
PARLIAMENTARY WRAP-UP FOR THE WEEK OF APRIL 15 - 19, 2013 
 
On Friday, April 19, 2013, NDP Member Jean Crowder introduced the following motion for debate: 
 

That this House call on the government to: (a) abandon its confrontational approach to First 
Nations, Métis and Inuit in favour of a nation-to-nation dialogue; (b) make treaty implementation, 
as well as the settlement and implementation of land claims, a priority, including in Labrador; and 
(c) begin negotiations in good faith with NunatuKavut Community Council on their comprehensive 
land claim that has been without a response since 1991. 
 

Transcripts from debates of this motion are attached.  It will go to vote on April 23, 2013. 
 
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&Parl=41&Ses=1 
 
Bill C-27: First Nations Financial Transparency Act 
• PASSED 3RD READING IN THE SENATE ON MARCH 26, 2013 & RECEIVED ROYAL ASSENT ON 

MARCH 27, 2013. 
• The Act requires First Nations to prepare and publically disclose audited consolidated financial 

statements AND schedules for remuneration paid to Chiefs and councillors. This information would 
also be provided on the AANDC website. Failure to prepare or disclose such information could result 
in withholding of contribution funds or termination of an agreement.  

• Chiefs have affirmed the importance of accountability and transparency to their citizens. This Bill will 
not address the real issues that challenge First Nation governments and provides new powers to the 
AANDC Minister. 

 
Bill C-47: An Act to enact the Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act and the Northwest 
Territories Surface Rights Board Act and to make related and consequential amendments to other 
Acts 
• Introduced on November 6, 2012.  Completed 2nd reading in the Senate on April 16, 2013 and has 

been referred to the Standing Senate Committee on Energy, the Environment and Natural 
Resources for study.  

• Enacts the Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act, which implements certain provisions of 
Articles 10 to 12 of the land claims agreement between the Inuit of the Nunavut Settlement Area 

• Enacts the Northwest Territories Surface Rights Board Act, which implements provisions of certain 
land claim agreements. In particular, that Act establishes the Northwest Territories Surface Rights 
Board, whose purpose is to resolve matters in dispute relating to terms and conditions of access to 
lands and waters in the Northwest Territories and the compensation to be paid in respect of that 
access. 

• Initial analysis reveals it may dilute First Nation participation on environmental assessment boards 
and land and water boards, and have implications for modern claims agreement and arrangements 
under territorial devolution. Further analysis is underway. 

• First Nations have informed the committee that this legislation does not have their consent and its 
impacts on their traditional lands have not been established.   
  

Bill S-2: Family Homes on Reserves and Matrimonial Interests or Rights Act 
• Introduced in the Senate on September 28, 2011 and passed 3rd reading of the Senate on December 

1, 2011.   
• The government imposed time allocation and S-2 completed debates at 2nd reading on April 

17, 2013.  S-2 has been referred to the House of Commons Standing Committee on the Status 
of Women for study.  
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• Matrimonial Real Property and land management is a matter of First Nation jurisdiction and First 
Nations have repeatedly called on the government to work with us on an approach that will truly 
ensure First Nation citizens’ access to justice.  

• Some changes to previous versions of bill – notably removal of the verification officer, removal of the 
voting threshold for ratification and addition of a 12 month transition period.  

• Does not provide the necessary tools and capacity to access justice or to address underlying issues, 
such as housing shortages, family violence and the need for community-based dispute resolution 
mechanisms.  

• There are already First Nations that have put their own laws and approaches in place on this matter. 
These must be respected and a similar approach must be supported for all First Nations.  

• First Nation governments are encouraged to work with their citizens to enact their own laws or codes 
in this area in advance of this Bill coming into force. A template First Nations matrimonial real 
property law is available to support this work on www.afn.ca.  

 
Bill S-6: First Nations Elections Act 
• Introduced in the Senate on December 6, 2011. Passed 3rd reading in the Senate on April 24, 2012 

without amendments.  
• Introduced at 1st reading in the House of Commons on May 4, 2012. 
• Bill S-6 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 FNs to transition to custom codes.  
• Legislation results from initiatives of the Atlantic Policy Congress of First Nation Chiefs and the 

Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs.  
 
Bill S-8: Safe Drinking Water for First Nations Act 
• Introduced in the Senate on February 29, 2012. Completed 3rd reading and passed in the Senate on 

June 18, 2012, without amendment. Bill S-8 was introduced in the House of Commons at 1st reading 
on June 19, 2012. The Bill underwent debates at 2nd reading on November 1, 2012 and again on 
November 22, 2012.  

• Bill S-8 was previously introduced in the last session as Bill S-11. Some changes have been made 
including a commitment in the preamble for First Nation input into the development of regulations, the 
inclusion of a non-derogation/abrogation clause, and an explicit limitation that the bill does not 
authorize regulations respecting the allocation of water supplies or issues of permits for the use of 
water for any purpose other than as drinking water. 

• Creates regulations regarding FN drinking water, but not capacity to comply  
• Early support had been expressed for the changes and this version of the Bill by Alberta and Atlantic 

Chiefs.  However, Alberta Chiefs have since passed a resolution and rescinded their support, as the 
Government has not met their conditions of acknowledging their Treaty and inherent control over 
water (including First Nation water supply and allocation laws) or addressed the water infrastructure 
funding deficit.    

• Consensus remains that investments are needed to support capacity for First Nations in this area, 
and that First Nations must be directly involved in the development of associated regulations. 

 
Bill S-16: Tackling Contraband Tobacco Act 
• Introduced in the Senate on March 5, 2013.  Completed debates at 2nd reading on April 16, 2013 

and has been referred to the Standing Senate Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs 
for Study. 

• Creates a new offence of selling contraband tobacco, specifically:  “a tobacco product, or raw leaf 
tobacco that is not packaged, unless it is stamped.” 

http://www.afn.ca/


• 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 and a legal analysis is underway. 
 
Private Member Bills 
 
Bill C-233: An Act to Eliminate Poverty in Canada 
•       Introduced on June 20, 2011 by Jean Crowder, Nanaimo-Cowichan  
•       Compels the government to eliminate poverty and promote social inclusion by establishing and 

implementing a strategy for poverty elimination in consultation with the provincial, territorial, municipal 
and Aboriginal governments and with civil society organizations.  

•       Legislation includes special consideration of Aboriginal peoples as follows: “Whereas it is especially 
imperative to address the living standards and specific historical and structural circumstances of 
Aboriginal communities so as to empower Aboriginal people and ensure their full participation in 
Canadian society and the Canadian economy”  

 
Bill C-260: An Act to amend the Statistics Act (mandatory long-form census questionnaire) 
• Introduced on June 23, 2011 by Carolyn Bennett, St. Paul’s  
• Would reinstate the mandatory long-form census  
 
Bill C-261: National Hunting, Trapping and Fishing Heritage Day Act 
• Introduced on June 23, 2011 by Rick Norlock, Northumberland – Quinte West  
• Would designate the third day in September “National Hunting, Trapping and Fishing Heritage Day”  
 
Bill C-267: An Act respecting the preservation of Canada's water resources 
• Introduced on September 19, 2011  
• Would prohibit the removal of water in bulk from major drainage basins in Canada.  
 
Bill C-279: An Act to amend the Canadian Human Rights Act and the Criminal Code (gender 
identity) 
• Introduced on September 21, 2011 by Randall Garrison, Esquimalt--Juan de Fuca, BC.  Passed 3rd 

reading in the House of Commons March 20, 2013 and introduced in the Senate March 21, 2013.  
Began debates at 2nd reading in the Senate on April 16, 2013. 

• Amends the Canadian Human Rights Act to include gender identity as a prohibited ground of 
discrimination. 

• Also amends the Criminal Code to include gender identity as a distinguishing characteristic protected 
under section 318 and as an aggravating circumstance to be taken into consideration at the time of 
sentencing. 
 

Bill C-302: Louis Riel Act 
• Introduced on September 29, 2011 by Pat Martin, Winnipeg Centre  
• This Bill would reverse the conviction of Louis Riel for high treason and recognizes and 

commemorates his role in the advancement of Canadian Confederation and the rights and interests 
of the Métis people and the people of Western Canada.  

 
Bill C-428: Indian Act Amendment and Replacement Act 
• Introduced on June 4, 2012, by Rob Clarke, Desnethé-Missinippi-Churchill River.  Is currently under 

study by the Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development. 
• 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, and repeals provisions that give the Minister authority over the handling of wills 
and estates on reserves. 



• 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 organizations 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. 

 
Senate Public Bills 
 
Bill S-207: An Act to amend the Interpretation Act (nonderogation of aboriginal and treaty rights) 
• Introduced in the Senate on December 13, 2011 and completed 2nd reading on June 7, 2012. Has 

completed review by the Standing Senate Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs and 
reported to the Senate.  It now awaits debates at report stage and 3rd reading. 

• Bill would amend the Interpretation Act (which governs the implementation of all laws) to provide that 
no enactment shall be construed so as to abrogate or derogate from the aboriginal and treaty rights 
recognized and affirmed by section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982.  

  
Bill S-212: First Nations Self-Government Recognition Bill 
• Introduced on November 1, 2012 by Senator Gerry St. Germain. 
• Provides for a process for a First Nation to become a recognized as self-governing under its 

constitution and would recognize a First Nation’s exclusive power to legislate with respect to its lands 
and persons on those lands. 

 
Committee Business 
 
House of Commons Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development (AANO) 
The committee continues its study on Bill C-428: Indian Act Amendment and Replacement Act.  AFN 
Regional Chief Jody Wilson-Raybould presented to the committee on April 18, 2013 (presentation is 
attached). First Nations are encouraged to contact the clerk of the committee, Jean-Marie David, if 
they wish to appear at (613) 996-1173 or aano@parl.gc.ca. 
 
Special Committee on Violence Against Indigenous Women (IWFA) 
The committee met again in camera this week. The committee is scheduled to meet every Thursday the 
House of Commons is sitting, 6 – 8 pm.  
 
House of Commons Standing Committee on the Environment and Sustainable Development 
(ENVI) 
Chief Byron Louis, Okanagan Indian Band, presented to the committee on April 18, 2013 on habitat 
conservation.  Transcripts will be provided once available.  
 
Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples (APPA) 
The committee is continuing its study on Metis rights. 
 
Standing Senate Committee on Human Rights (RIDR) 
A study on issues pertaining to the human rights of First Nations band members who reside off-reserve, 
with an emphasis on the current federal policy framework continues.   First Nations are encouraged to 
contact the clerk of the committee, Daniel Charbonneau, if they wish to appear at (613) 993-4874 or 
ridr@sen.parl.gc.ca.  
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House of Commons Highlights 
 
April 16, 2013 
 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.):  
Mr. Speaker, the Conservatives have failed in their responsibility to sit down on a nation-to-nation basis to 
negotiate and implement a comprehensive land claim for the Métis in Labrador. This should come as no 
surprise. The government has allowed claims to languish for years without progress or resolution. 
Denying aboriginal people greater control over their futures is just wrong. 
 
Will the minister commit today to immediately begin negotiating the NunatuKavut claim, yes or no? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, to put it politely, it takes some gall. This claim was laid down in 1991 under a Conservative 
government and in 1992— 
 
Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 
 
The Speaker:  
Order, please. The hon. Minister of Aboriginal Affairs has the floor. He has barely started his response 
and still has lots of time left. 
 
The hon. Minister of Aboriginal Affairs has the floor. 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt:  
Mr. Speaker, as a matter of fact, I said this claim was laid on the table in 1991 and for the better 
part of 13 years that the Liberals were in office, they did nothing with it and today they have the 
gall to stand and call for action while they are sitting in the third place. 

* * * 

Family Homes on Reserves and Matrimonial Interests or Rights Act  

Bill S-2—Notice of time allocation motion  

Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I have a few points. First, for far too long, women living on first nation reserves in 
Canada have been without the legal protections available to all other Canadians. Our 
government has introduced Bill S-2 to correct this inequality and to provide greater protection for 
aboriginal women. I must advise, however, that agreement has not been reached under the 
provisions of Standing Order 78(1) or 78(2) concerning the proceedings at second reading of 
Bill S-2, an act respecting family homes situated on first nation reserves and matrimonial 
interests or rights in or to structures and lands situated on those reserves.  
 
Under the provisions of Standing Order 78(3), I give notice that a minister of the Crown will 
propose at the next sitting a motion to allot a specific number of days or hours for the 
consideration and disposal of proceedings at that stage.  

* * * 
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Aboriginal Affairs  

Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, it is obvious that the Conservatives are so disconnected they actually believe their false 
talking points. 
 
I am glad to have this opportunity to revisit the issue of chronic underfunding of women's shelters 
available to aboriginal women, especially those living in more remote first nations communities. This is a 
critical shortfall that must be addressed so that headway can be made on the grim reality of violence 
against women.  
 
Any other measures the government will undertake will be incomplete if these shelters are not available to 
allow a woman to remove herself from a violent environment and begin the process of restoration and 
healing. If we do not provide long-term adequate funding to aboriginal women's shelters, we are turning 
our backs on some of the most vulnerable members of our society.  
 
Shelters provide front-line health services to first nations, Inuit and Métis people. Their mandates and 
responsibilities range from emergency services to transition homes. With that in mind, we must consider 
the lack of women's shelters on reserves as a public health crisis.  
 
Aboriginal women are not protected by the same legislation that non-aboriginal women enjoy. Matrimonial 
real property on reserves differs from off reserves. A 1986 Supreme Court ruling states that when the 
conjugal relationship breaks down, courts cannot apply provincial and territorial law to deal with real 
property, such as the family home. That job is the responsibility of the federal government.  
 
While there have been motions to modernize this legislation and protect aboriginal women when their 
marriage dissolves, both the Native Women's Association of Canada and ministerial representatives 
agree that increasing shelter funding should happen before creating a matrimonial real property regime. 
However, these shelters remain chronically underfunded, and any funding they do receive is pieced 
together from a series of limited-term options.  
 
In 2012, on-reserve aboriginal women's shelters received the majority of their funding through the family 
violence prevention plan, which totalled $12 million for one year. According to the 2013 budget, that 
program has been extended for two years, with funding totalling $24 million. Given the projections for 
inflation over the next two years, this actually amounts to a cut to the program. With inflation expected to 
run at about 2%, the funding should have been increased by $480,000 to maintain the real value of the 
funding for the program. 
 
Despite the outcry of major stakeholders to increase the funding and make a long-term commitment to 
aboriginal women, this year's budget offered no help and seems to be acceptance of the de facto cuts 
due to inflation.  
 
As it cuts funding for aboriginal health facilities, let me remind the government that aboriginal people are 
the fastest-growing segment of our population. This is an ongoing trend, and that population is expected 
to grow at more than twice the rate of the general population over the next four years. 
 
Of the aboriginal women living in remote areas, 70% do not have access to shelters. Despite rising 
populations, essential services are receiving less and less funding, limiting their effectiveness and limiting 
access to services for this target population. Shelters like the Mississauga Women's Shelter in my riding 
do their best to meet the needs of their population, but with the government starving them of resources, 
how can we reasonably expect them to accomplish their ever-growing list of tasks, especially since there 
is more need now than ever for the work that these shelters do? 
 
Given that we know that violence against aboriginal women is a public health crisis for which women's 
shelters are a key front-line service and that the budgets for shelters are frozen, which amounts to a cut 
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once inflation and population growth are factored in, will the government reconsider its position and 
commit to increasing core funding for women's shelters on reserve? 
 
Mr. Greg Rickford (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development, for the Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency and for the Federal 
Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario, CPC):  
Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for the opportunity to speak to the question from the hon. member for Algoma—
Manitoulin—Kapuskasing. 
 
Our government is committed to ensure that women, children and families on reserve have access to the 
services they need to protect their safety and security.  
 
The Government of Canada is taking action to address all forms of violence, particularly the high number 
of aboriginal women and children who are affected by violence.  
 
We take violence against aboriginal women very seriously. Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development 
Canada supports access to a network of shelters serving on-reserve residents and also works in 
partnership with provincial and territorial governments, first nation people and other stakeholders to 
develop effective and appropriate solutions to the issues of domestic violence. 
 
To support family violence prevention programs and services on reserve, economic action plan 2013 is 
investing in the ongoing operation of the family violence prevention program on reserve.  
Our government has committed, in economic action plan 2013, $24 million over two years for the family 
violence prevention program. These funds would allow the total funding level of the program to remain at 
$30.4 million for each of the next two years. 
 
Family violence is an issue that can affect Canadians from all walks of life and can have tremendous 
costs, particularly for children, so it is important to ensure that help is nearby. Families in first nations 
communities that are remote and isolated may face particular challenges in accessing protective and 
supportive services. The family violence protection program funds shelter services and violence 
prevention programming on reserve. This investment contributes to enhanced safety and security of on-
reserve residents, particularly women and children. 
 
We will continue to support the vulnerable. Shelters for women, children and families living on reserve are 
important for their safety and well-being in family violence crisis situations.  
 
Currently, the shelters funded by the Government of Canada to serve women and children on reserve are 
spread across all provinces, including five new shelters in British Columbia, Alberta, Manitoba, Ontario 
and Quebec. These shelters cover 330 first nation communities. 
 
The need for emergency shelters and services for women and children is an unfortunate reality. We 
continue to work with our partners to ensure an adequate level of support to the shelters and the workers 
providing these services. We will continue to support these programs and services because they make a 
real and tangible difference at a critical time for those who need them. 
 
What exactly is at the heart of addressing violence? Without a doubt, it is prevention. Prevention 
programs and services in first nation communities must be responsive to the specific needs of first nation 
members. 
 
Family violence prevention projects supported by Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada 
are proposal-driven and may include promotion and public awareness, education campaigns, 
conferences, workshops, counselling and community needs assessments. 
 
We will continue to support and develop effective, appropriate solutions in partnership with provincial and 
territorial governments, first nation people and their leadership and other important stakeholders. Our 
government, along with its partners, is concerned about all forms of violence and its impacts. 
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Mrs. Carol Hughes:  
Mr. Speaker, the goal here is to protect the victims, and obviously the actions of the government are not 
addressing that. 
As of 2010, the largest portions of on-reserve shelters were emergency shelters. The number one reason 
women require these shelters if for spousal abuse. Aboriginal women are twice as likely to report spousal 
abuse as non-aboriginal women. 
 
In 2009, about 15% of aboriginal women with a partner reported they had experienced spousal violence. 
Comparatively, the number is 6% for non-aboriginal women. 
 
Instead of access to adequate, culturally sensitive healing opportunities, these women are met with 
barriers like overcrowding and limited access, and obviously these facilities have limited funds. 
 
Clearly, we need a long-term commitment to women's shelters, so that women in abusive relationships 
can take control of their situations without fearing things like housing insecurity. 
 
For aboriginal women living on reserve, this is all the more pressing, as shelters are often their only 
option to escape abusive relationships and receive the care they need. 
 
With that in mind, I repeat my call for the government to commit to increasing core funding for on-reserve 
women's shelters. 
 
Mr. Greg Rickford:  
Mr. Speaker, our government is committed to address the problem of violence against women and girls. 
To support family violence prevention programs and services on reserve, economic action plan 2013 is 
investing in the ongoing operation of the family violence prevention program on reserve.  
 
Economic action plan 2013 commits $24 million over two years for the family violence prevention 
program, and these funds would allow the total annual funding level of the program to remain at $30.4 
million for each of the next two years. 
 
Investments contribute to enhanced safety and security of on-reserve residents, particularly—and 
importantly—women and children. We will continue to work with our partners to meet the needs of 
aboriginal women, their families and their communities. 
 
April 17, 2013 
 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Ms. Joyce Bateman (Winnipeg South Centre, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, for decades, women on reserves have been without the legal protections that are available 
to all other Canadians. In situations of family violence women have been victimized and kicked out of their 
homes with nowhere to go.  
 
Aboriginal women, international associations and the NDP government in Manitoba all agree that 
something must change now. Could the Minister for the Status of Women please update the House on 
what our government is doing to protect women in aboriginal communities? 
 
Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Public Works and Government Services and Minister for Status 
of Women, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I am so proud that our government is committed to giving aboriginal women the same 
protection and rights as all Canadian women. For over a quarter of a century, aboriginal women living on 
reserve have been without access to the legal protection they need when it comes to domestic violence. 
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Our bill will protect thousands of aboriginal women and children. In situations of family violence, it will 
allow judges to enforce emergency protection orders and remove a violent partner from the home. 
 
How the NDP and Liberals can continue to oppose this is incomprehensible to me. Our government will 
make sure aboriginal women have equal rights.  

* * * 

April 18, 2013 

Debates on Opposition Motion—Canada-China Foreign Investment Promotion and Protection 
Agreement 

Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP):  

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the member for Burnaby—New Westminster for sharing his time with me. 
 
I am rising to speak on the NDP motion calling on the government not to ratify the Canada-China foreign 
investment promotion and protection agreement. I know the member for Vancouver Kingsway has very 
ably covered a number of areas of concern. I am going to focus on one particular area. 
 
One of the big challenges with this agreement is that it does not acknowledge the Crown's constitutional 
obligations to first nations. This is outlined in section 35 of the Constitution, which states that the 
government has a legal obligation to consult aboriginal peoples before undertaking measures that impact 
on their rights. Of course, this right has been reaffirmed in any number of court decisions. 
 
I only have 10 minutes, so I am going to try to focus on a couple of key arguments. The Assembly of First 
Nations has conducted a very preliminary analysis on the impacts of this agreement. It is a draft and 
much more work needs to be done, but part of its analysis includes the statement that the government 
has a duty to consult on FIPA and, to its knowledge, has not consulted with first nations. It went on to 
point out that the Hupacasath First Nation is currently challenging FIPA in court, mainly on this basis. I 
want to turn for a moment to this challenge. 
 
Hupacasath filed a notice of application against Canada in early January. One of the councillors, Brenda 
Sayers, stated, “This deal will pave the way for a massive natural resource buyout and allow foreign 
corporations to sue the Canadian government in secret tribunals, restricting Canadians from making 
democratic decisions about our economy, environment and energy.” 
 
Steven Tatoosh, the chief councillor, says, “We will argue that the Government of Canada breached its 
fiduciary duty to consult First Nations on our respective constitutionally enshrined and judicially 
recognized aboriginal title, rights and treaty rights.”  
 
There are many organizations that are supporting this initiative. I have a quote from Grand Chief Stewart 
Phillip, president of the Union of B.C. Indian Chiefs, who said, “To recklessly disregard our title, rights and 
treaty rights is an outrage. Our inherent rights are our fundamental human rights. Canada repeatedly 
violates our human rights when our inherent rights are totally ignored in agreements such as the Canada-
China FIPA.” 
 
Councillor Brenda Sayers went on to say that the court action is intended to put the brakes on the FIPA 
process until all Canadians have had a chance to study the far-reaching and potentially devastating 
implications of the agreement.  
 
One of the glaring threats in this agreement is around environmental protection. Sayers pointed out that 
under a FIPA, the foreign investor is subject to all the environmental regulations of the host country, but 
only as those regulations were in place at the effective date of the agreement.  
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Ms. Sayers further stated, “This is not just a First Nations battle. This is a battle for the rights of aboriginal 
and non-aboriginal Canadians. Both of our constitutional rights are being violated. There are a lot of 
common threads behind our two communities: the protection of our water, the protection of natural 
resources and our environment, the protection of our future. Canadians need to realize this is a fight for 
Canadians as a whole.” 
Because I have limited time, I cannot read all of the letters I have received into the record. I have a letter 
from the Union of B.C. Indian Chiefs, a presentation from the Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs, a detailed 
brief from the First Nations Summit, a brief from The Council of Canadians with regard to how this 
agreement threatens indigenous rights, and a brief from the Coastal First Nations Great Bear initiative. 
There are many more. Those are the ones I was able to grab as I left my office. 
 
I want to return to the Assembly of First Nations' preliminary analysis. It has identified the following: 

 Several modern treaties contain an express obligation to consult prior to the adoption of new 
International Legal Obligations (ILOs) which could affect rights under the treaties. We believe that the 
government is very likely under a duty to consult even those First Nations who do not hold modern 
treaties, based on the unilateral nature of the conduct of foreign relations and the potential for new 
[international legal obligations] to impact the exercise of existing or claimed [first nation] rights. 

 
There are numerous in this draft analysis, and I think it would be incumbent upon the government to take 
a look at the concerns being raised that impact not only first nations, both treaty, non-treaty and self-
governing, but also non-indigenous Canadians. 
 
Further on in the brief, it says: 

 The potential for FN rights claims to be dealt with in investor state arbitrations is especially problematic 
for modern treaty holders. FNs would have, at best, intervenor status in such arbitrations. Past practice 
of international investor-state tribunals suggests that the ability to raise FN rights issues or human rights 
issues would be substantially impaired in such forums. The problem arises because some modern 
treaties contain language which suggests the exercise of some rights under the Agreements would 
need to be modified if those exercises conflicted with an ILO (hence, the reason for the consultation 
clauses). If an investor-state tribunal holds that a particular treaty right is effectively an expropriation, 
and hence contrary to the ILO of Canada in the FIPA to prevent such expropriations, then it means that 
future exercises of that right may need to be modified. This could arise with respect to self-government 
exercises of authority which are deemed expropriatory, and likely harvesting activities. 

 
Further on it cites a claim under NAFTA, and it says: 

 To give you an idea of the kinds of cases which attract investor state claims, consider the Glamis case 
under NAFTA. There, a Canadian mining company was subjected to a mining reclamation regulation 
enacted, in part, to preserve a sacred site of the Quechan Nation. Glamis claimed this environmental 
regulation (enacted to preserve the Quechan Nation's connection and access to its sacred sites) was 
expropriatory.  

 
When we are dealing with first nations sacred sites, cultural sites or traditional sites, mechanisms need to 
be in place in order to protect them and in order to consult appropriately with first nations. 
 
Later on, the brief states: 

 Quechan intervened, but was unable to participate meaningfully in the case. Indeed, it had to rely on 
the US DOJ to defend the measures (which, incidentally were promulgated by the state of California). 
This should concern FNs because unlike the US DOJ, which occasionally acts on behalf of tribal rights 
as part of its trust responsibility, DOJ Canada typically is adversarial to FN interests. 

 
We have seen that in any number of cases. We see the number of times that first nations have been 
forced to the courts to defend their rights, with the Department of Justice intervening on behalf of the 
government to prevent first nations from moving forward. It is very worrisome that we do not have these 
kinds of protections in Canada. 
 



I want to turn briefly to the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, because this should be a 
fundamental underpinning for any kind of action that the government is going to take in the context of 
infringing on first nations rights. Article 19 indicates:  

 States shall consult and cooperate in good faith with the indigenous peoples concerned through their 
own representative institutions in order to obtain their free, prior and informed consent before adopting 
and implementing legislative or administrative measures that may affect them. 

It is clear from the very brief overview I was able to present that there are grave concerns around the 
great potential this agreement has to infringe on inherent rights. 
 
One of the things that often comes up in the context of talking about consultation is not only the duty to 
consult but the duty to accommodate. There is certainly no mention in this agreement either around the 
duty to consult or the duty to accommodate, so it is important that the Conservative government pull back 
from this agreement and undertake its constitutional responsibilities under section 35 to conduct those 
consultations to ensure that first nations treaty rights and inherent rights will not be abrogated in this 
context.  
 
I am hopeful, given the very reasoned and rational presentations that are being made in the House of 
Commons, that the Conservatives will reconsider their position on this matter. 
 
I did not have time to talk about the hundreds of emails and letters I am getting in my own riding 
expressing grave concerns about this agreement. People are very concerned about how it is going to 
impact on the environment and on our waters. People really want an opportunity to have their say on this 
agreement. 
 
In the absence of the government undertaking any meaningful consultation with indigenous and non-
indigenous Canadians, I encourage people to write directly to the Prime Minister to ask him to back down 
on this agreement. 
 
Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International Trade, for the Atlantic 
Canada Opportunities Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I was following the hon. member's debate, and the question I have is with respect to the 
FIPA and first nations being before the courts.  
 
The hon. member was speculating that levels of government somehow do not have the ability to regulate 
in their own right. The hon. member knows that is incorrect. There is nothing in this treaty that would 
negate treaty rights or aboriginal rights or municipal rights or provincial rights.  
 
I would like the member to rise in the House and admit that those rights are protected and that there is 
nothing in this treaty that would prevent them from regulating in their own interests. 
 
Ms. Jean Crowder:  
Mr. Speaker, first nations are raising concerns about whether they are adequately protected under this 
agreement. Legal analysis indicates that there is cause for concern. I cited a particular case under 
NAFTA where the mining company was claiming that a first nation's attempt to protect a sacred site was 
deemed as expropriatory. There are sufficient concerns out there to warrant a serious look at whether 
there is a section 35 infringement under this agreement. 
 
A Department of Justice lawyer is currently before the court because he has indicated that the 
government has failed in its duty to review policy and legislation to determine if there is a section 35 
infringement. The lawyer has indicated that sometimes, when the advice has been that there is an almost 
95% certainty that there is an infringement, the department continues to move ahead. 
 
Given some legal concerns that have been raised, it is incumbent on the government to ensure that 
section 35 rights are not being infringed. 
 
Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP):  
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Mr. Speaker, one of the characteristics of what is such a badly botched series of policy decisions by the 
government is that legal lawsuits ensue. The agreements that are put forward are badly negotiated and 
often have huge ramifications. There is no consultation with the public. The government even refuses, 
with an agreement with this kind of immense ramifications for the whole country and for communities, to 
bring it to committee. 
Does the member fear that we will be looking at even more potential lawsuits over the complete lack of 
consultation by the government yet again? Also, what are the ramifications for lawsuits if we put in these 
investor state conditions that allow for secret arbitration, where lawyers basically decide how much money 
the taxpayers cough up? 
 
Ms. Jean Crowder:  
Mr. Speaker, it is a sad comment when first nations are forced to the court as their only recourse to have 
their voices heard. 
  
In this case, Hupacasath has filed an injunction to stop ratification of the FIPA at the federal court level. 
This injunction is being supported by the Union of B.C. Indian Chiefs and the Chiefs of Ontario and the 
Serpentine River First Nations in Ontario.  
 
In other omnibus legislation that was before the court, one of the first nations had filed an injunction to 
prevent the government from moving forward on the sections around navigable waters and some other 
changes that would directly impact on first nations.  
 
In the case I cited earlier, the U.S. Department of Justice worked with first nations from Canada around a 
mining company's claim, and here we have the federal government continuing to not fulfill the honour of 
the Crown, its fiduciary responsibility for first nations, forcing first nations into court to stop the moving 
forward of agreements that could potentially impact on section 35 rights. 
 
Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, I wish to inform the House that I wlll be sharing my time with the hon. member for Rimouski-
Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Basques. 
 
Today I really want to speak to my constituents and discuss a very important issue. It has to do with the 
motion put forward by my hon. colleague from Vancouver Kingsway. 
 

 That, in the opinion of this House, the government should inform the Government of the People's 
Republic of China, that it will not ratify the Canada-China Foreign Investment Promotion and Protection 
Agreement.  

I would like to revisit the process that has led to this motion. The negotiation process leading up to the 
agreement was truly clandestine and undemocratic. The negotiations were conducted completely in 
secret. We were not able to have our say as the negotiations were progressing. They were not even open 
to parliamentarians. The negotiations took place in a tiny bubble. 
 
Then, in October 2012, the Conservatives tabled the agreement, without consulting the provinces or first 
nations. There was no committee review or any consultation with Canadians. Despite all our efforts and 
requests, the agreement has never been debated or examined by a committee, nor has it ever been 
voted on. 
 
I would first like to point out that this agreement affects a first nations right. In fact, the aboriginal peoples 
of Canada have a constitutional right to be consulted if the government adopts any measures that will 
have an impact on their rights. This right has been upheld repeatedly by the Supreme Court. We already 
knew that this government thought it was above the law, and apparently, nothing has changed. 
 
The Hupacasath First Nation has filed an injunction with the Federal Court to stop the ratification of the 
FIPA. Brenda Sayers of the Hupacasath First Nation said: 

[English] 
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 First Nations were not consulted on the Canada China FIPPA. As First Nations with our Aboriginal Title, 
Rights and Treaty Rights, it is our duty to intervene for the sake of our children's futures....if ratified, 
FIPPA will immediately affect our Title and Rights by limiting our ability to exercise [our] jurisdiction in 
land use planning and regulation of our territory... 

[Translation] 

In my view, it is particularly disturbing to see that the government reached an agreement without even 
consulting with first nations, even though the agreement will have a direct impact on their rights. 
 
In my region, there are six aboriginal communities. When we talk about natural resource development, 
the forestry and mining industries are often located on their ancestral land. 
 
A company trying to set up a project is sitting down with first nations and is taking the time to consult with 
them. It is trying to develop a rare earth project. Rare earth materials are used in a lot of high-tech 
devices, especially batteries. Because of China's technology boom, those materials are highly sought 
after. If there is presumably one deposit in the region, there may be others. 
 
Under this agreement, Chinese companies may appropriate or attempt to appropriate some of the rare 
earths. This would be done with no consultation of first nations, with no one even sitting down with first 
nations communities. We have to be very careful. 
 
From the outset, this type of agreement indicates that Chinese investors are probably more interested in 
Canada's natural resources or natural resource industries. We must be very careful. The Idle No More 
movement came out of protests against a number of legislative measures in the budget that had been put 
in place without any consultation with first nations. 
 
We must be extremely careful before we bring in an agreement that would once again fly in the face of 
Canada's Constitution. We have already done enough harm to first nations communities. We have 
imposed enough things on them without any consultation. Right off the bat I have a lot of concerns about 
this measure.  
 
The government did not consult the provinces either, even though many legal experts are saying that this 
agreement will interfere in the provinces' exclusive jurisdictions. It did not consult Alberta, whose oil sands 
industry could be attractive to Chinese investors. It did not talk to Ontario or Quebec about the forestry 
and mining industries. It simply did not talk to the provinces. I find this very worrisome because this 
agreement directly affects them. I will come back to this. 
 
Lastly, the government has not conducted any studies in this House or in committee. Trade agreements 
are generally subject to study in Parliament and then to a vote. Why is this agreement the exception to 
the rule? I have no idea. 
 
When the text of the agreement was finally made public, the NDP called for a study in committee, but the 
Conservatives refused. We then asked for an emergency debate. Once again, the Conservatives refused. 
We have asked the government questions during question period and we have not even gotten an 
answer. 
 
More than 80,000 Canadians sent messages to the government to ask it to conduct a study on the 
Canada-China FIPA. The trade agreement with Panama was examined, as was the agreement with 
Jordan. This agreement with China is much more complicated and restrictive for Canada, but the 
government is refusing to allow Parliament to study it. That is completely irresponsible and shameful. 
 
This agreement will bind the two countries for the next 30 years. The public has a right to know what kind 
of disaster to expect with the current agreement. Right now I am 29 years old. This agreement would bind 



Canada and China until I am 59. That is more than twice my age right now, and during that time we will 
be stuck with an agreement that could present a lot of problems. 
 
In addition to the fact that the process leaves much to be desired, the treaty itself is extremely 
problematic. We will not have the right to withdraw from this agreement for 30 years. No matter what 
happens, there is no way out of this agreement whatsoever. The treaty is written in such a way that the 
dispute settlement mechanism between an investor and the state allows foreign companies to sue for 
damages in foreign courts outside the Canadian justice system. 
 
That means, for example, that if a Chinese company investing in Canada finds a new Canadian 
regulation to be too bothersome, that company can file a complaint in courts outside Canada's jurisdiction 
and seek damages from Canadian taxpayers. 
 
To make matters worse, foreign investors will be able to sue the federal government over laws that are 
not even federal. A provincial government could implement a law and foreign investors would still be able 
to take the federal government to court. We could therefore be sued over laws that do no even fall directly 
under our jurisdiction. 
 
Before I close, I would like to point out that, so far, every time Canada has taken other countries to court 
under similar agreements, it has lost. We are 0 for 17. Every time, we have lost. On the other hand, any 
time China or the United States has been taken to court, it has won its case. 
 
Therefore, from the outset, this is a very risky undertaking. The government has refused to consult the 
public and is not respecting the rights of first nations. What is more, we must remember that this 
agreement directly targets natural resources. This is a big investment, and these resources belong to all 
Canadians. 
 
I think we need to be careful. Right now, this agreement does not contain the legal provisions needed for 
Canadians to really support it. If it did, I would have supported it, but that is not the case right now. That is 
why I wanted to share my concerns about this agreement. 
 
Mr. Tarik Brahmi (Saint-Jean, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the member for her passionate and very relevant speech. She identified 
some very pertinent points, such as the lack of consultation with first nations and the problem of 
interfering in provincial areas of jurisdiction. 
 
She represents the riding of Abitibi—Témiscamingue, which has its share of natural resources. In the 
context of natural resource development, how does she think the locals feel about these types of 
agreements and compromises? I am not just talking about aboriginal communities, but also the Canadian 
public in general. 

 
Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to speak during our opposition day to the motion moved by the member for 
Vancouver Kingsway. I would like to thank him for the excellent work he does and for giving us the 
opportunity to debate this important topic. As we have all come to realize, the Conservative government 
has done everything it can to keep us from talking about this. 
 
Canada has always been a trading nation, and the NDP believes that trade, when done correctly, is 
beneficial for the entire country. However, when trade is governed by ill-conceived policies and even 
more ill-conceived treaties, the entire country suffers the consequences. 
 
The NDP is in favour of free trade. We have said it time and time again. However, these agreements 
need to contain minimum environmental and labour standards, and these agreements need to be in the 
interest of all Canadians. That is important. 
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Yet, as usual, the Conservative approach is to sign an agreement no matter what the cost, simply to be 
able to boast about it. They are just signing agreements for the sake of signing them. That approach is 
unacceptable to those of us on this side of the House. 
 
We are seeing the same approach from the government with respect to the Canada-China FIPA that we 
are speaking to today, the bilateral agreement intended to protect and promote foreign investment. As 
was the case with the majority of free trade agreements signed by the government, the government has 
kept Canadians in the dark throughout and has not consulted with anyone. 
 
I know that my colleagues in the official opposition, led by the very able member for Vancouver Kingsway, 
will point out many issues that we have with this agreement. Therefore, I would like to use my time to 
speak to an aspect of our trade policy, the effect of trade agreements and FIPAs on aboriginal rights, 
interests and land titles. 
 
To understand this properly, we need to take a step back to the very beginning of this nation. The first 
peoples of North America were trading nations, travelling great distances to exchange goods with one 
another. Our ancestors had lived this way since time immemorial and continued to do so after the first 
arrival of people from Europe. Trade even helped create a whole new indigenous nation, the Métis. 
Through all that time, trade was done respectfully and to the benefit of all sides involved. 
 
That takes us to 1763, when King George III of England issued the royal proclamation that recognized 
aboriginal title to these lands. He recognized that the aboriginal peoples of this continent had rights and 
had to be negotiated with. At that time, this was such a revolutionary idea that the proclamation was 
actually one of the “Intolerable Acts” that eventually led to the American Revolution. That in itself tells a 
story about how Canada and the United States developed. While in British North America it became 
practice to negotiate various kinds of treaties from that time forward in most parts of what is now Canada, 
the Americans went to open war with the indigenous nations. 

[Translation] 

At first glance, it would seem that Canada's approach of signing treaties with the country's aboriginal 
peoples was the better one. These treaties helped create a framework for equality, peace and stability in 
order to build the country. 
 
However, this method only works if it is adopted in good faith and if everyone keeps their word. A number 
of treaties have been negotiated to date—but honouring and implementing them is a whole other issue. I 
will spare the House the details of this part of our well-known history. 
 
When we look at trade and investment agreements that Canada has reached with other nations, it is clear 
that many provisions of those agreements have a direct impact on the rights, interests and titles of our 
aboriginal peoples. 
 
And yet aboriginal peoples are never represented during the negotiations for those agreements, nor are 
their interests defended. This is also true in the case of the agreement currently before us. Canada 
negotiated with China, while completely excluding first nations, Métis and Inuit from the whole process. 

[English] 

This FIPA includes investor arbitration rights that would allow Chinese enterprises to sue Canada “...in 
cases where the host country attempts to impose new or updated regulations that may interfere with the 
investor's bottom line”.  
 
A provision like this is in direct contradiction to section 35 of the Constitution and rulings made the 
Supreme Court of Canada, which state that the government has a duty to consult and accommodate 
aboriginal peoples in this country. 
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An agreement like this FIPA would trump all of that and would be a direct threat to the ability of aboriginal 
peoples to protect our rights and our traditional way of life. The government does not have the right to 
unilaterally sign away those rights, yet this is precisely what they are doing in this case. 
 
In response to this threat, in January the Hupacasath First Nation asked the Federal Court to stop 
Canada from ratifying this treaty until it and other first nations have been consulted. The Union of British 
Columbia Indian Chiefs, the Chiefs of Ontario, and the Serpent River First Nation in Ontario are also 
supporting this injunction. 
 
What is the Conservative response to all this? Silence. Total silence. A stunning level of silence.  
I find it quite sad that again we are seeing another indigenous nation in Canada having to go to court to 
force the Conservatives to simply respect their rights. 
 
This is far from the exception, as Conservative and Liberal governments going back decades have 
wasted hundreds of millions of dollars every year fighting aboriginal rights in the courts instead of sitting 
down, accepting what has been law for 250 years, and working toward a resolution with the indigenous 
peoples of this land. 
 
This case in particular is even sadder, given that indigenous nations of Canada are trading nations, but 
unlike the Conservatives and the Liberals, we do not believe in trade and investment at any cost. We 
would never put our health, our culture or our communities at grave risk just to be able to say “I have a 
deal.” 
 
We would never allow our families to starve nor would we destroy our homes just to be able to say “We 
improved our standing with another nation.” 
 
We believe in fair trade, in trade that benefits all involved, and that is something that has not changed 
today. 
 
The government has a constitutional duty. If we are going to truly rebuild this floundering relationship, the 
government needs to start bringing the aboriginal nations of Canada to the table as full partners. In our 
trade and foreign investment policies, given our histories on this topic, it would be the most natural thing 
to do to start with. 

[Translation] 

Canada cannot reach its full potential without respecting the rights of first nations. It is high time that the 
Conservatives stopped ignoring this fact. We can do better and we can expect more from the 
Government of Canada. That is why we oppose this agreement and why we want something better. 
If the Conservatives refuse to get on with the task of negotiating better agreements for Canada with our 
global partners, I would ask them to simply step away from the file and let us take care of it, for that is 
exactly what we will do in 2015. 
 
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.):  
Mr. Speaker, there are a number of things the member said that I take some exception to. When one 
makes reference to Liberal governments of the past or to Conservative governments, I do not think the 
NDP can be excused from the issue of not treating our aboriginal peoples with the greatest of respect. In 
Manitoba, aboriginal or first nations people took the NDP to court on several occasions. 
 
That said, we are talking about the FIPA agreement. This afternoon the Liberal Party took a look at the 
motion that the NDP is proposing and put forward an amendment. That amendment would have allowed 
cross-country hearings to be conducted so that Canadians, first nations people, and so forth would have 
had a venue to come to the table and express the concerns first-hand that they have on the issue. 
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My question to the member is this: why did the NDP not support the amendment to its motion, which 
would have allowed for the type of— 
 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton):  
The hon. member for Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou. 

[Translation] 

Mr. Romeo Saganash:  
Mr. Speaker, one of the reasons we are concerned is this government's approach to negotiating and the 
record trade deficit it has racked up.  
 
I do not think that Canadians, certainly not aboriginals, trust this government with this type of negotiation. 
That is why the first nations asked to be at the table when these issues are negotiated. It is important. 
 
The government is disregarding Canadians' opinions at its own risk. However, when it comes to 
aboriginals, it has a constitutional obligation, confirmed by the Supreme Court, the highest court in the 
land, to consult them and address the concerns they express during those consultations. 

* * * 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Mrs. Joy Smith (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, for decades, aboriginal women on reserves have been without the legal protections they 
need in situations of family violence. Women have been victimized and children and families have been 
deeply affected.  
 
For 13 years, the Liberals did nothing. Aboriginal women, international organizations and even the 
Manitoba NDP have called for this change. We have responded with matrimonial property rights 
legislation to protect aboriginal women and give them the same rights as all other women in Canada. This 
bill would allow judges to enforce emergency protection orders for the safety of the women and children, 
yet shockingly, last night, the Liberals and the NDP voted against giving aboriginal women and children 
these protections. 
 
This is shameful. Whether it is on reserve or anywhere in Canada, I am proud to say that our 
Conservative government continues to stand up for the protection of women, children and families. 

* * * 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, yesterday, provincial and territorial ministers and representatives of aboriginal affairs called 
for a public inquiry into missing and murdered aboriginal women. 
The families of 600 aboriginal women have been calling for such an inquiry for far too long. 
 
Will the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs finally listen to families, provinces, territories and civil society groups 
and launch a public inquiry so that justice can be served? 
 
Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, this is a very serious issue, and we take our obligation to protect the interests of all 
Canadians very seriously. 
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That is why our government, the Prime Minister and the minister himself are doing everything they can to 
stand up for the rights of all women across Canada and protect them from these types of attacks. 
 
An investigation has already been launched in British Columbia. We are putting in place the investments, 
policies and approaches necessary to ensure the safety of all Canadians and the aboriginal women 
affected by these tragedies. 
 
Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, civil society gets it, the provinces get it and Canadians get it, and the families of the victims 
need it, so why do the Conservatives not get it? Why do they not understand that they need to call this 
inquiry now? 
 
We are talking about the tragic deaths and disappearances of more than 600 aboriginal women and girls. 
Yesterday, the provinces joined their voices together to call for an inquiry. 
 
Will the minister now do the right thing? Will he provide justice and peace for the families of the victims by 
immediately calling a public inquiry? 
 
Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I agree with the sentiment of the need for justice and peace, and I think what all Canadians 
are looking for is action.  
 
Our government has indeed taken action. The minister has spoken to that, as has the Prime Minister, and 
not only has our government taken action on the file of missing and murdered aboriginal women, which is 
an issue that touched my home province of British Columbia very deeply and indeed the entire country, 
but this House took action last night in extending equal rights to aboriginal women on matrimonial 
property rights as well. 
 
Our government is proud of our track record of standing up and defending the interests of all Canadians, 
of all aboriginal Canadians and, indeed, aboriginal women, to ensure not only that they have protection 
but that they have equal rights in Canada. 

* * * 

Suicide Prevention  
 
Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.):  
Mr. Speaker, in the wake of the second suicide in a week, the Neskantaga First Nation has declared a 
state of emergency. This community of 421 persons has tragically had four suicides this year and 20 
attempts. They are not alone. This community, like far too many communities, is in crisis and needs 
urgent help. 
 
A year and a half ago the Conservatives voted for the Liberal motion to create a national suicide 
prevention strategy. Where is it? 
 
Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of Health, Minister of the Canadian Northern Economic 
Development Agency and Minister for the Arctic Council, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, we welcome the leadership of the Chief of Neskantaga First Nation at this very difficult time. 
Health Canada has sent additional nurses as well as counselling staff to assist the community members 
during this very difficult time. 
 
Our government takes the situation seriously, which is why we provided funding for drug and alcohol 
abuse programs in the community. It is also why the community received funding to prevent and combat 
youth solvent abuse. 
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* * * 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, for over 25 years women and children living on reserves have been without the legal 
protection they need. Women and children have been victimized and their families deeply affected. Yet 
for 13 years the Liberals did nothing and the NDP will not even listen to aboriginal women or their 
Manitoba NDP counterparts. 
 
Will the Minister for Status of Women please update the House on what our government is doing to 
protect aboriginal women? 
 
Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Public Works and Government Services and Minister for Status 
of Women, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, we have introduced a bill that could protect thousands of aboriginal women and children 
from violence. The bill responds to calls from victims, from the United Nations and from Amnesty 
International. It even responds to the Manitoba NDP government, whose legislation unanimously supports 
the bill, yet last night the Liberals and the NDP shamefully voted against giving aboriginal women rights 
that are afforded to all other Canadian women.  
 
How can the Liberal and the NDP leader explain this unbelievable paternalism? 

* * * 

 
Question No. 1209-- 

Mr. Robert Chisholm: 
With regard to the changes made to the Fisheries Act in Bill C-38 and Bill C-45: (a) with which industry 
groups did the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) meet to consult on amendments to the Act; (b) 
what are the dates, locations, agendas of consultation sessions held with industry groups to discuss the 
amendments to the Act; (c) how much funding has DFO contributed to industry and civil society groups to 
engage on the amendments to the Act; and (d) how much funding has DFO allocated for engagement 
sessions in the 2012-2013 fiscal year?  
 
Hon. Keith Ashfield (Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and Minister for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, DFO, has engaged various 
partners and stakeholders since summer 2012. DFO officials have met with representatives of various 
industries, such as oil and gas, e.g., Canadian Energy Pipeline Association, Canadian Association of 
Pipeline Producers; mining, e.g., Mining Association of Canada; forestry, e.g., Forest Products 
Association of Canada; hydroelectric, e.g., Canadian Electricity Association, Canadian Hydropower 
Association; and agriculture and agrifood, e.g., Canadian Cattlemen’s Association, Canadian Federation 
of Agriculture. 
 
The list includes the Canadian Gas Association, June 27 and July 9, 2012, teleconference, Ottawa; the 
Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers, June 27, July 17 and November 28, 2012 and January 30, 
2013, teleconference, Ottawa, Calgary and Moncton; the Canadian Electricity Association, June 27, 
August 31 and November 13, 2012 and March 13, 2013, teleconference, Ottawa; the Canadian 
Hydropower Association, August 31 and November 13, 2012 and March 13, 2013, Ottawa; the Mining 
Association of Canada, June 27 and August 31, 2012, teleconference, Ottawa; the Forest Products 
Association of Canada, June 27, 2012, teleconference; the Canadian Energy Pipeline Association, June 
27, 2012 and January 31, 2013, teleconference, Calgary; the Canadian Nuclear Association, June 27 and 
December 14, 2012 and February 27, 2013, teleconference, Ottawa; Nalcor, July 25, 2012, St. John’s; 
Newfoundland Power, July 25, 2012, St. John’s; Rio Tinto, July 25 and October 4, 2012, St. John’s; 
Alderon Resources, July 25, 2012, St. John’s; Wabush Mines, July 25, 2012, St. John’s; Vale Inco, July 
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25, 2012, St. John’s; Kruger, July 25, 2012, St. John’s; British Columbia Hydro, June 27, 2012, 
teleconference; and Total E&P Canada, January 24, 2012, Ottawa. 
 
With regard to (b), engagement sessions with industry, as well as other partners and stakeholders--e.g., 
provinces and territories, non-governmental organizations and aboriginal groups--started in June 2012 
and are currently ongoing. These sessions have occurred across the country as well as through 
teleconference. The agendas for these meetings have been approximately the same: ensure 
comprehensive understanding of the changes to the Fisheries Act, flesh out the key concepts and gather 
information to assist in developing policy and regulations, identify and develop partnership opportunities 
and inform partners and stakeholders of implementation plans.  
 
With regard to (c) and (d), DFO has spent approximately $100,000 in 2012-13 to undertake engagement 
sessions across the country. These costs are primarily associated with travel and translation. Included in 
this total is DFO financial support and participation in an NGO-organized workshop on October 30, 2012.  

April 19, 2013 

Status of Women  
 
Mrs. Shelly Glover (Saint Boniface, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, thousands of aboriginal women in our country are at a disadvantage. When going through a 
divorce, they can suddenly be banned from their home or watch as their property is sold without their 
consent and without receiving any of the funds. 
 
That is why we introduced legislation to provide matrimonial property rights for first nation women. 
 
This bill will allow judges to make emergency protection orders in situations of domestic violence. Every 
other Canadian has that right, but the NDP and Liberals are opposed to aboriginal women having that 
same right. 
 
The leader of the NDP and the leader of the Liberals should apologize for instructing their caucus to vote 
against these rights. 
 
Whether it is on reserve or anywhere else in Canada, I am proud to say that our Conservative 
government continues to stand up for the protection of women and children everywhere. 

* * * 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, Conservative inaction is pushing aboriginal communities to the brink. In Labrador, the 
NunatuKavut have waited 22 years for solutions. 
 
New Democrats know that Canada is stronger when we work together in partnership, so we are calling on 
the government to finally do the right thing and vote yes to our motion to provide all communities in 
Labrador with the control they deserve over their own future. 
 
Will it listen? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I had the chance this morning to speak to this very issue, but obviously she does not want 
to understand. This claim was submitted in 1991, long before we came into office. The Liberals sat on this 
for 13 years.  
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Right now, we are reviewing the facts that support the claim. When a decision is made, the decision will 
be announced. 
 
Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, a broken promise is all we have heard from the Conservative and the Liberal governments. 
 
They promised action on land claims and treaty implementation. The Prime Minister himself committed to 
direct oversight of this important issue for the future of Canada, but three months after he made this 
promise to first nations leaders, nothing has been done. 
 
Let us try this again. Will the Prime Minister agree to make treaty implementation and land claim 
settlement a priority by voting yes on our motion? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, it takes some nerve to stand in the House to talk about rights of aboriginal Canadians when 
that member, at the instructions of the leader of her party, just as the leader of the Liberal Party instructed 
his own caucus, refused to vote in favour of aboriginal women getting the same basic rights she enjoys. 

* * * 

Aboriginal Affairs 

Mrs. Kelly Block (Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, yesterday the Liberal member for St. Paul's yelled disrespectful comments. She said that 
instead of having the same matrimonial right to property as all other Canadians, aboriginal women should 
have to live in shelters. 
 
As a woman, I am offended. Women and children on reserves have been victimized for many years 
without the protections they need. 
 
Can the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance please tell the House what our government is 
doing to help protect them? 
 
Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I would like to first of all thank the member for Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar for her 
dedication to aboriginal women everywhere.  
 
Our government has introduced legislation to protect thousands of first nations women and children. This 
bill will allow judges to enforce emergency protection orders for the safety of the woman and the child. 
Unfortunately, the member for St. Paul's' comments are consistent with the position of the Liberal Party, 
which voted against these protections. 
 
Opposition leaders should be ashamed, and they should apologize for instructing their caucuses to vote 
against these protections. 

* * * 
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