
PARLIAMENTARY WRAP-UP FOR THE WEEK OF NOVEMBER 17 - 21, 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 
• Received Royal Assent on April 11, 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.  
  
Bill C-10: Tackling Contraband Tobacco Act 
• Received Royal Assent on November 6, 2014. 
• This Bill would create 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 
• Has received Royal Assent. 
• 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.   

• 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 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.   
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• 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.   
  

Bill C-16: Sioux Valley Dakota Nation Governance Act 
• Has received Royal Assent. 
• Bill gives effect to the Governance Agreement with Sioux Valley Dakota Nation. 
  
Bill C-23: An Act to Amend the Canada Elections Act and make consequential amendments to 
other act 
• Has received Royal Assent. 
•  A number of amendments were made to the Bill during committee review.  In the amendments, some 

restrictions on the ability of the Chief Electoral Officer (CEO) to communicate with the public have 
been removed, however proactive outreach to under-represented groups of voters is still outside of 
the scope of the CEO prescribed in the new legislation.  

• Vouching and use of the voter information card are still prohibited but a new “written oath of 
residence” can be taken, which could address some of the identification concerns raised by First 
Nations. 

  
Bill C-25: Qalipu Mi'kmaq First Nation Act 
•  Has received Royal Assent. 
• The Bill amends the “Band Order” for the newly recognized Qalipu Mi'kmaq First Nation to reflect a 

clarified process for enrolment of individuals who had self-identified as members of the Group, were 
recognized as such and had a current and substantial connection with one or more of the Mi’kmaq 
communities identified in the Agreement 

  
Bill C-31: Economic Action Plan 2014 Act, No. 1 
• Has received Royal Assent. 
• The Bill implements Budget 2014. 
• Includes the Administrative Tribunals Support Service of Canada Act (at Division 29). This would 

consolidate administration of the 12 existing federal tribunals into one department, independent from 
Justice Canada. This will include the Specific Claims Tribunal. Analysis on implications is underway. 

  
Bill C-32: Canadian Victims Bill of Rights Act 
•  Completed debates at 2nd reading and referred to the House of Commons Committee on 

Justice and Human Rights. 
• The Bill would create a Victims Bill of Rights that outlines specific rights for victims of crime, including 

accessing information about the criminal justice system and programs and services, information 
about the status of investigations and criminal proceedings, protection from intimidation and 
retaliation, right to have views considered, the right to present a victim impact statement and to make 
a restitution order.  

  
Bill C-33: First Nations Control of First Nations Education Act 
• Passed 2nd reading on May 5, 2014.  The Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 

Development announced that the bill will be held pending clarification of the position of First 
Nations. The pre-study initiated by the Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples has also been 
put on hold.  

  
Bill C-34: Tla'amin Final Agreement Act 
• Has received Royal Assent. 
• The Bill gives effect to the Tla’amin Final Agreement 
  



Bill C-36: An Act to amend the Criminal Code in response to the Supreme Court of Canada 
decision in Attorney General of Canada v. Bedford and to make consequential amendments to 
other Acts 
• Received Royal Assent on November 6, 2014.  
•  This Bill responds to the Bedford decision that struck sections of the Criminal Code related to 

prostitution, declaring that they were unconstitutional and put at risk the health and safety of sex trade 
workers. It would, among other things, prohibit the purchase and advertisement of sex services and 
ensure consistency between prostitution offences and the existing human trafficking offences. 

•  Resolution 06/2014 directs the AFN to work with other organizations to advocate to the Federal 
Government to create legislation that truly protects Indigenous women involved in the sex trade.  
  

Bill C-43: A second Act to implement certain provisions of the budget tabled in Parliament on 
February 11, 2014 and other measures 
• Has been referred for study by the Standing Committee on Finance following 2nd reading.   
• This omnibus Bill implements provisions announced in Budget 2014 as well as many initiatives 

beyond the budget and creates or amends multiple acts. 
• Two areas have initially been identified for closer examination: 

o    Amendment to the DNA Identification Act to establish a National DNA Databank to assist in 
identification of missing persons. 

o The creation of the Extractive Sector Transparency Measures Act, which would compel 
extractive industries to disclose payments made to governments, including those agreed to in 
Impact Benefit Agreements (which are otherwise confidential) or Resource Revenue Sharing 
Agreements.  The Act as proposed includes a two-year exemption for the provisions to come 
into force for Aboriginal governments or any body they have established to represent the 
interests of two or more Aboriginal governments. Alberta Regional Chief Cameron Alexis 
presented to the Standing Senate Committee on Energy, the Environment and Natural 
Resources last week.  Transcripts are attached.  

 
Bill S-6: Yukon and Nunavut Regulatory Improvement Act. 
• Passed 3rd reading in the Senate and was introduced at 1st reading in the House of Commons 

on October 23, 2014.   
•  Amends the Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Act to provide that the Canadian 

Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 does not apply in Yukon, to allow for the coordination of 
reviews of transboundary projects, to establish time limits for environmental assessments and to 
establish a cost recovery regime. 

  
Private Member Bills 
 
Bill C-428: Indian Act Amendment and Replacement Act 
• Currently at 3rd reading in the Senate. 
• 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. 

  
Bill C-628: An Act to amend the Canada Shipping Act, 2001 and the National Energy Board Act (oil 
transportation and pipeline certificate) 
• Introduced September 23, 2014 by Nathan Cullen, Skeena—Bulkley Valley. 
• Would amend the National Energy Board Act to ensure that consultations must take place between 

the Government of Canada and First Nations whose lands or waters will be affected by a pipeline. 
   
Committee Business 
  
Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples (APPA) 
The Committee has been undertaking a study on First Nations Housing and Infrastructure. AFN Chief 
Executive Officer Peter Dinsdale presented to the committee on November 18, 2014.  Transcripts are 
attached. 
  
Highlights in the House of Commons  
  

November 17, 2014 

Aboriginal Affairs 
 
Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.):  
Mr. Speaker, uncovered government documents have revealed that the Conservatives have been 
secretly shifting over $500 million allocated for the already underfunded infrastructure needs like 
water and housing to the chronically underfunded social programs, while still refusing to close 
the gaps in areas like education on first nations. 
 
Will the minister stop hiding the underfunding and mismanagement with dishonest shell games 
and finally work in good faith with aboriginal communities to properly fund these programs? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, the member opposite knows, or should know, that we have made unprecedented 
investment in first nations infrastructure above and beyond the core infrastructure funding, from 
investment in over 130 major projects, to funded maintenance of over 1,200 water and waste 
water treatment projects, to more than 263 school infrastructure projects, including 33 new 
schools.  
 
We continue to work in partnership with first nations toward our shared goal of stronger and self-
sufficient aboriginal communities. 
 
Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.):  
Mr. Speaker, these documents also show that the minister's own department is telling him that 
more money is needed to provide first nations children with education that is equivalent to other 
kids in Canada. It is unconscionable that he is playing politics with the future of first nations 
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children by holding essential education funding hostage to the government's flawed first nations 
education bill. 
 
Will the minister commit to delivering this badly needed education funding immediately? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, what is unconscionable is that member and her party and the opposition voting 
against a $1.9 billion increase in funding for education last year. 
 
Above the rhetoric of the opposition, in budget 2012 this government provided $175 million over 
three years to build and renovate schools on reserves. In addition to budget 2012 investments, 
our government continues to make major investments, in the order of $200 million annually, to 
support school infrastructure in first nations communities. 
 
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.):  
Mr. Speaker, Rinelle Harper is a survivor. She is a 16-year old first nations girl who was sexually 
assaulted, beaten, and thrown into the Assiniboine River. She pulled herself out of the river 
where she was again beaten and left for dead. Grand Chief David Harper stated, “...today, 
moving forward as family and as a community we ask that this is a time [that the] wind has to 
change. ...it is [in] each and every one of us, [it is] our responsibility [to be able] to make that 
change. We have to put an end to violence...”. 
 
My question is for the Prime Minister. When is the government going to call for a public inquiry 
on the murdered and missing aboriginal women and girls? 
 
Mrs. Susan Truppe (Parliamentary Secretary for Status of Women, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, this is an appalling and horrific crime. Our thoughts and prayers are with Rinellle 
Harper, who has shown tremendous courage and determination, and with her family. We 
understand that police have arrested two suspects in this case, thanks to her family members' 
brave decision to go public with her story and the close work they did with the police.  
 
Canadians can count on our government to take violent crime seriously, including crimes against 
women and children. Since we came to office, we have toughened sentences for murder, sexual 
assault, and kidnapping, and imposed mandatory prison sentences for the most serious crimes. 
The opposition consistently votes against them. 

Aboriginal Affairs 
 
Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, just over a week ago, Rinelle Harper, a young indigenous woman from northern 
Manitoba, was brutally attacked and left to die by the river in Winnipeg. Because of her 
incredible strength and the support of her family and her friends, she is getting better. However, 
until Canadians as a whole address violence against indigenous women, the violence will not 
stop. 
 
The question is this. When will the current government take leadership to put an end to violence 
against women, come up with an action plan, and support the families, so that what Rinelle went 
through and what thousands of indigenous women go through will never happen again? 
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Mrs. Susan Truppe (Parliamentary Secretary for Status of Women, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, again, this was a horrific crime, and I commend the Harper family for their courage 
and determination throughout this ordeal. 
 
We understand that the police have arrested two suspects in this case, thanks to the family's 
brave decision to go public with its story and to work closely with the police. 
 
There are have been more than 40 studies into the plight of missing and murdered aboriginal 
women. Now is not the time for more studies. Now is the time for action. The member 
mentioned that there was no action plan. There is an action plan, and we are supporting women 
and girls and aboriginal women and girls across Canada. 
 
Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, the so-called action plan is not working. 
 
Aboriginal women and girls are still being abused and going missing. Rinelle Harper's ordeal has 
been added to the long list of horror stories. Nearly 1,200 aboriginal women and girls have gone 
missing or been murdered. 
 
Aboriginal communities are calling for a national inquiry so that the government will finally take a 
serious look at violence against women. No more excuses. 
Why are the Conservatives refusing to conduct such an inquiry? 
 
Mrs. Susan Truppe (Parliamentary Secretary for Status of Women, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I do not know why the members think that everyone wants a national action plan. I 
sat on that committee, and not everybody wants a national action plan or a national inquiry. 
However, here is a quote that I would like to share from Bernadette Smith, the sister of 
Claudette Osborne, who has been missing since July 2008. She said that the action plan is 
something that her family has been waiting for, and stated, “I would like to thank [...and] the 
Government for their commitment to addressing this issue. [...] We've had numerous studies on 
this issue and the time for action is now. We can't stand idly by and talk about this without 
taking significant action”. 
 
Action is what they want. This action plan will have a direct impact on families, and it will help 
keep our women and girls safe. 
 

Aboriginal Affairs  

 
Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, on June 17 of this year, I put a question, through you, to the Minister of Aboriginal 
Affairs and Northern Development. The question was about what additional action we could 
expect from the government to address the huge deficit in safe drinking water for first nations, 
particularly in Alberta, where a number of first nations were in such extreme circumstances that 
they were forced to take the federal government to court. 
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I would like to take the opportunity today to raise this matter again. I am not going to address 
the court action, because I know that the response would be “we cannot discuss that matter as it 
is before the court”, and so it should be. That is where the matter should be resolved. However, 
there are much bigger issues. 
 
We still have 17 boil water advisories for first nations in Alberta alone. Time after time, when 
these matters are raised, either by the first nations or by the opposition in this place, we get the 
same old tired refrain from the government, which is that the federal government has spent a lot 
of money on first nations, as if that should be some kind of appropriate response. I hate to 
remind the federal government that it has a constitutional responsibility to meet the needs of 
first nations. It also has obligations and commitments under treaties, so that is simply not an 
adequate response. 
 
What the government did was move forward, proposing a law that would regulate safe drinking 
water for first nations communities. There were a lot of qualms in first nations communities 
about that, but eventually, when consultations were held, the Alberta first nations of Treaty No. 
6, Treaty No. 7, and Treaty No. 8 said that under a number of conditions, they would agree to 
this law. I will get to that in a minute.  
 
That law did pass in this place. Unfortunately, it is only a framework law, so specific standards to 
ensure safe drinking water for first nations are still not in place. 
 
Mr. Speaker, perhaps you would like to intervene just for a moment. Across the way, they might 
have courtesy. 
 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton):  
Order, please. I would ask all hon. members who wish to carry on conversations to take them 
outside to the lobby. We are in the middle of the adjournment debate. 
The hon. member for Edmonton—Strathcona. 
 
Ms. Linda Duncan:  
Mr. Speaker, I want to make sure that my colleague across the way also has an opportunity to 
hear what my issues are and what my eventual question will be. 
 
The government is moving forward. The legislation was simply framework legislation. Essentially, 
it simply passed liability from the federal government to the first nations to begin delivering 
wastewater services and safe drinking water. Regrettably, it still does not have the regulations in 
place that will clearly say what the standards are that first nations have to live up to and deliver 
on. Second, there is still no new money. 
 
First nations across the country, including Treaty 6, Treaty 7, and Treaty 8 first nations had 
agreed to support this law, but on condition that they received $162 million for water 
infrastructure to cover the deficit faced by Alberta first nations as identified by the independent 
national engineering assessment. They agreed that they would accept this legislation being 
imposed on them, even though constitutionally and under the UN declaration they are supposed 
to have responsibility for self-government in determining their own regime for regulation. They 
agreed to consent to that legislation on that condition. 
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The second condition was that Canada develop a satisfactory and adequately funded process for 
collaborative development of the implementing regulations. Thus far, I am told by the Treaty 6, 
7 and 8 first nations in Alberta that they have come to the conclusion that they must withdraw 
from the process because the money has not been forthcoming and they have not been 
supported in the consultation on the regulations. 
 
My question for the government is this. When can the first nations expect this money? The 
government has committed only $323 million for the whole country, and yet half of that is 
needed to meet the needs of the first nations in Alberta in order to enter the 21st century of 
basic minimum standards for their community. 
 
Mr. Andrew Saxton (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise to speak to the question of the hon. member for Edmonton—
Strathcona. Let me begin by assuring the hon. member that the health and safety of first nation 
communities is a top priority of our government. We are committed to ensuring that first nation 
residents have access to emergency assistance services at the same level as those available to 
Canadians living off reserve.  
 
In the case of the recent flooding in Alberta on the Siksika reserve, our government took swift 
action working with the Province of Alberta to ensure that the community's immediate health and 
safety needs were being met. We were in regular contact with regional first nation leadership, 
and officials also visited the community to ensure that it had the support it needed in that very 
difficult time.  
 
Our government, through Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada, has an 
agreement with the Alberta Emergency Management Agency. This allows Canada and Alberta to 
work in partnership to support Alberta first nations in certain emergency situations, such as 
natural disasters. Under this agreement, our government provides the Alberta Emergency 
Management Agency with an annual funding base of $680,000 for the 2013-14 fiscal year, and 
the agency provides emergency management services for Alberta's 45 first nations, as it does for 
all other communities in the province.  
 
In addition, the agency works closely with Alberta first nations to build emergency management 
capacity within their own communities. This is done through a variety of activities, including 
training and support for emergency planning and preparedness. In additional preparedness work, 
this fiscal year our government will provide funding to five first nations in Alberta to support 
them in the development of wildfire mitigation strategies. This is a further example of our 
government working closely with first nations to build capacity on reserve. Our government 
continues to partner with Alberta Emergency Management, first nation leaders, and other 
emergency partners to help support the emergency recovery needs of the affected communities.  
 
Furthermore, I want to inform the House that our government has taken action to streamline the 
process of funding emergency management on reserve and to ensure that first nations, 
provinces, and territories have improved access to emergency funding when needed by putting 
in place a single window for securing funding for first nation emergency costs. This single window 
came into effect on April 1, 2014, with all eligible emergency management costs on first nation 
reserves now being reimbursed by one department, Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development 
Canada. 
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In order to help implement all that I have just described, our government is making significant 
investments to protect the health and safety of first nations on reserve. To that end, economic 
action plan 2014 provides $40 million over five years starting in 2015-16 for disaster mitigation 
programming in first nation communities. Our government believes that all Canadians deserve to 
feel safe and secure in their homes no matter where they live. That is why we are actively 
working with our partners to ensure that first nations on reserve in Alberta met this rigorous 
standard. 
 
Ms. Linda Duncan:  
Mr. Speaker, I am left very puzzled. My questions were clearly about providing safe drinking 
water to first nations.  
 
Over the last couple of years, a good number of first nations in Alberta have suffered deeply 
because of flooding. It is also the responsibility of the government to step in and provide them 
with an emergency response, and to assist them in building new housing, which was destroyed 
during the flooding. 
 
The government has absolutely failed to respond to my question. When will it step up and 
provide the funding needed to meet the millions of dollars deficit for safe drinking water? This is 
a completely separate issue and is occurring in tandem. I do not know if we call the lack of safe 
drinking water going on for decades an emergency, but it certainly is an emergency for first 
nations families that are trying to provide safe drinking water for their children or to bathe their 
babies. I remain puzzled.  
 
Perhaps the government would like to respond to my initial question about when it will deliver 
the promised $162 million to deliver safe drinking water to Alberta first nations. 
 
Mr. Andrew Saxton:  
Mr. Speaker, to answer my colleague's question, our government has dedicated significant 
resources toward providing fresh water for on reserve first nations. We have made significant 
progress to date and we will continue to do so. 
 
As I have said, the health and safety of first nation communities, including timely effective 
support in times of emergency, is a top priority of our government. We appreciate that this is a 
difficult situation for some first nations in Alberta and we continue to work closely with the 
province, first nations emergency management and public health system partners to support 
Alberta first nations emergency management activities. 
 
We recognize that for those still out of their home communities as a result of flooding in 2013, 
this is a difficult time. Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada is working with the 
affected first nations, Alberta Emergency Management Agency and other partners, and is making 
progress toward our mutual goal to help people return home safely as soon as possible. 
 
Our government continues to work to ensure the health and safety of Alberta's first nations and 
all Canadians. 
 
November 19, 2014 
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Health 
 
Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, the mobile ultrasound program has dramatically improved maternal health 
outcomes for the Nishnawbe Aski Nation in northwestern Ontario. The current sonographer will 
retire soon. Any replacement will cart hundreds of pounds of equipment to 16 remote 
communities. This rules out many qualified women.  
 
One option is to equip these communities with cart-based scanners at a one-time cost of 
$15,000 each. Another option spends hundreds of thousands of dollars bringing people to a 
central location for scans. Will the Minister of Health decide to save money and buy the 
scanners? 
 
Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Health, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, as the member knows, we invest very heavily in aboriginal health on first nations, 
but also specifically in the area of maternal health. I am happy to look into her specific issue and 
get back to her. 
 

Aboriginal Affairs  

 
Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP):  
Mr. Speaker, I rise this evening to pursue a question that I initially asked on October 10. The 
Minister of the Environment responded to my question. It has been catalogued tonight under 
aboriginal affairs, but it really touches on a number of key questions. It touches on energy 
policy, environmental impacts, and first nations rights. The issue is that of the proposed Site C 
dam.  
 
When I asked about this dam on October 10, the federal government had not yet rendered a 
decision in response to a joint federal-provincial panel that reviewed the project. 
 
This is an extraordinarily large megaproject. Some people are perhaps not aware of it, but British 
Columbians certainly know about it. This project is expected to top $8 billion in costs. It will flood 
over 5,550 hectares along an 83-kilometre stretch of the valley. It is an extremely controversial 
project. The question I asked on October 10 related to the opposition to this project from Treaty 
8 first nations in Alberta as well as from the Union of B.C. Indian Chiefs and B.C. first nations. 
 
A few days after I asked the question, the federal government committed to approving the Site C 
dam. 
 
I see that the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the Environment is indicating that he 
will be responding to me this evening, and that is very good news indeed. 
 
Here is the problem. The joint environmental review panel found as a matter of fact that if Site C 
goes ahead, there would be significant environmental damage that would not be capable of 
mitigation. As well, the panel found that there was significant damage to the exercise of 
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traditional and first nations rights, including fishing rights, hunting and trapping rights, and other 
customary uses of this land. These too could not be mitigated. This runs directly contrary to first 
nations treaty rights and to rights that are protected through the Constitution. Furthermore, the 
nature of aboriginal rights in title has been consistently upheld in the Supreme Court of Canada. 
 
Since the government approved the project, several first nations have now taken the matter to 
court, as have residents within the area. The Treaty 8 first nations, including the Athabasca 
Chipewyan First Nation and the Mikisew Cree First Nation, both of which are in Alberta, as well as 
Treaty 8 signatories in northern British Columbia, have launched lawsuits against this project. 
Their contention—which I think is unassailable, but we will see what the courts have to say—is 
that they were never adequately consulted.  
 
Site C is simply not needed. Even B.C. Hydro admits that it does not have a need for the power 
that would be generated from Site C, at least not for quite some time.  
 
The joint federal-provincial panel was also clear that the economics of this project are dubious 
and would put the Province into debt, and that the Province and B.C. Hydro failed to adequately 
consider other forms of cleaner generation, which numerous economic studies say would provide 
more benefits to British Columbia, particularly for the first nations involved.  
 
It is a matter of respecting first nations that we say no to Site C. 
 
Mr. Colin Carrie (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the Environment, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, the hon. member's question from October 10 deals with a matter that is now before 
the courts, so it would be inappropriate for me to touch on certain details. I can, however, use 
my allotted time to speak about the review process, the Site C clean energy project, and the 
potential benefits if the project proceeds. 
 
Site C underwent a rigorous review by an independent panel that was jointly established with 
British Columbia. The environmental assessment met the requirements of both the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Act, 2012, and the B.C. Environmental Assessment Act. As Canadians 
expect, we avoided duplication and delivered on our goal of one project, one review. 
 
Public hearings were held in the Fort St. John region of British Columbia. The process included 
extensive, meaningful, and respectful consultations with first nations. The process drew upon 
federal and provincial scientific and technical experts. The process provided an opportunity for 
experts outside government to weigh in and provide a variety of information both for and against 
the project. The panel explicitly recognized the effective engagement of the public and aboriginal 
groups. The result was a thorough and comprehensive report that has informed the positive 
environmental assessment decisions of both governments. 
 
The federal government is committed to making environmental assessment decisions based on 
the best available scientific evidence and to balancing economic and environmental 
considerations. This is what we have done for Site C. Construction of Site C would translate into 
about 10,000 direct person years of employment until 2024, and when indirect and induced jobs 
are added in, that figure climbs to 29,000 person years of employment.  
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This project would benefit future generations. Site C would support jobs and economic growth 
through clean renewable and dependable energy over the next 100 years. Over the life of the 
project, Site C would help mitigate the growth of greenhouse gas emissions in Canada by 
preventing the discharge of between 34 and 76 megatonnes of CO2 equivalent. 
 
It is now up to the government of B.C. to make an investment decision. If the project does 
proceed, British Columbia Hydro will be obligated to fulfill specific conditions, including the 
implementation of mitigation measures identified by the Minister of the Environment. A failure to 
do so would be a violation of the federal law. 
 
In closing, I want to remind the House that the legally binding nature of these federal conditions 
is a result of legislative changes passed by the House in 2012. 
 
Ms. Elizabeth May:  
Mr. Speaker, the joint environmental review, federal and provincial, of Site C was quite scathing 
in its findings of the lack of economics in BC Hydro's projections. It also was very clear that there 
was going to be massive environmental damage and loss of farmland. The report was anything 
but unequivocal: it clearly stated that there would be losses that were not capable of mitigation. 
 
As to the claims that Site C is anything like renewable or green, large-scale hydro facilities of this 
type are specifically not included globally in terms that would be applicable to renewable energy. 
The State of California, for instance, in its definition of renewable, would not include a project of 
this size. This is a damaging non-renewable, non-green project. 
 
On the other hand, a number of studies, such as by KPMG and a number of other economic think 
tanks, have looked at the alternatives in green technology and other renewable energy that 
could have been put forward instead. Clean Energy BC, as the Association of Independent Power 
Producers of BC, has made a compelling case that we do not need Site C. 
 
Mr. Colin Carrie:  
Mr. Speaker, our government is protecting the environment while supporting economic growth. 
This project would provide thousands of direct and indirect jobs and provide clean renewable 
energy for the next 100 years. Of all the possible ways to generate energy, this project would 
have the lowest level of greenhouse gas emissions. The project underwent a thorough 
independent review and extensive consultations with the public and aboriginal groups.  
 
I am amazed to see the member oppose this project. Maybe it is because she would rather see a 
job-killing carbon tax. I am not sure. 
 
November 21, 2014 

Citizen Consultation Preceding Natural Resource Development 
 
Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain (Manicouagan, NDP)  
moved: 

 That, in the opinion of the House, the federal government, in exercising its jurisdiction, should submit 
natural resource development projects to a broader consultation with First Nations and citizens in 
communities and urban areas affected by the establishment of such activities, and that public 
willingness should be a criterion in obtaining a development permit to the same degree as impacts on 
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human health, ecosystem maintenance, employment and economic development. 
He said: Mr. Speaker, the motion that will be debated in the House is the culmination of the environmental 
citizenship initiative that began in Manicouagan in 2009. 
 
Why 2009? That is the year I became active in environmental issues after my band council, where I was 
legal counsel, received a visit from a Romanian engineer who had come to inform us that a company was 
prospecting for uranium on our land. The people on my band council were quite amazed to learn about it 
because no one had been informed. Ultimately, there was an outcry about this situation. 
Thousands of citizens—about 2,000— marched in the streets of Sept-Îles in the middle of the winter, to 
speak out against these activities. They were protesting the lack of transparency and the secrecy 
surrounding the activities, rather than the mining itself, although the mining, even at the exploratory stage, 
could cause problems for the water tables and the Moisie River watershed, which is nearby. 
The public spoke out against this mainly because there was a lack of transparency and of will. An 
economic entity had acted in secret. 
The company's stock price plummeted after this protest. Ultimately, the company fled the Côte-Nord, and 
its shares were decimated.  
Other areas in the north have supported the claims that the public should be involved in the decision-
making process associated with industrial projects. Grassroots mobilization is now significant and can be 
assessed due to the multiplicity of action-based measures and tools put in place by citizen advocacy 
groups. When I talk about citizen action, I will be contrasting it with the significant financial clout of 
industry players, such as the major industrial lobbies. 
For example, three days ago a document surfaced. It was from a group that was hired by TransCanada 
as part of the energy east project. The document revealed that the industry players in 2014 are not even 
hiding it anymore and are prepared to put it on paper: their desire to muzzle the public is so strong that 
they are willing to pay up to $7.75 an hour for people to speak out publicly against those who are 
questioning the legitimacy of the project and how it will impact the environment. 
The industry players in 2014 are prepared to invest money in these tactics rather than working together, 
trying to listen to the public's claims and coming to an agreement. In fact, they operate behind closed 
doors and are prepared to spend serious money. We see the disparity and the lack of balance here, since 
the public has little financial clout. Big business is willing to pay $7.75 an hour, which opens Pandora's 
box, so to speak. In short, we can see that there is a serious imbalance of power.  
The only tool people have left is mobilization. In the past, that particular tool has not been very good for 
investment. In 2009, Terra Ventures' share price dropped dramatically and ended up being worth nothing, 
and the company had to leave the region because it did not start by including people. 
I feel that citizen participation is indispensable. Genuine listening and paying attention are critical to 
securing public willingness, which is one of the main points of this motion. Citizens must be involved from 
the earliest stages of any given initiative. If citizens are not involved, eventually they will get up in arms, 
and that is bad for the industry and the economy in general. 
The fundamental basis of all these demands is noble indeed. Citizens are entitled to expect to be more 
involved in processes related to natural resource extraction undertakings.  
As I said, in 2009, a public education campaign about the Lac Kachiwiss project ultimately led to 
mobilization. Now, in 2014, public participation has increased dramatically and is not happening just in 
Sept-Îles or on the North Shore. It is happening across Canada. 
In fact, that is what the TransCanada report indicated. In Quebec, activism on environmental issues is 
going strong, and there are more ecologists. Is that a bad thing? Time will tell. Still, more and more 
people are mobilizing about this.  
 



That is why industry players now have to pay through the nose to hire the services of big communications 
firms. I have a message for National, the firm that is currently operating just outside Sept-Îles: we are 
keeping an eye on you and the Arnaud Mine, given that the same modus operandi is being used on the 
north shore. The local people are on to you. 
The public awareness raising that began in 2009 has paid off because still in 2014, we are seeing 
incredible mobilization and citizen involvement on the north shore. We have even been cited as a national 
role model. It is for the common good, after all. 
The message to industry players that has been developed over the years is that actively seeking public 
approval for proposed mining activities is a guarantee of a stable climate that is conducive to investment, 
unlike the view the government takes.  
The Conservatives and successive governments have seen citizen engagement as an obstacle to 
Canada's economic growth. That is where they err in fact and in law, since citizen engagement is a 
guarantee of stability and good for the economy and investment. If people are involved from the early 
stages of a given initiative, this greatly diminishes the chances that they will end up demonstrating in the 
streets to make their voices heard, sometimes more assertively than not. When 2,000 people are outside 
when it is –25 degrees Celsius, with small children, dogs and placards in tow, that is not good for 
investment or the country's international reputation. 
Rather than investing in communication programs designed to repress people, industry players would be 
much better off working in a truly inclusive manner. That does not mean just saying on paper that they 
held consultations, when people's concerns have not been taken into account, the public really has only 
secondary influence, and industry players are trying to sideline people and pit community groups against 
each other.  
That is what is happening right now in Sept-Îles with National, the firm I mentioned earlier. The industry 
behind this is creating its own community groups and then pitting them against existing groups. Rather 
than dealing with the situation directly and involving people who may have dissenting opinions, the 
industry is trying to pit other community groups against them so that these matters are dealt with in the 
streets. That is not a very progressive idea. 
Given that people have leverage when it comes to natural resource extraction initiatives, it was important 
for me to place the concept of the expression of public willingness in the context of decision making. The 
public should be involved when economic incentives and environmental impacts are being examined. 
Implementing natural resource extraction initiatives has an effect on economic development and the 
environment. In the future, the best approach would be to hold some sort of plebiscite to get the public's 
approval and make sure that people support the project. That is just as important as any other social, 
economic or environmental considerations. People need to feel as though they are involved and their 
opinions are taken into account. 
When I was writing my notes and the motion, I felt it was crucial to stay away from older concepts such as 
sustainable development and social accessibility. It is sad, but these concepts have been recycled and 
are now trademarked. That is why I chose instead to use the concept of the expression of public 
willingness. 
When I eat my cereal in the morning, it says “sustainable development” on the box. It has become a 
trademark. The industry has appropriated these concepts and they are now devoid of all meaning. Claims 
are being made left and right. There are sustainable development experts in 2014. It means nothing now, 
and people are not stupid. That is why I put forward this new concept of the expression of public 
willingness. 
 
How long will it take for the industry to recycle that concept? That is what I am asking. I know one thing 
for certain, and that is that it is very clear: expression of public willingness, public approval and, finally, 



acceptability. This is where true social acceptability lies. A plebiscite must be held to determine whether 
the public really agrees with the proposed idea and initiative. 
When I was writing this motion, I tried to distance myself from worn-out social and environmental 
concepts in order to offer a completely innovative vision for the Canadian people who are looking for 
another voice in Parliament. 
In a certain way, the public is rejecting the government's initiatives. Cynicism has seeped into society, 
partly because of how essential and defining concepts, such as sustainable development, have become 
watered down. It started out as a noble concept. It is still somewhat noble today, but it has been 
overused, especially since our environmental safeguards have been ignored and gutted. Take, for 
example, the Navigation Protection Act. The legislation included environmental protection, but it was 
gutted and the only tool available to people now is mobilization. 
Once again, there is the misconception that public mobilization and engagement are a barrier to 
economic growth. Yes, that is how it is in 2014. Indeed, when people take to the streets with signs, that 
attracts attention. The media pay attention, and that influences stock prices and value. If companies 
invested as much in including people as they are currently investing in suppressing public opinion, we 
would not have the level of public outcry or the troubling situation that we have right now.  
The disillusionment and the gradual rejection of government initiatives in this country by a growing 
segment of the population—not only in Quebec, but across Canada, contrary to what the TransCanada 
communication plan indicated—are closely tied to feelings of powerlessness regarding public protection 
measures that have proven to be meaningless. We must face the facts: public powers, under constant 
pressure from industry money, have managed to ignore social and environmental public protection 
mechanisms for the most part. 
For members' information, over the past three years, mining lobbyists have come to see me six times at 
my office. I am a nice enough person and I will not show them the door. I work with them, but they know 
that I am not really in favour of the proposed measures. They even had the audacity to show up with two 
lawyers who took notes and an army of legal experts and stakeholders. The last time they came, I did not 
have enough room in my office to offer all of them a seat. Now they come in groups of six. I continue to 
open my door. I cannot refuse. The mining industry is important to Manicouagan. We can see where 
things stand with someone who is not really in favour of the measures being proposed in 2014. Imagine 
someone who is open to what they are proposing; they must always be in their office. These people have 
rented an office not far from Parliament. They are close by and they are ever-present on Parliament Hill. If 
they came to my office six times, I can hardly imagine what it must be like for the Conservatives. They 
must have a red phone, like Batman, to have a direct line to them. I submit this to you. 
I talked about the constant pressure from big industrial lobby groups. I think one thing should be perfectly 
clear to those who oppose this idea and to my colleagues in the House: citizen involvement is a 
guarantee of stability. It is good for the market. The parties need to involve citizens, not disingenuously 
say that they are being consulted. Citizens' concerns and goals must be genuinely taken into account. 
Stability flows from a genuine desire to include people. They are on the wrong track now. Suppressing 
public opinion is the wrong way to go, and TransCanada's communication document was a bad idea. 
There really has to be a desire to include people. 
I submit this respectfully. 
 
Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, the member has brought forward an incredibly important motion at this point in history on 
how we are addressing energy projects in this country. 
The member, I am sure, has noted that the Minister of Natural Resources just this week committed to 
engaging communities in environmental stewardship in reserve decisions, and yet it is a year almost to 
the day that the government commissioned a report by Douglas Eyford looking at how the government 
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failed to consult first nations on the gateway project. Mr. Eyford delivered four or five pages of 
recommendations on how the government could improve and yet we have seen no progress. We are 
going backward with respect to constructive consultation. 
I wonder if the member would speak to that and the lack of the government's credibility in claiming to be 
committed to more constructive engagement. 
 
Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain:  
Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague for her question.  
I think that the crux of the matter in this case is that the other side has the wrong idea about consultation. 
If first nations were truly consulted, we would not have near-riots on Parliament Hill, where dozens of 
chiefs tried to break down the main door to be heard. If there were true consideration of aboriginal 
interests and prerogatives, we would not have these problems. 
I think that the government is mistaken about the notion of consultation and consideration of the results in 
particular. If it holds consultations and then shelves the results, aspirations and concerns, that really is not 
consultation. The government has to follow through. I hope, and they have one year because there will be 
an election for everyone in 2015, that the Conservatives change their approach. We are going to assume 
that they will show goodwill in the future. 
This does not just concern first nations. This concerns all Canadians because clean air and the 
environment are vital to the Canadian people. 
 
Mrs. Kelly Block (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural Resources, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I do believe I heard the member say that if a local group is opposed to a project, then the 
project should not go forward. I am sure that everyone is aware that projects should be in the best 
interests of all Canadians. 
I am wondering if the member is aware of the benefits of developing our natural resources here in 
Canada. Could he comment on why the NDP seems to be opposed to developing those resources? 
 
Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain:  
Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague for her question.  
If people are protesting and taking action in 2014, it is because they do not have any other recourse and 
the only thing they can do is to band together. 
Opposition to resource extraction is not widespread. There is an industrial initiative set to begin soon in 
Port-Cartier. Although it does not involve the extraction of natural resources, it is a progressive project. 
We are going to give the company the benefit of the doubt and believe that it has good intentions. 
However, given what we are seeing and what we have seen to date, history has taught us that, all too 
often, natural resource extraction and mining projects open the door to abuse. Companies work behind 
closed doors. They work in a vacuum. They make sure to talk to just one group. No information is shared. 
Environmental reports are given only to government. People are left in the dark. That is why people are 
protesting and these protests can end up interfering with a company's plans and slow down its project. If 
economic development is based on fraudulent practices and a lack of public consent, it will eventually hit 
a wall. 
 
Mrs. Kelly Block (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural Resources, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join the debate on Motion No. 533. This motion proposes that natural 
resource projects undergo a broader consultation with first nations and citizens in areas affected by 
development activities. While I am sure that the member has good intentions with this motion, he must be 
unaware of the extremely rigorous consultation process already in place for resource projects. 
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I would like to take this opportunity to outline our review process for the House. Canada currently has 
three organizations managing review processes at the federal level. These are the National Energy 
Board, the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency, and the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission. 
All three operate at arm's length from the government and they all address the concerns raised in this 
motion. Invariably, the reviews they conduct involve a rigorous and comprehensive environmental 
assessment. This requires technical analysis of potential environmental impacts of a project, as well as 
measures to avoid or mitigate impacts on affected communities.  
In every case, project proposals brought forward by proponents are scrutinized through a rigorous and 
transparent process. All regulatory reviews are supported by high-quality science, technical knowledge, 
and expertise from numerous federal department and agency experts. Evidence brought to the review 
bodies' attention by all participants is tested for its veracity and comprehensiveness to ensure that final 
decisions are based on hard facts, not public sentiment. This is important. 
While the NDP is all too willing to make important decisions based on ideology, our Conservative 
government relies on scientific and fact-based reviews to inform our decision-making. In fact, it was the 
Leader of the Opposition himself who said: 

 There are some things that some people would send to the NEB that we would say no to. 
Canadians deserve better than that, which is why our government only makes decisions once an 
independent scientific review is complete. 
Members of the House can rest assured that there is ample opportunity for Canadians to take part in 
these review processes. Indeed, members of the general public and aboriginal groups who are directly 
affected by projects or who have relevant expertise are encouraged to participate. For example, 
community and aboriginal traditional knowledge are explicitly recognized in the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act, or CEAA, from 2012. 
There are multiple avenues for individuals, communities, and aboriginal groups to express their concerns 
in these reviews. These include public comment periods, engagement and consultation meetings, and 
letters of comment and public hearings. Of course, participation requires more than just an expression of 
support or opposition: people's views need to be substantiated with evidence.  
Furthermore, there are provisions in the legislation governing all three regulatory processes to promote 
transparency. This ensures that Canadians have access to the necessary information to reach an 
informed opinion on a project. Take the example of the CEAA registry. It is an Internet site that contains 
key information about environmental assessments conducted under the act. This information is available 
to the public and ranges from background technical documents, environmental assessment reports, and 
comments filed by the public to records regarding any follow-up program or mitigation measures to be 
implemented. 
As hon. members can see, there is truly a transparent process in place for Canadians. 
I would like to underline that all projects are subject to regulatory permitting, monitoring, and compliance 
activities following an environmental assessment. Ultimately, independent organizations like the 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency, the National Energy Board, and the Canadian Nuclear 
Safety Commission make recommendations and decisions in the Canadian public interest. This is 
essential in order for the government to reach a balanced and informed decision regarding whether 
Canada would be better off with or without a development project. 
The key is balance. The review process considers environmental, economic, and social considerations 
related to a potential natural resource based project. 
 
I know all members on this side of the House have not forgotten that Canada's natural resources sector is 
a significant contributor to national, provincial and territorial economies, enabling Canadians to enjoy high 
living standards. We know that if the NDP had its way, it would shut down resource development entirely.  
This is how the NDP's plan would affect our Canadian economy. 
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The natural resources sector provides nearly 20% of our GDP and supports 1.8 million jobs. All of this 
activity generates royalties and revenues for governments to provide important social programs, from 
health to education to pensions for Canadians. When we see the dramatic economic benefits of natural 
resource development for Canada as a whole, it becomes clear that the impacts of a project extend well 
beyond a local area to the country at large. Our government understands this and Canadians know they 
simply cannot trust the NDP to look out for their best interests.  
Topics as important as responsible resource development, which generates economic benefits, while 
protecting the environment and accommodating the needs of affected communities, cannot be reduced to 
a popularity contest. The exhaustive process of considering and balancing evidence based on science 
could be rendered irrelevant if there were a test of public willingness. Such a test could essentially 
provide a local veto over the project, regardless of the recommendations resulting from a fact based, 
comprehensive review process. In essence, this would negate evidence and expert testimony provided in 
favour of public opinion.  
This proposal is poorly defined in the motion and it simply cannot be assessed and challenged in the 
same way as detailed evidence of potential environmental, economic and social impacts, the foundation 
of the review process we have in place right now.  
Canada already has an extremely rigorous regulatory regime in place to consider major resource 
projects. These projects are subject to comprehensive review processes based on environmental, 
economic and social considerations. Recommendations on projects are then made by independent 
regulators, based on the entirety of evidence collected.  
The process is established through legislation. It includes the assessment of environmental effects, 
timelines for governing review and decisions, and the participation of interested and affected parties. As 
we have always said, projects will only proceed if they are proven to be safe for the environment and safe 
for Canadians, based on science. 
For this reason, our government cannot support this motion. 
 
Hon. Mark Eyking (Sydney—Victoria, Lib.):  
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak on Motion No. 533, which calls on the federal government to subject 
natural resource development projects to a broader consultation with first nations and local communities. 
One would think that should be a given, but apparently it is not. 
In Nova Scotia, we have 13 Mi'kmaq first nations communities. One of the smaller ones is in the 
Annapolis Valley. It has almost 300 people. The largest one, Eskasoni, is in my riding. It has over 4,000 
people. In Nova Scotia and in Cape Breton, first nation people make a big contribution not only to our 
economy and to our well-being but also to our whole social fabric.  
We have seen time and time again that the Conservatives do not have a good relationship with first 
nations communities. A core responsibility of the federal government is to facilitate a meaningful 
consultation on resource development projects. Over the long term, this is the only way to leverage our 
natural resources in a way that is sustainable, maximizes economic opportunities, and strengthens first 
nations and local communities. 
I will give two examples of major events in my riding that show how first nations communities have taken 
more charge of events and have received more out of the natural resources around them. 
The first example relates to Donald Marshall, Jr. The House may not remember him, as he is not with us 
anymore, but he was wrongfully committed to jail for murder. He was later cleared. When he was in jail, 
he did a study on all the treaties and rights of first nations. When he came out of jail, he went eeling. He 
was catching eels for his family. He was charged, because apparently that was not allowed by legislation, 
but he fought that charge and he got his treaty rights. 
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He made a big change for many first nations people and first nations communities, not only in Cape 
Breton but in Nova Scotia and across Canada. In the areas of fisheries, forestry, and natural resources, 
first nations have treaty rights to own or participate in the resources in their communities. 
The second example had to do with the Sydney tar ponds, an extremely toxic area that was located in my 
riding. We had to clean it up. It was a $400 million cleanup. When we embarked on that, the Liberal 
government was in power, but then there was a good Conservative government in Nova Scotia, under the 
leadership of Premier John Hamm. We worked together with them. He was what we would call a red 
Tory. We worked well with him, and we got $400 million to clean up the tar ponds. 
My point is that the first nations community stepped up to the plate. The first nations community got a 
10% carve-out from that project, so they were part of the cleanup process. They had their people 
educated and trained in trades to help us clean that up. They benefited. 
My point is not only that they deserve a part of the resources but also that they can step up to the plate 
when asked to. They are able to get the big jobs done that we need to do. 
The Conservative government has proven time and time again that it is not interested in input from 
anyone else. Everything comes down from the Prime Minister's Office. It comes down from the top. 
Conservatives do not work with others. 
There is a need to consult on issues such as resource development. The message from the 
Conservatives has been clear: people are either with them or against them. There is an old saying that 
when the only tool in the tool belt is a hammer, every problem looks like a nail. That is exactly the way 
they operate. That is the approach we are seeing when it comes to the government's approval process. 
Let us reflect on the Conservatives' track record on progress with resource development. After eight years 
under the Conservatives, we are further behind on creating sensible policies. The government has failed 
on one of the most important infrastructure projects of our generation. Many people from my riding in 
Cape Breton work out west on the oil patch. When we see the Keystone XL pipeline not going anywhere, 
it is another example of how the Conservatives are not getting the job done. It is because of their 
relationship with others. 
Needlessly, the Conservatives have these bad relationships. We see it with the country of origin labelling. 
 
I am on the agriculture committee, and the beef and pork producers are losing the market in the United 
States, which is all due to bad relationships with our biggest trading partner. Especially now, the Minister 
of Agriculture and Agri-Food and the Minister of International Trade should be working with the new 
senators, congressmen and governors to get our beef and pork moving there, but that is another problem 
with the Conservatives' relationship with others. 
Many people do not know about this, but there is what is called preferential access to the perishable 
agricultural commodities act. To put it plainly, right now when produce farmers from Canada sell into the 
United States, the Americans have a bond in place so if Canadian growers do not get paid, it ensures 
they do. What happened? Over a year ago, the Americans said that it needed the same in Canada, which 
makes sense. If they are protecting our growers there, why is Canada not protecting their growers here? 
Nothing was done by the government to help our producers. Now we have a stalemate, which is another 
example of a bad relationship where things do not get done.  
For average Canadians, the government appears to be chasing a different project every time they turn 
around, rather than fostering better relationships with our key partners in opening up new markets in a 
sustainable way. All of this contributes to a lack of confidence in Canadians on the government's 
transparency and accountability. 
The responsible development of our natural resources is clearly in the national interest, but it must be 
done through building partnerships among industry, first nations and civil society. A core responsibility of 
the federal government is to facilitate meaningful consultation on resource development projects. Over 
the long term, this is the only way we will leverage our natural resources in a way that is sustainable, 
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maximizes economic opportunity, and strengthens the first nations and local communities. We have seen 
that with the cleanup of the tar ponds, which should be a template for other projects right across our 
country. 
In improving natural resource projects, the federal government has a crucial responsibility to balance 
economic development, energy security, and environmental and socio-economic factors to arrive at a 
decision that is in the best interests of first nations and Canadians. It sounds so practical. The Liberals 
believe we need to create a regulatory regime that is balanced, one that creates growth and protects the 
environment. We can do both at the same time.  
Unfortunately, as mentioned in the House in the last hour or so, under the Conservatives, the National 
Energy Board has become kind of an advisory board to cabinet and the PMO. The Liberals recognize this 
and are fully aware that first nations communities desire greater accountability and transparency from the 
federal government. 
Moving forward, natural resource development must adhere to the most stringent environmental 
assessments and reviews, and must fully respect aboriginal and treaty rights. It takes a lot of hard work 
and leadership to pull this off, but when it comes down to resource development, it is crucial to build 
partnerships among industry, first nations and civil society. 
I would like to remind Canadians that the Conservatives have gutted environmental protection and 
oversight in the interest of resource development at all costs. Resource development that is not done in 
full consultation and collaboration with impacted aboriginal communities is just not responsible, and it is 
unconstitutional. Aboriginal communities rightfully expect governments to involve them in the early stages 
of a project's planning and decision making. There is the odd good Conservative, and it is too bad that 
when one goes over to that side, he or she drinks the Kool-Aid, and things do not go very well.  
At the end of the day, we have to recognize our first nations people. They were here first. Many times 
they know how to treat our resources properly. They want to move forward with our economy. Working in 
partnership with impacted aboriginal communities is not just a question of legal obligation, but a 
tremendous opportunity. We must return to the original respectful and collaborative partnership with our 
aboriginal communities, including recognition of their inherent treaty rights. 
 
Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, I am very happy today to stand in the House to speak to the motion by my hon. colleague 
from Manicouagan. The people of his riding can be proud of his passionate representation on their behalf. 
Along with our colleague from Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou, the member is an outstanding 
champion for his own Inuit and first nations communities. 
I am on my second term as MP for Nickel Belt, but it was in this Parliament, with the election in 2011 
under our former leader, Jack Layton, that our party saw the election of so many new young and gifted 
members from Quebec. This motion today is his commitment to put people and their communities and 
their rights first and foremost when it comes to natural resources projects. 
I come from Nickel Belt and Greater Sudbury, home of the largest nickel basin in the world. I worked for 
34 years for Inco, a mining company. I have seen the good and the bad that mining can do in a region. I 
absolutely support public consultation and real efforts to get public support for these projects. I will 
address that shortly. 
First, as chair of the 20-MP NDP mining caucus, I will say a few words about our strong support for 
mining when it is done right. My party and I recognize the importance of mining in our communities. In 
2013, over 380,000 jobs were in mineral extraction, smelting, fabrication and manufacturing in our 
country. Mining is an economic and investment driver for Canada, paying $71 billion in taxes and royalties 
to Canadian governments in the past decade. I am told the mining sector is the largest employer of 
aboriginal people. 
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My region of Greater Sudbury is now being called “Canada's mining superstore”, given all of the 
technology, research and innovation in the Greater Sudbury region. The Mining Association of Canada 
estimates that upwards of $160 billion in mining projects are presently proposed in Canada, including 
multi-billion dollar investments in Nunavut; Northwest Territories; B.C.; Alberta, Saskatchewan; Manitoba; 
Ontario, especially with the Ring of Fire; Quebec; and Newfoundland and Labrador. That underlines the 
importance of the motion before the House today. 
The member speaks often of social licence for those natural resources projects. In plain language, we 
want people and their communities to have current and future generation concerns addressed before they 
say yes to these projects. They want to see that the mining companies are taking seriously their 
responsibilities and understanding all of the implications of mining or other exploration. These holes in the 
ground, the blasting and the excavation also have consequences for drinking water, our health, our noise, 
our pollution and much more that touches on the daily lives of citizens. When companies move into a 
community with their well-paying jobs, they are welcome. 
There can be other social and health consequences that are not so good. More and more, I hear mining 
companies talking about corporate social responsibility, making progress in this regard. That is a good 
thing. My leader met with the Mining Association of Canada representatives this week. We urged the 
companies to continue to work on social licence and to continue to work on this corporate social 
responsibility. We know from news stories about bad behaviour abroad from some Canadian companies. 
We also have to be vigilant that here at home we hold our companies to higher standards too. 
Cases in point are Osisko's Malartic mine, the tensions triggered by the prospect of uranium mining on 
the north shore in Quebec; the controversial oil pipeline and tanker port projects in British Columbia and 
Quebec, including the one in Cacouna; and the Mine Arnaud project in Sept-îles, which dealt a blow to 
the local social climate. I meet with mining company officials, and I hear more and more of their work and 
their commitment to this responsibility. 
 
Advance public consultation is a positive and innovative measure because it makes it possible for three 
things to happen. 
First, it puts the public at the heart of the decision-making process. Civil society stakeholders have long 
called for real, direct public consultation and for the public's wishes to be considered in natural resource 
development projects. This motion would put the public at the heart of the decision-making process as 
opposed to the public being told about it after the fact.  
Second, advance public consultation helps ensure that the federal government's historic commitments to 
members of the first nations are fulfilled. The federal government must respect first nations' rights on 
traditional territories and must submit development initiatives to members of the communities affected. 
Third, consultation would ensure that economic development is in sync with the public's vision for the 
land. If the public's wishes are respected, it will help appease the communities that are struggling to make 
decisions about contested economic development projects, which would thus create a good environment 
for investment and for promoting better projects that protect the environment and the communities.  
 
The motion fits well with the NDP's basic position on the environment: 

 Protecting the environment as a common good by creating a legal framework to ensure that people 
have the right to live in a healthy environment with access to natural spaces.  

We say here today that we want what Canadians want in their communities on these projects: 
transparency, consultation, and consent. 
I have introduced a number of private member's bills regarding foreign ownership transactions, the kind 
my region of Sudbury has experienced. My bills call for this same transparency and public consultation. 
I want to say something about consultation. 



I am following very closely the Ring of Fire project in northwestern Ontario. There has been nothing more 
than a back-and-forth blame game going on between the Conservative government here in Ottawa and 
the Liberal government in the province of Ontario. Northerners are fed up. 
Our first nation communities are reminding those governments, yet again, what the duty to consult 
actually means. It is more than providing information. It is more than giving an hour's notice of big 
announcements coming out. It is what the NDP and our leader have articulated clearly: a constitutional 
responsibility to do full, real, and meaningful consultation.  
That is why we support a nation-to-nation approach. At the Prospectors and Developers Association of 
Canada's mega-convention earlier this year in Toronto, my leader made it clear that he supports the Ring 
of Fire project, if done this way.  
Our leader said: 

 The Ring of Fire project is an important development for families in Northern Ontario today and for 
generations to come. Unfortunately, Conservative policies have undermined the government's ability to 
oversee that all social and environmental regulations are being fully understood and addressed.  

Citing his cabinet experience in Quebec, he told the mining companies that the Ring of Fire project can 
only move forward when public confidence and real partnerships with first nation communities are 
secured. He also underscored the long-standing NDP commitment to deal nation to nation with first nation 
governments to build relationships that benefit people, business, and the land. 
This not a playing of the economy over and against the environment, as we see the current government 
do. It is finding a way to be both for the economy and for the environment. This is a win-win situation, 
especially for first nations and other communities. It makes smart business sense, too, as more mining 
companies are discovering. 
The purpose of the motion is to make it mandatory for the government to consult Canadian citizens and 
first nation members before implementing a natural resource development project on their territory or in 
their living environment. Public willingness should be a criterion in obtaining a development permit to the 
same degree as impacts on human health, ecosystem maintenance, employment, and economic 
development. 
 
Mr. Bob Zimmer (Prince George—Peace River, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I am thankful for this opportunity to comment on Motion No. 533 and to reinforce my 
colleague's comments that much of what it proposes to do is already being accomplished. Indeed, 
Canadians can take pride and have confidence in our world-class safety standards, which our 
government has worked so hard to improve in recent years.  
We have introduced multiple measures to strengthen the regulatory process for major resource projects. 
Among the most effective is our plan for responsible resource development, which has led to economic 
growth, increased environmental protection, and enhanced consultations with aboriginal peoples. This 
policy is rooted in our commitment to develop our natural resources in an environmentally and socially 
responsible way. This means ensuring that natural resource development benefits all Canadians, 
including the aboriginal peoples of Canada. 
As a result of our plan, our natural resource sector is among the most stringently regulated in the world. 
Specifically, we have strengthened environmental protection by ensuring that no natural resource project 
will receive federal approval unless it is safe for the environment and for Canadians. For the first time, our 
government has introduced enforceable environmental assessment decision statements. Components of 
major projects now have to comply with conditions set out in these decision statements; if not they could 
face tough financial penalties, which I will talk about more in a moment. Our government is also providing 
federal inspectors with the authority to examine whether conditions set out in an environmental 
assessment decision statement are met. 

http://data.parl.gc.ca/widgets/v1/en/intervention/8516223


As well, we have introduced tough new financial penalties to preventively address contraventions of 
environmental laws quickly under the National Energy Board Act and the Canadian Nuclear Safety Act, 
so that larger issues do not arise in the future. Especially important is the fact that responsible resource 
development has an entire component dedicated to ensuring that consultations with aboriginal peoples 
are consistent, accountable, meaningful, and timely. For example, consultations with aboriginal peoples 
are integrated into the new environmental assessment and regulatory processes. We also provide 
significant funding specifically to support consultations with aboriginal peoples.  
We have also designated a lead department or agency as a single crown consultation coordinator for 
each major project review. This reduces the previous redundant consultations that frustrated many 
aboriginal communities. Not only that, we also negotiate consultation protocols or agreements with 
aboriginal groups to establish more clearly what the expectations and level of consultation should be. 
Better still, we know that resource development cannot thrive without the contributions of our aboriginal 
peoples. We have taken significant action to facilitate greater participation of aboriginal people in 
resource projects. This is being accomplished through initiatives such as the major projects management 
office–west, which we recently set up in Vancouver. The office is working with aboriginal peoples and first 
nations to ensure their meaningful involvement in assessing and managing the environmental safety of 
proposed projects.  
Therefore, as members can see, our improved regulatory regime for major natural resource projects is not 
only among the most efficient, effective, and competitive in the world, but is also among the most 
inclusive, ensuring that there are numerous opportunities for active public participation. As proud as we 
are of this approach, we are determined to do even better. That is why our government has also 
addressed safety concerns by implementing world-class pipeline, rail, and tanker safety systems that all 
Canadians can trust. As just one example, we have given the National Energy Board the necessary 
resources to double the number of annual inspections of pipelines. The board also doubled the number of 
annual comprehensive safety audits to identify pipeline issues before incidents occur. The NEB now can 
issue administrative monetary penalties of up to $100,000 a day per infraction for companies that do not 
comply with safety and environmental regulations. Ironically, but not surprisingly, that member and the 
NDP voted against these enhanced pipeline safety measures. To us that does not make sense. 
There are more tough measures on the way. We have announced plans to give the board even greater 
authority so that it can strengthen incident prevention, preparedness, response, liability, and 
compensation. Even though more than 99.999% of the oil and gas transported on Canada's federally 
regulated pipelines arrived safely between 2008 and 2013, we are committed to trying to achieve zero 
incidents.  
As more and more energy products are being shipped by rail, our government has also announced 
measures to improve railway safety and ensure the safe transportation of dangerous goods by rail, 
including the introduction of new regulations for DOT-111 rail cars. This includes thicker steel 
requirements, as well as the addition of top fitting and head shield protection.  
 
We also have nine acts of Parliament governing marine safety. These laws complement and reinforce 
international regulations established by the International Maritime Organization, and we are always 
working to improve them. 
For example, we proposed new regulatory oversight and enforcement capabilities provided under Bill C-3, 
the safeguarding Canada's seas and skies act. These measures underline that when it comes to 
transporting our natural resources, whether by pipeline, rail, or tanker, our government will not 
compromise on public safety or environmental protection. 
We all know that some in the NDP are opposed to all forms of resource development for the benefit of 
Canadians. They are opposed to the building of infrastructure that would create hundreds of thousands of 
jobs and to projects that would generate billions to fund critical social programs. Further, some would 
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rather see our resources stranded and our legacy squandered. Again, it does not make sense. A lot of 
jobs come from these projects. 
Our government understands the enormous benefits resource development can provide to all Canadians. 
This is why we have implemented such a rigorous review process for projects and have ensured that 
local communities and aboriginal peoples can actively participate in and benefit from resource 
development. 
I simply cannot see a need for this motion, when clearly, as I stated, our current regulatory review process 
is already robust, independent, based on science, and among the best in the world. 
 
Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, there is a lot more to be said on this motion.  
I certainly commend my colleague for bringing forward the motion and for being a strong force in his Innu 
community in this place. I appreciate his expertise in criminal law from his practice in that area 
representing his people very well. I appreciate that he has brought that knowledge to this place and has 
shared a lot of that knowledge in this motion he has brought forward, which is based on his personal 
experience and the frustration of his community members regarding having a voice in major energy 
projects. 
The member's motion is essentially calling for the Conservative government to step up to the plate and 
finally support a genuine process for the engagement of Canadian communities, including first nation and 
Métis communities, in decision-making on major energy projects. This includes the potential impact on 
human health, the ecosystem, employment, and economic development.  
The member has three key messages that I think are important and that surely everyone in this place 
would support: that citizens should have a central place in the decision-making process, particularly when 
projects might impact their health and environment; that there should be respect for the historic 
commitments made by the federal government to first nation peoples; and that we should ensure that 
economic development is in tune with citizens' perception of their territory and that they, and not people 
who live far from the site of those projects, genuinely benefit from that development. 
It is very important to note that the call for greater action by the government is not something that just my 
colleague has raised. It has actually been voiced by the Commissioner of the Environment and 
Sustainable Development. In his report just this fall, he slammed the government. He determined that the 
federal government has been clearly ignoring its duties to ensure that first nations and Métis are engaged 
in environmental assessment and monitoring in major energy projects, in particular oil sands projects. 
The commissioner determined that, first, the government has failed to collect and consider important 
traditional ecological information. Second, it has ignored its duty to consult. Third, it has made it harder for 
aboriginals to participate in decision-making on major energy projects impacting first nation and Métis 
lands, water, and people. 
My colleague has raised some skepticism about the concept of social licence, and I think that is a fair 
comment. Each time we reach some kind of consensus that we need to move forward with, the terms 
“participation”, “consultation”, “social impact assessment”, and “social licence” often become perverted 
because those principles are not really applied in good faith. The member's call to the House is that we 
need to agree that we are genuinely committed to enabling a constructive voice for Canadians in 
decision-making on major energy projects. We should go beyond the brief mention of a concept and give 
some reality to it so that it actually includes genuine environmental impacts, social impacts, and local 
impacts. That consultation should be a precondition in deciding if a project is in the public interest.  
We hear members on the other side talk about how we have a perfect review process. They say that all 
they need to do is consider what is in the public interest. However, what is the public interest? If we are 
not genuinely considering the issues and concerns of the locally impacted people, how genuinely can we 
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really say we are considering the public interest in making decisions to accept or reject a major energy 
project? 
I look forward to continuing to speak on this at a later date, and I appreciate the time to at least rise briefly 
in support of my colleague's very important motion in this place. 
 
The Deputy Speaker:  
The hon. member will have six minutes and ten seconds left when the debate on the bill resumes. 

[Translation] 

The time provided for the consideration of private members' business has now expired and the order is 
dropped to the bottom of the order of precedence on the order paper.  
It being 2:05 p.m., the House stands adjourned until next Monday at 11 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order 
24(1). 
(The House adjourned at 2:05 p.m.) 
 
Highlights from the Senate 
 

November 18, 2014 

Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development 

On-reserve Housing—Fires and Fire Prevention 

(Response to question raised by the Honourable Lillian Eva Dyck on January 30, 2014) 

The Government of Canada does not currently hold information regarding the number of house fires on 
reserve because First Nations manage fire protection services themselves. 

As of April 1 2014, Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada (AANDC) is supporting Fire 
Safety Inspections previously conducted by Employment and Social Development Canada (ESDC). Fire 
safety inspections have been incorporated into AANDC's Asset Condition Reporting System inspection 
regime. The review of building designs and plans from a fire safety perspective are now fully eligible costs 
that will be covered as part of the overall project cost. 

AANDC will continue to work with third party technical service providers to ensure that life safety and fire 
protection components in community buildings funded by the Department are being inspected on the 
same frequency and to the same standards as previously done by ESDC. 

The Asset Condition Reporting System building inspectors are required to have sufficient qualifications 
and knowledge of the appropriate national/provincial/ territorial Building Code and Fire Code, and these 
qualifications must enable him/her to identify deficiencies related to those codes and provide 
recommendations to address them. 

Starting in 2014-15, deficiencies related to Fire Codes will now be tracked with all other Asset Condition 
Reporting System deficiencies. First Nations will be required to indicate in their First Nation Infrastructure 
Investment Plans (which are updated annually) how they plan on addressing the deficiencies. 

(Response to question raised by the Honourable Terry M. Mercer on January 30, 2014) 
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Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada uses the Asset Condition Reporting System 
inspection process to inspect Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada-funded assets on 
reserve every 3 years to verify the physical condition of these assets. This condition is reported back as a 
General Condition Rating, which indicates if the asset is in good, fair, or poor condition. 

According to the Asset Condition Reporting System, as of May 2014, there are a total of 765 firefighting 
assets on reserve (fire halls, fire trucks and pumps). Of those 765 assets, 63 are in poor condition, 212 in 
fair condition, 411 in good condition, 47 in new condition and 32 were not inspected yet. 

It is important to remember that First Nations manage fire protection services on reserve. They are 
responsible for making specific decisions regarding fire protection services under the annual core capital 
funding they receive from Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada. They are also 
responsible for addressing identified deficiencies as part of the Asset Condition Reporting System 
process. 

(Response to question raised by the Honourable Mobina S. B. Jaffer on January 30, 2014) 

The Government of Canada provides an average of approximately $26 million annually to support fire 
protection services across regions, including capital investments (fire trucks, fire halls, etc.), operations 
and maintenance of assets, and firefighter training and prevention. 

First Nations manage fire protection services on reserve. They are responsible for making specific 
decisions regarding fire protection services under the annual core capital funding they receive from 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada. First Nations may establish their own fire 
departments, or contract fire protection services from nearby communities. 

Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada also provides approximately $215,000 annually to 
support the Aboriginal Firefighters' Association of Canada in coordinating a number of fire prevention 
awareness and training activities such as the National Aboriginal Firefighters Competition and the 
National Fire Safety Poster Contest for school-aged children. The funding also allows the Aboriginal 
Firefighters' Association of Canada to participate in the First Nations Fire Protection Strategy working 
group that meets twice annually to plan collaborative activities to improve fire prevention and protection in 
First Nation communities. 

The Government supports the Aboriginal Firefighters' Association of Canada in the development and 
delivery of the BeFireSafe education and awareness campaign. The campaign includes a series of 
seasonal fire prevention and safety tips shared through radio features and social media messaging. The 
focus is to highlight the importance of fire prevention throughout the year both inside and outside the 
home with the aim of reducing fire-related deaths, injuries, and damages. 

In addition, Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada is working with the Aboriginal 
Firefighters' Association of Canada to review levels of service for fire protection services in comparable 
communities off reserve (for each region across Canada), and a review of applicable standards. This 
review will inform the modernization of Departmental service standards for fire protection services. This 
update will provide a basis to renew departmental support for fire safety education and prevention 
activities, infrastructure, equipment, maintenance, and training. 

As of April 1 2014, Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada is supporting Fire Safety 
Inspections previously conducted by Employment and Social Development Canada (ESDC). Fire safety 
inspections have been incorporated into the Department's Asset Condition Reporting System inspection 
regime. The review of building designs and plans from a fire safety perspective are now fully eligible costs 
that will be covered as part of an overall project cost. 

November 19, 2014 



 

Walking With Our Sisters Art Exhibit 

Hon. Lillian Eva Dyck: Honourable senators, on October 31, I attended the opening of the Walking With 
Our Sisters art exhibit at Wanuskewin Heritage Park in Saskatoon. This exhibit is a commemorative art 
installation dedicated to remembering and honouring the missing and murdered indigenous women and 
girls. It acknowledges the grief and torment of the families of these missing and murdered girls and 
women. Furthermore, the exhibit is raising awareness of the issue and providing opportunities for broad 
community-based dialogue about the issue. 

The Walking With Our Sisters art exhibit is being installed in 25 locations throughout North America and is 
booked next for Yellowknife. 

As honourable senators know, over 1,181 indigenous women and girls in Canada have been reported 
missing or been murdered in the last 30 years. Many vanished without a trace or without adequate 
attention from the media, the general public, politicians and even law enforcement. 

The Walking With Our Sisters art exhibit is comprised of about 1,800 pairs of moccasin vamps, including 
about 100 pairs of children's vamps. These beautifully beaded vamps were created and donated by 
hundreds of volunteers across Canada. Viewers walk on a red cloth path which winds along a pathway of 
vamps. Volunteers in each community assist in creating their own design for the manner in which the 
vamps are installed. For example, in Saskatoon the vamps were arranged in a path circling a central, 
open teepee. The children's vamps were placed inside the teepee surrounded by sage and stone rocks. 

The unfinished moccasins represent the unfinished lives of the women and girls whose lives were cut 
short. The children's vamps are dedicated to children who never returned home from residential schools. 

The art installation is tremendously powerful, inducing a wide range of emotions. It is beautiful to view and 
yet so profoundly sad to reflect on the lives lost and the deep wells of grief felt by their families. 

Honourable senators, you can view the exhibit on your iPad. In Safari or Google, type in the words 
"panorama WWOS" and "acomultimedia" will come up first on the list. Click on it, and the first image 
shown is the WWOS exhibit in Saskatoon. 

I wish to acknowledge the many volunteers in Saskatoon who worked to put together the Walking With 
Our Sisters art exhibit and who are keeping the sacred fire burning throughout. The volunteers are there 
every day to guide visitors in the proper protocol to enter and view the exhibit. For example, visitors 
smudge with smoke from burning sage before entering the exhibit to cleanse their hearts, minds, spirits 
and physical bodies, and they are given tobacco to offer prayers. 

Honourable senators, the Walking With Our Sisters exhibit will open in Ottawa in September 2015. I hope 
you visit it and experience its beauty and spirit. 

Today I am wearing a vest made to honour Shelley Napope, one of the 153 murdered Aboriginal women 
from Saskatchewan. 

 
November 20, 2014 
 



Missing and Murdered Aboriginal Women and Girls 

Hon. Nick G. Sibbeston: Honourable senators, an important step has been taken today in the ongoing 
struggle to get the federal government to address, in a systematic way, the matter of missing and 
murdered Aboriginal women in Canada. We are all familiar with the shocking statistics revealed in an 
RCMP report that shows Aboriginal women and girls are three times as likely to be made missing and 
four times as likely to be murdered as other women and girls in Canada. 

Hardly a week goes by without the report of another case where an Aboriginal woman or girl has 
disappeared or been murdered. Yet the government still refuses to move forward with a national inquiry, 
preferring piecemeal approaches that are clearly not working. 

A national inquiry would accomplish many things. It would highlight that this is a matter of national 
importance that requires focus, determination and resources to solve. It would lead to a comprehensive 
understanding of the causes behind these statistics and lead to innovative approaches to stopping this 
ongoing assault on Aboriginal women and girls. More than anything, it would educate the public and build 
real momentum towards achieving results. 

As a result of one of our open caucus sessions earlier this year, the Senate Liberal caucus has come up 
with a new approach. If the government is not prepared to act to protect the lives and security of 
Aboriginal women as required by section 7 of the Charter, then the courts should be asked to step in to 
require a national inquiry. 

In a legal briefing prepared by Senator Joyal and adopted by the caucus, it has been determined that a 
petition to the courts could be successful in forcing the government to act on this matter. I applaud 
Senator Joyal and Senator Dyck, as well as our leader, Senator Jim Cowan, for presenting this 
information at a press conference this morning. 

This petition could be brought by a victim or aggrieved party and could be supported by Aboriginal 
organizations or groups concerned with human rights and social justice. We have also called on lawyers 
to provide pro bono assistance and invite members of the public to contribute to the costs of moving 
these cases forward. 

We often speak of the need for reconciliation between Canada and the Aboriginal peoples. Addressing 
violence against Aboriginal women is a vital part of our shared future and I am proud to lend my support 
to this initiative. 
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