
PARLIAMENTARY WRAP-UP FOR THE WEEK OF MARCH 25 - 28, 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.  Passed at 3rd reading in the House of Commons on March 4, 

2013 and has moved to the Senate where it is currently at 2nd reading.  
• 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 Bill was introduced at 1st reading in the House of Commons on December 8, 2011 and 

underwent debates at 2nd reading on November 1, 2012 and again on November 22, 
2012.   Scheduled to return for debates at 2nd reading on April 17, 2013. 

• 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.  

http://www.parl.gc.ca/LegisInfo/Home.aspx?language=E&Parl=41&Ses=1


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

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

sale of tobacco 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.  

http://www.afn.ca/


•       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.  

• 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 has begun study on Bill C-428: Indian Act Amendment and Replacement Act and met in 
camera with government witnesses on March 5, 2013.  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. 
 
The Special Committee on Violence Against Indigenous Women had its first meeting this week to 
elect a chair.  The members of the committee are as follows: 
 
CHAIR, Stella Ambler (CPC), VICE-CHAIRS, Carolyn Bennett (LIB). Libby Davies (NDP), MEMBERS: Niki 
Ashton (NDP), Kelly Block (CPC), Jean Crowder (NDP), Robert Goguen (CPC), Cathy McLeod (CPC), 
Michelle Rempel (CPC), Greg Rickford (CPC), Romeo Saganash (NDP), Susan Truppe (CPC) 
 
 
Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples (APPA) 
The committee is continuing its study on Metis rights. 
 
Standing Senate Committee on Human Rights 
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.  
 
House of Commons Highlights 
 
March 25, 2013 
 
Debates on the Budget [excerpts] 
 
Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, last Friday, we were discussing statistics on education in first nations communities, and I 
would like to repeat that they are quite appalling. I wanted to show why we need to invest more in 
education. It will help not just aboriginal youth across the country, but also Canada's economy. 
 
[English] 
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    Between 2004 and 2009, the rate of first nations graduation was approximately 36% compared to the 
rate of 72% for the general population. None of those statistics should surprise the government, because 
those are the kind of results we get when we underfund first nations schools by 30% compared to what 
provincial schools receive. That underfunding was not an accident, nor was it an oversight. That has been 
deliberate policy from both the Conservative and Liberal governments. 
 
    During the Prime Minister's meeting with first nations leaders in January, he did promise again to renew 
his government's approach to issues like these, but in this budget there is no new money for first nations 
schools. They will still face a 30% shortfall for another year. Young children, fighting for an education in 
communities like Eabametoong, Elsipogtog, Lac Simon, Lac La Ronge, will receive considerably less 
than other students in provincial schools. 
 
    The members in the government benches need to ask themselves this question. How reasonable is it 
to expect children and youth to achieve in their educational pursuits when they are put at such a 
disadvantage every day? 
 
    Unfortunately for first nations youth, Minister of Finance was not done with his handy work. He decided 
to go a few steps further, reach back into his dark days as finance minister of Ontario and reintroduce one 
of the biggest policy failures that the Harris Conservatives brought to our country. 
 
    In this budget, the Conservatives decided to introduce training funds for aboriginal youth, but with one 
major caveat. To qualify, first nations communities would have to agree that recipients of the income 
assistance program would undergo specific job training. This means that in order to get access to these 
funds, communities must agree that youth between the ages of 18 and 24 cannot collect welfare without 
taking job training. This is a workfare scheme, similar to the one that Mr. Flaherty brought-— 
 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton):  
    Order, please. I remind the hon. member, we refer to ministers and other members in the House by 
their riding or their title, in this case. The hon. member. 
 
Mr. Romeo Saganash:  
    Mr. Speaker, I apologize for that. In the 1990s the Minister of Finance brought this deeply disturbing 
and disrespectful proposal to Ontario. It does nothing to deal with the underlying problems in first nations 
education that I mentioned on Friday. It is the kind of blame the victim approach we have seen in the past 
from the Conservatives. It saddens me to see it again today. 
 
    In a twist that seemingly only the Conservatives could make happen, only $109 million of the $241 
million budgeted for this vile workfare program will actually be used to fund the training. The remaining 
$132 million will go toward administrating the workfare scheme. Only the Conservatives would consider 
spending $132 million to administer a $109 million fund. 
 
    Quality education and training opportunities are vital for aboriginal youth to have a better future. 
However, it is simply wrong to force any group of people to do any activity to receive the simple benefits 
that everyone else receives for nothing. This approach smells of discrimination. It was not lost on me that 
the Conservatives decided to introduce this policy on the United Nations' International Day for the 
Elimination of Racial Discrimination. The government should be ashamed of that, but I doubt it is. 
 
    This proposal in the budget will not help move aboriginal youth forward and, in my opinion, it is a slap 
in the face to those who have hoped for some positive educational and training ideas from the 
government. It is mean-spirited and divisive policies like these that make it impossible to support the 
budget. 
 
    The Conservatives were given another chance with this budget to show that they were truly committed 
to making our country work and prove that they were truly improving the lives of all Canadians. However, 
they have again decided to ignore that chance and opted for the same failed approaches they have given 
us since 2006. 
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    We will see what the Conservatives will do this week. However, I will do the right thing and vote against 
this budget because it is a continuation of the wrong approach toward first nations. 
 
 [Translation] 
 

Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Basques, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, my colleague's speech was very eloquent and gave an excellent analysis of the impact 
the budget will have on first nations communities and also the impact it will not have. 
 
    Many things are needed to ensure good relations between the federal government and first nations 
communities. A lot has been said about that over the course of this past year. Not only is the budget 
sorely inadequate when it comes to the needs and the economic development of first nations, but it also 
contains harmful and toxic measures. One of these harmful measures introduces workfare in first nations 
communities. 
 
 
    My colleague spoke about this issue, and I would like to give him the opportunity to speak more about 
how the federal government's coercive measure for labour training, as the government likes to call it, will 
affect first nations. The objective of this measure is to impose the federal government's vision. 
 
Mr. Romeo Saganash:   
    Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague and neighbour for his excellent question. 
 
    First nations had high expectations for the budget. The Prime Minister's remarks led us to believe that 
the budget would finally contain something good for first nations. Unfortunately, that was not the case, 
and the example I gave is just one of many. 
 
    I was raised to try to look for the good in what is proposed, even by my political opponents. I looked at 
the budget from a Canadian federal perspective, from a Quebec perspective and from a regional 
perspective. Forget that, because they abandoned the regions. I could not find anything. What is 
proposed, this workfare, is just an attempt to try something again that did not work in other jurisdictions. 
This work model was proposed in Quebec in 1989 or 1990. It was also proposed in New Brunswick and in 
the majority of American states. The only place it worked well was in Massachusetts, and that was 
because in that case, it was voluntary. People were not required to do what is proposed in this budget. 
 
    Unfortunately, it is a bad approach, as I said in my speech. That is why I will not support the budget. 
 
Mr. Dan Harris (Scarborough Southwest, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, I remember workfare well in Mike Harris's Ontario in the 1990s. A number of 
Conservative ministers were also members of his government. Therefore, it comes as no big surprise. It 
will certainly involve first nations in particular. 
 
    Could my colleague explain how exactly this will harm relations between first nations and the 
Government of Canada? The way I see it, this relationship was not founded on respect, when decisions 
were made before any discussion took place. 
 
Mr. Romeo Saganash:   
    Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his excellent question. 
 
    Aboriginal issues are receiving unprecedented attention in Canada. Today, 400 young people will be 
gathering on Parliament Hill to share a message of hope and tell this government that its approach to 
date has not worked, and that things must change. These issues are receiving unprecedented attention, 
and the government must respond to these appeals. Unfortunately, that is not happening. 
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    We can study this budget as much as we want and from all possible angles, but we will find absolutely 
nothing to provide any hope to the aboriginal young people who will be demonstrating on Parliament Hill 
today. Seven of these young people have walked and snowshoed 1,600 km over the past two and a half 
months. They started out in Hudson Bay, crossed James Bay and Abitibi and arrived on Parliament Hill 
today. They are asking for a little hope. Unfortunately, they will not find it in this budget. 
 
 
Member Statements 

Journey of Nishiyuu   
 
Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.):   
    Mr. Speaker, I was truly moved to be at Victoria Island today to welcome the group of young people 
who finished their 1,600 km journey to Ottawa in support of the Idle No More movement. 
 
    The initial six young people left their James Bay Cree community of Whapmagoostui in January on 
their journey of nishiyuu, which means “journey of the people” in Cree. 
 
[Translation] 
 
    This group of individuals, walking through the snow on snowshoes, welcomed hundreds of people who 
joined them along the way. 
 
[English] 
 
    These young people have inspired us all with their message of hope and their plea that the government 
change its unilateral and paternalistic approach to aboriginal people in Canada. 
 
    The Liberal Party of Canada wholeheartedly supports these young people and their inspiring message. 
We must now honour their courage by working with aboriginal peoples to close the unacceptable gaps in 
outcomes in terms of health, education, housing, water and their participation in the economy. 
 

Journey of Nishiyuu  
 
Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, today it is with great pride that I rise to welcome the walkers of the journey of nishiyuu to 
Parliament Hill. 
 
    The journey began in Whapmagoostui, in the depths of the winter, with seven youths and their guide. 
Today, they arrive here on Parliament Hill, after walking 1,600 kilometres and growing to more than 400 
youths, as others joined along the way. 
 
    With the message of unity, the journey of nishiyuu has captured the imagination of people from all 
across Canada, from all walks of life, and has inspired aboriginal youth from across the country to think 
big and take pride in who they are. 
 
    I especially want to acknowledge the original seven walkers who started it all: Stanley George Jr., 
Johnny Abraham, David Kawapit, Raymond Kawapit, Jordan Masty, Gordie Rupert, Travis George and 
guide Isaac Kawapit. It was their vision and their dedication that made this journey a success. 
 
    On behalf of the people of my riding, and on behalf of all Canadians for that matter, we thank them for 
their inspiration, for inspiring young and old, for an extended hand of reconciliation. 
 
*   *   * 
 
Question Period 
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Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Hon. Thomas Mulcair (Leader of the Opposition, NDP):  
    Mr. Speaker, for the past three months, six young people from a Cree community in northern Quebec 
have been trekking 1,600 km through snow and ice to come to Ottawa in the hope that a new relationship 
can be forged between Canada and the first nations. Today, spring has arrived, together with hundreds of 
walkers. The problem is that instead of giving them hope, the new Conservative budget will crush them 
with paternalistic programs. 
 
    The Prime Minister promised equality in education. Why is Canada still spending 30% less on 
education for aboriginal youth than for other Canadians? 
 
Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC):   
    Mr. Speaker, the priority of budget 2013 is jobs, economic growth and long-term prosperity for all 
Canadians. 
 
    We have brought forward a number of concrete measures to help first nations communities. These 
include significant investments in first nations infrastructure, the first nations policing program, the 
aboriginal justice strategy and enhancing health and mental health services for first nations and Inuit. 
 
    The question is this. Will the leader of the NDP do the right thing and stand up and support all these 
meaningful investments for our first nations? 
 

*   *   * 
The Budget  

 
Hon. Thomas Mulcair (Leader of the Opposition, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, it is nice to see the minister default to his talking points. He did not listen to the question: 
Why do we pay 30% less for education for first nations youth than for other Canadians? 
 
    The Conservatives' budget is a shell game. There is a billion dollars less for infrastructure next year, 
then funding is frozen for 10 years, so 10 years of darkness for the communities and 10 years of 
crumbling infrastructure. 
 
    Do the Conservatives not understand that the costs of government programs have to be adjusted for 
inflation? Is it incompetence or just dishonesty? 
 
Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC):   
    Mr. Speaker, the NDP wants more taxes, higher deficits and more government spending. 
 
    On this side of the House, we want to ensure that every single dollar of taxpayer money is spent wisely 
and well and that we get real value. That is exactly what we are doing. We are focused on economic 
growth, on job creation and measures like the Canada jobs grant. 
 
    We want to know this. Will the NDP stand up and do the right thing and support the Canada jobs credit, 
something that will help create many jobs right across our country? 
 
Hon. Thomas Mulcair (Leader of the Opposition, NDP):   
 
    Mr. Speaker, when we hear malarkey like that, we know why the Conservatives want to destroy the 
PBO. 
 
    This weekend, outgoing Parliamentary Budget Officer Kevin Page said that the Conservatives are 
trying to “unwind” the PBO. Page slammed the Conservatives for refusing to come clean about the details 
of $14 billion in cuts included in this budget. 
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    Without a full-time budget watchdog, Canadians are being kept in the dark. Why are the Conservatives 
continuing to hide the truth from Canadian taxpayers? 
 
Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC):   
    Mr. Speaker, let me tell the House about someone who is trying to hide the truth. 
 
 
    The leader of the NDP went to Washington and said he would not talk about Keystone and would not 
take a position. Then, behind closed doors with top American congressional leaders, he trash-talked the 
Canadian economy and lobbied against a Canadian project, one that would create literally thousands and 
thousands of jobs. 
 
 
    Will the leader of the NDP do the right thing: stand in his place, apologize and stop trash-talking 
Canada? 
 
*   *   * 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain (Manicouagan, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, more money will be spent on administrative costs to impose the training program for 
aboriginal youth on reserve than on the actual training of these young people. Unfortunately, we are no 
longer surprised to see the paternalistic attitude of the Conservatives in budget 2013. Young aboriginals 
on reserve already receive an average of 30% less funding for education than what the provinces provide 
off reserve. 
 
    Why are the Conservatives not investing enough in education and why are they not treating aboriginal 
peoples as equal partners? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):   
    Mr. Speaker, what the member is suggesting is completely false. Funds invested in first nations 
education compare favourably, if not equally, to what the provinces spend. Not only has our government 
committed to consulting first nations across the country on the development of a first nations education 
act, but in the latest budget, it also committed to dedicating new resources to loans, bursaries, 
scholarships and training for aboriginal students. 
 
    In contrast to what the NDP has done in the past, this year, that party should support— 
 
The Speaker:  
    The hon. member for Churchill. 
 
[English] 
 
Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, in 2008 the Conservatives promised reconciliation. Today, hundreds of young indigenous 
walkers are on Parliament Hill to remind us of that promise. However, instead of welcoming them, the 
Prime Minister chose to greet two pandas that were FedExed from China. Instead of listening, the 
Conservative budget showed more of the— 
 
    Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 
 
The Speaker:   
    Order, please. The hon. member for Churchill has the floor. 
 
Ms. Niki Ashton:   
    It just shows their priorities, Mr. Speaker. Instead of listening, the government showed more 
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paternalistic attitudes toward first nations youth, imposing a punitive workfare program. What is needed is 
effective skills training and an investment in education. 
 
    What will it take? How many more kilometres need to be walked before the Conservative government 
listens to first nations people? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
    Mr. Speaker, first, we recognize and acknowledge the determination of these young aboriginal walkers 
and we commend them for their commitment to addressing first nation issues. In fact, contrary to what the 
hon. member seems to indicate, I shall be meeting later today with the walkers to discuss with these 
aboriginal youth about the challenges and also how we can best continue to improve the situation for all 
aboriginals in Canada. 
 
Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, standing outside the House today, while we try to get answers inside, are young people 
who have walked over 1,600 kilometres through the harshest months of winter to be here today. Over the 
course of their journey from Whapmagoostui, they have been joined by hundreds and inspired thousands 
of others with their call for unity, their call for respect and their call for change. 
 
    Will the minister heed their call and start showing Canada's aboriginal peoples the respect they 
deserve? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
    Mr. Speaker, he ought to listen. I just said that we recognized the determination of these young 
aboriginal youth. In fact, I will be meeting with them later today to discuss their concerns and to discuss 
possible solutions that we can envision in the future. 
 
    We are building opportunities and jobs and creating economic opportunities for our first nations all 
across Canada. I just came from western Canada where progress is being accomplished and we shall 
continue in that vein. 
 
[Translation] 
 
Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, adopting paternalistic measures is no way to make progress with the first nations. 
 
    If the Conservatives had done enough for aboriginal youth, then they would not have needed to 
snowshoe and walk 1,600 km. 
 
    [Member spoke in Cree.] 
 
    I just thanked them for their courage and determination. The Conservatives do not seem to get the 
point. The time of broken promises and paternalism is over. 
 
    When will the Conservatives take the issues raised by these young people, including the environmental 
issues, seriously? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
    Mr. Speaker, despite the hon. member's fine words, the fact remains that there is great potential for 
first nations in forestry and mining and in the skills in which we want to invest so that young aboriginals 
across the country can participate in the economy. However, when we try to do just that, the NDP goes to 
Washington to say that the mines and forests are a disease. 
 
    If they truly want to improve things for first nations in Canada, then they should get on board with the 
government's proposals to move forward. 
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*   *   * 
Government Advertising   

 
Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.):   
    Mr. Speaker, more than half of Canadians surveyed have reacted negatively to the government's non-
stop economic action plan advertising, calling the ads, in turn, “political”, “a waste of taxpayers' money” 
and even “junk”. 
 
    When will the government free Canadians from its wasteful campaign of self-promotion and, instead, 
use the money, for example, to appoint a deputy corrections commissioner for aboriginal inmates, as 
recommended by the Correctional Investigator, Howard Sapers? 
 
    When will the government stop channelling public funds into Conservative propaganda and, instead, 
use this money to make our communities safer? 
 
Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and Minister for the Federal Economic 
Development Initiative for Northern Ontario, CPC):   
    Mr. Speaker, in fact, our advertising budget has declined by 46% since 2009-10. We are being 
responsible with taxpayer money, despite the fact that we have an obligation to communicate with 
Canadians. 
 
    The last full year of the Liberal government, it had an advertising budget more than $20 million higher 
than our budget for the same purposes. The hon. member should think before he asks those kinds of 
questions. 
 

*   *   * 
Aboriginal Affairs   

 
Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.):   
    Mr. Speaker, today, I was honoured to be on Victoria Island to welcome the Cree youth who have 
walked here from their James Bay community, with a message of hope, unity and respect. 
 
    On Victoria Island, people from all over Canada were asking one question. Why did the Prime Minister 
choose to meet two pandas on a pampered flight instead of meeting with these courageous young people 
who walked 1,600 miles to be heard by their Prime Minister ? 
 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
    Mr. Speaker, as I indicated earlier to the House, and to the hon. member, I will be meeting with these 
aboriginal youth later today. Of course we acknowledge the courage that they have indicated in this long 
march. What is important, and I will discuss this with these youth later today, is how we can continue to 
improve the situation among first nations youth across Canada, which we intend to do. 
 

*   *   * 
Aboriginal Affairs   

 
Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon, CPC):   
    Mr. Speaker, no government has done more to create opportunities for aboriginal Canadians to 
participate in our economy. This includes expanding the first nations land management regime, which is 
just one way we are empowering first nations with the tools they need to take greater control over their 
lands, resources and economic futures. This regime has a proven track record. Jobs, investments and 
greater self-sufficiency are attained by those first nations who participate. 
 
    Can the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development please update the House on today's 
announcement? 
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Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
    Mr. Speaker, the member is indeed right, on every point. In fact, I was pleased this morning to welcome 
and approve eight new entrants into the first nations land management regime. In addition to thanking the 
Government of Canada for a further investment of $9 million in the program, Chief Robert Louie, among 
other great things, said, “This means that...projects can move forward at the speed of business...”. 
Increased revenue for first nations provides “significant employment opportunities”. 
 

Journey of Nishiyuu   
 
Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP):   
    Mr. Speaker, I was outside as the young people of nishiyuu flooded on to Parliament Hill. A bald eagle 
circled overhead. 
 
     I want to sacrifice my once-a-week question, and rather than be partisan I want to give these young 
people who have walked all this way, these beautiful Cree and first nations youth, something unique. Let 
us just give them a huge round of applause so they know that when they go back home to their families, 
all of us honoured them, saluted them and found them to be an inspiration. 
 
    Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 
 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
    Mr. Speaker, as I indicated earlier, we will do better than just applaud them. We will meet with them 
and listen to them. 
 

*   *   * 
 
 
March 26, 2013 
 

Aboriginal Affairs   
 
Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, yesterday, we welcomed young Cree walkers and heard their call for reconciliation. The 
Conservatives are failing to forge new respectful relationships with aboriginal peoples. Now we learn 
Conservatives are also letting down the front-line officers in aboriginal communities. Like in so many 
communities, police in NAN territory are chronically underfunded, housed in shacks and facing extreme 
levels of trauma and stress. 
 
    Conservatives had an opportunity in the budget to close this funding gap, so why are they turning their 
backs on northern communities? 
 
Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC):   
    Mr. Speaker, I was pleased to announce that our Conservative government will be providing stable, 
long-term funding for first nations policing. Spending on first nations policing has increased substantially 
under this government. 
 
    This important initiative is part of our government's plan for safe streets and communities and we are 
pleased with the reception it is receiving from the first nations community leaders that I met with. 
 
 
Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou, NDP):   
    Mr. Speaker, yesterday the walkers from Eeyou Istchee showed how determined and courageous 
aboriginal youth are. Although the minister had some nice things to say, there was nothing in the 
Conservative budget for them. Funding for education is 30% lower on reserve than off reserve. Nothing 
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has been proposed for access to drinking water or housing. We are not going to build respectful and 
lasting relationships by asking for a hasty meeting with these youth. 
 
    I have an easy question for the Minister. When will he put words into action? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
    Mr. Speaker, maybe if the hon. member opened his eyes, he would be able to see the actions the 
government is taking. 
 
    In this year's budget, we are once again investing hundreds of millions of dollars to improve conditions 
in aboriginal communities across the country. We are investing in education, investment in infrastructure, 
and funding for the education and training of aboriginal youth. 
 
    I invite the NDP members to stop spinning their wheels and support this budget. 
 
March 27, 2013 
 

Aboriginal Women's Rights  
 
Mrs. Stella Ambler (Mississauga South, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, for more than 25 years, aboriginal women on reserves have been without legal protections 
that all other women in Canada take for granted, protections they especially need in situations of family 
violence. When a relationship breaks down, a spouse can ban a woman from her home without her 
consent. 
 
Aboriginal peoples, international organizations and even the Manitoba NDP have called for this to 
change. We have introduced 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 woman and child.  
 
Yet shockingly, the New Democrats and the Liberals are opposing it. This is shameful. First nations 
women need these rights. 
 
I am proud to say that our Conservative government continues to stand up for aboriginal women. 

* * * 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, under the Conservative government, the situation for first nations students on reserve is 
only getting worse. A new report released yesterday shows that some on-reserve schools are receiving 
almost 50% less than the provincial schools, and yet the budget did not include any money to close this 
increasing funding gap. 
 
The government has an obligation to fund first nations students at an equitable rate. Why are 
Conservatives ignoring the funding needs of on-reserve schools and the students? 
 
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):  
Mr. Speaker, we spend an average of approximately $13,500 per student on reserve, and this is 
comparable to provincial funding for education. 
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In last year's budget, we invested significant resources for first nations education, and the opposition 
voted against it. Tonight they have a chance to redeem themselves by voting in favour of first nations 
education in Canada's economic action plan, version 2013. 
 
Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain (Manicouagan, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, on the other side of the House, there is no political will to establish a respectful relationship 
with aboriginal peoples. The new minister's rhetoric does not compensate for the budget's silence on 
aboriginal affairs. The Assembly of First Nations is holding a forum on treaties right now as a follow-up to 
the January 11 meeting. However, we still do not know which of the Conservatives is responsible for 
following up. 
 
Who is responsible for following up on the commitments made at the January 11 meeting, and what will 
be the final result? 
 
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):  
Mr. Speaker, our government's plan focuses on jobs, growth and prosperity for everyone, including 
aboriginal peoples. Responsible resource development should include aboriginal peoples, especially in 
northern Canada. 
 
That is why we are maintaining our shared priorities such as education and the allocation of new 
resources for skills training. 
 
Unfortunately, the NDP is more interested in increasing the cost of living for Canadians living in northern 
areas with its carbon tax. Treating the forestry and mining industries like a disease and going abroad—  
 
The Speaker:  
Order. 
The hon. member for Beauharnois—Salaberry. 

* * * 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Mr. Randy Hoback (Prince Albert, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, for many years we have heard first nations say they want and deserve greater transparency 
and accountability for their chiefs and council. 
 
Our government introduced the first nations financial transparency act so that first nations members can 
have access to basic financial information about their elected chiefs and council, access that all other 
Canadians expect and deserve. Shockingly, the NDP and Liberals opposed this bill. 
 
Can the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development please 
update the House on the status of this bill? 
 
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):  
Mr. Speaker, I would be happy to. I want to thank the member for Prince Albert for his question. 
 
Despite opposition from the NDP and Liberals, I am pleased to report that we have delivered on our 
promise to aboriginal communities and their members from across Canada. 
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The first nations financial transparency act will receive royal assent today. Passage of this legislation into 
law represents a milestone for first nations community members and leaders who have been calling for 
this kind of change. We are proud of the work that has been done with first nations to ensure that this 
legislation will benefit them now and for generations to come. 

* * * 

March 28, 2013 
 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, last night another Conservative minister let his true feelings slip. This time the Minister of 
Aboriginal Affairs summed up the Conservatives' position on first nations relations as: they should shut up 
and leave the Conservatives alone. 
 
I have a better solution. The Conservatives should give meaning to their own words and follow through on 
the repeated promises for face-to-face, nation-to-nation negotiations. When will they take the necessary 
steps to fix this broken relationship? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, the NDP continues to support the position and the likes of protesters who, yesterday in 
Winnipeg, shut down a first nation mother who was simply asking to have the same rights and enjoy the 
rights that every other non-aboriginal has in Canada, that is, accountability and transparency in the 
spending of tax dollars by their government. 
 
Notwithstanding the opposition of the NDP, first nation members today enjoy that same right all across— 
 
The Speaker:  
Order, please. The hon. member for Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou. 
 
Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, speaking of freedom of speech, a few members behind the minister would like to have it as 
well. 
 
I do not know what the minister expected yesterday when he made a fuss about legislation that does not 
have unanimous support. The former Minister of Aboriginal Affairs did not do much. He did not listen to 
aboriginal peoples, but at least he did not come right out and tell them to shut up. 
 
When we talk about rebuilding a relationship with aboriginal peoples, we must do it with respect. The new 
minister showed yesterday that he was no better than the previous one. 
 
I have a suggestion to make. Instead of changing ministers, why not change their tune— 
 
The Speaker:  
The hon. Minister of Aboriginal Affairs. 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, that is coming from a member who says he belongs to Canada's first nation and who is 
rising to prevent and lessen the right of a woman— 
 
The Speaker:  
Order, please. 
The hon. Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development has the floor.  
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Hon. Bernard Valcourt:  
Mr. Speaker, the members opposite do not like hearing the truth. 
 
The fact is that this legislation, which received royal assent yesterday, gives all first nations members 
across the country the same right as all other Canadians with regard to all levels of government. It is the 
right to transparency and accountability on the part of their council. 
 
For that reason, we believe that— 
 
The Speaker:  
Order, please. 
The hon. member for Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca. 

* * * 

Aboriginal Affairs  
 
Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.):  
Mr. Speaker, appallingly, only one-third of aboriginal youth are finishing high school. Students attending 
schools on reserve are funded at an average of two-thirds of the rate in the provincial systems. This week 
we learned that in Saskatchewan, it is often only half.  
 
In a modern economy, access to jobs and even skills training requires math and reading skills. Will the 
minister stop denying the gap, finally close the gap or continue to exclude aboriginal youth from Canada's 
economy? 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, it is surprising to hear such a statement when the member will not even support the budget 
that is investing hundreds of millions of dollars to provide those aboriginal Canadians with the skills they 
need. 
 
The fact of the matter is, first of all, that the premise of her question is totally false. We invest in the 
education of aboriginal students at an amount equivalent to what the provinces do. However, that is not 
the issue. We are consulting right now with first nation stakeholders and Canadians on providing them 
with a legislative framework for an education system that would produce results. The Liberals should 
support it. 

* * * 

Infrastructure  
 
Mr. Nathan Cullen (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, last week, in their panic to ram a bitumen pipeline through to British Columbia's north coast, 
the Conservatives simply decreed that they would take over the Port of Kitimat. Rather than picking up 
the phone and talking with the local council or the Haisla Nation, the government parachuted in a minister 
from Toronto to make the announcement. There was no consultation, no respect, just bulldozers. 
 
We see again the fundamental disrespect the government has for first nations here today. Now the 
Conservatives are scrambling, saying that they will consult after they have clearly made up their minds, 
the exact approach they take on the pipeline. When will the government start to respect the people of the 
northwest? 
 
Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities, Minister of the 
Economic Development Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, Minister of 
Intergovernmental Affairs and President of the Queen's Privy Council for Canada, CPC):  
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Mr. Speaker, last week we announced the creation of an expert panel. These people will work together to 
think of how to improve things. 
 
We have a very good system for dealing with oil spills. We will continue to move forward and keep 
everyone safe. 
 
Canada has not had any major oil spills in its history. There is no need to scare people. We will continue 
to work on measures. 
 
I thank all members of the panel led by Mr. Houston for their ability to find solutions. 

* * * 

 

Points of Order  

Oral Questions  

[Points of Order] 
 
Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, when answering my question earlier, the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development said, “...that is coming from a member who says he belongs to Canada's first nation...”.  
 
I would like to give the minister the opportunity to correct what he said, because he is casting doubt on 
my aboriginal ancestry, which I am very proud of. Moreover, there is not just one first nation— 
 
Some hon. members: Bravo. 
 
Mr. Romeo Saganash: As well, he knows that there is not just one first nation in Canada. 
 
Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, I had no intention of calling into question the member's integrity or identity. I extend my 
deepest apology if he was offended by my remarks. 
 
The only point I was trying to make is that if we truly care about the plight of Canada's aboriginal peoples 
and first nations—as I concur that there is more than one—we should work together in a positive fashion 
and support measures in that regard. 

* * * 

Qalipu Mi’kmaq First Nation Band  
 
Hon. Gerry Byrne (Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte, Lib.)  
moved:  

 That, in the opinion of this House, in relation to the enrollment and registration process for the Qalipu 
Mi’kmaq First Nation Band, the government should commit: (a) to completing the enrollment and 
registration process for all applicants who applied on or before November 30, 2012 by agreeing to 
extend the 2007 Agreement for the Recognition of the Qalipu Mi'kmaq First Nation Band beyond March 
21, 2013 until all such applications are processed; (b) to ensuring that the rules of eligibility for 
membership are followed by all government decision makers in any continuation of the enrollment 
process; (c) that all previous interpretations, precedents and rulings on matters affecting enrollment that 
were not specifically addressed within the 2007 Agreement but were established instead through the 
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records of decisions made by the Enrollment Committee and the Appeals Master be made known to all 
participants in any future enrollment process and that the decision makers in any future enrollment 
process be instructed to guide their decisions in a manner consistent with such previous interpretations, 
precedents and rulings; (d) to the same standard of evidence as well as the same thresholds for the 
quantity and quality of information that was previously deemed acceptable by the Enrollment 
Committee, for the remaining 75,000 unprocessed applications to the Band; (e) that an independent 
Appeals Master will continue to be employed in any future enrollment process for the assessment of the 
remaining 75,000 applicants and that this person will be drawn from outside of government, from 
outside of the Federation of Newfoundland Indians and from outside of the Qalipu Mi’kmaq First Nation 
Band and that this Appeal Master will be vested with the same powers and authority and be drawn from 
the same legal and administrative background as the previous Appeals Master to ensure consistency 
with the rules and standards established under the previous enrollment process; (f) to maintaining all 
existing memberships, except in cases where fraud can be established that is material to the 
application; and (g) to ensuring that no eligible applicant who submitted an application in good faith 
prior to the November 30, 2012 deadline is disenfranchised from enrollment. 

 
He said: Mr. Speaker, thank you for giving leave to present my motion, Motion No. 432. 
 
In 2007 the Prime Minister of Canada came to a small community on Newfoundland's west coast to 
personally announce that negotiations between the Federation of Newfoundland Indians and the 
Government of Canada had concluded in a workable arrangement that, once formally ratified by both 
parties, would see the formation and the recognition of a new first nation band and the recognition of all 
Newfoundland Mi'kmaq as Indians under Canadian law. On September 26, 2007, the Prime Minister said: 

 For more than half a century, the Mi'kmaq people of Newfoundland were among the 'Forgotten People,' 
as the Congress of Aboriginal Peoples calls its members...They never stopped fighting for recognition 
and now, at last, that title can be cast aside. 

 
It was on that day that the Prime Minister of Canada personally authorized the agreement in principle to 
establish a modern day recognition of a very ancient people and he endorsed its every word as his own. 
 
Unfortunately, time appears to have worn down, if not exhausted, the Prime Minister's enthusiasm toward 
his earlier promise and today, despite an assumption that all Mi'kmaq would be treated fairly and equally 
under the terms of an agreement that had the personal backing of a Prime Minister, tens of thousands of 
Mi'kmaq people have been left feeling abandoned and frustrated. They are concerned. 
 
My motion today is not only about what was originally promised in the Prime Minister's agreement; it is 
about the work yet undone. It is about the task of completing the enrolment process of the Qalipu 
Mi’kmaq First Nation Band and for all of its deserving members, as promised. My motion is also about 
ensuring that those who have already been established as members of the Qalipu band do not lose that 
recognition from any arbitrary or unjust decision by their respective leaders. 
 
My motion is based on, in part, the very words of the Chief of the Qalipu First Nation who has formally 
asked the Government of Canada to allow the enrolment process to continue beyond the agreement's 
scheduled expiry date of March 21, and that it continue under the same rules and practices established 
within the original agreement and through the same practices established within the first four years of its 
implementation. 
 
The government contends that the issue for it is the unforeseen numbers of members and applicants who 
have presented themselves for recognition. The government contends that this issue was only recently 
identified and could only now be dealt with at a time coinciding with the expiry of the agreement. 
 
For the record, in 2009, almost four years ago, the number of members to the band stood at 10,000 and 
the number of applicants awaiting processing stood at 20,000. If the expectation was ever that only 
10,000 to 12,000 members would be targeted as being eligible for the band, that notion and that forecast 
was proven totally inaccurate almost four years ago. 
 

http://data.parl.gc.ca/widgets/v1/en/Affiliation/78738?publicationDate=2013/03/28
http://data.parl.gc.ca/widgets/v1/en/Affiliation/78738?publicationDate=2013/03/28
http://data.parl.gc.ca/widgets/v1/en/Affiliation/78738?publicationDate=2013/03/28
http://data.parl.gc.ca/widgets/v1/en/Affiliation/78738?publicationDate=2013/03/28
http://data.parl.gc.ca/widgets/v1/en/Affiliation/78738?publicationDate=2013/03/28


Looking back at 2009, with several years still remaining in the intake and registration process, any belief 
that the numbers would not grow the way they have is totally disingenuous on the part of anyone who 
would suggest it. This is the focus of my argument. 
 
Today, the band stands with an estimated membership of 24,000 Mi'kmaq. As of March 21, the number of 
Mi'kmaq whose applications for enrolment have been left unprocessed stands at roughly 75,000, and 
75,000 non-status Mi'kmaq, who applied in good faith and within the time frame established within the 
agreement for recognition under the Indian Act, were left in limbo. 
 
Concern erupted only after the government made a statement to the media on November 4, 2012, that it 
was, just now, identifying problems with either the membership criteria or the enrolment process and that 
one or both may be subject to being altered after the fact.  
 
There were 24,000 existing members left not knowing whether they would retain their status should any 
change occur within the rules and prospective members would also have to consider their loss. So far, 
75,000 applications have been left unprocessed. The situation is very serious and answers have not been 
provided by the government. 
 
Instead of any discussions or consultations with the applicants, the government has woven a story to the 
public that the number of members and applicants to the band is far more than what should have been 
expected or considered to be reasonable. The suggestion is that the problem is not really of the 
government's doing, it is the doing of the applicants who are applying for membership without the proper 
entitlement to do so. 
 
Nothing could be further from the truth, and I will deconstruct the government's argument.  
 
Allow me to establish the baseline for a discussion on this issue by informing the House of the agreement 
and its implementation with a particular view to the enrolment criteria.  
 
To try to find an out of court resolution to a motion filed in 1989 in the Federal Court of Canada by a 
representative group of Newfoundland Mi'kmaq seeking to have their rights under section 91 of the 
Constitution Act recognized under law, the federal cabinet took a decision in 2002 to enter into a 
discussion with the Federation of Newfoundland Indians to determine if there was a basis for a negotiated 
recognition of the Mi'kmaq of Newfoundland. For decades before that, the federal government had 
engaged in what can only be described as a totally incoherent, inconsistent and politically directed 
handling of the settlement issue, which in retrospect serves to define the true meaning of the phrase “bad 
faith negotiations”.  
 
For three decades, talks with the Mi'kmaq were initiated, stopped and then restarted according to the 
changing political moods of provincial premiers and federal cabinet ministers and caused the 1989 motion 
to be filed. As it proceeded clumsily through the courts, it was obstructed by motions filed by the 
Department of Justice simply to effect delays to the hearing of the case. After years of this type of 
behaviour, time had caught up with the federal government and its tactics. Knowing that its past conduct 
would likely be highly prejudicial against it in trial, the Crown eventually took a more reasoned approach 
to settlement. The Mi'kmaq put their court case in abeyance and after four years of hard work, a draft 
agreement in principle was reached between the FNI and the government's negotiators in 2006. 
 
Under its terms, formal ratification of the agreement was required by both parties before the agreement 
could take effect. For the FNI, this meant a vote by the full membership of the entire organization. 
Needless to say, the agreement was dissected clause by clause, word by word, by both the federal 
cabinet and by the Federation of Newfoundland Indians and its membership during a sometimes intense 
but civil nine-month-long ratification debate that was held in church basements, community halls and 
kitchen tables all over, just as it was at the cabinet table.  
 
On May 30, 2008, the Federation of Newfoundland Indians voted 90% in favour of ratifying the 
agreement. Nothing in the agreement was misunderstood or could be considered to be unclear to any 



party to the process, and in June of the same year the Government of Canada signed the order in council 
to ratify the agreement, moving it into implementation phase. 
 
That agreement spelled out in very plain language what the enrolment criteria for the founding members 
in the future band would be. The agreement stated the following: to become a member, applicants must 
demonstrate that one of their ancestors must be of Canadian aboriginal descent. 
 
It was an intentional decision by both parties to the agreement to stipulate in plain language that 
individuals would not have to show that they were necessarily of Mi'kmaq descent, just that they were of 
Canadian Indian ancestry by birth or adoption. This ancestry could then be established by means of their 
descendant being referred to in historical records as, and I quote directly from the agreement:  
 

 Indian 
 French Indian 
 English Indian 
 Micmac or variations thereof 
 Montaignais or variations thereof 
 Abenaki or variations thereof 
 Naskapi 

 savage or variations thereof 
 aboriginal or of aboriginal descent. 

 
No blood quantum or measurement of the degree of generational separation from a person and their 
Indian descendant was required or relevant under the agreement.  
 
These open criteria alone would obviously have alerted the Department of Indian Affairs to understand 
that a relatively high number of prospective applicants might likely be eligible; yet this is what the 
Department of Indian Affairs negotiated over a four-year period and obviously intended.  
 
The next criteria for enrolment required that the applicants or their descendants be either resident of or 
connected to a pre-Confederation Newfoundland Mi'kmaq community as listed within the agreement in 
1949. 
 
For non-residents, the applicants would show an ongoing connection to that community. This was 
achieved, as according to the document, by their self-identifying as members of the Mi'kmaq group of 
Indians, by demonstrating an ongoing connection to a Newfoundland Mi'kmaq community by way of 
regular telephone calls or travel to the community and by establishing that the applicants continued to live 
the Mi'kmaq way of life.  
 
This is spelled out in plain language within the agreement and within the application guides that were 
produced for applicants by the federal government and by the Federation of Newfoundland Indians 
authorities. For instance, according to the agreement at paragraph 25(B)(ii) of annex A, the latter 
requirement could be established by way of the following: by demonstrating “knowledge of Mi’kmaq 
customs and beliefs...or pursuit of traditional activities” within Federation of Newfoundland Indians 
members, by hunting and fishing. That is what the Federation of Newfoundland Indians and the enrolment 
committee found would satisfy that particular test. 
 
I will also highlight a couple of points as to what the government knew it signed as part of its agreement 
with the Mi’kmaq. Paragraph 13 of annex A specifically states: 

 The applicant must provide evidence that he is of Canadian Indian Ancestry. There is no minimum 
blood quantum. 

 
To reinforce that both the government and the FNI were fully aware of the criteria that had been agreed 
to, documents produced to assist applicants in preparing their applications, as well as information found 
on the Government of Canada's own website, specifically state that residency is not a requirement of 
enrolment as long as a connection to a Mi’kmaq community can be established and maintained. A 



connection is described in those documents as visits and communication. Membership in the Federation 
of Newfoundland Indians was also specifically described in literature and in web portals as being of value 
but optional. That point is further proved by the history of decisions on membership. Literally thousands of 
out-of-province applicants who are not members of the FNI have been already approved for membership 
in Qalipu, with federal representatives and FNI member representatives on the enrolment committee 
making those decisions for the last four years. 
 
Furthermore, during the course of the agreement's implementation, the government members had several 
mechanisms available to them to address any problems that they foresaw with the integrity of the 
membership through the enrolment committee, which they did not exercise. This circumstance is highly 
material to the discussion from an administrative fairness perspective. Federal government members sat 
on the enrolment committee and assessed every application for the last four years. They knew every 
detail of every application and the number of approvals and applications received. They could have 
asserted a concern and their position on matters at that table. They did not. 
 
The federal government members could have also appealed any decision of the enrolment committee 
that they did not like to a former justice of the Supreme Court of Newfoundland and Labrador who served 
as the appeals master for the process. As early as 2009, with three years left in the application intake 
process, and with the number of recognized members already standing at 10,000 and the number of 
applications awaiting review standing at 20,000 and growing on a day-to-day basis, not once did the 
government exercise this option. Only when the membership grew to 24,000, and only when 75,000 
applications were awaiting processing, did it act. 
 
If the original target was for a total membership of 8,000 to 12,000 members at the onset of the 
agreement, the government's inaction defies credibility. It should also be noted that the federal 
government had a unique authority within the process. It could veto any application on the basis of 
unfounded Indian ancestry. Further, the federal government had other means to identify and address 
issues. For instance, the federal government members could audit the enrolment process and that of the 
enrolment committee's decisions. They did so in 2010 and 2011, with no significant concerns being 
registered by the federal auditors. They audited to ensure the integrity of the process and the integrity of 
the enrolment. The audits found no problems. 
 
My time is expiring, but I would like to conclude my first presentation to the House on this matter by 
saying the government cannot reasonably make any case that the situation surrounding the registration of 
the Mi'kmaq of Newfoundland is not anything but of their own hand. They established the rules, they 
enforced the rules for four years, and now they are suggesting that they do not like the rules that they 
established and they want to take them back. 
The law does not work that way. 
 
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):  
Mr. Speaker, I would be curious to know just what the member knows about the law, but we can talk 
about that some other day. The fact of the matter is that I have a couple of serious, substantive concerns 
with the motion. 
 
In the first instance, it simply seeks to maintain the status quo. It completely ignores the fact that calls for 
greater rigour in the enrolment process came directly from the community. The fact that we are currently 
in negotiations with the first nation's leadership, which has addressed similar concerns about this very 
issue, is another important piece. It is absolutely critical that the criteria for membership be based upon 
input from the first nation leadership. Clearly, the member does not agree with that view. 
 
The outcome of these discussions must also treat all applicants fairly and equally.  
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What I find interesting, then, is that the member who has put the motion forward is not listening to the 
concerns of first nations. Is it perhaps because he has a vested interest in the outcome of these 
negotiations? 
 
Hon. Gerry Byrne:  
Mr. Speaker, the community was involved in these negotiations and in these rules since 2002—in fact, 
since 1970. It is a fact that the negotiations occurred in good faith from 2002 to 2006.  
 
I will also state for the record and table for the hon. member that the chief of the Qalipu Mi'kmaq First 
Nation has publicly asked for the Government of Canada to extend the enrolment process under the 
terms of the agreement and that it continue within the role. 
 
I will answer the question of the hon. member. He would be aware, if he bothered to read the Journals, 
that there was an issue brought forward to the conflict of interest commissioner, and the conflict of 
interest commissioner ruled that any member of this House who is an applicant to this band who 
advocates for any continuation on the rules of the band based on the agreement is not acting in any 
conflict. 
 
The Ethics Commissioner has decided that issue. It has been tabled and recorded within the Journals.  
 
In fact, I actually presented a note to the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development 
personally informing him of that decision of the Ethics Commissioner and telling him that in order to avoid 
the politicization of this issue, I wanted him to be aware of this so that he understood that the matter has 
been ruled on and that there is no conflict. 
 
For the hon. member to raise this issue right now is pure politicization. 
 
Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the member for bringing the motion forward.  
 
The question I have for him is really moving outside the numbers. We have seen this happen over and 
over again. In 1985, when women were able to regain status under Bill C-31, what we saw was the 
government underestimate the resources and the amount of time that were required in order to process 
those applications and the resources that needed to go back to communities. 
 
We saw the residential schools system, where again there was an underestimation of the number of 
applicants and the amount of time that it was going to take to process them. 
 
Now, of course, we have another situation in which the same kind of thing is playing out. 
 
Moving beyond the numbers, I wonder if the member could talk about what being held up and not being 
able to get this settled would mean to people in their daily lives.  
 
Hon. Gerry Byrne:  
Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for that very reasoned question based upon experience. 
What this would mean for the personal lives of the Mi'kmaq of Newfoundland is that it would provide 
closure to an issue that has been ongoing since 1949, since the inception of Confederation. When 
Canada joined Newfoundland and Labrador in 1949 in Confederation, there was no recognition of 
aboriginal rights or existence after that time. It was not until 2002 that serious negotiation began. They 
were upfront about it: it would be based upon a landless band. There would be no reserve or land 
entitlement attached to this particular agreement. 
 
The essence of this agreement is one of very pure fact. The Mi'kmaq people of our province and of 
Canada were denied for years. They were told by premiers and by governments that they did not exist. 
The recognition through this agreement was very important, because after decades of battling that notion, 
it was proven that they do exist and that they were to be recognized by the nation as a first nation. 
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Now, apparently, the government intends to take that back again. We have started all over again. We are 
going back to where we were. 
 
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):  
Mr. Speaker, at the outset of my speech with respect to this motion, I certainly do not appreciate the 
accusation that I am politicizing this. I responded in my duties as parliamentary secretary on this matter to 
the media and I read with great disappointment the transcript of the interview. I do not know the member 
very well at all, but his attacks on my credibility were certainly unwarranted and not appreciated. I can 
assure him that whether it is this file or anything within aboriginal affairs, I remain on top of all of the files. 
Right back at you, of course through you, Mr. Speaker, on this whole notion of politicization. 
 
Our government has significant concerns with respect to the motion put forward by the member opposite, 
as I had alluded to in my question. Motion No. 432 would foreclose options and undermine the current 
efforts of the chief federal negotiator to reach a negotiated solution to questions surrounding enrolment in 
the Qalipu Mi'kmaq First Nation and that it would be a mistake because it would interfere with a 
productive process already under way to address the problems with a motion that purports to fix it. 
 
Even more important, it would go against what the first nations want and unilaterally impose a course of 
action, which is what the first nations were complaining about last week with respect to some of the ideas 
the NDP had come up with for a number of first nation issues. It would undermine efforts to reach a 
lasting resolution to the current challenges facing that community. I remind the House that calls for 
greater rigour in the enrolment process came directly from the community. Therefore, if it is determined 
that any changes need to be made to the criteria or process to qualify for membership, these changes 
should be made in full co-operation with the Federation of Newfoundland Indians and the Qalipu band. 

 

[Translation] 

It is presumptuous, to say the least, for the opposition member from the third party to suggest that he 
knows what is best for band members. Perhaps it would be useful to review the initial agreement. 
 
The original intent of the 2008 Agreement for the Recognition of the Qalipu Mi'kmaq Band was to address 
the fact that the Mi'kmaq communities in Newfoundland were not recognized when the province joined 
Confederation in 1949. 

[English] 

As members will recall, the agreement brought resolution to a court case initiated in 1989 by the 
Federation of Newfoundland Indians, seeking eligibility for registration under the Indian Act. At that time, 
the Federation of Newfoundland Indians represented approximately 7,800 members. 

[Translation] 

The agreement provided for two things: first, the creation of the Qalipu Mi’kmaq First Nation, a band 
without a land base whose members could obtain Indian status under the Indian Act; second, eligibility 
criteria that would be applied by an arm's-length enrolment committee led by an independent chair. 

[English] 
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When the agreement was signed in 2008, both Canada and the federation estimated the new first nation 
would be comprised of approximately 8,700 to 12,000 members. That made sense in light of the fact that 
the 2006 census found there were approximately 23,450 residents of Newfoundland and Labrador who 
identified themselves as aboriginal. Of this number, 33%, or 7,765, identified themselves as first nations 
members. However, following the official creation of the band in September 2011, which included over 
23,000 members, another 70,000 applications were received before the application deadline of November 
30, 2012, and now it seems to be a matter of public record that includes the member putting this motion 
forward. 
 
The Federation of Newfoundland Indians and the Government of Canada never anticipated that four 
times that, over 100,000 people, would sign up to attempt to become members of that first nation. It is 
simply not reasonable to expect that there would be more than 100,000 credible applications to be 
members of the Qalipu band. That would be over four times the original estimated number. These figures 
are all the more questionable since it has become clear that many of the late stage of applications appear 
to no longer reside in that province. 

[Translation] 

In fact, the Federation of Newfoundland Indians and the Government of Canada estimate that roughly 
two-thirds of the applicants do not live in one of the Mi'kmaq communities at the centre of this recognition 
process, but elsewhere in Canada. 
 
That is precisely why it is essential to guarantee the credibility of the process and the integrity of the 
Qalipu Mi’kmaq First Nation Band. To ensure the reliability of the registration process and to protect the 
reputation of the First Nation, we are working closely with the directors of the Federation of Newfoundland 
Indians and the Qalipu Mi’kmaq First Nation Band. 
 
Together we are working on the application process and on implementing the agreement to recognize the 
Qalipu Mi’kmaq First Nation Band. We are trying to determine the best way to address this very complex 
situation. 

[English] 

Last year, the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development appointed a chief federal 
negotiator, Mr. Fred Caron, to work with the first nations leadership toward a negotiated solution to 
address the issues connected to the enrolment process. They are meeting regularly to address the issues 
that have arisen in the enrolment process, including the unexpected large number of applications 
received and the fact that the deadline for dealing with applications has expired. The goal of the current 
negotiations is to find a solution that treats all applicants fairly and equally, reflects the original intent of 
the agreement and, of course, ensures the integrity of the enrolment process. 
 
On this point, I want to reassure people that all applications received during the enrolment process are, 
and will continue to be, stored in an access-controlled and secure location. Canadians can be confident 
that the information provided is protected under, and will be treated in accordance with, the Privacy Act 
and the Access to Information Act. There is no question that many people have applied in good faith and 
wish to be advised of what is happening. Given the ongoing nature of the discussions and the complexity 
of the issues, it is not possible to predict what the results will be or when a final decision will be made. 
 
However, the parties hope to be able to arrive at an agreement soon and then they will be in a position to 
provide further details. There is no question that the government is committed to working closely with the 
elected leadership of Qalipu First Nation, supporting them and exploring all avenues to resolve this 
situation. 

[Translation] 



When the band was created, we were committed to working in good faith with the Federation of 
Newfoundland Indians. We remain determined to address the lack of recognition of Mi’kmaq communities 
that existed when Newfoundland entered Confederation in 1949. 
 
Settling this long-standing omission is good for the members of the Qalipu Mi’kmaq First Nation Band, the 
residents, the Government of Newfoundland and Labrador and for Canada. 

[English] 

Once the membership list is finalized, eligible band members will be registered under the Indian Act and 
able to access the important federal programs and services to which they would be entitled. These 
include post-secondary education financial assistance and non-insured health benefits, things that we 
have been showcasing in the last couple of installations of Canada's economic action plan 2013. 
 
This gives us all the more reason to ensure that the integrity of the agreement is upheld and that all 
applicants are treated fairly and equally. For these reasons I cannot question the unilateral nature of 
Motion No. 432 and urge my hon. colleagues to take note of the ongoing negotiations with the first 
nations on this very issue. 
 
Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP):  
Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the NDP, I am rising to speak to Motion No. 432 on the Qalipu First Nation. We 
will be supporting the motion brought forward by the member for Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte. 
 
The member who presented the motion ably outlined the details of the motion and some of the concerns 
about the progress. Essentially, this motion calls upon the government to establish a procedure to review 
all of its standing requests for membership in the new Qalipu First Nation.  
 
At the heart of this, is the issue around who gets to determine membership. As I mentioned in my 
question, in the past when there have been membership changes, governments of various political stripes 
have consistently underestimated the resources and length of time it takes in order to, first, make people 
aware of the changes and second, to process those applications.  
 
I want to touch a bit on the history because I think this is very important. I will quote from an article written 
by Justin Brake called, “We're Rebuilding a Nation”, in theindependent.ca. He lays out a solid historical 
overview of how we got to this place today. He starts with: 

 —in the early 1600s at the latest, most generations of Mi’kmaq have inhabited the island in an 
environment of oppression, discrimination and stigmatization.  

 
Sadly, I would like to say that this is no longer the case, that first nations are facing oppression, 
discrimination and stigmatization. However, in my riding of Nanaimo—Cowichan, in the last 24 hours we 
saw a letter to the editor of one of my local newspapers that continued with this discrimination and 
stigmatization. I have been in contact with the Snuneymuxw Chief Doug White to express my concern on 
what has happened. It is very sad, in this time of first nations that are achieving so much, that there are 
so many unaware as to what a real partnership could bring to all of us. 
 
I think many of us are very well aware of what first nations have contributed to both our country and 
others like the United States, not only around culture and art but something as important as democracy. 
Most of us are aware that the Iroquois Confederacy was part of the founding principles for the democratic 
process in the United States. Therefore, when people try to define others by using racist language, they 
just display their own ignorance. 
 
First nations are not waiting for people like those who wrote the letter to the local paper in Nanaimo to 
catch up to the vibrant cultures, economies and the futures that are currently the lot of many first nations. 
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In Justin Brake's article, he goes on to talk about the fact that in those early days in the 1600s it was a 
nomadic culture that hunted, fished and foraged then transitioned to seasonal settlements, but this was all 
disrupted by the expropriation of lands. He says: 

 —out of which grew a struggle to survive the way they always have. An increasing number of 
Mi’kmaq on the island had no choice but to begin selling their labour for money to buy the 
necessities they once acquired freely themselves. 

 By many accounts...Mi’kmaq were prohibited from speaking their own language, children were forced 
into residential schools...In a nutshell, the Mi’kmaq were stripped of a way of life they had developed 
over a significant period of time and forced into the much harsher social, political and economic world of 
the island’s new colonizers.  

 
Adrian Tanner, a retired professor of anthropology at Memorial University, said that the Mi’kmaq were 
presumed to be on the verge of full integration into society when Newfoundland joined Confederation in 
1949. 
 
Mr. Brake says: 

 Joey Smallwood told the federal government they had all disappeared or had intermarried and that 
there were none...Any small amount of research that he would have done would show that there were 
clearly existing bands at that time, of clearly identifiable Mi’kmaq. 
 
 Though the Mi’kmaq continued practicing what customs and traditions they could, the silence generated 
from their oppression endured until the late 1960s, when a shift in aboriginal consciousness began to 
grow across the country. 

 
Mr. Brake goes on to outline the resurgence that happened through the National Indian Brotherhood and 
others partly in response to the 1969 assimilationist paper, the white paper, that was presented to my 
colleague by the Liberals of the day. However, we had this rising consciousness, which happened in 
Newfoundland as well.  
 
Mr. Brake goes on to describe this awakening. He wrote: 

 “They were calling it ‘the awakening’ here (in Corner Brook), awakening to the realization that they 
were aboriginal people.... It was awakening to the fact that they had aboriginal ancestry and the fact 
that they wanted to, I guess, develop that part of their identity. Some people knew all along that they 
had aboriginal ancestry because their families spoke about it, but from what I understand the majority 
of people here didn’t know. So you look at those 21,500 people who just got status—the majority of 
them had no idea they had aboriginal ancestry.” 

 
It is a sad commentary on our country that for many first nations, and Métis in particular, there were long 
periods of time when people simply did not want to acknowledge their ancestors, their traditions, their 
culture, their language, because of the way that non-aboriginal society responded. Then of course there 
were the residential schools, which was another attempt at assimilation. 
 
Mr. Brake goes on in his article to write: 

 “The whole concept of displacement is very important in terms of identity because families got 
fractured and dispersed. It was almost like a diaspora as far as I’m concerned. People got flung into 
different areas in and around the Bay of Islands and wherever, and so where they had concentrated 
communities at one point in time, and when industry came in and dispersed them—that is an issue of 
identity because all of a sudden you don’t even know who your relatives are. 

 
Further in the article, he writes: 

 “We were becoming extinct through ignorance. There was very little history, no written history. Even 
the people themselves were very unaware of who they were, so we were a lost people,” he continues. 
“And what we started to do in 1969, 1970 is we started to educate ourselves and educate people 
about who they were, what they belonged to, the values of aboriginal culture, the values of 
communities working together with one objective in mind: prosperity for our people. And not only 
prosperity through the ownership of material things, but prosperity that comes from people working 



together and sharing in responsibility of the upbringing of each other’s children, which is the kind of 
upbringing that I’m familiar with. 

 
That is a bit of the history about how we came to this situation where the Qalipu people started to 
examine their ancestry, their geneology, their ties to the Mi'kmaq people, and said they wanted to be 
recognized as such. 
 
I said at the outset, it comes to the heart of who gets to determine citizenship. We continue to see that 
play out in any number of ways, because the Indian Act still has very tight control on who determines 
citizenship. We have the infamous second generation cut-off clause right now, which talks about when 
people marry out and eventually if their children marry out, people will no longer have status. That is 
controlled under the Indian Act. First nations from coast to coast to coast, Inuit and Métis have continued 
to say the government has no right to determine who maintains status. 
 
I mentioned Mr. Caron earlier, the special person who was hired to sort this out. The Qalipu Watchdogs 
indicated that it was hard to get information about why Mr. Caron was hired. They finally were able to get 
information that said he was hired to “engage with the Chief and Council of the Qalipu Mi’kmaq First 
Nation to amend the agreement for the recognition or, if necessary, negotiate a new agreement; to tighten 
the current enrolment process; and to adopt a new process and criteria in light of the surge in the number 
of applications for membership and the concerns regarding how the criteria have been applied”. 
 
The letter goes on to say: 

 This news confirms our worst fears and suspicions that the agreement will be altered and decisions 
regarding the remaining applications dragged out for some indefinite period of time. Qalipu Watchdogs 
was formed to act as a single voice for the people, because we believe in fair and equal treatment for 
everyone; including applicants who have not had their applications reviewed, applicants who are in the 
appeal process, as well as members of the Band who already have their status and might now face the 
prospect of changes. 

 
All of this uncertainty contributes to a people who have been waiting centuries if we go back to the 1600s 
but certainly over the last several decades to be able to clean up the mess around their right to be 
acknowledged as the Qalipu First Nation. 
 
I would encourage all members of the House to support Motion No. 432. 
 
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.):  
Mr. Speaker, it is actually a pleasure for me to be able to stand to address Motion No. 432 from my 
colleague, who I know has put in a great deal of effort. 
 
I listened to both his speech and the government's response to the speech, and in particular the question. 
A number of thoughts came to mind. I know how passionate the member is on this particular issue. I have 
had the opportunity to have some discussions in regard to the issue of accountability and transparency 
and so forth. 
 
At the end of the day, the member from Newfoundland and Labrador has really captured an issue that is 
of critical importance, not only to the area he represents but to the province of Newfoundland and 
Labrador and ultimately to our country, I would argue. I applaud him for taking the issue that is so very 
important to the communities I just listed and bringing it to the floor of the House. 
 
I can appreciate the reason why so many individuals living in Newfoundland and Labrador would be very 
concerned in regard to the government's lack of action in recent years. When we look back to when the 
Prime Minister was first elected, it was shortly thereafter that he rushed off to Newfoundland and 
Labrador and said to the Qalipu Mi'kmaq band that there was an agreement in principle and it was an 
agreement upon which the government wanted to act. 
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He was building an expectation. No doubt there would have been a huge expectation that the government 
wanted to deal with an issue that has been there for a number of years. I and all Canadians who would 
have been around at the time were happy that Newfoundland and Labrador entered Confederation. There 
is no doubt about that. 
 
At the end of the day, there was still some unfinished business that needed to be dealt with. This is 
something I believe a good percentage of the people of Newfoundland and Labrador were anxious to see 
resolved. Decades have passed since Newfoundland and Labrador entered Confederation, and there is 
this one real outstanding issue that needed to be addressed. 
 
Back in 2007, when the Prime Minister went to visit and indicated that the Qalipu Mi'kmaq band was 
going to get recognition and know who would make up that band, or the reserve or Indian community, 
there was a heightened level of expectation that something was going to be done. 
 
My colleague has waited a number of years and has seen the results of that expectation. I do not claim to 
know the hard numbers, but what I do know is that we are talking about well over 20,000 people who 
have now registered. Through the current process, the guidelines that were established, another 70,000-
plus people are now hoping to get the recognition they believe is important to them, based on the 
guidelines and rules established a number of years ago. 
 
Through this motion the member brings a very important issue to the House, and he should be 
applauded, not questioned to the degree in which he was questioned by the government member. He 
should be applauded for taking up the issue that is so very important and ensuring that it is being debated 
inside the House of Commons today. 
 
I appreciate the fact that the New Democrats, in a forthright way, stand up and support the motion. We 
are hoping to see what other members of the government might have to say in regard to the motion and 
the issue at hand. 
 
Ancestry and one's heritage is of critical importance. I represent the province of Manitoba where there are 
a wide variety of issues related to our first nations people and the Manitoba Métis community that we are 
still trying to overcome. There are many questions dealing with the issue of membership, who qualifies 
and why it is so critically important that those types of issues be addressed. 
 
The government's actions back in 2007 established the fact that we needed to deal with the issue of 
recognition of those who were a part of the band in a forthright and timely fashion. 
It was interesting when the Conservative member said that the government would have an agreement 
soon. It would be wonderful if a government member would stand in this place and give a definition of 
“soon”. 
 
Over my relatively short time here I have had opportunity to experience a number of motions. I will give 
the member credit for the detail that has been enunciated within this motion. If the government took the 
time to read through the motion and understand its details, it would have a better appreciation of what the 
issue is all about and why there is a sense of urgency in the plea of the member and others in the 
chamber that the government respond to the issue in a more urgent manner. When I say “urgent”, I am 
talking about making some sort of announcement that would be more fitting in terms of recognizing the 
urgency at hand. 
 
There are literally tens of thousands of individuals who have entered into this process in good faith and 
who will be affected by this. They understood the rules and the questions asked of them and provided the 
information to submit their applications. They did the necessary homework that was required. They 
looked into their own heritage and ancestry, who their parents, grandparents and so forth were, in order 
to submit their applications. For the most part, it has been my experience that people of aboriginal 
descent have a great sense of pride and want to share that heritage not only with the communities of 
today but also future generations. 
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I speak from first-hand knowledge. There are thousands of individuals exploring their ancestry and 
heritage to find their place in the Métis community of the province of Manitoba. I suspect that is what we 
see here, people who have done that in good faith. Their motives should not be challenged because I 
believe, as do many in the province of Manitoba, and I would ultimately argue in other areas of Canada, 
they are doing it for the right reasons. We should appreciate their efforts and ensure that each and every 
one of those individuals is heard and reviewed properly so it can be done in a timely fashion. 
 
Saying "soon" is just not good enough. We look forward to other members' participation on the motion 
itself.  
 
Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Defence, CPC):  
Mr. Speaker, together with the parliamentary secretary for aboriginal affairs, I look forward to contributing 
to the debate. 
 
An important issue needs to be understood properly. The record needs to be set straight. The members 
for Winnipeg North and Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte are asking for exactly the opposite of what they 
claim to be asking for. They are asking that due process and a thorough review not take place. Our duty 
here before the House, on behalf of the government, is to show why best practices and due diligence are 
necessary on this important issue. 
 
As we know, historical context is important here. There is archeological evidence of first nations' presence 
in Newfoundland and Labrador going back to at least 7000 B.C. Archaic maritime aboriginal peoples were 
there. We know the tragic story, as my colleagues from St. John's East, Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte 
and Avalon will know even better, and as our once and future colleague, Peter Penashue, would know 
best, of the Beothuk. There was a Beothuk institute in Newfoundland in 1827, but the last reported 
confirmed member of that first nation passed away in St. John's in 1829.  
 
Then, of course, we have the European presence, the Norse 12 centuries ago and other European 
nations starting five or six centuries ago. We know the context of Newfoundland and Labrador's aboriginal 
reality.  
 
As the member for Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte put it, Canada only joined Newfoundland and 
Labrador in Confederation in 1949. Let us remember that there was no agreement between the province 
and Canada on if, how and when the Indian Act would apply to the Mi'kmaq of Newfoundland. In the 
absence of that agreement, the Indian Act was not applied. It was only in 1989 that the Federation of 
Newfoundland Indians, established to advocate for Mi'kmaq interests, brought forward its lawsuit against 
the federal government, which we have heard about here. 

[Translation] 

In 2008, our government agreed to recognize the Qalipu Mi’kmaq First Nation Band to acknowledge the 
fact that Newfoundland's Mi’kmaq communities were not recognized when Newfoundland joined Canada 
in 1949. 

[English] 

This history underscores that we are dealing with 60 years of non-recognition of the Mi'kmaq in 
Newfoundland. The member for Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte mentioned that time had run out for the 
government on this issue. In fact, we have been working on this issue non-stop. 
 
What happened between 1993 and 2006? Four years after the court decision, through 13 years of Liberal 
governments, we do not seem to have had action on this issue.  
 
The Conservatives have been taking action, and the agreement we have reached is yet another plank in 
the platform of achievement we have in moving forward relations with first nations. 
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Clearly, this complicated history will not be resolved overnight. What is important is to achieve certainty in 
the enrolment process and the rules of eligibility for membership so that all applicants are treated fairly 
and equitably. That is what Canadians insist on with regard to all the programs delivered by our 
government, especially those delivered under the Indian Act. 
 
Remember that status brings with it a range of important benefits. This cannot and should not be taken 
lightly.  

[Translation] 

Even more important: it is crucial that the criteria for becoming a member be based on the expertise 
provided by the leadership of the Federation of Newfoundland Indians and by the Qalipu Mi’kmaq First 
Nation Band. That is absolutely vital to the credibility of the process and the integrity of this First Nation.  

[English] 

This motion overlooks the fact that concerns about enrolment are coming from community members in 
the Qalipu Mi'kmaq First Nation itself. They share our concerns and have a direct stake in the outcome of 
this process. They must have a say in these matters. 
 
As the members opposite are well aware, the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs has put forward a chief federal 
negotiator. Work is happening on an intensive basis.  
 
However, there is consensus that, whatever the final number may be, new members should contribute to 
the community and to the province of Newfoundland. All parties want to be sure that the membership is 
valid and that the original intention of the parties to the 2008 agreement is reflected, but also that the 
members are actually contributing to the community in which this first nation is being established or re-
established. Members can understand the concern. Almost 70% of more than 100,000 applicants do not 
reside in any of the Mi’kmaq communities targeted for recognition in this initiative. They live elsewhere in 
Canada. 
 
This last point gets to the real heart of the matter. When the agreement was signed, it was estimated 
there would be 9,000 to 12,000 people joining this first nation. It seemed to be a reasonable assumption 
based on the 2006 census, which showed roughly 23,500 residents of Newfoundland and Labrador who 
identified themselves as aboriginal. That includes, of course, Inuit and Innu members from Labrador and 
it includes others of aboriginal descent who were not, and did not want to be, part of this first nation. 
However, it was neither reasonable nor credible to expect more than 100,000 applications to become 
members of the Qalipu band. 
 
The concerns in this regard are coming from the community. We are giving voice to them. Let us let the 
work take place. Let us ensure due diligence. Let us ensure it is quality work. 
 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin):  
The time provided for the consideration of private members' business is now expired and the order is 
dropped to the bottom of the order of precedence on the order paper. The hon. parliamentary secretary 
will have four minutes remaining when this matter returns before the House. 
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SENATORS' STATEMENTS 

Idle No More Movement 

Journey of the People 

Hon. Sandra Lovelace Nicholas: Honourable senators, today, as an Aboriginal mother, I was proud of 
the young people who arrived in Ottawa after a 1,600-kilometre walk in support of the Idle No More 
movement. The initial six young people left their James Bay Cree community in January on their journey 
of Nishiyuu, which means "journey of the people" in Cree. They walked to Ottawa to tell this government 
that its approach to Aboriginal issues is simply not working. 

These young people came through snow and storms on snowshoes. They persevered through the long 
trek to come and inspire us all with their message of hope and their plea that the government change its 
unilateral and paternalistic approach to Aboriginal people in Canada. 

We must now honour their courage by working with Aboriginal peoples to close the unacceptable gaps in 
outcomes in terms of health, education, housing, water and their participation in the community. Please 
do not let them down. They are counting on us, the Senate of Canada, to bring hope to support them in 
their quest for equality. 

QUESTION PERIOD 

Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development 

Budget 2013—Education for Aboriginal Youth 

Hon. Sandra Lovelace Nicholas: Honourable senators, the Prime Minister had promised to improve 
Canada's relationship with First Nations. The budget presented last week shows, once again, that the 
government is not ready to go beyond official statements and photo ops. This budget provides not one 
new dollar for First Nations K-to-12 education, depriving the economy of a pool of talent and depriving 
First Nations people of a prosperous future. 

Why is the government refusing to address this issue and failing to close the education funding gap? 

Hon. Marjory LeBreton (Leader of the Government): Honourable senators, with regard to the question, 
in Economic Action Plan 2013, which the Minister of Finance released last Thursday, the government 
reaffirmed our commitment to consult with First Nations across Canada on the development of a First 
Nations education act. This legislation will put in place the structures and standards to support strong and 
accountable education systems on reserve. We look forward to further discussion with parents, educators 
and leaders because we want all Aboriginal students to take advantage of the many opportunities 
Canada has to offer. 

Senator Lovelace Nicholas: Honourable senators, young Aboriginal Canadians represent the fastest-
growing population in the country and they endure the worst education outcomes in Canada. We all agree 
that improving the quality of life for Aboriginal people relies on improving education outcomes, but the 
budget offers no new money to eliminate the gap in funding for education. The government had an 
opportunity to show good faith with the budget; it chose instead to continue on its current path of imposing 
laws, programs and policies on Aboriginal people without consultation and without the funding to fix the 
problems. 



Why is the government not working with Aboriginal communities to address the socio-economic barriers 
they face, as the Prime Minister promised? 

Senator LeBreton: Honourable senators, the Prime Minister met with First Nations leaders on January 
11 and they discussed a wide range of issues, including economic development, treaties and 
comprehensive claims. Following the meeting, the Prime Minister committed to a high level dialogue on 
treaty relationships and comprehensive claims, enhanced oversight from the Prime Minister's office and 
Privy Council Office, and working with First Nations who want to work with us to create jobs, growth and 
prosperity. That is what we are doing. Working together is the best way to achieve our shared objective of 
healthier, stronger communities and better-educated young people. 

Of course, I was interested to see on television yesterday a couple of the young people from the Cree 
nation who were part of the march that arrived in Ottawa today supporting what the government is doing 
with regard to providing additional funding to First Nations with regard to skills training. They felt this was 
a good move. Of course, as we know, many of the provinces are already engaged in such a plan. 

Senator Lovelace Nicholas: Honourable senators, I noticed that the Prime Minister was not there to 
greet these young people today. In my mind, I thought that maybe if First Nations people were pandas, 
we would have more respect. 

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear. 

(1820) 

Senator LeBreton: Honourable senators, we have a very capable, engaged and incredible individual in 
the person of the Honourable Bernard Valcourt as the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs. The minister is 
meeting with these Aboriginal youth today to discuss their concerns, possible solutions and where we go 
from here. 

Economic Action Plan 2013 includes many measures to improve economic opportunities and living 
conditions for First Nations, such as investments to continue addressing claims and making significant 
investments in First Nations infrastructure. It expands the First Nations Land Management Regime and 
supports the Family Violence Prevention Program. It provides scholarship and bursaries to First Nations 
and Inuit students and expands Cape Breton University's Chair in Aboriginal Business Studies. 

These are all positive measures that have been very well received, not only by Canadians in general but 
also by Aboriginals in particular. 

Minister Valcourt has already had several meetings with Aboriginal leaders. I believe, from the reports we 
have received, that he is making great headway in addressing many of the concerns and coming to 
conclusions that are for the common good of all Canadians, but particularly Aboriginal Canadians. 

First Nations Financial Transparency Bill 

Third Reading—Motion in Amendment Negatived—Vote Deferred 

On the Order: 

Resuming debate on the motion of the Honourable Senator Patterson, seconded by the Honourable 
Senator Wallace, for the third reading of Bill C-27, An Act to enhance the financial accountability and 
transparency of First Nations; 



And on the motion in amendment of the Honourable Senator Dyck, seconded by the Honourable Senator 
Chaput, that Bill C-27 be not now read a third time but that it be read a third time this day six months 
hence. 

Hon Elizabeth Hubley: Honourable senators, I rise today to speak to Bill C-27, the First Nations financial 
transparency act, and the motion moved by my colleague, the Honourable Senator Dyck. While 
honourable senators consider this motion, I would like to point out some serious issues with Bill C-27. 

As we continue to debate this bill, we must identify, first, the problem at hand that requires legislation; 
second, the true scope and prevalence of the problem; and third, whether this this piece of legislation 
would actually solve the problem or if there are other means to better achieve a solution. That is the most 
basic thing we can do as legislators. We must be sure a real problem exists and that the statutory 
measure is reasoned and effective. 

What is the problem? The problem is really twofold: One, some First Nation governments are not 
disclosing financial information to their membership that they are legally required to disclose; and, two, 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada is not providing the financial information to band 
members when they ask for it. 

I would like to clarify the point of what is currently legally required of First Nation governments as it relates 
to disclosure of financial information to band membership. Regulations, such as the Indian Bands 
Revenue Moneys Regulations, which require the posting and disclosure of consolidated annual financial 
statements to band members, are legal rules. As honourable senators know, regulations have the force of 
law. 

In addition, the contribution funding agreements, which include detailed provisions of financial information 
disclosure to band members, including salaries and expenses of chief and council, are essentially 
contracts between parties; in this case between First Nation governments and the Crown, represented by 
AANDC. As such, First Nation governments are required to live up to the terms of the contract. 

At the standing committee, the former Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development stated the 
reason that he introduced this piece of legislation was to ensure that First Nations citizens "have the 
same basic access to the financial statements of their governments and information on the salaries of 
their elected officials..." He went on to state: 

Bill C-27 would directly address the issue by requiring First Nation governments to publish annual audited 
financial statements and a schedule of the salaries and expenses of their chiefs and councillors. This 
would ensure that First Nation community members have the necessary information to make informed 
decisions about their elected officials. 

At the standing committee we heard from band members who experienced great hardship and difficulty in 
trying to access financial information that they are legally entitled to under the regulations of the Indian 
Act, under the Indian Bands Revenue Moneys Regulations, and under the requirements under current 
contribution funding agreements. As Phyllis Sutherland of the Peguis Accountability Coalition stated: 

Members are being denied full disclosure of all revenue and expenditures from all sources of revenue... 

This was certainly iterated by other band members, who shared their very frustrating and unbearable 
circumstances. However, this is only half of the problem. The second half of the problem is AANDC is not 
complying with its own rules to provide the information to band members when asked. 



If band members cannot access financial information from their band governments, they can access the 
information through the Department of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development. As Terry Goodtrack 
of the Aboriginal Financial Officers Association of Canada said: 

... if the First Nation member cannot get it, it can be provided by the federal government under the 
Sawridge decision. Those mechanisms are already there. 

Band members testified at the standing committee that their frustration was not only directed at their own 
governments, but also at the federal government and the AANDC. As Michael Benedict, a member of the 
Odanak First Nation said: 

... requests for information to Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada by First Nations 
citizens about their respective First Nation are generally redirected to that First Nation government, which 
has refused information in the first place... 

If AANDC were to comply with its own rules, it begs the question if this piece of legislation would even be 
necessary. Perhaps the focus could have been more on developing stronger financial management, as 
many of the First Nation witnesses have asked for. 

How prevalent is this problem? Reasonable people would assume that since the government has made 
this piece of legislation a priority, announced it in the Throne Speech and invoked time allocation twice — 
once at third reading in the other place and here in the Senate — there must be a prevalent problem. At 
first the minister told the standing committee that there were "dozens of requests from First Nation 
individuals looking for this basic information each year." He was later corrected by departmental officials 
and stated that the Department of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development gets about 250 
complaints a year. The minister did not give the standing committee any further information on whether 
complaints originated from a few First Nation bands or if, in fact, these were 250 different individual claims 
about different First Nation band governments. 

(1940) 

Just this past week, the sponsor of the bill, in his third reading speech, recalled dozens of complaints that 
AANDC has received from First Nation members. Furthermore, Senator Patterson suggested that the 
number of complaints could be greater but not reported, and thus we do not really know the prevalence of 
this situation. 

As Terry Goodtrack from the Aboriginal Financial Officers Association of Canada said: 

For the sake of argument let us say that it is 250 individuals. There are over 700,000 First Nations people 
in Canada, so 250 is less than 1 per cent. It is interesting that the government is creating legislation for a 
policy problem perceived by less than 1 per cent. 

Would this bill solve the real problem? Even if AANDC were to comply with First Nations' requests for 
financial information, I think all honourable senators would agree that such financial disclosure should 
emanate from the First Nation governments themselves. We must support better transparency and 
accountability models in conjunction with First Nation leaders and grassroots members. 

Is there anything in Bill C-27 that would force those First Nation governments that are currently not 
complying with their legal financial disclosure requirements to now, all of a sudden, comply? What does 
Bill C-27 do to remedy First Nation governments that would be in breach of this new law? 



The only remedy the bill offers that is not part of current regulation or department policy is the ability to 
seek a court order for production of the financial information. When asked if ordinary band members 
could afford legal action, Phyllis Sutherland said: 

A lot of our problem is funding. It takes money to appeal. It takes money for lawyers. 

There is no additional funding in this bill to help band members like Phyllis Sutherland seek a court order. 

Further, the former minister of AANDC stated:  

The way the legislation reads is that any individual can actually apply to the court for disclosure. 
Ultimately that could fall upon me as the minister. 

Honourable senators, does it not seem rather unproductive for the minister to seek a court order for 
information that the department already has and can legally disclose to band members? Would 
honourable senators not agree that the legal fees associated with these types of court actions by the 
minister be a waste of taxpayer money if the same remedy — financial information disclosure to band 
members — could be achieved without court action? 

The sponsor has repeatedly stated that Canadians are concerned because this is taxpayers' money. 
Surely he should also be concerned at such an ineffective and wasteful measure. 

All other administrative measures currently exist under the departmental policy and funding agreements 
with First Nations. The ultimate measure is outlined in clause 13(1)(b), which withholds funding payable to 
the First Nation under current funding agreements, and 13(1)(c), which would terminate a current funding 
agreement. 

When asked about these clauses at the Senate committee, Susan MacGowan, Chief Financial Officer at 
AANDC, stated:  

We do not as a rule cut off essential funding.  

Then Minister Duncan added:  

To cap that off, we have never done it nor would we. 

If the minister and the department would never use such a clause, why is it in the bill? Is it an empty 
threat? The sponsor of the bill in the Senate, in his speech at third reading, stated that it was his 
expectation that this bill would stop the exceptional excesses of some First Nation governments, as they 
would have to clean up their books before AANDC would publish the information online. However, could 
the sponsor not also envision that those First Nation governments not currently living up to their legal 
requirements to disclose the financial information to their membership may not live up to their legal 
requirements to submit this information to AANDC in the first place under the bill? With the department 
already publicly stating that the only real stick, to withhold or terminate funding, is essentially an empty 
threat, what would compel these few governments to do so? 

Honourable senators, there is a better way to achieve the goals of greater financial management with 
First Nation governments, and stemming from that greater transparency and accountability, First Nations 
have been asking for support in such measures. There have been numerous calls from the Assembly of 
First Nations and the Federation of Saskatchewan Indian Nations for an office of an independent 
ombudsman or a First Nation auditor general so that a complaint has a place to be dealt with. This would 
surely meet the government's objective to take the minister's hands out of the situation. 



Chief Roland Twinn of the Sawridge First Nation stated at the committee that the government should 
focus its support by providing encouragement, rewarding initiatives and promoting best practices. As 
Terry Goodtrack told the committee: 

... Bill C-27 exists, it is a policy instrument choice for a perceived policy problem. The policy problem is 
really undefined, but the policy instrument choice is legislation. Could it not be education? Could it not be 
funding organizations like ours? Community-based organizations... 

These are choices the government has failed to consider. Underlining it all is that the government never 
sat down with First Nations leadership and band members to create solutions that had broad support and 
had an actual chance of solving the problem from the ground up. 

For all of these reasons, I ask honourable senators to vote in favour of Senator Dyck's motion that Bill C-
27 be not now read a third time but that it be read a third time six months hence. 

Hon. Mobina S. B. Jaffer: Honourable senators, I rise today to speak to Bill C-27, the First Nations 
financial transparency act, and I would like to read into the record a letter that was received by the vice-
chair of the committee, Senator Dyck. 

The Squamish First Nation wrote to the chair and vice-chair of the committee and wanted to respond to 
comments made by a member of their First Nation at the Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal 
Peoples. Honourable senators, the remarks prove that more debate on this issue is required. We did not 
hear all sides of this debate, not to any satisfactory level, and thus I now read the submission made by 
the Squamish First Nation into the record as it was received after the hearings had ended. Honourable 
senators, it is my honour to read this letter into the record as I live very close to the Squamish nation. 

Dear Senator White: 

The purpose of this letter is to respond to the allegations raised by Ms. Beverly Brown during her 
testimony in front of the Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples on February 13, 2013. 

Ms. Brown is a member of Squamish Nation and, during her testimony, made comments about this Nation 
which we strongly refute. 

Before addressing Ms. Brown's specific allegations, we feel it is important to highlight testimony provided 
before the Committee by Mr. Terry Goodtrack, President and Chief Executive Officer of the Aboriginal 
Financial Officers Association of Canada, who noted: "...a truly transparent reporting regime must 
produce information that is meaningful to the intended audience, in this case Aboriginal citizens. This will 
require input and engagement from Aboriginal citizens as well as attention to issues like financial 
literacy..." 

(1950) 

We feel that it is important to underscore this statement (a sentiment that was repeated by other 
witnesses), as we believe that many of the allegations raised by Ms. Brown are related to her lack of 
financial literacy, and her inability to understand the high quality of information provided by the Squamish 
Nation to our membership. 

As a Nation, we view all questions from membership as important, and we take all concerns raised by 
membership seriously. We have responded to Ms. Brown on these issues on a number of occasions both 
in writing and at membership meetings, yet she continues to insist "I have asked the leadership directly 
and indirectly with no answers." For the record, therefore, we would like to refute her statements. 



Responsibility, Accountability and Transparency 

In her testimony in front of the Committee, and in numerous emails and public statements, Ms. Brown has 
made a number of unsubstantiated claims, including the assertion that we are not a responsible, 
accountable or transparent government. This is simply untrue. We are a careful and responsible 
government. We carefully manage our financial and human resources and always make decisions in the 
interest of the collective. Further, we are committed to accountability and transparency, and to having the 
most informed First Nations membership in the country. As a result, we provide significant financial 
information to our membership on a regular basis. 

For example, we hold 50-100 information meetings annually for our members, including meetings 
specifically focused on financial management. 

We distribute our audited consolidated financial statements to our members every year. The statements, 
along with a comprehensive report on Nation activities are mailed to all adult members, on- and off-
reserve. We hold Community Information Meetings regarding the financial statements on an annual basis, 
where we explain the statements and take questions from Membership. Most recently, two such meetings 
were held on March 19 and 21, 2012. 

Further, we hold annual Community Information Sessions between all Squamish Nation Departments and 
Membership. The Squamish approach to accountability allows departments of the nation to engage 
membership one on one. 

We respond in writing to questions posed in emails and at the Membership meetings, and share the 
questions and answers with all of our Membership through the distribution of Membership updates — to 
ensure that all members have the benefit of hearing directly from leadership. 

Squamish Nation Audit 

Ms. Brown has also requested a full audit by a neutral third party... "provided to each person on and off 
reserve...". As noted earlier, we distribute financial information annually to all members on and off 
reserve. Further, we are pleased to note that not only are we audited on an annual basis by a neutral third 
party, but also, for decades, we have consistently received unqualified audit opinions on our financial 
statements by a neutral third party national accounting firm. 

This means that the auditor feels that all accounting rules have been followed and the financial reports 
are accurate for all our operations and corporations. We would like to stress that the auditors are 
independent, and apply the highest standards of professional integrity, objectivity and technical 
excellence to the Squamish Nation Audit. The auditors provide recommendations to manage and mitigate 
risk and ensure necessary internal controls are in place to meet the highest standards of financial 
reporting. 

Ms. Brown complains that we provide "...gross representations of finances that do not have enough detail 
to be meaningful and are so vague that give the illusion of transparency while hiding secrets in plain 
view." We completely reject this assertion, as the neutral third party auditors have found that we are 
accurate and follow all accounting rules. We do acknowledge that some individuals may have trouble with 
financial literacy, and therefore any member who wishes to come into the Squamish Nation office to 
review their statement in detail (and ask questions) are welcome to do so. 

Careful Planning and Budgeting 

The Squamish Nation Administration and businesses are being run efficiently and carefully. Our planning 
and budgeting process begins with priorities identified by membership, followed by policies approved by 



Chiefs and Council to address these priorities. On an annual basis, each department is required to 
develop a program plan and budget, which is reviewed by the Finance department and approved by 
Chiefs and Council. Each department is required to manage their budget carefully, and monthly reviews 
are undertaken by the Department Heads and Finance to ensure that departments are on track. As noted 
earlier, we then undergo a thorough independent financial audit on an annual basis, and the results are 
presented to membership. 

Salaries, Honoraria and Travel 

With respect to the issue of Salaries, honoraria and travel for Chiefs and Council, the Nation has released 
a range of salaries or honoraria that are paid to Squamish Nation elected officials and senior staff... which 
were distributed to membership in October 2012, according to regular practice.... 

We are prohibited by law to disclose the specific salaries of individuals, as this is personal information 
that can only be released with the consent of those individuals. Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development Canada (AANDC) is also prohibited by law to make such a disclosure without consent. 

Squamish Nation Corporations 

With respect to Ms. Brown's numerous assertions regarding Squamish Nation Corporations, we regularly 
report on these, and Squamish Nation members benefit from the profits of these corporations. The 
corporations in which the Squamish Nation has an interest are set out in the Squamish Nation 2011 
Volume 2: Annual Financial Report, distributed to all members, both on- and off-reserve. 

The Squamish Nation provides membership with more than 150 programs and services in areas such as: 
Ayas Men Men Child and Family Services, Education, Employment and Training, Health Services, 
Housing and Capital Projects, Registry... Recreation, Community Operations and Band Manager 
Services. 

Many of these service areas receive very little or no outside funding and therefore the Nation funds 100 
per cent of the program costs from own source revenue. Several of our businesses may not make large 
profits, but they create employment for many nation members in addition to making a contribution to our 
own source revenue. 

More than 60 per cent of every dollar we spend is generated by our own source revenue, including 
leasing and our businesses. This means the Nation puts approximately $25 million per year of its own 
source revenue into community programs for the benefit of all members. In addition, we provide every 
man, woman and child with $1000 per year as a distribution of the revenues generated through our 
businesses and economic development initiatives.... 

Ms. Brown asserts that she has asked for salaries for those who act as Squamish Nation corporate 
trustees without receiving a response. However, she has been informed both verbally and in writing that 
Squamish Nation corporate trustees do not receive remuneration of any kind, nor are they able to 
personally benefit from their role as trustee. 

Bill C-27 

Finally, we would also like to comment on Bill C-27. The Act as drafted applies standards to First Nation 
governments that surpass those for elected officials in many other jurisdictions. The Squamish Nation 
Chiefs and Council oppose the unilateral imposition of such a law by the federal government. The federal 
government has not consulted with the Squamish Nation and this is a serious violation of our rights and 
jurisdiction. 



However, we must point out that the Squamish Nation has not waited for such a law to be enacted. As 
noted earlier, we are committed to having the most informed membership in the country and exceed 
requirements related to financial disclosure. 

Respectfully 

Squamish Nation 

Council Co-chairs 

Hon. Wilfred P. Moore: Honourable senators, I rise to speak to Bill C-27, the First Nations Financial 
Transparency Bill, and the subsequent motion in amendment moved by the Honourable Senator Dyck 
that Bill C-27 be not now read a third time but that it be read a third time this day six months hence. 

One of the overarching reasons that I urge senators to pass this motion is that the government has utterly 
failed to live up to its duty to consult and accommodate First Nations. In the minds of this government, 
this piece of legislation is legitimate because their consultation was achieved by the Minister of Aboriginal 
Affairs and Northern Development in sending a letter and a copy of the bill only after the bill was tabled in 
Parliament. As the Honourable John Duncan, the former Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development, told the Standing Committee on Aboriginal Peoples: 

When we introduced the bill on November of 2011, I did write to all chiefs and councils enclosing a copy 
of this bill, and in my covering letter I invited the First Nation leadership to learn more about the bill and to 
contact the Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development if they wished to 
participate in the parliamentary process with the bill. 

Honourable senators, the parliamentary legislative process is not the appropriate avenue for consultation 
and accommodation for First Nations, especially when the government has been adamantly opposed to 
substantive amendments to this bill as raised by First Nation witnesses. 

Counting both the witnesses who appeared before the appropriate standing committee in the other place 
and the witnesses who appeared before the standing Senate committee, this participation in the 
parliamentary process had only 11 First Nation witnesses. An additional five First Nations or First Nation 
citizens submitted written submissions. Therefore, roughly 15 First Nation witnesses out of 620 First 
Nations expressed their views to parliamentarians, and an overwhelming majority of their amendments 
were not even entertained by the government. 

(2000) 

Honourable senators, this is not adequate consultation and accommodation. I would like to share what 
the witnesses at the standing Senate committee said on the issue of consultation. 

Jody Wilson-Raybould, British Columbia Regional Chief of the Assembly of First Nations, appearing on 
behalf of the Assembly of First Nations and its National Grand Chief, Shawn Atleo, said: 

... I want to make it clear that the Assembly of First Nations and First Nation governments had no 
involvement in the development of this bill.... In addition, there is the real potential for legal challenge if 
Canada continues to impose legislation on First Nations without meaningful consultation. 

Chief Roland Twinn of the Sawridge First Nation said: 



We get the same feeling that this bill will just be rammed down our throats, as always, without any 
consultation, which is sad; it will create a further divide between First Nations and the Government of 
Canada. 

Charlene Desrochers, a spokesman for the Idle No More movement stated: 

Bill C-27 is unconstitutional... The people were not consulted, and the legislation infringes on our right to 
self- government and our rights under treaty. 

Honourable senators, neither First Nations leadership nor the First Nations citizens were consulted in the 
drafting of this legislation. During clause-by-clause consideration of the bill at the standing committee, the 
sponsor of the bill said  

"it probably is a bill on which it would be difficult to fully engage grassroots First Nations members."  

Is because it would be difficult a reason that the government should not even attempt to fulfill its 
constitutional obligation to consult and accommodate First Nations people? That surely is no excuse for 
the failure of this government. 

Honourable senators, as we consider this motion and the entirety of Bill C-27, we have to be cognizant of 
our duty as legislators. As Chief Craig Makinaw, Chief of the Ermineskin First Nation and the Grand Chief 
of the Confederacy of Treaty Six First Nations, told the standing committee: 

Before proceeding with this or any other legislation that might affect our rights, Parliament must assure 
itself that this consultation and accommodation has taken place, particularly when we are asserting this 
has not happened. 

For this reason, I urge honourable senators to vote in favour of the motion that Bill C-27 be not now read 
a third time but that it be read a third time this day six months hence so that there can be sufficient 
consultation and accommodation with the First Nations. 

[Translation] 

Hon. Maria Chaput: Honourable senators, I rise today to speak to Bill C-27, the First Nations Financial 
Transparency Act. This bill would require First Nations governments to post their consolidated financial 
statements online every year, along with schedules of remuneration paid and expenses reimbursed to 
councils and chiefs. 

As my colleague, the Honourable Senator Dyck, just said, everyone is in favour of transparency, 
responsibility and accountability. 

However, trumpeting noble principles is not the way to go about passing bills that are less than noble. 

The study in committee showed that Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada already has 
the authority to disclose a band's financial information to its members, in rare cases in which a band 
refuses to do so. 

Therefore, if there is a problem, it is largely on the government's side. No one would step up to admit that 
the government did not make use of the existing procedures. The government has therefore introduced 
yet another paternalistic bill to supposedly solve a problem that it created itself through its inaction and 
carelessness. 



I repeat that the Honourable Senator Dyck explained this very clearly last week: if a band member cannot 
get the band's financial information from their chief and council, the minister can give them a copy. 

The measures are there. The minister is the one who refuses to use them. Instead, we now have this bill 
with the words "transparency" and "accountability" side by side. What this implies is that bands are not 
transparent or accountable. Anyone reading a bill declaring that First Nations governments must now 
disclose their financial statements would assume that these governments do not already do so. 

Basically, the government came across a few rare, problematic situations, refused to use existing 
measures to correct them, and then introduced a bill that tarnishes the reputations of the other First 
Nations that have done nothing wrong. In so doing, we are complicating, not improving, relations between 
First Nations and the federal government. 

I think we are entitled to question the merits of this bill. Why was it introduced? Why was it not withdrawn 
and replaced by real consultations? 

As you know, Bill C-27 is not the only bill affecting First Nations. The government has written a myriad of 
them. The only aspect they all have in common is the approach: no consultation, no negotiation, and no 
reconciliation. 

Honourable senators, Idle No More has been gaining strength for months, and I hope it signals the start 
of a new era for our country. Today, Aboriginal youth arrived in Ottawa following a journey of more than 
1,500 kilometres. Imagine that, if you will. Aboriginal youth left James Bay to come to the nation's capital 
on foot, with the sole objective of letting us know that they exist and that they deserve to be heard. We 
can at least give them that. 

It is unfortunate that they are instead coming to a capital where consultations are not valued and where 
debates on bills affecting them are cut short by time allocation. 

Because of this, and especially because of the obvious lack of consultation, I cannot support this bill. I 
believe that the principles of transparency, responsibility and accountability deserve to be part of the 
legislative process and the development of new laws. 

I would like to conclude by quoting the words of the Whitefish River First Nation. They deserve to be 
heard. In a letter sent to the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs on November 28, Ogimaa Shining Turtle of the 
Whitefish River First Nation stated: 

Dear Honourable Minister 

Bill C-27, An Act to Enhance the Financial Accountability and Transparency of First Nations...was 
introduced and received first reading in the House of Commons on 23 November 2011. 

The proposed legislation, which applies to over 600 First Nations communities defined as "Indian bands" 
under the Indian Act, provides a legislative basis for the preparation and public disclosure of First Nations' 
audited consolidated financial statements and of remuneration, including salaries and expenses, that a 
First Nation or any entity that it controls pays to its elected officials. The bill also requires the publication 
of this information on a website maintained by or for the First Nation, and on the website of Aboriginal 
Affairs and Northern Development Canada (AANDC). Additional provisions of the legislation allow for the 
application of court remedies and administrative measures to enforce compliance with its requirements. 

We were once again not consulted by INAC to discuss the rationale for such an Act. As it stands, we 
have provided audited financial statements to INAC for over 30 years. In the audit is the disclosure of the 
salaries of the Chief and our most senior officers. We have a public meeting for band members to go over 



the audit and they can request copies for their information. Our audits are also put on our website and 
posted in our local newspaper, the Resound. 

I find this work completely uncalled for and a waste of the Crown's time. 

(2010) 

Speaking of accountability, we have sent you at least 20,000 emails and we have not seen any response 
from you that has any substance. I have called your offices in B.C., INAC and your political office in 
Ottawa and you have not returned any of my calls, emails, letters or information provided by Carol 
Hughes, MP, in over four years. We have invited you to meet the Chiefs on Manitoulin several years ago 
and you have not responded to that request. So, the bigger question should be about your accountability 
to the First Nations in Canada. Please in your response provide my office with your salary and a 
breakdown of your expenses...when doing work as the Minister. I will publish your information in our local 
paper. Also, please explain in some detail why you refuse to meet with the Chiefs of Manitoulin. 

I await your response to my 20,000 emails, requests for meetings, etc. 

Accountability, Right!!! 

Whitefish River First Nation 

(signed) 

Ogimaa Shining Turtle, Sturgeon Clan, Ojibway Nation 

Thank you, honourable senators. 

[English] 

Hon. Claudette Tardif (Deputy Leader of the Opposition): Honourable senators, I would like to add to 
the debate by reading into the record excerpts of a letter sent by the Sampson Cree Nation of Hobbema, 
Alberta, to the Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples. 

Let me begin: 

In general terms the Samson Cree Nation... does not oppose fair and effective financial transparency 
requirements for First Nations and Chiefs and Councils. Indeed, it is our current practice to be transparent 
with our citizens in our own financial affairs, including the salaries of Chiefs and Councillors. If we had 
been approached by the Government of Canada... for input we would have participated closely in the 
development of Bill C-27. 

Our two broad objections to Bill C-27 flow from the lack of opportunity for meaningful First Nation input. 
To begin with, the frequency with which Canada disregards the need for First Nation involvement in the 
development of legislation for First Nations is deeply troubling and is seriously undermining Crown-First 
Nation relations. Canada has a constitutional duty to meaningfully consult with First Nations, 
demonstrably integrate our concerns into Crown actions, and to accommodate our constitutionally 
enshrined Treaty and Aboriginal rights. No attempt was made to consult and accommodate with respect 
to Bill C-27. Canada has to stop dealing with our Treaty rights and the duty to consult as administrative 
inconveniences. 



Further, Canada has endorsed the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, 
nonetheless Canada has entirely disregarded the Declaration with respect to a number of pieces of 
legislation regarding First Nations, including Bill C-27. Article 19 of the Declaration states: 

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 difficult to understand how "free, prior and informed consent" can be achieved without any genuine 
tempt at consultation.... 

Consultation is not an empty constitutional requirement — genuine consultation is supposed to ensure 
that contemplated Crown action, including the development of legislation, occurs in a manner that 
respects First Nations Treaty and Aboriginal rights, including our inherent right of self-government, and 
that any new legislation solves problems rather than creating new ones. Canada's consistent failure to 
consult with First Nations on legislation, including Bill C-27, is becoming a very troubling trend in 
Canada's approach to the development of new First Nation legislation. The lack of consultation with First 
Nations on Bill C-27 will undermine the effective implementation of the law and open the way for legal 
challenges to the validity of the legislation. In this sense, at least, it will make things worse, not better. 

The duty to consult with First Nations can arise with respect to the development of new legislation by the 
Crown that has the potential to impact or infringe Treaty and Aboriginal Rights. Satisfaction of the duty to 
consult is a constitutional imperative which is a precondition to the valid enactment of legislation, in the 
same way that legislation must comply with the Charter of Rights and Freedoms or any other requirement 
enshrined in the Constitution. In the Tsuu T'ina case, the Alberta Court of Appeal commented that Crown 
officials charged with developing legislation can be subject to the duty to consult. 

The practical importance of consultation is demonstrated by the reality that the issues identified below 
with Bill C-27 could have been addressed successfully through genuine effort consultation with First 
Nations, had Canada made any effort to do so.... 

The primary purpose of financial transparency legislation should be to ensure the accountability of First 
Nation governments, with respect to their functions as governments, especially to First Nation citizens. 
Some aspects of Bill C-27 are problematic because they may reach well beyond ensuring the 
accountability of First Nations' governments and reach into the businesses and economic endeavours of 
First Nations. 

To begin with, s.3 requires a broad range of entities of unspecified and varying degrees of association 
with a First Nation to be included in the financial disclosure requirements applicable to the First Nation 
itself, including "a corporation, partnership, a joint venture or any other unincorporated association or 
organization." Bill C-27 seems to make no distinction between a fully owned First Nation commercial 
entity and one in which the First Nation has a minor interest. Nor does the legislation distinguish between 
arm's length investments or corporations operated by blind trusts or boards independent from the First 
Nation Chiefs and Councils, and those commercial entities entirely and directly controlled by First 
Nations. 

Moreover, s. 11 says that "any person", whether they are a First Nation citizen or not, can make an 
application compelling a First Nation or its commercial entities to release financial information. These 
aspects of Bill C-27 raise a number of difficult questions and issues that had to be addressed in the 
course of developing the legislation in consultation with First Nations: 

1. Many First Nations have created structures for their commercial entities that ensure those entities are 
governed by outside board of directors, and/or trustees, at arm's length from Chief and Council and/or the 
First Nation. This ensures that business decisions will be made without political influence or interference, 



that those charged with running these businesses are accountable for the success or failure of the 
commercial ventures in question, and that revenues from commercial ventures are used for charitable 
purposes that benefit the First Nation community as a whole. Bill C-27 needs to be clearer at least with 
respect to: 

a. What degree of ownership in and/or control over a commercial entity by First Nation will engage 
disclosure requirements? 

b. Is the Bill intended to capture the activities and financial information of charities? 

c. If a commercial entity is privately held, the disclosure of otherwise confidential business information 
harm the interests of the company, partnership or joint venture. This is why access to information 
legislation contains exemptions for private commercial interests. Why aren't such considerations a factor 
under Bill C-27? If commercial harm does result, what are the responsibilities of the Crown for such 
harm? 

d. Has Canada considered whether the disclosure requirements will put a chill on third parties investing or 
participating as partners in commercial ventures with First Nations? 

e. What are the legal implications of the disclosure requirements for trustees overseeing First Nation 
commercial entities or for the fiduciary duties of directors and officers of First Nation commercial entities? 

2. Section 11 places no apparent restrictions on the motivation or purpose of a court application brought 
by "any person" to force financial disclosure by a First Nation or its commercial entities. It is conceivable 
that this section could be used to do an end run around legitimate exceptions to access to information 
requests or simply to gain a competitive advantage over a First Nation commercial venture. Interest 
groups and political organizations might also use s. 11 for unintended purposed. This does not seem to 
have been thought through — why not? 

(2020) 

The "any person" portion of s. 11 is troubling for other reasons. To our knowledge, a First Nation citizen in 
Alberta cannot bring a legislative or court application in another province to compel the disclosure of 
financial information from another government. First Nations governments should be accountable to our 
own citizens, and/or to the Government of Canada for any funds transferred to a First Nation government, 
for programs, education, healthcare or infrastructure. It should not be open to "any person", for any 
apparent purpose or motivation, to engage a First Nation in a costly and time consuming court procedure 
regarding the disclosure of financial information. This section potentially declares an open season on 
legal proceedings of this nature against First Nations. 

Samson is equally concerned that the extension of financial disclosure requirements to commercial 
entities in which a First Nation has an interest will also be unfair for other reasons. Samson currently 
owns Peace Hills Trust, a small but successful privately held banking and lending institution. Samson also 
owns or has an interest in a long list of other commercial ventures, including but not limited to a casino, 
resort, oil and gas development, and a construction and trucking company. The more successful a First 
Nation is, the more diverse our commercial interests are and so the more onerous the reporting 
requirements will become. Our accounting firm informs us that considerable additional costs will likely be 
incurred as a result of Bill C-27, particularly as a result of the broad definition of ""entity". Further, there 
may well be unique legal requirements already governing financial information for our banking, gaming 
and oil and gas businesses that might conflict with the disclosure requirements in Bill C-27. Canada has 
not studied these issues or the downloaded costs of identifying and addressing these legal issues. These 
costs have apparently been offloaded to any commercial entity that has some unspecified degree of First 
Nation ownership or control. 



Samson is also concerned that the inclusion of commercial ventures in the legislation is a poorly cloaked 
measure that is actually intended to enable Canada to find new justifications for reducing funding to First 
Nation governments. If this is indeed an intended purpose of the legislation then the Government of 
Canada should be forthright about this and engage in open discussion about the issue of so-called First 
Nations' "own-source revenue". The honour of the Crown requires that Canada act in good faith and 
without hidden agendas... 

Section 13 of Bill C-27 is very problematic for both legal and practical reasons. The internal financial 
decisions and affairs of a First Nation go to the core of our inherent right of self-government. This does 
not mean that clear, fair and ameliorative disclosure requirements are not legitimate, but this is not what 
is imposed by Bill C-27. Instead, the unstructured discretionary powers granted to the Minister in s. 13 
have no clear ameliorative purpose and could, as drafted, legitimately be used in a broad range of 
circumstances, in arbitrary and varying degrees and without any requirement to ensure consistency, 
promote a positive outcome, or respect fairness. 

In the Adams case, the Supreme Court of Canada strongly cautioned against unstructured, discretionary 
regimes: 

In light of the Crown's unique fiduciary obligations toward Aboriginal peoples, Parliament may not simply 
adopt an unstructured discretionary, administrative regime which risks infringing aboriginal rights in a 
substantial number of applications in the absence of some explicit guidance. If a statute confers an 
administrative discretion which may carry significant consequences for the exercise of an aboriginal right, 
the statute or its delegate regulations must outline specific criteria for the granting or refusal of that 
discretion which seek to accommodate the existence of aboriginal rights. 

First Nation funding is inextricably related to core aspects of our right of self-government and critically 
important to fulfillment of key terms of Treaty No. 6, including in particular the promises in the Treaty 
regarding healthcare services and education. Under the unstructured discretionary regime of Bill C-27, 
the Minister could suspend the flow of funding or terminate funding agreements all together which relate 
to the Treaty promises regarding healthcare and education. These are only two of the most obvious treaty 
obligations potentially impacted by the Minister's s. 13 powers. There was no consultation about the 
potential impacts of the Minister's s. 13 powers on our Treaty rights to healthcare services and education, 
among others. 

Practical issues also arise from s. 13. Under the current system, which is administered by way of legally 
binding funding agreements between First Nations and Canada, there is an imperfect but at least 
somewhat structured system for addressing financial mismanagement. First, a general assessment is 
conducted with the First Nation to identify the issues that have to be addressed. 

Could I ask for five minutes, please? 

Hon. Senators: Agreed. 

Senator Tardif: I will continue: 

The First Nation is then given a window of opportunity to develop and implement a management action 
plan to remedy those issues, failing which a co-manager is put in place to assist the First Nation with 
correcting its financial issues. In the worst case scenarios, where co-management has failed, a third party 
manager is appointed to control the First Nation's finances until the situation is remedied. This approach, 
while in need of refinement and a more consistent application from region to region, is at least measured, 
more or less reasonable, and usually fair — and it works more often than not. Most importantly, it ensures 
that funding for community health services, daycares, schools and other important services, many of 
which are Treaty obligations, are not disrupted or stopped all together while financial management issues 
are being addressed. Why did Canada toss this balanced approach, with its ameliorative objectives, out 



the window and replace it with sweeping and unstructured ministerial power? No explanation has been 
provided and no assessment of the potential impacts of the Minister's new discretionary powers on 
Canada's fiduciary and Treaty obligations to First Nations. 

Sincerely, 

Chief Marvin Yellowbird, 

Samson Cree Nation. 

Honourable senators, as you can see, for all of the reasons stated in the letter which I have just read and 
for all the other reasons stated in the submissions and statements we have heard this evening, I certainly 
support, as do colleagues on this side, Senator Dyck's motion in amendment that Bill C-27 be not now 
read a third time but that it be read a third time this day six months hence. 

Hon. Dennis Glen Patterson: Honourable senators, I thank you for the opportunity to speak to this 
question. The honourable senator has raised a number of issues which I would like to address point by 
point. 

First, it has been suggested that Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada already has the 
power to release a band's financial information to its members, so this legislation is unnecessary. It is true 
that Aboriginal Affairs receives dozens of requests from First Nation community members every year 
requesting financial information about their band. However, the Department of Aboriginal Affairs can only 
release a band's financial information to its members when the department maintains the First Nation 
membership list. In cases where the membership is maintained by the First Nation, the department must 
verify that the person requesting information is a member of the First Nation. This requires referring back 
to the very First Nation that has refused to hand over the financial information to the band member in the 
first place. 

(2030) 

I am sure the honourable senator can recognize the difficulty in which this places band members. We 
have heard of reprisals and intimidation from band members who were witnesses before the committee 
who were in that very situation. This bill would eliminate this problem and will ensure that First Nation 
members no longer have to go through the minister to access information that should be coming to them 
directly from their local leaders. More important, this bill places the accountability for withholding financial 
information squarely back at the feet of First Nations governments, where it belongs. 

The present provisions of the Indian Act, not those in Bill C-27, are what I would describe as a classic 
case of colonialism, where a band member must go to the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and expose 
himself or herself to the risk of harassment and intimidation. Bill C-27 eliminates the need for that 
humiliating and demeaning process. 

By requiring this basic financial information to be published on the Internet, people will also be able to 
access this information anonymously. This will help to lessen the cases of intimidation that some First 
Nation members have told us they have faced as a result of trying to access information from their 
leaders. 

Second, I want to point out that the honourable senator is correct in stating that currently requiring First 
Nations to publish their salaries and expenses would not be compliant with the Privacy Act. This is exactly 
the change we want to make through the passage of this important legislation. Once this bill is passed, 
the disclosure of First Nations elected officials' salaries and expenses would be compliant with this 
financial transparency legislation. 



The fact is that Bill C-27 goes beyond the status quo in a number of important ways. It will ensure that 
First Nation governments are held to the same standard of accountability and transparency as other 
levels of government in Canada. It will also empower First Nation community members by providing them 
with access to the information they need to make informed decisions about their communities. 

The third point raised by my colleague is that by enacting this bill, the government would be eliminating 
the freedom of First Nations to make their own decisions with respect to public disclosure of their private 
financial information. As we heard from witnesses testifying before the committee, First Nations 
governments should be required to adhere to the same basic principles of financial transparency that are 
in place for other governments in Canada. This bill achieves this. I would respectfully submit that our 
Senate committee heard from a broad range of witnesses who expressed a wide range of views on this 
bill. 

Honourable senators, First Nations governments are the only governments in Canada not subject to 
transparency legislation. How is it that honourable senators can oppose giving Aboriginal Canadians the 
same level of transparency as all other Canadians receive from their elected officials? Why should First 
Nations deserve any less? I believe, in fact, that many First Nations will actually welcome the opportunity 
to share their good governance practices and reasonable and responsible expenditures. 

This bill puts into place the minimum requirements with respect to transparency. We believe that many 
First Nations may choose to go further. Some may adopt practices that will go far beyond these basic 
requirements to publish audited consolidated financial statements and schedules of remuneration and 
expenses. 

Bill C-27 also strengthens existing enforcement measures by allowing First Nation members to apply to a 
superior court to require publication of their band's financial information should their band council refuse 
to do so. 

Witnesses who appeared before our committee noted that legislating enforcement requirements in the bill 
also creates real consequences for non-compliant bands. This brings me to another statement made by 
the honourable senator, and that is that: 

Enacting Bill C-27 will not clamp down on the few non- compliant First Nations because the bill legislates 
the same policies and regulations, the exact same tools that Aboriginal Affairs already has.... Bill C-27 
does not contain any new remedies to do that. 

In fact, honourable senators, there are important new remedies in the bill, including those that enable 
First Nation members, and indeed all citizens, to take the First Nation government to court in the event it 
fails to comply with this act and make basic information available. This is a huge improvement over the 
current approach, where the only remedy an individual First Nation member has is to appeal to the 
minister. The current situation is outdated, paternalistic and impedes local accountability mechanisms 
from developing more organically. 

Honourable senators, I must admit that I am quite perplexed how honourable senators could oppose 
greater accountability for First Nations and suggest that there are not enough band members who have 
had the courage to complain. Surely you would agree that if this bill helps only one person get information 
he or she is entitled to, that is enough. 

The fifth point raised by the honourable senator compares Bill C-27 to the long-gun registry, purportedly 
penalizing and angering law-abiding First Nations. This bill cannot be compared with the long-gun registry 
for two simple reasons. First, the suggestion that publishing basic financial information of a First Nation is 
comparable to a punishment is disturbing. Bill C-27 simply puts into place the same basic standards with 
respect to financial transparency that apply to other governments in Canada. If anyone is being punished, 



it is those First Nation members who cannot presently access this basic financial information under the 
current approach. 

Second, the gun registry was creating an entirely new regime. Bill C-27 simply takes documents already 
being prepared by First Nation governments and makes them available to the public. If First Nations are 
already doing what Bill C-27 requires of them, then they will have no concerns. In fact, they should be 
pleased that, as a result of Bill C-27, everyone will know that they are not among the few First Nations 
who choose not to be transparent. Indeed, this bill will show to all Canadians that many bands are well 
managed and have nothing to fear from this bill. Why do honourable senators on the other side want to 
support First Nations leaders who oppose greater transparency and accountability? 

Another concern raised has to do with using First Nation members as an excuse to put forth this bill. As 
we heard from witnesses testifying before committee, First Nation governments should adhere to the 
basic principles of financial transparency. These principles reflect the belief that the basic financial 
information relating to a government should be public and not kept private when it is convenient to do so. 
This bill will ensure that this principle also applies to First Nation governments. 

The second-to-last point made by the honourable senator suggests that the government is providing false 
hope to band members from the few non-compliant First Nations and that this bill will not make these 
leaders comply. The government believes that the greater public awareness created by this bill of the 
specific First Nations that are not transparent — and we have emphasized that there is a minority of them 
— will serve as a much more powerful incentive for them to comply with the bill's objectives. Certainly, 
currently, no one knows if a First Nation is being transparent or not. This only breeds suspicion and 
creates a situation where those relatively few First Nations with something to hide sully the reputation of 
those First Nations that work hard to be transparent and accountable. As I have already stated, there are 
important new remedies in the bill, including those that empower First Nation members and all citizens to 
seek a court order forcing First Nations to make this basic information available if they fail to do so. 

Finally, the last concern raised by the honourable senator is that the government is trying to fool 
Canadians, or that they have a hidden agenda, and that the minister should withdraw Bill C-27. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. The suggestion to withdraw the bill was debated by the Senate committee 
during clause-by-clause consideration and was defeated. Bill C-27 does in fact reflect what many 
witnesses, leaders and individuals told both the Senate and house committees. Instead of withdrawing 
the bill, ignoring the calls from First Nations and denying them access to this basic information that all 
other Canadians expect and receive from their own elected officials, we should ensure that it receives 
swift passage. 

(2040) 

One final point I wish to raise has to do with funding agreements. Concerns have been raised in this 
chamber with respect to when Bill C-27 would take effect and how it would relate to any funding 
agreements that are currently being signed by First Nations for the coming fiscal year. I want to be very 
clear on this point. Bill C-27 would apply only to the fiscal year of a First Nation that begins after the bill 
receives Royal Assent. Given that First Nations operate on a fiscal year that begins on April 1, this means 
that if the bill were to receive Royal Assent by March 31, 2013, it would apply, for the first and only time, 
to the 2013-14 fiscal year. The bill does not look back to salaries and expenses from previous years. 

Aside from its provisions that deal with the publication of certain financial documents, the bill does not 
alter the reporting practice that has already been in place for some time. This means that the only real 
change will occur 120 days after the end of the coming fiscal year, or July 2014, when, if the bill is 
passed, First Nations will need to disclose financial information according to the new act. 

With respect to the question of certain clauses found in the 2013-14 funding agreements, I want to 
explain that all funding agreements are reviewed on an annual basis and, if required, adjustments are 



made in keeping with changes made to legislation, program terms and conditions or policies and 
directives, et cetera. With respect to Bill C-27, a minor adjustment was made to the sections of the 
funding agreements having to do with disclosure requirements. This minor adjustment was simply to add 
a reference to the agreement that would ensure that, in the event Bill C-27 passes, it is very clear that 
First Nations are subject to the disclosure requirements in the act. Now, in only five places in the model 
funding agreement that applies to the 2013-14 fiscal year, there are references to "an Act of Parliament," 
which had not been necessary in previous funding agreements. This is because, until Bill C-27, disclosure 
requirements like these were found in funding agreements and not in legislation. 

Given that Bill C-27 is modelled closely on existing practices, these new clauses simply seek to eliminate 
any confusion about how the funding agreements will operate alongside Bill C-27, should it be passed. 

Honourable senators, Senator Dyck and other honourable senators have invoked the Idle No More 
movement in calling for the bill to be withdrawn, saying that, especially in the current climate of dissent, 
this is the time for consultation. Opposition members in this debate cited a litany of other bills where 
consultation was deemed to be inadequate. These bills were not concocted capriciously. One, the First 
Nations elections act, was the subject of a study by the Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal 
Peoples. That bill responded to many complaints by First Nations that communities should have the 
option of electing chiefs for longer terms for greater certainty, continuity — 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Is the honourable senator asking for more time? 

Senator Patterson: May I? 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Five minutes? 

Hon. Senators: Agreed. 

Senator Patterson: Thank you. This same bill also outlawed corrupt elections practices, which were not 
punishable in the previous provisions of the Indian Act. 

Bill C-45 amendments to the Indian Act resulted from many complaints that the procedures for obtaining 
community consent to a band council's decision to lease, not sell, band lands to third parties was taking 
too long, years instead of months. The bill sped up and simplified the process. 

There were no laws whatsoever allowing for the establishment of safe drinking water standards for water 
sources on reserves, so we introduced the safe drinking water act. 

The safe drinking water act, the First Nations elections act, amendments to the Indian Act in Bill C-45, 
and now Bill C-27 — all of these bills have been criticized by witnesses and by members in opposition in 
the Senate. Yes, there is a climate of confrontation and suspicion on the part of some Aboriginal leaders. 
I frankly do not believe that hoisting the bill for six months will make any bit of difference. Even the 
government's best efforts to engage First Nations in developing a new First Nations education act, 
recommended by the Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples, has resulted in an outright 
boycott of the consultation process by some First Nations and the AFN. 

I believe that Aboriginal leaders could and should engage in meaningful consultation with our 
government, but many are choosing not to do so. They are instead appealing to the Governor General, to 
the Queen or to the UN rather than engaging with our government. It sometimes seems that no amount of 
consultation is adequate in the current climate of suspicion and confrontation. 

Honourable senators, this bill is the right thing to do. I am confident that it will improve transparency, 
accountability and overall good governance on the part of First Nations by shedding the light of day, in 



public and for the first time, on First Nation governments — many of which are doing an excellent job of 
governing — and they will all be better for it. I urge you to oppose this motion and support this legislation, 
which will simply provide First Nations with the same level of transparency and accountability from their 
leadership as Canadians expect from their federal, provincial and municipal leaders. 

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear! 

Hon. Lillian Eva Dyck: Will the honourable senator take a question? 

Senator Patterson: Good idea. 

Senator Dyck: Thank you for that speech. We disagree on many points, but I will ask the honourable 
senator probably just one question. He says that the bill is putting in legislation for greater transparency 
and accountability like other levels of government. You know that First Nations do not consider 
themselves other levels of government. They are nation-to-nation agreements. The question is the 
following: If the Premier of Saskatchewan did not post his salary and his expenses on the Internet, would 
you terminate all funding to the provincial government simply because he did not do that? In this bill, you 
can withdraw all of the funding and terminate all of the agreements, which seem like pretty draconian 
measures. Would you do that to the Province of Saskatchewan because the premier did not post those 
numbers on the Web? 

Senator Patterson: The honourable senator gives me an authority and a power that I greatly lack in this 
chamber, honourable senators. However, I wish to point out that the provisions allowing for the drastic 
situation of withholding funds from band members are in the present contribution agreements, and they 
are extremely rarely, if ever, utilized. There are measures, such as consultation with the band and such 
as third-party management, in an extreme situation. This is a hypothetical situation. Most bands in 
Canada are complying with the contribution agreements, and there are probably $10 billion to $12 billion 
per year — $7 billion to $8 billion from Aboriginal Affairs alone — that are granted to First Nation bands 
that are providing an array of services. The funds are also from other departments, such as Health 
Canada. These measures that are in the contribution agreement and in the legislation are likely to be 
rarely exercised, in my respectful opinion. As I have said, the enforcement mechanism is the shedding of 
the light of day on what is being paid. That will impose compliance. 

Hon. Sandra Lovelace Nicholas: Honourable senators, I would like to read into the record a letter that 
outlines why Sakimay First Nation is opposed to Bill C-27. 

(2050) 

It states: 

I am here at the request of Chief Lynn Acoose who respectfully sends her regards and thanks the 
Committee for the invitation to appear before you. 

Sakimay First Nations encompasses the communities of Sakimay, Shesheep, Minoachak and Little Bone 
and all are located within Treaty Number 4 territory in what is now the province of Saskatchewan. 

We offer this position in the hope that you will accept it as knowledge of our aspirations and 
understandings concerning the matter of accountability as it relates to the proposed legislation presently 
before this committee. 

We do not offer this position as consultation regarding the enactment of Bill C-27. 



This is because we fundamentally oppose the continued lack of consultation processes and imposed 
rules and laws that presume to override our traditional governance systems. Our traditional systems of 
governance originate from original instructions given to us by the Creator; and our traditional laws are 
informed by living upon this land throughout the millennia prior to the establishment of the Canadian 
state. 

To clarify our objections to this legislation, we offer a short description of the impacts that imposed 
colonial legislation has had on our community and we wish to share our understanding of traditional 
principles of governance. 

In 1876, the Community of Sakimay had originally been surveyed on the north shore of the Crooked Lake 
following the conclusion of Treaty Number 4 in 1874. After the death of Chief Sakimay in 1881, the young 
people of Sakimay's band, led by one of the headmen, determined that they would accept the offers of 
the government to commence a livelihood in farming. But this was on the condition that they be given 
land on the south side of the Crooked Lake where better farmland was located. To reward this interest, 
the government surveyed a new reserve and the community was moved to the new area. 

However, the old people, led by another of the community's headmen whose name was Shesheep, 
warned the young people not to accept the things that the government was offering. As Chief Shesheep 
had put it, "bad things will happen" if they accepted the assistance. 

For a time the old people were able to prevent the younger people from accepting what was being offered 
by the government. But the pressures and concerns about the changing world around them grew. The 
young people eventually accepted the government's offer to commence their farming livelihoods, as had 
been promised under Treaty Number 4. 

As a result, the community became territorially split, with the old people returning to the reserve area on 
the north shore of the Crooked Lake that had been originally surveyed for Sakimay in 1876. However, the 
Treaty promises were never fully honored, and for many years the young people protested to the 
government about its broken promises and Treaty responsibilities. 

In the more than hundred and thirty years since these events took place, the Government of Canada has 
failed time and again to fulfill its Treaty obligations, choosing instead to enact oppressive legislation and 
policies that have devastated our nations and cultures. This included legislation that banned our cultural 
practices, overrode how we governed ourselves by deposing our leadership, took away control of how we 
looked after ourselves and our lands, and even stole our children. 

In Canada's eyes, we Indigenous people have always been seen as a problem that needs to be resolved. 
This position has been followed by a course of action of what is termed assimilation — but we call it 
cultural genocide. A process that has been systematically implemented through successive government 
legislation and policy since the Treaty relationship was established. 

Now this government talks about accountability. 

But the accountability the government talks about will continue to be based on the western models of 
government and governance, which has imposed upon us its competitive modes of making decisions. 

The decision making processes of these non-Indigenous systems are not designed to connect the people 
of our community with their governance responsibilities. This system is further reinforced by the policies of 
Aboriginal Affairs, and through the many administrative mechanisms and agreements we are compelled 
to sign. 



These continue to define and redefine the manner in which our affairs are conducted. As a result, they 
continue to shape the nature of our relationships with community members — to our great detriment. This 
includes our electoral and decision making institutions, which are based upon destructive competitive 
processes. 

The ongoing environment of underfunding has fueled a continuous cycle of oppression which has and 
continues to be an impediment to progress and the dignity of individuals. The proposed legislation will 
only serve to reinforce our accountability to the government and citizens of Canada. While Chiefs and 
Councils and administrators maintain their accountability for finances to the government, the membership 
of our community suffers through the austerity measures that we are in turn compelled to implement by 
virtue of these underfunding agreements. Through contribution agreements, we are simply administering 
poverty to our people. 

It's a fallacy to believe that federal legislation, such as that being considered by this committee, can truly 
create accountability between Indigenous citizens and their elected leaders. Because of the restrictive 
nature of funding agreements, not only are we financially accountable, but so too are our aspirations and 
needs. What we wish we could do remains subject to the pleasure of alien legislation and oppressive 
policies. Thus, the proposed legislation will not only serve to strengthen the accountability of Indigenous 
communities towards the Canadian government and its citizens, but also reinforces this ineffective model 
of accountability as a norm and a part of local community governance. 

This is the legacy that has been created. Throughout the years, generations of our people have been 
taught that our traditional governance practices were archaic and inferior. As this attitude gained 
acceptance among us, we began to forget about our traditional practices, adopting western models of 
competitive decision making and problem solving. As a result, we had put aside and forgot about the 
knowledge and wisdom collected through the millennia by our ancestors and what they invested into 
developing and preserving for us as our inheritance. 

(2100) 

To Anishinabek, accountability, in a traditional sense, is a personal responsibility. Honesty and 
truthfulness are very much a part of that accountability. It's also a sacred commitment that each of us 
must undertake in our day to day relationships, both within the community and with the rest of our 
environment. Accountability is with you, whether you're a parent or grandparent, a school bus driver, or a 
Chief or Council member. Each of us carries our accountabilities with us no matter what profession, 
career or duties we have as Anishnabek. 

Our traditional systems of governance were designed to be transparent, accountable, inclusive and 
participatory. They involved the distribution of responsibility, and the participation of people. Unlike the 
current governance systems that have been imposed upon us, our systems did not exclude the 
community from the exercise of government. Our traditional governance systems did not disconnect us 
from our personal obligations. Everyone in the community played their role in our systems of governance. 

Throughout the millennia, accountability was an institution at the core of our relationships. There is 
nothing that we can learn from the proposed legislation which, in many respects, is foreign to what had 
already been practiced and perfected in the historic governance systems of our ancestors. 

From the time of Sakimay's many historical objections to the application of alien and oppressive laws; to 
the appointment of our last traditional Chief in 1979; to the movements and activities of protests in many 
Indigenous communities today; Indian Policy and subsequent federal legislation has been allowed to 
supplant our ancestors' dynamic and inclusive systems of governance. 

The competitive nature of the institutions that have been imposed upon us foster the divisiveness of 
federal policy, legislation and funding agreements. Instead, our community needs to heed the lessons of 



our ancestors, like Chief Shesheep, and not accept the solutions that the government imposes or else 
bad things will continue to happen to us. Our community must say, no more. 

Like many other communities, the community of Sakimay is recovering what we had lost — what we had 
forgotten — 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Is the honourable senator asking for more time? 

Senator Lovelace Nicholas: Yes, please. 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Five more minutes are granted. 

Senator Lovelace Nicholas: Thank you. 

— what we had forgotten — as a result of being oppressed and colonized. We are continuing our journey 
of spiritual recovery, healing and growth. As a result, we are finding strength in ourselves, strength in our 
history and our culture, which includes a governance system that comes from the people, and not from 
without. To us, that is accountability. 

Therefore, I cannot support this bill with good conscience. 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Continuing debate? 

Senator Carignan: Question. 

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

Some Hon. Senators: Question. 

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

Some Hon. Senators: Yes. 

Some Hon. Senators: No. 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say "yea." 

Some Hon. Senators: Yea. 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: All those opposed to the motion will please say "nay." 

Some Hon. Senators: Nay. 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: In my opinion, the nays have it. 

And two honourable senators having risen: 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Is there an agreement on the time of the bell? 

Hon. Elizabeth (Beth) Marshall: Thirty minutes. 



Senator Tardif: Could I ask for clarification? I believe this is the debate on a bill following a time 
allocation motion. Is it correct that if it is past 5:30, the vote is automatically deferred to the next day at 
5:30? 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: The vote is on the amendment, so the debate allocation of six hours is 
not over yet. After we have settled the question on the amendment, then we will proceed to the main 
motion and then those rules will apply.  

For now, honourable senators are asking for a vote on the amendment. That is why I am asking the whips 
if there is an agreement, and I heard 30 minutes. 

Senator Tardif: Thank you. 

Senator Marshall: Thirty minutes. 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: The house agrees on a 30-minute bell? 

Some Hon. Senators: Yes. 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: May I have permission to leave the chair? 

Some Hon. Senators: Agreed. 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Thank you. 

Call in the senators. 

(2140) 

Motion in amendment negatived on the following division: 

YEAS 
THE HONOURABLE SENATORS 

Callbeck Hubley 

Chaput Joyal 

Cordy Lovelace Nicholas 

Cowan Mitchell 

Dallaire Moore 

Day Ringuette 

Dyck Rivest 

Eggleton Smith (Cobourg) 

Fraser Tardif — 19 



Hervieux-Payette  

NAYS 
THE HONOURABLE SENATORS 

Andreychuk McInnis 

Batters McIntyre 

Bellemare Meredith 

Beyak Nancy Ruth 

Black Neufeld 

Boisvenu Ngo 

Braley Ogilvie 

Buth Oh 

Carignan Patterson 

Champagne Poirier 

Comeau Raine 

Dagenais Rivard 

Demers Runciman 

Doyle Seidman 

Duffy Seth 

Enverga Smith 
(Saurel) 

Fortin-
Duplessis 

Stewart 
Olsen 

Greene Tkachuk 

Housakos Unger 

Lang Verner 

LeBreton Wallace 

MacDonald Wallin 

Manning Wells 

Marshall White — 49 



Martin  

ABSTENTIONS 
THE HONOURABLE SENATORS 

Nil 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Honourable senators, on debate on the main motion. Are honourable 
senators ready for the question? 

Some Hon. Senators: Question. 

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

Some Hon. Senators: Agreed. 

Some Hon. Senators: No. 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: On division? 

Some Hon. Senators: No. 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: I remind honourable senators that if there is a recorded vote, it will take 
place tomorrow at 5:30 p.m. 

Those in favour of the motion will please say "yea." 

Some Hon. Senators: Yea. 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Those opposed to the motion will please say "nay." 

Some Hon. Senators: Nay. 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: In my opinion, the "yeas" have it. 

And two honourable senators having risen: 

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Honourable senators, the vote will take place tomorrow at 5:30 p.m. 

March 26, 2013 

First Nations Financial Transparency Bill  
 
Third Reading   
 
The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Honourable senators, it was moved by the Honourable Senator 
Patterson, seconded by the Honourable Senator Wallace: That Bill C-27, An Act to enhance the financial 
accountability and transparency of First Nations, be read the third time.  Motion agreed to and bill read 
third time and passed, on the following division:  



YEAS THE HONOURABLE SENATORS  
◦ Andreychuk ◦ Batters 
◦ Bellemare ◦ Beyak 
◦ Black ◦ Boisvenu 
◦ Braley ◦ Buth 

◦ Carignan ◦ Champagne 
◦ Comeau ◦ Dagenais 
◦ Demers ◦ Doyle 
◦ Duffy ◦ Enverga 

◦ Fortin-Duplessis ◦ Frum 
◦ Greene ◦ Housakos 

◦  
◦ Johnson ◦ Lang 
◦ LeBreton ◦ MacDonald 
◦ Maltais ◦ Manning 
◦ Marshall ◦ Martin 
◦ McInnis ◦ McIntyre 
◦ Meredith ◦ Nancy Ruth 
◦ Neufeld ◦ Ngo 
◦ Ogilvie ◦ Oh 

◦ Patterson ◦ Plett 
◦ Poirier ◦ Raine 
◦ Rivard ◦ Runciman 
◦ Seidman ◦ Seth 

◦ Smith (Saurel) ◦ Stewart Olsen 
◦ Tkachuk ◦ Unger 
◦ Verner ◦ Wallace 
◦ Wallin ◦ Wells 

◦ White—53 ◦  
◦  ◦  

 
 NAYS THE HONOURABLE SENATORS  

◦ Baker ◦ Callbeck 
◦ Campbell ◦ Chaput 
◦ Cordy ◦ Cowan 
◦ Day ◦ De Bané 

◦ Downe ◦ Dyck 
◦ Eggleton ◦ Fraser 
◦ Furey ◦ Harb 

◦ Hervieux-Payette ◦ Hubley 
◦ Jaffer ◦ Joyal 

◦ Lovelace Nicholas ◦ Massicotte 
◦ Mercer ◦ Mitchell 
◦ Moore ◦ Munson 

◦ Ringuette ◦ Rivest 
◦ Robichaud ◦ Smith (Cobourg) 
◦ Tardif ◦ Watt—30 

◦  ◦  
◦  ABSTENTIONS THE HONOURABLE SENATORS 

◦ Nil 
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