt.ca]  
Sent: November-01-10 11:21 AM 
To: Todd Slack 
Subject: FW: Application # 1452 - Courageous Lake Project and Multi Year applications 
 
Hi Todd, 
 
As requested, I have attached a number of documents.  I should first bring your attention to the 
correspondence documents: 
 

• Your letter regarding Application # 1452 
• Rescan’s response letter to your letter. 
• Seabridge letter addressed to you from April 30, 2010 – the file is named “Seabridge 

Yellowknives Dene.pdf” 
 



The remaining four pdf documents are uploads from the applicant, which had reference to the 
Yellowknives Dene in the file name.  These documents and others are available within POLAR 
(http://polar.nwtresearch.com ). 
 
Cheers, 
Jonathon 
 
_________________________________________ 
   

 
Jonathon Michel 
Manager, Scientific Services 
Aurora Research Institute 
191 Mackenzie Road - Box 1450 - Inuvik, NT  X0E 0T0 
Tel: (867) 777-3298 Ext. 32 - Fax: (867) 777-4264   
jmichel@auroracollege.nt.ca   
http://polar.nwtresearch.com 
 
From: Michel, Jonathon  
Sent: Tuesday, July 06, 2010 3:38 PM 
To: tslack@ykdene.com 
Subject: Application # 1452 - Courageous Lake Project and Multi Year applications 
 
Hi Todd, 
 
As per our phone conversation this afternoon, I wanted to follow up with you regarding your 
conditional approval of application # 1452.    
 
The Aurora Research Institute has recently developed the Multiyear application process, with 
this I wanted to take a moment to clarify this new process as this may address some of the 
concerns you raised in your letter attached.  Under the Scientists Act, all research can only be 
licenced for one calendar year, so the multiyear process is a permitting solution for projects that 
are of a length longer than one year.  This process requires researchers to resubmit applications 
for each year of their project, however years subsequent to the first are through a simplified 
process.   
 
The researcher for proposal # 1452 has submitted a multiyear application for their research. In 
light of your conditional approval along with the approval from other community organizations, 
this application will be issued a licence for one year (2010). This may address the first condition 
you have listed in your June 2nd, 2010 letter (see attached). As the researcher indicated in this 
application that they would like to continue this project over three years, they are required to 
submit a renewal application for project continuation in 2011 and 2012.  
 
In the renewal process for multiyear projects, the Yellowknives Dene First Nation – Wildlife, 
Land and Environment Committee will receive a one page notification of application titled, 
“Proposal for Multiyear Renewal” (see example sent to the Yellowknives Dene First Nation in 
January 2010 for an unrelated project).  Please refer to the last paragraph of this notification as it 
indicates that if an organization has concerns regarding a renewal application, they are to direct 
the concerns to the Manager of Scientific Services within 45 days of the notification being sent.  

http://polar.nwtresearch.com/�
mailto:pflieg@auroracollege.nt.ca�
http://www.nwtresearch.com/�


Comments submitted will be taken in to consideration before a licence is issued for the renewal 
application, allowing for appropriate follow up by applicants on concerns raised.  
 
If you have any questions regarding the Multiyear application process or the NWT scientific 
research licencing process in general, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jonathon 
 
 
From: Todd Slack  
Sent: November-01-10 2:26 PM 
To: 'Michel, Jonathon' 
Subject: RE: Application # 1452 - Courageous Lake Project and Multi Year applications 
 
Thanks Jonathon.  
 
I’m confused as to terms and conditions of the permit.  
 
For instance, we asked for  

i. Some quantum describing the amount of low flying, by both helicopter and fixed 
wing, conducted during the research project(s) 

ii. Any mitigation measures that were introduced during the implementation of the 
project in order to minimize the impacts on caribou 

iii. A map produced that shows the areal extent of the various studies. For instance, 
the map will show the extent of the area for which archaeology work was 
undertaken.  

iv. A workplan that outlines how the applicant intends to incorporate TK into future 
work, including the archaeology.   

 
Were they required to do these things under their license?  
 
Cheers 
 
(June 2nd Letter from Rescan – in response to the YKDFN letter to ARI) 

Rescan™ Environmental Services Ltd. 
908-5201, 50th Avenue 
Yellowknife, Northwest Territories 
Canada X1A 3S9 
Telephone: (867) 920-2090 
Facsmile: (867) 920-2015 
email: yellowknife@rescan.com 
 
June 29, 2010 
Manager, Scientific Services 
Aurora Research Institute 
P.O. Box 1450 
Inuvik, NT, X0E 



Per email 
 
Attention: Mr J Michel 
 
Cc: Mr T Slack, YKDFN 
 
Dear Sir: 
 
Re: RESPONSE TO ARI PERMIT LETTER FROM YELLOWKNIFE DENE FIRST NATION 
 
We wish to address a number of issues raised by Mr T Slack in his letter to the ARI dated June 2, 
2010 regarding Rescan’s application for a Scientific Study permit. 
 
Response to requests for information: The YKDFN made three requests for information that were 
provided on the following dates: 
 
1. Archaeology report –May 18, 2010 
2. Mapping information – May 27, 2010 
3. Wildlife Research methodology – June 4, 2010 
 
Proposed Permit Conditions: The YKDFN have proposed three permit conditions: 
1. That the permit be issued for only one year. Our understanding is that this will be the case. We 
will have our TK and Socio-economics questionnaires reviewed by the ARI ethics committee in 
time for an application for a renewal of the permit next year. 
2. The requests for reporting will be fulfilled in terms of the Scientists Act under which this 
permit will be issued. Reporting requirements in terms of other legislation will be fulfilled in 
terms of that legislation and forwarded to the relevant institutions that manage it and shared with 
the YKDFN as required by those institutions.  
3. Baseline noise monitoring occurs at a number of locations that have relevance for the potential 
impacts of the proposed mine, not just one location.  
 
Engagement with the YKDFN: Our intention is for meaningful engagement with the YKDFN. We 
greatly appreciate their expeditious review of the ARI permit. 
 
Sincerely, 
RESCAN™ ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES LTD. 
per: Andrew G Duthie MSc 
Senior Project Manager (EA) 
 
LETTER TO MVLWB SENT TO CHIEFS 
 
From: Todd Slack  
Sent: November-04-10 2:17 PM 
To: Kelly Cumming 
Subject: Seabridge Letter 
 
For the Chiefs attention. I am just waiting for Ellis to confirm the wording of the highlighted 
paragraph – it won’t change much, but we have to be delicate and clear in how we say their 
invitations to meetings were premature.  
 



I’m hoping you can get Chief Eddie to sign soon and we’ll re-print the one page when it goes out 
(Has to be Tomorrow) 
 
Thanks...Call if there’s questions.  
 
SEABRIDGE FINALLY RESPONDS TO THE ExA (AFTER MVLWB LETTER) 
7 page letter 
 
DISCUSSION ON ExA 
 
From: Todd Slack [mailto:tslack@ykdene.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 25, 2010 8:57 AM 
To: Kelly Cumming; b.murphy@theedge.ca; rudi@seabridgegold.net 
Subject: RE: Response to Yk Dene, Land Use Permit Application MV2010C0046 
 
Note: I didn't have Gloria's email local here, so she's not cc'd. If required, please forward to her.  
 
I have reviewed the document very quickly yesterday morning and wanted to get to it late last night (but 
just fell asleep)...INAC has me in meetings the next two days solid, but I wanted to get something out 
and see if we can advance this.  
 
First, I will say that there has been a significant amount of change to the wording of the substantive 
portions of the agreement, with a trend toward complicating the ideas. Generally speaking I don't think it 
fundamentally changes to intent of the clauses, but does make the goals a little more opaque. Just as an 
example, the transferability section is going to require additional legal review...I can't follow what should 
really be a straightforward concept. Not exactly the kind of clarity we're hoping for - that any reasonable 
person reads it and knows whats what. Secondly, there are a couple of important deletions that will 
require internal discussion here - because they're not mentioned, please don't think this means 
acceptance, it means it's bigger than what I think my role is here.  
 
I'll provide a response attached to the word document (I didn't get the time to mesh it all together 
yesterday) on Mon/Tues. However, if Seabridge can improve some of the concerns in the meantime, 
that's a plus for hastening the arrival of a final document for Chief and Council to consider. At present, it 
looks like my week is pretty wide open next week to really move this forward, with just the GIANT EA 
stuff to review...though I thought that was true of this week and I've been very wrong about that.  
 
Regards 
 
 
 
From: Brent Murphy [mailto:b.murphy@theedge.ca]  
Sent: November-26-10 3:30 PM 
To: Todd Slack; Kelly Cumming 
Cc: rudi@seabridgegold.net; 'Gloria Trujillo' 
Subject: RE: Response to Yk Dene, Land Use Permit Application MV2010C0046 
 

Dear Chief Sangris and Todd: 



Thank you for taking the time to review our revised draft Exploration Agreement.  We look 
forward to receiving your further comments for our consideration. 

As you know, we are hoping to meet with Chief and Council in the very near future (preferably 
early December) to engage in further consultation with the Yellowknives Dene regarding 
Seabridge's application to renew our land use permit.  If it is possible to address the draft 
Exploration Agreement at that meeting, we would be happy to do so.  However, we recognize 
that the completion of a mutually-satisfactory Exploration Agreement may take some time, as it 
is a complex matter of potential significance to both parties.  We would strongly prefer that our 
consultations with you regarding the permit renewal not be delayed or impeded by the timing of 
discussions of the Exploration Agreement.  

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Brent 

 
NOVEMBER 25th, 22.2b 
November 26, 2010 
 
VIA EMAIL and REGISTERED MAIL 
 
Yellowknives Dene First Nation 
P.O. Box 2514 
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P8 
Attention: Chief Edward Sangris 
Yellowknives Dene First Nation (Dettah) 
 
Dear Chief Sangris: 
 
Re: Seabridge Gold Inc. – Land Use Permit Application – Courageous Lake 
 
I write further to the November 23, 2010 letter of Seabridge President and CEO Rudi Fronk, and 
the November 25, 2010 letter from the Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board regarding 
Seabridge's application to renew its land use permit for mineral exploration at our Courageous 
Lake property. 
 
As you know, the Board has encouraged Seabridge and the Yellowknives Dene to meet 
regarding the continuation of this land use operation. I would like to reiterate our offer to meet 
with Chief and Council as soon as possible, preferably in early December, so that we may 
consult with you further regarding this matter. As part of that meeting, we would like to share 
with Chief and Council the results of our 2010 work programs, and obtain the First Nation's 
input on our proposed 2011 work programs. We are ready to address these issues, as well as any 
other issues of concern to the Yellowknives Dene regarding the permit application, at any 
reasonable time that Chief and Council are available. 
 



We would also like to invite representatives of Indian and Northern Affairs Canada to facilitate 
and attend these consultations, at least in part; we recognize that if the meeting will involve 
discussion of a potential Exploration Agreement, that portion of the meeting should proceed 
between Seabridge and Chief and Council in private. 
 
Kindly advise of Chief and Council's availability. We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
 
 
From: Todd Slack  
Sent: November-29-10 11:40 AM 
To: 'Brent Murphy' 
Cc: 'gloria@seabridgegold.net'; 'rudi@seabridgegold.net'; Kelly Cumming 
Subject: RE: Response to Yk Dene, Land Use Permit Application MV2010C0046 
 
Hi all.  
 

1) Brent, I was hoping for a response to the initial comments – it would be helpful to get the easy 
stuff out of the way as well as understand the thinking that went into the re-writing of the 
clauses. At that point, we can work on more definite language. I’ve included the word version 
with my comments – the only direct insertion I made was the Chiefs contact in clause 29. I think 
that the next iteration we should move to accept all the uncontested changes and move to v2.x. 

2) In terms of your desire to separate the [renewal of] permit and the Exploration Agreement...I’m 
a little bit confused. Let’s start with a principle here – Consultation must occur prior to the 
licensing – this is found both in the case law as well as the experience of the YKDFN that any 
consultations that occur after the permit has been issued don’t result in meaningful discussions 
or good faith engagement. It is unfortunate  that your company is tarred by the actions of 
others, but that is the reality. The Exploration Agreement is the First Nations preferred tool for 
dispensing with this duty...so the permit and the ExA are indirectly tied together.  
 
So – it is difficult for me to respond here, as you seem to be walking both roads, the exploration 
agreement (ExA) route as well as the alternative consultation route. I can only help on one, and 
even then, only as far as some of the background work. If you wish to use the ExA route then a 
letter of support will be provided. Additional concerns can be raised at the eventual meeting 
outlined in the agreement (it does not have to occur before the permitting as the initial 
concerns are addressed and there is a certain level of comfort that you will actually hear any 
others during further engagement).  

I have read your initial draft, and there is clearly enough common ground to proceed. As 
the archaeological concerns are already in motion or previously addressed, the financial 
impact associated with this agreement is largely null. There has been mention of 
accommodations to other concerns in ways that were unenforceable but are addressed 
here. So really, the issue is text and the words – which I can say the YKDFN has 
previously been flexible on and in the initial review only raised issues with a few of the 
changes you suggest...your draft inserted almost 900 words and deleted 225 (your 
numbers at the bottom).  
 



Considering where we’re at here, it makes *much* more sense to push hard to complete 
a draft of the ExA then to goto Chief & Council with something half cocked – especially 
when you will most definitely hear about these issues at the meeting and be expected to 
address them.  
 
As a final note, I just want to state that you’re not required to utilize the Exploration 
Agreement – it’s just the preferred tool from the FN point of view.  
 

3) In terms of timing – the negotiation and completion of a draft text can proceed as fast or slow as 
you wish. The most complicated ExA we completed required 5 iterations. It required some time 
but that was a luxury that we had...I believe that we could arrive at an acceptable draft within a 
few days once the discussion starts. Your initial email went to Kelly afternoon of the 23rd – 
YKDFN responded to your initial draft within a day and a half. Other reviews, where only 
incremental changes are being reviewed should be faster...especially if we can simplify the 
language (the final review will take longer).  

 
Cheers 
 
 
 
From: Brent Murphy [mailto:b.murphy@theedge.ca]  
Sent: November-29-10 10:23 PM 
To: Todd Slack 
Cc: Kelly Cumming; gloria@seabridgegold.net; b.murphy@theedge.ca 
Subject: Consultation with the Yk Dene 
 
Todd  
  
Thanks for your email and your questions and comments regarding the draft Exploration Agreement we 
provided.  I am travelling today and thru the week, and you have raised a number of substantive points 
regarding the draft Agreement which I need to take some time to consider.  I will get back to you, 
probably later in the week.  If you have any further comments in the meantime that I should consider, 
please let me know.   
  
Thanks.  
  
Brent 
 
 
From: Brent Murphy [mailto:b.murphy@theedge.ca]  
Sent: December-03-10 7:21 PM 
To: Todd Slack 
Cc: Kelly Cumming; 'Gloria Trujillo' 
Subject: Response to your comments on the proposed Exploration Agreement 
Importance: High 
 
Todd, 
 
Further to my e-mail to you of Monday evening, we have reviewed your comments on the draft 
Exploration Agreement and agree that there is common ground to work together. In terms of 



timing, we would prefer to finalize the draft Exploration Agreement quickly, so that we can 
present a workable document to Chief and Council sometime in the next week or shortly 
thereafter.  However, if you believe this timetable is insufficient, we suggest that we meet with 
Chief and Council at its earliest opportunity, preferably before Christmas, to discuss matters on 
the ground regarding the results of our 2010 work programs and the proposed 2011 work 
programs.   
 
We respect your preference to use the Exploration Agreement as the tool for consultation, we’re 
happy to meet that intent.  We also wish to respect the Board’s direction regarding the 
submission of further information, including a meeting report, by January 7, 2011. 
 
To facilitate an efficient resolution of the questions/issues you raised regarding the draft 
Exploration Agreement, we have prepared a chart, attached, which sets out your comments and 
Seabridge’s response to them. We thought this would be easier than marking up another draft 
Agreement. Once these issues are settled, we can go ahead and prepare a revised Agreement for 
review by Chief and Council. 
 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Regards 
 
Brent Murphy 
 
***Comment table was attached  
 
LOOK! INAC CALLED They’re involved 
 
 
 
From: Kelly Cumming  
Sent: December-06-10 4:52 PM 
To: Todd Slack 
Subject: Don Aubrey called re: Seabridge 
 
FYI – 
Don Aubrey called today about Seabridge. He asked about progress on Seabridge’s request to 
meet with Chiefs and Council. I responded that my understanding is that we are discussing an 
exploration agreement. The meeting request is therefore on hold until we finish discussions of 
exploration agreement.  
 
Don will be in-touch with you about the Seabridge file (whether or not we are responding to the 
board’s letter) 
 
(Timeline for our files: A week and a half ago Don Aubrey left me a message… I left him a 
message…. And he just called me back.) 
 
Cheers, 



 
Kelly Cumming 
Executive Assistant, Chief Edward Sangris 
Healthy & Sovereign Weledeh Nation 
Wiìlideh Nèk’e Hoti Ets’enda xè Edets’ö K’ats’ede 
 
 
From: Todd Slack  
Sent: December-07-10 2:46 PM 
To: 'Brent Murphy' 
Cc: Kelly Cumming; 'Gloria Trujillo'; Randy Freeman; 'Stephen Ellis' 
Subject: RE: Response to your comments on the proposed Exploration Agreement 
Importance: High 
 
This ended up in YKDFN junk mail (different originating email I suspect) and I just saw it else 
I’d of responded earlier.  
 

1) Because of the significant changes I’m going to have to send this to our lawyer. I’ve attached the 
version that I’m sending. If there are any concerns, please contact ASAP. I’ll include the table 
you sent.  

2) RE; the third paragraph – what province is your company incorporated in, and where is the main 
office? Easy change/insertion for me to make 

3) RE: Meeting with the Chiefs/Board meeting – I’ve checked with the EA, and the next chief and 
council is Dec. 14/15th. The Agenda is over 30 items long – in short there is no chance of this 
getting a proper audience.  

a) I think this is okay though, because I suspect it will be a few days before I get a response 
from the lawyer...so if we tried to jam something in, I think having the text might be a 
bit dodgy timewise. I hope/think we both agree that concluding a draft agreement is a 
worthy goal and commit to putting the extra time to good use.  

b) I’ll reply with the updated text as soon as I hear from our lawyer.  
c) I will brief the Chiefs on the status and draft a letter to the Board early next week 

reviewing the status – I hope you concur with my assessment.  
 
Any questions, please just ask.  
 
 
From: Todd Slack  
Sent: December-08-10 8:53 AM 
To: Brent Murphy 
Cc: Kelly Cumming; 'Gloria Trujillo'; Randy Freeman 
Subject: RE: Response to your comments on the proposed Exploration Agreement 
 
 Hi Brent.  
 
Sent to the lawyer - he can't get it back to us until early next week.  
 
 
From: Brent Murphy [mailto:b.murphy@theedge.ca]  
Sent: December-08-10 1:02 PM 



To: Kelly Cumming; Todd Slack 
Cc: Randy Freeman; 'Gloria Trujillo'; 'Don Aubrey'; 'Mike Byrne'; 'Kate Hearn' 
Subject: Seabridge Gold Inc. - Land Use Permit Application - Courageous Lake 
 
Dear Chief Sangris and Todd: 
  
Thank you for Todd's December 7th email.  We look forward to hearing from you further regarding the 
Exploration Agreement, and will work diligently to try to resolve all outstanding issues over the next short 
while.   
  
We must express our concern about the delay in our ability to meet with Chief and Council to consult the 
First Nation regarding our 2010 work programs and our proposed 2011 programs, as well as our land use 
permit application.  You have indicated that we will not be able to attend the December 14-15th Chief and 
Council meeting.  We had hoped to meet with Chief and Council before Christmas, as we indicated in our 
November 23 and 26 letters to the Chief, and our November 26 email to the Chief and Todd.  In addition 
to engaging with you, we wish to ensure that the Board is provided with updated information by its 
January 7, 2011 deadline.   
  
We appreciate Todd's advice that he will draft a letter to the Board early next week reviewing the status of 
matters.  At this point, given the unavailability of Chief and Council to meet to consult with us regarding 
matters on the ground, we are concerned about that status.  We appreciate that this is a busy time of 
year, but if it is possible for Chief and Council's December 14-15 meeting agenda to include Seabridge, 
we would appreciate that opportunity.   
  
Alternatively, we are open to consulting with Chief and Council at another mutually convenient time, either 
in December or early in the new year.  By copy of this email to INAC, we respectfully request INAC's 
assistance in facilitating and attending such a meeting. 
  
We look forward to hearing from you.  
 
Regards 
 
Brent Murphy 
 
From: Kelly Cumming  
Sent: December-08-10 1:38 PM 
To: Todd Slack 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Gold Inc. - Land Use Permit Application - Courageous Lake 
 
I think I’m missing something -  why are we even talking about this meeting still when the idea 
is to have the ExA take care of it? 
 
From: Todd Slack  
Sent: December-08-10 1:53 PM 
To: Kelly Cumming 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Gold Inc. - Land Use Permit Application - Courageous Lake 
 
Can you ask Eddie to call me on this when he has a few minutes – it’s tricky territory and I want 
to be sure that I’m going to respond with his backing.  
 
 
 



 
From: Todd Slack  
Sent: December-09-10 12:13 PM 
To: 'Brent Murphy' 
Cc: Randy Freeman; 'Gloria Trujillo'; 'Don Aubrey'; 'Mike Byrne'; 'Kate Hearn'; 'Stephen Ellis'; Kelly 
Cumming; screeningofficer@eastarm.com 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Gold Inc. - Land Use Permit Application - Courageous Lake 
 
Hello Brent/all.  
 
The negotiation and finalization of the Exploration Agreement is between your company and 
YKDFN. It is not an INAC process – it is the FN tool to dispose of the consultation requirement. 
If they fund the implementation of your agreement, I think that’s a great idea...it is their duty, not 
yours. But we need to be clear on what process you are asking to meet with leadership on – if it 
is related to the ExA, then there needs to either be a signed agreement or a very high level of 
confidence that this will be forthcoming; at this point I could not recommend that such an 
agreement will be forthcoming – it is premature. If the meeting you’re requesting is part of a 
process outside of the ExA, then that will necessarily change the nature of the meeting, people, 
funding, issues to be discussed and the mechanisms by which any accommodation measures will 
be enacted and enforced.  
 
I understand your concern on the timeline. However, with respect, I cannot accept this on face 
value. The Exploration Agreement was first sent to you on May 6th and then raised in 
correspondence with either you or your consultants no less than five times following that. It was 
YKDFN responding quickly to Seabridge, raising open issues – not the other way around.  It was 
Seabridge’s refusal to respond on this issue that caused the delay – because as we had stated, the 
decision to either use or reject the exploration Agreement was an important point. It was 
Seabridge’s response which guided further engagement steps.  
 
At no time did you indicate your preference for this mechanism (or any other) to achieve 
consultation. It was only until recently that you indicated this is the route you wish to follow. 
What has occurred in the last two weeks is the kind of discussion that should have taken place in 
May, June, July or any of the months since then. I stand by the comment in the letter to the 
Board:  

“Throughout this engagement, the YKDFN provided clear advice and direction, was 
prompt in its responses and followed up on outstanding issues. It was YKDFN that was 
diligent in chasing answers and outlining the desired engagement process.  However, it is 
clear that no one was really listening and that the company, INAC and the consultants 
believe that if they simply ask the same questions over and over without directly 
responding, this represented consultation.” 

So, to be clear, the delay has not been YKDFN frustrating this process, quite the opposite. The 
FN has been quite clear in my opinion - All the FN wants is to be consulted – whether by an ExA 
or some other means, you simply needed to be clear and act in good faith. If you do not want to 
pursue the ExA, then you need to explicitly say so...because that immediately takes this file out 
of my hands and puts it into leaderships. 
 



Recently you have indicated that the ExA has been selected as the mechanism. However, you 
returned the document to YKDFN with over 1000 changes (your numbers, I did not count)...Any 
reasonable person would conclude that this represents a significant change to the template and 
you shouldn’t be surprised that it will require some review. The document is indeed flexible, but 
the more changes made, the more consideration that is required – and some of the changes are 
complex indeed. The depth of changes required us to pursue legal advice – but in trying to 
respect your desire for alternative wordings, we need to be sure that the changes being requested 
do not alter the legal meaning of the clauses in question. One of the goals behind the creation of 
a defined agreement template was to avoid the need to solicit legal advice all the time...but 
concluding an agreement satisfactory to both parties is more important than saving a few bucks 
and spending a couple days. Considerable alterations to the template are being considered by the 
YKDFN to make this work.  
 
For clarity, let us review the exchange/progress since you indicated your desire to pursue an 
exploration agreement:  
Nov 23rd – SB -> YKDFN - You first indicate that an ExA should be considered.  
Nov 25th – YKDFN -> SB - Initial Comments from YKDFN 
Nov 29th – YKDFN -> SB - 2nd round of comments 
Dec 3rd – SB -> YKDFN – Comment Table 
Dec 7th – YKDFN -> SB – Comment Table and updated draft sent to lawyers (This was a bit 
slower only because it ended up in YKDFN’s junk mail – both for Kelly and I, else it’d of been 
responded to the day before). Our lawyer has indicated that they can respond early next week.  
 
In two weeks, that’s pretty good progress, especially considering it came out of the blue. This is 
the kind of rapid negotiation that will lead to a draft agreement being concluded sooner rather 
than later, which I hope we both consider a benefit. As I noted in my email of Nov. 29th, the most 
complex ExA that we concluded required 5 iterations.  
 
The idea behind the Exploration Agreement is to create a tool by which the First Nation can 
ensure that their concerns, many of which cannot be addressed within the MVRMA Land Use 
Regs, will have appropriate accommodations. These mitigations are not onerous. It is a tool to 
dispense with consultation, with clarity and certainty. In the Exploration Agreement model, a 
meeting at this point is premature as there is no agreement to discuss. For example, let’s focus on 
one of the simplest components of the proposed agreement – Schedule C. You’re requesting a 
meeting, but at this point the absence of a signed agreement or contribution agreement means 
that there is uncertainty here – you are effectively asking the YKDFN to subsidize the mineral 
industry. This same uncertainty applies to all of the other clauses for discussion as well.  

• A meeting with Chief and Council related to the Exploration Agreement does not need to occur 
prior to signing – in all other cases, the meeting has taken place after the signing at dates most 
convenient to both the company and the council. So, a meeting with Chief and Council is not 
required at this point – for the ExA model.  

 
This being said - I just want to respond to your email of Dec. 8th, in which you note that “we will 
not be able to attend the December 14-15th Chief and Council meeting”. This will form part of 
the YKDFN response to the Board’s request for follow up.  

- First, the agenda is 30some items long. There is [almost certainly] no way the council 
will make it through these items. 



- Secondly, the meeting is being held explicitly to deal with items not requiring a public 
audience, precisely because they require so much time. Given my experience, your 
audience would require three hours of council time...it just isn’t possible.  

- Thirdly, even if it was part of the ExA process, I cannot provide an alternative date at this 
time. The meeting dates in the new year are scheduled at the end of council (ie. the night 
of December 15th). There has been talk of the 2nd week of January, but that is outside my 
hands – it’s set by council.  

 
 
NEXT STEPS:  
As for the information requested by the Board in their letter of November 25th, we will be 
responding next week.  
 
It is my firm belief that given the progress to date, a draft agreement could be in place by then, at 
which time scheduling a meeting would be more appropriate. Given this progress and the facts 
before us (the acknowledgement of common ground), I was hoping that we can both write to the 
Board asking for a 22.2(b) extension to conclude this agreement. I believe that represents the 
fastest and most efficient tool to move this process forward – when/if this agreement is 
successfully concluded, then the YKDFN will provide a letter to the Board indicating that 
consultation and accommodation has occurred and the Part 5 requirements of the MVRMA will 
have been met. It is at that point that scheduling a meeting will be more appropriate.   
 
Sorry for the wall of text – I just want to ensure that we’re being as clear as possible.  
 
Cheers,   
T 
 
 
 
 
From: Brent Murphy [mailto:b.murphy@theedge.ca]  
Sent: December-13-10 8:08 AM 
To: Todd Slack; Kelly Cumming 
Cc: Randy Freeman; 'Gloria Trujillo'; 'Don Aubrey'; 'Mike Byrne'; 'Kate Hearn'; 'Stephen Ellis'; 
screeningofficer@eastarm.com 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Gold Inc. - Land Use Permit Application - Courageous Lake 
 
Chief Sangris and Todd: 
  
I am replying to Todd's e-mail to me of December 9, 2010 (set out below).  
  
Based on Todd's comments, I see two issues for us to address for moving forward from here.   
  
1. Review of the 2010 Field Program and Plans for 2011 
  
We wrote a letter to Chief and Council on September 13, 2010, with e-mail follow-up, to request a 
meeting in late November or early December to review the results of our 2010 Field Program and future 
plans. 



  
Unfortunately, no response for this meeting has been received and we understand, from Todd's recent 
note to me, that Council's December 15 Agenda is full. There have been many opportunities since our 
letter of September 13 to set up this session and we remain prepared to have this meeting at any time 
that may suit the Yellowknives Dene First Nation. 
  
To be clear, the purpose of this request was to engage with you, face to face, to explain what we have 
done and what we plan to do (even though final baseline reports will not be available until the spring of 
2011; our goal was to share with you the highlights). And, most importantly, to listen to your feedback and 
concerns, and to work with you (as we have done in the past 7 years successfully) to make any 
appropriate adjustments to our exploration activities on the ground.  
  
This is how we understand consultation -- not based on a pre-condition that we first sign an Exploration 
Agreement with you, which, frankly, you presented to us in a hard-line manner as something that must be 
signed first or the YKDFN will not consult with Seabridge. As we noted in our November 23, 2010  letter 
to you, your expression of flexibility in the terms of the Exploration Agreement was only recently provided. 
Based on this, we revised the draft Agreement and provided you with what we consider fair and 
commercially reasonable changes. Other than two provisions that we have deleted (which raise 
fundamental business points), we expect your legal counsel will conclude that most of our edits are 
drafting clarifications. The rest of our comments (sent in a subsequent chart format) are answers 
to questions that you raised.  
  
2. The Land Use Application Process 
  
We were hopeful that we could find a time to meet with you before January 7, 2011 and we re-iterate our 
offer that we would like to do this and we remain available to do this. 
  
With respect to your view that an Exploration Agreement might be able to be in place over the next few 
days of this week, we are happy to work with you to achieve this.  
  
But, again, we do not see this as a pre-condition of engaging with you in the short-term with respect to the 
Land Use Application that is before the Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board. As set out in detail in 
our November 23 letter to you, we have conducted our business in 2010 in a manner that meets much of 
the spirit of your draft Exploration Agreement. 
  
In conclusion, let me reiterate that the purpose of all our requests, particularly over the last 3 months, 
have been to exchange information about our respective interests. Our actions demonstrate that we have 
acted in good faith and that we have consulted with the Yellowknives Dene First Nation on our 
activities, and we look forward to continuing to do so. 
  
Best Regards, 
  
Brent Murphy 
 
From: [private] 
Sent: December-14-10 3:18 PM 
To: enviroment@ykdene.com; Todd Slack 
Subject: Seabridge Gold: Caribou 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
there are two different positions about the caribou. Which is correct? 



 
02-Jun-10 M Brent Murphy To Stephen Ellis IMA 
 
"Brent stated that Seabridge is 
having a wildlife management plan being developed and that they will commit to stopping 
drilling 
activity if and when caribou are observed within 500 to 1000 metres of the operation. " 
 
 
http://www.mvlwb.ca/mv/Registry/2010/MV2010C0046/Application/MV2010C0046%20-
%20Project%20Description%20-%20Oct06-10.pdf 
 
15-Nov-2010 M Brent Murphy to WRRB 
" We do not agree that shutting down operations if caribou are observed within a kilometre 
of a site is the “typical approach”." 
 
http://www.mvlwb.ca/mv/Registry/2010/MV2010C0046/Comments/MV2010C0046-
%20Response%20to%20WRRB-%20Nov15-10.pdf 
 
Rudi Fronk’s (Seabridge Gold, CEO) and James Anthony’s (Seabridge Gold, Chairman) 
predecessor company to Seabridge Gold was Greenstone Resources. 
 
http://www.miningwatch.ca/en/legacy-greenstone-resources-nicaragua 
 
Regards, 
 
 
From: Brent Murphy [mailto:b.murphy@theedge.ca]  
Sent: December-14-10 4:18 PM 
To: Todd Slack; Kelly Cumming 
Cc: Randy Freeman; 'Gloria Trujillo'; 'Don Aubrey'; 'Mike Byrne'; 'Kate Hearn'; 'Stephen Ellis'; 
screeningofficer@eastarm.com 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Gold Inc. - Land Use Permit Application - Courageous Lake 
 
Hi Todd and Chief Sangris: 
  
We look forward to hearing about the availability of the Yellowknives Dene to meet with us before January 
7, 2011, as directed by the Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board in its November 25 letter. 
  
We do not wish to be adversarial about this and will ensure, best we can as Seabridge, that consultation 
is carried out in the best possible manner to facilitate an understanding of our activities. 
  
Todd: I will call you Wednesday morning to discuss the Exploration Agreement. As advised for 3 weeks 
now, we are fine with moving forward with this draft Exploration Agreement on a mutually acceptable 
basis. In the interim, here is the further information that you requested for filling in various sections: 
  
-Page One: 5073 NWT Limited, is a company established under the laws of the Northwest Territories, 
and Seabridge Gold Inc, is a company established under the laws of  Ontario with its main office at 106 
Front Street East, Suite 400; 
-For the Notice Provision: The Company contact and contact details are:  

http://www.mvlwb.ca/mv/Registry/2010/MV2010C0046/Application/MV2010C0046%20-%20Project%20Description%20-%20Oct06-10.pdf�
http://www.mvlwb.ca/mv/Registry/2010/MV2010C0046/Application/MV2010C0046%20-%20Project%20Description%20-%20Oct06-10.pdf�
http://www.mvlwb.ca/mv/Registry/2010/MV2010C0046/Comments/MV2010C0046-%20Response%20to%20WRRB-%20Nov15-10.pdf�
http://www.mvlwb.ca/mv/Registry/2010/MV2010C0046/Comments/MV2010C0046-%20Response%20to%20WRRB-%20Nov15-10.pdf�
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            106 Front Street East, Suite 400 
            Toronto, Ontario 
            M5A 1E1 
            T 416 367 9292 
            F 416 367 2711 
            www.seabridgegold.net 
 
            Attention:         Mr. Rudi Fronk  
                                    President and CEO 
 
Regards 
 
Brent Murphy 
 
 
 
 
 
JIM JODUIN MEMO AND RESPONSE 
 
From: James Jodouin [mailto:jjodouin@bjhlaw.ca]  
Sent: December-15-10 11:35 AM 
To: Todd Slack 
Cc: 'Diane Barrington' 
Subject: Exploration Agreement with 5073 NWT Limited 
 
Todd  
 
Attached please find a memorandum that addresses some of my concerns for the draft 
Exploration Agreement with 5073 NWT Limited, a wholly owned subsidiary of Seabridge Gold 
Inc.  Once you have reviewed my comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Jim 
***  Attachment 
 
A 
From: Todd Slack [mailto:tslack@ykdene.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 14, 2010 10:20 AM 
To: Brent Murphy; Kelly Cumming 
Cc: Randy Freeman; 'Gloria Trujillo'; 'Don Aubrey'; 'Mike Byrne'; 'Kate Hearn'; 'Stephen Ellis'; 
screeningofficer@eastarm.com 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Gold Inc. - Land Use Permit Application - Courageous Lake 
 
Hi.  
 

1) Without conflating these two issues...Kelly is going to compile the 
documentation/correspondence for most of your point 1, as that has generally occurred 
with her. I’m familiar with the file, but not as thoroughly as she is. She’s out of the office 
today, but I suspect we’ll work together to get you a response before the week is over.  

 

http://www.seabridgegold.net/�


2a) Can you indicate where YKDFN linked the completion of an Exploration Agreement as a 
pre-condition of engagement? This is an assertion that your contractor also made on June 2nd 
as well and we refuted then as well (that time related to Research Permits). In our response of 
June 3rd, we ask him to show where this link was made and add a clarification “the research 
permits are separate from the exploration agreement and I’ve never implied differently. The 
Exploration Agreement is the First Nations preferred mechanism to dispense with 
consultation associated with the Land Use Permit.“ We never received a response.  
 
Once again this assertion is raised – and I’ve once again gone back to the correspondence we 
sent with the ExA and it seems quite reasonable – Can you provide instances where it seems 
hard-line, inflexible or suggests that an ExA is a precondition to anything? I see passages 
like:  

- “I remind you that we are amenable to being flexible in order to accommodate the 
specific circumstances of this project and company” (May 6th) 
- “If you can review the attached agreement and get back to me, that would be great. We 
are open to discussing the agreement if there are issues with wording or anything else.” 
(May 26th)  
- “Naturally, we are open to discussing this [sic] measures if the company feels that we 

have something wrong.” (May 27th *Typo was mine)  
It seems to me that this is kind of the opposite of a hard-line approach....but perhaps there 
were other portions of the text that didn’t reflect this. If you could provide instances where I 
can find examples, that would be great as it would help ensure clarity in future endeavours. 
As we never received a direct response on the ExA, I’m not sure when the perception of a 
hard line was created/the problems occurred...*Note, if you wanted to sever this to a new 
email thread (new subject line), that may be helpful so as not to conflate separate issues.   

 
2b) Returning to the ExA - LET ME BE DIRECT, because I don’t want to waste time or 
money. Do you want to use the Exploration Agreement mechanism? 
- IF YES, please indicate so and note that it is premature to hold a meeting with Chief and 

Council at this point. There is no agreement on basic concerns or accommodations.  
- IF NO, then you must consult through another route and I don’t have discretion to help 

you on that without getting guidance on how to proceed from the Chiefs.  
As stated several times now, this decision is an important milestone in terms of the process to 
be followed. 
 

3) Assuming the answer to 2b is yes, I spoke with the YKDFN lawyer yesterday and he has 
some significant concerns with some of the changes – and will be forwarding comments and 
alternative wordings to YKDFN. I asked if he could prioritize the delivery of these as it 
sounds like some of these issues are fundamental. This being said, if you wanted to send 
any additional text to fill in, that would be great. Namely I’m thinking – location of company 
incorporation & head office, company contact officer and contact details, and a map for 
Sched A and D. Lastly Sched B is especially important in our opinion, as it contains the 
activities that the ExA will apply to.  

 
Regards 
 



 
 
From: Brent Murphy [mailto:b.murphy@theedge.ca]  
Sent: December-15-10 12:32 PM 
To: Todd Slack; Kelly Cumming 
Cc: Randy Freeman; 'Gloria Trujillo'; 'Don Aubrey'; 'Mike Byrne'; 'Kate Hearn'; 'Stephen Ellis'; 
screeningofficer@eastarm.com 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Gold Inc. - Land Use Permit Application - Courageous Lake 
 
Chief Sangris and Todd 
 
Good morning.  As a further follow up to your email of Dec 14, 2010, the following information 
is offered: 
 
Schedule A 
 
A location map is attached.  We would appreciate receiving a copy of the Yk Dene Traditional 
Lands Map as well 
 
Schedule B 
 
The description of the work  is primarily  referenced to our land use permit application document 
which includes the following 
 
The proposed work in the present permit application is a continuation of the drilling program that 
began under the 2003 Land Use permit (MV2003C0050) and its associated activities of 
construction and operation of the a spur winter road off of the main Tibbitt to Contwoyto Winter 
Road. The original proposal was to complete up to 225 drill holes on the Courageous Lake site. 
This work began in January 2004, with the drill testing slated for completion by March 2009. 
However, because of various delays, the drilling program did not finish within the previous 
permitting cycle. So far only 75 diamond drill holes, have been completed since the 2003 Land 
Use permit was issued. The work proposed in the present application merely seeks to continue 
this program. 
The overall project goals are: 

1. in-fill drilling and reserve delineation of the FAT gold deposit; 

2. drill test newly recognized targets for their potential to contain gold resources that can 
be incorporated into the Courageous Lake Project; 

3. quarrying for repair of existing fuel storage facility and repair of roads (total amount 
quarried will be equal to less than 50 cubic yards); and 

4. potential in-fill drilling and reserve delineation of newly recognized resources that would be 
incorporated into the Courageous Lake Project. This activity is the continuation of item 1 listed 
above, and is contingent on its results. 

We also reference our response to you of Dec 3 to highlight that the exploration program also 
 encompasses those additional activities required to complete a feasibility study. 
 



The exploration program consists of more than the application for a land use permit (LUP). In particular, 
the exploration program encompasses activities that are needed to complete a feasibility study. The intent 
of this language is to describe in more detail the nature of the exploration program. These activities are 
primarily set out in the LUP, which are complemented by environmental baseline studies. 
 
Schedule D 
 
The archaeology map will be coincidental with the project location map and copies of any 
archaeological work will be provided to the Yk Dene when completed, as was done with the 
2003 report.  Our 2010 report is currently being prepared and will be forwarded early in the New 
Year.  However in the meantime I have attached the slides from our baseline presentation, on this 
year’s archaeological program.  The baseline presentation is the one which Seabridge has been 
offering to provide to the Yk Dene.  
 
Please let me know if any additional information is required and again we look forward to hearing 
about the availability of the Yellowknives Dene to meet with us before January 7, 2011, as directed by the 
Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board in its November 25 letter. 
 
Regards 
 
Brent Murphy 
 
 
FURTHER STUDY LETTER 
 
From: Kelly Cumming  
Sent: December-17-10 12:11 PM 
To: whagen@mvlwb.com 
Cc: Todd Slack; 'Stephen Ellis (scellis@eastarm.com)'; ''Julie Jackson' (Julie.Jackson@inac-ainc.gc.ca)'; 
Brent Murphy (b.murphy@theedge.ca) 
Subject: YKDFN - Seabridge Gold - Further Study, Courageous Lake 
 
Please find correspondence attached. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
INAC WRITES ‘FIRST NATIONS FRUSTRATION THE PROCESS LETTER’ 

- James Lawrance Letter 
 
 
MEETING AHEAD OF ExA 
From: Brent Murphy [mailto:b.murphy@theedge.ca]  
Sent: December-22-10 11:33 AM 
To: Kelly Cumming; Todd Slack 
Cc: 'Kate Hearn'; 'Mike Byrne'; 'Don Aubrey'; 'Gloria Trujillo' 
Subject: Engagement with the Yk Dene 
 
Hi Chief Sangris and Todd: 
  



Thanks for the below December 16 email providing me with some further comments and 
an additional mark-up of the draft of the Exploration Agreement. Below are my suggestions to try to 
complete this discussion so that we can, hopefully, sign an Exploration Agreement at some point in the 
near future.  
  
As I have said before, we do not see the completion of this Exploration Agreement as necessary for a 
meeting with the YK Dene to discuss our activities (from 2010 and planned for 2011).  Nor is the 
completion of the Exploration Agreement a pre-requisite for the meeting between us recommended by the 
MacKenzie Valley Land and Water Board regarding our Land Use Permit (LUP) renewal. If lack of funding 
is one of the reasons you have been unable to meet with Seabridge over the past month, I am happy to 
fund the reasonable per diem costs of a meeting in early January.  
 
It seems unnecessary for us to be at this impasse, so in the interests of signing an Exploration Agreement 
acceptable to Seabridge, let me provide our comments.  From your December 16 mark-up of the 
Exploration Agreement, I see 4 key issues, 2 of which are commercial and 2 of which are legal: 
 
  
Commercial Issues 
  
1. Consent (Article 4). You have re-inserted the concept from your "template" Exploration Agreement that 
requires Seabridge to obtain consent from the YK Dene before proceeding with commercial mining.  
While we would like to enter into a commercially reasonable agreement of mutual benefit, we are not 
prepared to provide the YK Dene with a contractual veto on the future development of our Project. This 
point is non-negotiable for Seabridge.  We have offered a fair and balanced alternative around the 
negotiation of an IBA which is consistent with our commercial experience on such issues.  If you insist on 
having a veto then we suggest that future discussions focus on matters other than an Exploration 
Agreement, as we do not believe a mutually-satisfactory agreement can be developed on such terms.  
We have been clear on this issue from the outset of our engagement with you. 
  
2. Scope of Exploration Program (Article 3). As you know from the variety of permits our project requires, 
our exploration activities involve more than the work set out in the Land Use Permit.  We wish to have a 
meaningful dialogue with the YK Dene about Seabridge's exploration program, and approach this in a 
holistic manner.  For example, the archaeological and wildlife issues, arise in the context of the LUP but 
are also relevant in additional separate permitting processes. For this reason, we are not prepared to limit 
this Agreement to the LUP alone. 
  
Legal Issues 
  
3 and 4: Support Covenant (Article 21) and Transferability (Articles 22-25). I understand from my lawyer 
that we are not far apart on these two points, based on your mark-up. I think the most efficient way to 
address these items is to have a lawyer to lawyer chat. 
  
Assuming the two commercial issues above can be resolved, then it likely makes sense for us to hand 
this draft Agreement over to the lawyers to prepare a final draft for our mutual consideration. I am happy 
to provide you with my lawyer's contact details if you would prefer to have your lawyer deal with all of 
these issues, both commercial and legal, in one conversation. 
  
Finally, there are two additional matters you note below that I wish to respond to: 
  
a) Caribou: Based on expert scientific advice, Seabridge has prepared a comprehensive wildlife 
management plan that we stand by. If you and the other interested First Nations wish to jointly appoint a 
monitor to address your compliance concerns, Seabridge is prepare to fund one such monitor for the 
Project. 
  



b) Community Camp: Seabridge’s activities over the past seven years have not resulted, to our 
knowledge,  in any impacts or disruptions to the Yk Dene Traditional Camp and it is our opinion that 
future land use activates as regulated under the LUP will continue to have the same negligible effect. 
 Seabridge will, as it has done previously, share information on our planned schedule with your 
organization and people. 
  
Please let me know if you think we are at the stage of having our lawyers chat to wrap up this draft 
Exploration Agreement. 
  
All the best for a Happy Holiday Season. 
 
Regards 
 
Brent Murphy 
EMAIL TO THE BOARD 
 
From: Todd Slack  
Sent: January-04-11 12:07 PM 
To: 'Lynn Boettger - MVLWB' 
Subject: Email to File - Seabridge 
 
Hi Lynn:  
 
I just wanted to file the following email for the record, further to our response of Dec. 17th, point 
2 especially.:  
 
From: Todd Slack  
Sent: December-14-10 10:20 AM 
To: 'Brent Murphy'; Kelly Cumming 
Cc: Randy Freeman; 'Gloria Trujillo'; 'Don Aubrey'; 'Mike Byrne'; 'Kate Hearn'; 'Stephen Ellis'; 
screeningofficer@eastarm.com 
Subject: RE: Seabridge Gold Inc. - Land Use Permit Application - Courageous Lake 
 
Hi.  
 
1) [Deleted] 
 

2a) [Deleted] 
 

2b) Returning to the ExA - LET ME BE DIRECT, because I don’t want to waste time or 
money. Do you want to use the Exploration Agreement mechanism? 
- IF YES, please indicate so and note that it is premature to hold a meeting with Chief and 

Council at this point. There is no agreement on basic concerns or accommodations.  
- IF NO, then you must consult through another route and I don’t have discretion to help 

you on that without getting guidance on how to proceed from the Chiefs.  
As stated several times now, this decision is an important milestone in terms of the process to 
be followed. 
 

3) [Deleted] 



 
Regards 
 
 
Later in the day Brent Murphy replied: 
“As advised for 3 weeks now, we are fine with moving forward with this draft Exploration Agreement on a 
mutually acceptable basis.” 
 
 
The company has explicitly indicated that they are in favour of pursuing an Exploration Agreement, In the 
YKDFN response to the Board, I don’t think that our response had explicitly stated that it was not just the 
YKDFN which was pursuing this. In INAC’s letter of Dec. 17th, Mr. James Lawrence indirectly suggests 
that the YKDFN are frustrating the process to consult through other mechanisms. I just want to state that 
in no way is this the case...The company has explicitly stated that they would like to pursue the 
Exploration Agreement – so a meeting is not required at this point.  
 
At no time has the company stated that the ExA is not the route they wish to follow at present. I’m unclear 
where the confusion is.  This is the reason that the YKDFN has not met with the company at this point. If 
this agreement is successfully completed, then Mr. Lawrence’s purported goal of ensuring proper 
consultation has occurred will have been met. However, if the company did not wish to pursue an 
Exploration Agreement, they have not indicated this to YKDFN.  
 
 
Cheers,  
Todd 
 
 
From: Todd Slack  
Sent: January-05-11 10:18 AM 
To: Brent Murphy 
Cc: Kelly Cumming; 'Kate Hearn'; 'Mike Byrne'; 'Don Aubrey'; 'Gloria Trujillo'; Randy Freeman; Steve Ellis 
Subject: RE: Engagement with the Yk Dene 
 
Brent,   
 
1) Can you suggest a new angle/wording for the IBA related clauses that you believe addresses YKDFN 
concern for IBA recognition while allowing sufficient leeway for your company? 
 
2) Scope – I do not believe your desire for a ‘one size fits all permits’ agreement can be accommodated. 
This agreement was designed and ratified to meet exploration programs, and does not deal with issues 
related to research permitting (eg. Intellectual property issues, etc.). Just as the MVLWB does not 
address the research licensing, nor was it foreseen that this agreement would either. Lastly, for 
comparison, if it were necessary to utilize an alternate consultation regime, these issues are treated 
as separate as well.  
 
On another note, LKDFn and DKFN have adopted a research template with individuals and companies 
wanting to access FN IP and research activities on traditional FN lands. This is seperate and independent 
of the ExA – YKDFN have been considering adopting this but have not yet made a final decision.  
 
3/4) Okay, I'll assume that this is 'solvable' 
 
Everything else:  



- In regards to your discussion about funding, you are missing the point of the example. The point 
was that nothing has been settled and no accommodations reached...but to take the example 
one step further – you say that you’re  willing to ‘fund reasonable per diem costs of a meeting’ 
yet have rejected the proposed budget that we’ve submitted. THIS IS AN EXAMPLE OF ALL THE 
OUTSTANDING MEASURES – while it is well and good to commit to them, without some more 
concrete agreement on them, they’re meaningless. Do you see what I mean? I have repeatedly 
noted that a meeting is not required at this point of the Exploration Agreement mechanism which 
you’ve explicitly said that you wish to pursue. I’m not sure why you’re rejecting our advice on the 
steps of this process?  

- Your response to the Caribou concerns raised by YKDFN is noted. We again assert that this plan 
is so loosely worded so as never to come into force. In addition, if not held as part of this 
agreement, even if there was such a rare condition that mitigations were to be triggered, there is 
no enforcement mechanism if the mitigations were not followed.  
 

- Can you provide some indication of how Seabridge has provided information in the past?  You 
and I held one short meeting in 2007 as I was just starting in this position, but other than that 
I’m not aware of any correspondence from your company in the last few years.  

 
I do not believe us to be at an impasse and am unsure as to why you think that? Can you please provide 
some rationale as to this given the history to date? It has not been easy as there have been (and 
seemingly continue to be) some communication troubles, but I firmly believe that Lands has, and will 
continue, to work diligently to develop an Exploration Agreement not just acceptable to both YKDFN and 
Seabridge. If YOU are asserting that the ExA negotiation has reached an impasse and failed (Please be 
clear and explicit), then let me remind you (as we have already noted in the past), that the Crown’s 
constitutional duty remains and an alternate process will have to be commenced.  
 
If you can provide a response before the start of business on January 7th, 2011 that would be most 
helpful towards moving this file forward.   
 
Regards 
 
YKDFN LETTER TO INAC in response to James Lawrence 
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Rhonda Miller - MVLWB

From: Lynn Boettger - MVLWB [lboettger@mvlwb.com]
Sent: February-17-11 8:40 AM
To: 'Rhonda Miller - MVLWB'
Subject: FW: Forgot to attach
Attachments: seabridge correspondence.doc

Rhonda – Can you make sure this gets up on the registry ASAP please....there are a couple of folks wanting to look at it.  
Thanks! 
Lynn 
 

From: Lynn Boettger - MVLWB [mailto:lboettger@mvlwb.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2011 11:51 AM 
To: 'Rhonda Miller - MVLWB' 
Subject: FW: Forgot to attach 
 
MV2010C0046‐ Seabridge  
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