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O Nk’ultenlhkálha
Kuk’wstum’úlhkacw nilh sHuman Rights Committee United Nations.swa
Kuk’wstum’úlhkal’ap i skelkla7lhkálha
Cw’aoz ku lhápenlhkalh tákem i rip, tákem i saqw, tákem i nq’áylec, tákem i matq.
 Wa7 t'u7 wa7 tsúwa7s i Líl'watemca ti tmícwiha.
Tákem i nsnuk’wnúk’wa.

Involvement of the Human Rights Committee
We are pleased to present to the Committee this statement concerning Canada, Líl’wat and the provisions of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. At this time we offer the following statement to the Committee regarding the outstanding matter of Canada’s brutal and non-consensual 150 year occupation of Líl’wat territory.
Líl’wat Statement
Líl’wat is concerned with the realization of its rights equal to other humans; its freedom and independence. We have always maintained and continue to maintain that we are a free and independent state.[endnoteRef:1] [1:  Declaration of the Lillooet Tribe, May 10, 1911: 
To Whom It May Concern:
  We the undersigned chiefs of the Lillooet tribe (being all the chiefs of said tribe) declare as follows: -
  We speak the truth, and we speak for our whole tribe, numbering about 1400 people at the present time.
  We claim that we are the rightful owners of our tribal territory, and everything pertaining thereto.  We have always lived in our country; at no time have we ever deserted it, or left it to others.  We have retained it from the invasion of other tribes at the cost of our blood.  Our ancestors were in possession of our country centuries before the whites ever came.  It is the same as yesterday when the latter came, and like the day before when the first fur trader came.  We are aware the B.C. government claims our country, like all other Indian territories in B.C.; but we deny their right to it.  We never gave it nor sold it to them.  They certainly never got the title to the country from us, neither by agreement nor conquest, and none other than us could have any right to give them title.  In early days we considered the white chiefs like a superior race that never lied nor stole, and always acted wisely, and honourably.  We expected they would lay claim to what belonged to themselves only.  In these considerations we have been mistaken and gradually have learned how cunning, cruel, untruthful, and thieving some of them can be.  We have felt keenly the stealing of our lands by the B.C. government, but we could never learn how to get redress.  We felt helpless and dejected; but lately we begin to hope.  We think that perhaps after all we may get redress from the greater white chiefs away in the King’s country, or in Ottawa.  It seemed to us all white chiefs and governments were against us, but now we commence to think we may get a measure of justice.
  We have been informed of the stand taken by the Thompson River, Shuswap, and Okanagan tribes, as per their declaration of July 16th,1910.  We have learned of the Indian Rights Association of B.C., and have also heard the glad news that the Ottawa government will help us to obtain our rights.  As we are in the same position in regard to our lands, etc., and labor under the same disadvantages as the other tribes of B.C., we resolved to join them in their movement for our mutual rights.  With this object, several of our chiefs attended the Indian meeting at Lytton on Feb. 13th, 1910, and again the meeting at Kamloops on the 6th of Feb. last.  Thereafter we held a meeting ourselves at Lillooet on the 24th of Feb. last, when the chiefs of all Lillooet bands resolved as follows:
  First – That we join the other interior tribes affiliated with the Indian Rights Association of the Coast.
  Second – That we stand with them in the demand for their rights, and the settlement of the Indian land question.
  Third – That we agree unanimously with them in all the eight articles of their Declaration, as made at Spences Bridge, July, 1910.
  In conclusion, we wish to protest against the recent seizing of certain of our lands at “The Short Portage,” by white settlers on authority of the B.C. government.  These lands have been continually occupied by us from the time out of mind, and have been cultivated by us unmolested for over thirty years.  We also wish to protest against the building of railway depots and sidings on any of our reservations, as we hear is projected.  We agree that a copy of this Declaration be sent each to the Hon. Mr. Oliver, the Superintendent of Indian Affairs, the Secretary of the Indian Rights Association, Mr. Clark, K.C., and Mr. McDonald, Inspector of Indian Agencies.
  (Signed)	James Nraiteskel, Chief Lillooet Band
		James Stager, Chief Pemberton Band
		Peter Chalal, Chief Mission Band
		James James, Chief Seaton Lake Band
		John Koiustghen, Chief Pasulko Band
		David Eksiepalus, Chief No. 2 Lillooet Band
		Charles Nekaula, Chief Nkempts Band
		James Smith, Chief Tenas Lake Band
		Harry Nkasusa, Chief Samakwa Band
		Paul Koitelamugh, Chief Skookum Chuck Band
		August Akstonkail, Chief Port Douglas Band
		Jean Babtiste, Chief No. 1 Cayuse Creek Band
		David Skwinstwaugh, Chief Bridge River Band
		Thomas Bull, Chief Slahoos Band
		Thomas Jack, Chief Anderson Lake Band
		Chief Fransois
		Thomas Adolph, for La Fountain Indians
			Spences Bridge, B.C. May 10th, 1911

] 

This has been acknowledged and publicly confirmed by our neighbouring nations. The international community of States Parties to the UN Charter have yet to recognize our political status however it must be noted that Líl’wat people have not been a participant in the creation or ratification of international human rights law. The resulting mechanism is therefore unable to provide a forum for the resolution of existing issues between Canada and Líl’wat.
While Líl’wat is being referred to as “Aboriginal,” “Indian” or “First Nations,” by Canada, and referred to as an “Indigenous People” in the UN, we are Líl’watmec of Líl’wat. Líl’wat has no treaty with Canada. Líl’wat has never freely determined our political status as being integrated in any way with Canada.[endnoteRef:2] [2:  We wish to include as an addendum to this statement the 2006 L.L.M. Thesis, PRISONERS OF DEMOCRACY: THE LIL’WAT’S RIGHT TO AN IMPARTIAL TRIBUNAL: AN ANALYSIS OF THE LILLOOET LAKE ROADBLOCK CASE. by Lynda Jean Crompton, LL.B., The University of British Columbia, at http://circle.ubc.ca/handle/2429/32343?show=full. The 226 page document does not fit conveniently in the present format but please consider it part of this statement.
The Abstract from the thesis is printed here for a convenient summary: 
This thesis analyzes the response of the domestic judiciary to the Lil’wat peoples’ assertion of territorial sovereignty as their defense to a charge of criminal contempt of court before the British Columbia Supreme Court. A lack of impartiality within the Canadian legal system is revealed through a critical legal realist examination of a specific encounter between the dominant Canadian society and the traditional Lil’wat peoples. Both overt and subtle colonial attitudes are demonstrated as embedded within the law, its institutions and its accepted practices in the context of Indigenous/Newcomer relations. This case study seeks to make visible a reliance on a series of invalid legal assumptions regarding Indigenous peoples. These assumptions are necessary to support the entrenched institutional biases that favour the self-interest of the Newcomer society. The thesis quotes extensively from the court transcripts of the criminal contempt trial against the Lil’wats. They were criminalized for blocking public access through their reserve in their attempt to prevent the desecration of their ancient burial grounds and pictographs. Interfor, a Provincially licensed logging corporation, was building a road through their sacred territory. The Lil’wats argued that the B.C. Supreme Court is without jurisdiction over unceded territory and therefore the injunctive order was a nullity. The extreme resistance of the superior court judiciary to hear or address the law presented in defense of the Lil’wat peoples was in breach of the rule of law, the principles of constitutional supremacy and the honour of the Crown. Following a detailed analysis of the judiciary’s lack of impartiality and breaches of the rule of law, the thesis concludes by suggesting Canada submit the issue of Indigenous territorial sovereignty to third party adjudication through the creation of an internationally overseen cross-cultural mediation process.  
] 

Líl’wat refuses to be treated as if it was a Canadian minority group and has therefore limited its participation in the 114th Session of the ICCPR to presenting this simple question:
[bookmark: _GoBack]When will the International Community of States address the occupation of Líl’wat by Canada, by assisting in the formation of a third party, impartial, independent tribunal to hear the international dispute between Líl’wat and Canada?
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