
PARLIAMENTARY WRAP-UP FOR THE WEEK OF FEBRUARY 10 - 14, 2014 
 
Updates on Key Legislation pertaining to First Nations 
 
Please note: LEGISinfo, a website maintained by the Library of Parliament, provides comprehensive 
information on all legislation: 
http://www.parl.gc.ca/LegisInfo/Home.aspx?Language=E&Mode=1&ParliamentSession=41-2 
 
Bill C-9: First Nations Elections Act 
• Introduced in the House of Commons on October 29, 2013 (previously Bill S-6 in the last session and 

had completed second reading in the House of Commons before prorogation). Passed report stage 
and 3rd reading in the House of Commons and was introduced at 1st reading in the Senate on 
December 10, 2013. 

• Began debates at 2nd reading in the Senate on January 29, 2014. 
• Bill C-9 is opt-in legislation for First Nations who conduct their elections under the Indian Act  
• Extends the election term from two to four years; has provisions for a re-call mechanism; elections 

can be contested in a court and sets-out offences and penalties in relation to the election of a chief or 
councillor.  

• Concerns have been expressed about provisions in the Bill that empower the Minister of AANDC to 
order a First Nation under the Act, including one that conducts custom elections, in the event of a 
dispute or an election overturned by the Governor-in-Council.  

• Includes opt-out provisions for First Nations to transition to custom codes.  
• Legislation results from initiatives of the Atlantic Policy Congress of First Nation Chiefs and the 

Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs.  
 
Bill C-10: Tackling Contraband Tobacco Act 
• Introduced in the House of Commons on November 5, 2013 (previously S-16 in the last sessions and 

had completed second reading in the House of Commons before prorogation).   
• Completed committee review without amendments and is currently at Report Stage in the 

House of Commons.   
• Creates a new offence of selling contraband tobacco, specifically:  “a tobacco product, or raw leaf 

tobacco that is not packaged, unless it is stamped.” 
• Bill establishes mandatory minimum sentences for repeat (i.e. more than one) offence.  
• This bill raises serious concerns regarding infringement on First Nations’ jurisdiction over trade and 

sale of tobacco. 
 
Bill C-15: Northwest Territories Devolution Act 
• Passed 3rd reading in the House of Commons and is awaiting 1st reading in the Senate. 
• The Bill contains 4 parts:  

o Part 1 would enact the Northwest Territories Act and implement certain provisions of the 
Northwest Territories Lands and Resources Devolution Agreement.  

o Part 2 amends the Territorial Lands Act to modify the offence and penalty regime and create an 
administrative monetary penalty scheme. It also adds inspection powers.  

o Part 3 amends the Northwest Territories Waters Act to make changes to the jurisdiction and 
structure of the Inuvialuit Water Board, to add a regulation making authority for cost recovery, to 
establish time limits with respect to the making of certain decisions, to modify the offence and 
penalty regime, to create an administrative monetary penalty scheme and to make other changes.   

o Part 4 amends the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act to consolidate the structure of 
the Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board, to establish time limits for environmental 
assessments and reviews and to expand ministerial policy direction to land use planning boards 
and the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board. This Part also amends the 
administration and enforcement provisions of Part 3 of that Act and establishes an administration 
and enforcement scheme in Part 5 of that Act, including the introduction of enforceable 
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development certificates. Moreover, it adds an administrative monetary penalty scheme to the 
Act. Lastly, this Part provides for the establishment of regional studies and regulation-making 
authorities for, among other things, consultation with aboriginal peoples and for cost recovery and 
incorporates into that Act the water licensing scheme from the Northwest Territories Waters Act 
as part of the implementation of the Northwest Territories Lands and Resources Devolution 
Agreement. 

• The Bill makes sweeping and deep changes in terms of land and water boards and resource 
development in the NWT and has significant impacts on inherent title and existing agreements with 
First Nations.   

• NWT First Nations have raised legal concerns with the amendments to the Mackenzie Valley 
Resource Management Act, and changes to water management boards.  Additionally some First 
Nations have expressed concerns with implications of devolution on Aboriginal and Treaty rights.   
 

C-16: Sioux Valley Dakota Nation Governance Act 
• Introduced in the House of Commons and passed through all stages on December 5, 2013.  

Passed 2nd reading in the Senate on February 12, 2014 and has been referred to the Standing 
Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples for study.  

• Bill gives effect to the Governance Agreement with Sioux Valley Dakota Nation. 
 
C-23: An Act to Amend the Canada Elections Act and make consequential amendments to other 
act 
• Introduced in the House of Commons on February 4, 2014 makes fundamental changes to how 

elections are conducted, the role of Elections Canada and the Chief Electoral Officer. Currently 
under review by the House of Commons Committee on Procedure and House Affairs. 

• There are a number of specific implications for First Nations: 
o The bill no longer permits voter cards to be used as proof of address – this was done in the 

last election as many First Nations do not have street addresses or ID that would show a 
street address 

o The bill forbids “vouching” for voters without requisite ID 
o The bill disallows Elections Canada from conducting specific information outreach to 

underrepresented groups of voters.  In previous elections, the AFN has worked with Elections 
Canada to inform First Nations of the process for voting 

 
Private Member Bills 
 
Bill C-428: Indian Act Amendment and Replacement Act 
• Passed Report Stage with amendments from committee and Third Reading on November 20, 

2013.  The bill started debates at 2nd reading in the Senate on December 5, 2013.  
• Introduced on June 4, 2012, by Rob Clarke, Desnethé-Missinippi-Churchill River.  Completed study 

by the Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development and was reported back 
to the House of Commons with amendments.  These amendments include removal of the Bill’s repeal 
of sections related to wills and estates in the Indian Act as well as removal of the repeal of First 
Nations’ authority for by-laws restricting intoxicants.  

• Amends provisions of the Indian Act including repealing provision which limit bylaw authority and 
require submission to the Minister before they can come into force; repeals provisions related to 
residential schools. 

• Sets out in preamble a commitment to develop new legislation to replace the Indian Act and 
continuing work in “exploring creative options for the development of this new legislation in 
collaboration with the First Nations that have demonstrated an interest in this work” 

• Establishes a requirement for the Minister to report annually on efforts to replace sections of the 
Indian Act with modern amendments or legislation. 

 
Bill C-469:  Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples Act. 
• Introduced on January 28, 2013 by Romeo Saganash, Abitibi – Baie-James – Nunavik – Eeyou. 



• Requires the Government of Canada to take all measures necessary to ensure that the laws of 
Canada are consistent with the Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, and that the 
Minister of Aboriginal Affairs must prepare an annual report to Parliament for the next four years 
reviewing progress in implementing this law. 

  
Committee Business 
 
House of Commons Standing Committee on Aboriginal Peoples and Northern Development 
(AANO) 
The Committee finished clause-by-clause review of Bill C-15: Northwest Territories Devolution Act and 
reported the Act back to the House of Commons with amendments.   
 
Special Committee on Violence Against Indigenous Women and Girls (IWFA) 
The Committee held its last meeting to hear from witnesses on February 13, 2014 and is currently 
working on its final report.  
 
House of Commons Standing Committee on Human Resources, Skills and Social Development 
and the Status of Persons with Disabilities (HUMA) 
The committee is studying opportunities for Aboriginal persons in the workforce.  TFirst Nations interested 
in presenting should contact the clerk at Caroline Bosc at 613-996-1542 or huma@parl.gc.ca   
 
Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples (APPA) 
The Committee has been hearing from witnesses on innovative options for First Nations infrastructure 
and housing.  National Chief Atleo, Chief Madeleine Paul, Eagle Village First Nation and Chief Glenn 
Hudson, Peguis First Nation presented on February 11, 2014. 
 
House of Commons Highlights 
 
 
February 10, 2014 
 

Aboriginal Affairs 
 
Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.):  
Mr. Speaker, last month the minister said there was no gap in funding for first nations students. Friday the 
Prime Minister admitted the government was wrong. However, first nations students now find out they will 
have to wait at least another two years for the equality of opportunity they deserve. First nations should 
not have to wait one more day. 
 
Will the government commit to immediately closing the funding gap for first nations students in tomorrow's 
budget? 
 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I can assure the member that I heard her call for a 4% escalator to the funds we have 
announced, and I regret that we will not accept the Liberal position. We will keep the escalator at 4.5%. 
 

 
Public Safety 

 
Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, building safer communities should be a priority for any government, but in yet another 
example of Conservative mismanagement, Conservatives are cutting the 45-year-old program that allows 
first nations to police their own communities in partnership with the RCMP. This terminates a vital front-
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line service for many remote reserves where the nearest RCMP detachment is often several communities 
away. 
 
My question is simple. Will the government reverse this ill-advised and dangerous decision to terminate 
the first nations constable program? 
 
Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I can assure the member that this government is committed to providing our first nations 
with very professional, first-quality service to communities. That is why we have renewed our agreement 
for five years. All the money that was oriented to other programs that were not effective in meeting their 
targets will go into first nations first-quality service policing. 
 
Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, the Conservatives refuse to hold an inquiry into missing and murdered aboriginal women 
and are also cutting the budgets for aboriginal policing. Things are not going to improve. 
 
Essential services that ensure the safety of often remote aboriginal communities will suffer because of the 
Conservatives' electoral promises. These people are not just responsible for safety in these 
communities—they are often the first responders as well. 
 
How can the Conservatives justify cuts that affect the safety of first nations communities? 
 
Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, let us be very clear. All amounts allocated to first nations' policing will be used to provide 
professional services. 
 
We treat first nations like equals, just like all Canadians. That is why our government has ensured that 
women's rights in aboriginal communities are recognized just like the rights of all other women. 
Unfortunately, we did not have the NDP's support to do so. 
 
February 12, 2014 
 

Employment 
 
Mr. Richard Harris (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, it is in everyone's interest to help ensure that first nations youth receive the education, 
support, and job skills training they need to get good-paying, long-lasting jobs. The New Prosperity mine 
will provide just that support and training. Skills training is desperately needed to provide good jobs for 
our first nations youth. 
 
I asked the leadership of the Tsilhqot'in nation to recognize that its young people need this training to get 
those jobs. I asked the leadership to visualize how its communities could benefit, if good-paying, long-
lasting jobs could be filled by its young people. I urged the leadership to take advantage of this once in a 
generation opportunity that will provide jobs for their citizens that will last for more than 25 years. 
 
The New Prosperity mine wants first nations youth to take advantage of its skills training to fill those good-
paying mine jobs. This is an opportunity that must not be missed. 
 
 

Aboriginal Affairs 
 
Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, last Friday I joined the Prime Minister, the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs, and Assembly of 
First Nations National Chief Shawn Atleo in Alberta for the announcement of a historic agreement and a 
financial commitment of over $1.9 billion to reform the first nations education system and at long last give 
first nations control of first nations education. 
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New legislation will provide first nations students on reserve with previously unavailable supports, 
minimum standards, and opportunities for a high-quality education. It will introduce statutory funding that 
will allow for first nations to provide vital language and cultural programs unique to their communities 
while operating in a responsible and accountable manner. 
 
Our Conservative government has engaged in extensive consultation with first nations leaders, parents, 
and educators, and we will continue to work tirelessly toward ensuring that first nations children have 
access to a quality education and full participation in the Canadian economy. 
 
As the Prime Minister noted, this agreement is “good for First Nations, it is good for Canadians, and it is 
good for our country’s future”. 
 
 

Aboriginal Affairs 
 
Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, yesterday's do-nothing budget delivered nothing to address the first nations housing crisis. 
In my own riding, families in Manto Sipi have no other choice but to live in mould infested homes. Despite 
tireless efforts, the chief and the grand chief have had to come to Ottawa to push the Conservative 
government to act. 
 
Will the government work with Manto Sipi to address this housing crisis? More importantly, will it see the 
value of putting an end to third world living conditions in our own country? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, as shown in the budget yesterday, we are committed in economic action plan 2014 to 
improve in an effective way the standard of living and life on reserve in Canada. It is a priority of ours. 
Yesterday, there was an unprecedented $1.9 billion in incremental dollars that will be invested in first 
nation education. I thought the member would stand up and thank us for it, but she has not. 
 
Again, yesterday, we have $22 million for aboriginal justice. 
 
February 13, 2014 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.):  
Mr. Speaker, I am honoured to rise today to present a petition on behalf of the Native Women's 
Association of Canada, which urges the government to hold a national public inquiry into the ongoing 
tragedy of the drastically disproportionate numbers of missing and murdered indigenous women and girls 
in Canada. The petition also calls on the government to involve those most affected by this tragic issue, 
aboriginal women, in the design and implementation of this inquiry. 
 
I would like to take the opportunity to recognize that the president of the Native Women's Association of 
Canada, Michèle Audette, is on the Hill today, with Elder Annie St. Georges and loved ones of the 
victims, to speak about their online petition which also calls for a national inquiry. It has more than 17,000 
signatures. 
 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, it is my honour to present a petition on behalf of the Native Women's Association of 
Canada. It is a petition that has been signed by tens of thousands of Canadians. 
 
The petitioners are asking the Conservative government to call a national inquiry into missing and 
murdered indigenous women. It is time to do that for the families of those who are grieving for their 
communities. It is time for justice.  
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I want to acknowledge the hard work in moving this petition by people like Elder Annie St. Georges; family 
members of women who are missing, such as Lorna Martin, Sue Martin, and Gail Nepinak; as well as the 
team at the Native Women's Association of Canada, president Michéle Audette; Irene Goodwin, Teresa 
Edwards, Daryle Gardipy, Jackie Brennan, Amanda Mitchell, Rebekah Elkerton, and Sarah MacLean. I 
thank them very much. 
 
February 14, 2014 
 

Aboriginal Affairs 
 
Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, happy Valentine's Day.  
 
It is also Have a Heart Day, and as I speak there are children standing on the steps of the Parliament 
Buildings calling on the government to protect the rights of first nations children. Can we imagine that? 
Children have to come to Parliament to call on the government to protect children. 
 
It has been two years since the House unanimously passed Shannen's Dream motion in honour of the 
late Shannen Koostachin, promising to close the funding gap for children in schools on reserves, yet 
children are still waiting. 
 
It has been nine years since Jordan River Anderson died in a hospital far from home while the federal 
government and the provincial government bickered about who was going to pay for his home care. 
Despite the promises, our first nations children are still falling through the cracks while the government 
bickers and denies its legal obligation to children. 
 
Young people get it. They are calling on the government to have a heart and live up to its obligations, 
protecting first nation children. 
 

The Budget 
 
Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain (Manicouagan, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, there is a gathering on Parliament Hill today to commemorate Shannen's Dream, the dream 
that all first nations children can have access to decent educational facilities, no matter where they live. 
 
We wholeheartedly welcome the end of the spending caps on first nations education, but we are 
wondering why our children will have to wait until 2015 to see any results. Why should first nations 
children, who have suffered from chronic underfunding for years now, have to wait another year? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I thought the hon. member was simply going to congratulate the government for making the 
decision to work with the Assembly of First Nations to finally, for the first time, give first nations all across 
the country an education system that works. However, we must not put the cart before the horse. We will 
continue our work with the Assembly of First Nations to draft a bill to be introduced and debated here.  
 
After that, of course, the regulations will have to be developed, and all this will take until next year. 
 
Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, after years of denial, the government is finally admitting to underfunding of first nations 
schools. 
 
Now it is time for action. The Liberals and Conservatives have repeatedly promised adequate funding, but 
always for later, after the next election. It is a date that never comes. 
 
Today is Have a Heart Day, so will the minister show that he has a heart, announce that he is going to 
realize Shannen's dream and start providing adequate funding for first nations schools today? 
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Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, we shall soon see the commitment of the NDP to education on reserves, because this 
budget has committed $1.9 billion in supplementary funding. 
 
I will watch to see if the NDP will support this budget because never before have so many resources been 
put in Shannen's dream. 
 
 
Highlights in the Senate 
 
February 12, 2014 

Sioux Valley Dakota Nation Governance Bill 

Second Reading—Debate Continued 

On the Order: 

Resuming debate on the motion of the Honourable Senator Raine, seconded by the Honourable Senator 
Gerstein, for the second reading of Bill C-16, An Act to give effect to the Governance Agreement with 
Sioux Valley Dakota Nation and to make consequential amendments to other Acts. 

Hon. Lillian Eva Dyck: Honourable senators, I rise today to speak to Bill C-16, the Sioux Valley Dakota 
Nation Governance Bill. I intend to make my remarks brief, as the sponsor, Senator Nancy Greene Raine, 
spoke in great detail about the process and benefits of this self-government agreement. As we know, this 
bill has had great support from the three parties in the other place, and in fact, the whole bill was dealt 
with in one day by means of a ways and means motion. It passed very quickly through the other place. 

Senator Day: By means of not looking at it. 

Senator Dyck: We'll come to that. Good point. 

During the last session of Parliament, we had before us the Yale Treaty Act for consideration and 
passage. What I like to do when I get a bill such as this, is compare it to the other self-governing bills that 
we have had. I looked at what happened with the Yale First Nation, and then I looked at the bill that we 
passed some years ago pertaining to the Maa-nulth First Nation. I went back to the bill kits, compared the 
table of contents between those two versus what we have before us today, Bill C-16, the Sioux Valley 
Dakota Nation. You can see very quickly that this bill is much simpler. The content of the agreement in 
the Yale First Nation legislation has 11 sections. Under the Maa-nulth First Nation legislation, under 
content of the agreement, there are 13 sections. 

(1430) 

If you look at the table of contents for the Sioux Valley Dakota Nation, there is no table of contents. There 
is nothing that says what the contents of the agreement are. 

That's because this agreement basically sets out a governance agreement and also sets out a tripartite 
agreement between the Government of Canada, the Province of Manitoba and the Sioux Valley Dakota 
Nation. 
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Now, I have gone through the bill, and it seems to me that as of yet the Manitoba government has not 
actually signed on, so that will be a question that will come before the committee when we deal with the 
bill there.  

There are a number of outstanding issues. If you look at the bill, basically it sets up self-governance, and 
the intention mostly is to deal with land and taxation, which of course we all know is important to 
economic development, and certainly the sponsor pointed that out. It's a move toward self-governance 
and economic development. 

Typically in self-governing agreements we also have contents that deal with things like education and 
child welfare. Senator Watt could tell us all the things that go with self-government. Those have yet to be 
developed and have yet to come into play. In fact, many of the bylaws have yet to come into play. This is 
just the beginning. 

Nonetheless, it has taken decades for the agreement to reach this stage. The process started in 1988 
with the Sioux Valley Dakota Nation deciding that it wanted to proceed, and then it has gone step by step 
to get where we are and I want to put into the record some of the major milestones. As I said, it began in 
1988, and in 1991 the framework agreement was signed by the Sioux Valley Dakota Nation and the 
Government of Canada. Ten years later, in 2001, there was an agreement in principle by the Sioux Valley 
Dakota Nation and Canada, and an agreement in principle for the tripartite agreement by the Sioux Valley 
Dakota Nation, Canada and the Province of Manitoba. 

This was ratified by the Sioux Valley Dakota Nation in October 2012, and then, as I said before, in 
December 2013 the bill was introduced into the House of Commons. It passed in one day and is before 
us now. This is where we're at in terms of the process. 

The Sioux Valley Dakota Nation bill is a self-government agreement, not a treaty. Nonetheless, we are 
part of the parliamentary oversight of an important step within the emergence of self-governance for First 
Nations. Typically, as we know, these agreements arrive at the Senate at the end of the approval 
process. I believe that no senator, regardless of political affiliation — whether Conservative, Liberal, 
Progressive Conservative or independent — wants to stand in the way of self-governance. I don't think 
the intention is to in any way delay it, because it's been in the making for decades, agreements have 
been signed, lawyers have been hired and all of the i's should have been dotted and the t's crossed, and 
we'll get to that later. 

As I said, this agreement is a self-government agreement without any attached land claim. Most senators 
should know that the majority of self-governing First Nations in Canada achieved their self-government 
through land claim agreements, but this is not the case here. As such, if you compare the three bills that I 
mentioned, the Yale, the Maa-nulth and the Sioux Valley legislation, the first thing you will see is a big 
difference in the preambles. 

Let's go to what is said. Both the Yale and the Maa-nulth agreements say:  

Whereas the Constitution Act, 1982 recognizes and affirms the existing aboriginal and treaty rights of the 
aboriginal peoples of Canada . . . 

Whereas the reconciliation between the prior presence of aboriginal peoples and the assertion of 
sovereignty by the Crown is of significant social and economic importance to Canadians;  

Whereas Canadian courts have stated that this reconciliation is best achieved through negotiation . . . 

Those phrases are not present in the proposed Sioux Valley Dakota Nation governance act. Why is that 
important? Because that means section 35 rights are not included as part of this agreement. I would be 



interested to hear why they have been left out. I'm not saying it's wrong; I just would like to know the 
background. I suspect that part of it is because the Dakota First Nations were not party to the treaty-
making process on the Prairies. There has been ongoing litigation by a number of Dakota and Lakota 
First Nations on the Prairies. The Sioux Valley Dakota apparently were in litigation with the government 
and have dropped their case. Part of that may be one of the reasons why the section 35 rights are not 
protected within this bill. 

We will get clarification when the bill goes to committee as to why those rights are not definitively 
articulated within the bill. 

This agreement does not touch on land issues itself, except that it does have an annex of provisions of 
the Indian Act that relate to land that the Sioux Valley Dakota Nation will no longer be under. The 
agreement basically takes them out from under land-use provisions of the archaic and paternalistic Indian 
Act, as our sponsor said. Many nations have been trying to get out from under the Indian Act. This bill 
removes the Sioux Valley Dakota Nation from under those provisions, and that's not a bad thing. 

When I first went through the bill, I didn't notice where it removed itself from the elections or governance 
act. I am sure the Dakota Nation will tell us that when this bill gets to committee, and where the Indian Act 
provisions are with regard to elections and self-governance. I'm sure we'll get that information when the 
bill goes to committee. 

The governance agreement, which is really the primary part of the act so far, recognizes the Sioux Valley 
Dakota Oyate Government. It sets out its jurisdiction and the government-to- government relationship that 
it will hold with the Government of Canada and the Government of Manitoba. I would like to reiterate 
again that we will probably get clarification as to how this agreement will deal with future negotiations 
related to section 35 rights of the Sioux Valley Dakota Nation.  

That will be one important area. I've already mentioned that typically these section 35 rights are 
mentioned in the preamble to set that out, right up front, to say that Aboriginal treaty rights are protected. 

As I said before, the bill before us is a product of more than 20 years of close negotiations between the 
Sioux Valley Dakota Nation, the Government of Canada and the Government of Manitoba, and it will be 
interesting to see what the various parties have to say about the process that it took in order to get to 
where they are. 

It will also be interesting to see how the Government of Manitoba intends to come into an agreement with 
them with regard to things like child welfare and education — those things that are normally under 
provincial jurisdiction. We all know that typically First Nations fall between the Government of Canada and 
the provincial laws. It will be interesting to see how they have worked out those differences or how they 
will work out those differences in terms of which laws will be followed and who will provide the funding. 

Our honourable colleague Senator Watt raised some concerns with regard to the funding attached to this 
bill. One section of the bill kit talks about financial management. According to the bill kit, on the day the 
agreement comes into effect, Canada will provide one-time funding in the amount of $700,000 to support 
the Sioux Valley Dakota Nation with its start-up costs. Canada will provide ongoing funding in the amount 
of $11 million for the delivery of agreed-upon programs and services of $2.5 million for the structured 
operation of the Sioux Valley Dakota Oyate First Nation. 

(1440) 

That's what it says in the bill kit with regard to financing, but the financing for things typically covered by 
the provincial government I am sure will be explained to us when it is examined in committee. 



As I said, we are in the final stages here, and I would like to congratulate the Sioux Valley Dakota Nation. 
I'm sure they must've gotten frustrated, having worked on this for more than 20 years. It's very good that 
they've come to this place where we can see the end coming and where the bill will be enacted.  

I presume that the bill will go to the Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples. We have had a 
number of experiences, over the years, dealing with these self-governing agreements.  

I mentioned the milestones that were reached. There are several outstanding questions that I have 
outlined with regard to provincial interplay within this bill. 

In Senator Greene Raine's speech, she talked glowingly about the bill, and I think it is a really good step. 
To my mind, it's not a huge step because it's still dealing, basically, with governance and land. There are 
still many outstanding issues to be resolved.  

She also suggested that we should use this as a template. If you look at all of our self-governing 
agreements, they all pretty much follow the same template. It is the same language, like in the preamble. 
Compare one to the other. The lawyers in the crowd will say, "We figured it out once. We know what we 
want. Why should we redo it?" It's a good idea, but here is where we earn our keep, senators.  

If you read this bill, it has clearly used a template — the Yale First Nation Final Agreement. As I was 
reading through it, I discovered it says "Yale First Nation" in many spots. Now that is an error, for sure. I 
first looked at it and saw three mentions of "Yale First Nation." This is not dealing with Yale First Nation at 
all; this is dealing with the Sioux Valley Dakota Nation. 

Senator Mercer: Sloppy work. 

Senator Dyck: I saw three references to Yale First Nation. I looked back just now, and I saw five 
references to Yale First Nation. 

An Hon. Senator: Look again. 

Senator Dyck: I'd better not look anymore. I'm pretty sure it's not mentioned in the title. There you go; 
that earned our keep as senators, right? 

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear!  

Senator Day: Well done.  

An Hon. Senator: Sober second thought, yes. 

Senator Dyck: That's right.  

That's the danger of templates. Even the lawyers, who don't come cheap, missed it. Under changes to the 
Privacy Act and Access to Information Act, it says "Yale;" it does not say Sioux Valley Dakota Nation. 
Right away, we have to make some changes right there, in the French version as well as the English 
version. 

I look forward to reviewing this in committee because there will be some outstanding questions. There will 
be interesting discussions, and I'm sure the lawyers will be sitting there with their red faces. I hope that 
we will be asking for a bit of a refund on the charge. Thank you. 

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear! 



The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Are honourable senators ready for the question? 

An Hon. Senator: Senator Watt has a question. 

Hon. Charlie Watt: Honourable senators, if there is time to ask a question of Senator Dyck on a point 
that she raised? Am I permitted to ask questions?  

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Yes. 

[Editor's Note: Senator Watt spoke in Inuktitut.]  

Senator Watt: I'll translate that quickly, because I don't intend to speak all the way through to Inuktitut. I 
could, but you might not be able to understand.  

An Hon. Senator: For sure we won't.  

Senator Watt: I'm sure some of you will. 

Honourable senators, this is a very interesting topic that Senator Dyck has raised. Not too long ago, with 
regard to the concept of self-government, we had to go through a referendum solely because the 
Government of Canada and the governments of the provinces decided that maybe we should test out 
whether a new concept could be recognized by the Aboriginal groups. We ended up having a referendum 
on the particular question that she just raised. Yet, self-government is going to turn out to be stand- alone 
self-government, not taking into consideration what is anticipated within section 35, and they are not 
going to make it. I would even go as far as to say that it is unconstitutional if you do that.  

It seems like we have a lot of work to do at the committee level, not only in trying to rectify that matter. 
Also, from what I understand, you are talking about an empty shell. There's nothing in it. It is a letter of 
intent. Why don't they call it a letter of intent instead of calling it an agreement if it is not complete but still 
subject to further development down the road, encompassing and bringing the Province of Quebec, the 
First Nation and the federal government to rectify the problem of two jurisdiction levels? They have no 
choice; they have to go through that avenue.  

On top of that, have you seen, aside from what you have highlighted in terms of the funds that have been 
made available, any implementation funds, any appropriation that is being put aside for when they have 
to deal with a bigger picture involving the provincial government, the First Nation and the federal 
government? Is there any money for that? 

Senator Dyck: Thank you, Senator Watt. You always ask such good questions. Your wisdom here is very 
much appreciated. In fact, I can't answer most of your questions because they should mostly be directed 
to the partners in the agreement.  

As to section 35, you may well be right. I don't know what the answer there is, whether it is constitutional 
or not.  

Letters of intent are also a question. If it is not fully implemented now, then that is a question for the 
witnesses. 

With regard to implementation funds, offhand, within the information that we have, I don't see anything 
with regard to that. I think that would be a very important question to ask them with regard to what they 
see coming down in the future. 



My understanding from looking at it is that the Sioux Valley Dakota Nation is anticipating that, with their 
removal from under the land provisions of the Indian Act and with some taxation that they will be able to 
then implement, it will be an economic driver. 

With regard to the other questions, I guess we'll have to ask them to see if there is a tradeoff. Did they 
give up something in order to get that? Thank you for those questions.  

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Is it your pleasure, honourable senators, to adopt the motion?  

Hon. Senators: Agreed. 

(Motion agreed to and bill read second time.) 

Referred to Committee 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: When shall this bill be read a third time, honourable senators? 

(On the motion of Senator Raine, bill referred to the Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples.)  

(1450) 

 
February 13, 2014 
 

Aboriginal Peoples 

Notice of Motion to Authorize Committee to Study Challenges and Potential Solutions Relating to 
First Nations Infrastructure on Reserves and Refer Papers and Evidence from Current Study on 
Federal Government's Responsibilities to First Nations, Inuit and Metis Peoples 

Hon. Lillian Eva Dyck: Honourable senators, I give notice that, at the next sitting of the Senate, I will 
move: 

That the Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples be authorized to examine and report on 
challenges and potential solutions relating to First Nations infrastructure on reserves, including, but not 
limited to: 

(a) housing; 

(b) community infrastructure (such as water and wastewater treatment, schools and other community 
buildings); and 

(c) innovative opportunities for financing and more effective collaborative strategies; 

That the papers and evidence received and taken and work accomplished by the committee during the 
Second Session of the Forty-first Parliament, as part of its study on the federal government's 
constitutional, treaty, political and legal responsibilities to First Nations, Inuit and Metis peoples and on 
other matters generally relating to the Aboriginal Peoples of Canada, as authorized by the Senate on 
November 21, 2013, form part of the papers and evidence received and taken for the purposes of this 
study; and 



That the committee submit its final report no later than December 31, 2015 and that the committee retain 
all powers necessary to publicize its findings for 180 days after the tabling of the final report. 
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